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T
he Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the nation’s largest 
metropolitan planning organization (MPO) representing six counties (Imperial, 
Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura) and 191 cities. The 
2012–2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Communities 

Strategy (SCS) seeks to develop a comprehensive and interconnected network of bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities throughout the region to increase transportation options, so that 
bicycling and walking become more practical and desirable choices for travel. Increasing 
bicycling and walking within the region will assist in reducing road congestion, enhancing 
public health, and improving air quality. The RTP supports Active Transportation through 
the development of bicycle and pedestrian policies.

Active Transportation refers to transportation such as walking or using a bicycle, tri-
cycle, velomobile, wheelchair, scooter, skates, skateboard, push scooter, trailer, hand 
cart, shopping car, or similar electrical devices. For the purposes of this report, Active 
Transportation will generally refer to bicycling and walking, the two most common meth-
ods. Walking and bicycling are essential parts of the SCAG transportation system, are low 
cost, do not emit greenhouse gases, can help reduce roadway congestion, and increase 
health and the quality of life of residents. As the region works towards reducing conges-
tion and air pollution, walking and bicycling will become more essential to meet the future 
needs of Californians 

The strategies established by the Active Transportation Chapter will adhere to the follow-
ing goals and objectives:

 � Goal 1: Increase dedicated funding for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure.
 � Objective 1.1: Develop a Constrained Plan that analyzes existing funding and 

provides quantitative support for future funding requirements.
 � Objective 1.2: Estimate the benefits of current investments to analyze future 

funding needs.

 � Goal 2: Increase accommodation and planning for bicyclists and pedestrians.
 � Objective 2.1: Include a Strategic Plan that includes additional investments 

needed to develop a comprehensive and interconnected network of bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities throughout the region. 

 � Objective 2.2: Estimate project costs associated with this vision.
 � Objective 2.3: Estimate the benefits of these investments.
 � Objective 2.4: Support local jurisdictions with the development of their 

local plans.

 � Goal 3: Increase transportation options, particularly for trips less than three miles. 
 � Objective 3.1: Increase linkages between bicycling and walking with transit.
 � Objective 3.2: Examine bicycling and walking as an integral part of a conges-

tion/transportation management tool (e.g. Safe Routes to School).

 � Goal 4: Significantly decrease bicycle and pedestrian fatalities and injuries.
 � Objective 4.1: Address actual and perceived safety/security concerns that 

prohibit biking and walking from being considered as viable mode choices.

The following sections will illustrate the existing conditions, identify potential oppor-
tunities and provide recommendations that may assist in achieving a more bicycle and 
pedestrian friendly region. The policies and recommendations established by this Active 
Transportation chapter can also assist local jurisdictions and agencies in the development 
of more comprehensive policies that improve public health, safety, and welfare.

Existing Conditions

Physical Setting
The climate in the SCAG region varies by location. The western Los Angeles Basin, 
Ventura County and western Orange County experience marine climates, cool ocean 
breezes and moderate average temperature variations. The inland areas within the 
region are comprised of more arid climates with more significant temperature variations 
throughout the day. Rainfall in the SCAG region typically averages only 30 days per year, 
which provides ideal conditions for walking and bicycling. The majority of the western 
portion of the region is highly developed with suburban areas, with some areas of dense 
urbanization. The inland areas of the region are becoming developed with significant 
suburbanization and pockets of urban development, but are primarily undeveloped or 
designated as national and state parkland.

Political Environment
Recent shifts in the political environment have increased support for Active Transportation 
(please see FIGURE 1 Legislative Timeline). The Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) challenged officials to make “bicycles a more viable 
part of the transportation network.” The Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century 
(TEA-21) provided additional Federal funds for surface transportation, such as pedestrian 
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walkways, until 2003. The Act also extended the Disadvantaged Business Enterprises 
program and created new incentives for bicycle and pedestrian safety and educational 
programs. TEA-21 continued to research new transportation systems and “ensure[d] the 
consideration of bicyclists and pedestrians in the planning process and facility design.” 
Safe, Accountable Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU) increased funding for non-motorized transportation. SAFETEA-LU also 
established the Safe Routes to School (SRTS) program to “enable and encourage primary 
and secondary school children to walk and bicycle to school” and to support infrastruc-
ture-related and behavioral projects that are “geared toward providing a safe, appealing 
environment for walking and bicycling that will improve the quality of our children’s lives 
and support national health objectives by reducing traffic, fuel consumption, and air pol-
lution in the vicinity of schools.”

FIGURE 1 Legislative Timeline
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At the State level, Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32) and Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) were established 
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. AB 32, enacted in 2006, directed the California 
Air Resource Board (CARB) to develop early actions to reduce greenhouse gases and to 
prepare a scoping plan to identify specific strategies to meet the 2020 limit. SB 375, 
enacted in 2008, focuses on reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions generated by cars 
and light trucks and requires SCAG to develop a Sustainable Community Strategies (SCS) 
for the region. The new law also provides incentives for local jurisdictions and develop-
ers to implement new land use development strategies that would help reduce GHGs. 
Some of these strategies include non-motorized transportation strategies. The Complete 
Streets Act of 2008 (AB 1358) required cities and counties to incorporate the concept of 
Complete Streets in their general plan updates to ensure that transportation plans meet 
the needs of all users. SCAG has also adopted similar strategies in the 2012 RTP and has 
the opportunity to provide information and resources to support local cities and counties 
as they implement Complete Streets strategies within their jurisdictions.

Existing Plans
All six of the counties within the SCAG region have developed their own bicycle and 
pedestrian plans. All local bicycle/pedestrian plans finalized by September 30, 2011 are 
considered part of the SCAG Active Transportation Plan.

IMPERIAL COUNTY

In 2003, Imperial County developed a Bicycle Master Plan, which was adopted by its 
Board of Supervisors in 2007. The guiding vision of the plan is to “encourage and promote 
bicycling as a safe and convenient form of transportation and recreation achieved through 
engineering, education, enforcement, and encouragement.” Imperial County is currently 
working on updating their Bicycle Master Plan, which is anticipated to be completed by 
the end of 2011. The proposed plan is anticipated to implement 374.4 miles of bikeways 
at an estimated cost of $6.4 million.

LOS ANGELES COUNTY

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) developed a 
Bicycle Transportation Strategic Plan (BTSP) in 2006 to be used by “the cities, the County 
of Los Angeles and transit agencies in planning bicycle facilities around transit and 
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setting priorities that contribute to regional improvements. The goal is to integrate bicycle 
use in transportation projects.” In addition, Metro also created a Bicycle Transportation 
Account Compliance Document (BTA Document) to provide an “inventory and mapping 
of existing and proposed facilities, and an estimate of past and future expenditures for 
bicycle facilities.”

The Los Angeles County Department of Public Works released a draft of their revised 
Bicycle Master Plan in February 2011, which was developed with the over arching goal 
of increasing “bicycling throughout the County of Los Angeles through the development 
and implementation of bicycle-friendly policies, programs, and infrastructure.” The plan 
recommends the development of an interconnected network of bicycle corridors, with 
approximately 695 miles of bikeway facilities at a proposed cost of $284.8 million.

In addition Metro has developed a Long Range Transportation Plan that includes all of the 
regional bike trail projects that were identified in the BTSP as well as the Arroyo Seco 
Bike Trail, Compton Creek Bike Trail, Dominquez Channel Bike Trail, and the San Jose 
Creek Bike Trail Phase 2B.

ORANGE COUNTY

The 2009 Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) Commuter Bikeways Strategic 
Plan was developed “to encourage the enhancement of Orange County’s regional bike-
ways network, in order to make bicycle commuting a more viable and attractive travel 
option.” The plan identifies approximately 116 miles of priority bikeway projects, estimat-
ing $71.5 million; and is expected to be updated for 2014. 

The strategic plan of the Orange County Long Range Transportation Plan also includes 
advanced active transportation treatments at key intersections within the Central 
County Major Investment Study (MIS) study area. On January 23, 2012, the OCTA Board 
of Directors directed staff to work with local agencies to develop the Orange County 
Bikeway program for strategic corridor planning, developing detailed development imple-
mentation plans, and construction of high priority projects. The goal of the program is to 
take advantage of grant funding opportunities by developing shelf’ready projects along 
regaionl bikeway corridors.

RIVERSIDE COUNTY

The Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) and the Coachella Valley 
Association of Governments (CVAG) have developed Non-Motorized Transportation Plans 
in 2010 for their respective jurisdictions covering most of Riverside County. WRCOG’s 
2010 Non-Motorized Transportation Plan proposes the development of over 440 miles 
of bikeways in order to provide a “regional backbone network of bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities to provide enhanced transportation mobility options.” The 2010 CVAG Non-
Motorized Transportation plan recognizes the “value of providing opportunities for local 
residents and visitors to bicycle for work and recreation, as well as to use off-road trails 
for hiking, equestrians and jogging.”

One innovative project is Parkway 1e11, a proposed 54-mile grade separated bicycle / 
pedestrian / neighborhood electric vehicle path in the Coachella Valley connecting Desert 
Hot Springs to Palms Springs to Coachella and the cities in-between. The Parkway, in the 
preliminary planning stages, will provide an alternative transportation corridor to State 
Route 111. In addition, by the inclusion of neighborhood electric vehicles, it provides 
additional mobility as well as access to activities for active senior citizens. Once com-
pleted the parkway will become part of the regional bikeway Network alignment through 
the Coachella Valley.

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

The 2011 San Bernardino County Non-Motorized Transportation Plan’s goals include: 1) 
improving pedestrian access to transit; 2) removing existing barriers to pedestrian travel; 
3) developing regional trails and pathways, which provide improved pedestrian access to 
destinations; and 4) improving the pedestrian environment on major regional arterials and 
at regional activity centers.

VENTURA COUNTY

The 2007 Ventura County Bicycle Master Plan “provides a broad vision, strategies and 
actions for the improvement of bicycling” by maximizing funding sources for implemen-
tation; improving safety and encouraging cycling; expanding the network and sup-
port facilities; and enhancing the quality of life in Ventura County. The combined cost 
of the identified projects in the Ventura County Bicycle Master Plan is approximately 
$93.1 million
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TABLE 1 County Active Transportation Plans

County Plan Adopted

Imperial Imperial County Bicycle Master Plan 2007

Los Angeles Metro Bicycle Master Plan 2006

Department of Public Works 2011 Bicycle Master Plan 2011

Orange Commuter Bikeways Strategic Plan 2009

Riverside CVAG Draft Non-Motorized Transportation Plan 2010

WRCOG Non-Motorized Plan 2010

San Bernardino 2011 Non-Motorized Transportation Plan 2011

Ventura County Bicycle Master Plan 2007

LOCAL JURISDICTIONS

In addition to county plans, many local jurisdictions have developed their own active 
transportation plans or include active transportation components in the Circulation 
Element of their General Plan. Many street enhancement projects or capital improve-
ment projects include active transportation elements as well. For example, many street 
improvement projects may include the striping of bikeways or new developments may 
include sidewalk enhancements. By examining the annual budgets of the 20 most 
populous cities in the SCAG region and their expenditures associated with active trans-
portation projects such as new sidewalks or bikeways we were able to estimate that on 
average cities spend $5.45 per capita on active transportation each year. Based on an 
average 1 percent annualized population growth and 3 percent adjustment for infla-
tion, it is estimated that local jurisdictions would spend a total of $4.1 billion dollars 
between 2011 and 2035 on active transportation, which is not accounted for in the 
2012–2035 RTP/SCS.

Bicycling and Walking Overview
The majority of commuters within the SCAG region commute via car, truck or van. 
According to the American Community Survey in 2008, more than 85 percent of all com-
muters traveled to work by car, truck or van; and less than 4 percent traveled to work via 
an active transportation mode (0.7 percent bicycled and 2.5 percent walked). The 2012 
RTP/SCS allocates approximately $6.7 billion for active transportation. This is an increase 
of more than 270 percent over the commitments made in the 2008 RTP. Aproximately 
$700 million was added to the allocation provided in the Draft 2012-2035 RTP/SCS, 
partly in response to the overwhelming support received for higher level of funding dur-
ing the comment period. This amount primarily reflects regional commitments and does 
not include many of the locally funded projects associated with active transportation, 
nor does it include projects where bicycle/pedestrian facility construction is part of a 
larger project. So, when the local expenditures are considered, the region is expected to 
spend significantly more than $10 billion in active transportation over the period of the 
plan.

FIGURE 2 Commuter Mode Share in the SCAG Region (2008)
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Source: American Community Survey, 2008

In 2009 the National Household Travel Survey California Travel Survey Add-On (NHTS-CA) 
data estimated that approximately 20.94 percent of all trips in 2009 were conducted by 
walking (19.24 percent) or bicycling (1.7 percent), this is an approximately 75 percent 



increase from the 11.9 percent active transportation mode share in 2000. The 2009 NHTS 
data also showed that there was a decrease in driving from 83.9 percent to 75.0 percent; 
this was a 10.6 percent decrease from 2000.

FIGURE 3 Mode of Travel for Total Trips (2000)
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FIGURE 4 Mode of Travel for Total Trips (2009)
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Source: National Household Travel Survey California Travel Survey Add-On, 2009

However, between 2005 and 2009, the percentage of commuters that traveled by car, 
truck or van has decreased while the percentage of bicycling and walking to work has 

increased. This increase in active transportation usage may have been attributed to 
changes in the economic climate or increases in gas prices. This steady increase in active 
transportation mode share may indicate a greater demand for active transportation infra-
structure and planning.

TABLE 2 Commuter Mode Share in the SCAG Region
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2005 87.40% 4.50% 1.30% 4.10% 0.50% 2.10% 100.00%

2006 86.70% 4.90% 1.20% 4.20% 0.60% 2.40% 100.00%

2007 86.40% 4.80% 1.20% 4.50% 0.60% 2.40% 100.00%

2008 85.90% 5.10% 1.30% 4.50% 0.70% 2.50% 100.00%

2009 85.90% 5.00% 1.10% 4.80% 0.70% 2.50% 100.00%

Source: U.S. Census, 2005-2009

Types of Bicyclists
Bicyclists have varying levels of riding experience and confidence, which influence their 
decision to bicycle. SCAG recognizes that there are a number of factors that motivate 
people to bicycle, and has identified the following three types of bicyclists:

TRANSPORTATION/COMMUTER

Individuals that use their bicycle as a form of transportation on a reasonably regular 
basis, particularly for traveling to work, are classified as bicycle commuters. These 
cyclists utilize cycling primarily for utilitarian travel, not recreation. Some riders in this 
group may choose to travel by bicycle in place of a car while others use bicycling because 
of a lack of other feasible options. Some individuals use bicycling as a method of trans-
portation due to economic necessity or because they are restricted by law from operating 
a motor vehicle. These include the low income individuals, immigrants, and the young 
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adults. These individuals are often referred to as “invisible cyclists” and are often under 
counted in surveys. They may also lack proper equipment for nighttime riding, lack basic 
riding safety knowledge, and are more inclined to ride on sidewalks when there are no 
dedicated bikeways.

These riders typically fall into one of three categories: 1) adult employees, 2) students, 
and 3) shoppers. Transportation or commuter riders tend to travel during peak traffic 
hours and have increased exposure to vehicles. Routes leading to major businesses, 
shopping, education and other commercial areas of high importance to transporta-
tion cyclists. Transportation cyclist needs are consistent throughout the SCAG region 
and include: personal safety and security, safe and secure parking, infrastructure that 
accommodates riding in changes in weather and darkness, and fair treatment from 
law enforcement.

EXERCISE/RECREATION

Recreational cyclists include both competent, experienced individuals and beginner 
riders, including adults and children. Some weekend riders, mountain bikers, and other 
recreational cyclists may drive to other locations in order to ride their bicycles, and ride 
as a form of recreation rather than transportation.

Primary needs of recreational cyclists are similar to that of transportation cyclists except 
that their travel routes are less focused on access to business, shopping, and other 
commercial areas. They tend to travel in lower traffic and more scenic areas or seek out 
off-road paths and trails. Some experienced recreational cyclists may be interested in 
bicycling as transportation, but are concerned about safety, distances, sweat and body 
odor in the work environment.

SOCIAL GROUP

Social bicycle riders represent a growing group of riders, especially in Los Angeles County 
with its growing bicycle culture. The City of Los Angeles has been growing and supporting 
bicycling through a number of activities and advocacy efforts including informal and for-
mal rides such as the Bicycle Kitchen and similar co-ops, Critical Mass, Midnight Ridazz, 
and C.I.C.L.E. (Cyclists Inciting Change through Live Exchange).1

1 Although referencing various advocacy groups in this document, SCAG makes no endorsement of any 
external group’s policies, goals or positions.

The State of California shows its commitment to active transportation 

in the following documents:

 � Highway Design Manual 

 � Deputy Directive on Accommodating Non-motorized  

Transportation (DD64)

 � Director’s Policy on Context Sensitive Solutions (DP22)

 � Main Streets: Flexibility in Design and Operations Assembly 

Concurrent Resolution 211

 � California Supplement to the MUTCD

 � California Blueprint for Bicycling and Walking

 � California Bicycle Transportation Act

 � California Vehicle Code

 � California Streets and Highway Code

 � California Access Compliance Reference Manual
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Riding Styles
Just as there are different types of cyclists, there are different riding styles. While no 
one entirely fits into one category or another, it is an attempt to broadly explain riding 
styles to understand the needs of the various members of the bicycling community. The 
following “Four Types of Cyclists” categorization was first developed in 2005 by the City 
of Portland, Oregon as it began to consider what it would take to dramatically increase 
bicycle use in Portland. The definitions that follow have been expanded somewhat to 
more closely match the demographics in southern California.

FULLY CONFIDENT CYCLIST

Often called “Vehicular Cyclists,” these cyclists ride their bicycles in the same man-
ner that one would drive a motor vehicle. These individuals are confident in riding with 
motorized traffic in almost all conditions, and may forgo using dedicated bicycle facilities. 
These individuals are accustomed to riding in a variety of environments and can navigate 
in less space. Many of these individuals advocate for vehicular cycling because they are 
capable of operating their bicycles on the road in a visible, predictable manner, and follow 
the rules of the road, which may enable automobile drivers to be able to better predict 
how these bicyclists will act, and respond accordingly.

ENTHUSED AND CONFIDENT CYCLIST

These cyclists are as comfortable as the fully confident cyclists in sharing the roadway, 
but prefer using designated bicycle facilities. It is believed that enthused and confident 
cyclists comprise the majority of the tremendous growth in commuter cycling in Portland 
after investments were made in bicycling infrastructure.

INTERESTED BUT CONCERNED CYCLIST

Interested but concerned cyclists make up the majority of cyclists. They are curious about 
regular bicycling as a form of transportation, but may be inexperienced. Due to financial 
or immigration issues, they may also be unable to afford to own or operate a motor vehi-
cle. Also, due to the graduated licensing program, older teenagers also fall into this group. 

According to the “Four Types” categorization, those in the “Interested but Concerned” 
category like riding a bicycle, but they are afraid to ride. They would ride if they felt safer 

on the roadways, if cars were slower and less frequent, and if there were more quiet 
streets with few cars and paths without any cars at all.

Inexperienced cyclists tend to have minimal riding skill and little experience, and are  
not comfortable riding with traffic or within the roadway. These cyclists may lack 
confidence or knowledge of safe cycling practices and regulations. These riders tend to 
use sidewalks, school grounds, parks, bicycle lanes, and Class I bicycle paths as their 
preferred riding environments.

NO WAY, NO HOW

This group is not interested in bicycling for transportation. Some may not own a bicycle or 
ride at all. Others may ride for recreation only on off-road bikeways. This could be attrib-
uted to the distance between home and work, making bicycling too difficult or impossible. 
Shorter utilitarian trips are an option, but may also be considered difficult or impossible.

It is important to note that these are not clear cut definitions, and there is some overlap 
between categories, particularly as one’s level of interest and confidence increases since 
this may shift the demand for bicycle facilities. The Portland report lists that less than 
one percent of bicyclists were fully confident, seven percent were enthused and confi-
dent, 60 percent were interested but concerned, and 33 percent were classified as no 
way, no how.

Types of Bicycle Facilities
A bicycle facility may include a variety of facilities, from bicycle lanes to bicycle parking 
facilities, and other related facilities. Varying types and groups of riders prefer different 
types of riding environments. The Caltrans Highway Design Manual currently classifies 
bicycle lanes, bicycle paths, and routes in the following method:

Class I Bikeways
Class I Bikeways are also known as bicycle paths, shared-use paths or bicycle trails. 
A Class I Bikeway provides a completely separated right-of-way designated for the exclu-
sive use of bicycles and/or pedestrians with cross flows by motorists minimized.
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EXHIBIT1 Existing Bikeways in the SCAG Region
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Class II Bikeways
Often referred to as a bicycle lane, a Class II Bikeway provides a striped lane for one-way 
bicycle travel on a street or highway.

Class III Bikeways
Class III Bikeways are also known as bicycle routes and provide for shared use with 
pedestrians and/or motor vehicle traffic.

Cycletracks
Cycletracks are bicycle lanes on a street or highway physically separated from travel 
lanes occupied by vehicles.

Bicycle Boulevards
Bicycle Boulevards refer to low speed, mostly residential streets where bicycling and 
walking are considered the primary modes. Sometimes used for traffic calming, the 
installation of bicycle boulevards often includes discouragement of non-local vehicle 
traffic while allowing free flow of bicyclists. As an example, traffic diverters allow free 
flow for bicyclists and allow vehicle access to property for homeowners, but do not allow 
motorists to continue driving in the same direction. By reducing speeds and access, 
safety for bicyclists and pedestrians is increased.

The City of Long Beach has installed a bicycle boulevard on Vista Street in the Belmont 
Heights neighborhood. Methods used include traffic circles, a bicycle only signal, 
road narrowing and barriers forcing motorists to turn left or right while allowing 
bicyclists access.

TABLE 3 Existing Bikeways (in Miles)
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Class 1 2.9 264.0 204.9 925.1 77.4 56.5 1,530.8 35.5%

Class 2 4.4 484.6 638.5 235.7 275.8 203.1 1,842.1 42.7%

Class 3 38.1 518.2 102.4 103.6 116.7 62.9 941.9 21.8%

Total Existing 45.4 1,266.9 945.8 1,264.3 469.9 322.5 4,314.8 100.0%

Bicycle Boulevards
Bicycle Boulevards are low speed streets optimized for bicycle travel over vehicle travel.

Like their auto-driving counterparts, most bicyclists will most often use the fastest or 
most convenient route to reach their destinations. Bicyclists are legally allowed to use any 
public roadway in California unless specifically prohibited by State law (e.g. Freeways). 
Therefore, while some roadways are not designated or classified as bikeways, motorists 
should expect and anticipate bicyclists to share the road.

Bicycle Safety
Based on data from the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS), the 
majority of counties in the SCAG region have experienced an increase in the number of 
traffic-related bicyclist fatalities for every 100,000 persons between 2003 and 2006, 
followed by a decrease in the number of fatalities between 2006 and 2008. Most of the 
counties experienced a decrease in traffic-related bicycle injuries for every 100,000 per-
sons between 2003 and 2007; followed by an increase between 2007 and 2008.
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FIGURE 5 Number of Traffic Related Bicyclist Fatalities  
for Every 100,000 Persons
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FIGURE 6 Number of Traffic Related Bicyclist Injuries  
for Every 100,000 Persons
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In 2008, 3.98 percent of all traffic-related fatalities in our region involved bicyclists, 
and 4.31 percent of all traffic-related injuries involved bicyclists. Orange County had the 
highest percentage of traffic-related bicyclist fatalities (6.17 percent), and Ventura County 
had the highest percentage of traffic-related bicyclist injuries (5.83 percent) in the SCAG 
region in 2008.
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FIGURE 7 Percentage of Traffic-Related Fatalities Involving Bicyclists
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Source: State-Wide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS), 2008

FIGURE 8 Percentage of Traffic-Related Injuries Involving Bicyclists
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The SCAG region has seen a greater percentage of traffic-related fatalities involving 
bicyclists than the statewide average, but had a lower percentage of traffic-related 
injuries involving bicyclists. Los Angeles and Orange Counties were the only counties with 
a higher percentage than the statewide percentage of traffic-related bicycle fatalities. 
Orange and Ventura Counties were the only counties with a higher percentage than the 
statewide percentage of traffic-related bicycle injuries.

Pedestrian Oriented Design 
and Access Requirements

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
The ADA was signed into law in 1990 and requires that all public facilities be accessible 
to people with disabilities. The impact of the ADA has been far-reaching. For example, 
multi-level facilities including transit stations must include elevators, sidewalks must 
have sloped surfaces at intersections and other crossings to allow wheelchair accessibil-
ity, buses must have lifts, and signage must include Braille for the blind.

SCAG estimates that $90 million is necessary annually to maintain the existing pedestrian 
infrastructure in usable condition and to maintain consistency with ADA requirements, 
assuming a sidewalk life expectancy of 35 years. A portion of the $6.7 billion dollars allo-
cated toward Active Transportation in the 2012 RTP will be applied toward infrastructure 
improvements that will maintain and improve sidewalks to ADA standards.

Schools
Pedestrian access between schools and nearby neighborhoods is a high safety priority. 
Clear crosswalks, signals adequately timed to allow children to cross streets, crossing 
guards, and school speed limit zones provide a safer environment for children on foot. 
Additionally, pathways and neighborhood parks can provide easier and safer access to 
schools by allowing children, both on foot and bicycle.

The Safe Routes to School (SRTS) program aims to increase the number of students 
walking or bicycling to school. Both the federal government and the State of California 
provide funding for SRTS programs.

Active Transportation     11



Transit
Efficient and well-used public transit (busses, subway, light rail, commuter trains) contrib-
ute to improved mobility and air quality, and extends accessibility for active transporta-
tion. However, the effectiveness of transit is decreased if individuals are unable to easily 
access it in a safe manner. It is estimated that transit users will walk half a mile (Ohland, 
2004) and bicycle two miles (Mineta Transportation Institute, 2002) to a transit stop. 
One of the barriers for commuters to take transit is the convenience to access transit or 
the distance between their starting point and final destination (first-mile/last-mile gap). 
Transit stations benefit from Park-and-Ride lots by expanding the pool of potential riders 
by bringing them to a central point. Yet, studies have shown that the effective distance for 
many Park-and-Ride users is 5 miles or less to these facilities. Placing adequate transit, 
pedestrian, and bicycle facilities within this radius may address the first-mile/last-mile 
gap and encourage ridership and active transportation.

The SCAG region has already taken steps to address the first mile/last mile connectiv-
ity. Metro Rail has removed some seats on the Red/Purple lines allocating that space for 
bicycles. Metrolink has 12 dedicated bicycle cars on their commuter trains. The cars can 
hold up to 18 bicycles on the lower level. 

Street Design and Access to Destinations
Buildings are often set further back from the street with a large parking lot between 
the entrance and the sidewalk, making them more accessible to visitors that arrive by 
car. This form of building design can act as a deterrent to bicyclists and pedestrians. 
Pedestrian and bicyclist access to retail and major activity centers is an integral part of a 
walkable community. Research on walkability has identified that the availability and dis-
tance of potential destinations, such as grocery stores, restaurants, cafes, public spaces, 
and retail stores are significant variables associated with walkability. Smaller blocks with 
more extensive sidewalk coverage along major streets with higher densities are posi-
tively associated with walkability. Similarly, the Complete Streets Act of 2008 (AB 1358) 
required cities and counties to accommodate and plan for all users. 

Pedestrian Safety
Based on SWITRS data, in 2003, San Bernardino County had the highest number of 
traffic-related pedestrian fatalities for every 10,000 persons, and Imperial County had 
the lowest. Imperial County had the highest number of traffic-related pedestrian fatalities 
from 2004 to 2007, while Ventura County had the lowest. In 2008, Los Angeles County 
had the highest number of traffic-related pedestrian fatalities for every 10,000 persons, 
while Ventura County had the lowest. Los Angeles County has consistently had the 
highest number of traffic-related pedestrian injuries for every 10,000 persons. Riverside 
County had the lowest number of traffic-related pedestrian injuries for every 10,000 
persons in 2003. San Bernardino County has had the lowest number of traffic-related 
bicyclist injuries for every 10,000 persons between 2004 and 2008.

FIGURE 9 Number of Pedestrian Fatalities for Every 100,000 Persons
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FIGURE 10 Number of Pedestrian Injuries for Every 100,000 Persons
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While bicycle deaths and injuries are fairly low when compared to other modes of trans-
portation, pedestrian deaths and injuries represent a much more significant percentage 
of all traffic-related incidents, particularly in urban areas. In 2008, 20.94 percent of all 
traffic-related fatalities in the SCAG region involved a pedestrian, and 5.74 percent of 
traffic-related injuries involved pedestrians. Los Angeles County had the highest percent-
age of traffic-related pedestrian fatalities (29.65 percent) and the highest percentage of 
pedestrian injuries (7.05 percent) within the SCAG region in 2008.

FIGURE 11 Percentage of Traffic-Related Fatalities Involving Pedestrians
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FIGURE 12 Percentage of Traffic-Related Injuries Involving Pedestrians
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Most counties in the SCAG region have a smaller percentage of traffic-related pedestrian 
fatalities involving a pedestrian when compared to the statewide average; Los Angeles 
and Orange County were the only two counties to have a higher percentage of pedestrian-
involved fatalities. Most counties also had a smaller percentage of traffic-related injuries 
involving a pedestrian versus the statewide average; Los Angeles County was the only 
county that had a higher percentage of pedestrian involved injuries.

FIGURE 13 Fatalities and Injuries by Mode (in 2008)
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Deficiencies and Needs Analysis
The existing active transportation infrastructure may provide access for many of the 
residents within the region but fails to accommodate the needs of the youth, elderly, 
and disabled. Added consideration must be given to these populations as any of them 
do not currently feel secure or able to utilize the existing active transportation facilities. 
The population within the SCAG region is expected to expand with an additional 4 million 
residents within the next 25 years. This growth in population will put added strain on the 
existing transportation infrastructure and contribute to more congestion if no improve-
ments are made. In addition to the population increase, the average age of our population 
will increase, changing the characteristics and demand on travel. The aging population 
will place a greater demand on transit and active transportation modes.

Pedestrian Facility Deficiencies
The 1994 AASHTO Green Book describes pedestrian facilities as “sidewalks, crosswalks, 
traffic control features, special walkways found on some portions of freeway rights-of-
way, curb cuts (depressions), and ramps for the older walkers and persons with mobility 
impairments. They are also parts of bus stops or other loading areas, grade separations, 
and the stairs or escalators related to these facilities.”

The coordination of local plans and county/regional policies is necessary to develop a 
regional interconnected network of bicycle facilities. Individuals base their travel deci-
sions based on convenience, accessibility and safety. The need for a regional approach 
towards bicycle and pedestrian planning is attributed to the fact that travelers are not 
restricted to a single jurisdiction and often cross multiple jurisdictions during their trip. 
Existing facilities and infrastructure, and the planning for the infrastructure are often 
disjointed and do not provide easy accessibility for users.

Similarly, the dominance of motorized transportation has led to a disproportionate alloca-
tion of funding and adequate planning for pedestrian accessibility. Examples include areas 
that are not in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA); areas that have 
long blocks between intersections and high speed limits, which all can make active trans-
portation more difficult. The California Highway Patrol (CHP) has identified in their 2008 
SWITRS that 50 percent of all pedestrian fatalities in California occurred within the SCAG 
region. The high percentage of pedestrian fatalities demonstrates a need for change 
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EXHIBIT 2 Access to Public Transit in Imperial County
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EXHIBIT 3 Access to Public Transit in Los Angeles County
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EXHIBIT 4 Access to Public Transit in Orange County

Los Angeles 
County 

Transit Stops 

• Pedestrian Access to Transit (0.5 Mile Buffer) 

Bicycle Access to Transit (2.0 Mile Buffer) 

Sat/mes: SC<\G. ESR! Shaded Relief, Tele Alias 

Riverside 
County 

N 
0 2-5 ,o J, ---c::===-------,\1.. f'I 



18     

EXHIBIT 5 Access to Public Transit in Riverside County
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EXHIBIT 6 Access to Public Transit in San Bernardino County
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EXHIBIT 7 Access to Public Transit in Ventura County
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EXHIBIT 8 Cities Without Stops Within the SCAG Region
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within the SCAG region. Existing facilities should be retrofitted to reduce or prevent 
bicycle and pedestrian accidents and new facilities should be designed to reduce known 
conditions that contribute to bicycle and pedestrian related accidents. Furthermore, 
streets should be designed to promote the use of alternative modes of transportation 
through the provision of bicycle parking, street landscaping and other amenities that 
would create a more inviting environment for all users.

Bicycle Access to Transit
Accessibility is one the primary performance measures used to evaluate active transpor-
tation. Accessibility measures how well the current infrastructure provides individuals 
with the opportunity to access facilities. The following provides a general analysis of the 
deficiencies and gaps with our region’s current active transportation infrastructure.

Envisioning Neighborhoods with Transit-Oriented Development Potential (Mineta 
Transportation Institute, 2002) found that “bicycling distance, [is] usually approximated 
as less than 2 miles.” By using a 2-mile buffer around the transit station, we found 
that the majority of residents in the SCAG region have access to transit by bicycle (97.0 
percent), with Los Angeles County having the highest percentage of bicyclist access to 
transit (99.1 percent) and Imperial County having the lowest (87.5 percent).

TABLE 4 Percentage of Bicyclists with Access to Transit

County Population Served Total Population Percentage Served

Imperial 155,254 177,448 87.50%

Los Angeles 10,243,811 10,341,602 99.10%

Orange 3,088,474 3,124,761 98.80%

Riverside 1,933,589 2,088,521 92.60%

San Bernardino 1,826,414 2,052,928 89.00%

Ventura 806,437 831,029 97.00%

SCAG Region 18,053,980 18,616,290 97.00%

Pedestrian Access to Transit
The New Transit Town: Best Practices in Transit-Oriented Development (Ohland, 2004) 
states that residents are willing to walk “between a quarter- and a half-mile” to access 
transit. By using a 0.5-mile buffer, we found that the majority of residents in the SCAG 
region have access to transit by walking (85.7 percent), with Los Angeles County hav-
ing the highest percentage of pedestrian access to transit (93.5 percent) and Riverside 
County having the lowest (64.2 percent).

TABLE 5 Percentage of Pedestrians with Access to Transit

County Population Served Total Population Percentage Served

Imperial 116,245 177,448 65.50%

Los Angeles 9,668,821 10,341,602 93.50%

Orange 2,781,863 3,124,761 89.00%

Riverside 1,341,002 2,088,521 64.20%

San Bernardino 1,417,039 2,052,928 69.00%

Ventura 628,540 831,029 75.60%

SCAG Region 15,953,510 18,616,290 85.70%

All 7 incorporated cities in Imperial County contain transit stops.

Of the 88 incorporated cities in Los Angeles County, 83 cities contain transit stops. 
The five cities that do not are Avalon, Bradbury, Hidden Hills, La Habra Heights, and 
Rolling Hills.

All 34 incorporated cities in Orange County contain transit stops

All 25 incorporated cities in Riverside County contain transit stops.

Of the 24 incorporated cities within San Bernardino County, 20 cities contain transit 
stops. The cities that do not are Barstow, Needles, Twenty-Nine Palms, and Yucca Valley.

All 10 of the incorporated cities in Ventura County contain transit stops.

Of the 181 member cities within the SCAG region in 2008, 172 contained transit stops. 
The remaining nine cities that do not contain transit stops are Avalon, Bradbury, Hidden 
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EXHIBIT 9 Bikeway Access in the SCAG Region
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EXHIBIT 10 Existing and Proposed Bikeway Access in Imperial County
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Hills, La Habra Heights, Rolling Hills, Barstow, Needles, Twenty-Nine Palms, and 
Yucca Valley.

While the majority of the population has access to the existing transit network, additional 
improvements are needed. Access to a transit stop does not ensure that individuals will 
utilize transit, since the transit stop that is near them may not provide them with access 
to their desired destination. Therefore, additional analysis is needed to ensure that indi-
viduals are being served with adequate access to transit by both walking and bicycling. 
Furthermore, additional analysis regarding access to the transit stops is required. This 
would include gaps in sidewalks, ADA compliance, and the transit network.

While access is a key topic of concern, bicycle and pedestrian facilities also need to 
be considered. Adequate bicycle facilities such as bicycle parking, lockers, or showers 
should also be evaluated in order to address the needs of bicyclists. Consideration for 
pedestrian access should also include adequate lighting, complete sidewalks, and ADA 
requirements in order to ensure the ease of access and improve pedestrian mode share.

Access to Bicycle Routes
According to a study conducted by the Oregon Transportation Research and Education 
Consortium (OTREC) in 2008, bicyclists would travel 0.27 miles to utilize a bikeway. By 
using a 0.27-mile buffer, we found that less than half of the SCAG region has access to 
bikeways (42.6 percent), with Ventura County having the highest percentage of resi-
dents with access to bikeways (64.0 percent) and Los Angeles County having the lowest 
(38.0 percent).

TABLE 6 Percentage of Population with Access to Existing Bikeways

County
Population 
Served

Total 
Population

Percentage 
Served

Commuter 
Bicyclist Mode 
Share

Imperial 80,170 177,448 45.2% 0.0%

Los Angeles 3,929,538 10,341,602 38.0% 0.8%

Orange 1,987,805 3,124,761 63.6% 0.9%

Riverside 832,429 2,088,521 39.9% 0.5%

San Bernardino 624,552 2,052,928 30.4% 0.4%

Ventura 531,515 831,029 64.0% 0.5%

SCAG Region 7,933,592 18,616,290 42.6% 0.7%

Source: American Community Survey, 2008

While a significant portion of the region has access to bikeways, only a small percent-
age utilizes the bikeways for their daily work commutes (less than 1 percent). The lack 
of bicycling commute trips may be attributed to the type of bikeways, confidence of the 
rider, adequate facilities at their destination (bicycle parking, showers, etc.) and acces-
sibility to their desired destinations.

Once the locally proposed bikeways (projects identified by the local jurisdictions) are 
implemented, accessibility to bikeways will increase from 42.6 percent to 62.4 percent. 
Orange County would then have the highest percentage of bicyclists with access to bike-
ways (89.4 percent) and Riverside County would have the lowest (52.7 percent).

TABLE 7 Locally Proposed Bicycle Facilities (in Miles)
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Total 374.4 1,026.4 732.6 1,002.7 1,332.7 511.1 4,979.9 100.00%
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EXHIBIT 11 Existing and Proposed Bikeway Access in Los Angeles County
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EXHIBIT 12 Existing and Proposed Bikeway Access in Orange County
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EXHIBIT 13 Existing and Proposed Bikeway Access in Riverside County
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EXHIBIT 14 Existing and Proposed Bikeway Access in San Bernardino County
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EXHIBIT 15 Existing and Proposed Bikeway Access in Ventura County
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TABLE 8 Percentage of Population with Access to  
Existing and Proposed Bikeways

County Population Served Total Population Percentage Served

Imperial 136,207 177,448 76.8%

Los Angeles 5,503,786 10,341,602 53.2%

Orange 2,794,871 3,124,761 89.4%

Riverside 1,101,478 2,088,521 52.7%

San Bernardino 1,456,946 2,052,928 71.0%

Ventura 691,812 831,029 83.2%

SCAG Region 11,615,295 18,616,290 62.4%

In 2008, 153 out of SCAG’s 191 member cities contain bikeways. Of the 7 incorporated 
cities in Imperial County, 4 cities contained bikeways. Once the proposed bikeways have 
been developed, all 7 incorporated cities in Imperial County will contain bikeways.

Of the 88 incorporated cities in Los Angeles County, 79 cities contain bikeways. Once the 
proposed bikeways have been developed, only four will not contain bikeways.

All 34 incorporated cities in Orange County contain bikeways.

Of the 25 incorporated cities in Riverside County, 21 cities contain bikeways. The 4 cities 
that do not are Banning, Beaumont, Blythe, and Calimesa. Once the proposed bikeways 
have been developed, only four will not contain bikeways.

Half of the 24 incorporated cities within San Bernardino County contain bikeways. 

All 10 of the incorporated cities in Ventura County contain bikeways.

In an effort to increase mobility for bicyclists in the SCAG region, a 2,012.2 mile SCAG 
Regional Bikeway Network (Network) has been developed. This network has identified 
specific regional corridors that may be used to increase bicyclist mobility and connectiv-
ity within the SCAG region. The Network includes 432.2 miles of existing bikeways. In 
addition, local jurisdictions have currently proposed an additional 752.5 miles of bike-
ways within their local plans that would contribute to the Network. As part of the 2012 
Strategic Plan, SCAG has identified 827.5 miles of bikeways that may be developed to 
close gaps in the Network. Completion of the Network would provide approximately 
570,000 additional individuals with access to bikeways.

TABLE 9 SCAG Regional Bikeway Network Route Lengths  
by County and Class Type

County Class Existing 
Network

Proposed 
Network

SCAG 
Corridors Total

Imperial Class 1 2.9 63.4 - 66.3

Class 2 4.4 294.8 202.3 501.4

Class 3 38.1 16.3 51.8 106.2

Total 45.4 374.4 254.1 673.9

Los Angeles Class 1 264.0 197.8 3.9 465.7

Class 2 484.6 509.9 79.0 1,073.5

Class 3 518.2 318.7 127.0 964.0

Total 1,266.9 1,026.4 209.9 2,503.2

Orange Class 1 204.9 172.0 - 377.0

Class 2 638.5 499.2 0.6 1,138.3

Class 3 102.4 61.4 - 163.8

Total 945.8 732.6 0.6 1,679.0

Riverside Class 1 925.1 172.8 5.3 1,103.1

Class 2 235.7 693.4 31.9 960.9

Class 3 103.6 136.5 198.6 438.7

Total 1,264.3 1,002.7 235.8 2,502.8

San Bernardino Class 1 77.4 285.6 - 363.0

Class 2 275.8 798.6 16.6 1,091.0

Class 3 116.7 248.6 90.2 455.4

Total 469.9 1,332.7 106.8 1,909.4

Ventura Class 1 56.5 142.5 4.5 203.6

Class 2 203.1 248.6 0.4 452.1

Class 3 62.9 119.9 15.3 198.1

Total 322.5 511.1 20.2 853.8

Regional Total  4,314.8  4,979.9 827.3 10,122.1
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EXHIBIT 16 Existing, Proposed and SCAG Regional Bikeways
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EXHIBIT 17 Existing SCAG Regional Bikeway Network
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EXHIBIT 18 Proposed SCAG Regional Bikeway Network
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Completion of the locally proposed projects would increase the bikeway network from 
4,314.8 miles to 9,294.7 miles (4,979.9 mile increase). Completion of the Network would 
increase the total network system to 10,122.1 miles (an additional 827.4 mile increase).

TABLE 10 Population Served by the SCAG Regional Bikeway Network

Regional Network
Bikeway  

Miles
Population  

Served
Total  

Population
Percentage  

Served

Existing Bikeways 4,315 7,933,592 18,616,290 42.6%

Existing Bikeways +  
Locally Proposed Bikeways

8,439 11,615,295 18,616,290 62.4%

Existing Bikeways +  
SCAG Proposed Bikeways

4,286 8,225,263 18,616,290 44.2%

Existing Bikeways +  
Locally Proposed Bikeways 
+ SCAG Regional Bikeway 
Network

10,122 11,865,083 18,616,290  63.7%

The completed system will include the existing bikeway facilities, facilities proposed by 
local jurisdictions (constrained plan), and the SCAG Regional Bikeway Network Projects 
(strategic plan).

The existing bikeways that belong to the SCAG Regional Bikeway Network are highlighted. 
The existing system currently includes 432.2 miles of existing bikeways.

The proposed bikeways that belong to the SCAG Regional Bikeway Network have been 
highlighted, of these proposed projects 752.5 miles have been proposed by local jurisdic-
tions and 827.4 miles have been identified by SCAG as regional bikeway corridors. These 
corridors provide a network, linking cities and facilities throughout the SCAG region; 
which may provide an increase in the number of bicycle commuters as well as bicycle 
tourists and recreational riders.

The SCAG Regional Bikeway Network was developed using local existing and planned 
facilities to the greatest extent possible to develop an interconnected bikeway network 
that allows bicyclists to travel between multiple jurisdictions. The new corridor facilities 
are graphically shown to close the gaps between the existing and locally planned facilities 
and do not necessarily represent specific alignments or facilities. Further, analysis and 

collaboration with local jurisdictions is necessary to determine specific route structures. 
The $6.7 billion dollars allocated toward Active Transportation projects will significantly 
improve the existing bikeway network through the maintenance, improvement and expan-
sion of the existing infrastructure.

California Coastal Trail
In addition to bikeways, local trails have been able to increase accessibility and provide 
opportunities for active transportation. Trails along the coast of California have been 
utilized as long as people have inhabited the region. In an effort to develop a “continuous 
public right-of-way along the California coastline; a trail designed to foster appreciate and 
stewardship of the scenic and natural resources of the coast through hiking and other 
complementary modes of non-motorized transportation” the California Coastal Trail (CCT) 
was established by Coastal Act of 1976. 

The Coastal Initiative Collection (Proposition 20) of 1972 “created six regional commis-
sions and one statewide commission to oversee the use and development of California’s 
1,000 mile coastline, and was designed to address the state legislature’s failure to 
produce an acceptable compromise measure regarding coastal ecology, protection, 
and preservation.” Four years later Costal Act established the California Coastal Trail. 
In 1999 the CCT was designated as California’s Millennium Legacy Trail to encourage 
federal agencies to assist in its development. In 2001, Assembly Concurrent Resolution 
20 declared the CCT an official State trail and Senate Bill 908 directed the Coastal 
Commission and State Parks Department to develop a plan to complete the CCT by 2008.

In 2003, the Coastal Conservancy developed the Completing the California Coastal Trail 
plan to provide a strategic blueprint to complete the CCT. The plan attempted to create a 
consistent, quality and connective trails throughout the length of the state by adhering to 
the following principles:

 � Proximity – the CCT “should be within sight, sound or at least the scent of the sea.”

 � Connectivity – the CCT “should effectively link starting points to destinations.”

 � Integrity – the CCT “should be continuous and separated from motor traffic.”

 � Respect – the CCT should be “located and designed with a healthy regard for the 
protection of natural habitats, cultural and archaeological features, private property 
rights, neighborhoods, and agricultural operations along the way.”
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 � Feasibility – the CCT alignment should identify “timely, tangible results with the 
resources that are available, both interim and long-term.”

Government Code Section 65080.1 requires each MPO that includes a “portion of the 
California Coastal Trail, or property designated from the trail shall coordinate with the 
State Coastal Conservancy, the California Coastal Commission and Caltrans regarding the 
development of the trail. The trail must be identified in the RTP.”

In 1976 the American Revolution Bicentennial Commission of California and the California 
Department of Transportation developed the “Pacific Coast Bicentennial Bike Route.” 
The route began on Highway 101 at the California/Oregon State line, and ended near 
Interstate 5 at the Mexican border. This existing route is considered challenging and 
generally recommended for experienced bicyclists only. A pilot project to provide signage 
along the route in Caltrans District 1 included the installation of 19 bicycle guide signs 
in Mendocino County, providing cyclists with food, camping and directional information 
along the bikeway. This existing bikeway coincides with the CCT in some areas depend-
ing on the geographical characteristics of that area. While the CCT includes the use of 
all of forms of active transportation, the primary goal of the CCT is to provide hiking or 
pedestrian trails.

Los Angeles, Orange and Ventura County each contain a number of bikeways located 
along the coast, which may be contribute to the completion of the CCT. Ventura County 
currently contains approximately 322.5 miles of existing bikeways, roughly 23.1 miles are 
located along the coast. Los Angeles County currently contains approximately 1,266.9 
miles of existing bikeways, roughly 63.9 miles are located along the coast. Orange County 
currently contains approximately 945.8 miles of existing bikeways, roughly 30.2 miles are 
located along the coast. Completion of the CCT in these areas will require coordination 
between local and state agencies. New development projects that require approval from 
the California Coastal Commission may include Conditions of Approvals that provide for 
enhancements or additions to the CCT.

Completion of the 1,200 mile trail would provide citizens with the SCAG region and the 
state to have increased access to the California coast through active transportation 
modes. Additional public benefits from completing the CCT would include:

 � Economic Benefits – According to the American Hiking Society’s factsheet, The 
Economic Benefits of Hiking, “Revenues generated from trail-related recreation and 
sports activities provide substantial income and employment opportunities.”

 � Environmental Protection and Enhancement – having an established, marked trail 
may help minimize human impacts on the environment by directing them away from 
environmentally sensitive areas or resources and encouraging the use of active 
transportation to reduce GHGs.

 � Quality of Life Benefits – the trails may increase recreational activities by providing 
safe trails for hiking, and riding and may also increase accessibility to other recre-
ational facilities such as the beach or camp grounds.

 � Public Health Benefits – improved accessibility to trails may encourage individuals to 
participate in a more active lifestyle by utilizing active transportation for recreational 
or transportation purposes.

In addition to the policy initiatives, the following projects have been identified to complete 
significant portions of the CCT within Ventura, Los Angeles and Orange County.

VENTURA COUNTY
1. Assist Caltrans in evaluating and improving non-motorized access opportunities 

along the Highway 101 corridor between the County line and Mussel Shoals.

2. Design a recreational access trail along the Santa Clara River to encourage non-
motorized access to the coast from inland cities.

3.  Restore the pedestrian and bicycle pathway damaged by erosion at Surfers’ Point 
(County Fairgrounds).  Encourage the U.S. Navy to provide a shoreline public access 
connection on the Naval Construction Battalion Center, Port Hueneme, consistent 
with military security requirements.

4. Provide pedestrian and bicycle paths in conjunction with planning for restoration of 
the Ormond Beach wetlands, to connect with the trail in Port Hueneme.

5. Work with the City of Oxnard to design and construct recreational support facilities 
at the terminus of Arnold Road to improve beach access opportunities and avoid 
impacts to sensitive habitat areas.
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY
1. Assist Caltrans in evaluating and improving non-motorized access along State 

Highway 1 corridor from Leo Carrillo State Beach to the beginning of the South 
Bay Bicycle Path near Temescal Canyon. Encourage Caltrans and local agencies to 
extend bicycle and pedestrian improvements through Malibu.

2. Facilitate continuous lateral access along the Malibu shoreline from Leo Carrillo 
State Beach to the city limit.

3. Link the inland portions of the Santa Monica Mountains national Recreation Area 
with the coast by assisting the National Park Service, State Parks, the Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy, and the City of Malibu to acquire necessary rights-of-way 
and develop improvements to complete the Coastal Slope Trail.

4. Extend the pedestrian/bicycle path from Washington Street to the north jetty of 
Marina del Rey, and support the seasonal ferry service for pedestrians and cyclists 
across the channel to Playa del Rey.

5. Assist the Cities of Los Angeles and Long Beach in providing a continuous pedes-
trian and bicycle access across the replacements for the Vincent Thomas Bridge and 
Gerald Desmond Bridge linking San Pedro to Long Beach.

ORANGE COUNTY
1. Implement the planned State Highway 1 improvements between Seal Beach and 

Anderson Street in Huntington Beach to create a separated non-motorized trail.

2. Encourage local agency efforts to work with private landowners and acquire public 
access rights necessary to provide a trail connection to the coast from Aliso Creek 
Regional Park.

3. Encourage local agency land acquisitions, trail design, and development to provide 
a public access connection to the coast from Laguna Coast Wilderness Park.

4. Complete improvements of “missing links” to provide safe pedestrian and bicycle 
access adjacent to State Highway 1 between the cities of Laguna Beach and 
Dana Point.

5. Support the effort by the City of San Clemente to provide a safe pedestrian and 
bicycle trail along the railroad right-of-way west of State Highway 1.

It is estimated that the CCT in the SCAG region would be comprised of 183 miles. 
Approximately 87 miles are considered adequate and an additional 96 miles are still 
needed in terms of highway corridor improvements, acquisition and construction on 
private lands, and construction on public lands. Completion of the CCT in the SCAG region 
is estimated to cost approximately $41,860.

TABLE 11 Improvements Needed to Complete the Coastal Trail:  
Estimated Linear Miles by County

County
Highway 
Corridor 

Improvements

Acquisition/
Construction 

on Private 
Lands

Construction 
on Public 

Lands

Current 
Improvements 

Adequate
Total

Ventura 21 - 6 25 52

Los Angeles 22 5 25 34 86

Orange 11 3 3 28 45

SCAG Total 54 8 34 87 183

CCT Total 245 269 245 548 1,307

TABLE 12 Estimated Capital Outlay Costs to Complete the Coastal Trail

County
Highway 
Corridor 

Improvements

Acquisition 
of New 

Right-of-Way

Trail Construction
TotalHard 

Surface
Rural Signing

Ventura $3,200 - $2,400 - $20 $5,620 

Los 
Angeles

$3,400 $2,300 $20,600 $100 $100 $26,300 

Orange $1,600 $1,800 $6,700 - $40 $9,940 

Total $8,200 $4,100 $29,700 $100 $160 $41,860 

CCT Total $37,200 $121.40 $123,300 $38,450 $1,200 $321,550 

Completion of these projects would help increase bicycle and pedestrian accessibility to 
the coast and assist in the development of a regional bikeway network.
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Policy Recommendations
While SCAG is not an implementing agency SCAG may work with local jurisdictions to 
assist them with developing policies and projects that may improve active transportation.

Agencies, Groups and Individuals 
in Bicycle and Walking Planning
Federal and state regulations require SCAG to plan and accommodate for bicycle and 
walking transportation. As the region’s MPO, SCAG develops regional planning strategies 
and encourages local jurisdictions to think about transportation at the regional level, since 
individual travel decisions are not bound by political boundaries and often transverse 
multiple jurisdictions. A regional approach towards transportation planning will provide 
increased connectivity and accessibility. The 2012 RTP has been developed in coopera-
tion and collaboration with federal, state and local stakeholders. Each stakeholder plays a 
different role in the development and final adoption of the RTP.

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Federal statutes have mandated Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to include 
pedestrian and bicycle facility strategies as part of their overall systematic approach in 
addressing current and future transportation demands.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

The State of California and Caltrans has long supported active transportation planning, 
design policies and practices.

COUNTIES

Each county within the SCAG region has developed and maintained a bicycle and walking 
master plan to guide their active transportation development.

CITIES

Many of the cities within the SCAG region have developed and maintained a bicycle and/
or walking plan as part of their circulation element or as a separate document. These 

plans are used to guide their transportation development and assist them with the imple-
mentation of their active transportation policies.

Performance Measures
In addition to the established goals and objectives the following performance measures 
have been identified in an effort to maximize the benefits of active transportation modes:

1. Change in Active Transportation mode share: Increase bicycling and walking in 
the SCAG region by creating and maintaining an active transportation system that 
includes well maintained bicycle and pedestrian facilities, easy access to transit 
facilities, and increased safety and security.

2. Change in the amount of Active Transportation facilities: Increase accommodation 
and planning for bicyclists and pedestrians (including persons with disabilities) for 
all transportation planning projects.

3. Change in the number of accidents involving Active Transportation users: Decrease 
bicyclist and pedestrian fatalities and injuries by increasing transportation safety.

4. Change in land use patterns and Active Transportation: Support local jurisdictions 
comply with the Complete Streets Act and the development of local active trans-
portation plans. SCAG will also work with local jurisdictions in developing a regional 
active transportation plan.

Proposed Policies
The goals, objectives and policies in this report were derived from information gathered 
over the course of the planning process, including public input, review of bicycle and 
pedestrian master plans from local jurisdictions throughout the region.

GOAL 1: DECREASE BICYCLIST AND PEDESTRIAN  
FATALITIES AND INJURIES

 � Objective 1.1: SCAG will work with local jurisdictions to support a safe transporta-
tion environment in the SCAG Region.

 � Policy 1.1.1: SCAG will work with local jurisdictions to provide comprehensive 
education for all road users.
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 � Policy 1.1.2: SCAG will work with local jurisdictions to direct enforcement 
agencies to focus on bicycling and walking safety to reduce multi-modal 
conflicts.

 � Policy 1.1.3: SCAG will partner with local advocacy groups and bicycle related 
businesses to provide bicycle-safety curricula to the general public.

The 2006 Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) established goals to make walking and 
street crossing safer; and improve bicycle safety. The SHSP intended on achieving these 
goals by 2010, reducing the number of pedestrian fatalities attributed to vehicle collisions 
and the number of bicycle roadway fatalities by 25 percent from their 2000 level. These 
goals were established by the Legislature in the 2002 California Blueprint for Bicycling 
and Walking, and assumed that the Legislature’s mobility goal of a 50 percent increase in 
bicycling and pedestrian trips by 2010 would also be achieved.

Improved data collection regarding pedestrian and bicycle trip characteristics, facil-
ity conditions and injuries and fatalities would provide local jurisdictions with a clearer 
understanding of the active transportation conditions within their jurisdictions. Analysis 
generated from this data would also provide decision makers with a better understanding 
of the deficiencies and needs within the existing active transportation system.

FIGURE 14 California Coastal Trail Timeline
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GOAL 2: DEVELOP AN ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION FRIENDLY 
ENVIRONMENT THROUGHOUT THE SCAG REGION

 � Objective 2.1: Produce a comprehensive regional active transportation plan
 � Policy 2.1.1: SCAG will work with local jurisdictions to adopt and implement 

the proposed SCAG Regional Bikeway Network
 � Policy 2.1.2: SCAG will work with local jurisdictions to connect all cities in the 

SCAG region via bicycle facilities
 � Policy 2.1.3: SCAG will work with local jurisdictions to complete the California 

Coastal Trail

The need for active transportation needs to be fully considered for all transportation plan-
ning projects. Increased accommodation for bicyclists and pedestrians requires increased 
funding, multi-modal planning, programming, and design. As planners increase accom-
modation for active transportation users, an increase in bicyclist and pedestrian safety 
should also occur.

Research by Dr. Jennifer Dill, Portland State University Associate Processor, and anec-
dotal evidence from New York City (NYC) indicate that increases in dedicated bicycle 
facilities (bicycle lanes and bicycle paths) in those cities have resulted in greater bicycle 
usage. In addition, in NYC, while bicycling use has doubled along with the number of 
bicycle facilities, bicycle fatalities have not grown, and injuries have actually declined in 
total. Collaborative efforts that are capable of integrating the needs of all commuters are 
essential to developing a safe and accessible transportation system for all users.

Adoption of the SCAG Regional Bikeway Network would increase bicycle facilities by 
827.5 miles beyond existing local plans, and may further promote ridership in the SCAG 
region. In addition, SCAG may partner with local jurisdictions on grant opportunities such 
as the Caltrans Bicycle Transportation Account (BTA) or Safe Routes to School (SRTS) 
projects. SCAG may also provide local jurisdictions with assistance in the development 
of their local active transportation plans and by providing them with Pedestrian Safety 
Action Plan (PSAP) workshops. The SCAG Compass Blueprint program may further assist 
local jurisdictions with the development of innovative transportation and land-use plan-
ning projects.

Adoption of a Complete Streets Policy that would ensure that all streets are safe, com-
fortable, and convenient for travel for everyone, regardless of age or ability—motorists, 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and public transportation riders.

GOAL 3: INCREASE ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION USAGE  
IN THE SCAG REGION

 � Objective 3.1: Adoption of a Safe Routes to School Policy
 � Policy 3.1.1: Enable and encourage children, including those with disabilities 

to walk and bicycle to school
 � Policy 3.1.2: Make bicycling and walking to school a safer and more appeal-

ing transportation method, thereby encouraging a healthy and active lifestyle 
from an early age

 � Policy 3.1.3: Facilitate the planning, development, and implementation of proj-
ect and activities that will improve safety and reduce traffic, fuel consump-
tion, and air pollution in the vicinity (approximately 2 miles) of primary and 
middle schools (Grade K-8)

 � Objective 3.2: Adoption of a Complete Streets Policy
 � Policy 3.2.1: Encourage local jurisdictions to prioritize and implement proj-

ects/policies to comply with ADA requirements
 � Policy 3.2.2: Encourage local jurisdictions to develop and implement 

Complete Streets Policies. 

Increasing bicycling and walking requires well maintained bicycle and pedestrian facili-
ties, easy access to transit facilities, and increased safety and security. While pedes-
trian sidewalks are fairly well established in most areas, it is estimated that there are 
only 4,315 miles of dedicated bicycle facilities in the region, with an additional 7,154 
miles planned.

Reliable data for planning is also needed to increase active transportation and invest-
ments. Active transportation data needs include, but are not limited to, comprehensive 
user statistics, user demographics, bicycle travel patterns/corridors, accident map-
ping, bikeway system characteristics, and sub-regional improvement projects and 
funding needs.
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GOAL 4: ENCOURAGE THE DEVELOPMENT OF  
LOCAL ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLANS

 � Objective 4.1: SCAG will assist local jurisdictions with the development and mainte-
nance of their local active transportation plans

 � Policy 4.1.1: SCAG will work with local jurisdictions in the development of 
bicycle/pedestrian plans for all cities in the region

 � Objective 4.2: Develop Pedestrian Safety Action Plans
 � Policy 4.2.1: SCAG will work with local jurisdictions in the development of 

PSAPs by conducting workshops

 � Objective 4.3: Encourage the use of Intelligent Traffic Strategies
 � Policy 4.3.1: Encourage the use of Intelligent Traffic Signals that are able to 

detect slower pedestrians in signalized crosswalks and extend the signal time 
appropriately

SCAG will work with all member counties and cities to develop bicycle and walking plans 
and policies. Active transportation plans have been created or updated within the previ-
ous four years are eligible for BTA funds.

Air Quality Improvements
In addition to increased mobility for all users throughout the SCAG region, implementation 
of the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS will further improve the environment and congestion of the 
region through the reduction of vehicle miles traveled (VMT).

Potential VMT Reduction
As described previously, active transportation has grown dramatically in recent years. 
This trend is expected to continue into the foreseeable future aided by several factors. 
First, dramatic increase in the bicycle network, as demonstrated earlier, will result in 
improved access to bicycle network for the Region’s residents by more than 50 percent. 
Second, more compact mixed use urban forms in the future will be much more condu-
cive to biking and walking. Third, better coordination with other modes, primarily transit, 
will become an incentive for some to switch to biking or walking. Most importantly, a 
significant change in the culture that values a healthy lifestyle, bikeability and walkability 

will become a greater impetus in promoting active transportation as a viable means 
of accessing opportunities. Given this context and survey data that supports dramatic 
increase in bicycling and walking mode shares in recent years, it is reasonable to assume 
this trend will continue into the future. For example, according to the NHTS data, bicycle 
mode share increased for all trips from 0.8 percent in 2000 to over 1.7 percent in 2009. 
This is an increase of almost 9 percent on an annualized basis. The share of walk trips for 
all trip purposes increased by approximately 6 percent on an annualized basis during the 
same period.

So, if we assumed annualized increase of 9 percent in mode share of bicycle trips for all 
trips, the potential bicycle mode share could be as high as 4.4 percent in 2020 and as 
high as 16 percent in 2035. However, it is somewhat unrealistic to assume that 9 percent 
growth rate could be sustained over such a long period of time. On the other hand, given 
the significant investments proposed for active transportation and the current trends, it is 
reasonable to assume that at least 2/3 of all trips shorter than 3 miles or half of all trips 
that are 5 miles or less could be converted to active transportation by 2035.

As indicated earlier, based on NHTS-CA Survey for all trips, bicycling and walking mode 
share for all trips are approximately 1.7 percent and 19.24 percent respectively for 
2009. This represents a little over 50 percent of all trips less than 3 miles. Assuming 
2/3 of all trips under 3 miles or half of all trips under 5 miles as the upper limit of Active 
Transportation mode share in 2035, relative increase (from the base year of 2008) in 
bicycling and walking mode shares can be estimated as 1.7 percent and 3.1 percent in 
2020, and 3.9 percent and 6.3 percent in 2035. Relative reduction in VMT resulting from 
these mode shifts are estimated at approximately 7.8 million miles and 20.4 million miles 
for 2020 and 2035 respectively.
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Regional Air Passenger Demand Forecast 
Scenarios for 2012–2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan

Background
The SCAG Aviation Technical Advisory Committee (ATAC) approved three alternative 2035 
regional air passenger demand forecast scenarios for commercial airports, to be con-
sidered for potential inclusion in SCAG’s 2012–2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 
These include baseline/medium growth, low growth, and high growth scenarios. ATAC 
members agreed that the scenarios present a reasonable range of possible growth rates 
for commercial aviation in the region over the next 25 years. This report describes these 
forecast scenarios, including an allocation of 2035 passenger demand to individual com-
mercial airports for each scenario. It also presents the recommendation made by ATAC 
at its September 22, 2011 meeting for the Baseline Scenario to serve as the Preferred 
Regional Air Passenger Demand Forecast for the 2012–2035 RTP, with several caveats.

I. Comparison of Regional Air Passenger Demand Forecasts 
with Other Recent Forecasts
Recent aviation industry air passenger demand forecasts have been reviewed for 
consistency with the 2035 baseline, the high and low growth regional air passenger 
demand forecast scenarios, all of which were approved by the ATAC for inclusion in the 
2012–2035 RTP. Those recent forecasts include ones completed by the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), Boeing, Airbus, the San Francisco Bay Area (Regional Airport 
System Plan Analysis) and San Diego County (Regional Aviation Strategic Plan). A com-
parison of the yearly (per annum) growth rates between these forecasts can be seen 
below. The combined commercial activity level served by the six air carrier airports in 
the region in 2010 was 81.48 million annual air passengers (MAP). This is up from the 
79.08 MAP they served in 2009, but it is still significantly lower than the 90.06 MAP 
they served in 2007.

Average Annual Growth Rates of Alternative Passenger Forecast Scenarios

1. Baseline Scenario (145.9 MAP) 2.5% p.a.

2. Low Growth Scenario (130.0 MAP) 2.1% p.a.

3. High Growth Scenario (164.0 MAP) 3.0% p.a.

Average Annual Growth Rates of Recent Industry and Regional Passenger Forecasts 

1. FAA Aerospace Forecast 3.2% p.a.

2. Boeing  3.2% p.a.

3. Airbus  2.7% p.a.

4. California regional studies 1.4% to 2.8% p.a.

In general, the annual growth rates of these air passenger forecast scenarios for the 
SCAG region (baseline/medium growth, high growth and low growth) are somewhat 
lower than growth rates in forecasts developed by the FAA, Boeing and Airbus, and are 
generally consistent with growth rates in forecasts developed by the other two regions 
in California. However, the Low Growth Scenario growth rate is not as low as the lowest 
growth rates recently considered by the other California regions. Strategically, the upper 
forecast in the High Growth Scenario is more important than the lower forecast, since the 
upper forecast determines whether or not the region may run out of airport capacity ear-
lier than was anticipated if it is too low. If it is too high, the forecast can just be pushed 
farther out into the future when it is updated by the next RTP cycle.

At several ATAC meetings, members debated the reasonableness of the growth rates in 
the Baseline, High Growth and Low Growth scenarios. In general, the members thought 
they bracketed a reasonable a reasonable range of possible growth rates for commercial 
aviation in the region over the next 25 years, which is consistent with other recent fore-
casts (although the San Francisco Bay Area and San Diego have considered even lower 
yearly growth rates than what is reflected in the Low Growth Scenario).
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II. Descriptions and Allocations for 2035 Baseline, 
Low Growth and High Growth Regional Air Passenger 
Demand Forecast Scenarios

1. BASELINE SCENARIO (145.9 MAP)

The 2035 Baseline Scenario is essentially the same as the 2035 Constrained/No Project 
Scenario that was modeled and evaluated as part of the 2008 RTP. The Constrained 
Scenario was characterized in the 2008 RTP as a very conservative vision for the regional 
airport system. It assumed no intra-regional maglev high-speed rail system, no market 
incentives, and very conservative behavior on the part of the airlines in adding flights at 
new and emerging airports (although all air carrier airports that desire commercial service 
were allocated some passenger demand even if they currently serve none). Like the other 
scenarios in the 2008 RTP, the Constrained Scenario respected existing legally-enforce-
able policy and physical capacity constraints at urban airports. 

In 2003 the legally-enforceable Settlement Agreement at John Wayne Airport was 
amended to allow it to expand from 8.4 MAP to 10.8 MAP, so this new policy constraint 
was incorporated into the 2008 RTP Constrained Scenario. A more detailed evaluation of 
the runway capacity constraint at Ontario Airport raised its capacity constraint from 30.0 
MAP to 31.6 MAP. The Bob Hope terminal gate constraint of 10.7 MAP that was used in 
the 2004 RTP was lowered to 9.4 MAP since Bob Hope Airport staff determined that the 
four remote aircraft parking gates assumed in the 2004 plan were no longer available for 
aviation uses. At the request of the March Joint Powers Commission, instead of assum-
ing that March Inland Port was unconstrained, it was considered to be constrained by 
the 21,000 annual civilian operations allowed in the operative joint use agreement with 
the Air Force. A RADAM model capacity analysis determined that this constraint equates 
to 2.5 MAP at March Inland Port, compared to an 8.0 MAP 2030 unconstrained forecast 
for March in the 2004 RTP. A refined capacity analysis of San Bernardino International’s 
one-runway system produced a runway capacity constraint of 8.7 MAP. Neither March nor 
San Bernardino reached their capacity constraints in the Constrained Scenario due to its 
conservative assumptions about future airline air service behavior.

The assumptions and parameters used to model the 2035 Constrained Scenario for the 
2008 RTP are as follows: 

 � LAX: Settlement Agreement: 78.9 MAP

 � Bob Hope: Existing terminal/gate capacity: 9.4 MAP

 � Long Beach: Flight restriction of 41 air carrier flights/day: 3.2 MAP

 � John Wayne: Revised Settlement Agreement: 10.8 MAP

 � Ontario: Existing runway capacity: 31.6 MAP

 � San Bernardino and Palmdale: Charter, corporate & commuter/short haul

 � March and Southern California Logistics: Cargo, charter and corporate

 � Oxnard and Imperial: Corporate, charter and commuter only

 � Planned (2008 RTP) ground access improvements

 � No market incentives

 � No high-speed rail (intra-regional Maglev system)

 � Doubling of aircraft fuel costs

However, Long Beach Airport reached 3.0 MAP in 2010, and will likely exceed its esti-
mated 3.2 MAP constraint in the near future since it still has most of its 25 available 
commuter slots yet to be filled. The Terminal Improvement EIR forecast for Long Beach 
Airport was 4.2 MAP, which was also the forecast for Long Beach Airport in the 2008 RTP 
adopted Preferred Scenario regional aviation forecast. Therefore, the allocation to Long 
Beach is increased to 4.2 MAP in the Baseline Scenario, and 1 MAP is subtracted from 
Ontario and San Bernardino airports on a proportional basis (to keep to the 145.9 MAP 
total). This is reasonable since the increased service at Long Beach will likely draw from 
the same Los Angeles County and Orange County markets that these airports would also 
draw from in 2035. Also, previous RADAM modeling showed that Ontario Airport barely 
reached its 31.6 MAP capacity constraint in the Constrained Scenario, and could easily 
fall below this number using different modeling assumptions. These adjustments result in 
a slight re-allocation of the forecast demand for the Baseline Scenario compared to the 
2008 RTP Constrained Scenario.
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2. LOW GROWTH SCENARIO (130 MAP)

The 130 MAP total assumed for the 2035 Low Growth scenario is not based on any past 
modeling, and is lower than any regional aviation scenario modeled for previous RTPs, 
including 2020 forecasts for the 1998 RTP. It was viewed by the ATAC as representing 
a reasonable low end of the range of possible regional aviation demand futures. The 
demand allocation for this scenario assumes that the constrained urban airports (LAX, 
Bob Hope, Long Beach and John Wayne) would still reach their capacity constraints, and 
allocation of the remaining passenger demand (26.7 MAP) to the other airports would be 
based on their proportional shares in the Baseline Scenario.

3.  HIGH GROWTH SCENARIO (164 MAP) 

The 2035 High Growth Scenario represents an extrapolation of the 2030 FAA Terminal 
Area Forecast (TAF) for air carrier airports in the region (3.0 percent growth rate per 
annum beyond 2030). The TAF is an unconstrained econometric forecast for established 
air carrier airports, based on historical trends as reported by the airports themselves. 
The 2030 TAF for LAX, Long Beach, Burbank and John Wayne airports exceeds their 
legally-enforceable or physical capacity constraints by significant margins. At 164 MAP, 
the High Growth Scenario is slightly below the 165.3 MAP forecast of the 2035 Preferred 
Scenario adopted for the 2008 RTP. Like all the other regional aviation demand scenarios 
modeled for the 2008 RTP, the Preferred Scenario respected legally-enforceable policy 
constraints and physical capacity constraints at the urban air carrier airports, as well as 
estimated capacity constraints at Ontario Airport (runway capacity) and March Inland Port 
(civilian operations allowed by the joint use agreement with the Air Force). It assumed 
much more willingness on the part of the airlines to invest in new flights at new and 
emerging airports than in the Constrained Scenario, and a package of market and ground 
access incentives. It also assumed an abbreviated version of a proposed intra-regional 
high-speed rail (maglev) system, running from West Los Angeles to Ontario Airport, and 
extending west to LAX and east to San Bernardino International. The airport demand 
allocations for the High Growth Scenario are not based on any modeling that incorporated 
these assumptions, but are based on an assumption that LAX, Bob Hope, Long Beach, 
John Wayne, Ontario and March will all reach their capacity constraints by 2035. The 
residual demand of the 164 MAP forecast (26.6 MAP) was allocated to the remaining 
airports based on their proportional shares in the Baseline Scenario. 

The relative airport allocations between the Baseline/Medium Growth, High Growth and 
Low Growth scenarios are shown in TABLE 1 below.

TABLE 1 

Low Baseline High

Bob Hope 9.4 9.4 9.4

John Wayne 10.8 10.8 10.8

LAX 78.9 78.9 78.9

Long Beach 4.2 4.2 4.2

March Inland Port 0.4 0.6 2.5

Ontario 19.2 30.7 31.6

Palmdale 1.6 2.6 6.1

Palm Springs 2.3 4.1 9.6

 San Bernardino 1.8 2.8 6.7

SoCal Logistics 0.4 0.7 1.6

Imperial 0.6 0.9 2.1

Oxnard 0.1 0.2 0.5

Total 130 146 164
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FIGURE 1 below shows the three forecast scenarios in relation to historical air passenger 
trends in the region since 1960.

FIGURE 1 Historic and Forecast Annual Passengers (Thousands)
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ATAC Recommendation
At its September 22, 2011 meeting, the SCAG Aviation Technical Advisory Committee 
recommended the Baseline/Medium Growth Scenario to serve as the Preferred Regional 
Air Passenger Demand Forecast for the 2012–2035 RTP. However, it did so only after 
a spirited debate over the reasonableness and feasibility of the scenario, and only after 
attaching the following caveats to the recommendation:

 � The Baseline/Medium Growth Forecast seems to be reasonable in that it is con-
sistent with the 2008 RTP Constrained Scenario, which is based on conservative 
assumptions that are consistent with recent trends. However, the forecast is based 
on a number of variables that history has shown can change significantly over time, 
and it is important to update the forecast on an ongoing basis, most importantly for 
the next (2016) RTP.

 � The forecast does not consider the potential impacts of the California High-Speed 
Rail Project on future regional aviation demand generation and allocation to airports. 
Future forecast updates should incorporate these potential impacts if and when the 
project is underway, and has a reasonably achievable implementation schedule.

 � The forecast recognizes defined legally-enforceable and physical capacity con-
straints at the constrained urban airports including LAX, Bob Hope, Long Beach and 
John Wayne. However, it does not recognize the fact that the settlement agree-
ments at both LAX and John Wayne airports expire in the 2015–2020 time period. 
Relaxation or elimination of the settlement agreement constraints at these airports 
could significantly impact forecast allocations of aviation demand at other airports 
in the regional system. Future updates of the forecast, such as for the 2016 RTP, 
should incorporate any new information provided by local airport authorities on 
revised constraints at capacity-constrained airports. 

The 2035 Baseline Scenario represents a continuation of repeated downward adjust-
ments of annual growth rates underlying regional aviation demand forecasts prepared 
by SCAG over the last 14 years, in response to new and unfolding economic and market 
conditions. Below is a comparison of the 2035 Baseline Scenarios to adopted regional 
aviation demand forecasts in past SCAG RTPs.

 � 1998 RTP—157.4 MAP in 2020

 � 2001 RTP—167 MAP in 2025

 � 2004 RTP—170 MAP in 2030

 � 2008 RTP—165.3 MAP in 2035

 � 2012–2035 RTP—145.9 MAP in 2035 (Baseline Scenario)
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Regional Air Cargo Demand Forecast 
Scenarios for 2012–2035 RTP

Background
For every regional transportation plan since the 2001 RTP, SCAG has forecast regional air 
cargo demand in addition to regional air passenger demand. Similar to the process used 
to forecast air passenger demand, three alternative 2035 forecast scenarios for air cargo 
were considered by the SCAG Aviation Technical Advisory Committee (ATAC) for inclusion 
in the 2012–2035 RTP: baseline/medium growth, low growth and high growth scenarios. 
This report describes these forecast scenarios, including an allocation of 2035 passenger 
demand to individual commercial airports for each scenario. The information presented 
below is taken from a report prepared for SCAG by Aviation System Consulting, which 
developed a regional air cargo forecast methodology and allocation based on analytical 
work performed for SCAG by TranSystems. At its September 22, 2011 meeting, ATAC rec-
ommended that the Baseline Scenario serve as the Preferred Regional Air Cargo Demand 
Forecast for the 2012–2035 RTP. At 5.605 million tons in 2035, the new 2035 regional air 
cargo forecast is substantially lower than the adopted 2008 RTP forecast of 8.28 million 
tons in 2035, mainly because of a substantial downturn of regional air cargo demand over 
the last decade. 

I. Regional Air Cargo Activity Trends
Prior to the past decade, regional growth in air cargo was extremely robust, more than 
tripling from 921,800 tons in 1979 to 2.87 million tons in 2000. However, there has been 
a downward trend since then for various reasons including the events of 9/11/2001, the 
steep economic recession beginning in 2007, and the increased diversion of domestic 
air cargo to electronic and ground transport modes. The trend in air cargo activity at the 
commercial service airports in the SCAG region over the past eleven years is shown in 
FIGURE 2 . There are a number of aspects to the recent trend in air cargo in the region that 
are very apparent from the figure:

1. Overall, air cargo activity has been steadily declining over the past decade. While 
the declines in the 2001 and 2008/2009 recessions have been a major contribu-
tor to this, the general trend has still been downward. Following the drop in the 

2001 recession, air cargo activity recovered slowly from 2001 to 2004, reaching a 
level slightly below that in 2000. It then slowly declined from 2004 to 2007, before 
dropping again in the 2008/2009 recession. However, the recovery in 2010 was 
stronger than that following the 2001 recession and it remains to be seen how long 
this continues.

2. The decline has been entirely confined to domestic air cargo. International air cargo 
reached a peak in 2007, declined in 2008 and 2009 with the recession, then recov-
ered in 2010 to slightly below the 2007 peak (the difference is not apparent in the 
figure). It seems likely that international air cargo will continue to grow in the future, 
although the traffic for the first seven months of 2011 was about 3 percent below 
the level for the corresponding period in 2010.

3. Almost all international air cargo moves through Los Angeles International Airport 
(LAX). Ontario International Airport (ONT) handles a very small proportion (about 
3 percent in 2010) and the other airports essentially none.

4. LAX and ONT between them handle almost all of the region’s air cargo (96 percent 
in 2010), The share handled by the other airports combined increased slightly from 
2004 to 2007, when DHL was operating a hub at March Inland Port, but has since 
declined to the level experienced in 2000. There is thus no evidence of a shift 
toward the smaller airports. In fact, the majority of the air cargo handled by the 
other airports moves through Bob Hope (2.1 percent in 2010), Long Beach (1.6 per-
cent in 2010), and John Wayne (0.6 percent in 2010). The share handled by the 
remaining airports combined was significantly less than 0.1 percent in 2010.
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FIGURE 2 Historical Air Cargo 2000–2010
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Trend in Air Cargo Activity at SCAG Region Airports

The air cargo figures for the smaller secondary airports included in the top band in 
FIGURE 1 are likely missing a very small amount of international cargo due to the source 
of the data used for those airports.

Not shown in the above figure is the extent to which the domestic air cargo at LAX 
and ONT is handled by the integrated carriers. At LAX, FedEx handled 46 percent of 
the domestic air cargo in 2010, ABX Air (which provides air service for DHL) handled 7 
percent, and UPS handled 4 percent, for a 57 percent market share of the integrated 
carriers. At ONT, UPS handled 60 percent of the domestic air cargo in 2010 (market share 
data is only for January through October) and FedEx handled 32 percent, for a 92 percent 
market share by the integrated carriers.

Of the domestic air cargo at LAX not handled by the integrated carriers, the majority 
(27 percent of all domestic air cargo in 2010) was handled by five scheduled airlines: 
American, Continental, Delta, United and US Airways. A relatively small amount of the 
remainder was handled by other scheduled airlines (Alaska, Southwest, etc.).

FedEx and UPS handled a trivial share of the international air cargo at LAX in 2010 (a 
few tons), but UPS handled all the international air cargo at ONT, although this was fairly 
small as shown in FIGURE 1. It should be noted that the distinction between domestic 
and international cargo relates to the destination of the flight carrying that cargo, not the 
final destination of the shipment. For example, if FedEx put an international shipment on 
a flight from LAX to its hub at Oakland International Airport (say), where it was put on an 
international flight, that shipment would be counted as domestic cargo at LAX.

Over 82 percent of the international air cargo at LAX is handled by scheduled passenger 
airlines or their cargo divisions that operate freighter aircraft. Obviously, the cargo carried 
in the belly of passenger flights is not likely to be diverted to other airports, except to the 
extent that those airports attract additional international service. As a practical matter, 
the only airport where this is likely to occur to a significant extent is ONT. The other air-
ports may be able to attract some limited international service, particularly to Mexico or 
Canada, but these flights are unlikely to attract much air cargo. Similarly, the cargo divi-
sions of passenger airlines will want to serve the same airport as the passenger flights, 
since they share the same ground handling facilities.

Based on the air cargo activity over the past decade, the airport allocations of air cargo 
shown in the Preliminary 2012–2035 RTP forecasts prepared earlier in 2011 would 
appear to require a highly unlikely change from the current distribution pattern. There 
might be a small shift of international air cargo to ONT if the growth in passenger traffic 
there results in the addition of some long-haul international flights or if UPS expands its 
international service out of its ONT hub.

The bottom line is that unless FedEx or UPS decides to relocate one of their hubs, which 
appears quite unlikely, the only potential air cargo traffic that might be attracted to the 
smaller airports is that handled by the all-cargo and charter airlines. This was less than 
18 percent of the international air cargo and less than 14 percent of the domestic air 
cargo at LAX in 2010. Obviously, not all of this is likely to be diverted to other airports.
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II. TranSystems 2035 Forecast of Total Regional Air Cargo
Analysis of air cargo forecasts performed by TranSystems for the 2012–2035 RTP update 
suggests that the growth rates implied by the regional air cargo forecasts in the 2008 
RTP are too high in light of recent trends in the industry. The 2035 forecast of regional 
totals for international and domestic air cargo recommended by TranSystems are shown 
in TABLE 1.

TABLE 1 Forecast Total Regional Air Cargo – 2035

Forecast Scenario

Low Baseline High

International (000 metric tons) 1,695.40 2,302.90 2,751.20

Domestic (000 metric tons) 2,047.60 2,781.40 3,322.80

3,743.00 5,084.30 6,074.00

International (000 tons) 1,869.10 2,538.90 3,033.20

Domestic (000 tons) 2,257.50 3,066.50 3,663.40

4,126.60 5,605.40 6,696.60

III. Allocation of Regional Air Cargo to Airports
Air cargo handled by charter and all-cargo airlines accounted for a little over 17 percent 
of international cargo and about 13 percent of domestic cargo. While in principle this 
component of the traffic is “footloose” in the sense that it could use other airports, in 
practice the ability of this traffic to use other airports is limited by the presence of cargo 
connecting between domestic and international flights. An analysis of the tonnage of LAX 
air cargo handled by type of carrier in 2010 gave the following breakdown:

TABLE 2 LAX Air Cargo by Type of Carrier – 2010

International
Freight & Mail

Domestic
Freight & Mail

Passenger Airlines 70.70% 29.80%

Cargo Divisions 11.90%  0.00%

Charter Airlines  0.40%  1.60%

Integrated Carriers  0.00% 57.10%

All-Cargo Airlines 17.00% 11.50%

Even if only some of the cargo on a domestic flight by an all-cargo or charter airline is 
connecting to or from an international flight, if the flight uses another airport that cargo 
would have to be trucked to or from LAX. Similarly, some of the international cargo on 
all-cargo or charter flights is connecting to or from domestic flights, and therefore those 
flights are likely to be primarily at LAX. Although all-cargo and charter airlines are cost-
sensitive, any cost advantage of using a different airport would have to be offset against 
the cost of trucking the international cargo between the airports. Another constraint on 
the choice of airport by all-cargo and charter airlines is the location of freight forwarders, 
which tend to be concentrated in the vicinity of LAX for obvious reasons. In the case of 
international cargo moving on all-cargo or charter flights, there is also the constraint of 
needing to clear customs.

In the case of international air cargo on all-cargo or charter flights, a further consider-
ation is that some of this cargo may be moved by truck or rail to or from locations outside 
the Southern California region. From cargo moving by truck or rail into or out of the 
region, secondary airports outside the urban core may have some advantages as a trans-
shipment location.

Without more detailed analysis that is beyond the scope of the analysis undertaken for 
the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS update, it is unclear how much of the cargo on all-cargo or 
charter airlines that used LAX in 2010 could potentially be diverted to other airports, but 
the amount is likely to be fairly small for the foregoing reasons. It is also unclear to what 
extent the split of air cargo by type of carrier at LAX might change in the future. If air 
cargo grows faster than passenger traffic, the passenger airlines may not have sufficient 
belly cargo capacity, leading to an increased use of all-cargo and/or charter airlines.
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On the other hand, the introduction of larger wide-body aircraft, such as the Airbus 
A-380, will increase the belly cargo capacity of passenger flights. It is also possible that 
the integrated carriers will expand their market share of international freight.

In the absence of any clear basis for assuming a change in the relative market share 
of different types of carrier, it is assumed that the market shares shown in TABLE 2 
remain in effect in 2035. It is also assumed that only 25 percent of the domestic cargo 
handled by all-cargo or charter airlines is potentially divertible to other airports and that 
in practice only half of the potentially divertible cargo is actually diverted. The basis for 
the assumption of 25 percent is that half the domestic cargo is assumed to be connect-
ing to or from international flights and that half of the cargo that is not connecting to or 
from international flights is moving on flights that include connecting cargo. Because of 
the potential transshipment advantages of secondary airports outside the urban core for 
international air cargo, it is assumed that the proportion of international cargo handled 
by all-cargo or charter flights that is potentially divertible to other airports is somewhat 
higher than for domestic cargo and that 30 percent of this cargo is potentially divertible, 
with only half of this actually diverted.

Of the cargo traffic that is diverted to the smaller secondary airports outside the urban 
core, those closer to the urban core will have some advantages for cargo that has a 
shipment origin or destination within the urban area. San Bernardino International 
Airport (SBD) and March Inland Port (MIP) are sufficiently close to each other that neither 
appears likely to have a significant locational advantage over the other. However, Ontario 
International Airport is even closer to the urban core than either SBD or MIP and will 
have the further advantage for international cargo of a much larger number of domestic 
passenger flights for cargo connecting to domestic flights. Therefore the market shares 
shown in TABLE 3 have been assumed for the cargo diverted from LAX:

Since the other airports in the region would already have attracted any air cargo that 
might be diverted from LAX, it is assumed that they would not attract any additional 
cargo from LAX. All three airports (Bob Hope, John Wayne, and Long Beach) have signifi-
cant night noise constraints or curfews that would make them unattractive to air cargo 
operators. Palm Springs International Airport is too far from the urban area to attract any 
significant amount of cargo that might be diverted from LAX.

TABLE 3 Market Shares of Air Cargo Diverted from LAX – 2035

International Cargo Domestic Cargo

Ontario International 45% 35%

San Bernardino International 20% 25%

March Inland Port 20% 25%

Southern California Logistics 10% 10%

Palmdale Regional  5%  5%

IV. Revised 2035 Air Cargo Forecasts
Based on the revised projections of the total level of regional air cargo traffic and the assumed 
diversion of air cargo from LAX to ONT and the smaller secondary airports, the forecast level of 
air cargo activity at each airport has been revised as shown in TABLE 4.

TABLE 4 Revised Air Cargo Forecasts by Airport – 2035

(000 tons)
Scenario

Low Growth Baseline High Growth

Bob Hope 80 108 130

John Wayne 34 46 55

Los Angeles International 2,685 3,647 4,358

Long Beach 69 94 112

March Inland Port 108 147 176

Ontario International 968 1,314 1,570

Palmdale Regional 25 34 40

Palm Springs International Note 1 Note 1  Note 1

San Bernardino Int'l 108 146 175

So. California Logistics 50 68 81

4,127 5,605 6,697

Note: 1. Less than 100 tons
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Regional General Aviation Forecast

Introduction
This report documents the results of the first phase of a two-phase study for the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) to prepare a regional general avi-
ation demand forecast for the six-county Southern California region. The report reviews 
recent trends in the size and composition of the Southern California pilot community, 
the numbers of general aviation aircraft based in the region, and the numbers of general 
aviation and other aircraft operations at airports in the region, as well as prior stud-
ies that have examined changes in the size and composition of the pilot community and 
general aviation aircraft fleet. The report also reviews prior studies that have addressed 
techniques for forecasting future general aviation activity and presents the forecasting 
approach that has been used in the current study, as well as recent forecasts of general 
aviation activity by the Federal Aviation Administration. This is followed by a discussion of 
the analysis of likely future changes in the size and composition of the Southern California 
pilot community and the implications for future levels of general aviation activity, as well 
as changes in the general aviation fleet based at airports in the region. The report then 
describes the development of a set of alternative regional general aviation demand fore-
casts that take these factors into consideration and provide a range of potential future 
changes in the size of the Southern California pilot community, based aircraft fleet, and 
resulting levels of general aviation activity. Finally the report summarizes the conclusions 
from the current phase of the project and discusses the work to be undertaken in the 
remainder of the study.

THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA AIRPORT SYSTEM

The airport system serving the six counties of the Southern California region currently 
comprises 44 public use general aviation airports, nine air carrier airports, one of which 
is a joint use military airfield, and two airports that currently serve or recently served 
regional airline flights, often referred to as commuter airports, all of which accommodate 
general aviation operations. In addition there is one military airfield, Palmdale Regional 
Airport/U.S. Air Force Plant 42 that formerly allowed joint-use civilian operations and cur-
rently allows general aviation operations with prior permission, and a number of smaller 
private-use airports. Several of the smaller public-use airports are privately owned. One 
of these airports, Roy Williams Airport in the town of Joshua Tree, recently closed and 

is currently for sale. Another airport, Rialto Municipal Airport, is planned to be closed at 
some point in the future but is currently open. The 54 airports currently open for public-
use general aviation activity represent the largest general aviation airport system of any 
metropolitan region in the United States (and in fact the world), both in terms of airports 
and the number of general aviation aircraft operations.

The locations of the airports that comprise the Southern California public-use airport 
system are shown in FIGURE 1.1, with the definition of the airport identifier codes for 
each airport assigned by the Federal Aviation Administration shown in the map given in 
TABLE 1.1. The airports are classified into four categories on the map based on the size of 
the largest aircraft that they can typically accommodate. Of the nine air carrier airports 
and Palmdale Regional Airport, all of which have runway facilities that can accommodate 
large commercial aircraft, six currently have scheduled airline service:

 � Bob Hope Airport, Burbank (BUR)

 � John Wayne Orange County Airport (SNA)

 � Long Beach Airport (LGB)

 � Los Angeles International Airport (LAX)

 � Ontario International Airport (ONT)

 � Palm Spring International Airport (PSP)

Of the other three airports capable of handling air carrier activity, San Bernardino 
International Airport (SBD), and Southern California Logistics Airport (VCV) currently 
handle a small amount of nonscheduled air cargo flights, as well as some general aviation 
activity. March Inland Port operates under a joint use agreement with March Air Reserve 
Base (RIV) and currently has no based general aviation aircraft apart from aircraft belong-
ing to the March Field Aero Club and aircraft kept at the March Field Air Museum, located 
on the airfield. Other general aviation use of the airfield requires prior permission. The 
integrated air express operator DHL formerly maintained a sorting hub at the airport and 
generated a moderate volume of air cargo aircraft operations.

Of the two commuter airports, Imperial County Airport currently has regional airline 
service by United Express between the airport and LAX. Oxnard Airport also had service 
to LAX by United Express until June of 2010, when the service was discontinued. The air-
port currently only serves general aviation activity although the County of Ventura, which 
owns the airport, is hoping to attract regional airline service in the future.
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EXHIBIT 1 Regional Airport System
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TABLE 1.1 Airport Identifier Codes

Identifier Airport

002 Baker Airport

49X Chemehuevi Valley Airport

AJO Corona Municipal Airport

APV Apple Valley Airport

AVX Catalina Airport

BLH Blythe Airport

BNG Banning Municipal Airport

BUR Bob Hope Airport, Burbank

BWC Brawley Municipal Airport

CCB Cable Airport

CLR Cliff Hatfield Memorial Airport, Calipatria

CLX Calexico International Airport

CMA Camarillo Airport

CN64 Desert Center Airport, Palm Desert

CNO Chino Airport

CPM Compton/Woodley Airport

DAG Barstow-Daggett Airport

EED Needles Airport

EMT El Monte Airport

F70 French Valley Airport

FUL Fullerton Municipal Airport

HHR Hawthorne Municipal Airport

HMT Hemet-Ryan Airport

IPL Imperial County Airport

L22 Yucca Valley Airport

L26 Hesperia Airport

L35 Big Bear City Airport

L65 Perris Valley Airport

Identifier Airport

L67 Rialto Municipal Airport

L70 Agua Dulce Airpark

L77 Chiriaco Summit Airport

L80 Roy Williams Airport, Joshua Tree

LAX Los Angeles International Airport

LGB Long Beach Airport

ONT Ontario International Airport

OXR Oxnard Airport

POC Brackett Field, La Verne

PMD Palmdale Regional Airport

PSP Palm Springs International Airport

RAL Riverside Municipal Airport

REI Redlands Municipal Airport

RIR FlaBob Airport, Riverside

RIV March Air Reserve Base (March Inland Port)

SAS Salton Sea Airport

SBD Sam Bernardino International Airport

SMO Santa Monica Airport

SNA John Wayne Orange County Airport

SZP Santa Paula Airport

TNP Twenty Nine Palms Airport

TOA Zamperini Field, Torrance

TRM Jacqueline Cochran Regional Airport, Thermal

UDD Bermuda Dunes Airport

VCV Southern California Logistics Airport, Victorville

VNY Van Nuys Airport

WHP Whiteman Airport, Pacoima

WJF General William J. Fox Airfield, Lancaster
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COMPOSITION OF GENERAL AVIATION ACTIVITY

General aviation (GA) flight activity comprises a wide range of different types of flying 
including:

 � Flight training

 � Personal and recreational flying

 � Business and corporate flying

 � On-demand charter flying

 � Aerial work, including observation, firefighting, agricultural spraying and 
other purposes

Historically, flight training has accounted for a large proportion of the aircraft operations 
at smaller airports due to the large number of takeoffs and landings involved in learning 
to fly. However, with the recent decline in the number of active student pilots, this seg-
ment of general aviation activity has become a smaller proportion of overall activity. At 
the same time, the introduction of new business models for corporate and business avia-
tion, including fractional ownership and purchase of blocks of flight time from on-demand 
air charter operators such as Netjets, as well as the availability of smaller, less expensive 
jet aircraft, has resulted in business and corporate flying becoming a growing share of 
general aviation activity.

For the purposes of the regional general aviation demand forecast, the general aviation 
sector is considered to also include on-demand flight activity operated under Federal 
Aviation Regulations (FAR) Part 135, commonly referred to as air taxi operations, since 
these operations also use general aviation airports and for many purposes are often virtu-
ally indistinguishable from true general aviation operations, operating under FAR Part 91. 
The difference between the two types of operations is whether the operations are being 
performed “for hire.” Thus if a corporation owns its own aircraft and employs the pilots, 
the aircraft would operate under Part 91, whereas if it charters an aircraft from an air taxi 
charter company, the aircraft would operate under Part 135. The introduction of fractional 
ownership has complicated this situation, but for statistical purposes the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) counts such operations as part of general aviation. Unless indicated 
otherwise, the term “general aviation” in this working paper includes Part 135 operations.

Data on the range of activities that fall within the general aviation sector is available from 
the most recent FAA General Aviation and Part 135 Activity Survey, which covers opera-
tions in the United States in 2009, as shown in TABLE 1.2 . This survey classifies GA and 
Part 135 activity into 14 different purposes, which clearly show the wide range of activi-
ties covered by the GA sector

TABLE 1.2 General Aviation and Part 135 Activity – United States 2009

Primary Use Actual Use

Category of Aircraft Use
Active 

Aircraft

Hours 
Flown 

000 Percent

Avg Hours 
Flown 

(see note)

General Aviation

Personal 152,272 8,540 35.90% 56.1

Business 22,445 2,532 10.70% 112.8

Corporate 10,498 2,444 10.30% 232.8

Instructional 14,130 3,440 14.50% 243.4

Aerial application 3,161 960 4.00% 303.9

Aerial observation 5,288 1,211 5.10% 229.0

Aerial other 849 162 0.70% 190.7

External load 157 88 0.40% 562.3

Other work 1,177 222 0.90% 188.5

Sightseeing 849 119 0.50% 139.8

Air medical 486 174 0.70% 358.0

Other 4,005 970 4.10% 242.3

Total GA 215,317 20,862 87.80% 96.9

On Demand FAR Part 135

Air taxi 6,992 2,198 9.20% 314.3

Air tours 367 223 0.90% 608.2

Air medical 1,200 480 2.00% 399.6

Total Part 135 8,559 2,901 12.20% 338.9

Total GA & Part 135 223,876 23,763 100.00% 106.1
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The largest single type of activity is personal flying, which accounts for about 36 percent 
of all flight hours, followed by instructional activities, which account for about 15 percent 
of all flight hours. Operations under Part 135 account for about 12 percent of all flight 
hours, of which the largest proportion is air taxi operations, with air medical flights under 
Part 135 accounting for about 2 percent of all flight hours. Business and corporate flying 
under Part 91 together account for about 21 percent of all flight hours, divided approxi-
mately equally between the two purposes, which the FAA defines as follows:

 � Business Transportation: Individual or group use for, or in the furtherance of, a busi-
ness without a paid flight crew

 � Corporate/Executive Transportation: Individual or group business transportation with 
a paid flight crew (includes fractional ownership)

TABLE 1.2 also shows the average number of hours flown per year by aircraft used for the 
different purposes. Because a given aircraft may be used for multiple purposes, this aver-
age may be somewhat misleading and is not strictly the average flight hours for aircraft 
primarily used for each purpose, but assumes that the flight hours for each purpose are 
all flown by the aircraft for which that purpose is the primary use. However, to the extent 
that many aircraft are in fact used mainly for a single purpose, this gives an indication 
of the differences in average use across the different purposes. Aircraft primarily used 
for personal flying have the lowest average utilization of 56 flight hours per year, while 
aircraft used primarily for air tours have the highest average utilization of about 608 
flight hours per year, although this may be somewhat overstated since there are relatively 
few aircraft used primarily for air tours and many of the actual flight hours reported for 
air tours are likely performed by aircraft used primarily for other purposes. In general, 
aircraft used primarily for Part 135 operations are utilized for about 339 flight hours per 
year on average.

Aircraft used primarily for instructional flying have an average utilization of about 243 
flight hours per year, while those used primarily for corporate transportation have an 
average utilization of about 233 flight hours per year. It may be worth noting that these 
utilization rates are considerably less than one hour per day. Clearly there is a wide range 
of utilization rates across the fleet, since many aircraft in these categories are far more 
heavily used than this. Aircraft primarily used for business transportation have an average 
utilization of only 113 flight hours per year although this may be somewhat understated 
since this category involves flying without a paid crew. In most cases this means flight 
operations by the owner of the aircraft, who most likely also uses the aircraft for personal 

flying. Thus the average utilization of aircraft used primarily for personal flying is probably 
overstated, since some of the actual flight hours for personal flying are performed in 
aircraft used primarily for business flying. Of course, the reverse is also true, with some 
business flying being performed in aircraft used primarily for personal flying. Whether 
these effects cancel each other out is unclear.

In any case, an average utilization of only 56 flight hours per year represents about one 
flight hour per week. As with business flying, there is clearly a wide range of utilization 
rates across the fleet, with some aircraft being used very infrequently.

While these are national average utilization rates, it is likely that the pattern of aircraft 
utilization in the Southern California region is not significantly different. As part of the 
second phase of this study, an effort will be undertaken to obtain more specific data from 
the FAA covering aircraft in the Southern California region to see how their utilization may 
differ from that for the United States in total.

RECENT TRENDS IN THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA PILOT COMMUNITY

In addition to the composition and utilization of the general aviation aircraft fleet, the 
other major factor that needs to be considered in developing forecasts of future aviation 
activity is the size and composition of the pilot community. TABLE 1.3 shows the recent 
trend in the number of active pilots in the six-county SCAG region by type of pilot certifi-
cate, from airmen registration data obtained from the FAA. The distinctions between the 
various types of pilot certificate are discussed further below, but the names of the differ-
ent types of certificate are generally self-explanatory.

Active pilots are defined as airmen holding a pilot certificate and a valid medical certifi-
cate where required (student pilots only require a medical certificate for solo flight, glider 
and balloon pilots do not require a medical certificate, and sport pilots do not require 
a medical certificate if they hold a valid driver’s license). It can be seen from TABLE 

1.3 that there has been a slow decline in the total number of active pilots in the region 
over the past nine years, although an apparent increase in the number of student pilots, 
particularly since 2006 (however this appears to be an artifact of changes to the validity 
of student pilot medical certificates in July 2008) . The implications of this for the future 
pilot community in the region are discussed further below.
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TABLE 1.3 Recent Trend in the Southern California Pilot Community

Active Pilots as of December 31

Type of Pilot Certificate 2001 2006 2010

Student pilot 3,642 4,106 5,093

Private pilot 11,272 11,050 9,970

Commercial pilot 4,906 5,254 5,119

Airline transport pilot 4,926 4,604 4,439

Recreational or sport pilot 1 12 70

Rotorcraft or glider 1,263

Total 26,010 25,026 24,691

Source: FAA, Active Airmen Certificate Totals by Region, State, County, Airmen Certification Branch, 
Oklahoma City, OK, Personal communication.

Notes 1: Active airmen holding rotorcraft or glider certificates only were counted separately in 2001, but 
included in the other categories for 2006 and 2010. 
Notes 2: The validity of student pilot certificates for pilots under 40 years of age was changed from 36 
months to 60 months effective July 24, 2008.

The distribution of the active pilots among the six counties in the region is shown in TABLE 1.4.

TABLE 1.4 Recent Trend in the Southern California Pilot Community  
by County

Active Pilots as of December 31

County 2001 2006 2010

Imperial County 258 197 183

Los Angeles County 11,584 10,842 10,878

Orange County 5,981 5,495 5,303

Riverside County 3,011 3,458 3,447

San Bernardino County 2,788 2,744 2,632

Ventura County 2,388 2,290 2,248

Total 26,010 25,026 24,691

Source: FAA, Active Airmen Certificate Totals by Region, State, County, Airmen Certification Branch, 
Oklahoma City, OK, Personal communication.

It can be seen that Los Angeles County accounts for a little less than half the active pilots in the 
region (44 percent in 2010), with Orange County having the second highest proportion (22 percent 
in 2010). Riverside County has the third highest proportion (14 percent in 2010), followed by San 
Bernardino County (11 percent in 2010) and Ventura County (9 percent in 2010). The number of 
active pilots has declined from 2001 to 2010 in all counties except Riverside County, where it in-
creased from 2001 to 2006, but declined slightly from 2006 to 2010. Los Angeles County showed 
a slight increase in active pilots from 2006 to 2010.

KEY ISSUES AND CONCERNS

The future level of general aviation activity in the Southern California region will depend 
on a large number of factors that cannot be known with any certainty, and the further into 
the future the activity is being forecast the less certain these factors are likely to become. 
The more critical factors include:

 � The price and availability of aviation fuel, particularly how much longer leaded avia-
tion gasoline (avgas) will be available.

 � Future trends in the percentage of the population that decide to learn to fly, the 
proportion of student pilots that complete their flight training and obtain a private 
pilot certificate, how long they remain an active pilot, and how much flying they do 
while they are still active.

 � The future demand for professional pilots, particularly airline pilots, since this has a 
major influence on how many people decide to pursue flying as a career.

 � The long-term prospects for economic growth in the light of rising Federal and State 
deficits, a major trade imbalance, rising energy costs and the eventual need to 
address global warming, an aging population, and increasing costs of health care, 
since this affects corporate profits and individual disposable income, both of which 
will influence aircraft ownership and use, as well as how many people can afford to 
learn to fly or remain active.

 � Persistent concerns and opposition by some surrounding communities to GA activi-
ties at local airports. These concerns arise primarily from aircraft noise, particu-
larly from jet aircraft, a perceived health risk from aircraft emissions and aviation 
fuel, and the risk of accidents from aircraft over-flights. Some local municipalities 
have placed or attempted to place restrictions on flight operations and have also 
requested risk assessment studies to determine ways to address these issues. The 
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future demand for general aviation activity in the region and particularly how it is 
distributed among the airports in the region could be influenced by these concerns, 
to the extent that they affect the type and level of operations that can occur at vari-
ous airports, or result in airports being closed.

 � The airspace utilization in Southern California is also a consideration in the light of 
the conflict that sometimes exists between commercial and GA operations in parts 
of the SCAG region. The introduction of the FAA’s Next Generation air traffic control 
system may also have an impact on how air traffic operates at many GA airports. 
The extent to which these factors could influence future general aviation demand in 
the region will require discussion with the FAA and SCAG staff to identify the con-
straints and opportunities for greater flexibility in the new air traffic control system.

While some insight into these issues may be obtained from an analysis of recent trends 
in general aviation activity, it is far from clear whether general aviation activity will 
recover from its recent decline as the economy continues to recover and if so, at what 
rate. Although it is likely that business and corporate flying will resume their growth as 
the economy recovers, changing recreational preferences and shifts in the distribution of 
household incomes could limit the number of people who decide to take up flying. This 
effect may be compounded by public concerns about global warming and the perception 
that general aviation flying consumes a large amount of fuel in relation to the distance 
flown. This may translate into a reduced number of people deciding to take up flying, as 
well as political pressure to limit the amount of general aviation flying or require general 
aviation users to purchase carbon offsets.

FORECAST METHODOLOGY

The methodology to be used in preparing the Regional General Aviation Demand Forecast 
for the Southern California region is based on the recognition that the general aviation 
sector comprises a range of different activities that are each influenced by different fac-
tors. Therefore, the development of the forecasts was based on a detailed analysis of the 
way in which these factors determine the growth (or decline) of each type of activity, as 
well as the interrelationships between them.

LITERATURE REVIEW ON FORECASTING GENERAL AVIATION 
ACTIVITY

In spite of the large number of general aviation airports in the United States and the 
recurring need to prepare forecasts of future general aviation activity as part of studies 
to update airport master plans, prepare statewide and regional airport system plans, and 
for other purposes, development of improved techniques for forecasting general aviation 
activity have received surprisingly little attention in the airport planning literature. None 
the less, a review of relevant recent literature was undertaken to identify prior studies 
addressing changes in the composition and activity levels of the pilot community and 
dynamics of the general aviation fleet, as well as forecasting approaches for general avia-
tion activity more generally.

One of the earliest reviews of forecasting methodology for general aviation was under-
taken by Gosling & Cao (1994) as part of a larger study of aviation forecasting techniques 
performed for the California Department of Transportation. A more recent report prepared 
for the FAA Office of Aviation Policy and Plans (GRA, 2001a) presented a summary of 
different methods for forecasting aviation activity by airport, including general aviation 
activity. However, the descriptions of the techniques are very general and some of the 
techniques are fairly simplistic (although widely used). The report mentions cohort analy-
sis, although the term is used in a different sense from that used in the forecast approach 
used in the curent study, and a better term would have been market segmentation 
analysis. The following year a Transportation Research E-Circular (TRB, 2002) presented 
a survey of aviation demand forecasting methodologies, including those for general avia-
tion. This included a description of a model for estimating general aviation operations at 
non-towered airports, discussed further below, and forecasting techniques for business 
jet and rotorcraft deliveries and fleet size. Although these techniques involve assessments 
of the demand for business jet or rotorcraft flying, the approaches to these assessments 
are only described in very broad terms due to the proprietary nature of the analysis. The 
description of one approach mentioned that a given year’s production of business jets is 
generally fully retired from the aircraft fleet in about 40 years, with about 50 percent of 
the year’s production retired from the fleet in about 33 years.

A subsequent synthesis report prepared for the Airport Cooperative Research Program 
(Spitz & Golaszewski, 2007) updated the information in the earlier report for the FAA 
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Office of Aviation Policy and Plans, although the description of airport activity forecast-
ing methods is no more detailed and does not explicitly address general aviation activity 
apart from a reference to the earlier study that developed a model for estimating general 
aviation operations at non-towered airports.

General Industry Trends

The FAA and various industry organizations supporting general aviation produce annual 
statistical reports that examine changes in the general aviation sector over time. The FAA 
produces an annual summary of U.S. civil airmen statistics and an annual activity survey 
of general aviation and Part 135 (on-demand commercial operations) aircraft, as well as 
forecasts of future levels of pilot population and general aviation activity, which include 
time series data for past years. These FAA data are discussed in more detail in the sec-
tion on Data Requirements and Sources below.

Summaries of industry trends are published by the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association 
(AOPA, 2011), the General Aviation Manufacturers Association (GAMA, 2011), and the 
National Business Aviation Association (NBAA, 2011). While much of the data presented 
in these statistical reports is derived from FAA sources, it is typically presented in a more 
user-friendly format and combines the information from multiple sources into a single 
document. The GAMA General Aviation Statistical Databook & Industry Outlook provides 
data on general aviation shipments that is not available from other sources, while the 
NBAA Business Aviation Fact Book presents information on uses of business aircraft that 
is derived from surveys performed by the NBAA.

Pilot Population and Aircraft Fleet Composition

A number of studies have examined changes in the characteristics of the pilot population 
over time, although these have most commonly addressed the influence of pilot charac-
teristics on accident risk (e.g. Li, Baker, et al., 2003; Rebok, Qiang, et al., 2009). A study 
in the early 1970s (Booze, 1972) examined pilot attrition by age and a more recent study 
(Rogers, Véronneau, et al., 2009) examined changes in the pilot population over time from 
1983 to 2005 in order to examine the effect of changes in the regulations that raised the 
age limit for pilots to perform the duties of pilot or co-pilot of a commercial passenger 
or cargo aircraft with ten or more passenger seats or 7,500 payload-pounds of cargo 

capacity from age 60 to 65. The latter study showed that the average age of pilots has 
been steadily increasing, and with it the average number of flight hours experience.

A study in the mid-1970s (Rocks, 1976) examined the pattern of attrition of the general 
aviation aircraft fleet, but this issue does not appear to have been subject to more recent 
study, apart from analysis undertaken for the 1994 San Francisco Bay Area Regional 
Airport System Plan (MTC, 1994), discussed further below.

General Aviation Forecasting Studies

A study performed for the FAA and published in 2001 developed a model for estimating 
general aviation operations at non-towered airports (i.e. those without a control tower) 
(GRA, 2001b). However, because the model is based on data from a combination of 
towered and non-towered airports, it is equally applicable to smaller towered GA airports. 
The study assessed a number of alternative model formulations, but found that the best 
fit to the observed data was given by the following relationship:

 OPS = -571 + 355 x BA - 0.46  BA2 - 40,510 x percentin100mi +  
  3,795 x VITFSnum

  + 0.001 x Pop100 - 8,587 x WACAORAK + 24,102 x Pop25/100

  + 13,674 x TOWDUM

 where OPS = Annual general aviation operations

 BA = Based aircraft

 percentin100mi = Airport’s percentage of all based aircraft within 100 miles

 VITFSnum = Number of Part 141 certificated flight schools at airport

 Pop100 = Population within 100 miles of airport

 WACAORAK = Airport in CA, OR, WA, AK (1 = yes, 0 = no)

 Pop25/100 = Ratio of population within 25 miles of airport to

  population within 100 miles

 TOWDUM = Control tower at airport (1 = yes, 0 = no)
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The estimated model coefficients show that a towered airport would have more GA 
operations that a non-towered airport, other things being equal, as expected (although the 
causality may flow the other way, in that busier airports are more likely to have towers 
than less busy airports). Since the number of based aircraft is included in the model, the 
population in the surrounding area presumably accounts primarily for operations by visit-
ing aircraft. Even so, there is likely to be a high degree of correlation between population 
of the surrounding area and the number of based aircraft. The model does not explicitly 
distinguish between local and itinerant operations, although the number of flight schools 
at the airport will clearly influence the number of local operations.

As part of a study for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration to explore the 
potential demand for a conceptual Small Aircraft Transportation System (SATS) based 
on advanced technology general aviation aircraft, researchers at Virginia Tech university 
developed a sophisticated modeling system termed the Transportation Systems Analysis 
Model (TSAM) (Trani, Baik, et al., 2003; Baik, Ashiabor & Trani, 2006; Ashiabor, Baik & 
Trani, 2007; Baik, Trani, et al., 2008). This modeling system predicts passenger flows 
between counties in the U.S. and then performs a mode choice analysis that assigns the 
passenger flows to commercial airlines, air taxi, or automobile travel. Because the model-
ing system does not distinguish between true air taxi and general aviation more broadly, 
the model can be considered as predicting passenger flows by general aviation. Indeed 
the authors refer to this mode as general aviation in some of their papers. The modeling 
system includes an airport choice model that assigns the GA passenger trips to airports 
and estimates the resulting number of aircraft operations, divided into single-engine 
propeller, multi-engine propeller and turbojet aircraft.

About the same time, Rohacs (2006) was formulating a modeling framework to analyze 
the potential for advanced small aircraft flights in Europe. However, the model appears 
designed to predict system level values, rather than airport- or region-specific activity, 
and details of the implementation of the model are rather vague.

As part of preparing a Regional General Aviation and Heliport System Plan, the North 
Central Texas Council of Governments (the metropolitan planning organization for the 
Dallas/Fort Worth region) is in the process of developing a regional demand forecasting 
process that is broadly similar in scope to the planned approach for the current study. 
The proposed analysis approach for the NCTCOG study is documented in a white paper 
(NCTCOG, 2009) that describes three levels of analysis: regional demand, allocation of 

regional demand to counties, and allocation of county demand to airports, as illustrated in 
FIGURE 2.1. However, the details of how this analysis approach will be implemented do not 
appear to have been fully worked out yet. 

FIGURE 2.1  Proposed Forecasting Approach for North Central Texas Region.
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APPROACH TO FORECASTING REGIONAL GENERAL AVIATION 
ACTIVITY

The future demand for general aviation activity in the Southern California region will obvi-
ously depend on the size and composition of the pilot community, as well as the amount 
of flying done by the various categories of pilots. Pilots begin their flying career as 
student pilots. Some never progress beyond this stage but others gain their private pilot 
certificate and continue flying as private pilots. For many pilots the private pilot certificate 
may be the most advanced certificate they ever obtain, but others progress to hold com-
mercial pilot or airline transport pilot certificates, where the commercial pilot certificate 
is a required step to obtaining an airline transport pilot (ATP) certificate. Generally, those 
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pilots progressing to holding commercial pilot or ATP certificates intend to seek employ-
ment as a pilot or flight instructor, although some pilots obtain their commercial pilot cer-
tificate for the satisfaction of achieving a higher level of certification without any intention 
of using their pilot certification for gainful employment.

Future Composition of the Pilot Community and Level of  
Flying Activity

Of course, as pilots gain flying experience and progress through the various levels of 
certification, they are also getting older. Therefore one can study the composition of the 
pilot community using techniques from demographic cohort analysis. Pilots take up flying 
at some point in their lives, progress through various certificates, and eventually cease 
flying. From data on the distribution of the age of pilots when they first take up flying and 
the time it takes them to reach the highest level of certification they achieve, projections 
of the future composition of the pilot community can be made based on assumptions 
about future levels of new pilot starts as a percentage of the population in the relevant 
age ranges.

Future levels of general aviation activity will depend not only on the number of pilots with 
each type of certificate but the amount of flying that these pilots do. This varies by the 
type of certificate held and the age of the pilot. It is also likely that the average number 
of hours flown per year by pilots with a given type of certificate and a given age will also 
change over time in response to general economic factors and the cost of flying, as well 
as such factors as restrictions on the use of airspace or changes in pilot certification 
requirements. In the case of business aviation and corporate flying, as distinct from flight 
training and personal flying, the level of flight activity is less a function of the number of 
pilots than the demand for this type of flying, which is largely determined by the state of 
the economy and the cost of owning and operating aircraft, which in turn is affected by 
such factors as the cost of aviation fuel, interest rates, and corporate tax rules. Indeed, 
the demand for professional pilots, and hence the amount of flying by those pilots, is 
determined by the level of business and corporate flying, rather than the other way round.

It should be clear from this discussion that the future size of the pilot community in the 
Southern California region and the amount of flying done by those pilots depends on many 
factors that cannot be known with any certainty. Developing a general aviation demand 
forecast based on a single set of highly conjectural assumptions is of limited value for 

aviation planning purposes and is almost certain to be wrong. What is much more useful 
is an assessment of the range within which future values of general aviation activity 
might lie and the likelihood that the values might exceed various levels. In short, rather 
than a single point forecast, what is needed is an assessment of the projected probability 
distribution of the forecast values. The development of such probability distributions is 
commonly referred to as risk analysis, and commercial computer simulation software 
exists to perform the necessary calculations to estimate the probability distributions 
(strictly these are likelihood distributions rather than probability distributions, but the dis-
tinction is not important for this study and therefore the more commonly understood term 
will be used). Although initially the regional general aviation demand forecast for 2035 
was developed using a simpler approach based on defining a range of input assumptions 
reflecting alternative growth assumptions, the analysis approach will be designed so that 
future work could extend this to the use of a more formal risk analysis approach.

Future Based Aircraft Fleet

The second major consideration in developing a regional general aviation demand fore-
cast is projecting the future number of aircraft based at airports in the region. While the 
number of aircraft is obviously influenced by the level of flying activity, this is not a simple 
relationship. Aircraft do not disappear when the level of flying reduces nor do new aircraft 
suddenly appear when the level of flying increases. Rather, the aircraft fleet evolves in an 
analogous way to the pilot community. New aircraft are purchased or imported into the 
region, while other aircraft are exported from the region or older aircraft are scrapped. 
The level of utilization of a given aircraft also changes as the aircraft gets older, since this 
is generally associated with higher maintenance costs and poorer fuel efficiency. When 
the level of flying increases, it can be expected that new aircraft purchases and imported 
aircraft will tend to exceed the number of aircraft exported or scrapped and the total fleet 
will grow. Conversely, if the level of flying decreases, under-utilized or unused aircraft 
will be retired from the fleet at a higher rate than new aircraft will be added and the 
total fleet will decline. However, the average levels of aircraft utilization will also change 
with changing levels of flying activity, and so the changes in the aircraft fleet will tend to 
lag behind the changes in flight activity. Furthermore these changes will not be uniform 
across the fleet, but will vary with the age and type of the aircraft.

Cohort analysis can also be applied to projecting changes in the aircraft fleet in a similar 
way to the analysis of the pilot community discussed above. As aircraft get older, their 
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average level of utilization declines and they become more likely to be retired from the 
fleet by being exported or scrapped, unless they become so old that they become of 
historic interest or attractive to collectors and get restored to flying condition. However, 
this is a special case that typically only affects a few aircraft. It should also be noted that 
some aircraft are lost each year to flying accidents, although the improvement in general 
aviation safety has reduced this effect in recent years.

Projecting Future Levels of Airport Activity

Once the size and composition of the future aircraft fleet based in the region has been 
forecast, it is necessary to project the allocation of this fleet to airports in order to 
forecast the number of based aircraft and associated activity levels at each airport in 
the region. The decision by an aircraft owner of where to base the aircraft depends on a 
number of factors, including the proximity of alternative airports to the owner’s resi-
dence or place of business, the facilities and services available at each airport, including 
whether the runway is long enough to accommodate the aircraft, and the availability 
and cost of hangar or tie-down space. Apart from the proximity of alternative airports, 
the other factors can change in the future, and indeed a major objective of the aviation 
system planning process is to determine future needs for such changes. Therefore the 
aircraft allocation process should be based on a formal model of the airport choice pro-
cess by aircraft owners, referred to in the remainder of this section as the based-aircraft 
choice model.

Such a model can be estimated from existing data on the location of aircraft owners in 
the region and the airport where they base their aircraft and would be structured as a 
standard disaggregate behavioral choice model, analogous to a travel mode choice model 
in surface transportation planning. A common form for such a model is the multinomial 
logit model, which can incorporate utility functions for each airport that include variables 
describing the facilities and services available at each airport. This allows the based air-
craft allocation process to be responsive to potential changes at each airport, as well as 
changes in the distribution of aircraft owners throughout the region due to changes in the 
regional distribution of the population and the locations of users of business or corporate 
aviation, as well as changes in the composition of the pilot community and the use of 
business or corporate aviation.

This use of a formal model to establish a logical and consistent basis for allocating the 
projected future regional based aircraft fleet to airports is necessary for several reasons. 
Perhaps the most important is to provide a means to study the effect of changing facili-
ties and services at regional airports on the distribution of based aircraft. The second is 
that a large proportion of the aircraft fleet in 2035 (25 years hence) will be owned by dif-
ferent people from the current fleet and the locational distribution of those people is likely 
to be different from the current distribution of aircraft owners. Thirdly, to the extent that 
the demand for hangar or tie-down space at certain airports may exceed the available 
facilities, it can be expected that hangar space or tie-down rental rates will rise to bal-
ance demand with capacity and this will also affect the allocation. Finally, the allocation 
of regional based aircraft demand to airports is likely to be politically sensitive, particu-
larly if some airports are forecast to experience increased numbers of based aircraft and 
levels of activity while others are forecast to experience a reduction in based aircraft and 
activity. It is therefore important that the allocation process is transparent and can be 
justified on the basis of empirical experience and agreed assumptions.

It should be recognized that just as forecasts of future levels of regional activity are sub-
ject to a wide range of uncertainties, so any process to allocate that activity to specific 
airports is also subject to similar, or even greater, uncertainties. There is no crystal ball 
that can predict what will happen at a given airport. Rather, the purpose of developing 
demand allocation models is to suggest what might happen under various assumptions 
and provide a tool to explore how changing those assumptions could change the resulting 
forecast activity levels at different airports.

ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK

The analysis approach used in developing the regional general aviation demand forecasts 
comprises a number of separate but interrelated components shown in FIGURE 2.2 . These 
components distinguish between personal flight activity by individual pilots and owners of 
personal aircraft on the one hand and flight activity by corporately owned aircraft on the 
other, where the corporate aircraft fleet includes aircraft owned by government agencies, 
educational institutions, nonprofit organizations, and similar organizations that typically 
employ professional pilots to operate the aircraft.
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FIGURE 2.2 Demand Forecast Analysis Approach
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The analysis framework shown in FIGURE 2.2 distinguishes between the composition and 
location of the pilot community and owners of personal aircraft (highlighted in dark blue), 
the associated personal flight activity (highlighted in green), business and corporate flight 
activity (highlighted in light blue), and the composition and activity of the aircraft fleet 
(highlighted in purple). Flight training is treated as a category of personal flight activ-
ity, since it is largely determined by the composition of the pilot community. Aerial work 
is treated as a category of corporate flight activity, since it is performed for corporate 
or governmental entities by professional pilots. The figure shows three key analytical 
modules, the aircraft fleet attrition and replacement model, the personal based-aircraft 
airport choice model, and the corporate based-aircraft airport choice model.

FIGURE 2.2 also shows that the number of operations per based aircraft is derived in 
the analysis from the forecast level of flight activity and the size and composition of the 
aircraft fleet, rather than being an input assumption. This avoids the difficulty inher-
ent in basing general aviation activity forecasts on assumed future levels of operations 
per based aircraft, which are likely to vary with the composition of the pilot community, 
changes in the levels of flight activity by different categories of pilot, and changes in 
aircraft fleet, making estimates of future changes in the number of operations per based 

aircraft extremely challenging without undertaking the type of detailed analysis shown in 
FIGURE 2.2 .

Each of the other analysis components shown in color in FIGURE 2.2 utilize various 
analytical techniques to generate the projected future values of regional general avia-
tion activity that form the inputs to the other components of the analytical framework. 
These components and their associated analytical techniques are described in the 
following sections.

PILOT COMMUNITY COHORT ANALYSIS

The future pilot community module utilizes a cohort analysis to forecast the future size 
and composition of the pilot community, and the associated level of flight activity. This 
projects the change in the number of pilots holding different levels of pilot certificate over 
time in five-year age cohorts, as pilots grow older and transition from student pilot to 
private pilot, from private pilot to commercial pilot, and from commercial pilot to airline 
transport pilot (ATP), or become inactive and drop out of the active pilot population. 
Obviously, not all pilots progress to a higher level of certificate, particularly to ATP. Some 
student pilots never complete their training and obtain a private pilot certificate.

The number of pilots in each age range holding each type of certificate in a given year is 
given by the following relationships:

 Ns,a,y = Ns,a-5,y-5 x (1 - As,a,y - Tsp,a,y) + Es,a-5,y-5

 Np,a,y = Np,a-5,y-5 x (1 - Ap,a,y - Tpc,a,y) + Ns,a-5,y-5 x Tsp,a,y

 Nc,a,y = Nc,a-5,y-5 x (1 – Ac,a,y - Tct,a,y) + Np,a-5,y-5 x Tpc,a,y

 Nt,a,y = Nt,a-5,y-5 x (1 - At,a,y) + Nc,a-5,y-5 x Tct,a,y

 where Ns,a,y = The number of student pilots in age group a in year y

 Np,a,y = The number of private pilots in age group a in year y

 Nc,a,y = The number of commercial pilots in age group a in year y

 Nt,a,y = The number of airline transport pilots in age group a in year y

 Es,a,y = The number of new student pilot starts in age group a over the  
      five-year period starting in year y
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 As,a,y = The net attrition rate of student pilots in age group a in the  
      five-year period ending in year y

 Ap,a,y = The net attrition rate of private pilots in age group a in the  
      five-year period ending in year y

 Ac,a,y = The net attrition rate of commercial pilots in age group a in the  
      five-year period ending in year y

 At,a,y = The net attrition rate of airline transport pilots in age group a in the  
      five-year period ending in year y

 Tsp,a,y = The transition rate of student pilots in age group a to private pilots  
      in the five-year period ending in year y

 Tpc,a,y = The transition rate of private pilots in age group a to commercial  
      pilots in the five-year period ending in year y

 Tct,a,y = The transition rate of commercial pilots in age group a to airline  
      transport pilots in the five-year period ending in year y

The net attrition rates for a given age group include those pilots moving out of the region 
(positive) and into the region (negative), as well as those pilots who become inactive. The 
definition of an inactive pilot requires some care, because pilots do not report their actual 
flying in a given year, only when they apply for a new medical certificate. In the case of 
private pilots under age 40, a medical certificate is valid for five years. A pilot holding a 
valid medical certificate is considered to be active, even if in fact that pilot has done no 
flying for several years. While the medical certificates for commercial and airline trans-
port pilots have shorter validity periods, pilots can exercise the privileges of a lower class 
of medical certificate for the period that class of medical certificate would have been 
valid. Thus an airline transport pilot with an expired first-class medical certificate (which 
is valid for 6 months for pilots age 40 and over) can continue to fly as a private pilot for 
the period that a third-class medical certificate would have been valid.

It is of course quite likely that some pilots make the transition through more than one cer-
tificate level in a five-year period. For example, a student pilot may gain both the private 
pilot certificate and commercial pilot certificate within five years. This is covered by the 
combination of the attrition rate and transition rate. Such a pilot would be included in the 
transition rate from student to private pilot and the transition rate from private pilot to 

commercial pilot, but also in the attrition rate for private pilots, in order to ensure the cor-
rect number of private pilots at the end of the five-year period. It would also be possible 
to account for multiple transitions in a five-year period in the above formulae, but given 
the limitations of the data and the granularity of the analysis (five-year increments), such 
a refinement does not appear to be worth making.

The foregoing analysis does not consider pilots holding recreational and sport pilot 
certificates. Given the relatively small number of pilots in these categories, the type of 
cohort analysis discussed above would not be supported by the data, nor would it make 
much difference to the resulting estimate of the size of the pilot population. Instead, these 
pilot categories can be included by a separate analysis based on the current trend in the 
number of such pilot certificates issued.

The above equations allow for pilot attrition and transition rates to vary over time. While 
the available data on the composition of the pilot community may not allow a detailed 
analysis of how these rates have varied in the past, allowing these rates to vary in the 
cohort analysis provides a way to reflect projected changes from current rates in the 
future, as discussed below in the section on Key Assumptions.

Once the number of pilots in each age group with a given level of pilot certificate has 
been calculated, the total number of flight hours per year performed by those pilots can 
be calculated from the average number of flight hours per pilot for a pilot in that age and 
certificate category. Estimates of the average number of flight hours per year for pilots in 
a given age group and certificate category can be derived from the number of flight hours 
reported by pilots when they renew their medical certificates or from pilot surveys, as 
discussed further below in the section on Data Requirements and Sources.

In the case of airline transport pilots, their reported flight hours include all types of flying, 
the majority of which is likely to be airline flying. Indeed many airline pilots may not do 
any GA flying at all. Since they do not report flight hours for GA flying separately, it will 
be necessary to estimate the proportion of their flight hours spent in GA flying from pilot 
survey data or other sources.

AIRCRAFT OWNER DISTRIBUTION

The current geographic distribution of aircraft owners in the region can be determined 
from the aircraft ownership data maintained by the County Assessors. These data provide 
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the registered address of the aircraft owner, allowing the distribution of aircraft owners 
by zip code to be determined. In the case of some corporately owned aircraft, the regis-
tered address may be outside the region, such as a corporate head office. In these cases, 
it will be necessary to determine the location of the local office of the aircraft owner, 
which in some cases may be the airport where the aircraft is based.

As the composition of the aircraft fleet ownership changes over time, the distribution of 
the aircraft owners may change, reflecting the geographic locations of new owners and 
relocation of existing owners. An ownership distribution model will be developed from 
the current ownership pattern that predicts the proportion of the regional aircraft owners 
located in each zip code area. Separate models will need to be developed for personally 
owned aircraft and corporately owned aircraft. In the case of personally-owned aircraft, 
the distribution of owner locations is likely to be most influenced by the number of high-
income households in a zip code area, but the influence of other variables will be explored 
as part of the model estimation.

The geographic distribution of owners of corporately-owned aircraft is likely to reflect the 
distribution of the types of businesses owning aircraft. As a general rule larger firms are 
more likely to own aircraft, so employment by different industry sectors may be the most 
appropriate explanatory variables. Exploratory analysis will be performed to identify those 
sectors that account for the greatest proportion of aircraft ownership and to select the 
most appropriate explanatory variables to predict the distribution of aircraft owners. This 
may require some compromise between the extent to which a given variable accounts for 
the current distribution of aircraft owners and the availability of forecasts of that variable 
for future years.

PERSONAL FLIGHT ACTIVITY

The number of flight hours by different categories of pilot certificate has been discussed 
above. In order to translate these estimates into forecasts of personal flight activity, it is 
necessary to determine the proportion of flight hours devoted to personal flight activity 
(personal and recreational flying, flight training, and business flying by individual aircraft 
owners). This can be done based on an analysis of FAA survey data of annual general 
aviation flight hours by aircraft type (FAA, 2011c). Since there is generally only one pilot 
in an aircraft being used for most personal flying, there is a one-to-one correspondence 
between pilot hours and aircraft hours. The one exception to this is dual flight instruction, 

in which both the student pilot and the flight instructor will be counting the flight time. It 
will therefore be necessary to estimate the proportion of instructional flight time that is 
spent in dual instruction and the proportion where the student pilot is solo. In general, for 
most student pilots this is approximately equal over the course of their flight training.

The data on aircraft flight hours by purpose does not of course indicate the type of cer-
tificate held by the pilot, and while student and private pilots are precluded from serving 
as pilots for corporate flying and other flight activity where the flight crew is paid, pilots 
holding commercial and airline transport certificates can and do engage in personal 
flying. It will therefore be necessary to estimate the amount of compensated flying from 
the aircraft survey data for different use categories, and hence estimate the propor-
tion of flight time by commercial and airline transport pilots that is spent in personal 
flight activity.

CORPORATE FLIGHT ACTIVITY

In contrast to personal flight activity, the level of corporate flight activity is not deter-
mined by the size and composition of the regional pilot community but by the need for 
transportation or other aviation activity by the organizations generating the corporate 
flight activity, whether through the use of their own aircraft or by chartering aircraft oper-
ated by others. As shown by the various categories of aircraft use shown in TABLE 1.2 
above and the descriptions of the different categories in Appendix A, corporate flight 
activity encompasses a wide range of flight purposes, including:

 � Corporate/executive transportation

 � Aerial application or observation

 � Other aerial work and external load activity

 � Sight-seeing under FAR Part 91

 � Air medical services (under both FAR Part 91 and Part 135)

 � Air taxi services

 � Air tours.

Some activities under Other Work Use or Other use (e.g. aerial advertising, positioning 
flights, and proficiency flights) could also be most appropriately considered part of corpo-
rate flight activity. In the Southern California region, some categories of aircraft use, such 
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as aerial application, external load, sightseeing and air tours, are likely to occur extremely 
infrequently relative to other categories and can be combined into a single category of 
Other use.

Since the aircraft involved in corporate flight activity are generally quite different from 
those used for personal flying, the estimates of flight hours for these purposes by dif-
ferent types of aircraft can be applied to the data on the composition of the Southern 
California based aircraft fleet to estimate the amount of corporate flying by that fleet.

Accounting for Fractional Ownership

The recent growth in fractional ownership plans requires an adjustment to the analysis 
approach. From an operational standpoint, fractional ownership is no different from an air 
taxi charter. It is only the way that the service is paid for that differs. However, because 
the user has purchased a share of the ownership of the aircraft rather than chartering the 
aircraft for a specific flight, this activity is counted as part of general aviation corporate 
flight activity rather than as a Part 135 air taxi flight. Because aircraft used in fractional 
ownership plans are likely to achieve higher utilization that those operated exclusively 
by the aircraft owner, adjustments to the average number of flight hours per aircraft are 
likely to be required, for both aircraft used in fractional ownership plans and those oper-
ated exclusively by the aircraft owners.

The FAA survey data of annual general aviation flight hours by aircraft type (FAA, 2011c) 
includes estimates of the annual hours flown in fractional ownership by aircraft type. 
These data can be used to estimate the proportion of corporate GA flying that should be 
classified as fractional ownership activity and used to adjust the average flight hours per 
aircraft assumed for aircraft used in fractional ownership. Unfortunately the published 
results of the FAA survey do not include an estimate of the number of aircraft involved in 
fractional ownership plans. Therefore this number will need to be estimated from other 
sources (e.g. J.P. Morgan’s Business Jet Monthly newsletter (J.P. Morgan, 2011)).

OPERATIONS PER BASED AIRCRAFT

The number of operations per based aircraft is a metric that is commonly used in 
forecasting general aviation activity at airports, primarily because it is easily calculated 
from aircraft operations counts and based aircraft counts, both of which are routinely 
collected or estimated at all airports. However, in the aggregate this measure fails to 

capture the effects of the widely different level of utilization of different types of aircraft 
used for different purposes. It also assumes that the ratio of operations by visiting aircraft 
to those by based aircraft remains constant. If the composition of the aircraft fleet at a 
given airport or the level of activity by visiting aircraft relative to that of based aircraft 
changes over time, it can be expected that the number of operations per based aircraft 
will also change.

Therefore what is needed instead is a way to determine the number of operations by 
based aircraft as a function of the level of flight activity by the owners of those aircraft, 
which can then be combined with an estimate of the number of operations by visiting 
aircraft determined in a separate step. Given the number of flight hours for personal and 
corporate flight activity as discussed in the previous sections, these can be translated 
into aircraft operations based on estimates of the number of landings per flight hour and 
the proportion of those landings that occur at the airport where the aircraft is based. The 
average number of landings per flight hour for different aircraft types is available from 
FAA survey data of annual general aviation flight activity by aircraft type (FAA, 2011c). 
The average for each aircraft type covers all purposes for which that aircraft type is used, 
so some adjustments will be required to reflect the different uses of each type of aircraft. 
For example, flight training will generate far more landings per flight hour than recre-
ational flying, although both flight purposes may use similar aircraft types.

These adjustments can be made on the basis of data for aircraft types that are typically 
not used extensively for flight training, although an attempt will be made to obtain more 
detailed data from the FAA general aviation activity survey to perform a more explicit 
analysis of these differences.

Estimates of the proportion of landings that are performed at the airport where the air-
craft is based requires assumptions about the proportion of flight hours involved in local 
operations (those where the aircraft remains in the traffic pattern or returns to the airport 
without landing elsewhere), the average number of landings per flight hour for local 
operations compared to itinerant operations, and the average number of flight segments 
for an itinerant trip. This information can be obtained for a representative set of flights 
from surveys of airport users, such as the 1990 FAA General Aviation Pilot and Aircraft 
Activity Survey (Executive Resource Associates, 1991). Although this survey is now over 
20 years old, the underlying patterns of general aviation activity are not anticipated to 
have changed all that much, although of course the total level of activity has.
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AIRCRAFT FLEET ATTRITION/REPLACEMENT MODEL

This model component is designed to predict the changes in the general aviation aircraft 
fleet based in the region over time in order to generate a projected future year (2035) 
aircraft fleet. The model considers the attrition of the current aircraft fleet as aircraft age 
and become uneconomical to maintain in airworthy condition or are lost due to accidents, 
together with replacement due to new aircraft purchases and net imports of aircraft to 
the region less exports of aircraft from the region. From the perspective of the regional 
based aircraft fleet, the only difference between new aircraft purchases and imports is 
the age of the new aircraft being added to the regional based aircraft fleet.

The model is based on a Markov process, in which the probability of an aircraft of type i 
and age a in the regional fleet in year t being lost to the fleet (whether through attrition 
or export) in year t+1 is given by Pi(a). As a practical matter, aircraft are grouped into a 
limited number of similar types (e.g. single-engine piston, multi-engine piston, etc.) in 
order to calculate the probabilities Pi(a) from national aircraft fleet data. The total number 
of registered aircraft of a given type and age at the national level over time provides the 
probability of attrition, while the corresponding number of registered aircraft of a given 
type and age in the region, after adjusting for attrition, provides the probability of net 
export (exports less imports).

Since the analysis is only attempting to predict the size of the fleet by aircraft type, and 
not track individual aircraft, only net exports (or net imports) matter. There is a national 
market for used aircraft (indeed even an international market), so if a specific aircraft 
based in the Southern California region is sold to a purchaser outside the region but 
another aircraft of the same type that is based outside the region is purchased by a buyer 
in Southern California and moved to the region, there is no net change in the regional 
based aircraft fleet (although of course the location of the owners within the region has 
most likely changed).

Accounting for new aircraft purchases is complicated since the decision to purchase 
a new aircraft depends not only on the available fleet of used aircraft, but the overall 
demand for aircraft. Therefore, a separate sub-model can be developed based on recent 
trends in national data for new aircraft sales by type. Since someone choosing between 
purchasing a new aircraft and a used aircraft is only likely to consider relatively new used 
aircraft, the number of new aircraft added to the Southern California aircraft fleet in a 

given year will depend on the overall level of general aviation activity in the region and the 
size of the existing aircraft fleet that is relatively new (perhaps up to five years old). The 
exact age criterion is probably not all that important, although of course the relationship 
between the number of new aircraft purchased in a given year and the size of the existing 
fleet that is considered relatively new will vary with the age criterion used. An analysis of 
the age profile of aircraft in Southern California over recent years can be undertaken to 
identify the most suitable criterion.

Although the approach is based on an analysis of the composition of the registered 
aircraft fleet over time, there is no guarantee that the historical rates of attrition and 
new aircraft acquisition will persist in the future, particularly over a period as long as 
25-years. Therefore the resulting attrition and acquisition rates should be reviewed 
with the Aviation Technical Advisory Committee and adjusted as necessary to reflect 
Committee input on factors that appear likely to modify those rates in the future.

Aircraft Data Considerations

An analysis of aircraft attrition and new aircraft acquisition rates can be undertaken 
based on the national data on the registered aircraft fleet maintained by the Federal 
Aviation Administration, although potential difficulties could arise from inaccuracies in 
the registered aircraft data. Because aircraft registrations do not currently need to be 
renewed on an annual basis (in the way that automobile registrations do), there is a con-
cern that the current registered aircraft database includes a large number of aircraft that 
are no longer active or whose owners may have moved, although efforts are currently 
underway within the FAA to improve the accuracy of the aircraft registration database. 
However, California County Assessors also maintain databases of aircraft based within 
the county for tax purposes. These data are likely to be reasonably accurate because 
aircraft owners will notify the County Assessor if their aircraft have been disposed of. 
By basing the attrition analysis on the County Assessor data, it should be possible to 
obtain a reasonably accurate picture of the evolution of the aircraft fleet in the Southern 
California region.

Aircraft Fleet Attrition Models

An early model of attrition in the general aviation fleet was developed by Rocks (1976). 
Although the data on which this study is based is now quite dated, the underlying 
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relationship between the age of an aircraft and the likelihood that it will cease to be used 
or scrapped that is described by the model may not have changed all that much over the 
past three and a half decades. Aircraft have very long lives if properly maintained and 
much of the existing general aviation aircraft fleet is not significantly different from the 
fleet studied by Rocks. Indeed, many of the aircraft in the current fleet were already in the 
fleet that was studied by Rocks.

A representative aircraft fleet attrition model was developed for the 1994 update of the 
San Francisco Bay Area Regional Airport System Plan (MTC, 1994). Using data for the 
Cessna 150/152 series aircraft, it was found that the annual fleet attrition rate declined 
from about 2.5 percent per year for relatively new aircraft to around zero for aircraft 
25 years old or older, as shown in FIGURE 2.3. Negative attrition rates beyond 20 years 
observed in the data could be due to data errors or inactive aircraft being returned 
to operation.

FIGURE 2.3 Representative General Aviation Fleet Attrition Rates 
(Cessna 150/152 Series)

0 2 4 6 8 10

+

12 14 16

Age of Aircraft (Years)

 150 Series + 152 Series

18 20 22 24 26 28 30
-0.5

   0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

P
er

ce
nt


 









 





Source: MTC, Regional Airport System Plan Update – San Francisco Bay Area, Oakland, Calif., Nov. 1994, 
Exhibit 5-64.

It was found at the time that new aircraft were being added to the fleet at a rate of only 
about 0.2 percent per year. This is likely to have changed significantly in recent years, 
particularly for turbojet aircraft. FIGURE 2.4 shows the trend in GA aircraft shipments over 
the past 37 years. In recent years shipments of new aircraft have been running at about 
2,000 units per year, although this has declined sharply since the onset of the recession 
in 2008. Even so, the average rate over the previous 10 years was still only about one 
percent of the active GA fleet per year, well under the average attrition rate. Furthermore, 
many of the U.S. manufactured aircraft are exported.

FIGURE 2.4 also shows the total value of the new aircraft shipments. It is clear that 
the average value per unit shipped has increased significantly since the late 1970s. In 
1975, when over 14,000 units were shipped, the average sale price per aircraft was 
around $73,000. By 2007, when about 3.300 units were shipped, the highest number 
in recent years, the average sale price per aircraft had increased to about $3.6 million. 
By 2010, when the number of units shipped had declined to about 1,300, the average 
sale price had increased to $5.9 million. Clearly, not only has the number of GA aircraft 
produced declined significantly, but the nature of the aircraft entering the fleet has also 
changed. This has profound implications for the long-term composition of the aircraft 
fleet and the type of flying that is done, as the number of older, less expensive aircraft 
declines, and these aircraft are replaced by more modern, more capable, and much more 
expensive aircraft.
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FIGURE 2.4 Shipments of General Aviation Airplanes 
Manufactured in the U.S. (1974–2010)
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The analysis performed for the Bay Area Regional Airport System Plan (RASP) analysis 
did not consider the net effect of imports and exports to and from the region, although it 
noted that these are likely to be fairly small in relation to the size of the total fleet and will 
tend to offset each other. A more explicit accounting of net exports will be undertaken as 
part of the project, as discussed above.

The attrition pattern developed for the Bay Area RASP is now over 15 years old, and will 
need to be updated and expanded for the current study. The literature review has not 
identified any more recent application of a formal general aviation fleet attrition model, 
although the FAA includes assumptions about GA fleet attrition in its annual forecasts of 
the future GA fleet.

Aircraft Owner Distribution

In addition to the size of the future regional based aircraft fleet, it is also necessary to 
consider whether the geographic distribution of aircraft owners will change in the future. 
Although this is not part of the Aircraft Fleet Attrition/Replacement Model, it is a neces-
sary step before allocating the projected future aircraft fleet to airports within the region. 
Data on the current distribution of aircraft owners by zip code can be obtained from the 
registered address of the aircraft owner and aggregated to suitable sub-regional analysis 
zones that are selected to contain a similar number of current aircraft owners.

In the case of corporately owned aircraft, it may be necessary to make adjustments to 
the registered location, since the aircraft registration may use the address of a corporate 
office that bears little relationship to the operating units using the aircraft, and may even 
be outside the region. For example, an aircraft may be registered using the address of 
a corporate flight department that is located at the airport where the aircraft is based, 
although the choice of airport at which to locate the flight department was influenced by 
the location of the principal corporate offices in the region.

Rather than simply assume that the geographic distribution of aircraft owners will remain 
unchanged, an aircraft owner distribution model will need to be developed using analy-
sis techniques such as linear regression. In the case of personally owned aircraft, the 
independent variables that are most likely to provide a reasonable fit to the data are 
population and average household income, although other socioeconomic factors can also 
be explored. Identifying suitable independent variables in the case of corporately owned 
aircraft is likely to be more difficult and will require some exploratory analysis. The chal-
lenge is not so much identifying measures of business activity that are correlated with 
aircraft ownership but selecting measures for which long-term forecasts are available 
at a sub-regional level. It may therefore be necessary to use a more general measure of 
business activity, such as employment, for which forecasts are available but is not par-
ticularly well correlated with aircraft ownership and then apply sub-regional adjustment 
factors that reflect the current distribution of aircraft owners. This will at least ensure 
that projected future regional changes in the distribution of employment will be reflected 
in the forecast distribution of aircraft owners.

Although the resulting regression models will not necessarily produce the correct number 
of aircraft owners for a future year based on the projected size of the aircraft fleet, since 
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aircraft ownership levels may change over time due to factors other than changes in 
household income or business activity, this is not a major concern since all that is needed 
is the geographic distribution of those owners, so the model projections can be factored 
to give the correct totals.

The other major advantage of developing aircraft owner distribution models of this 
type is that they provide a means to allocate the forecast number of aircraft owners to 
smaller geographic zones (such as regional travel analysis zones), in a consistent way. 
This becomes important in applying the based airport choice models, since the relative 
proximity to alternative airports is a major consideration in the choice of airport and the 
analysis zones for this need to be relatively small in order to properly account for differ-
ences in airport proximity.

PERSONALLY OWNED AIRCRAFT BASED AIRPORT CHOICE MODEL

This model (referred to in FIGURE 2.1 as the Personal Based Aircraft Choice Model for 
brevity) predicts the choice of airport at which to base a personally owned aircraft, 
considering the geographic distribution of aircraft owners and the facilities and ser-
vices available at the different airports in the region. The general form of the model is a 
multinominal logit discrete choice model that predicts the probability of a given aircraft 
owner k choosing airport j as a function of the proximity of each of the set of N alternative 
airports and the facilities and services at those airports. The number of based aircraft at 
each airport, as well as the geographic distribution of their owners, is them obtained by 
summing up the probabilities for each aircraft in the regional fleet.

Mathematically, the model takes the following form:

where the perceived utility Uk(i) provided by airport i is given by:

and  dki = distance from location of owner k to airport i

 xli = value of airport-specific variable l for airport i

 a’s = estimated coefficients

The airport-specific variables for each airport can be continuous (e.g. hangar rental rates) 
or dummy variables (e.g. the presence of a control tower). Exploratory model development 
will be required to determine which variables are statistically significant. It is likely that 
owners of different types of aircraft may value airport facilities and services differently. 
For example, owners of larger aircraft that are used primarily for business may be more 
concerned that an airport has a control tower and an instrument landing system than 
owners of aircraft used primarily for recreation. Therefore it may be possible to obtain 
a better fit to the data by estimating separate models for different classes of aircraft. 
Although the primary use of the aircraft may be most important determining factor, this 
information is not generally available at the level of specific aircraft. It will therefore be 
necessary to use aircraft type as a surrogate criterion for primary use. In any case, the 
forecast of the future GA fleet only provides information on aircraft type, so future levels 
of primary use have to be assigned to the aircraft fleet anyway based on the current pat-
tern of use by aircraft type.
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One important consideration in airport choice is the limitation imposed on owners of 
larger aircraft by runway length or other airfield design criteria at particular airports. 
Rather than attempt to account for this through the independent variables in the choice 
model, it is simpler and more reliable to restrict the choice set of alternative airports 
available to those owners.

A related consideration is the large number of GA airports in the region, many of which 
will be so far from a given aircraft owner that they are not likely to enter into the choice 
set. In order to avoid having too many alternatives for a given owner, which will tend to 
place too much reliance on the distance variable to avoid unrealistic choices, it is likely 
that restricting the choice set on the basis of some distance criterion will produce more 
reliable model estimations. An analysis of the current geographic distribution of aircraft 
owners for each airport can be undertaken to identify a suitable distance threshold for 
different aircraft categories. 

CORPORATELY OWNED AIRCRAFT BASED AIRPORT CHOICE MODEL

This model (referred to in FIGURE 2.1 as the Corporate Based Aircraft Choice Model for 
brevity) predicts the choice of airport at which to base a corporately owned aircraft, 
considering the geographic distribution of the primary aircraft users and the facilities and 
services available at the different airports in the region. The general form of the model is 
the same as that for personally owned aircraft, although the model coefficients will most 
likely be different and some independent variables for airport facilities and services that 
are not found to be statistically significant for personally owned aircraft may turn out to 
be important for corporately owned aircraft. For example, the presence of a control tower 
may not be an important factor in airport choice for personally owned aircraft but may be 
very important for corporately owned aircraft.

Because many of the facilities and services are necessarily represented by dummy vari-
ables (either an airport has a control tower or it does not) and many are likely to be highly 
correlated across different airports (e.g. all airports with instrument landing systems also 
have control towers), it may not be possible to identify different coefficients for some 
airport variables that it would appear reasonable to assume would influence the choice 
of airport. This does not affect the reliability of the model, since the effect of the omitted 
variable is accounted for by the coefficient of the correlated variable that this included 
in the model, unless a situation arises in the future in which an airport has one feature 

but not the other (e.g. an instrument landing system is installed at an airport without a 
control tower). This situation can be handled through the inclusion of an additional vari-
able, with the coefficient value of the correlated variable included in the estimated model 
split between the two variables on the basis of judgment or separate analysis (e.g. past 
surveys of aircraft owners on the relative importance of different factors in their choice 
of airport).

FLIGHT ACTIVITY BY AIRPORT

The number of aircraft operations at a given airport result from activity by based aircraft 
and itinerant operations by transient (or visiting) aircraft that are based elsewhere. The 
aircraft operations by based aircraft can be estimated from the forecast number of 
flight hours and the number of operations per flight hour. These parameters are likely 
to vary considerably by aircraft type and can be estimated from survey data on aircraft 
activity levels.

Local operations largely result from flight training activities and some proficiency flights, 
as well as aerial activity and observation. There may also be a fairly small number of 
local operations by visiting aircraft. Thus the number of local and itinerant operations can 
be projected by estimating a relationship between the tower count data and the opera-
tions estimates derived from the flight hour analysis. The coefficients of this relationship 
perform two functions. First they adjust the number of operations derived from the flight 
hour analysis to achieve consistency with the tower count data. Second, they account for 
the varying split between local and itinerant operations by different aircraft uses.

Itinerant Operations by Transient Aircraft

Projecting itinerant operations by transient aircraft needs to utilize a different approach, 
since the number of such operations is not directly related to the number of based 
aircraft. Rather these operations can be expected to increase from current levels at each 
airport in proportion to the growth in the regional total of itinerant operations by based 
aircraft, reflecting the changes in the underlying factors driving the demand for general 
aviation activity. This assumes that these factors change elsewhere in the country in 
the same way that they do in Southern California. Since many of these factors, such as 
the price of aviation fuel, the general state of the economy, and corporate tax policies, 
are largely determined at a national level anyway, this does not seem an unreasonable 



Aviation and Airport Group Access     29

assumption. Even if the Southern California economy is assumed to grow at a different 
rate from the national economy, to reflect that difference in the relative growth of itiner-
ant operations by based aircraft and visiting aircraft would require a model of the demand 
for itinerant operations that incorporates separate measures of economic activity at both 
the origin and destination end of the trip.

The only known example of such a model is the Virginia Tech Transportation Systems 
Analysis Model. However, this model forecasts total person-trips on a county-to-county 
basis divided into five household income groups, where the highest income group has 
a household income greater than $150,000 in 2000 dollars. While different economic 
growth assumptions in different regions of the country would change the number of 
households in this income category, this is likely to be a fairly poor measure of the effect 
on the use of general aviation. In the first place, most users of general aviation for busi-
ness or corporate travel are likely to have a household income significantly higher than 
$150,000, so changes in the number of households in this category do not necessarily 
reflect changes in the number of trips made by travelers likely to consider using general 
aviation rather than commercial airlines. Secondly, most such travel decisions to use 
general aviation are made by businesses or government agencies, rather than indi-
vidual travelers, and the number of households in the highest income category does not 
really reflect the considerations that would lead to decisions to use general aviation for 
specific trips.

Thus, while the planned approach ignores the effect of possible factors that could change 
the ratio of the number of itinerant operations by visiting aircraft to Southern California 
airports to the number of itinerant operations by based aircraft, a more detailed analysis 
of the pattern of itinerant GA operations to and from the region is beyond the resources of 
the current study.

DATA REQUIREMENTS AND SOURCES

Implementation of the forecasting approach described in this section required extensive 
data on:

 � Pilot population and flight activity

 � Based aircraft and aircraft ownership

 � Airport characteristics and fees

 � Airport activity by based and transient aircraft

 � Regional socioeconomic data

These data requirements and available data sources are discussed in more detail in the 
remainder of this sub-section. While much of the required data is available from FAA 
and other government sources, information on the flight hours of individual pilots is not 
publicly available (the FAA collects this information when pilots renew their medical 
certificates, but it is not releasable for privacy reasons). Furthermore, without identifiable 
data on individual pilots, it is not possible to link the flight activity of the pilot community 
to the flight activity of the aircraft fleet, obtained from aircraft activity surveys. In order to 
address this missing link in the data, a survey of AOPA members was undertaken as part 
of the current study, as described in more detail below.

Pilot Population and Activity

Statistical data on the U.S. pilot population is available from the annual FAA U.S. Civil 
Airmen Statistics (FAA, 2011e). Data on individual pilots from the FAA Airmen Registration 
Database, including their address, pilot certificates, and date of their most recent medi-
cal certificate, can be downloaded from the FAA website (FAA, 2011d). However these 
data do not include the pilot’s age or flight experience and exclude the records of airmen 
who have requested that their address not be released. Totals of active airmen by county 
(including those who have requested their address not be released) are also available 
online (FAA, 2011f). Unfortunately, the FAA updates the downloadable data monthly and 
does not formally archive these data. Only the most recent version is shown on the FAA 
website, although prior versions remain on the server for some time and can still be 
accessed by entering the correct URL for the files. However the data available in this way 
only goes back about two years. Luckily, an earlier version from October 2004 was found 
on a web archive (http://www.archive.org). The totals of active airmen by county are 
presented in a PDF report that is generated by an application program from the under-
lying data tables that are updated even more frequently than the downloadable data. 
Thus these totals can change continuously and there is no way to access the data for a 
prior date.

However the FAA Airmen Certification Branch maintains internal reports on past totals of 
active airmen by county, and the relevant pages of these reports for California counties 
were obtained from the Branch staff for a selection of prior years.
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The FAA active airman registry does not contain data on the flight time experience of 
each airman. However, pilots are required to provide their total flight hours to date and 
the flight hours in the prior six months on their application form to obtain or renew their 
medical certificate. The flight experience data is maintained in a separate database by 
the FAA Civil Aerospace Medical Institute (Peterman, Rogers, et al., 2008) and has been 
used in a recent study of U.S. pilot characteristics (Rogers, Véronneau, et al., 2009). 
However, an attempt to gain access to these data for use in the current study has thus 
far proved unsuccessful. Failing this, the change in average flight hours for holders of 
different classes of medical certificate over time is given by Rogers Véronneau, et al. 
(2009) and these data can be combined with data on the changing age distribution of the 
pilot population from the U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics to estimate the average annual flight 
hours for different age groups and class of pilot certificate. In addition, data on pilot flight 
experience can be obtained from the survey of AOPA members discussed below.

The AOPA Member Survey

With the assistance of the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association an online survey was 
performed of the California AOPA membership by SCAG and the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics. The AOPA agreed to invite its California 
members to participate in the survey and provide them with the web address of the sur-
vey website where they could complete the survey. Survey respondents were not asked to 
provide identifying information, but they were asked to provide their zip code of residence 
and (if they are an aircraft owner) the airport where they base their aircraft. They were 
also asked to provide the following information:

 � Whether they have flown general aviation aircraft in the past six months

 � How long ago they last flew as a general aviation pilot (if no longer active)

 � The highest level of pilot certificate that they currently hold (or have held)

 � Their total flight hours in all types of aircraft

 � Their flight hours in general aviation aircraft in the past year

 � Whether they are a current or former aircraft owner

 � The type(s) of aircraft that they own (or owned), if any

 � Their age range (in ten year intervals)

In addition, the survey asked a number of questions about services that the respondents 
have used or would like to see at airports that they use, as well as issues that they 
believe should be addressed at the airport where they base their aircraft or use most 
frequently, or that should be considered in developing a general aviation demand forecast.

The findings of the survey thus provide a more detailed profile of the pilot population 
in the SCAG region than can be obtained from the more aggregate data available from 
the FAA.

Aircraft Ownership and Based Airport

Detailed data on the composition and ownership of the current aircraft fleet is available 
from the aircraft registration data maintained by the County Assessors. These data pro-
vide the registered location of the aircraft owners by zip code, the type and age of each 
aircraft, and in most cases the airport where the aircraft is based. In general it is possible 
to determine whether an aircraft is owned by one or more individuals, a business, a 
government agency, an educational institution, or some other type of organization, such 
as a nonprofit association, from the name of the registered owner. In the case of aircraft 
owned by businesses, it is also necessary to classify the business by industry sector for 
use in developing the aircraft owner distribution models discussed above. In some cases 
this is obvious from the name of the owner. In other cases, some research will be needed 
to classify the owner into the appropriate industry sector.

Data on the total number of based aircraft at each airport is available from the FAA Form 
5010, available online for each airport on the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics website, as 
well as other online aviation data sources, such as AirNav.com (http://www.airnav.com). 
While the FAA Form 5010 data is updated each year and the online sources do not provide 
historical data, the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics maintains an historical data file of 
based aircraft counts for every airport in the state.

Airport Characteristics and Fees

Airport facilities and fees are likely to be factors in the decisions of aircraft owners on 
where to base their aircraft. Information on airport facilities, such as runway length and 
the presence of a control tower, is available from the FAA Form 5010. Additional infor-
mation on airport businesses, including fuel prices, is available online from AirNav.com. 
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Hangar and tiedown rental rates are available for some airports on the airport websites. 
In other cases it may be necessary to survey airport managers to determine current fees.

Airport Activity by Based and Transient Aircraft

Airport operations counts for towered airports are available from the FAA Air Traffic 
Activity Data System (ATADS) at http://aspm.faa.gov. This provides daily, monthly, and 
annual traffic counts, distinguishing between air carrier, air taxi, general aviation, and 
military operations, with separate counts for local and itinerant operations, Estimates of 
annual operations at non-towered airports are available from the FAA Form 5010 data, 
separated into air carrier, air taxi, GA local ,GA itinerant, and military operations.

However, these airport activity counts do not distinguish between itinerant operations by 
based aircraft and transient (visiting) aircraft. In some cases, airport management may be 
able to provide an indication of the amount of activity by transient aircraft from records 
such as fuel sales receipts, overnight aircraft parking fees, or airport noise monitoring 
systems (which can generate reports of airport operations by tail number). As part of the 
current study, a survey of airport managers has been undertaken to identify the availabil-
ity of information on activity by transient aircraft at each airport.

Data on average flight hours for different purposes by different types of aircraft are 
available from annual FAA General Aviation Activity and Part 135 Activity Surveys (FAA, 
2011c). While these are national data, the utilization rates for different aircraft types can 
be applied to the aircraft fleet in the Southern California region. Some adjustment factors 
may be necessary to generate a level of activity that is consistent with the airport opera-
tions counts after making allowances for operations by visiting aircraft and the number of 
landings made outside the region by aircraft based at Southern California airports.

Regional Socioeconomic Data

SCAG has developed forecasts of households, population and employment at the travel 
analysis zone (TAZ) level. These forecasts give the number of households in four income 
ranges (less than $25,000, $25,000 to $49,999, $50,000 to $99,999, and $100,000 
and over, in 1999 dollars) and the total population in the zone, as well as the number of 
households with no children, one child, two children, and three or more children. The 
employment forecasts give the total employment in the zone in three income ranges (less 
than $25,000, $25,000 to $49,999, and $50,000 and over, also in 1999 dollars), as well 

as the total employment in 13 industry sectors, based on the two-digit North American 
Industry Classification System (NAICS) codes.

Although the SCAG data on employment by industry sector does not include information 
on the number of businesses in a given zone, the current distributions of businesses by 
industry sector and size are available at the zip code level from the U.S. Census Bureau 
data on County Business Patterns. These data provide the number of businesses in each 
zip code by industry sector and size, expressed in terms of number of establishments by 
employment size ranges, using the NAICS codes.

KEY ASSUMPTIONS

Although the forecasting approach described in this section is based on an analysis of 
current trends in the pilot population, the composition and use of the general aviation 
fleet, and patterns of aircraft ownership, there are a number of key assumptions that will 
drive the forecasts.

The most significant of these is the future rate at which student pilots take up flying. 
This has a profound effect on the size of future pilot cohorts. While recent trends in the 
number of student pilot certificates issued can give an indication of the likely future rate 
of new pilot starts, these trends have changed over time and will most likely do so again. 
Thus establishing the assumptions for the future trend in new student pilot certificates 
issued involves a judgment about how many people will decide to take up flying in the 
future. This is likely to be influenced in part by the demand for airline and commercial 
pilots, as well as the general state of the economy and the cost of flying relative to other 
recreational pursuits or means of transportation.

A second set of key assumptions involves the rates at which pilots transition to higher 
levels of certificates, or become inactive, as well as the average number of hours that 
they fly each year at different stages of their life-cycle as a pilot. While data exists on the 
recent trends in these rates, there is an open question how long these trends will con-
tinue or how they will change in the future. Therefore assumptions must be made about 
how these rates will change over the forecast period.

Because aircraft have quite long operational lives and the average utilization in flight 
hours per year is quite low for a large part of the fleet, the aircraft fleet can continue to 
grow for a time, even if the level of flying activity is reducing. However, eventually older 
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aircraft will be scrapped or sold outside the region and not replaced. Therefore assump-
tions are needed on how the current trends in both aircraft attrition and new aircraft 
acquisition are likely to evolve in the future.

Since the level of activity by corporately-owned aircraft is driven by the transportation or 
operational needs of the aircraft owners or customers, rather than being determined by 
the size of the pilot population, assumptions are also needed on how the use of general 
aviation by businesses may change in the future. The introduction of fractional ownership 
has made the use of general aviation more affordable to a range of companies, which 
may eventually decide to acquire their own aircraft. Thus it will also be necessary to 
make assumptions about future trends in the use of general aviation by different types of 
businesses in response to changing economic conditions, including those that currently 
operate aircraft directly or use chartered aircraft as well as those that do not currently 
make use of general aviation.

These key assumptions have been documented and reviewed with the SCAG Aviation 
Technical Advisory Committee for suggested changes prior to being used to develop the 
Regional General Aviation Demand Forecast.

SUMMARY AND IMPLEMENTATION

The forecast approach adopted for this study is based on an analysis of the underlying 
factors that will influence the future levels of aircraft ownership and general aviation 
activity, including changes in the composition and activity of the pilot population, attrition 
of the current aircraft fleet based in the region and addition of new aircraft to the fleet, 
and the future level of general aviation activity by businesses and other organizations 
in the region. The planned approach considers the geographical distributions of aircraft 
owners and the factors that influence where those aircraft owners choose to base their 
aircraft. The approach is thus sensitive to a range of assumptions about how these fac-
tors may change in the future and by varying these assumptions can generate alternative 
scenarios for the future size and composition of the general aviation fleet and activity 
in the region, and how that activity is likely to be distributed among the counties and 
airports in the region.

The analytical framework to support this forecasting approach has been implemented 
through a series of linked worksheets in a Microsoft Excel workbook. An input and 
control worksheet provides a dashboard approach to varying the model assumptions 

and displaying a summary of the forecast results for the current scenario. Additional 
sheets display more detailed results and provide a “drill-down” capability to examine 
the changes in forecast activity at a county and airport level. The various analytical 
modules are implemented in additional linked worksheets. While it is not anticipated 
that users will modify the way that the calculations are performed on these sheets, they 
will provide users with the ability to examine how the analytical modules function and 
review the intermediate calculations, thus providing a high level of transparency to the 
forecast process.

Federal Aviation Forecasts of General Aviation Activity
The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) prepares two annual forecasts that address 
future levels of general aviation (GA) activity: the FAA Aerospace Forecast, which provides 
projections of future GA activity at a national level, and the FAA Terminal Area Forecast, 
which provides projections of GA activity at the level of individual airports, from which 
projections of future GA activity in the Southern California region can be derived.

FAA NATIONAL AEROSPACE FORECAST

The FAA Aerospace Forecast is updated annually and provides projections for a wide 
range of aviation system metrics at a national level, for both commercial and general 
aviation. The most recent forecast (FAA, 2011a) provides projections to 2031, using a 
base year of 2010. The forecast includes the following metrics for the GA system:

 � Active GA and air taxi aircraft by category of aircraft

 � Active GA and air taxi hours flown by category of aircraft

 � Active pilots by type of certificate

 � GA aircraft fuel consumption by category of aircraft

 � GA aircraft operations at FAA and contract control towers

 � GA operations at Terminal Radar Approach Control (TRACON) facilities

 � Instrument flight rules (IFR aircraft handles at FAA Air Route Traffic

 � Control Centers

The forecast report includes a brief discussion of recent trends in the GA sector, with 
particular reference to the effect of the most recent recession on shipments of new GA 
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aircraft and the decade-long declining trend in GA aircraft operations at FAA and contract 
control towers. However, it noted that GA activity at TRACONs in fiscal year 2010 declined 
by less than the decline at the control towers, while GA aircraft handled at en route 
centers (Air Route Traffic Control Centers) rose by 3.4 percent. This appears to reflect the 
continuing growth in the number of higher-end GA aircraft (business jet aircraft), which 
tend to make much greater use of en route and terminal control facilities than smaller 
GA aircraft. Higher-end GA aircraft typically operate under an FAA flight plan, which 
requires then to be under the control of TRACONs and en route centers, while much of the 
smaller GA aircraft activity operates under visual flight rules (VFR), and only uses control 
tower facilities.

The forecast report mentions that the forecasts of GA activity are primarily based on 
information from the FAA General Aviation and Part 135 Activity Survey (FAA, 2011c), 
which has been significantly improved and expanded in recent years. The survey results 
are used as a baseline to which assumed growth rates are applied. There is no discussion 
in the report of the source or justification of these assumed growth rates. Although the 
survey results distinguish between activity by aircraft in GA and air taxi (Federal Aviation 
Regulations Part 135) operations, the forecast projections combine these categories for 
both active aircraft and hours flown by category of aircraft.

Outlook for General Aviation Activity

The FAA projections show the recent decline in the number of active single-engine piston 
aircraft (the largest category of GA aircraft) continuing until about 2018, with a slow 
growth thereafter. This category of aircraft experienced an average annual decline of 
about 0.7 percent from 2000 to 2010. The projections indicate that the number of active 
aircraft will further decline by about 2 percent from 2010 to 2018 (an average annual 
rate of about 0.1 percent per year), with an average annual growth rate from 2018 to 
2031 of about 0.6 percent per year. The combined effect results in a projected increase 
in the number of active aircraft in this category of about 6 percent from 2010 to 2031. 
Given the recent trend in the number of active aircraft in this category, this projec-
tion appears rather optimistic. The projection implies a net increase in the active U.S. 
single-engine piston aircraft fleet over the 21-year period between 2010 and 2031 of 
about 8,000 aircraft. Given the average age of this segment of the U.S. GA aircraft fleet 
and the likely attrition rates over the next two decades, an increase of this size implies a 
significant increase in production over current levels. Over the past decade U.S. aircraft 

manufacturers have produced about 12,300 single-engine piston aircraft, net of exports. 
During this period the active single-engine aircraft fleet declined by about 9,400 aircraft, 
giving an overall attrition (net of imports) of about 21,700 aircraft. Thus an increase of 
8,000 aircraft over the next 20 years implies more than a doubling of production com-
pared to the past decade.

The number of multi-engine piston aircraft is projected to continue its recent decline 
through 2031, as this category of aircraft is becoming superseded by turboprop and 
turbojet aircraft, with a further decline in active aircraft of about 17 percent from 2010 
to 2031.

In contrast, the number of active turboprop and turbojet aircraft has been increas-
ing at an average annual growth rate of about 5 percent per year from 2000 to 2010. 
This growth rate is projected to slow considerably to an average annual rate of about 3 
percent per year from 2010 to 2020, increasing slightly thereafter to an average annual 
rate of 3.1 percent per year from 2020 to 2031. The number of active rotorcraft has also 
been increasing steadily in recent years, with piston-powered rotorcraft increasing at 
an average annual rate of 2.9 percent per year from 2000 to 2010 and turbine-powered 
rotorcraft increasing at a higher average annual rate of 4.0 percent per year over the 
same period. The growth rate for turbine-powered rotorcraft is projected to slow over the 
forecast period, to an annual average rate of about 2.4 percent per year, while that for 
piston-powered rotorcraft is projected to increase slightly over the period 2010 to 2020 
and slow thereafter, giving an average annual growth rate from 2010 to 2031 of about the 
same as the past ten years.

The numbers of both experimental and sport aircraft are projected to continue their 
recent growth, with the number of active experimental aircraft increasing at an average 
growth rate of 1.4 percent per year between 2010 and 2031 and the number of active 
sport aircraft increasing at a higher average annual rate of about 3.3 percent per year.

The number of hours flown by single-engine piston aircraft are projected to decline more 
rapidly between 2010 and 2018 than the decline in the number active aircraft, at an 
average annual rate of 0.5 percent per year, and increase thereafter at a higher rate than 
the number of active aircraft, at an average annual rate from 2018 to 2031 of 1.8 percent 
per year. The combined effect is to increase the number of hours flow by this category of 
aircraft between 2010 and 2031 by about 19 percent. The number of hours flown by tur-
bojet aircraft and rotorcraft are projected to increase faster than the projected increase in 
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active aircraft, implying an increase in aircraft utilization. Hours flown by turbojet aircraft 
are projected to almost triple from 2010 to 2031 (an increase of 195 percent), while hours 
flown by rotorcraft over the same period are projected to increase by about 85 percent.

The number of active student pilots are projected to decline by about eight percent from 
2010 to 2016 before growing slowly to return to slightly above the 2010 level in 2031. The 
numbers of active private and commercial pilots are projected to follow a similar trend, 
with the number of private pilots ending up in 2031 about 6 percent above the 2010 
level and the number of commercial pilots increasing by about 10 percent from 2010 to 
20131. This of course implies that a higher proportion of student pilot progress to obtain 
private and commercial pilot certificates. The number of active airline transport pilots is 
projected to steadily increase from 2010 to 2031, ending up about 15 percent above the 
2010 level by 2031. While most flying by airline transport pilots is not general aviation, 
training the increased numbers of airline pilots does involve general aviation, and of 
course some airline pilots do engage in general aviation flying as well as airline flying.

Although the number of active student, private, and commercial pilots are projected to 
decline from 2010 to 2016, this is not reflected in the projected numbers of hours flown 
by different categories of aircraft or the associated projections of GA aircraft operations 
handled by FAA and contract control towers, TRACONs, or en route centers, most of 
which increase steadily from 2010 (or 2011 in the case of the control towers). While the 
number of hours flown by single-engine piston aircraft is projected to decline by about 6 
percent from 2010 to 2017, the number of active student pilots is projected to decline by 
about 8 percent over the same period, while the number of active private pilots is pro-
jected to decline by about 7 percent. While these differences are not large, they imply a 
small increase in the average number of hours flown per pilot at a time when the number 
of active pilots is declining.

FAA TERMINAL AREA FORECAST

The 2011 FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) provides projections at the airport level for 
the period from 2010 to 2030 using a base year of 2009 for the following general aviation 
metrics:

 � Itinerant aircraft operations
 � Air taxi
 � General aviation

 � Military

 � Local aircraft operations
 � Civil (general aviation)
 � Military

 � Based aircraft:
 � Single-engine propeller fixed wing
 � Multi-engine propeller fixed wing
 � Jet fixed wing
 � Helicopters
 � Other

The category of air taxi operations is ambiguous, because in the case of commercial 
service airports it includes regional airline (also termed commuter airline) operations, as 
well as true air taxi (Part 135) operations.

The forecast covers 42 of the 54 airports in the region that are currently available for 
public use, as well as Palmdale Regional Airport, which is currently operating as a military 
airfield and may only be used by civilian flights on a pre-arranged basis. The following 
airports are not included in the TAF data:

Imperial County
Cliff Hatfield Memorial Airport, Calipatria (CLR)
Holtville Airport (L04) (closed)
Salton Sea Airport, Salton City (SAS)

Los Angeles County
Agua Dulce Airpark (L70)
Catalina Airport, Avalon (AVX)

Riverside County
Bermuda Dunes Airport (UDD)
Chiriaco Summit Airport (L77)
Desert Center Airport, Palm Desert (CN64)
FlaBob Airport, Riverside (RIR)
Perris Valley Airport, Perris (L65)

San Bernardino County
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Baker Airport (0O2)
Hesperia Airport (L26)
Roy Williams Airport, Joshua Tree (L80) (closed)
Yucca Valley Airport (L22)

Ventura County
Santa Paula Airport (SZP)

The forecast general aviation activity for each county and the region as a whole for 2010 
and 2030 is shown in TABLE 3.1.
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TABLE 3.1 Forecast Aircraft Operations – FAA Terminal Area Forecast

Itinerant Operations Local Operations

County Air Taxi GA Military Total GA Military Total

Imperial

2010 2,287 46,280 1,720 50,287 53,134 0 53,134

2030 2,287 46,280 1,720 50,287 53,134 0 53,134

Growth 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Los Angeles

2010 147,189 730,634 11,939 889,762 597,667 10,572 608,239

2030 206,125 867,105 11,717 1,084,947 692,125 10,572 702,697

Growth 40.0% 18.7% -1.9% 21.9% 15.8% 0.0% 15.5%

Orange

2010 10,423 154,510 67 165,000 100,807 58 100,865

2030 10,702 205,488 67 216,257 117,628 58 117,686

Growth 2.7% 33.0% 0.0% 31.1% 16.7% 0.0% 16.7%

Riverside

2010 19,938 208,893 2,590 231,421 236,780 218 236,998

2030 30,793 223,468 2,590 256,851 245,208 218 245,426

Growth 54.4% 7.0% 0.0% 11.0% 3.6% 0.0% 3.6%

San Bernardino

2010 21,059 203,901 24,446 249,406 323,848 9,257 333,105

2030 23,354 228,751 24,446 276,551 342,145 9,257 351,402

Growth 10.9% 12.2% 0.0% 10.9% 5.6% 0.0% 5.5%

Ventura

2010 8,531 95,408 136 104,075 111,108 73 111,181

2030 9,968 100,888 136 110,992 116,136 73 116,209

Growth 16.8% 5.7% 0.0% 6.6% 4.5% 0.0% 4.5%

SCAG Region

2010 209,427 1,439,626 40,898 1,689,951 1,423,344 20,178 1,443,522

2030 283,229 1,671,980 40,676 1,995,885 1,566,376 20,178 1,586,554

Growth 35.2% 16.1% -0.5% 18.1% 10.0% 0.0% 9.9%
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The projected growth in itinerant and local GA operations at a regional level (16 percent 
and 10 percent respectively) are somewhat lower than the forecast growth in total hours 
flown by single-engine piston aircraft in the national FAA Aerospace Forecasts, which are 
projected to grow by 19 percent between 2010 and 2031. Since this category of aircraft 
accounts for the majority of local operations, this suggests that either that the FAA is 
projecting future growth in general aviation activity in the Southern California region to be 
well below the national average or that there is a significant disconnect between the TAF 
projections and the FAA Aerospace Forecast projections.

While the projected growth in itinerant GA operations at a regional level is somewhat 
higher, these operations include almost all the activity by jet aircraft, the flight hours 
for which are projected to almost triple between 2010 and 2031 in the FAA national 
Aerospace Forecast. Although the FAA airport operations counts do not distinguish 
between operations by piston aircraft and those by jet aircraft, the hours flown by turbine 
aircraft in 2010 are about half those flown by piston aircraft, according to the data 
presented in the FAA Aerospace Forecast. If the average flight duration of turbine aircraft 
is twice that of piston aircraft, this suggests that turbine aircraft account for about 20 
percent of airport itinerant GA operations in 2010. Thus a tripling of flight hours by turbine 
aircraft, assuming that average flight duration remains about the same, would increase 
the total number of itinerant operations by about 55 percent, or about three times the 
increase in flight hours projected for single-engine piston aircraft.

The results for each county shown in TABLE 3.1 suggest that growth rates vary widely 
across the counties, with Orange County having by far the highest growth in GA aircraft 
operations for both itinerant and local operations, followed by Los Angeles County, with 
the airports in Imperial County projected to have no growth in aircraft operations at all. 
This is largely a consequence of the fact that none of the airports in Imperial County 
have a control tower, and the TAF forecast methodology generally assumes no growth at 
airports without a control tower.

The forecast growth in the number of based aircraft at a regional level is shown in 
TABLE 3.2 . Generally the number of based aircraft increases by more than the number of 
GA itinerant and local aircraft operations, which implies a reduction in aircraft utilization. 
While this could occur if new aircraft are added to the fleet without replacing the older 
ones, which then experience a dramatic reduction in utilization and pull down the fleet 
average utilization, this is also inconsistent with the national forecasts of aircraft flight 

hours. In particular, the 18 percent increase in the number of jet aircraft based in the 
region is entirely inconsistent with the forecast tripling of aircraft flight hours.

TABLE 3.2 Forecast Based Aircraft – FAA Terminal Area Forecast

Single 
engine 
Piston

Multi 
engine 
Piston Jet Helicopter Other Total

SCAG Region

2010 6,399 814 687 338 225 8,463

2030 7,759 1,053 810 407 225 10,254

Growth 21.3% 29.4% 17.9% 20.4% 0.0% 21.2%

RECENT TRENDS IN BASED AIRCRAFT AND AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS 
IN SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

In order to put the FAA forecasts into context, it is worth considering the trends in the 
number of based aircraft and GA aircraft operations at airports in the Southern California 
region over the past ten years.

Data on the number of general aviation aircraft based at each airport are given on the 
FAA Form 5010 Airport Master Record, divided into the following categories:

 � Single-engine propeller aircraft

 � Multi-engine propeller aircraft

 � Jet aircraft

 � Helicopters

 � Gliders

 � Ultra-light aircraft

 � Military aircraft

Although the FAA Form 5010 only provides the most recent count of based aircraft at 
each airport, the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics (DOA) maintains a database of historical 
data from the FAA Form 5010 for each airport in the state. Using the Caltrans database, 
the based aircraft counts for each airport were assembled for the period 2001 to 2010, 
and the total for the Southern California region calculated, as shown in TABLE 3.3.



38     Aviation and Airport Ground Access

TABLE 3.3 Trend in Based Aircraft – Southern California Region

Year

Single 
Engine 

Propeller

Multi  
Engine 

Propeller
Heli-

copter Glider Jet Military
Ultra-
light Total

2001 8,752 1,068 216 138 329 35 149 10,687

2002 8,649 1,227 248 134 631 44 149 11,082

2003 8,668 1,227 248 134 362 44 147 10,830

2004 8,668 1,227 248 134 362 44 147 10,830

2005 8,669 1,230 248 134 362 44 147 10,834

2006 8,778 1,090 276 102 449 63 156 10,914

2007 8,757 1,055 267 103 549 64 154 10,949

2008 8,463 1,062 269 104 623 64 152 10,737

2009 8,116 993 286 101 627 45 150 10,318

2010 7,919 935 314 103 776 47 178 10,272

The total number of based aircraft in the region increased from 2001 to 2002 then 
remained fairly stable until 2007, since when it has declined steadily to a level in 2010 
about 6 percent below that of 2007. However, this overall trend conceals significant dif-
ferences among the various categories of aircraft. Over the ten year period the number 
of based jet aircraft and helicopters has increased significantly, by 136 percent and 45 
percent respectively, while the numbers of single-engine and multi-engine propeller 
aircraft have declined. The number of single-engine propeller aircraft, which comprised 
82 percent of the fleet in 2001, has declined by about 10 percent over the ten-year period 
and by 2010 comprised only about 77 percent of the fleet, while the number of multi-
engine propeller aircraft has declined by about 12 percent over the period. The number 
of gliders has declined by about 25 percent over the ten-year period, while the number of 
ultra light aircraft has increased by about 20 percent.

Data on the number of general aviation aircraft operations at each airport are available 
from two different sources. Airport operations counts for towered airports (those with a 
control tower) are available from the FAA Air Traffic Activity Data System (ATADS) and are 
summarized in the TAF database, together with estimates of operations at non-towered 
airports included in the TAF that are derived from FAA Form 5010 data. Estimates of 
annual operations at airports not included in the TAF (typically non-towered airports) are 
also available from the FAA Form 5010 data, separated into air carrier, air taxi, GA local, 
GA itinerant, and military operations.

Aircraft operations counts for each airport were obtained from the TAF database, supple-
mented with data from the Caltrans DOA Form 5010 database for airports not included 
in the TAF database or where the TAF database was missing data for particular years. 
The resulting counts for each airport were summed to give the regional totals shown in 
TABLE 3.4.
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TABLE 3.4 Trend in Aircraft Operations – Southern California Region

Itinerant Operations Local Operations

Year Air Carrier Air Taxi General Aviation Military Total Itinerant General Aviation Military Total Operations

2001 816,749 378,194 2,064,481 47,643 3,307,067 1,836,982 22,174 5,166,223

2002 706,603 351,509 2,101,140 46,248 3,205,500 1,841,830 17,283 5,064,613

2003 709,012 351,419 2,064,131 46,004 3,170,566 1,810,344 16,771 4,997,681

2004 733,320 367,024 1,999,926 47,094 3,147,364 1,783,320 21,003 4,951,687

2005 730,556 385,531 1,978,467 48,070 3,142,624 1,774,894 22,024 4,939,542

2006 735,023 367,870 1,895,914 46,066 3,044,873 1,669,023 30,417 4,744,313

2007 747,948 381,418 1,844,919 43,464 3,017,749 1,695,764 30,123 4,743,636

2008 734,353 363,596 1,692,746 41,269 2,831,964 1,644,991 23,650 4,500,605

2009 687,430 243,001 1,551,533 40,778 2,522,742 1,574,560 21,127 4,118,429

2010 697,089 219,693 1,551,208 40,968 2,508,958 1,571,944 20,178 4,101,080

Overall, total operations, including air carrier and air taxi, have declined by about 21 
percent from 2001 to 2010. This decline has occurred in all categories of operation, 
but the decline in general aviation (GA) and air taxi has been steeper than for air carrier 
operations. While air carrier operations declined by about 15 percent over the period, air 
taxi operations declined by over 40 percent. However, the decline in air taxi operations 
has occurred mostly in the two-year period from 2008 to 2010. Over the ten-year period, 
GA itinerant operations declined by about 25 percent and GA local operations declined by 
about 16 percent.

Therefore, in contrast to the growth projected in the TAF for airports in the Southern 
California region, the number of based aircraft has been fairly stable until recent years, 
when it has started to decline, while the number of aircraft operations has been declining 
steadily for the past decade.

Pilot Cohort Analysis
A key element of the forecast approach is an analysis of expected future changes in the 
composition of the pilot community in Southern California and the implications for the 
amount and type of flying that this pilot community will perform.

This section summarizes previous studies into characteristics of the general aviation 
pilot community and recent trends in the composition and activity levels of the GA pilot 
community, available data on the composition and activity levels of the GA pilot com-
munity, and the results of the analysis of those data undertaken as part of the current 
study. In addition the section presents the relevant findings from the results of a survey 
of members of the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA) that was conducted by 
SCAG and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics 
with the support of the AOPA.
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PREVIOUS STUDIES

In spite of the large amount of general aviation activity and the number of general aviation 
airports in the United States and the recurring need to prepare forecasts of future general 
aviation activity as part of studies to update airport master plans, prepare statewide and 
regional airport system plans, and for other purposes, recent trends in the composition 
of the GA pilot community and the flying activity undertaken by those pilots has received 
surprisingly little attention in the aviation planning literature.

A small number of studies have examined changes in the characteristics of the pilot popu-
lation over time, although these have most commonly addressed the influence of pilot 
characteristics on accident risk (e.g. Li, Baker, et al., 2003; Rebok, Qiang, et al., 2009). A 
study in the early 1970s (Booze, 1972) examined pilot attrition by age and a more recent 
study (Rogers, Véronneau, et al., 2009) examined changes in the pilot population over 
time from 1983 to 2005. The latter study was undertaken in order to examine the effect 
of changes in the regulations that raised the age limit for pilots to perform the duties of 
pilot or co-pilot of a commercial passenger or cargo aircraft with ten or more passenger 
seats or 7,500 payload-pounds of cargo capacity from age 60 to 65, although the analysis 
in the study addressed broader trends. This study showed that the average age of pilots 
has been steadily increasing, and with it the average number of flight hours experience.

Pilot Attrition
Pilot attrition refers to the percentage of active pilots holding a given pilot certificate who 
stop flying for whatever reason. Reasons for a pilot to become inactive include age, medi-
cal reasons, loss of interest, or financial limitations. Pilots report the number of hours 
they have flown in the previous six months as well as their total flight time to date when 
they apply to renew their medical certificate. If a pilot fails to renew his or her medical 
certificate when it expires, the FAA classifies that pilot as inactive until such time as the 
pilot again applies for a medical certificate. In July 2008 the FAA extended the validity of 
a third class medical certificate (required for pilots holding a private pilot or recreational 
pilot certificate, or for student pilots flying solo) for pilots under age 40 from three years 
to five years from the date of issue. A third class medical certificate for pilots age 40 and 
over is valid for two years from the date of issue. Thus the first indication in the FAA pilot 
registration database that a student, private or recreational pilot under age 40 is no lon-
ger active is five years after their most recent medical certificate was issued, although of 

course they could have stopped flying well before that. This is particularly true for student 
pilots, who may have effectively given up learning to fly fairly soon after receiving their 
medical certificate.

In spite of the obvious importance of the extent of and trends in pilot attrition to the future 
size and composition of the GA pilot community, a review of the literature on the com-
position of the GA pilot community failed to identify any studies on recent trends in pilot 
attrition. Indeed the only formal study on the topic by Booze (1972) is now very dated, 
although the basic pattern of the attrition rates found in that study may still be reason-
ably valid. Although the study by Booze was primarily intended to explore the effect of the 
occurrence of medical problems on attrition from active airman status, it found that these 
only accounted for less than one percent of the overall attrition rate of active airmen, 
which Booze stated amounted to approximately 17 percent annually (although the data 
presented in the report suggest a somewhat higher figure of about 21 percent annually).

At the time of the study, a third class medical certificate was valid for 24 months. The 
study classified all airmen who obtained a medical certificate of any class in 1968 but 
did not hold a valid medical certificate 24 months later in 1970 to have become inactive. 
These airmen were termed the “attrition group,” which comprised 151,917 airmen. The 
report presents a breakdown of the attrition group by age (in five-year increments) and 
class of medical certificate. The report gives the total active airman population at the end 
of 1970, but does not show the age breakdown or how this was divided among the vari-
ous levels of pilot certificate. Although the report refers to “airmen” throughout, the data 
for the population of active airmen indicates that the study only considered those holding 
pilot certificates, and not those holding non-pilot airman certificates. The report does 
provide the average age for the active airman population holding the various classes of 
medical certificate, as well as the corresponding average ages for the attrition group. The 
report also provides data on the total flight time and flight time in the six months prior to 
the last medical examination for the attrition group, but not for the population.

The average age for airmen in the attrition group and the active airman population holding 
each class of medical certificate is shown in TABLE 4.1.



Aviation and Airport Group Access     41

TABLE 4.1 Average Age of Active Airmen Population 
and the 1970 Attrition Group

Class of Medical Certificate

Third Second First

Airmen Population 35.4 35.1 35.1

Attrition Group 34 35.2 30.9

Source: Booze, 1972.

The average age for airmen in the attrition group holding a third class medical certificate 
is somewhat lower than for the corresponding population of active airmen, as could be 
expected since attrition is likely to be higher among younger airmen, particularly student 
pilots who do not progress to a private pilot certificate or become inactive soon after 
gaining their private pilot certificate. The average age for airmen in the attrition group 
holding a second class medical certificate is almost the same as the corresponding popu-
lation of active airmen (actually slightly higher), suggesting that the attrition rate in this 
category of airmen is fairly constant across the different age ranges. The average age for 
airmen in the attrition group holding a first class medical certificate is significantly lower 
than the average age of the corresponding population of active airmen, again as could be 
expected due to younger pilots obtaining a first class medical certificate in the hope of 
pursuing a career as an airline pilot but giving up for a variety of reasons.

The number of airmen in the attrition group by age, class of medical certificate, and 
whether they had a previous medical examination to the one for the certificate that had 
just expired is shown in TABLE 4.2 .

TABLE 4.2 Age Distribution of the 1970 Attrition Group

Attrition Group 1968–1970 by Medical Certificate Class

Third Class Second Class First Class

Age Group Prev Exam
No Prev 
Exam Prev Exam

No Prev 
Exam Prev Exam

No Prev 
Exam

<20 65 4,861 23 260 13 132

20–24 3,362 16,908 2,435 3,494 727 1,122

25–29 4,867 13,903 5,086 4,206 1,382 1,000

30–34 5,305 8,791 4,567 2,085 1,143 400

35–39 5,778 6,573 4,435 1,377 536 177

40–44 7,076 5,182 3,206 842 278 72

45–49 5,906 3,496 3,882 1,033 309 81

50–54 3,649 1,833 2,493 531 234 35

55–59 2,165 799 831 114 96 12

60–64 1,051 283 299 22 93

65–69 465 99 151 11 4 1

70–74 133 18 38 1 1

75–79 47 7 9 1

80–84 10 1 1

>84 3

Total 39,882 62,754 27,455 13,978 4,816 3,032

Airmen with no previous medical examination can be assumed to be mostly student 
pilots, although it would be possible for a fairly determined student pilot to advance to 
private pilot or even commercial pilot within the 24-month validity period of the initial 
medical certificate. The number of pilots holding a second-class or first-class medi-
cal certificate with no previous medical examination is initially surprising, although this 
could result from student pilots who intended to progress to a commercial or airline 
transport pilot certificate and obtained the appropriate medical certificate on their first 
medical examination.
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As could be expected, the largest component of the attrition group is airmen holding a 
third class medical certificate with no previous medical examination, since this group 
largely comprises student pilots who become inactive within the first two years of their 
initial medical certificate. The age distribution of airmen holding a first class medi-
cal certificate who become inactive is surprising for the relatively small number of this 
group who become inactive at age 60. At the time of the study, airmen holding an airline 
transport pilot certificate (which requires a first-class medical certificate) could no longer 
exercise the privileges of that certificate after they reached age 60. They could continue 
to fly as a private or commercial pilot as long as they held a valid medical certificate 
appropriate for the type of flying they were doing, so it is possible that many airline pilots 
continued to maintain a valid medical certificate after they reached age 60, and therefore 
were not included in the attrition group.

Although the report by Booze does not provide a comparable age distribution of the 
active airmen population, a copy of the 1969 U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics (FAA, 1970) 
was located in the library of the Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of 
California, Berkeley, which included the age distribution of active pilots by type of pilot 
certificate, as shown in TABLE 4.3.

TABLE 4.3 Active U.S. Pilots by Age Group, 1969

Active Pilots, as of December 31, 1969

Age Group Student
Private 
(Note 1)

Commercial 
(Note 2)

Airline 
Transport Total

<20 24,995 7,508 627 33,130

20–24 50,498 33,036 15,662 164 99,360

25–29 42,490 42,693 38,057 1,712 124,952

30–34 28,157 42,076 29,309 3,735 103,277

35–39 21,675 44,767 26,155 5,480 98,077

40–44 16,139 49,387 18,559 5,030 89,115

45–49 10,287 38,817 30,103 8,134 87,341

50–54 5,411 23,212 15,879 4,818 49,320

55–59 2,464 12,211 5,348 1,648 21,671

60+ 1,404 8,411 3,249 721 13,785

Total 203,520 302,118 182,948 31,442 720,028

Source: FAA, 1970.
Notes 1 Includes Gliders (only) 
Notes 2 Includes Helicopters (only) and other

Because the data on the age distribution of the attrition group were expressed in terms 
of medical certificate held while the data on active pilots were expressed in terms of the 
pilot certificate, it was necessary to make a number of assumptions in order to relate the 
two datasets:

 � All pilots in the attrition group with no previous medical examination were assumed 
to be student pilots

 � All pilots in the attrition group holding a third-class medical certificate with a previ-
ous medical examination were assumed to hold a private pilot certificate

 � All pilots in the attrition group holding a second-class medical certificate with a 
previous medical examination were assumed to hold a commercial pilot certificate
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 � The attrition rate for pilots holding a first-class medical certificate with a previ-
ous medical examination and between the ages of 20 and 34 was assumed to be 
the same for pilots holding a commercial pilot certificate or an airline transport 
certificate

 � All pilots in the attrition group holding a first-class medical certificate with a previ-
ous medical examination and aged 45 or above were assumed to hold an airline 
transport certificate.

The fourth assumption shown above implies that the number of pilots in the attrition 
group holding a first-class medical certificate with a previous medical examination and 
holding either a commercial pilot or an airline transport pilot certificate was proportional 
to the number of active pilots holding those pilot certificates. The fifth assumption shown 
above is based on the underlying assumptions that pilots holding a commercial pilot 
certificate with the intention of becoming an airline pilot or taking a job that requires an 
airline transport pilot certificate will have done so by age 45 and that since the first-class 
medical certificate requires more frequent medical examinations (every six months), a 
pilot holding a commercial pilot certificate who does not require a first-class medical 
certificate will choose to obtain a second-class medical certificate instead. In addition, it 
was assumed that the attrition rate for pilots holding an airline transport pilot certificate 
aged 35 to 44 is the same as for those aged 30 to 34.

These assumptions allow the number of pilots in the attrition group in each age range 
holding the different classes of medical certificate to be assigned to an assumed type of 
pilot certificate and the resulting attrition rate by age group and type of pilot certificate 
calculated, as shown in TABLE 4.4. Since the attrition group was defined as the number 
of pilots who obtained a medical certificate in 1968 but did not hold a valid medical 
certificate two years later, the annual attrition rates are approximately half those shown 
in TABLE 4.4.

TABLE 4.4 Two-Year Attrition Rates of Active U.S. Pilots by Age Group, 
1968–1970

Attrition Rate by Pilot Certificate

Age Group Student Private Commercial Airline Transport

<20 21.0% 0.9% 5.7%

20–24 42.6% 10.2% 20.1% 4.6%

25–29 45.0% 11.4% 16.8% 3.5%

30–34 40.0% 12.6% 19.0% 3.5%

35–39 37.5% 12.9% 18.3% 3.5%

40–44 37.8% 14.3% 17.8% 3.5%

45–49 44.8% 15.2% 12.9% 3.8%

50–54 44.3% 15.7% 15.7% 4.9%

55–59 37.5% 17.7% 15.5% 5.8%

60+ 31.7% 20.3% 15.3% 13.6%

Total 39.2% 13.2% 16.9% 4.1%

Source: Author calculations as discussed in text.

As can be expected, the estimated attrition rates for student pilots are significantly higher 
than for the other types of pilot certificate, although apart from those student pilots 
under 20 do not vary greatly with age. Attrition rates for student pilots increase through 
their twenties, then decline through their thirties, increase again through their forties, 
then decline thereafter. In contrast, attrition rates for private pilots increase steadily 
with age. Attrition rates for commercial pilots also do not vary greatly with age, being 
highest in their early twenties, as could be expected as those initially seeking a career 
as a commercial pilot are unable to find a job or find the career less attractive than they 
had expected and give up. The attrition rate drops slightly in their late twenties before 
rising again in their early thirties, then declining until their late forties and remaining fairly 
constant from their early fifties on. Attrition rates for airline transport pilots remain fairly 
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low until their mid-forties then increase steadily until their sixties, when airline transport 
pilots (at the time) were no longer allowed to fly airline aircraft.

While the variation of these estimated attrition rates by age seem inherently plausible, 
they should be viewed with some caution due to the assumptions required to combine the 
data on the size of the attrition group by class of medical certificate with the number of 
active pilots by type of pilot certificate.

Weighting the attrition rates for each type of pilot certificate by the number of active 
pilots holding that type of certificate gives an overall attrition rate over two years of 21.1 
percent of all active pilots, or an average attrition rate per year of about 10.5 percent.

Since the number of active pilots in each age range holding a given type of pilot certifi-
cate changes from year to year, reflecting the number of new pilot certificates issued 
as well as those pilots becoming inactive, the estimated annual attrition rates are only 
approximate. However, the growth in the size of the pilot population during the period 
of the study was slowing fairly rapidly, as shown in TABLE 4.5, increasing by only about 
one percent from 1969 to 1970, suggesting that attrition rates based on the active pilot 
population at the end of 1969 (two thirds of the way through the attrition period used in 
the study) provide a reasonable estimate of the average attrition rate.

TABLE 4.5 U.S. Active Pilot Population, 1968–1970

Active Pilot Population

as of December 31 Growth

1967 617,931

1968 691,695 11.90%

1969 720,028 4.10%

1970 727,430 1.00%

Source: FAA, 1970; Booze, 1972.

Recent Trends in the Pilot Community

The recent study of the U.S. pilot population by the FAA Civil Aerospace Medical Institute 
(Rogers, Véronneau, et al., 2009) combined data on the number of pilot certificates held 
and airmen medical certificates issued to analyze changes in the size and composition 
of the pilot community as well as the average flight hours reported by pilots at the time 
of their most recent medical examination (pilots report their total flight hours to date on 
the application form for a medical examination). Although the authors frequently refer to 
“active airmen” in the report, the description of the study makes it clear that the analysis 
only considered active pilots and not non-pilot airmen (such as flight engineers).

The study showed that the number of active pilots has been steadily declining each year 
since 1983, as shown in FIGURE 4.1, although with some apparent short-term increases in 
several years.

FIGURE 4.1 Number of Active Pilots per Year
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Source: Rogers, Véronneau, et al., 2009
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The authors note that the apparent drop in the number of active pilots in 1990 is a data 
anomaly due to a technical problem in the entry of the results of medical examina-
tions conducted in 1989 into the electronic records at the time that resulted in data for 
a large number of the medical examinations being omitted from the electronic records. 
This impacted the estimate of the number of active pilots for 1989 and the following two 
years, because those pilots whose medical examination results were omitted from the 
electronic records were erroneously counted as having become inactive until the results 
of their next medical examination caused them to be counted as active again. This effect 
persisted for two years because third class medical certificates at the time were valid for 
24 months, so even pilots who had a first-class medical certificate, which was only valid 
for six months, were considered active for two years from the date of their last medical 
since they could continue to exercise the privileges of a third-class medical certificate for 
two years.

The authors also note that the drop in the number of active pilots in 1986 and 1987, and 
again in 1993 and 1994, were due to unexplained missing records for medical examina-
tions in 1986 and 1993, which resulted in a number of pilots being incorrectly classified 
as inactive for up to two years.

A change in the rules governing the validity of medical certificates in September 1996 
contributed to the apparent increase in active pilots in 1999 and 2000. The rule change 
extended the validity of third-class medical certificates for pilots under the age of 40 at 
the time of their medical examination to three years. This resulted in pilots who would 
otherwise have been counted as inactive two years later being counted as active for an 
additional year.

The number of active pilots shown in FIGURE 4.1 for a given year is significantly higher 
than the number reported in the annual FAA U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics (FAA, 2011e) 
for the same year. The report does not comment on or explain this discrepancy, but it 
appears to result from a different way of counting active pilots for a given year. The U.S. 
Civil Airmen Statistics counts active airmen for a given year as those holding a valid med-
ical certificate as of December 31 of that year. The authors mention that for each pilot 
in their database they calculate a variable called “months contributed” which measures 
the number of months in the year that the pilot held a valid medical certificate. Although 
the report does not state how the number of active pilots in a given year is determined, it 
seems plausible that pilots who become inactive during the year are counted as a fraction 

of an active pilot based on the number of months they were considered active (since 
otherwise there would be no reason to calculate the variable “months contributed”). 
This would give a higher total of active pilots for a given year than the U.S. Civil Airmen 
Statistics, since pilots becoming inactive during the year are not counted in the total for 
that year using the approach adopted in the U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics.

Assuming this to be the case, this has an interesting side effect that the difference 
between the number of active pilots for a given year given in the report and that given 
in the U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics provides a direct measure of the attrition rate for 
that year. Unfortunately, since the more detailed data on active pilots in the report are 
presented in terms of the class of medical certificate held, while the data in the U.S. Civil 
Airmen Statistics are presented in terms of the type of pilot certificate held, estimating 
differences in attrition rate by type of pilot certificate, which as suggested by the earlier 
study by Booze (1972) are likely to be significant, would require assumptions about the 
proportion of active pilots holding a given class of medical certificate who also hold a 
given type of pilot certificate. Furthermore, the authors only present the results of their 
analysis graphically in the report, and do not provide the underlying numerical data, so it 
is necessary to measure the values from the figures, which introduces some inaccuracy 
in any analysis.

Even so, the resulting estimates of the overall attrition rate of active pilots shown in 
TABLE 4.6 provide a useful check on the earlier estimates by Booze (1972), as well as 
providing an indication of the extent to which attrition rates appear to have been changing 
over time.

The calculated attrition rates vary from 9 percent per year to about 21 percent per year, 
and appear to have been declining from 2001 to 2005, the last year of data in the study. 
No attrition rate could be calculated for 1990 due to the data anomaly in 1990 discussed 
above, and the attrition rates for 1989 and 1991 appear to be unreasonably low, possibly 
for reasons related to the 1990 data anomaly. Excluding these three years, the aver-
age attrition rate for the period from 1998 to 2005 is 14.5 percent per year. This rate is 
somewhat higher than the average annual attrition rate across all active pilots of 10.8 
percent found by Booze (1972), but not greatly so and the average value found by Booze 
lies within the range of values estimated from the data in the study.

Based on the total number of active pilots in each year, the authors developed a regres-
sion model of the total number of active pilots in each year that includes a dummy 
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variable to account for the change in duration of the validity of third-class medical 
certificates in 1996, but otherwise assumes a linear decline in the total number of active 
pilots over time. The dummy variable was applied to years from 1999 on, assuming that 
the effect of the rule change did not appear in the estimated number of active pilots 
until 1999.

This gave the following regression equation:

 P = 25,136,097 – 12,238.38 × Y + 85,691 × D

 where P = the total number of active pilots in a year

 Y = the year

 D = a dummy variable set to 1 for years from 1999 on, 0 otherwise

This model suggests that if the trend over the period from 1983 to 2005 continues, the 
total number of active pilots will decline by about 12,200 per year. This would give an 
estimated number of active pilots in 2010 of 622,646. In fact the number of active pilots 
at the end of 2010 according to the U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics was 627,588. However, 
the regression model is based on the definition of active pilots used in the study, which 
gives a higher estimate of active pilots than that given by the U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics 
by about 15 percent, for the reasons discussed above, as shown in TABLE 4.6. In addition, 
a further change in the rules governing the duration of the validity of medical certificates 
in July 2008 increased the duration of the validity of third-class medical certificates for 
pilots under age 40 to five years, which would have the effect of increasing the number 
of pilots considered to be active. From 2009 to 2010 the number of active student pilots 
reported in the U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics increased by about 47,000 (or about 7 percent 
of all active pilots in 2010) at a time when the number of active pilots holding most 
other categories of pilot certificates declined. The combined effect of these two factors 
suggests that the decline in the number of active pilots since 2005 has been somewhat 
slower than predicted by the regression model.

In addition to the total number of active pilots, the report provides a breakdown of the 
number of active pilots by the class of the medical certificate held at the end of each year, 
as well as by gender, as shown in FIGURE 4.2 . As expected, the data is dominated by the 
number of pilots holding a third-class medical certificate (student and private pilots). The 
decline in the number of active pilots over time occurred for pilots holding a second-class 

medical certificate (primarily those holding a commercial pilot certificate) as well as a 
third-class medical certificate. The data in FIGURE 4.2 for active pilots holding a third-
class medical certificate clearly shows the increase in the number of active pilots in 1999 
due to the change in the validity of a third-class medical certificate for pilots under age 
40 that became effective in September 1996 and extended the period of validity from 
two to three years. This did not begin to affect the number of active pilots until late 1998 
when pilots who would otherwise have been considered inactive if they had not renewed 
their medical certificate were not now counted as inactive for another year.

In contrast to the declining trend for pilots holding a third-class or second-class medical 
certificate, the number of active pilots holding a first-class medical certificate (primar-
ily those holding an airline transport pilot certificate) shows an increasing trend until 
2001, followed by a decline through 2003 and a modest recovery in 2004 and 2005. 
The changes since 2001 would appear to reflect the contraction of the airline industry 
in the aftermath of the 9/11 terrorist attacks in 2001, followed by the modest recovery 
beginning in 2004. As airlines reduced capacity and furloughed pilots after September 
2001, this would have had two effects on the number of active airline pilots. First, some 
furloughed pilots may have decided not to renew their medical certificate when it expired 
until it became clear whether they would be able to return to flying, and some may have 
decided to give up flying permanently. The second effect would have been a significant 
drop in the number of commercial pilots seeking positions as airline pilots, since with a 
large number of furloughed pilots there were very few entry-level positions available. As 
older airline pilots were forced to stop flying by their age, they were not being replaced 
by younger pilots transitioning from jobs as a commercial pilot, resulting in a decline the 
number of pilots holding a first-class medical certificate.
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FIGURE 4.2 Number of Active Pilots by Medical Class and Gender
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As the number of new pilot starts declined, the median age of active pilots steadily 
increased, apart from the 1989 data anomaly, as shown in FIGURE 4.3. Since pilots 
accumulate more flight time as they get older, the average total hours flown reported by 
applicants for a medical examination increased steadily from 1983 to 2005, as shown in 
FIGURE 4.4, in which the left panel shows the average total flight hours for female pilots 
and the right panel shows the average total flight hours for male pilots.

FIGURE 4.3 Median Age of Pilots Who Received a Medical Examination.
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FIGURE 4.4 Average Hours Flown Reported by Pilots 
at Time of Medical Examination
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As can be seen from FIGURE 4.4, the average total hours flown by female pilots are 
significantly lower than those of male pilots, as can be expected since the age distribution 
of female pilots is somewhat younger than that of male pilots, as shown by FIGURE 4.5. 
In addition a smaller proportion of female pilots hold commercial pilot or airline transport 
pilot certificates than male pilots, pilot categories that generally have much higher levels 
of flight experience.

FIGURE 4.5  Median Age of Active Airmen by Gender
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The report provides similar figures for the average flight experience of pilots holding 
third-class, second-class and first-class medical certificates. These generally show a 
similar pattern, although the average number of total hours flown for a given year dif-
fers between the classes of medical certificates, as could be expected, with holders of 
first-class medical certificates reporting the highest average flight experience for a given 
year, followed by the holders of second-class medical certificates. The average number of 
hours flown by holders of first-class medical certificates also shows the greatest amount 
of variability from year to year, for reasons that are not entirely clear.

While the report shows the change in average hours flown over time, it does not provide 
a breakdown of the average hours flown per year by pilots in a given age group, nor 
numerical values for the average flight hours shown in the figures. In addition, it is clear 
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from FIGURE 4.4 (and from the other figures in the report for the average flight hours for 
different classes of medical certificate) that the vertical scale on the figures is non-linear 
(or the values shown on the vertical axis of the figures are wrong). Either way, this makes 
it effectively impossible to measure the values from the figures.

The report also presents the data on the age distribution for male and female pilots as 
population pyramids, as shown in FIGURES 4.6 and 4.7. The shift in age distribution of 
male pilots (by far the largest proportion of the pilot community, as shown in FIGURE 4.2) 
between 1983 and 2005 is striking. It is clear that as those pilots aged 36 and above 
in 2005 move into older age cohorts and become inactive they will not be replaced by 
younger pilots, because there simply are not enough of them in the younger age cohorts. 
The inevitable conclusion is that the population of active pilots in the U.S. is almost cer-
tain to collapse over the next 20 years.

FIGURE 4.6 Age Pyramid of Active Male Airmen
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FIGURE 4.7 Age Pyramid of Active Female Airmen
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Although the age pyramid of female pilots in 2005 does not show a similar decline in the 
proportion of younger pilots that is shown in FIGURE 4.6 for male pilots, it also does not 
show the high proportion of active pilots in the age cohort from 26 to 25 shown in the 
data for 1983. Given the inevitable attrition that is likely to occur in the number of active 
female pilots as they move into older age cohorts, the number of active female pilots in 
the age cohorts aged 26 and younger is not sufficient to sustain the existing female pilot 
population in the older age cohorts.

Thus while the decline in active female pilots over the next 20 years is not likely to be as 
severe as for male pilots, it too will decline.

Data on Pilot Characteristics

As discussed in Section 2, statistical data on the U.S. pilot population is available from 
the annual FAA U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics (FAA, 2011e), while data on individual pilots 
can be downloaded from the FAA Airmen Registration Database (FAA, 2011d), including 
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their address, pilot certificates, and date of their most recent medical certificate, although 
these data do not include the pilot’s age or flight experience and exclude the records of 
airmen who have requested that their address not be released. Although the FAA updates 
the downloadable data monthly and does not formally archive these data, prior versions 
remain on the server for about two years and can still be accessed by entering the correct 
URL for the files and an earlier version from October 2004 was found on a web archive 
(http://www.archive.org).

As discussed in Section 2, the FAA Airmen Certification Branch maintains internal reports 
on past totals of active airmen by county, and the relevant pages of these reports for 
California counties were obtained from the Branch staff for a selection of prior years. 
In addition, in response to a special data request the Airmen Certification Branch staff 
performed an analysis run that generated the number of active pilots by California county 
and age range as of December 31, 2010.

COMPOSITION OF THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA PILOT COMMUNITY

Based on the data on the number of active airmen by California county from the FAA 
Airmen Certification Branch, the recent trend in the number of active pilots resident in the 
six-county Southern California region is shown in TABLE 4.6.

The total number of active pilots shows a steady decline from 2001 to 2009. The appar-
ent increase in the number of active pilots holding a student or commercial pilot cer-
tificate from 2001 to 2006 is most likely an artifact of the change in the way that pilots 
holding rotorcraft or glider certificates only were counted in 2001 compared to 2006. 
The increase in the total number of active pilots from 2009 to 2010 is attributable to the 
apparent increase in active student pilots. This resulted from a change in the duration of 
the validity of third-class medical certificates on July 24, 2008 from three to five years 
for pilots under age 40, as discussed above. The FAA Airman Certification Branch began 
to reflect the effect of this change in the way that active student pilots are counted by 
changing the validity of student pilot certificates from 36 to 60 months on July 1, 2010. 
This increased the assumed number of active student pilots on December 31, 2010 since 
some pilots whose medical certificate would have expired between July and December 
under the former rules were still considered active.

It should be noted that the change in validity of a third-class medical certificate from 36 
to 60 months with effect from July 2008 also affects private and recreational pilots under 

age 40 who hold a third-class medicate certificate (the majority of such pilots), although 
this does not appear to have been taken into account in the FAA data for active airmen as 
of December 31, 2010.

Because of the changes in the way that FAA counted rotorcraft and glider pilots between 
2001 and 2006 and counted active student pilots in 2010, the changes in the number 
of active pilots between 2006 and 2009 provide the best indication of recent trends in 
the number of active pilots. The changes in the number of active pilots with each type of 
certificate over the three-year period are shown in TABLE 4.6. In the case of pilots holding 
private, commercial and airline transport certificates, for whom the FAA did not change 
the way that active pilots were counted, the changes in the number of active pilots from 
2009 to 2010 are also shown in TABLE 4.6.

Over the three year period from 2006 to 2009, the number of active student pilots 
declined by about 25 percent, while the number of active private pilots declined by about 
5 percent and the number of active airline transport pilots declined by 0.8 percent. 
However, the number of active private and airline transport pilots increased slightly from 
2006 to 2008, with a correspondingly greater decrease from 2008 to 2009. While the 
number of active commercial pilots increased by 0.5 percent from 2006 to 2009, this was 
the result of a 2.2 percent increase from 2006 to 2008, followed by a decrease in the 
each of the following two years. The large percentage increases in the number of sport 
pilots, particularly from 2006 to 2008, resulted from the small number of such pilots in 
2006. The sport pilot certificate was created in September 2004 and by December 2006 
there were only 11 such pilots in Southern California. By December 2010 there were only 
70 sport pilots in the whole region.

The data provided by the FAA Airmen Certification Branch also included the number of 
active pilots in each of the six Southern California counties by type of pilot certificate held 
and age group as of December 31, 2010. The totals for the six-county region are shown in 
TABLE 4.7 and FIGURE 4.8.
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TABLE 4.6 Recent Changes in the Southern California Pilot Community

Change

Type of Certificate 2006–09 2006–08 2008–09 2009–10

Student pilot -25.30% -11.00% -16.10% (note 1)

Private pilot -5.00% 0.60% -5.60% -5.00%

Commercial pilot 0.50% 2.20% -1.60% -3.10%

Airline transport pilot -0.80% 0.40% -1.20% -2.80%

Recreational pilot (note 2) (note 2) (note 2) (note 2)

Sport pilot 491% 336% 35.40% 7.70%

Total -6.20% -0.90% -5.40% (note 1)

Source: Author analysis based on FAA, Active Airmen Certificate Totals by Region, State, County, Airmen 
Certification Branch, Oklahoma City, OK. 

Notes: 1 Percentage change distorted by change in validity of third-class medical certificates for pilots 
under age 40. 
Notes: 2 Insufficient data for meaningful measure of percent change..

Generally the age profile of active pilots shows a somewhat higher proportion of active 
pilots in the younger age cohorts than the national data for male pilots in 2005 shown 
in FIGURE 4.6. However, it should be noted that the effect of the change in validity of a 
third-class medical certificate for pilots under age 40 in 2008 would increase the number 
of pilots in this category counted as active by the FAA, distorting the comparison. The 
age distribution of active student and private pilots is shown in FIGURE 4.9. This shows 
that the majority of student pilots are in the age range between 20 and 39. Although 
there appear to be to more active student pilots in the age range 29 and below than 
active private pilots, there is a significant attrition of student pilots who never progress 
to gaining their private pilot certificate. In addition, the number of active student pilots 
below age 40 is likely inflated by the change in validity of third-class medical certificate, 
as discussed above.

TABLE 4.7 Active Pilots in Southern California by Age Group

Age
Student 

Pilot

Recre-
ational or 
Sport Pilot

Private 
Pilot

Commercial 
Pilot

Airline 
Transport 

Pilot Total

Under 20 407 0 127 8 0 542

20–29 1,907 4 1,262 896 110 4,179

30–39 1,388 2 1,466 1,013 677 4,546

40–49 825 19 1,902 939 1,389 5,074

50–59 397 26 2,674 954 1,305 5,356

60–69 131 15 1,833 901 736 3,616

70+ 38 4 706 408 222 1,378

Total 5,093 70 9,970 5,119 4,439 24,691

Source: FAA, Active Airmen Certificate Totals by Region, State, County, Airmen Certification Branch, 
Oklahoma City, OK, Personal communication.
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FIGURE 4.8 Active Pilots in Southern California by Age Group 
as of December 31, 2010
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FIGURE 4.9 Active Student and Private Pilots in Southern California 
by Age Group as of December 31, 2010
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However, the implications for the future numbers of active private pilots in the region 
is complicated by several other factors, including the time that a student pilot takes to 
obtain his or her private pilot certificate and the number of student pilots who progress 
beyond the private pilot certificate to become commercial pilots or airline transport 
pilots. Therefore a more detailed cohort analysis is required that takes these factors into 
account in order to predict the likely number of active pilots in the region in future years. 
What is clear from FIGURE 4.9 is that the largest age cohort of active private pilots is 
in the age group from 50 to 59 and the younger age cohorts of active private pilots are 
significantly smaller. Unless the number of student pilots in those younger age cohorts 
who become private pilots is large enough to not only offset the attrition in the private 
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pilot community but to make up the difference between the number of active private 
pilots in the 50 to 59 age group and that in the age group 40 to 49, the total number of 
active private pilots will decline rapidly once those in the age group from 50 to 59 start to 
experience the attrition shown in FIGURE 4.9 for the older age cohorts.

Recent Trends in New Pilot Starts

A key factor in the future composition of the Southern California pilot community is the 
number of new pilots who take up flying for the first time, commonly referred to as new 
pilot starts. This can be measured by the number of student pilot certificates issued. 
While the FAA reports the number of new student pilot certificates issued each year in the 
U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics (FAA, 2011e), what matters more than the recent trend is the 
future numbers of new student pilot certificates issued. This is likely to be influenced by a 
variety of factors, the most important of which are likely to comprise:

 � The general state of the economy

 � The demand for professional pilots

 � The cost of flying

 � The ease or difficulty of flying as a GA pilot in the regional airspace environment.

The latter consideration is likely to be of particular concern in the Southern California 
region, much of which consists on an extremely complex airspace environment, with a 
large number of commercial service airports and their associated flight arrival and depar-
ture routes, even more GA airports, often challenging visibility conditions in the central 
part of the Los Angeles basin, and high surrounding terrain. Apart from the difficulties 
that these factors pose to those learning to fly, they also restrict the ease with which GA 
pilots can take advantages of their ability to exercise their flying privileges. It is increas-
ingly common for those who are seeking a future career as a professional pilot to attend 
one of the universities and colleges that offer an aviation curriculum that includes flight 
training. For understandable reasons, these tend not to be located in dense urban areas 
with complex airspace. Thus someone growing up in Southern California who decides to 
attend a college or university aviation program with the goal of pursuing a career as a 
professional pilot is quite likely to enroll in a program elsewhere in the country. Of the 97 
U.S. member institutions of the University Aviation Association (the industry association 
of collegiate aviation), only one is located in the SCAG region, Mount San Antonio College 
in Walnut, a two-year college with approximately 600 students enrolled in aeronautics 

courses (http://www.mtsac.edu/instruction/tech-health/aeronautics/). However, not all 
these students are learning to fly as part of their program.

At a national level, the changes in the number of new student pilot certificates issued per 
100,000 population are shown in TABLE 4.8 and FIGURE 4.10. 

TABLE 4.8 Number of Student Pilot Certificates 
Issued per 100,000 Population

Year

Student Pilot 
Certificates 

Issued

U.S.  
Population  

(000)

New Student 
Pilots per 
100,000 

Population

Real Gross 
Domestic 
Product 

(b 2005$)

GDP 
per Capita 

(2005$)

2000 58,042 282,166 20.6 11,226.00 39,785

2001 61,897 285,050 21.7 11,347.20 39,808

2002 65,421 287,746 22.7 11,553.00 40,150

2003 58,842 290,242 20.3 11,840.70 40,796

2004 59,202 292,936 20.2 12,263.80 41,865

2005 53,576 295,618 18.1 12,638.40 42,752

2006 61,448 298,432 20.6 12,976.20 43,481

2007 66,953 301,394 22.2 13,228.90 43,892

2008 61,194 304,177 20.1 13,228.80 43,490

2009 54,876 306,656 17.9 12,880.60 42,003

2010 54,064 309,051 17.5 13,248.20 42,867
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FIGURE 4.10 U.S. Student Pilot Certificates Issued per 100,000 Population
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The number of new pilot starts shows both a cyclical fluctuation with a slowly declin-
ing overall trend. The cyclical changes do not appear to be particularly correlated with 
the overall level of the economy, which grew steadily from 2002 to 2007 as shown in 
FIGURE 4.11, suggesting that the fluctuations in the number of new pilot starts appear to 
be mainly driven by other factors.

FIGURE 4.11 Gross Domestic Product Per Capita
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FIGURE 4.12 shows the number of new student pilot certificates issued each year 
compared to the number of new private pilot certificates issued with an airplane rating 
(this does not count those private pilot certificates issued with only a glider or rotorcraft 
rating). It can be seen that the cyclical fluctuation in new student pilot certificates does 
not appear to be reflected in the number of new private pilot certificates, which shows 
a generally declining trend from 2000 to 2010, apart from a short-lived increase from 
2001 to 2002 and a small increase from 2008 to 2009. Those fluctuations do not appear 
to be related to the cyclical fluctuations in the number of new student pilot certificates 
issued in any obvious way. While the number of new student pilot certificates issued also 
increased from 2001 to 2002, it increased by approximately the same amount from 2000 
to 2001, when the number of new private pilot certificates issued declined.
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FIGURE 4.12 New Student Pilot and Private Pilot Certificates Issued per Year
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Similarly, the small increase from 2008 to 2009 in new private pilot certificates issued 
occurred during a period when the number of new student pilot certificates issued was 
declining steeply.

The data on new student pilot and private pilot certificates issued each year shown in 
FIGURE 4.12 indicate that by 2010 only about a third of new student pilots progress to 
earn a private pilot certificate with an airplane rating. While some student pilots take 
longer than a year to obtain their private pilot certificates, those obtaining their private 
pilot certificates in subsequent years are offset by those obtaining their private pilot 
certificate in the current year who received their student pilot certificate in prior years. 
For the three-year period from 2008 to 2010 the number of private pilot certificates with 
an airplane rating that were issued was about 32 percent of the number of student pilot 
certificates issued.

Some student pilots progress to obtain a private pilot certificate with only a glider rat-
ing or only a rotorcraft rating. The count of new certificates issues with only a glider or 
rotorcraft rating in the U.S. Civil Airman Statistics does not distinguish between whether 
those certificates were for private, commercial or airline transport pilots. Presumably the 
majority of new certificates with only a glider rating were for private pilots (the only rea-
son for someone who only flies gliders to obtain a commercial pilot certificate would be 
if they planned to work as a flight instructor and such a pilot would first have to obtain a 
private pilot certificate). The number of new certificates issued with only a glider rating in 
the period from 2008 to 2010 was only about 0.4 percent of new student pilot certificates 
issued in the same period.

Considerably more new certificates are issued each year with only a rotorcraft rating. 
Presumably, the majority of these pilots intend to progress to a commercial pilot cer-
tificate, since there are relatively few helicopters used for private flying, although some 
pilots undoubtedly obtain their private pilot certificate but then give up flying before 
obtaining their commercial pilot certificate. There are relatively few situations in which 
FAA regulations require a pilot who is only flying rotorcraft to obtain an airline transport 
pilot certificate, since there are very few, if any, helicopters flown in scheduled airline 
service (which requires an airline transport pilot certificate). However, a helicopter 
operator may require its pilots to hold an airline transport pilot certificate because of the 
greater level of training and experience required for such a certificate. If 20 percent of 
pilots who obtain their private pilot certificate with only a rotorcraft rating do not progress 
to obtain their commercial pilot certificate, and 10 percent of those obtaining a commer-
cial pilot certificate with only a rotorcraft rating subsequently obtain an airline transport 
pilot certificate, then about 53 percent of the new pilot certificates with only a rotorcraft 
rating are private pilot certificates and the remainder are either commercial pilot cer-
tificates or airline transport pilot certificates. During the three-year period from 2008 to 
2010, the number of new pilot certificates issued with only a rotorcraft rating was about 
5.9 percent of the number of new student pilot certificates issued. This suggests that 
about 3 percent of student pilots progress to holding a private pilot certificate with only 
a rotorcraft rating. Thus in total, only about 35 percent of all student pilots eventually 
obtain a private pilot certificate.
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California Data on New Pilot Starts

In addition to national statistics, data on the number of new pilot certificates issued to 
California pilots for the past three years were obtained from the FAA Airmen Certification 
Branch staff, as shown in TABLE 4.9.

TABLE 4.9 Number of New Pilot Certificates Issued  
per 100,000 Population – California

Original Certificates Issued per 100,000 Population

Type of Certificate 2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010

Student pilot 191 205 176 0.52 0.55 0.47

Recreational pilot 2 0 1

Sport pilot 49 53 42 0.13 0.14 0.11

Airplane

Private pilot 1,834 1,788 1,496 4.98 4.82 4.00

Commercial pilot 824 763 611 2.24 2.06 1.63

Airline transport pilot 349 207 209 0.95 0.56 0.56

Rotorcraft (only) 405 318 237 1.1 0.86 0.63

Glider (only) 15 37 33 0.04 0.1 0.09

3,669 3,371 2,805

Calif. Population (000) 36,856 37,077 37,371

Source: FAA, Original Airmen Certificates Issued by Category – California, Airmen Certification Branch, 
Oklahoma City, OK, Personal communication, California Department of Finance, Population Estimates and 
Components of Change by County – July 1, 1999–2010, Series E-6, August 2011

Unfortunately, the data on new student pilot starts are not comparable to the national 
data because the California data excludes student pilot certificates issued by the Civil 
Aerospace Medical Institute as part of issuing the initial medical certificate, which 
accounts for the majority of new student pilot certificates issued in a given year. However, 
the data for new private pilot, commercial pilot, and airline transport pilot certificates with 

an airplane rating, new sport pilot certificates, as well as new pilot certificates with only 
a rotorcraft or glider rating, can be compared to the national data when adjusted for the 
difference in population.

The number of pilot certificates issued in California relative to population is generally 
lower than for the U.S. in total. The difference varies from year to year and also by type of 
pilot certificate, as shown in TABLE 4.10. The ratios for new student pilot certificates are 
omitted due to the missing data and those for new recreational pilot certificates have not 
been calculation due to the small number of such certificates.

TABLE 4.10 New Pilot Certificates Issued per 100,000 Population – 
California Relative to the U.S. in Total

Percent of U.S. Ratio

Type of Certificate 2008 2009 2010 Average

Sport pilot 64% 64% 67% 65%

Airplane

Private pilot 79% 74% 83% 79%

Commercial pilot 64% 56% 63% 61%

Airline transport pilot 55% 55% 56% 56%

Rotorcraft (only) 92% 72% 73% 79%

Glider (only) 61% 123% 123% 102%

Author calculations from Tables 4.8 and 4.9 and FAA, U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics, 2010.

On average across the three years, the number of new private pilot certificates issued per 
100,000 population is about 79 percent of the national ratio. This proportion declines for 
new commercial pilot certificates to 61 percent of the national ratio and decreases further 
for new airline transport pilot certificates to 56 percent of the national ratio. The number 
of new pilot certificates with only a rotorcraft rating per 100,000 population relative to 
the national ratio is similar to that for private pilots, although the variation from year to 
year is greater.
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Therefore it appears that not only is California producing fewer new private pilots relative 
to its population than the national ratio but fewer of those pilots progress to holding a 
commercial pilot certificate and even fewer progress to holding an airline transport pilot 
certificate. Thus transition rates between categories of pilot certificate calculated from 
national data will have to be adjusted to reflect the lower transition rates in California.

Unfortunately, the missing data for new student pilot certificates issued to California 
pilots mentioned above prevents calculation of the corresponding proportion of the 
national ratio for new student pilot certificates per 100,000 population. However, it 
seems reasonable to assume that the California proportion of the national ratio for new 
student pilot certificates would be similar to that for new private pilot certificates. This 
is somewhat higher than the California proportion of the national ratio for new sport pilot 
certificates, which seems reasonable given that the complex airspace environment in the 
larger metropolitan regions in the state is likely to make flying with a sport pilot certifi-
cate rather more limiting than in many other areas of the country.

Projecting Future Student Pilot Starts

It is clear from the trend shown on FIGURE 4.10 that the number of new student pilot 
starts per 100,000 population has been tending to decline for the past ten years. In order 
to quantify this trend and provide a basis for forecasting future new student pilot starts, 
the following regression model was estimated from the data shown in TABLE 4.8:

 S = ( 0.542 – 0.01192 x Y ) x GDP/Cap (28.2) (-3.7)

 where S = New student pilot certificates issued per 100,000 population

 GDP/Cap = U.S. Gross Domestic Product per capita (000 2005 $)

 Y = Years after 2000

  t-statistics shown in parentheses

 Adjusted R square = 0.88

The coefficients of the regression model are highly statistically significant and the fit of 
the model to the data (as measured by the adjusted R square) is quite good, although the 
model does not fully reflect the cyclical variation in the data, as would be expected from 
FIGURES 4.8 and 4.9. The signs of the terms are intuitively reasonable, with the number 

of new student pilot certificates issued increasing with real Gross Domestic Product 
(GDP) per capita, as would be expected, and giving a decreasing trend with time, as the 
data shows.

An initial version of this model included a term that expressed the new student pilot rate 
as a constant times the real GDP per capita and a second term that decreased the new 
student pilot rate linearly by year. This model fitted the general trend in new student pilot 
starts for the period from 2000 to 2010 fairly well. However, it became apparent that 
reducing the new student pilot rate by a constant amount per year, irrespective of the 
value of predicted new student pilot rate, would tend to overestimate the reduction for 
areas with lower student pilot rates and underestimate the reduction for areas with higher 
rates. Therefore the model was modified to reduce the coefficient of the GDP per capita 
term by a constant rate per year, rather than the new student pilot rate itself, as shown 
above. This resulted in a reduction that was proportional to the value of the new student 
pilot rate, which resolved the problem.

A comparison was made between the number of active student pilots in California per 
100,000 population and the national data for the years 2008 to 2010. The new student 
pilot model was applied to California population and GDP and the projected new stu-
dent pilot rate given by the model was compared to the number of new student pilots in 
California per 100,000 population, assuming that the California rate of new student pilots 
relative to the national rate is proportional to the ratio of active student pilots per 100,000 
population in California to the active student pilots per 100,000 population for the United 
States. This suggested that the new student pilot rate in California, after controlling 
for differences in real GDP per capita, is about 80 percent of the national rate, and this 
adjustment was applied to the model in developing the forecast.

If the GDP per capita remains constant in real terms at the 2010 level, the annual number 
of new student pilot certificates issued per 100,000 population would decline from 17.5 
in 2010 to 5.4 in 2035. However, if the real GDP per capita grows at an average rate of 
1.5 percent per year over the period, the predicted annual number of new student pilot 
certificates issued per 100,000 population would only decline to 7.8 in 2035. Even if the 
real GDP per capita grows at an average rate of 3 percent per year over the period, the 
predicted annual number of new student pilot certificates issued per 100,000 population 
given by the relationship would still decline significantly to 11.2 in 2035. Thus while the 
future strength of the economy will have a major influence on the number of new pilot 



58     Aviation and Airport Ground Access

starts, assuming that the relationship between the changes in the economy over the past 
ten years and the changes in the number of student pilot certificates issued continue into 
the future, the effect of the declining trend in new pilot starts per 100,000 population is 
not likely to be reversed by any plausible future growth in the strength of the economy. Of 
course, there are undoubtedly other factors not included in the model such as the cost of 
flying or the demand for commercial pilots that will also have an important influence.

The AOPA Member Survey

In order to provide more detailed information on the characteristics and flying activity 
of general aviation pilots in Southern California, an online survey of California members 
of the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA) was performed by SCAG and the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics with the assis-
tance of the AOPA, as discussed in an earlier section.

In addition to information on respondents’ general aviation flying and aircraft ownership, 
the survey asked a number of questions about services that respondents have used or 
would like to see at airports that they use, as well as issues that they believe should be 
addressed at the airport where they base their aircraft or use most frequently, or that 
should be considered in developing a general aviation demand forecast. Since these 
issues are not germane to the analysis of the composition and activity levels of the pilot 
community, they are not addressed further in this report, but will be reported in a sepa-
rate document.

It should be noted that the definition of an active GA pilot used in the survey is consider-
ably narrower than the definition of an active pilot used by the FAA. The FAA defines an 
active pilot by whether a pilot has a valid medical certificate, not by when they have last 
flown. Since medical certificates can be valid for as long as five years (in the case of a 
student or private pilot under age 40), pilots can be counted as active by the FAA long 
after they have in fact stopped flying. In addition, the FAA does not distinguish between 
the types of flying performed. In the case of active pilots holding an airline transport pilot 
certificate, they may or may not engage in general aviation flying.

In invitation to participate in the survey was distributed by e-mail to potential respon-
dents on June 6, 2011 and 1,991 responses were obtained by June 19, at which point the 
survey website was closed to further responses. Of the 1,991 responses, 1,901 reported 
GA flight activity in the past six months.

An analysis was preformed of the zip code of residence reported by survey respondents 
in order to identify those respondents resident in Southern California. A certain amount 
of data cleaning of the reported zip codes was required to resolve invalid zip codes or zip 
codes outside of California that on examination of the responses to other questions were 
most likely typographic errors. After correcting the errors in the data 1,831 responses (96 
percent) had valid zip codes, of which 764 (42 percent) were residents of the six-county 
Southern California region.

Findings from the AOPA Member Survey

The distribution of the type of pilot certificate held by active GA pilot respondents in the 
six Southern California counties is shown in TABLE 4.11, together with the corresponding 
distribution of active pilots holding each type of certificate in the region.

It can be seen that the survey tended to oversample pilots holding private pilot and com-
mercial pilot certificates, under-sample those holding airline transport pilot certificates 
and significantly under-sample student pilots. This is entirely to be expected, since 
student pilots are much less likely to be AOPA members until they obtain at least their 
private pilot certificate. 
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TABLE 4.11 Southern California AOPA Survey Respondents 
by Pilot Certificate

Highest Level of Pilot Certificate Held

County Student

Sport or 
Recre-
ational Private

Commer-
cial

Airline 
Transport Total

Imperial 0 0 3 0 0 3

Los Angeles 15 2 198 82 45 342

Orange 10 1 80 44 20 155

Riverside 2 0 53 18 10 83

San Bernardino 3 0 44 21 8 76

Ventura 0 0 31 25 11 67

Total 30 3 409 190 94 726

Percent of region 4.1% 0.4% 56.3% 26.2% 12.9% 100%

Active pilots 
(as of 12/31/10)

5,093 70 9,970 5,119 4,439 24,691

Percent of region 20.6% 0.3% 40.4% 20.7% 18.0% 100%

Sampling ratio 0.20 1.46 1.40 1.26 0.72

Source: Author analysis of AOPA member survey results

Similarly, not all airline transport pilots are involved in general aviation flying and are thus 
less likely to be AOPA members than private or commercial pilots. It follows that if student 
and airline transport pilots are under-sampled, the other categories must be oversampled. 
It also seems reasonable that private pilots would be oversampled to a greater extent 
than commercial pilots, since many pilots holding commercial pilot certificates are flying 
for firms or other organizations that own the aircraft and thus may be less inclined to be 
members of the AOPA.

It is also possible that AOPA members who hold private pilot certificates had a greater 
interest in the issues addressed by the survey and thus the high response rate of these 

pilots relative to the pilot population as a whole is more a reflection of their willing-
ness to participate in the survey rather than a reflection of the composition of the 
AOPA membership.

Respondents holding sport pilot or recreational pilot certificates were also oversampled 
by about the same amount as those holding private pilot certificates. However, due to the 
small number of respondents in this category, this result is quite possibly coincidental.

The number of active GA pilot survey respondents in Southern California by county 
compared to the population of active pilots in each county from FAA pilot certificate data 
is shown in TABLE 4.12 . Generally the geographic distribution of survey respondents 
corresponds to the distribution of active pilots. Pilots in Riverside County are somewhat 
oversampled while those in Los Angeles County are under-sampled by a similar amount, 
although the difference in each case is only about 3 percent of regional pilots. Other dif-
ferences are well within normal sampling error.

TABLE 4.12  Southern California AOPA Survey Respondents by County

County
Survey 

Respondents Percent
Active Pilots 

(12/31/10) Percent

Imperial 3 0.4% 183 0.7%

Los Angeles 342 47.1% 10,878 44.1%

Orange 155 21.3% 5,303 21.5%

Riverside 83 11.4% 3,447 14.0%

San Bernardino 76 10.5% 2,632 10.7%

Ventura 67 9.2% 2,248 9.1%

Total 726 100% 24,691 100%

Source: Author analysis of AOPA member survey results

The age distribution of the Southern California survey respondents who are active GA 
pilots compared to the age distribution of active pilots in the six Southern California coun-
ties from FAA pilot certificate data is shown in TABLE 4.13.
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TABLE 4.13 Age Distribution of Southern California AOPA Survey 
Respondents by Pilot Certificate – Active General Aviation Pilots

Highest Level of Pilot Certificate Held

Age Group Student

Sport or 
Recre-
ational Private

Commer-
cial

Airline 
Transport Total

Under 20 1 0 3 0 0 4

20–29 8 0 26 10 1 45

30–39 5 0 50 16 8 79

40–49 7 0 57 34 21 119

50–59 6 3 130 54 22 215

60–69 3 0 101 49 27 180

70+ 0 0 42 27 15 84

Total 30 3 409 190 94 726

Under 20 3.3% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6%

20–29 26.7% 6.4% 5.3% 1.1% 6.2%

30–39 16.7% 12.2% 8.4% 8.5% 10.9%

40–49 23.3% 13.9% 17.9% 22.3% 16.4%

50–59 20.0% 100% 31.8% 28.4% 23.4% 29.6%

60–69 10.0% 24.7% 25.8% 28.7% 24.8%

70+ 0.0% 10.3% 14.2% 16.0% 11.6%

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Active Pilots (as of December 31, 2010)

Under 20 8.0% 0.0% 1.3% 0.2% 0.0% 2.2%

20–29 37.4% 5.7% 12.7% 17.5% 2.5% 16.9%

Highest Level of Pilot Certificate Held

Age Group Student

Sport or 
Recre-
ational Private

Commer-
cial

Airline 
Transport Total

30–39 27.3% 2.9% 14.7% 19.8% 15.3% 18.4%

40–49 16.2% 27.1% 19.1% 18.3% 31.3% 20.5%

50–59 7.8% 37.1% 26.8% 18.6% 29.4% 21.7%

60–69 2.6% 21.4% 18.4% 17.6% 16.6% 14.6%

70+ 0.7% 5.7% 7.1% 8.0% 5.0% 5.6%

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: Author analysis of AOPA member survey results

Perhaps not surprisingly, survey respondents are somewhat older than the active pilot 
community in general. This could reflect a number of factors. It is likely that the AOPA 
membership tends to be somewhat older than the pilot community in general, since 
younger pilots are less likely to be able to afford to own an aircraft. While the AOPA 
membership includes pilots who do not own aircraft, aircraft owners are more likely to 
perceive a benefit in being a member of the association. In addition, older pilots have 
generally been flying longer and thus have had greater opportunity to decide to join the 
AOPA. It is also possible that older members had greater opportunity to respond to the 
survey, although the level of survey participation was not noticeably higher for those 
respondents in an age range where they are likely to be retired.

The most applicable findings from the survey for the pilot cohort analysis relate to the 
average hours flown per year in general aviation activity, and how this varies by type of 
pilot certificate and age, since this information is not readily available from data published 
by the FAA. TABLE 4.15 shows the average number of GA flight hours in the past year 
reported by survey respondents.
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TABLE 4.15 Average GA Flight Hours per Year by Southern California AOPA 
Survey Respondents by Pilot Certificate and Age Range

Highest Level of Pilot Certificate Held

Age Group Student

Sport or 
Recre-
ational Private

Com-
mercial

Airline 
Transport All Pilots

Under 20 40 81.7 71.3

20–29 24.8 52.2 196 800 95.9

30–39 20.2 63.4 335.3 227.8 132.4

40–49 31.9 62.1 134.6 256.4 115.3

50–59 47.5 33.3 66.1 120.8 131.5 85.6

60–69 25 64.7 96.7 116.6 80.5

70+ 60 98.5 64.1 73.1

Average 30.7 33.3 63.5 135.9 159.7 93.4

Source: Author analysis of AOPA member survey results

Some caution is warranted for the data for student and sport or recreational pilots, 
private pilots below age 20, and airline transport pilots below age 30, due to the small 
sample size in those categories as shown in TABLE 4.13. In other categories, the change 
in average flight hours between different categories of pilot certificate and age ranges 
seems reasonable. On average student pilots fly about 30 hours per year, which suggest 
that it would take between one and two years to obtain a private pilot certificate. On aver-
age private pilots fly slightly more than twice the number of hours per year than student 
pilots, while commercial pilots and airline transport pilots fly between two and three 
times the number of GA hours per year than private pilots, not surprisingly since many of 
the pilots holding commercial or airline transport certificates are flying professionally.

The survey also asked in which year respondents holding a student or sport/recreational 
pilot certificate were issued their student pilot certificate or respondents holding higher 
levels of pilot certificate obtained their private pilot certificate. The average number of 
years since respondents obtained their student or private pilot certificate (as the case 

may be) is shown in TABLE 4.15. As expected, older respondents holding private, commer-
cial or airline transport pilot certificates have been flying longer. However, the interesting 
finding is the average number of years that older pilots holding a student pilot certificate 
have been flying since obtaining that certificate. This suggests that many older student 
pilots remain student pilots for a long time before finally obtaining their private pilot 
certificate, if they ever do.

TABLE 4.15 Average Years Since Obtaining a Student/Private Pilot 
Certificate

Highest Level of Pilot Certificate Held

Age Group Student

Sport or 
Recre-
ational Private

Commer-
cial

Airline 
Transport All Pilots

Under 20 5 1.7 2.5

20–29 2.1 2.7 4.4 7 3.1

30–39 5 3.6 9.1 15.8 6.1

40–49 5.4 10 17.6 22.5 14.1

50–59 7.8 11.7 18.2 24.1 33.9 20.9

60–69 3 23.8 37.5 40.4 29.7

70+ 34.5 46.9 53.3 41.9

Average 4.7 11.7 17.2 27.3 34.5 21.5

Source: Author analysis of AOPA member survey results

ANALYSIS OF PILOT COHORT CHARACTERISTICS

An analysis of pilot age cohort attrition and transition to higher levels of pilot certificate 
was performed using two different data sources: statistical data on national totals of 
active pilots by age group and number of original pilot certificates issued each year from 
the annual U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics (FAA, 2011e) and detailed data from the Airmen 
Registration Database (FAA, 2011d) for selected years. While the U.S. Civil Airmen 
Statistics provide data on totals by age group, the Airmen Registration Database does not 
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provide the age of the individual pilots, although since this is disaggregate data, it allows 
more detailed analysis.

In the course of this analysis it became clear that there are a number of apparent 
inconsistencies in the U.S. Civil Airmen Statistics data that will require further research 
to resolve. Some of these inconsistencies may arise from the way that the FAA Airmen 
Registry staff accounted for the change in the validity of third-class medical certificates 
that occurred in July 2008. Because the only way that the FAA knows when pilots are no 
longer active is when they fail to renew their medical certificate, this change distorted the 
way that active student pilots were counted.

Based on data for California pilots for 2004 and 2010 from the Airmen Registration 
Database, the six-year attrition and transition rates shown in TABLE 4.14 were calculated. 
These rates express the percent of active pilots holding a given pilot certificate at the 
start of the period who were either no longer active at the end of the period (attrition) or 
had progressed to a higher level of pilot certificate (transition).

TABLE 4.16 California Pilot Attrition and Transition Rates – 2004 to 2010

Pilot Certificate Held at Start of Period

Pilot Certificate Held  
at End of Period Student Private Commercial

Airline  
Transport

Student 5.10 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Private 14.9% 47.5% 0.0% 0.0%

Commercial 4.0% 3.8% 50.1% 0.0%

Airline Transport 0.1% 0.3% 6.9% 66.9%

Recreational 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Sport 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Attrition 75.8% 48.5% 43.0% 33.0%

100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: Author analysis of FAA Airman Registration Database records.

The above transition and attrition rates suggest that of the pilots holding student pilot 
certificates at the start of the six-year period, about 5 percent were still active student 
pilots (or at least still holding a valid medical certificate) at the end of the period. Some 15 
percent had progressed to hold a private pilot certificate by the end of the six year period, 
while only about 4 percent held a commercial pilot certificate at the end of the period. 
About 76 percent had become inactive.

The attrition rates shown in TABLE 4.16 are surprisingly high, particularly for pilots holding 
a private, commercial, or airline transport certificate. It would be surprising if a third of 
those holding an airline transport certificate became inactive every six years. Therefore 
more detailed analysis of the underlying data was undertaken to determine the reason for 
these apparently high attrition rates. One factor that affects the apparent attrition rates 
is pilots who move from California during the six-year period and change their registered 
address. These would be counted as becoming inactive, since they would have been 
dropped from the California records. However, on the other hand, those who move to 
California during the period would appear in the data at the end of the period but not the 
beginning. Therefore an analysis of individual pilot data for California was undertaken to 
quantify the extent of these effects on the attrition and transition rates.

Summary and Conclusions
The trends in the size and composition of the pilot community over the past decade, as 
indicated by previous studies and the analysis undertaken as part of the current study, 
suggest that not only is pilot community getting steadily older on average, but the number 
of new student pilots who are taking up flying is not enough to maintain the size of the 
overall pilot community as the older pilots reach an age where they no longer fly or 
significantly reduce the amount of flying that they do. This in turn has important impli-
cations for the number of hours that are flown each year and the associated number of 
aircraft operations.

The detailed attrition and transition rates for pilots in a given age cohort is not a straight-
forward issue, since these rates not only vary by age, but also by the time that a given 
pilot has held his or her current pilot certificate. Many student pilots obtain their private 
pilot certificate within a year of taking up flying. Others take many years to do so. The 
transition rate from student to private pilot for student pilots in their first year since 
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starting flying is likely to be significantly different from that for pilots who have been 
learning to fly for several years.

Similarly, when looking at transition rates over a period as long as six years, these will 
include pilots who have progressed through several levels of pilot certificate, such as 
from student pilot to commercial pilot or even airline transport pilot. While this does not 
matter from the perspective of performing a pilot cohort analysis over a comparable 
period of time (say in five year steps), it does make it difficult to compare the resulting 
transition and attrition rates with those obtained from annual data, such as the U.S. Civil 
Airmen Statistics.

Therefore more detailed analysis of the registered airmen data should be under-
taken in the future to better understand and quantify the pilot attrition and transition 
rates for use in improving the application of the pilot cohort model to general aviation 
demand forecasts.

Forecasts of Active Pilots, Hours Flown and 
Aircraft Operations
The FAA Terminal Area Forecast for future general aviation activity at airports in the 
Southern California region described previously represents a fairly optimistic scenario of 
likely future trends in general aviation demand in the region in the light of recent trends. 
For some purposes, such as determining whether the current airport system provides 
sufficient capacity to handle potential future demand, it may be appropriate to consider 
a forecast based on fairly optimistic assumptions regarding the factors that will shape 
future demand for GA activity. However, for other purposes, such as considering whether 
there will be sufficient future demand for GA activity to allow the large number of airports 
in the region to remain financially viable, it is necessary to consider a number of alternate 
scenarios that are based on less optimistic assumptions. These assumptions include 
such factors as the number of new student pilots who decide to take up flying, the rate at 
which they transition to higher levels of pilot certificate, the attrition rates of pilots hold-
ing different types of certificate in different age groups, the average number of GA flight 
hours per year by pilots holding different types of certificate in different age groups, the 
attrition rates of the current based aircraft fleet, and the rate at which new aircraft are 
purchased. The forecast approach provides a framework to consider these factors in a 

structured way and work through their implications for the resulting forecasts of regional 
GA activity.

This sub-section presents three alternative forecasts of active pilots, hours flown and air-
craft operations by county and for the Southern California region as a whole. These fore-
casts differ in the assumed relationship between new student pilot starts and the change 
in the economy, expressed in terms of real Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita.

 � The Baseline Forecast assumes a continuation of the relationship observed over the 
past ten years, in which this relationship has shown a steady decline in the number 
of new student pilots per 100,000 population after accounting for the change in the 
real GDP per capita.

 � The Reduced Decline Forecast assumes that the decline in this relationship observed 
over the past ten years slows between 2010 and 2025, with the relationship remain-
ing constant thereafter.

 � The Arrested Decline Forecast assumes that the decline in the relationship observed 
over the past ten years ceases after 2010.

Baseline Forecast
Applying the pilot cohort model with the baseline assumptions gives the forecast for 
active pilots by county shown in TABLE 5.1.

TABLE 5.1 Baseline Forecast of Active Pilots by County

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Imperial County

Student 33 37 38 36 31 25

Private /1 89 69 53 48 41 36

Commercial 48 34 26 20 16 15

Airline Transport 13 11 8 7 7 6

183 151 125 111 95 82

Los Angeles County

Student 2,419 4,392 4,222 3,962 3,500 2,806
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2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Private /1 4,513 5,283 4,925 4,520 3,998 3,320

Commercial 2,263 2,295 2,002 1,736 1,460 1,167

Airline Transport 1,683 1,483 1,189 945 714 521

10,878 13,453 12,338 11,163 9,672 7,814

Orange County

Student 1,009 1,659 1,580 1,460 1,270 1,002

Private /1 2,042 2,161 1,931 1,716 1,482 1,205

Commercial 1,072 985 819 688 560 434

Airline Transport 1,180 944 707 526 382 261

5,303 5,749 5,037 4,390 3,694 2,902

Riverside County

Student 674 522 450 428 392 330

Private /1 1,413 1,039 752 600 498 413

Commercial 683 503 368 274 212 163

Airline Transport 677 510 375 270 191 128

3,447 2,574 1,945 1,572 1,293 1,034

San Bernardino County

Student 593 480 412 382 341 286

Private /1 1,092 860 643 518 430 355

Commercial 606 446 325 241 185 139

Airline Transport 341 283 219 160 117 80

2,632 2,069 1,599 1,301 1,073 860

Ventura County

Student 365 431 397 370 326 262

Private /1 891 736 580 481 405 329

Commercial 447 352 264 204 157 121

Airline Transport 545 412 296 211 147 94

2,248 1,931 1,537 1,266 1,035 806

Regional Total

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Student 5,093 7,521 7,099 6,638 5,860 4,711

Private /1 10,040 10,148 8,884 7,883 6,854 5,658

Commercial 5,119 4,615 3,804 3,163 2,590 2,039

Airline Transport 4,439 3,643 2,794 2,119 1,558 1,090

24,691 25,927 22,581 19,803 16,862 13,498

Note 1. Includes pilots holding a Sport Pilot certificate

The pilot cohort model is based on the model of new student pilot starts each year 
together with five-year transition relationships between different classes of pilot cer-
tificate derived from the analysis of a large sample of individual pilot data for California 
obtained from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Airmen Registry.

Since the new student pilot starts model predicts the number of new student pilots in 
terms of population and GDP per capita, it can be applied to smaller geographic areas, 
such as counties.

In order to apply the model to generate a forecast of future new student pilots, it was 
necessary to make assumptions about the future growth in real GDP per capita in each 
of the six counties in the Southern California region. An analysis was undertaken of the 
trend in real GDP per capita in the Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana and Riverside-San 
Bernardino-Ontario Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs), using data from 
the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis for the period 2001 to 2010. Based on this trend 
the future growth in real GDP per capita in each of the two SMSAs was assumed. The 
GDP for each SMSA in 2009 was allocated to the two counties that comprise each SMSA 
on the basis of the total personal income of the counties, and the ratio of the real GDP 
per capita in each county to the real GDP per capita for the SMSA was estimated. This 
allowed different values of future real GDP per capita to be projected for each county. 
Since Imperial County and Ventura County are not included in the two SMSAs, the GDP 
for those counties was estimated on the basis of the total personal income in each county 
relative to that in the closest SMSA (Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario in the case of 
Imperial County and Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana in the case of Ventura County).

The trend in the real GDP per capita for the two SMSAs over the past ten years is 
shown in FIGURE 5.1. It is clear than the real GDP per capita in the Riverside-San 
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Bernardino-Ontario SMSA is not only significantly lower than in the Los Angeles-Long 
Beach-Santa Ana, but that the decline during the recent recession started earlier and the 
recovery had not yet begun by the end of 2010, although the rate of decline had slowed.

FIGURE 5.1 GDP Per Capita (2005$) 
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The assumed growth in real GDP per capita in each of the two SMSAs is shown in 
FIGURE 5.2 , compared to two assumptions for the U.S. economy overall. The first assump-
tion for the future growth in the U.S. real GDP per capita for the U.S. was based on the 
average of the relatively high average annual growth rate experienced during the period 
from 2001 to 2007 and the lower average annual growth rate experienced from 2001 to 
2010, which included the latest recession. This avoids biasing the assumed growth rate 
by choosing a period that ends in the immediate aftermath of a fairly deep recession. This 
gave an assumed average annual growth in real GDP per capita of 1.2 percent. FIGURE 5.2 
also shows the assumed future growth implied by the economic assumptions in the latest 

national FAA Aerospace Forecast. This assumed an average annual growth in real GDP 
per capita of about 1.9 percent, somewhat higher than the average annual growth during 
the most recent expansion period from 2001 to 2007.

FIGURE 5.2 Assumed GDP Per Capita (2005$
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It was assumed that the annual growth rate of real GDP per capita for the Los Angeles-
Long Beach-Santa Ana SMSA would continue the average annual growth rate of 1.4 
percent experienced from 2001 to 2010 until 2015, then would increase to the average 
of the relatively high average annual growth rate experienced from 2001 to 2007 and the 
average over the period 2001 to 2010, which gave an annual growth rate of 2.1 percent. 
From 2025 to 2035 it was assumed that the annual growth rate would drop back to the 
average annual growth rate experienced from 2001 to 2010.

In the case of the Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario SMSA, it was assumed that the 
decline in the real GDP per capita would end in 2010 and the real GDP per capita would 
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remain constant until 2015, when the annual growth rate would increase to the aver-
age annual growth rate of 1.5 percent experienced during the last expansion period from 
2001 to 2006.

The transition relationships between different categories of pilot certificate that form the 
second key component of the pilot cohort model were estimated from the disaggregate 
data for individual California pilots from the FAA Airman Registry for May 2010 and May 
2011. This gave one-year transition percentages, from which five-year transition rates 
were calculated assuming that the one-year transition rates apply to each year of the 
five-year period. Unfortunately, the individual pilot data does not include the pilot’s age, 
due to privacy reasons. However, it is possible to classify each pilot as either under age 
40 or age 40 and over on the basis of the validity of the pilot’s medical certificate, which 
is included in the data, since medical certificates have different validity periods for pilots 
under age 40 from those for pilots age 40 and over. It was determined that pilots in the 
two age groups have different transition rates. The corresponding rate was then applied 
to each of the five-year age ranges used in the cohort analysis.

Although of course these transition rates and the relationship incorporated in the new 
student pilot model could change in the future, it was assumed that the current relation-
ships would remain in effect for the entire forecast period.

Pilot Hours Flown

Once the number of active student pilots in each age range have been projected for each 
future year, it is fairly straightforward to calculate the number of hours flown per year by 
those pilots from data on the average number of hours flown per year by pilots holding a 
given certificate in a given age range, obtained from the survey of Aircraft Owners and 
Pilots Association members performed earlier this year as part of the current project. The 
results of this calculation are shown in TABLE 5.2

TABLE 5.2 Baseline Forecast of Hours Flown by County

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Imperial County 16,459 12,100 9,321 7,661 6,382 5,655

Los Angeles 
County

1,047,596 1,090,087 937,680 814,885 691,948 555,120

Orange County 549,943 495,865 396,978 327,876 267,401 207,685

Riverside County 342,418 234,899 163,751 121,288 94,621 73,458

San Bernardino 
County

254,018 185,154 132,030 98,733 78,155 61,396

Ventura County 230,658 176,000 125,738 96,223 75,213 57,684

Regional Total 2,441,092 2,194,105 1,765,498 1,466,666 1,213,720 960,998

It should be noted that the number of hours flown for each county is the total flight time 
for pilots resident in that county, which is not necessarily the county in which the flying 
takes place. Obviously many of the flight hours in question involve flights to and from 
airports outside the county in which the flight originates, and in many cases outside 
Southern California.

It should also be noted that the flight hours by pilots holding an airline transport pilot cer-
tificate only includes general aviation flight hours and not flight time in airline operations.
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Aircraft Operations

Finally, the forecast of general aviation aircraft operations for each county was projected 
from the number of aircraft operations at airports in each county for 2010 on the basis of 
the change in flight hours by pilots resident in the county. Separate forecasts were made 
for local and itinerant operations, with local operations being projected on the basis of 
the change in flight hours by student and private pilots, while itinerant operations were 
projected on the basis of the change in flight hours by commercial and airline transport 
pilots. While student and private pilots also make itinerant flights, and pilots holding 
commercial and airline transport pilot certificates also make local flights, the majority of 
local aircraft operations are made by student and private pilots, while a high proportion 
of itinerant flights involve the use of professional pilots and are thus are most likely made 
by pilots holding a commercial or airline transport pilot certificate. Unfortunately, there is 
very little information readily available on the composition of the general aviation activity 
at each airport in terms of the pilot certificate held by the pilot operating the aircraft.

The resulting forecast of general aviation operations is shown in TABLE 5.3. With the 
exception of Los Angeles County from 2010 to 2015, the number of aircraft operations in 
each county shows a steady decline, with the total number of general aviation operations 
in the region in 2035 projected to have declined to only 42 percent of the 2010 level.

TABLE 5.3 Baseline Forecast of General Aviation Aircraft Operations  
by County

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Imperial County

Local 53,134 43,208 35,584 32,564 27,669 23,841

Itinerant 48,230 32,951 23,993 17,715 14,430 13,195

101,364 76,159 59,577 50,279 42,099 37,036

Los Angeles County

Local 600,192 770,713 724,023 668,487 590,561 484,914

Itinerant 745,066 682,654 548,514 451,792 369,104 289,062

1,345,258 1,453,367 1,272,537 1,120,278 959,666 773,976

Orange County

Local 100,807 115,656 105,098 94,347 81,594 65,744

Itinerant 154,510 123,905 91,412 70,805 54,852 41,126

255,317 239,561 196,509 165,152 136,446 106,870

Riverside County

Local 297,905 217,263 162,541 134,564 114,243 94,770

Itinerant 266,043 177,193 118,959 82,274 60,370 44,364

563,948 394,456 281,500 216,839 174,612 139,134

San Bernardino County

Local 336,048 260,498 200,601 166,809 140,790 116,444

Itinerant 217,701 153,510 104,528 72,580 54,544 40,904

553,749 414,008 305,129 239,389 195,333 157,348

Ventura County

Local 183,858 159,474 129,864 110,729 94,152 76,019

Itinerant 119,658 86,255 57,429 40,962 30,018 22,019

303,516 245,729 187,293 151,691 124,170 98,039
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2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Regional Total

Local 1,571,944 1,566,812 1,357,710 1,207,499 1,049,009 861,731

Itinerant 1,551,208 1,256,467 944,835 736,128 583,318 450,671

3,123,152 2,823,279 2,302,545 1,943,627 1,632,327 1,312,402

REDUCED DECLINE FORECAST

This forecast assumes that the annual decline in the coefficient of the new student pilot 
relationship remains the same as that observed over the past ten years until 2015, then 
slows to half the annual rate of decline until 2025, then remains constant until 2035.

The resulting forecast of active pilots by county is shown in TABLE 5.4.

TABLE 5.4 Reduced Decline Forecast of Active Pilots by County

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Imperial County

Student 33 37 39 41 46 52

Private /1 89 69 54 54 53 56

Commercial 48 34 26 23 21 22

Airline Transport 13 11 8 7 7 8

183 151 127 125 127 138

Los Angeles County

Student 2,419 4,392 4,403 4,571 4,879 5,367

Private /1 4,513 5,283 5,055 4,989 5,118 5,471

Commercial 2,263 2,295 2,042 1,888 1,817 1,846

Airline Transport 1,683 1,483 1,198 985 814 708

10,878 13,453 12,698 12,433 12,628 13,392

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Orange County

Student 1,009 1,659 1,650 1,685 1,772 1,912

Private /1 2,042 2,161 1,981 1,887 1,891 1,973

Commercial 1,072 985 834 743 687 677

Airline Transport 1,180 944 712 541 417 327

5,303 5,749 5,177 4,856 4,767 4,889

Riverside County

Student 674 522 466 490 545 631

Private /1 1,413 1,039 766 650 624 664

Commercial 683 503 371 291 248 240

Airline Transport 677 510 376 273 202 150

3,447 2,574 1,979 1,704 1,619 1,685

San Bernardino County

Student 593 480 425 435 476 541

Private /1 1,092 860 653 558 538 569

Commercial 606 446 326 256 221 203

Airline Transport 341 283 219 165 124 99

2,632 2,069 1,623 1,414 1,359 1,412

Ventura County

Student 365 431 414 428 454 499

Private /1 891 736 594 527 506 527

Commercial 447 352 268 217 189 182

Airline Transport 545 412 298 215 155 109

2,248 1,931 1,574 1,387 1,304 1,317

Regional Total

Student 5,093 7,521 7,397 7,650 8,172 9,002
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2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Private /1 10,040 10,148 9,103 8,665 8,730 9,260

Commercial 5,119 4,615 3,867 3,418 3,183 3,170

Airline Transport 4,439 3,643 2,811 2,186 1,719 1,401

24,691 25,927 23,178 21,919 21,804 22,833

Note 1. Includes pilots holding a Sport Pilot certificate

The revised assumptions result in a doubling in the number of active student pilots in Los 
Angeles and Orange Counties by 2035, with a more modest growth in Ventura County. 
Active student pilots in Riverside and San Bernardino Counties decline from 2010 to 
2020, then increase to levels in 2035 slightly below those of 2010. There is a modest 
increase in active private pilots in Los Angeles County from 2010 to 2035, but otherwise 
active private, commercial and airline transport pilots decline in all counties.

The effect of this is to give an increase in total active pilots in Los Angeles County from 
2010 to 2035, with a decline in all the other counties. For the region as a whole, total 
active pilots decline by about 7.5 percent from 2010 to 2035.

Pilot Hours Flown

The corresponding forecast for pilot hours flown is shown in TABLE 5.5.

Aircraft Operations

The resulting forecast of aircraft operations is shown in TABLE 5.6. The revised assump-
tions result in a decline in the number of aircraft operations in all counties from 2010 to 
2035 by about 30 percent. The decline is obviously less in Los Angeles County, due to the 
greater increase in active student pilots, where aircraft operations decline by only about 
3 percent from 2010 to 2035.

TABLE 5.5 Reduced Decline Forecast of Hours Flown by Pilots in 
Each County

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Imperial County 16,459 12,100 9,403 8,645 8,647 9,437

Los Angeles 
County

1,047,596 1,090,087 961,154 900,321 891,849 932,932

Orange County 549,943 495,865 406,359 358,818 339,702 342,200

Riverside County 342,418 234,899 165,919 130,217 116,415 117,188

San Bernardino 
County

254,018 185,154 133,375 106,843 97,058 98,424

Ventura County 230,658 176,000 128,142 104,189 93,090 91,265

Regional Total 2,441,092 2,194,105 1,804,352 1,609,033 1,546,761 1,591,446

TABLE 5.6 Reduced Decline Forecast of General Aviation Aircraft 
Operations by County

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Imperial County

Local 53,134 43,208 36,246 36,739 37,418 40,495

Itinerant 48,230 32,951 23,993 19,995 19,595 21,591

101,364 76,159 60,239 56,734 57,012 62,086

Los 
Angeles 
County

600,192 770,713 746,729 748,009 776,743 838,158

Local 745,066 682,654 559,343 493,180 465,870 471,086
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2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Itinerant 1,345,258 1,453,367 1,306,072 1,241,189 1,242,613 1,309,244

600,192 770,713 746,729 748,009 776,743 838,158

Orange County

Local 100,807 115,656 108,385 105,289 107,026 112,875

Itinerant 154,510 123,905 93,072 76,218 67,585 64,932

255,317 239,561 201,457 181,507 174,611 177,807

Riverside County

Local 297,905 217,263 166,180 148,232 148,163 161,973

Itinerant 266,043 177,193 119,921 86,782 71,142 66,332

563,948 394,456 286,101 235,014 219,305 228,306

San Bernardino County

Local 336,048 260,498 204,540 182,463 182,284 197,411

Itinerant 217,701 153,510 104,963 77,893 65,261 62,001

553,749 414,008 309,502 260,356 247,544 259,412

Ventura County

Local 183,858 159,474 133,679 123,289 121,813 129,150

Itinerant 119,658 86,255 58,177 43,460 35,762 32,502

303,516 245,729 191,855 166,749 157,576 161,652

Regional Total

Local 1,571,944 1,566,812 1,395,758 1,344,021 1,373,446 1,480,062

Itinerant 1,551,208 1,256,467 959,468 797,528 725,215 718,444

3,123,152 2,823,279 2,355,227 2,141,549 2,098,662 2,198,506

ARRESTED DECLINE FORECAST

This forecast assumes that the annual decline in the coefficient of the new student pilot 
relationship ends in 2010 and the relationship between new student pilots per 100,000 
population and real GDP per capita remains constant until 2035. While this is obviously 
a more optimistic scenario than the other two, since it will generate more student pilots, 
and eventually other categories of pilot as those student pilots transition to higher levels 
of certificate, it begs the question what would cause the decline in the new student pilot 
relationship to suddenly flatten out. The resulting forecast of active pilots by county is 
shown in TABLE 5.7.

TABLE 5.7 Arrested Decline Forecast of Active Pilots by County

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Imperial County

Student 33 41 48 54 61 70

Private /1 89 70 63 65 68 74

Commercial 48 34 29 26 25 26

Airline Transport 13 11 8 10 12 12

183 156 148 155 166 182

Los Angeles County

Student 2,419 4,715 5,294 6,019 6,753 7,457

Private /1 4,513 5,516 5,757 6,222 6,816 7,472

Commercial 2,263 2,368 2,266 2,277 2,350 2,480

Airline Transport 1,683 1,502 1,265 1,092 960 877

10,878 14,101 14,582 15,610 16,879 18,286

Orange County

Student 1,009 1,775 1,976 2,219 2,451 2,659

Private /1 2,042 2,247 2,239 2,343 2,508 2,692

Commercial 1,072 1,009 916 885 884 901

Airline Transport 1,180 949 736 581 469 390

5,303 5,980 5,867 6,028 6,312 6,642
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2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Riverside County

Student 674 557 560 648 753 879

Private /1 1,413 1,063 838 781 811 897

Commercial 683 513 394 337 310 313

Airline Transport 677 513 383 284 216 166

3,447 2,646 2,175 2,050 2,090 2,255

San Bernardino County

Student 593 514 511 574 658 756

Private /1 1,092 884 720 679 704 772

Commercial 606 453 347 293 275 267

Airline Transport 341 287 225 176 142 113

2,632 2,138 1,803 1,722 1,779 1,908

Ventura County

Student 365 458 496 562 628 694

Private /1 891 755 657 642 667 713

Commercial 447 360 290 254 241 242

Airline Transport 545 414 304 227 167 126

2,248 1,987 1,747 1,685 1,703 1,775

Regional Total

Student 5,093 8,060 8,885 10,076 11,304 12,515

Private /1 10,040 10,535 10,274 10,732 11,574 12,620

Commercial 5,119 4,737 4,242 4,072 4,085 4,229

Airline Transport 4,439 3,676 2,921 2,370 1,966 1,684

24,691 27,008 26,322 27,250 28,929 31,048

Note 1. Includes pilots holding a Sport Pilot certificate

This forecast gives an increase in active student pilots in all counties, with a higher 
growth of active private pilots in Los Angeles County, and a growth of active private pilots 

in Orange County and active commercial pilots in Los Angeles and Orange Counties. 
Active private and commercial pilots decline in all other counties and active airline trans-
port pilots decline in all counties. The net effect gives an overall increase in total active 
pilots in the region of about 26 percent from 2010 to 2035.

Pilot Hours Flown

The corresponding forecast for pilot hours flown is shown in TABLE 5.8.

TABLE 5.8 Arrested Decline Forecast of Hours Flown by Pilots  
in Each County

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Imperial County 16,459 12,301 10,960 10,961 11,896 12,739

Los Angeles 
County

1,047,596 1,132,893 1,088,037 1,116,095 1,183,260 1,271,978

Orange County 549,943 510,538 452,813 438,495 445,749 463,442

Riverside County 342,418 240,160 178,957 154,403 148,532 156,065

San Bernardino 
County

254,018 189,488 145,204 127,722 126,444 132,218

Ventura County 230,658 179,717 140,044 124,953 120,541 123,514

Regional Total 2,441,092 2,265,097 2,016,015 1,972,629 2,036,422 2,159,956

Aircraft Operations

The resulting forecast of aircraft operations is shown in TABLE 5.9. Aircraft operations 
increase from 2010 to 2035 in Los Angeles County from 2010 to 2035 by about 33 
percent. For the region as a whole, aircraft operations decline from 2010 to 2025 then 
increase thereafter to reach a level on 2035 about 4 percent below the level in 2010.
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TABLE 5.9 Arrested Decline Forecast of General Aviation Aircraft 
Operations by County

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Imperial County

Local 53,134 44,832 42,950 45,324 48,531 53,756

Itinerant 48,230 32,951 27,542 26,112 28,738 29,695

101,364 77,782 70,492 71,436 77,268 83,451

Los Angeles County

Local 600,192 811,277 864,797 949,485 1,048,187 1,152,198

Itinerant 745,066 702,934 620,830 597,306 606,912 636,307

1,345,258 1,514,211 1,485,627 1,546,790 1,655,099 1,788,506

Orange County

Local 100,807 121,237 124,584 133,134 143,915 155,055

Itinerant 154,510 126,228 101,341 90,363 86,519 86,575

255,317 247,465 225,925 223,497 230,434 241,630

Riverside County

Local 297,905 224,146 186,218 183,315 196,847 221,820

Itinerant 266,043 180,331 126,471 99,791 87,553 85,821

563,948 404,477 312,688 283,106 284,401 307,641

San Bernardino County

Local 336,048 270,189 230,575 227,735 243,245 270,992

Itinerant 217,701 155,908 111,646 89,916 83,100 81,361

553,749 426,097 342,221 317,651 326,345 352,353

Ventura County

Local 183,858 164,961 151,219 153,932 163,555 176,887

Itinerant 119,658 87,519 62,232 50,523 44,777 43,434

303,516 252,480 213,451 204,455 208,332 220,321

Regional Total

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Local 1,571,944 1,636,642 1,600,342 1,692,926 1,844,279 2,030,708

Itinerant 1,551,208 1,285,870 1,050,062 954,011 937,599 963,192

3,123,152 2,922,512 2,650,404 2,646,937 2,781,878 2,993,901

Summary
The total numbers of forecast aircraft operations for the region as a whole for each of the 
three forecast scenarios are shown in TABLE 5.10. For comparison, the regional total from 
the latest FAA Terminal Area Forecast is also shown.

TABLE 5.10 Comparison of Alternative Forecasts of General Aviation Aircraft 
Operations for the Southern California Region

2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Baseline Forecast

Local 1,571,944 1,566,812 1,357,710 1,207,499 1,049,009 861,731

Itinerant 1,551,208 1,256,467 944,835 736,128 583,318 450,671

3,123,152 2,823,279 2,302,545 1,943,627 1,632,327 1,312,402

Reduced Decline Forecast

Local 1,571,944 1,566,812 1,395,758 1,344,021 1,373,446 1,480,062

Itinerant 1,551,208 1,256,467 959,468 797,528 725,215 718,444

3,123,152 2,823,279 2,355,227 2,141,549 2,098,662 2,198,506

Arrested Decline Forecast

Local 1,571,944 1,636,642 1,600,342 1,692,926 1,844,279 2,030,708

Itinerant 1,551,208 1,285,870 1,050,062 954,011 937,599 963,192

3,123,152 2,922,512 2,650,404 2,646,937 2,781,878 2,993,901

FAA Terminal Area Forecast /1
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2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Local 1,423,344 1,425,724 1,469,893 1,516,718 1,566,376 /2

Itinerant 1,439,626 1,448,200 1,517,703 1,592,170 1,671,980 /2

2,862,970 2,873,924 2,987,596 3,108,888 3,238,356 /2

Note: 1 Excludes non-TAF airports 
Note: 2 Latest Terminal Area Forecast only extends to 2030

Under the Baseline Forecast, total aircraft operations decline to 42 percent of 2010 
levels by 2035. However, the projected decline is greater for itinerant operations, which 
are projected to decline to only 29 percent of 2010 levels by 2035. Local operations are 
projected to decline to 55 percent of 2010 levels by 2035, reflecting the larger share of 
student and private pilots in the pilot community by 2035, as the inflow of new student 
pilots transitioning to higher levels of certificate are not sufficient to replace the numbers 
of older commercial and airline transport pilots becoming inactive. The number of total 
aircraft operations in the Baseline Forecast for 2030 is only 50 percent of that projected 
in the FAA Terminal Area Forecast (TAF) for that year. However, the TAF projects a slight 
increase in the proportion of itinerant operations from 50 percent 2010 to 52 percent in 
2030. Because of the slower decline in local operations than itinerant operations in the 
Baseline Forecast the number of local operations in 2030 only declines to 67 percent of 
the number forecast in the TAF while the number of itinerant operations declines to 35 
percent of the number forecast in the TAF.

Under the Reduced Decline Forecast, total aircraft operations decline to 70 percent of 
2010 levels by 2035. Itinerant operations are projected to decline to 46 percent of 2010 
levels by 2035, while due to the assumed greater inflow of student pilots than in the 
Baseline Forecast local operations are projected to decline to only 70 percent of 2010 
levels by 2035. The number of total aircraft operations in the Reduced Decline Forecast 
for 2030 is 65 percent of that projected in the TAF for that year, with the number of local 
operations only declining to 94 percent of the number forecast in the TAF while the num-
ber of itinerant operations is projected to decline to 46 percent of the number forecast 
in the TAF.

Under the more aggressive Arrested Decline Forecast, total aircraft operations only 
decline to 96 percent of 2010 levels by 2035. Itinerant operations are projected to decline 

to 62 percent of 2010 levels by 2035, while the even greater assumed inflow of student 
pilots compared to the Baseline Forecast results in an increase in local operations to 129 
percent of 2010 levels by 2035. The number of total aircraft operations in the Arrested 
Decline Forecast for 2030 is 86 percent of that projected in the TAF for that year, with the 
number of local operations 18 percent higher than the number forecast in the TAF and the 
number of itinerant operations projected to decline to 56 percent of the number forecast 
in the TAF.

It should be noted that the greater decline in forecast itinerant operations compared to 
local operations in all three forecast scenarios is a consequence of the interaction of 
two effects:

 � The more rapid forecast decline in the number of active commercial and airline 
transport pilots compared to student and private pilots

 � The assumption that the change in the number of local operations is proportional 
to the change in hours flown by student and private pilots, while the change in the 
number of itinerant operations is proportional to the change in the hours flown by 
commercial and airline transport pilots.

However the first result could change if the demand for commercial pilots in the general 
aviation sector (some of whom are required by their employers to hold an airline transport 
pilot certificate) causes a higher proportion of student and private pilots to transition to 
higher levels of pilot certificate. A shortage of commercial pilots could also cause those 
commercial pilots who are active to fly more, leading to an increase in flight hours by 
commercial and airline transport pilots and the associated aircraft operations.

Since student and private pilots do perform itinerant operation as well as local operations, 
although typically not as many, an increase in the proportion of student and private pilots 
relative to commercial and airline transport pilots should contribute to an increase in the 
number of itinerant operations, rather than these being determined solely by the change 
in the number of flight hours by commercial and airline transport pilots. Further research 
is needed to better understand the relative proportions of local and itinerant operations 
flown by pilots holding different levels of pilot certificate, as well as any trends in these 
proportions over time.
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Forecasts of Based Aircraft and Associated 
Aircraft Operations
The forecasts of active pilots in Southern California and the hours flown by those pilots 
provides one perspective on the future levels of general aviation activity in the region. 
However, the size and composition of the based aircraft fleet is only indirectly related to 
the level of flying activity. Aircraft do not disappear when the amount of flying declines; 
rather they tend to be flown less and the percentage of the fleet that is inactive increases. 
Even so, some new aircraft will be added to the fleet each year and some aircraft will 
be sold and relocated outside the region, or even outside the country. Eventually older 
aircraft that are no longer airworthy or no longer economic to maintain and operate will 
be sold or scrapped. From the perspective of the Southern California based aircraft fleet, 
it does not matter whether an aircraft is sold to a new owner located outside the region 
or scrapped. In any year there will of course be some used aircraft that are purchased by 
new owners in Southern California and imported into the region. Therefore what matters 
is the net attrition of aircraft of a given age due to the balance between those aircraft that 
are sold and exported from the region or scrapped and the addition of used aircraft that 
are imported in to the region from elsewhere.

Thus a forecast of the potential size and composition of the future based aircraft fleet in 
the region can be developed by considering the net attrition rate of the current aircraft 
fleet and the future addition of newly manufactured aircraft to the fleet.

APPROACH

The based aircraft forecast is based on the list of registered aircraft in each county for 
2010 prepared by the County Assessor and obtained from the California Department of 
Transportation, Division of Aeronautics. The County Assessor record for each aircraft 
includes the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) aircraft registration number (tail num-
ber) and in principle includes the year of manufacture and the aircraft make and model. 
However, the year of manufacture is missing for many records and the terminology used 
for the aircraft make and model is not standardized, making it extremely difficult to clas-
sify each aircraft into a consistent set of aircraft categories. Therefore additional data for 
each aircraft was obtained from the FAA Aircraft Registration Database using the aircraft 
tail number to search for the aircraft in the FAA data. The additional data included the 

aircraft type (fixed-wing, rotorcraft, etc.), number of engines, and type of engines, as well 
as the year of manufacture.

This allowed each aircraft in the County Assessor data to be classified into the following 
categories:

 � Single-engine piston (SEP)

 � Single-engine turboprop (SET)

 � Multi-engine piston (MEP)

 � Multi-engine turboprop (MET)

 � Jet aircraft (JET)

 � Helicopter (HELI)

 � Glider (GLI)

 � Balloon (BAL)

 � Other (OTH)

In addition, missing data on the year of manufacture in the County Assessor records was 
filled in where possible from the FAA aircraft registration data. Many of the FAA records 
are also missing the year of manufacture, but with some effort this could be determined 
in many cases from other data in the FAA aircraft registration record, such as the airwor-
thiness date, the date when the aircraft was first certificated, or the serial number of the 
aircraft. Aircraft manufacturers generally assign serial numbers for each aircraft model 
sequentially, so the year of manufacture can be determined from that for other aircraft of 
the same model with adjacent serial numbers for which the year of manufacture is given.

A number of aircraft records in the County Assessor data turned out to be duplicate 
entries for the same aircraft, such as cases where an aircraft had been assigned a new 
tail number after a sale. Quite a few of the aircraft in the County Assessor data did not 
appear in the FAA database of currently registered aircraft. Further investigation estab-
lished that these were often explained by the following situations:

 � The aircraft had been exported or sold to a new owner who had registered the 
aircraft under a different tail number

 � The aircraft owner had cancelled the registration, presumably because the aircraft 
was no longer being used
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 � The aircraft tail number had been issued to an owner who was building a homebuilt 
aircraft which had not yet been registered (presumably because it was still under 
construction)

Based Aircraft Forecast Methodology

The forecast of based aircraft needs to consider two effects. The first is the attrition of 
the current (2010) based aircraft fleet over time. The second is the addition of new air-
craft to the fleet in the future. Those aircraft will also experience attrition over the period 
of the forecast. Therefore the forecast requires two sets of assumptions:

1. An attrition function that predicts the percentage of aircraft in the based aircraft fleet 
in a given year that will remain in the fleet one year later.

2. The number of aircraft of each type that will enter the fleet in each future year.

Given these two sets of assumptions, it is a fairly simple matter to calculate the change 
in the size of the based aircraft fleet over time. However, neither assumption is a 
simple matter, since both the attrition rate and the rate of new aircraft entering the 
fleet are likely to change over time in response to changing conditions in the general 
aviation sector.

For the purposes of the current forecasts, the aircraft fleet attrition relationship devel-
oped in a study for the FAA by Optimum Computer Systems, Inc. (OCS) in the mid 1970s 
(Rocks, 1976) has been adopted. While this study is now somewhat dated, the underly-
ing factors that determine the rate at which aircraft are withdrawn from the aircraft fleet 
may not have changed that much over the past 35 years, although this is a subject that 
is deserving of future research. The attrition relationship developed in the OCS report 
expresses the attrition rate per year as a function of the age of the aircraft. This attrition 
rate initially increases as the aircraft becomes older, reaching a maximum of 2.7 percent 
per year at 18 years, then declines in subsequent years to a rate of 1.75 percent per year 
at 25 years. Unfortunately, the OCS study did not analyze the change in attrition rates 
for aircraft older than 25 years, but simply grouped all aircraft older than 25 years into a 
single category, for which they suggested an attrition rate of 1.0 percent per year.

This is potentially problematical for developing forecasts of the based aircraft fleet from 
2010 to 2035, since a large proportion of the aircraft fleet is already well over 30 years 
old, and by 2035 the majority of these aircraft (if they are still in service) will be over 60 

years old. However, the annual FAA General Aviation and Part 135 Activity Survey (FAA, 
2011c) provides estimates of the number of registered and active aircraft in five-year 
age ranges for aircraft 60 years old or less, with older aircraft grouped into a single 
category. It is apparent from these data that attrition of older aircraft from the fleet does 
indeed occur at about 1 percent per year. However, the percent of the registered aircraft 
fleet that was reported as being actively flown reduces steadily with age, as shown in 
FIGURE 6.1. The trend shown in FIGURE 6.1 points out the need to distinguish between 
registered aircraft and active aircraft in forecasting based aircraft, since registered 
aircraft determine the size of the based aircraft fleet, while the number of active aircraft 
determines how much flying those aircraft do.

FIGURE 6.1 Change in Aircraft Utilization with Age – 1999 and 2008
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The analysis of the FAA survey data shown in FIGURE 6.1 used the data from the 1999 
and 2008 surveys because the aircraft age ranges used in those two surveys gave the 
number of registered and active aircraft grouped by aircraft manufactured in the same 
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five-year periods. This therefore allowed a direct measure of the attrition of aircraft by 
age. For example, the aircraft in the age range 36 to 40 years old in the 1999 survey are 
the same aircraft in the age range 46 to 50 years old in 2008. Therefore the change in 
the number of aircraft in this cohort from 1999 to 2008 measures the net attrition over 
the nine-year period, from which the annual attrition rate can be derived.

It was found that for aircraft over about 25 years old, the attrition rate of registered air-
craft was around 1 percent per year, which is consistent with the value estimated in the 
earlier OCS study. An attrition rate of 1 percent per year is relatively slow and implies that 
about 78 percent of the aircraft that were more than 25 years old in 2010 will still be in 
the fleet in 2035. However, the percentage of this fleet that is actively flown also declines 
with the age of the aircraft, as shown in FIGURE 6.1, which indicates than less than half 
the aircraft in the fleet that are over 60 years old are still actively flown.

Obviously aircraft cannot continue to be flown forever, although many of the older aircraft 
that are still in the based aircraft fleet have been restored and in effect given a new lease 
of life. This is particularly true for what have come to be viewed as vintage aircraft dat-
ing from the 1930’s and 1940’s. It remains to be seen what percentage of aircraft built 
between the late 1960’s and the early 1980’s, that forms by far the largest proportion 
of the current aircraft fleet, will eventually be restored. The number of such aircraft and 
their relative lack of historic interest to collectors suggests that the majority will probably 
be scrapped when they reach an age where it is no longer economic to continue to keep 
them in flying condition.

Furthermore, it is unclear from the FAA aircraft activity survey data whether the attrition 
rates observed for aircraft aged between 25 and 60 years continue to apply to aircraft 
significantly older than 60 years, since the results of the aircraft activity surveys group 
aircraft over 60 years old into a single age group. While this was less important in the 
past, since a relatively small proportion of the aircraft fleet was over 60 years old, this 
will change over the coming 25 years. By 2035 aircraft built between 1965 and 1975 
that are still in the aircraft fleet will be between 60 and 70 years old. In the absence of 
more detailed information about the attrition rates of aircraft older than 60 years, it was 
assumed that the average attrition rate for aircraft over 60 years old calculated from the 
results of the FAA activity survey remains constant for all aircraft older than 60 years.

Examination of changes in the composition of the based aircraft fleet in Southern 
California over the past ten years has shown that the rates at which different aircraft 

types have been entering the fleet has varied widely, with the numbers of jet aircraft and 
helicopters growing significantly over the period, while the number of single-engine pro-
peller aircraft has remained fairly static and the number of multi-engine propeller aircraft 
has declined. In the absence of any formal models of the rates at which different aircraft 
types are likely to be added to the based aircraft fleet in the future, assumed values for 
these rates can be based on an analysis of recent trends in the fleet composition and 
size, as discussed in the next sub-section.

CURRENT COMPOSITION OF THE BASED AIRCRAFT FLEET

Los Angeles County contains the largest number of based aircraft of any of the six coun-
ties in the Southern California region, accounting for about 46 percent of the total based 
aircraft in the region. The next two counties with the largest numbers of based aircraft 
are Riverside County with 17 percent of the total based aircraft in the region and San 
Bernardino County with 15 percent of the regional based aircraft fleet. The following 
discussion compares the composition of Los Angeles County aircraft fleet given by the 
County Assessor data to that given by the based aircraft counts in the FAA Form 5010 
Airport Master Record data for the same year. While these comparisons differ somewhat 
from county to county, the pattern observed in Los Angeles County is generally true for 
the other counties.

After the data cleaning, the 4,370 aircraft records in the County Assessor database for 
Los Angeles County were classified as follows:

 � 4,296 valid records with a year of manufacture and aircraft type

 � 28 records missing the year of manufacture, mostly homebuilt single-engine piston 
aircraft (possibly still under construction)

 � 28 aircraft destroyed, exported or transferred out of the county

 � 6 records with an invalid tail number and insufficient information to identify the 
aircraft

 � 2 tail numbers reserved with no aircraft information

 � 10 duplicate entries

The number of aircraft of each type in the valid records with year of manufacture and 
aircraft type, together with the corresponding FAA Form 5010 based aircraft data for 
Los Angeles County airports for 2010 are shown in TABLE 6.1. Compared to the County 
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Assessor data, the FAA Form 5010 counts overstate single-engine propeller aircraft by 
about 6.5 percent, or some 200 aircraft. For the other aircraft types, the Form 5010 
counts are considerably less than the County Assessor data. Jet aircraft are understated 
by about 9 percent, the multi-engine propeller aircraft are understated by about 12 per-
cent, and helicopters are understated by about 35 percent. The low number of helicopters 
in the Form 5010 data could be due to a large number of helicopters being kept at loca-
tions other than the airports included in the FAA 5010 data.

TABLE 6.1 Comparison of County Assessor Data with FAA 5010 Based 
Aircraft Counts for Los Angeles County

Aircraft Type
County  

Assessor Data
FAA Form 5010 

Counts
Percent 

Difference

Single-engine Piston 3,011

Single-engine Turboprop 59

3,070 3,269 106.5%

Multi-engine Piston 362

Multi-engine Turboprop 67

429 376 87.6%

Jet Aircraft 418 381 91.1%

Helicopter 284 185 65.1%

Glider 70 7 10.0%

Balloon 17 0.0%

Other 8 0.0%

4,296 4,218 98.2%

The low number of gliders and the absence of balloons and other aircraft in the FAA Form 
5010 counts is not surprising, since many gliders, balloons and ultralight aircraft are typi-
cally stored at locations other than airports. In addition some of the gliders and ultralight 
aircraft in the county may be stored at private airports that are not included in the FAA 
Form 5010 data.

The lower number of single-engine propeller aircraft in the County Assessor data may 
partly be accounted for by those aircraft that did not have a year of manufacture iden-
tified, and were omitted from the data shown in TABLE 6.1. However, this would only 
account for about 25 of the 199 aircraft difference. It is clear from the FAA Form 5010 
data for individual airports that these data are not always updated on an annual basis, 
particularly at smaller airports. Therefore the counts may tend to lag behind the decline 
in the actual number of single-engine propeller aircraft. Conversely, in the case of jet 
aircraft and helicopters, where the fleet has been growing in recent years, the counts 
may lag behind this growth.

However, notwithstanding these differences, the County Assessor data and the FAA Form 
5010 data are broadly consistent, and it appears that the County Assessor data provides 
a reasonable basis for developing forecasts of based aircraft, particularly given the inher-
ent uncertainty involved in such forecasts over more than a few years.

AGE PROFILE OF THE CURRENT AIRCRAFT FLEET

FIGURE 6.2 shows the age profile of the current aircraft fleet in Los Angeles County, dis-
tinguishing between single-engine piston aircraft and other aircraft types. Single-engine 
piston aircraft constitute the largest fraction of the fleet, but this proportion has been 
dropping over time, largely due to the high proportion of single-engine piston aircraft 
among aircraft older than 30 years.
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FIGURE 6.2 Age Profile of 2010 Based Aircraft Fleet in Los Angeles County

1,400

1,200

1,000

600

800

400

200

0
Pre 1940 1940s

Year Manufactured

1950s 1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s 2000 on

Single Engine Piston All Other Types

Aircraft manufactured during the 1970’s constitute the largest age cohort of the fleet, 
accounting for 31 percent of all aircraft, followed by those manufactured during the 
1960s, which account for 19 percent of the fleet. The newest aircraft, those manufac-
tured during the past 10 years, form the third highest age cohort, accounting for 16 per-
cent of the fleet. Of these relatively new aircraft, single-engine piston aircraft comprise 
56 percent of the aircraft in this age cohort, due in large part to the growing number of 
homebuilt aircraft.

The age profile of aircraft manufactured since 2000 is shown in FIGURE 6.3. Since there 
has been relatively low attrition of these aircraft (the OCS study cited above found that 
93 percent of the aircraft manufactured in a given year are still registered 10 years later, 
with correspondingly higher proportions for newer aircraft), the number of the aircraft 
manufactured in each year gives a good indication of the rate at which new aircraft have 

been added to the fleet. As can be seen, this was fairly constant from 2000 to 2003 then 
rose steadily to 2006, since when it has declined sharply.

FIGURE 6.3 Age Profile of 2010 Based Aircraft Fleet in Los Angeles County 
Manufactured Since 2000

120

100

80

60

40

20

0
2000 2001

Year Manufactured

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Single Engine Piston All Other Types

The data for 2010 should be viewed with caution, since the County Assessor data was 
assembled during the year and so almost certainly have missed aircraft added to the fleet 
later in the year. Even so, the decline in new aircraft being added to the fleet since 2006 
is dramatic.

The age profile of the single-engine turboprop and multi-engine piston and turboprop 
aircraft in the fleet is shown in FIGURE 6.4. This shows that the great majority of these 
aircraft are over 30 years old, while the proportion of turboprop aircraft relative to 
multi-engine piston aircraft has increased steadily over time, as has the proportion of 
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single-engine turboprop aircraft. Indeed, over the past 10 years more single-engine 
turboprop aircraft were added to the fleet than multi-engine turboprop and piston aircraft 
combined. The decline in the numbers of multi-engine turboprop and piston aircraft added 
to the fleet over the past 30 years in part reflects a shift to jet aircraft for corporate and 
business flying.

FIGURE 6.4 Age Profile of 2010 Based Aircraft Fleet – Turboprop and  
Multi-Engine Piston Aircraft in Los Angeles County
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The corresponding age profile for rotorcraft and jet aircraft is shown in FIGURE 6.5. In 
contrast to the age profile of piston and turboprop aircraft shown in FIGURES 6.2 and 6.4, 
the number of both rotorcraft and jet aircraft added to the fleet has increased steadily 
over time, with those manufactured over the past 10 years comprising the largest age 

cohort and accounting for 42 percent of the rotorcraft fleet and 31 percent of the jet 
aircraft fleet.

FIGURE 6.5 Age Profile of 2010 Based Aircraft Fleet – Rotorcraft and  
Jet Aircraft in Los Angeles County

300

250

200

150

100

50

0
Pre 1940 1940s

Year Manufactured

1950s 1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s 2000 on

Jet Aircraft Rotorcraft

The age profile for rotorcraft and jet aircraft manufactured since 2000 is shown in 
FIGURE 6.6. The steady increase in the number of such aircraft added to the fleet in each 
decade shown in FIGURE 6.5 appears to have leveled out, with marked fluctuations over 
the decade. Following a sharp decline in the number of both types of aircraft added to the 
fleet from 2002 to 2004, there was a strong growth to 2006 in rotorcraft added to the 
fleet and to 2007 in jet aircraft added to the fleet. This was followed by a steady decline 
in the number of rotorcraft added to the fleet from 2006 to 2009 and a similar decline in 
jet aircraft added to the fleet from 2007 to 2008, followed by a modest growth to 2009. 
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However, it should be noted that the differences from year to year are typically less than 
five aircraft and never more than seven aircraft, so year to year fluctuations are likely to 
be heavily influenced by the timing on individual owner decisions on aircraft acquisition. 

FIGURE 6.6 Age Profile of 2010 Based Aircraft Fleet in Los Angeles County 
– Rotorcraft and Jet Aircraft Manufactured Since 2000
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It is very likely that the decline in the addition of new rotorcraft and jet aircraft to the 
fleet from 2007 to 2009 was heavily influenced by the recession that started in 2007 as 
well as subsequent restrictions on the availability of business credit that occurred. As the 
economy recovers from the recession, it is seems likely that acquisition of new rotorcraft 
and jet aircraft will return to pre-recession levels.

FORECAST ASSUMPTIONS FOR FUTURE ADDITIONS TO THE FLEET

Based on the previous analysis, it seems reasonable to assume as a baseline case that 
over the next 25 years, additions of rotorcraft and jet aircraft to the fleet will correspond 
to the average rate experienced during the period from 2000 to 2009. In the case of 
Los Angeles County this implies net additions of about 12 new rotorcraft and 13 new jet 
aircraft per year. These additions do not count imports to and exports from the region of 
older aircraft. It is assumed that the net effect of these imports and exports is accounted 
for in the assumed attrition rates for aircraft of a given age and the current age profile 
of aircraft of a given type. Of course, attrition rates calculated on national data (as rates 
estimated in the OCS study were) do not consider movement of aircraft between dif-
ferent regions of the country, although they do account for exports from and imports to 
the United States. Thus the use of national fleet attrition data assumes that for a given 
region, such as Southern California, sales of aircraft to new owners outside the region are 
balanced by purchases of aircraft of a similar age that are moved to the region (although 
not generally by the same owners).

The number of single-engine piston aircraft added to the fleet each year during the past 
decade in Los Angeles County showed an increasing trend from 2000 to 2006, followed 
by a rapid decline to 2009, as shown in FIGURE 6.3. It is assumed that these trends reflect 
the general economic growth prior to 2006 and the effect of the 2007 recession, although 
the decline from 2006 to 2009 is so great that there may be other factors involved. 
Therefore as a baseline case it seems reasonable to assume that future additions of new 
single-engine piston aircraft to the aircraft fleet each year will correspond to the average 
rate in each county over the period from 2000 to 2009, or about 39 aircraft per year in 
the case of Los Angeles County. This implicitly assumes that future changes in various 
factors that are likely to influence aircraft owner decisions to purchase a new aircraft or 
construct a homebuilt aircraft offset each other. These factors are likely to include:

 � An increase in real disposable income due to improvement in the economy, which 
would tend to increase the rate at which new aircraft are acquired or older aircraft 
are replaced by new aircraft

 � A decline in the number of active private pilots as the private pilot community ages, 
which would reduce the overall demand for aircraft and put more used aircraft on 
the market, reducing the demand for new aircraft
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 � Increases in the cost of flying, particularly fuel costs, which would discourage 
potential new aircraft owners from acquiring new or used aircraft

 � Changes in the number of new student pilots, which would affect aircraft acquisition 
decisions by flying schools and other flight training programs

The combined effect of these factors is likely to be quite complex and difficult to predict, 
although developing a better understanding of their influence on aircraft purchase deci-
sions would be a very useful topic for future research.

Recent trends in the addition of other aircraft types to the based aircraft fleet are less 
clear, due to the relatively small number of such aircraft that have been added to the fleet 
over the past decade. The average numbers of aircraft added to the fleet in Los Angeles 
County each year from 2000 to 2009 are as follows:

 � 2.3 single-engine turboprop

 � 0.6 multi-engine turboprop

 � 1.4 multi-engine piston

 � 1.2 gliders

 � 0.5 balloons and other aircraft

Given the small number of aircraft involved, the number of each type of aircraft added to 
the fleet in each year varied widely (in an extreme case, six of the 14 multi-engine piston 
aircraft added to the fleet from 2000 to 2009 were manufactured in 2007). Therefore 
as a baseline case it seems reasonable to assume that future additions of each of these 
aircraft types in a given year in each county will correspond to the average rate over the 
period 2000 to 2009 for that county.

The resulting assumptions for annual additions to the based aircraft fleet in each county 
are shown in TABLE 6.2 .

TABLE 6.2 Assumed Annual Additions to the Based Aircraft Fleet by County

Aircraft Type
Imperial 
County

Los 
Angeles 
County

Orange 
County

Riverside 
County

San Ber-
nardino 
County

Ventura 
County

Single-engine 
Piston

0.4 39.3 11.8 16.4 9.9 8.4

Single-engine 
Turboprop

2.3 0.4 0.7 0.4 0.4

0.4 41.6  12.2 17.1 10.3 8.8

Multi-engine 
Piston

1.4 0.2 0.1 0.5

Multi-engine 
Turboprop

0.1 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.4

0.1 2.0 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.9

Jet Aircraft 12.6 3.0 0.8 1.4 1.2

Helicopter 0.2 11.9 1.2 1.0 1.1 0.9

Glider 1.2 0.3 0.1 0.1

Balloon 0.1 1.8 0.2

Other 0.4 0.6 0.2

0.7 69.8 16.8 21.8 13.5 11.9
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BASELINE FORECAST

Using the assumptions discussed above for fleet attrition rates and addition of new 
aircraft to the fleet, the attrition of the current (2010) aircraft fleet was projected to 2035. 
To this was added the projected number of new aircraft that are assumed would be added 
to the fleet each year from 2011 through 2035, with appropriate adjustments for attri-
tion between the year they are added to the fleet and 2035. This gave the based aircraft 
forecasts for each county presented in the following sections.

It should be noted that the Balloon/Other category are not strictly based aircraft, since 
they are typically not stored at airports, as noted above.

In addition to the forecast of based aircraft for each county, forecasts were prepared of 
active aircraft and hours flown by the active aircraft, based on national data for average 
utilization for aircraft of a given category and age obtained from the FAA General Aviation 
and Part 135 Activity Survey (FAA, 2011c).

One important caveat that should be noted when considering the forecast based aircraft 
fleet for different aircraft types is that the same attrition relationship was assumed for 
each aircraft type. The OCS study for the FAA from which this relationship was obtained 
did not develop separate relationships for different aircraft types. At the time the relation-
ship was developed, single-engine piston aircraft accounted for the great majority of the 
aircraft fleet, so it would have been difficult to develop attrition relationships for different 
aircraft types. In addition, the factors that influence future changes in the number of new 
aircraft added to the fleet per year for different aircraft types are also likely to differ by 
aircraft type. Thus while future additions of some aircraft types may continue at the aver-
age rate observed during the period from 2000 to 2009, the rates for other aircraft types 
may change.

However, in the absence of any basis for projecting different attrition rates for different 
aircraft types, applying the same rate to each aircraft type seems reasonable. Since the 
assumed rates at which new aircraft are added to the fleet are based on the average 
observed rates over the period from 2000 to 2009, alternative scenarios could easily be 
defined if there was any agreed basis for doing so.

Imperial County

The forecast of based aircraft in Imperial County in 2035 is shown in TABLE 6.3.

TABLE 6.3 Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft in 2035 – Imperial County

Aircraft Type

Current 
2010 
Fleet

Remaining 
Aircraft from 
Current Fleet

New 
Aircraft 

Additions 
to Fleet

Forecast 
Based 

Aircraft 
Fleet

2035 2035 2035

Single-engine Piston 116 89 9 98

Single-engine Turboprop 1 1 0 1

117 90 9 99

Multi-engine Piston 6 5 0 5

Multi-engine Turboprop 2 1 2 3

8 6 2 8

Jet Aircraft 0 0 0 0

Helicopter 4 3 4 7

Glider 1 1 0 1

Balloon/Other

130 100 15 115

The total based aircraft fleet is forecast to decline by 12 percent from 2010 levels. The 
number of single-engine piston aircraft is projected to decline by 15 percent, with the 
number of single-engine turboprop and multi-engine propeller aircraft projected to remain 
unchanged from 2010 levels. The number of helicopters is projected to increase from 4 
to 7 aircraft. The one glider in the 2010 County Assessor data is projected to remain in 
the based aircraft fleet with no additions. There were no jet aircraft in the 2010 County 
Assessor data, so the forecast approach did not generate any additions of jet aircraft to 
the 2035 based aircraft fleet.
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The associated forecast of active aircraft in Imperial County in 2035 and the hours flown 
by those aircraft is shown in TABLE 6.4. By 2035 only 44 percent of the based aircraft 
fleet is projected to be actively flown and these aircraft are projected to be flown for a 
total of about 4,900 hours per year. The relatively low percentage of active aircraft is a 
consequence of the increase in the average age of the aircraft fleet as new aircraft addi-
tions do not keep up with attrition. The low number of flight hours by the active aircraft 
fleet is partly a result of the average age of the fleet and partly due to the low proportion 
of higher-end aircraft in the fleet, in particular the absence of jet aircraft, which are flown 
significantly more hours per year than single-engine piston aircraft.

TABLE 6.4 Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft Activity in 2035 –  
Imperial County

Aircraft Type

Forecast 
Based  

Aircraft 
Fleet

Forecast 
Active 

Aircraft 

Percent of 
Aircraft  

Fleet Active
Forecast 

Hours Flown 

2035 2035 2035 2035

Single-engine Piston 98 43 43.5% 2,368

Single-engine Turboprop 1 0 0.0% 72

99 43 43.1% 2,439

Multi-engine Piston 5 0 0.0% 42

Multi-engine Turboprop 3 3 88.5% 701

8 3 37.40 743

Jet Aircraft 0 0

Helicopter 7 5 76.4% 1,719

Glider 1 0 0.0% 6

Balloon/Other

115 51 44.4% 4,907

Los Angeles County

The forecast of based aircraft in Los Angeles County in 2035 is shown in TABLE 6.5. 
The total based aircraft fleet is forecast to increase by 10 percent from 2010 levels, due 
principally to the additions of higher-end aircraft to the fleet between 2010 and 2035. 
The number of single-engine turboprop aircraft is projected to increase by 56 percent, 
with the number of helicopters increasing by 61 percent, and the number of jet aircraft 
increasing by 36 percent. The number of single-engine piston aircraft is projected to 
increase by just 4 percent, with the number of multi-engine turboprop aircraft projected 
to decline by 5 percent and the number of multi-engine piston aircraft projected to decline 
by 14 percent. The number of gliders is projected to increase by 11 percent, with the 
number of balloons and other aircraft types projected to increase by 17 percent.

TABLE 6.5 Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft in 2035 –  
Los Angeles County

Aircraft Type
Current 

–2010 Fleet

Remaining 
Aircraft from 
Current Fleet

New Aircraft 
Additions to 

Fleet

Forecast 
Based  

Aircraft 
Fleet

2035 2035 2035

Single-engine Piston 3,011 2,265 854 3,119

Single-engine Turboprop 59 42 50 92

3,070 2,307 904 3,211

Multi-engine Piston 362 280 30 310

Multi-engine Turboprop 67 50 13 63

429 330 43 373

Jet Aircraft 418 296 274 570

Helicopter 284 198 259 457

Glider 70 52 26 78

Balloon/Other 25 18 11 29

4,296 3,200 1,517 4,717
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The associated forecast of active aircraft in Los Angeles County in 2035 and the hours 
flown by those aircraft are shown in TABLE 6.6. By 2035 61 percent of the based aircraft 
fleet is projected to be actively flown and these aircraft will be flown for a total of about 
394,000 hours per year. Jet aircraft and helicopters are projected to account for the 
majority of the hours flown, 28 percent and 27 percent respectively. However, single-
engine propeller aircraft are projected to account for 39 percent of the hours flown, the 
majority of which (34 percent of the total hours flown) is accounted for by single-engine 
piston aircraft.

TABLE 6.6 Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft Activity in 2035 –  
Los Angeles County

Aircraft Type

Forecast 
Based  

Aircraft 
Fleet

Forecast 
Active  

Aircraft 

Percent of 
Aircraft Fleet 

Active
Forecast 

Hours Flown 

2035 2035 2035

Single-engine Piston 3,119 1,814 58.1% 134,687

Single-engine Turboprop 92 76 82.9% 19,791

3,211 1,890 58.8% 154,477

Multi-engine Piston 310 117 37.7% 11,980

Multi-engine Turboprop 63 39 61.5% 8,153

373 156 41.8% 20,134

Jet Aircraft 570 432 75.8% 111,823

Helicopter 457 340 74.4% 106,159

Glider 78 35 45.1% 1,153

Balloon/Other 29 14 49.4% 476

4,717 2,867 60.8% 394,223

Orange County

The total based aircraft fleet is forecast to increase by 15 percent from 2010 levels, due 
principally to the additions of higher-end aircraft to the fleet between 2010 and 2035. he 
forecast of based aircraft in Orange County in 2035 is shown in TABLE 6.7

TTABLE 6.7 Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft in 2035 – Orange 
County

Aircraft Type
Current 2010 

Fleet

Remaining 
Aircraft from 
Current Fleet

New  
Aircraft  

Additions 
to Fleet

Forecast 
Based  

Aircraft  
Fleet

2035 2035 2035

Single-engine Piston 655 488 256 744

Single-engine Turboprop 16 11 9 20

671 499 265 764

Multi-engine Piston 67 52 4 56

Multi-engine Turboprop 43 32 4 36

110 84 8 92

Jet Aircraft 64 44 65 109

Helicopter 35 24 26 50

Glider 8 6 0 6

Balloon/Other

888 657 364 1,021

The number of jet aircraft is projected to increase by 70 percent, while the number of 
helicopters is projected to increase by 44 percent. The number of single-engine piston 
aircraft is projected to increase by 14 percent, with a small increase in the number of 
single-engine turboprop aircraft from 16 to 20 aircraft. The number of multi-engine piston 
and turboprop aircraft is projected to decline by 17 percent and 16 percent respectively. 
The number of gliders is projected to decrease slightly due to attrition from the fleet, with 



Aviation and Airport Group Access     85

no additions of new aircraft. There were no balloons or other aircraft types in the 2010 
County Assessor data, and no additions of these aircraft types have been projected. 

The associated forecast of active aircraft in Orange County in 2035 and the hours flown 
by those aircraft are shown in TABLE 6.8. By 2035 65 percent of the based aircraft fleet is 
projected to be actively flown and these aircraft will be flown for a total of about 83,400 
hours per year. Jet aircraft and helicopters combined are projected to account for slightly 
less flight activity than single-engine piston aircraft, which are projected to account for 
45 percent of the hours flown. Jet aircraft and helicopters are projected to account for 30 
percent and 14 percent of the total hours flown respectively.

TABLE 6.8 Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft Activity in 2035 –  
Orange County

Aircraft Type

Forecast 
Based  

Aircraft 
Fleet

Forecast 
Active  

Aircraft 

Percent of 
Aircraft Fleet 

Active
Forecast 

Hours Flown 

2035 2035 2035

Single-engine Piston 744 471 63.3% 37,140

Single-engine Turboprop 20 16 78.8% 3,884

764 487 63.7% 41,024

Multi-engine Piston 56 21 37.6% 1,966

Multi-engine Turboprop 36 21 57.9% 4,274

92 42 45.6% 6,240

Jet Aircraft 109 93 85.5% 24,788

Helicopter 50 37 74.3% 11,269

Glider 6 2 34.5% 67

Balloon/Other

1,021 661 64.7% 83,389

Riverside County

The forecast of based aircraft in Riverside County in 2035 is shown in TABLE 6.9. The 
total based aircraft fleet is forecast to increase by 6 percent from 2010 levels, due 
principally to the additions of jet aircraft and helicopters to the fleet between 2010 and 
2035, the numbers of which are projected to increase by 33 percent and 25 percent 
respectively. The number of single-engine piston aircraft is projected to increase by 5 
percent, with a small increase in the number of single-engine turboprop aircraft from 13 
to 24 aircraft. The numbers of multi-engine piston and turboprop aircraft are projected 
to decline by 21 percent and 6 percent respectively. The number of gliders is projected 
to decrease by about 6 aircraft, while the number of balloons and other aircraft types is 
projected to increase by 75 percent.

TABLE 6.9 Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft in 2035 – Riverside County

Aircraft Type
Current 2010 

Fleet

Remaining 
Aircraft from 
Current Fleet

New Aircraft 
Additions to 

Fleet

Forecast 
Based  

Aircraft 
Fleet

2035 2035 2035

Single-engine Piston 1,226 926 356 1,282

Single-engine Turboprop 13 9 15 24

1,239 935 371 1,306

Multi-engine Piston 140 111 0 111

Multi-engine Turboprop 22 17 4 21

162 127 4 131

Jet Aircraft 29 21 17 38

Helicopter 42 31 22 53

Glider 50 37 7 44

Balloon/Other 48 32 52 84

1,570 1,184 473 1,657

The associated forecast of active aircraft in Riverside County in 2035 and the hours 
flown by those aircraft are shown in TABLE 6.10. By 2035 54 percent of the based aircraft 
fleet is projected to be actively flown and these aircraft will be flown for a total of about 
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81,500 hours per year. Single-engine piston aircraft are projected to account for 65 
percent of the hours flown, with helicopters and jet aircraft accounting for 12 percent 
and 8 percent of the total hours flown respectively and single-engine turboprop aircraft 
accounting for 7 percent of the hours flown.

TABLE 6.10 Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft Activity in 2035 –  
Riverside County

Aircraft Type

Forecast 
Based Air-
craft Fleet

Forecast 
Active  

Aircraft 

Percent of 
Aircraft Fleet 

Active
Forecast Hours 

Flown 

2035 2035 2035

Single-engine Piston 1,282 712 55.5% 53,272

Single-engine Turboprop 24 21 88.8% 5,714

1,306 733 56.1% 58,986

Multi-engine Piston 111 25 22.8% 1,493

Multi-engine Turboprop 21 11 54.1% 2,358

131 36 27.8% 3,851

Jet Aircraft 38 26 68.0% 6,861

Helicopter 53 32 61.0% 9,612

Glider 44 16 37.1% 544

Balloon/Other 84 49 58.9% 1,629

1,657 894 53.9% 81,484

San Bernardino County

The forecast of based aircraft in San Bernardino County in 2035 is shown in TABLE 6.11. 
The total based aircraft fleet is forecast to decline by 2 percent from 2010 levels, due to 
a 4 percent decline in single-engine piston aircraft, which accounted for 83 percent of 
the total aircraft fleet in 2010, despite an increase in the jet aircraft and helicopter fleets 
between 2010 and 2035, the numbers of which are projected to increase by 30 percent 
and 38 percent respectively.. The number of single-engine turboprop aircraft is projected 
to increase slightly from 10 to 16 aircraft, while the numbers of multi-engine piston and 
turboprop aircraft are projected to decline by 11 and one aircraft respectively. The num-
ber of gliders is projected to decrease by about 7 aircraft, while the number of balloons 
and other aircraft types is projected to increase by about 4 aircraft.

TABLE 6.11 Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft in 2035 –  
San Bernardino County

Aircraft Type
Current 2010 

Fleet

Remaining 
Aircraft from 
Current Fleet

New Aircraft 
Additions to 

Fleet

Forecast 
Based  

Aircraft 
Fleet

2035 2035 2035

Single-engine Piston 1,202 934 215 1,149

Single-engine Turboprop 10 7 9 16

1,212 941 224 1,165

Multi-engine Piston 76 63 2 65

Multi-engine Turboprop 14 11 2 13

90 74 4 78

Jet Aircraft 58 45 30 75

Helicopter 40 31 24 55

Glider 36 27 2 29

Balloon/Other 12 8 8 16

1,448 1,127 292 1,419
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The associated forecast of active aircraft in San Bernardino County in 2035 and the hours 
flown by those aircraft are shown in TABLE 6.12 . By 2035 only 48 percent of the based 
aircraft fleet is projected to be actively flown and these aircraft will be flown for a total 
of about 66,500 hours per year. Single-engine piston aircraft are projected to account for 
57 percent of the hours flown, with jet aircraft and helicopters accounting for 18 percent 
and 15 percent of the total hours flown respectively and single-engine turboprop aircraft 
accounting for 5 percent of the hours flown.

TABLE 6.12 Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft Activity in 2035 –  
San Bernardino County

Aircraft Type

Forecast 
Based  

Aircraft 
Fleet

Forecast 
Active  

Aircraft 

Percent of 
Aircraft Fleet 

Active
Forecast  

Hours Flown 

2035 2035 2035

Single-engine Piston 1,149 554 48.3% 37,817

Single-engine Turboprop 16 13 80.5% 3,403

1,165 567 48.7% 41,220

Multi-engine Piston 65 13 20.6% 1,123

Multi-engine Turboprop 13 6 42.8% 1,185

78 19 24.4% 2,308

Jet Aircraft 75 47 62.5% 12,277

Helicopter 55 32 58.4% 10,045

Glider 29 10 33.6% 324

Balloon/Other 16 9 55.3% 298

1,419 684 48.2% 66,472

Ventura County

The forecast of based aircraft in Ventura County in 2035 is shown in TABLE 6.13. The total 
based aircraft fleet is forecast to increase by 1 percent from 2010 levels, due primarily to 
increasing numbers of jet aircraft and helicopters, which are projected to increase by 81 
percent and 27 percent respectively and largely offset a projected decline in the number 
of single-engine piston aircraft of 2 percent. The number of single-engine turboprop 
aircraft is projected to increase slightly from 17 to 21 aircraft, with the number of multi-
engine turboprop aircraft projected to increase from 15 to 20 aircraft. These increases 
almost exactly offset a projected decline in the number of multi-engine piston aircraft 
from 80 to 73 aircraft. The number of gliders is projected to remain constant, while the 
number of balloons and other aircraft types is projected to decline slightly from 6 to 4 
aircraft.

TABLE 6.13 Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft in 2035 – Ventura County

Aircraft Type
Current 2010 

Fleet

Remaining 
Aircraft from 
Current Fleet

New Aircraft 
Additions to 

Fleet

Forecast 
Based  

Aircraft 
Fleet

2035 2035 2035

Single-engine Piston 827 625 183 808

Single-engine Turboprop 17 12 9 21

844 638 192 830

Multi-engine Piston 80 62 11 73

Multi-engine Turboprop 15 11 9 20

95 73 20 93

Jet Aircraft 23 16 26 42

Helicopter 37 27 20 47

Glider 8 6 2 8

Balloon/Other 6 4 0 4

1,013 763 260 1,023

The associated forecast of active aircraft in Ventura County in 2035 and the hours flown 
by those aircraft are shown in TABLE 6.14. By 2035 55 percent of the based aircraft 
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fleet is projected to be actively flown and these aircraft will be flown for a total of about 
60,300 hours per year. Single-engine piston aircraft are projected to account for 51 per-
cent of the hours flown, with jet aircraft and helicopters accounting for 16 percent and 14 
percent of the total hours flown respectively. Single-engine and multi-engine turboprop 
aircraft and multi-engine piston aircraft each account for a similar proportion of the hours 
flown, about 6 percent of the total hours flown.

TABLE 6.14 Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft Activity in 2035 –  
Ventura County

Aircraft Type

Forecast 
Based  

Aircraft 
Fleet

Forecast 
Active  

Aircraft 

Percent of 
Aircraft Fleet 

Active
Forecast  

Hours Flown 

2035 2035 2035

Single-engine Piston 808 431 53.4% 30,926

Single-engine Turboprop 21 16 75.0% 3,906

830 447 53.9% 34,832

Multi-engine Piston 73 31 41.9% 3,589

Multi-engine Turboprop 20 15 78.0% 3,446

93 46 49.5% 7,034

Jet Aircraft 42 36 85.5% 9,604

Helicopter 47 29 62.1% 8,658

Glider 8 3 40.8% 104

Balloon/Other 4 2 36.8% 53

1,023 563 55.0% 60,286

Regional Total

The forecast regional total of based aircraft in 2035 is shown in TABLE 6.15. he total 
based aircraft fleet in the region is forecast to increase by about 7 percent from 2010 
levels, due primarily to increasing numbers of jet aircraft and helicopters, which are 
projected to increase by 41 percent and 51 percent respectively. The size of the based 
single-engine piston aircraft fleet is projected to increase slightly by about 2 percent, as 
new additions to the fleet offset attrition, while the number of single-engine turboprop 
aircraft is projected to increase by 50 percent. However, the number of multi-engine pis-
ton aircraft is projected to decline by 15 percent, with the number of multi-engine turbo-
prop aircraft declining by 4 percent. The number of gliders is projected to decline slightly 
by about 7 aircraft, while the number of balloons and other aircraft types is projected to 
increase by 86 percent.

TABLE 6.15 Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft Activity in 2035 –  
SCAG Region

Aircraft Type
Current 2010 

Fleet

Remaining 
Aircraft from 
Current Fleet

New Aircraft 
Additions to 

Fleet

Forecast 
Based Air-
craft Fleet

2035 2035 2035

Single-engine Piston 7,037 5,328 1,873 7,201

Single-engine Turboprop 116 82 92 174

7,153 5,410 1,965 7,375

Multi-engine Piston 731 572 47 619

Multi-engine Turboprop 163 123 34 157

894 694 81 775

Jet Aircraft 592 422 412 834

Helicopter 442 313 355 668

Glider 173 129 37 166

Balloon/Other 91 63 71 134

9,345 7,031 2,921 9,952
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TThe associated regional forecast of active aircraft in 2035 and the hours flown by 
those aircraft are shown in TABLE 6.16. By 2035 58 percent of the based aircraft fleet is 
projected to be actively flown and these aircraft will be flown for a total of about 691,000 
hours per year. Single-engine piston aircraft are projected to account for 43 percent of 
the hours flown, with jet aircraft and helicopters accounting for 24 percent and 21 per-
cent of the total hours flown respectively. Single-engine turboprop aircraft are projected 
to account for about 5 percent of the total hours flown, while multi-engine turboprop 
aircraft and multi-engine piston aircraft each account for a similar proportion of the hours 
flown, about 3 percent of the total hours flown.

TABLE 6.16 Baseline Forecast of Based Aircraft Activity in 2035 –  
SCAG Region

Aircraft Type

Forecast 
Based Air-
craft Fleet

Forecast 
Active  

Aircraft 

Percent of 
Aircraft Fleet 

Active
Forecast Hours 

Flown 

2035 2035 2035

Single-engine Piston 7,201 4,025 55.9% 296,209

Single-engine Turboprop 174 142 81.7% 36,770

7,375 4,167 56.5% 332,979

Multi-engine Piston 619 207 33.5% 20,193

Multi-engine Turboprop 157 95 60.8% 20,117

775 302 39.0% 40,310

Jet Aircraft 834 634 76.0% 165,354

Helicopter 668 476 71.2% 147,463

Glider 166 66 40.1% 2,198

Balloon/Other 134 74 55.7% 2,456

9,952 5,720 57.5% 690,761

The Baseline forecast of the total hours flown in 2035 by the based aircraft fleet is 
broadly consistent with the Baseline forecast of annual hours flown by active pilots in 
Southern California presented in Section 5 and shown in TABLE 5.2 , which gave a regional 
total of about 961,000 hours per year. While this is some 39 percent higher than the 
forecast of aircraft hours flown, many commercial flight operations require two pilots and 

of course dual instructional flying involves two pilots (the student and the instructor). In 
these cases both pilots will count the flight time. The higher number of pilot flight hours 
implies that about 39 percent of the flights involve two pilots, which does not appear an 
unreasonable amount given the proportion of total pilot flight hours accounted for by stu-
dent pilots and the proportion of the higher-end aircraft flight hours flown by jet aircraft, 
which typically require two pilots.

Summary and Conclusions
This section of the report has presented a review of recent trends in the size and com-
position of the pilot community in Southern California, as well as changes in the size and 
composition of the based aircraft fleet and aircraft operations at airports in the region, 
together with alternative forecasts of how these measures of general aviation activity 
may evolve in the future. The size of the active pilot community has been slowly declin-
ing over the past ten years, and if current trends continue it appears that the number 
of new student pilots who progress to higher levels of pilot certificate and continue as 
active pilots will not be sufficient to offset the natural attrition of the existing active pilot 
community, which is largely comprised of older pilots. At the same time, the size of the 
based aircraft fleet at airports in the region, which has been fairly stable for most of the 
past decade, has recently also started to show signs of declining. However, the appar-
ent stability in the size of the aircraft fleet for most of the decade concealed a pattern of 
changes in the composition of the fleet, in which the number of jet aircraft and helicop-
ters has been increasing, while the number of single-engine propeller aircraft, which 
comprise the majority of the based aircraft fleet, has been steadily declining. In recent 
years the number of multi-engine propeller aircraft, which had grown somewhat during 
the first part of the past decade has also begun to decrease.

While the total size of the based aircraft fleet has been fairly stable until the past few 
years, the number of total aircraft operations across all airports in the Southern California 
region has been declining steadily throughout the past decade. This decline has been 
greatest for air taxi and itinerant general aviation operations, but has also occurred for 
general aviation local operations and even air carrier operations. The fact that the decline 
in general aviation aircraft operations has been greater than that for the number of active 
pilots in the region or for the number of based aircraft suggests that not only is the num-
ber of active pilots declining, but that those pilot are flying less and the average utilization 
of the based aircraft fleet is also declining. Since the composition of the based aircraft 
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fleet has also been changing, with the number of jet aircraft and helicopters, which are 
generally used more intensively than single-engine propeller aircraft, increasing and the 
number of single-engine propeller aircraft declining more slowly that general aviation 
aircraft operations, this suggests that the average utilization of single-engine propeller 
aircraft has been declining quite steeply.

These findings are broadly consistent with the results of recent FAA surveys of general 
aviation aircraft owners that have collected data on aircraft utilization. These data show 
quite clearly that average aircraft utilization declines with the age of the aircraft, both in 
terms of the percent of the registered aircraft fleet that is actively flown and the average 
number of hours flown per year by active aircraft. Furthermore there is some evidence 
from the survey data that in addition to the decline in average utilization as the average 
age of the aircraft fleet is increasing, the average utilization of aircraft of a given age is 
also declining.

In contrast to the recent decline in the size of the pilot community and general avia-
tion aircraft operations in the Southern California region, the most recent FAA forecast 
for general aviation activity at the airports in the region projects that this decline in GA 
activity will reverse in 2012 and be followed by a steady growth to 2030, increasing the 
number of GA itinerant operations by 16 percent above 2010 levels and the number of 
GA local operations by 10 percent above 2010 levels. The FAA forecast also projects that 
based aircraft in the region will increase by 21 percent from 2010 to 2030. Surprisingly, 
the forecast projects that the number of single-engine and multi-engine propeller air-
craft based in the region will increase more rapidly than the number of jet aircraft and 
helicopters, whereas the trend over the past decade has been quite the reverse, with the 
numbers of jet aircraft and helicopters increasing, while the numbers of propeller aircraft 
have declined.

This fairly rosy view of the future of general aviation activity in the Southern California 
region is not supported by recent studies of the demographics of the pilot community, or 
the pilot cohort analysis undertaken as part of the current study. Of course, the future 
is inherently unknown, and there may well be factors that cause the recent trends in 
new student pilot starts to reverse and the size of the pilot community to begin to grow 
again, and with it the number of aircraft operations and new aircraft purchases. However, 
against this has to be set possible future trends in such factors as the cost of flying and 

the potential demand for airline and commercial pilots, which is likely to influence the 
number of people who decide to take up flying as a career.

In order to provide a counterpoint to the FAA forecast of future GA activity in Southern 
California, this study has prepared a set of alternative forecasts based on the application 
of the forecast approach described in this section, using a range of assumptions address-
ing such factors as the number of new pilot starts, the rate at which pilots transition to 
higher levels of pilot certificates, the average number of flight hours per year by pilots 
with different levels of pilot certificate in different age ranges, the number of new aircraft 
purchases and the average attrition rates of the current general aviation aircraft fleet.

FORECAST RESULTS

The application of the pilot cohort analysis described in Chapter 4 to the Baseline 
Forecast assumptions regarding future trends in new pilot starts and rates of pilot attri-
tion and transition to higher levels of certificate gave the results shown in FIGURE 7.1 for 
pilots resident in each of the six counties within the Southern California region.

The increase in projected active pilots in Los Angeles and Orange Counties from 2010 to 
2015 results from a transition from the FAA data for active pilots in 2010 to a forecast of 
active pilots in 2015 based on the trend in the relationship between new pilot starts and 
socioeconomic factors over the period from 2000 to 2010. The number of active student 
pilots in 2010 in both counties appeared to be depressed below the long-term trend by 
the current economic conditions, which it was assumed would have improved by 2015. 
However, beyond 2015, the assumed growth in population and the economy were not 
enough to offset the declining trend in the historical relationship between new pilot starts 
and socioeconomic factors. With an insufficient number of new student pilots taking up 
flying to replace the attrition of older pilots as they age, the size of the total pilot commu-
nity is projected to steadily decline in the future. This effect is apparent in all six counties, 
as shown in FIGURE 7.1.



Aviation and Airport Group Access     91

FIGURE 7.1 Baseline Forecast of Active Pilots
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A more detailed perspective on the changes in the pilot community is provided by 
FIGURE 7.2 , which shows the forecast trend in the number of pilots holding different levels 
of pilot certificate for the Baseline Forecast scenario. The increase in student pilots from 
2010 to 2015 leads to an initial increase in private pilots and even a slight increase in 
commercial pilots as some of those student pilots transition to higher levels of pilot cer-
tificate. However, although the number of active student pilots each year remains above 
4,000 until almost 2025, this is not sufficient to prevent the number of pilots holding 
other categories of pilot certificate from declining steadily.

FIGURE 7.2 Baseline Forecast of Active Pilots – Los Angeles County
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In order to explore the potential effect of factors that might cause a change in the histori-
cal declining trend in the number of new pilot starts, two additional forecast scenarios 
were defined. The Reduced Decline Forecast scenario assumed that the declining 
relationship between the number of new student pilot starts and the underlying socio-
economic factors observed over the past ten years reduces to half the historical rate of 
decline from 2015 to 2025 then remains constant thereafter. This results in a higher num-
ber of new student pilots each year that in turn reduces the rate of decline of the number 
of pilots holding higher categories of pilot certificate. A more aggressive Arrested Decline 
Forecast scenario assumes that the decline in the relationship between the number of 
new student pilot starts and the underlying socioeconomic factors ceases after 2010 and 
the relationship remains constant thereafter. It is unclear what policies or actions could 
cause this to occur, but the purpose of the scenario is to provide a more optimistic fore-
cast scenario that might correspond more closely to the expectations of the FAA regard-
ing future growth of the general aviation sector.
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The projected number of active pilots in Southern California under each of the three 
forecast scenarios is shown in FIGURE 7.3. The Reduced Decline scenario results in the 
historical decline in the number of active pilots in the region being forecast to stabilize 
around 2025 with a modest growth after 2030. The Arrested Decline scenario results in a 
progressively increasing number of active pilots in the region forecast for the period from 
2020 to 2035. 

FIGURE 7.3 Alternative Forecasts of Active Pilots in Southern California
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In addition to projecting the number of active pilots, the cohort analysis also estimates 
the number of annual hours flown by those pilots and the resulting change in aircraft 
operations in the region. The estimated number of aircraft operations for each of the 
three alternative forecast scenarios is shown in FIGURE 7.4. Not surprisingly, this broadly 
reflects the number of active pilots in the region, with some minor differences from the 
pattern shown in FIGURE 7.3 due to the changing composition of the pilot community 

and the implications for the average number of hours flown per pilot across the 
pilot community.

FIGURE 7.4 Alternative Forecasts of Aircraft Operations 
in Southern California
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Under the Arrested Decline Forecast scenario aircraft operations decline from 2010 to 
2020, remain relatively constant until 2025, then grow to a level just below the level 
in 2010. The other two scenarios project a significant decline in the number of aircraft 
operations in the region from 2010 to 2035, particularly in the Baseline Forecast, with the 
Reduced Decline Forecast showing the decline in the number of aircraft operations ending 
by 2030 with a modest growth in operations from 2030 to 2035.

Forecast of Based Aircraft

In addition to the forecast of active pilots and pilot flight activity developed using the 
pilot cohort analysis, a separate forecast of based aircraft in the region was prepared by 
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applying an aircraft attrition model to the existing aircraft fleet and making assumptions 
about the number of new aircraft added to the fleet each year in the future. For the based 
aircraft forecast described in this section, termed the Baseline Forecast since the under-
lying assumptions reflect those adopted in the Baseline Forecast of active pilots and pilot 
activity, the average rate at which new aircraft have been added to the aircraft fleet over 
the past ten years was assumed to continue in the future. The attrition rates at which 
existing aircraft leave the fleet in any year were based on an the findings of an aircraft 
fleet attrition study prepared for the FAA in the mid 1970s, supplemented with an analysis 
of recent data from a survey of aircraft owners performed every year by the FAA.

This analysis suggested that the region’s based aircraft fleet might grow by about 
7 percent between 2010 and 2035, as newer aircraft are added to the fleet somewhat 
faster than older aircraft are retired. While the number of single-engine piston aircraft 
is projected to grow by about 2 percent, the numbers of jet aircraft and helicopters are 
projected to grow by 41 percent and 51 percent respectively. However, while the number 
of based aircraft may increase over time, assuming that the recent rate at which new 
aircraft have been added to the fleet continues unabated until 2035, the number of active 
aircraft will tend to drop as much of the current fleet grows progressively older. By 2035 
the forecast suggests that only about 58 percent of the based aircraft fleet will still be 
actively flown.

The based aircraft forecast also used data on the average utilization of the current air-
craft fleet given by FAA surveys of general aviation aircraft owners to make estimates of 
the number of hours flown per year in 2035 by the based aircraft fleet. These projections 
are broadly consistent with the estimates of annual flight hours by the region’s pilot com-
munity, after making an allowance for the proportion of flight activity that is performed 
with two pilots on board.

Implications of the Forecast Results

Two of the three alternative forecasts for active pilots and pilot flight activity imply a 
significant reduction in general aviation activity in the region by 2035, while the third 
scenario is based on a premise that there is no obvious way to implement. Any such 
reduction in general aviation activity is likely to have significant consequences for the 
region’s general aviation airports that derive the majority of their operating revenue from 
activity-related fees. The combination of declining flight activity and a slowly growing 

based aircraft fleet will result in a significant reduction in average aircraft utilization, 
particularly for single-engine piston aircraft.

As average aircraft utilization reduces, some aircraft owners may decide that it is simply 
too expensive to maintain their aircraft in an airworthy conditions if they are not being 
flown much, if at all. However, whether they are able to sell their aircraft on the used 
aircraft market will depend on the overall demand for used aircraft nationally and abroad. 
Since the decline in the number of active pilots and associated general aviation activity 
is a national phenomenon, other regions are likely to also experience a growing pool of 
underutilized aircraft, reducing the opportunities to sell aircraft that are no longer needed 
by their current owners. In any case, from the perspective of the size of the regional 
based aircraft fleet it does not really matter whether an unused aircraft is scrapped or 
sold and exported outside the region. In either case it disappears from the fleet.

The other important implication for regional airport system planning is the increasing 
role in regional general aviation activity of higher-end aircraft, particularly jet aircraft 
and helicopters. These aircraft tend to be based at a limited number of airports in the 
region and consume much larger quantities of fuel than single-engine piston aircraft, 
both because they burn more fuel per flight hour and tend to fly more hours per year. 
Therefore those airports where these aircraft are based are likely to be in fairly good 
shape financially, and may even find that demand for aircraft storage facilities exceeds 
the available resources. However, those airports that predominantly serve smaller general 
aviation aircraft and support flight training activity may find that they become the home to 
an increasing pool of inactive aircraft and experience a steady decline in airport revenues 
that derive from flight activity.

Sources of Uncertainty in the Forecasts

As with any forecast, there are many aspects that can influence future levels of general 
aviation activity and the likely size of the based aircraft fleet that cannot be known with 
any certainty or may change in unexpected ways due to unforeseen occurrences or fac-
tors. One example of such factors is the future availability of leaded aviation gasoline 
(avgas). At present the majority of general aviation aircraft engines use leaded avgas. 
However, there are growing concerns about the air quality impacts of continued use of 
leaded fuel for aircraft and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has begun moves 
to prohibit the use of this fuel in the future. In response the FAA has convened a national 
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working group to examine options to replace leaded avgas. If any replacement fuel 
requires relatively expensive modifications to aircraft engines or costs more per gallon, 
this may cause a large number of owners of older aircraft to decide that these aircraft 
are not worth modifying or continuing to operate, with implications for the aircraft fleet 
attrition rates.

In the other direction, a growing demand for airline pilots as many current airline pilots 
approach retirement could stimulate a renewed interest in careers as a professional pilot, 
leading to a surge in new student pilots taking up flying. Continued growth in business 
aviation could exacerbate the demand for commercial pilots as many of the current com-
mercial pilots also approach retirement or are unable to maintain their medical certificate 
as they grow older.

Beyond these larger trends that may affect the underlying dynamics of the industry, there 
are other sources of uncertainty that arise from limitations of current data sources and a 
lack of recent studies that have examined underlying issues in any detail. A good example 
of this is that fact that most recent formal study of aircraft attrition rates was performed 
in the mid-1970s when the general aviation sector was very different. There have been 
no studies that have looked at how aircraft attrition rates vary across different categories 
of aircraft, such as between single-engine piston aircraft, jet aircraft, and helicopters. 
Similarly, data on the average number of hours flown per year by pilots of difference ages 
and holding different types of pilot certificate, or even the type of flying that they do, is 
extremely limited. For example, while the FAA provides detailed data on the certificates 
held by individual pilots on its website, the data contain no information on the number of 
hours those pilots fly or the type of flying that they do. While the FAA knows the age of 
every pilot, for privacy reasons this information is not made public.

It is thus unclear how many pilots holding a commercial pilot or airline transport pilot 
certificate are in fact working as a profession pilot or flight instructor, or obtained the 
certificate with the intention of working as a professional pilot but are not currently doing 
so. Similarly it is not clear how many individuals holding a student pilot certificate are 
actively progressing to obtaining a private pilot certificate and how many have long since 
given up learning to fly or are keeping the medical certificate valid in the hope of one day 
resuming their flight training but are not currently actively doing so.

NEXT STEPS

The regional general aviation demand forecasts presented in this report complete the first 
phase of a two-phase study for the Southern California Association of Governments. The 
second phase, not currently funded, is intended to develop a based airport choice model 
that can be used to examine how the forecast regional demand is likely to be distributed 
among the airports in each county and how this allocation of general aviation activity may 
be influenced by actions that SCAG or others could take.

As part of this modeling work, the second phase of the study could revisit some of the 
issues identified in the analysis performed to date and refine the assumptions used in 
the pilot cohort analysis and the based aircraft forecast. These issues could include a 
more detailed study of general aviation aircraft attrition rates using the data from the FAA 
general aviation aircraft activity surveys and further analysis of pilot attrition rates and 
transition to higher levels of pilot certificate.

A large amount of data has been assembled in the course of the current phase of the 
study and a number of extremely complex spreadsheet models have been developed to 
implement the pilot cohort analysis and the based aircraft forecast model. It would be 
highly desirable for SCAG to devote some resources to organizing and documenting these 
data and models so that they can be easily updated and reused in the future without hav-
ing to invest a large amount of money and time reinventing this particular wheel.
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Regional Aviation Policies and Action Steps
Recommended by the SCAG Aviation Technical Advisory Committee for the 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan.

Background
The SCAG Aviation Technical Advisory Committee (ATAC) participated in a series of round 
table discussions over a six month period to identify regional aviation policy issues that 
merited further evaluation for inclusion in the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 
The end result of these discussions and debates was a recommended list of high-priority 
regional aviation policies and implementing action steps for inclusion in the 2012–2035 
RTP. The intent of these policies and action steps is to set a future agenda for the SCAG 
Aviation Program, to be used in supporting new aviation-related legislation and identifying 
and carrying out new projects for future RTPs. The recommended regional aviation poli-
cies and action steps are listed below, grouped in four categories: (1) Regional Aviation 
Demand, Airport Infrastructure and Airport Ground Access; (2) Airport Economics, 
Finance and Funding; (3) Airport Land Use Compatibility and Environmental Impacts; and 
(4) Airspace Planning and New Technologies. 

I. REGIONAL AVIATION DEMAND, AIRPORT INFRASTRUCTURE AND 
AIRPORT GROUND ACCESS

A. Policies
 � The capability of uncongested secondary airports in the region to accommodate 

future aviation demand, where such growth is desired, should be preserved during 
periods of declining or stagnant air traffic

 � Uncongested secondary airports in the region, where additional activity is desired, 
should be supported through appropriate incentives, marketing, and projects that 
enhance their capacity and regional accessibility

 � The factors that most influence the growth in demand for air travel and the composi-
tion of the market should be identified

 � A regional consensus should be developed on how best to support the develop-
ment of new air services at uncongested secondary airports, where such growth 
is desired

 � State-of-the-art aviation demand forecast methodologies should be employed to 
accurately forecast future aviation demand in the region’s complex multi-airport sys-
tem, and regional aviation demand forecasts should be regularly updated to address 
changing conditions

 � Existing and planned regional highway and high-occupancy transit improvements 
should be leveraged to the extent possible to increase the regional accessibility of 
uncongested secondary airports, where traffic is desired, while minimizing improve-
ment needs

B. Action Steps
 � SCAG should work with the region’s airport operators to conduct a region-wide air 

passenger survey on an ongoing basis, designed to enhance and inform regional 
aviation demand forecasting and airport marketing efforts

 � SCAG should develop an in-house aviation demand forecasting model that can 
support the development of future forecasts and allocation of forecast demand to 
airports in a complex multi-airport regional system. The model should be fully inte-
grated with SCAG’s regional transportation model, and should have airport ground 
access modeling capabilities

 � SCAG should work with the region’s airport operators and business community to 
define a region-wide marketing effort to promote alternatives to increased use of 
congested urban airports, consistent with the policy directions of airport operators

 � SCAG should identify and define incentives that airports can effectively use to 
encourage airlines to provide new air service

 � SCAG should establish a Regional Airport Ground Access Task Force to define poten-
tial projects and programs to improve airport accessibility to secondary airports, and 
reduce vehicular traffic generated by the large urban airports. The Task Force would 
help plan and promote rail and express bus service improvements and extensions 
to airports in the region, as well as an integrated regional system of remote air 
terminals (“FlyAways”) 
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II. AIRPORT ECONOMICS, FINANCE AND FUNDING

A. Policies
 � New funding mechanisms should be identified for implementing regional infrastruc-

ture and airport ground access improvements 

 � Efforts by airport operators to develop strategic financial plans and explore non-
aeronautical revenue-generating use of underutilized airport property should be 
supported

 � Strategies that enhance the economic contribution of aviation to the regional 
economy should be identified and implemented 

B. Action Steps
 � SCAG should sponsor and support new legislation that allows for more flexible 

use of airport revenues for off-airport ground access projects when requested by 
airport operators

 � The Airport Ground Access Task Force should explore and develop potential new 
funding sources to support specific projects they have identified for improving 
regional airport accessibility

 � SCAG should coordinate with the region’s County Transportation Commissions and 
other transportation agencies to include joint funding of airport ground access proj-
ects identified in SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan in those agencies’ plans

 � SCAG should sponsor new legislation to allow for underutilized airport property to 
be used for revenue-generating non-aeronautical uses, and should coordinate with 
the Federal Aviation Administration to make appropriate changes in their guidelines 
concerning non-aeronautical uses

 � SCAG should conduct regional aviation economic impact studies that identify the 
economic benefits to the region of different types and levels of regional aviation 
activity, and the likely economic impacts of implementing alternative strategies for 
serving future regional aviation demand 

III. AIRPORT LAND USE COMPATIBILITY 
AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A. Policies
 � Increased coordination between airport planning and land use planning on both 

regional and local levels should be promoted

 � Regional support and coordination should be extended to the region’s Airport Land 
Use Commissions

 � Information on aviation environmental “best practices” should be shared and dis-
seminated on a regional level

 � Mechanisms for promoting cleaner and quieter aircraft at the region’s airports 
should be identified and supported

B. Action Steps
 � SCAG should continue to conduct airport “smart growth” projects, using the 

Airport Smart Growth Framework developed for the Chino Airport Smart Growth 
Demonstration Project and applying it to different airport settings 

 � SCAG should incorporate airport “smart growth” land use principles in land use 
forecasts used by future regional transportation plans

 � SCAG should periodically conduct information sharing forums for the region’s Airport 
Land Use Commissions in cooperation with the Caltrans Division Aeronautics on 
“best practices” for airport land use compatibility planning

 � SCAG should serve as a clearinghouse for information on aviation environmental 
“best practices” by airports for mitigating air, noise and water pollution and reduc-
ing greenhouse gas emissions

 � SCAG should sponsor and support new legislation for creating substantial incentives 
for airlines to upgrade their aircraft fleets to cleaner, quieter aircraft and NextGen-
compatible aircraft
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IV. AIRSPACE PLANNING AND NEW TECHNOLOGIES

A. Policies
 � Modifications to the regional airspace system that reduce potential airspace con-

flicts, increase passenger safety, reduce costs to airlines, and reduce noise and air 
quality impacts should be identified and promoted

 � Opportunities should be pursued for increasingly the region’s airspace capac-
ity, reducing potential future airspace conflicts and increasing airline efficiencies 
through new navigation and air traffic control technologies

 � Existing and potential future airspace constraints should be incorporated into 
regional aviation planning

B. Action Steps
 � SCAG should continue to coordinate and provide input to the FAA’s Optimization of 

Airspace and Procedures in the Metroplex (OAPM) Program for Southern California, 
and similar airspace modernization activities, including updated operational 
forecasts 

 � The SCAG Aviation Technical Advisory Committee (ATAC) should continue and 
enhance its coordination with the Southern California Airspace Users Working Group 
(SCAUWG) on airspace issues of regional importance

 � SCAG should continue to advocate that the region should serve as an early “test 
bed” for the phased implementation of new airspace technologies, including 
new satellite-based NextGen technologies developed by the FAA, that have the 
potential to reduce airspace conflicts and reduce noise and air quality impacts on 
local communities

 � SCAG should explore how new navigation and air traffic control technologies can 
contribute to the region’s airspace capacity, and should incorporate potential 
airspace constraints in aviation demand forecasts developed for future regional 
transportation plans.
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Airport Ground Access Report

Objective of the Study
This report has been prepared for the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) in support of the 2012 update of Regional Transportation Plan for Southern 
California. The report reviews the ground access and egress system serving the region’s 
commercial service airports and identifies highway, arterial, local street and public trans-
portation projects that have the potential to improve airport ground access and egress in 
the region. Although the report generally refers to airport ground access for simplicity, 
this should be understood to include egress travel from airports as well as access trips.

FIGURE 1.1 Regional Commercial Service Airports 

The SCAG region supports the nation’s largest regional airport system in terms of number 
of airports and aircraft operations, operating in a very complex airspace environment. 

The system has six established air carrier airports including Los Angeles International 
(LAX), Bob Hope (formerly Burbank), John Wayne, Long Beach, Ontario and Palm Springs. 

There are also four new and emerging air carrier airports in the Inland Empire and North 
Los Angeles County. These include San Bernardino International Airport (formerly Norton 
AFB), March Inland Port ( joint use with March Air Reserve Base), Southern California 
Logistics Airport (formerly George AFB) and Palmdale Regional Airport ( joint use with 
Air Force Plant 42). FIGURE 1.1 shows the SCAG regional air carrier airport system. The 
regional system also includes 45 general aviation airports and two commuter airports, for 
a total of 57 public use airports.

Southern California airports play a crucial role in international trade, particularly with 
Pacific Rim countries, and to the regional economy. The value of airborne commodity 
exports out of the Los Angeles Customs District are about equal to waterborne exports, 
and airborne export values would be significantly greater if service exports, including 
impacts from tourism, were added to total export values.

A minimal amount of high occupancy public transportation connections to airports were 
included in the airport ground access projects in the 2008 RTP because a high speed 
regional transportation system was assumed to provide connections to airports and 
between airports. Because this system is no longer being considered for the 2012–2035 
RTP, one objective of this report is to identify planned or conceptual new high occupancy 
public transportation projects serving airports that have the potential to influence the 
ground access mode share distribution of air passengers and airport employees, thereby 
reducing vehicle trips to airports, and to assess the impact on airport traffic of identified 
high occupancy public transportation projects.

The following airports are included in the ground access analysis:
BUR – Burbank/Bob Hope Airport
SNA – John Wayne-Orange County Airport
LAX – Los Angeles International Airport
LGB – Long Beach Airport
MIP – March Inland Port/Air Reserve Base (IATA Code RIV)
ONT – Ontario International Airport
PMD –Palmdale Regional Airport
PSP – Palm Springs International Airport
SBD – San Bernardino International Airport
SCL – Southern California Logistics Airport (IATA Code VCV)
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Evolution of the RTP Airport Ground Access Element
The latest regional aviation demand forecasts and policies developed for the 2012–2035 
RTP represent an evolution and refinement of aviation planning work that SCAG has 
conducted over the last two decades. They also reflect a regional consensus that has 
developed around key regional aviation issues.

2.1  2008 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Two different 2035 regional aviation demand forecast scenarios for air passengers and 
cargo at commercial airports in the regional aviation system were developed for the 
2008 RTP (constrained plan) and the 2008 Strategic Plan. The adopted regional aviation 
demand forecasts for the 2008 RTP were 165.3 MAP and 8.28 million tons of air cargo, 
while the regional demand forecasts for the 2008 Strategic Plan were 173 MAP and 
8.31 million tons of air cargo. Several variations of the 2035 Preferred regional aviation 
demand scenarios that were modeled varied by the different configurations of the planned 
High Speed Regional Transport (HSRT) system that were assumed. The regional avia-
tion demand forecasts for the 2008 RTP and 2008 Strategic Plan assumed differences 
in the HSRT systems that were assumed to be included in these plans. For the 2008 
RTP, the 2035 regional aviation demand forecast was based on a Preferred Scenario that 
assumed the extended Initial Operating Segment (IOS) of the HSRT system, and for the 
2008 Strategic Plan the forecast was based on a Preferred Scenario that assumed the full 
HSRT system.

Airport ground access projects were identified for each of the commercial airports based 
on a number of considerations. However, the overriding goal of these projects was to 
improve airport access to the greatest degree possible to improve the efficiency of the 
proposed 2035 decentralized airport system and its competitiveness with airports outside 
of the SCAG region.

Traffic flows generated by the various passenger and cargo trips were used individually 
and cumulatively to identify roadway capacity deficiencies. Baseline projects that were 
already funded were included in the 2035 roadway system. The identified improvement 
projects were in addition to the HSRT system assumed in the Preferred Aviation Plan.

Projects were based on standard traffic engineering methods and criteria including 
intersection capacity utilization (ICU), mid-block volume/capacity ratios (as generated the 

SCAG Transportation Model), freeway weaving area analysis, interchange ramp analysis, 
passenger-car-equivalents for truck traffic as well as refined (level of service) airport 
parking demand analysis. Essentially, all these techniques examined the relationship 
between the forecast traffic volumes and nominal roadway capacities. The capacities for 
different roadway categories used in the modeling were consistent with SCAG’s regional 
transportation model.

Efforts were also made to mitigate congestion in the vicinity of airports by providing 
alternate routes for background and through traffic. The development of projects for 
the ten commercial service airports was facilitated by the synchronized modeling of 
airports, flight schedules and HSRT in conjunction with conventional ground access. In 
synchronized modeling of several airports in the system, ground access times were an 
important factor affecting airport forecasts in terms of air passenger and cargo demand. 
Consequently, major ground access improvements could reduce travel times to certain 
airports and make them more attractive to passengers and cargo. This would result in 
increased forecasts for airports with substantially improved ground access and reduced 
forecasts for the remaining airports with fewer ground access improvements. Since the 
Aviation Task Force adopted specific airport forecasts, as well as the regional total of 
165.3 MAP, the improvement projects were balanced to achieve consistency with these 
forecasts and the regional total in the Preferred Aviation Plan.

Improvement projects were developed based on (a) severity of capacity deficiency as 
expressed by volume/capacity ratios; (b) effectiveness in alleviating congestion on princi-
pal ground routes; (c) ability to relieve background and through traffic to free up capacity 
for air passenger and air cargo truck traffic; and (d) ability to forestall the loss or diver-
sion of passengers and cargo to other competing regions.

The airport ground access project list in the 2008 RTP was very similar to the list in the 
2004 RTP since their demand forecasts were also very similar. The main difference was 
that several airports required fewer projects to alleviate forecast congestion because of 
lower demand forecasts and airport-related ground access congestion. Major projects 
that were deleted from the 2008 RTP ground access project list because they had been 
initiated or completed since the 2004 RTP was issued, or were no longer needed.
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2.2  REGIONAL AVIATION DEMAND MODELING

The 1998, 2004 and 2008 Aviation element of the RTP updates all utilized the Regional 
Aviation Demand Allocation Model (RADAM) to forecast vehicular traffic on the roadway 
network serving the airports. These results were one of the major tools used to identify 
the ground access projects identified in the RTP updates, generally based on volume to 
capacity ratios of roadway links.

The model integrates forecasts for airport operations and the regional roadway and tran-
sit networks. As explained in the 2008 RTP report:

The modeling of the Preferred Aviation Plan was based on a complex airport system and 
an intricate set of behavioral assumptions, which could not be addressed by statistically 
based models. Therefore, the ground access modeling utilized a model that integrates all 
aspects of airport operations from arriving aircraft (by aircraft type, engine type, seating 
and load factor), through the airport runways, gates and terminals, all the way to the near-
est cross-streets comprising the passenger’s final destination. In essence, this modeling 
combined airport passenger and truck forecasts with behavioral aspects of passengers, 
truck surveys, SCAG demographic and background traffic forecasts, and airport portfolios 
and flight schedules, to generate the resulting airport ground access impacts.

One of the advantages of this integrated methodology is its high sensitivity for testing of 
projects from different perspectives. For example, modeling can quantify how a minor 
change in a load factor on a single flight, or a change in the ratio of business-to-non-
business passengers on the same flight will individually and cumulatively affect traffic 
at a particular intersection at a given time. Or, conversely, how many passengers will be 
delayed by congestion at a certain intersection on their way to a specific flight and how 
that will affect the airplane’s departure time and load factor. This sensitivity was highly 
useful for generating a realistic evaluation and ranking of improvement projects for all 
airports under the Preferred Aviation Plan.

In order to achieve consistency with SCAG’s transportation planning, total regional traffic 
(combined airport and background traffic) was imported from the SCAG’s regional model 
into the regional demand model for the year 2035. Airport trips were deducted from total 
traffic in the SCAG model to yield background or ambient traffic. This background traffic 
was then combined in the regional demand model with airport traffic stemming from the 
Preferred Aviation Plan.

The regional demand model factored in a number of conditions specifically tied to the 
planned high speed regional transport (HSRT) system. These include:

 � Availability of high-speed, reliable service to and from airports would result in more 
connecting passengers leaving the airport by HSRT and then returning for their 
scheduled departures.

 � The HSRT system was expected to significantly impact land use and development, 
with transit oriented development assumed to occur in proximity to stations. The 
model has land use modeling capabilities. However, the socioeconomic data inputs 
used for modeling the Preferred Aviation Plan for the Aviation element of the RTP did 
not specifically address land uses in the vicinity of HSRT stations.

2.3  2012 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN PROCESS

The 2012–2035 RTP Ground Access analysis, as well as the airport forecasts, did not 
include as extensive data analysis and modeling as the recent previous updates. However, 
this update does build upon the analysis and recommendations performed in those previ-
ous updates. In addition, this update relied heavily on a review of available transportation 
study elements prepared by the airports and surrounding communities as well as input 
from the airport staff and local agencies.

2.3.1  Airport and Local Agency Input

Contacts were made with all of the airports as well as some of the local agencies sur-
rounding the airports. Appendix I shows a list of the agencies contacted. Where a specific 
contact is listed, feedback on airport ground access needs was received. For the other 
contacts, information on the RTP projects was provided, but no specific ground access 
needs were indicated by staff. These are generally communities in the vicinity of the 
airports but not the city in which the airport is located. In some cases, the airport is 
operated by the city in which it is located, so combined feedback from the airport and city 
was provided. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) was also contacted 
regarding current planning around the airports.
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2.3.2  Role of California High-Speed Rail System in Regional Airport 
Ground Access

The planned California HSR system that is currently being developed by the California 
High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) is intended to serve both intra-regional and longer-
distance inter-regional travel. As such, it may serve airport ground access trips to and 
from those airports that are connected to adjacent or nearby HSR stations by other 
transportation links. Even if a HSR station is located adjacent to an airport, engineering 
constraints will in most cases preclude locating the station within walking distance of the 
airport terminal itself and therefore some form of transportation link, such as a shuttle 
bus or a moving walkway, will be required between the HSR station and the airport.

The second consideration that arises in considering the use of the HSR system for airport 
access or egress trips is that travelers will have to get to or from the HSR station at the 
non-airport end of their trip. Since there will be relatively few HSR stations in the region, 
most potential users of the HSR system for airport access or egress trips will need to use 
another form of transportation to get to or from the HSR station. Although HSR stations 
are likely to be reasonably well-served by public transportation and provide parking 
facilities for HSR users, the relative attractiveness of the HSR service to airport travelers 
compared to other ground access and egress options will depend on the HSR fare as well 
as the cost of parking at the HSR station relative to the cost of parking at the airport.

The current plans for the California HSR system, as documented in the CHSRA’s California 
High Speed Rail Program Draft 2012 Business Plan (November 1, 2011), envisage the 
system being developed in multiple phases. The first phase will consist of investment in 
an Initial Construction Segment (ICS) within the Central Valley. This will be further devel-
oped into an Initial Operating Segment (IOS), thought this step may involve linking the ICS 
with either San Jose or the San Fernando Valley. Initial operations will then be extended 
to a “Bay to Basin’ scenario, where high speed trains will operate between San Jose and 
the San Fernando Valley. The eventual completion of Phase I of the program will involve 
extending High Speed Rail Service between San Francisco and Anaheim. The second 
phase will include a link from Merced to Sacramento and from Union Station to San Diego 
via the Inland Empire. Several alternative routes are currently under consideration for 
both phases, although it is envisaged that all the alternative routes between the Central 
Valley and Union Station would include a station in the vicinity of Bob Hope Airport and all 
the alternative routes between Union Station and San Diego would include a station in the 

vicinity of Ontario International Airport. None of the alternative routes go anywhere near 
Los Angeles International Airport (LAX), although there is already a FlyAway express bus 
service between Union Station and LAX.

The CHSRA intends to complete the ICS by 2017, and to begin IOS operations by 2022. 
The Bay to Basin section is intended to be complete by 2027, and the full completion 
of Phase I by 2034. The funding to complete these segments is by no means assured 
at the present time and there are a number of environmental and engineering chal-
lenges that are not yet resolved and that could well delay completion of the first phase. 
The second phase will be operational well after 2035, and the planning horizon of the 
2012–2035 RTP. 

More details on the potential contribution of the planned California HSR system to ground 
access and egress at the region’s airports are discussed in Appendix II.

2.3.3  Approach to High Occupancy Public Transportation Projects

Public transportation systems in the United States have often been developed to accom-
modate commuters with traditional work schedules from Monday through Friday between 
8 a.m. and 6 p.m. Public transportation hours of operation and frequency of service are 
built around peak departure and arrival times, with lower frequencies in the middle of the 
day and before and after peak commuting times, and typically with minimal or no service 
for a period of time after midnight and before the start of peak morning service. Weekend 
service typically operates at lesser frequencies and for shorter hours of operation. 
Furthermore, more public transportation options are available to accommodate travel to 
concentrated employment centers, such as the downtown area. This is true for the public 
transportation system in Southern California. 

Because one objective of this report is to identify high occupancy public transportation 
projects that have the potential to influence the air passenger and airport employee mode 
shares for their airport trips, it is important to understand the factors that are important 
to air passengers and airport employees when they make decisions on how to travel to 
and from an airport. Appendix III presents a discussion of the characteristics of air pas-
sengers and airport employees that influence their airport ground access choices and the 
service characteristics of high occupancy public transportation services that make them 
viable choices for each customer group. In addition to their role in changing air passenger 
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mode use for travel to and from airports, high occupancy public transportation services 
can play a role in the choice of airport selected by an air passenger. 

Considering the characteristics and ground transportation needs of airport users, a list of 
high occupancy public transportation projects was developed for each airport by review-
ing documents and having conversations with staff at SCAG, the airports and transit 
agencies. In addition to projects identified in planning documents or discussions with 
agency staff, other projects were identified based on the knowledge and experience of 
the consultant team that appear worth being considered for analysis to determine their 
potential for shifting air passengers and airport employees from low occupancy modes to 
high occupancy public transportation.

To provide a comprehensive picture of high occupancy public transportation services 
that have the potential to influence ground access mode choice to the airport, the high 
occupancy public transportation projects listed in section IV are categorized into existing 
projects anticipated to be operating in 2035, funded projects for the strategic plan, and 
projects suggested for analysis to determine their potential to influence airport ground 
access mode choice. 

2.3.4  Highway, Arterial and Local Street Projects

For highway, arterial and local street projects, the 2012–2035 RTP Ground Access 
analysis, as well as the airport forecasts, did not include as extensive of data analysis 
and modeling as the recent previous updates. However, this update does build upon the 
analysis and recommendations performed in those previous updates. In addition, this 
update relied heavily on review of available transportation study elements prepared by 
the airports and surrounding communities as well as input from the airport staff and 
local agencies.

Updated Airport Demand Forecasts

3.1  SUMMARY OF AIRPORT FORECASTS

3.1.1  Passenger Forecasts

The SCAG Aviation Technical Advisory Committee (ATAC) has reviewed three alterna-
tive 2035 regional air passenger demand forecast scenarios for commercial airports, for 

potential inclusion in SCAG’s 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). These include 
baseline/medium growth, low growth, and high growth forecast scenarios, at 145.9 
million annual air passengers (MAP), 130 MAP, and 164 MAP, respectively. ATAC mem-
bers agreed that the scenarios present a reasonable range of possible growth rates for 
commercial aviation in the region over the next 25 years. At its September 22, 2011 
meeting, ATAC recommended the Baseline Scenario to serve as the Preferred Regional 
Air Passenger Demand Forecast for the 2012–2035 RTP, with several caveats. These 
caveats include:

 � The Baseline/Medium Growth Forecast seems to be reasonable in that it is con-
sistent with the 2008 RTP Constrained Scenario, which is based on conservative 
assumptions that are consistent with recent trends. However, the forecast is based 
on a number of variables that history has shown can change significantly over time, 
and it is important to update the forecast on an ongoing basis, most importantly for 
the next (2016) RTP. 

 � The forecast does not consider the potential impacts of the California High-Speed 
Rail Project on future regional aviation demand generation and allocation to airports. 
Future forecast updates should incorporate these potential impacts if and when the 
project is underway, and has a reasonably achievable implementation schedule.

 � The forecast recognizes defined legally-enforceable and physical capacity con-
straints at the constrained urban airports including LAX, Bob Hope, Long Beach and 
John Wayne. However, it does not recognize the fact that the settlement agree-
ments at both LAX and John Wayne airports expire in the 2015–2020 time period. 
Relaxation or elimination of the settlement agreement constraints at these airports 
could significantly impact forecast allocations of aviation demand at other airport 
in the regional system. Future updates of the forecast, such as for the 2016 RTP, 
should incorporate any new information provided by local airport authorities on 
revised constraints at capacity-constrained airports. 

The recommended 2035 Baseline Forecast is essentially the same as the 2035 
Constrained/No Project Scenario that was modeled and evaluated by the 2008 RTP. In the 
2008 RTP the Constrained Scenario was characterized as a very conservative vision of 
the regional airport system. It assumed no intra-regional high-speed rail system, no mar-
ket incentives, and very conservative behavior on the part of the airlines in adding flights 
at new and emerging airports (although all air carrier airports that desire commercial 
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service were allocated some passenger demand even if they currently serve none, which 
in reality is unlikely, but this scenario did not seek to choose winners and losers). Like the 
other scenarios in the 2008 RTP, the Constrained Scenario respected existing legally-
enforceable policy and physical capacity constraints at urban airports. The approved 
Baseline Forecast is summarized in TABLE 3.1 and compared with forecast scenarios 
modeled for the 2004 and 2008 RTPs. 
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TABLE 3.1 Passenger Forecasts (Million Annual Passengers)

Historical Data 2004 RTP 2008 RTP 2012–2035 RTP

(2030 Forecasts) (2035 Forecasts) (2035 Forecast)

Airport 2000 2006 2009
Constrained 

No HSR Preferred
Preferred 
No HSR Constrained

Preferred No 
HSR

Preferred w/
HSR Initial

Preferred w/
HSR Full

Approved 
Forecast

BUR 4.7 5.7 4.6 9.6 10.7 10.7 9.4 9.4 9.4 9.4 9.4

SNA 7.8 9.6 8.7 10.8 10.8 10.8 10.8 10.8 10.8 10.8 10.8

LAX 67.3 61 56.5 78 78 78 78.9 78.9 78.9 78.9 78.9

LGB 0.6 2.8 2.9 3 3.8 3.8 3.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2

MIP - - - 1 8 5 0.6 2.5 2.5 2.5 0.6

ONT 6.8 7 4.9 30 30 28.8 31.6 28.8 31.6 31.6 30.7

PMD - - - 2.2 12.8 7.2 2.6 6.3 6.3 12.9 2.6

PSP 1.3 1.5 1.5 2.9 3.2 3.2 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.1

SBD - - - 2.5 8.7 5.7 2.9 3.3 9.4 9.4 2.8

SCL 0.1 - - 0.8 4 1.8 0.7 2.4 2.9 4 0.7

Total 88.6 87.9 79.1 140.8 170 155 144.8 150.7 160.1 167.8 144.8

Imperial - - - 0.9 3.5 3.5 3.5 0.9

Oxnard - - - 0.2 1.7 1.7 1.7 0.2

Total 88.6 87.9 79.1 140.8 170 155 145.9 155.9 165.3 173 145.9

Source: SCAG 2011

The forecasts adopted for the 2004 and 2008 RTPs assumed much higher annual pas-
senger growth rates than the Baseline Forecast, and also assumed an intra-regional high 
speed rail system that effectively decentralized demand to outlying/secondary airports. 
As noted in Section 2 of this report, the configuration of the high-speed rail system 
envisaged for the region in 2035 is based on the proposed California High-Speed Rail 
Project. It is no longer focused on providing intra-regional service between airports, and 
provides no high-speed rail service to LAX. However, the extensive modeling of airport 
demand included in previous RTP updates was not performed for this update so there was 
no analytical basis to reallocate the demand between airports to reflect these changes 
in assumptions.

Because of constraints at many of the urban airports where demand is high, growth in 
passenger traffic at those airports is capped. Therefore, in order to accommodate the 
regional demand, most of the growth has to be allocated to the outlying airports regard-
less of whether there would be demand at those airports if the capacity constrained air-
ports were able to continue to accommodate the growth in passenger demand. This also 
assumes that airlines will be willing to add service to additional airports in the region. A 
shift of demand to outlying airports will require extensive ground access improvements 
including new transit initiatives to implement the decentralization of demand to the under-
utilized suburban airports inherent in the forecast.
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3.1.2  Air Cargo Forecasts

Air cargo forecasts for 2035 have been significantly reduced for the 2012–2035 RTP 
compared to the 2008 forecasts, from 8.1 million tons annually (an average annual 
growth rate of 3.7 percent from 2.8 million tons in the 2006 base year) to around 5.6 
million tons (an average annual growth rate of 2.4 percent). This downward revision is 
based on the actual performance of air cargo since the 2008 RTP base year (2006) and 
the economic outlook to 2035. 

International air cargo is expected to grow relative to domestic traffic, but export/import 
data for the U.S. and Southern California indicate that since the 2006 base year air cargo 

growth has been anemic relative to economic growth and the Southern California share 
has fallen. Between 2006 and 2010, total U.S. international air cargo increased only 4.5 
percent, or an average growth rate of 1.11 percent per year. All of this growth has come 
from exports, up 12.5 percent. By contrast, imports declined by 1.5 percent, despite a 
growth in U.S. real disposable income over this 4-year period of 6.2 percent. The growth 
of Southern California international air cargo from 2006 to 2010 was even lower: up 8.1 
percent percent for exports and down 9.3 percent for imports. At these rates of growth 
in relation to domestic economic growth or world economic growth since the 2008 RTP 
forecast, there is little likelihood that Southern California air cargo will reach the growth 
path for air cargo implied in the 2008 RTP projected rates. TABLE 3.2 shows the previous 
and current forecasts.

TABLE 3.2 Air Cargo Forecasts (000 tons)

Historical Data 2004 RTP 2008 RTP 2012–2035 RTP

(2030 Forecasts) (2035 Forecasts) (2035 Forecast)

Airport 2000 2006 2009
Constrained 

No HSR Preferred
Preferred 
No HSR Constrained

Preferred No 
HSR

Preferred w/
HSR Initial

Preferred w/
HSR Full

Approved 
Forecast

BUR 41 58 47 83 87 87 86 86 86 86 108

SNA 18 24 15 43 43 43 45 45 45 45 46

LAX 2,248 2,103 1,664 3,268 2,340 2,379 2,621 2,574 2,496 2,496 3,647

LGB 54 50 27 123 137 137 109 139 134 134 94

MIP - 24 1 825 1,117 1,104 988 1,009 1,130 1,131 147

ONT 511 545 391 2,605 2,252 2,188 2,086 2,117 1,959 1,959 1,314

PMD - - - 143 1,024 866 463 658 781 812 34

PSP - - - 146 128 128 131 130 129 129 -

SBD - - - 821 1,092 1,050 831 1,072 1,290 1,290 146

SCL - - - 283 504 476 266 270 230 228 68

Total 2,873 2,804 2,144 8,340 8,724 8,458 7,626 8,100 8,280 8,310 5,605

Source: TranSystems 2011
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Compared with the airport-specific projections in the 2008 RTP, the “outer” airports—
March Inland Port, Palmdale Regional, San Bernardino International, and Southern 
California Logistics—have significantly less share of the total and bear the brunt of the 
reduction in the overall projections. It is assumed that these airports only begin to handle 
a significant amount of cargo after the major airports, LAX and ONT, start to experience 
capacity constraints. 

3.1.3  Forecast Impacts on Ground Access

There are a number of ways to evaluate the impact of future passenger growth at the 
airports on ground access. These include the impact that the added vehicular traffic the 
airports will generate on the surrounding street network, and conversely, the impact that 
congestion on the surrounding street network has on the ability of passengers to get to 
the airport (or on their decision of which airport to use).

3.1.4  Air Passenger Access/Egress Traffic

While detailed traffic modeling was not performed for this update of the RTP, some 
general assumptions can be used to show the relative impact of the projected passenger 
traffic increases on the roadways surrounding the airports. TABLE 3.3 shows an approxi-
mate amount of traffic generated by each airport based on the recent and forecast levels 
of air passenger traffic.

TABLE 3.3 Traffic Volume Forecasts

Passenger Traffic  
(MAP)

Approximate  
Daily Vehicle Trips Generated

Airport 2009 
Existing

2035 
Baseline

2009 
Existing

2035 
Baseline Growth

BUR 4.6 9.4 15,000 31,000 16,000

SNA 8.7 10.8 34,000 43,000 9,000

LAX 56.5 78.9 269,000 391,000 122,000

LGB 2.9 4.2 12,000 18,000 6,000

MIP - 0.6 - 3,000 3,000

ONT 4.9 30.7 43,000 186,000 143,000

PMD - 2.6 - 11,000 11,000

PSP 1.5 4.1 6,000 18,000 12,000

SBD - 2.8 - 12,000 12,000

SCL - 0.7 - 3,000 3,000

Total 79.1 144.8 379,000 716,000 337,000

Source: Air passenger survey data for SCAG region airports, Transit Cooperative Research Program 
Reports 62 and 83, LAX Master Plan EIR/EIS, and Airport Cooperative Research Program Report 40: Airport 
Curbside and Terminal Area Roadway Operations

These estimates are based on a number of assumptions listed below the table. One of the 
key assumptions is that 3 percent of the passengers use high occupancy public trans-
portation modes to travel to and from the airport. High occupancy modes such as large 
busses or rail transit generate relatively few vehicle trips, so almost all passengers using 
these modes can be deducted from the traffic generation. ACRP Report 40 indicates 
that currently about 4 percent of LAX passengers use high occupancy modes; it is likely 
substantially less at many of the other area airports.

To put these traffic estimates into perspective, a two lane roadway has a capacity of 
about 12,000 vehicle trips per day. So for most of the airports in the region, two addi-
tional lanes of roadway would serve the projected growth. Note that some of this growth 
can be accommodated by unused capacity on existing roadway and that, for the most 
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part, the demand would be spread out over the many roadways that serve the airports. 
Many of the capacity improvements around these airports are likely to be “spot” improve-
ments—adding turn lanes at intersections, grade separations at railroad crossings, 
access management along key roadways, etc.

However, for the high growth airports such as LAX and Ontario, the forecast increase 
in passenger traffic may result in over 100,000 additional vehicle trips per day on the 
adjacent roads. If concentrated onto one roadway, this would require a new eight to 
ten-lane road. It may be difficult to add this level of capacity to the surrounding roads 
(as well as the capacity to accommodate growth in non-airport related traffic on these 
roads). Therefore, it is essential that increased public transportation service be provided 
at these airports.

3.1.5  Freight Traffic

As with passenger traffic, a simplified estimation process was used to gauge the magni-
tude of the impact of projected freight traffic on the roadways surrounding the airports. 
Based on 2009 freight truck data available for six of the airports in the region (BUR, 
SNA, LAX, LGB, MIP and ONT), truck trip generation rates were developed as shown in 
TABLE 3.4.

The data showed about 0.5 daily truck trips per 1,000 annual tons of air cargo at LAX and 
0.6 at ONT and MIP. At the other airports, the rate was higher, at about 1.6 truck trips per 
1,000 tons. This is due to the fact that much more of the cargo at the high freight airports 
is either “through” freight being transferred from one aircraft to another (and thus never 
onto a truck) or moved using larger trucks (some semi-trailer trucks versus small trucks 
or vans).

TABLE 3.4 Air Cargo Truck Volume Forecasts

Cargo (000 tons) Approximate Daily Truck Trips Generated

2009 Existing 2035 Baseline 2009 Existing 2035 Baseline Growth

47 108 75 173 98

15 46 24 74 50

1,664 3,647 832 1,824 992

27 94 43 150 107

1 147 1 88 88

391 1,314 235 788 554

- 34 - 54 54

- - - - -

- 146 - 234 234

- 68 - 109 109

2,144 5,605 1,210 3,494 2,284

Source: TranSystems 2011

Assumptions: 0.5 daily trips per 1,000 tons at LAX, 0.6 trips/1,000 tons at ONT and MAFB, 1.6 
trips/1,000 tons at other airports, 312 days/year (6 days/week). 
Assumptions derived from data in “Air Cargo Mode Choice and Demand Study – Final Report” CalTrans 
(prepared by TranSystems Corp.), July 2, 2010, page 7, Table 1.2

The resulting calculations show that the forecast increase in cargo traffic will gener-
ally result in between 100 and 600 new truck trips per day at each airport. As with the 
passenger vehicle traffic estimates, the same capacity rules apply for roadways—a 
two lane road accommodates about 12,000 passenger vehicles per day. From a road-
way capacity standpoint, a truck is equivalent to between about 1.5 and 3.0 passenger 
vehicles, depending on the size of the truck (e.g. panel van versus semi-trailer truck) and 
roadway characteristics (width, grade, etc.). Therefore, the projected increase in truck 
traffic due to air cargo operations has an impact of generally less than about 1,000 pas-
senger vehicles per day. This level of impact typically would not require construction of 
new roadways or major roadway widening projects. Instead, it would likely require spot 
improvements near freight access points to the airports—e.g. intersection improvements 
or added gate capacity at entrances to the airport cargo areas.
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3.1.6  Forecast Change Impacts on Ground Access Needs

Based on these projections, the level of evaluation needed for the ground access needs 
can generally be placed into three categories: airports with a high passenger/freight 
forecast of vehicle trips and a significant forecast change; airports with a high passenger/
freight forecast of vehicle trips but similar to the 2008 RTP projections; and airports with 
a low passenger/freight forecast of vehicle trips. Those airports with high traffic and a 
significant projected change in vehicle trips versus the 2008 RTP would require a more 
detailed analysis of ground access needs. However, this was not the case with any of the 
airports. The high passenger traffic airports, LAX, ONT, SNA and BUR all have similar 
MAP projections in this RTP as in the 2008 RTP. With regard to freight projections at the 
high freight volume airports, the forecast increased about 40 percent at LAX, decreased 
about 40 percent at ONT and decreased by more than 85 percent at MIP, PMD and SBD, 
but these changes are not expected to have a major impact on ground access needs. 
Therefore, in general, the long term ground access needs for these airports remain similar 
as to 2008.

For the lower volume airports, in terms of passenger traffic, none of the airports showed 
an increase in 2035 projections in this RTP versus the 2008 RTP. Several showed a sig-
nificant decrease—MIP, PMD and SCL. For air cargo, the forecasts at all of these airports 
either stayed about the same in this RTP or showed significant decline. While the declin-
ing forecasts would decrease the need for ground access improvements at these airports, 
generally the projects identified are to support basic airport operations such as terminal 
roadways, or are projects to improve general accessibility to the airport, so significant 
changes in the ground access recommendations are not expected.

3.2  IMPLICATIONS OF AIRPORT FORECASTS FOR AIRPORT GROUND 
ACCESS

The forecasts of air passenger demand at the region’s commercial service airports in 
2035 shown in TABLE 3.1 imply a significant increase in the number of regional air-
port ground access trips compared to 2009 air passenger activity levels. However, 
the growth in air passenger demand is not forecast to occur at an equal rate at each 
airport in the region. The four primary airports that serve the urban core of the region, 
Bob Hope Airport in Burbank (BUR), John Wayne Airport in Orange County (SNA), Long 
Beach Airport (LGB), and Los Angeles International Airport (LAX), have policy or physical 

capacity constraints that restrict the growth in passenger traffic that they can handle. 
As a result, the more outlying or suburban airports are forecast to handle an increasing 
share of the regional passenger traffic, as shown on TABLE 3.1.

Changes in the distribution of the regional air passenger demand among the airports in 
the region are likely to affect the composition of the air passenger traffic at each airport, 
and hence the relationship between air passenger volumes and the number of ground 
access trips generated by that activity. However, the approach to allocating the regional 
air passenger demand to airports taken in this RTP precludes a detailed analysis of this 
effect. Therefore it is been assumed that the level of ground access trips generated at 
each airport varies in proportion to the air passenger activity at each airport.

3.2.1  Constrained Urban Airports

Although each of the four constrained urban commercial service airports will experi-
ence an increase in airport ground access traffic by 2035, the increase in air passenger 
activity over 2009 levels varies from 1.3 million annual passengers (MAP) at LGB to 22.4 
MAP at LAX. Air passenger activity at SNA will increase by 2.1 MAP, while that at BUR will 
increase by 4.8 MAP. As a percent of 2009 activity, the air passenger traffic is projected 
to increase by about 24 percent at SNA and more than double at BUR (an increase of 
about 105 percent). The percentage increase at LAX is about 40 percent, while that at 
LGB is about 44 percent.

Clearly, increases of these magnitudes will have significant implications for ground 
access vehicle traffic at all airports, although the increases at BUR and LAX are likely 
to have the greatest impacts, at BUR because of the large proportional increase and at 
LAX because of the absolute magnitude of the increase. However, it should be noted that 
all four airports have experienced higher passenger activity levels prior to 2009, so the 
projected increases over the highest air passenger activity levels experienced to date are 
somewhat lower. Compared to the highest passenger activity levels experienced in recent 
years, the forecast air passenger growth at BUR is about 59 percent, while that at LAX is 
about 26 percent. The forecast growth at SNA compared to the highest passenger activ-
ity levels experienced in recent years is only about 8 percent, while that at LGB is about 
38 percent.
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3.2.2  Unconstrained Suburban Airports

As can be seen from TABLE 3.1, the constraints at the urban airports will result in signifi-
cant growth in passenger activity at the outlying unconstrained suburban airports, several 
of which do not currently have commercial air service. The greatest growth is projected to 
occur at Ontario International Airport (ONT), for which the passenger traffic is projected 
to increase to more than five times the 2009 level from 2009 to 2035 under the cur-
rent forecast, an increase of 25.8 MAP, or about 527 percent. Palm Springs International 
Airport (PSP) is projected to experience an increase in passenger activity to nearly three 
times its 2009 level, an increase of 2.6 MAP, or about 173 percent. Two of the suburban 
airports that do not currently have commercial air service are projected to experience 
a combined level of passenger activity by 2035 under the forecast that is similar to the 
current passenger activity at ONT (4.9 MAP in 2009). San Bernardino International Airport 
(SBD) is projected to handle 2.8 MAP, while Palmdale Regional Airport is projected to 
handle 2.6 MAP. March Inland Port (MIP) and Southern California Logistics Airport (SCL) 
are projected to handle somewhat lower levels of passenger traffic by 2035. Under the 
2035 forecast, MIP is projected to handle only 0.6 MAP, while SCL is projected to handle 
0.7 MAP.

Other than ONT, none of the suburban airports are projected to experience levels of pas-
senger activity that could not be handled by the existing arterial and street system, with 
some local improvements.

3.2.3  Regional Airline and General Aviation Airports

Until recently, two smaller airports in the region, Imperial County Airport (IPL) and Oxnard 
Airport (OXR), had regional airline service by United Express to LAX. The service from 
OXR was discontinued in June 2010 but United Express continues to operate two flights 
a day each way between IPL and LAX. The air passenger demand forecast assumes that 
limited service would be restored to OXR by 2035, while air service at IPL would expand 
significantly. Under the approved forecast, IPL is projected to handle 0.9 MAP in 2035 
and OXR, 0.2 MAP. These activity levels could easily be handled by the existing arterial 
and street system. 

In addition to the airports with current and projected future commercial air service, there 
are currently 44 public use general aviation airports in the region. None of these airports 
have a level of aviation activity that would generate a volume of ground access traffic 

that cannot be adequately handled by the existing arterial and street system serving 
the airport.

Summary of Projects by Airport

4.1 BOB HOPE AIRPORT/BURBANK (BUR)

Bob Hope Airport in Burbank, California is a very convenient airport for its local service 
area comprising the cities of Burbank, Glendale and Pasadena, with good access to and 
from Los Angeles and the San Fernando Valley. Service is provided by Alaska, American, 
Delta Connection, JetBlue, Southwest, United Express, and US Airways, with frequent 
schedules along the West Coast and connecting flights across the entire country.

Passenger and Cargo Trends and Constraints: Air passenger and cargo activity are 
expected to increase steadily, with air passenger traffic growing from 4.6 MAP to 9.4 
MAP prior to 2035. The airport is contractually limited to 14 gates, which has been esti-
mated by SCAG to limit passenger capacity to 9.4 MAP. Bob Hope Airport does not handle 
a significant amount of cargo traffic and is not projected to carry a substantial amount in 
the future (86,000 annual tons).

Studies and Major Planned Projects: Ground Access Study – A 1987 $4.3M STURAA grant 
remains active and is available for a Bob Hope Airport Ground Access Study. Including 
the local match totals $5.5 million that is available for the study. The Airport Authority 
has retained the Orangeline Development Authority (OLDA) as its Project Manager for this 
study, planned to begin in 2012. Three fundamental objectives have been established by 
the Airport Authority for this study: Develop linkages to Santa Clarita to Union Station 
Corridor; reduce north/south traffic on Hollywood Way; evaluate the feasibility of an 
airport rail station along the Antelope Valley Line in the vicinity of Hollywood Way; and 
explore east/west connectivity to Pasadena. Results from this study are likely to identify 
new projects for inclusion in future Airport RTPs.

RITC – The Airport Authority will initiate construction in May/June of 2012 of a new 
Regional Intermodal Transportation Center (RITC) northwest of the intersection of 
Hollywood Way and Empire Ave. The RITC will include additional parking, a consolidated 
car rental facility, an enclosed pedestrian linkage between the adjacent train station and 
parking facilities, and a moving sidewalk connection to the airport terminal. Another ele-
ment of the RITC will be intermodal bus layover center to enhance destination bus service 
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to the airport and facilitate bus passenger linkage to the terminal. The Environmental 
Assessment for Proposed Construction of a Regional Intermodal Transportation Center 
and Runway 33 Runway Safety Area Restoration was completed in December 2010. As is 
typical with an environmental assessment, this report had a horizon year of 2012 focusing 
on the impacts of the planned improvements only, so it did not look at long term ground 
access needs. FIGURE 4.1 shows the RITC.

FIGURE 4.1 Bob Hope Airport

Source: Bob Hope Airport Authority 2011

Empire Interchange – This project, identified in prior RTP’s, includes reconfigured access 
to I-5 at the Empire Avenue interchange and the Burbank Boulevard interchange as 
well as railroad grade separation project at Buena Vista/San Fernando all of which will 
facilitate improved access to the airport. This project is scheduled to begin construction 
in 2012.

High Speed Rail – The California High Speed Rail Commission is studying potential station 
locations along the San Fernando Road/Metrolink Line at either Hollywood Way or Buena 
Vista Street that would be in close proximity to the airport and include potential direct 
linkages to the airport and the Empire Avenue Metrolink Line. This would be part of the 
Palmdale-Los Angeles High Speed Rail segment. It should be noted that the Los Angeles 
County Transportation Authority (Metro) is studying improvements to the rail service 
along the Antelope Valley Metrolink Line, including the construction of a Bob Hope Airport 
Station in the vicinity of Hollywood Way. Construction of these improvements may be 
feasible many years in advance of the High Speed Rail Project. 

Orange Line Extension – a project is planned to extend the MTA Orange Line from its 
current terminus at the North Hollywood Red Line station to either the Bob Hope Metrolink 
station or the RITC.

4.1.1  Highway, Arterial, and Local Street Projects

Recommended Ground Access Projects: Three projects from the 2008 RTP list were 
deleted, as they have been completed.

 � BUR-01 Upgrade internal BUR terminal area circulation system including ingress/
egress to parking facilities.

 � BUR-04 Upgrade capacity of Hollywood/Alameda intersection (additional turning 
lanes and storage).

 � BUR-12 Burbank Transit Station project. Improve access, parking and platforms 
at BUR Metrolink Station. Provide better linkage to the Empire Area Transit Center 
(Combined with BUR-05).

Another project was deleted from the 2008 RTP list since it has been supplanted by a 
new project with a similar function and location, the Regional Intermodal Transportation 
Center (RITC) previously described. The deleted project is:

 � BUR-5 Empire Transit Center – construct a multi-modal bus transit center in 
the vicinity of Empire Ave. and Hollywood Way adjacent to the BUR Metrolink/
Amtrak station.

The description of project BUR-10 was modified based on input from the City of Burbank 
and the description of project BUR-05 was modified to incorporate deleted project 
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BUR-12 since both of these projects are part of the Regional Intermodal Transportation 
Center (RITC).

In addition, one project was added (BUR-12) as identified in the Environmental 
Assessment for Proposed Construction of a Regional Intermodal Transportation Center 
and Runway 33 Runway Safety Area Restoration, December 2010 (page C-37).

Ground access improvements included in the 2012–2035 RTP Airport Vicinity 
Ground Access 

Element are summarized below in TABLE 4.1.

TABLE 4.1 BUR Highway, Arterial and Local Street Projects

Project (Year Added) Description

BUR-03 (08) Add 1 additional lane in each direction on Hollywood Way (from 
San Fernando to Empire). 

BUR-05 (08) Empire Area Transit Center: Construct a multi-modal bus 
transfer center in the vicinity of Empire Ave and Hollywood Way 
adjacent to BUR Metrolink/Amtrak station. Improve access, 
parking and platforms at Metrolink Station. Provide better link-
age between airport and Transit Center. 

BUR-06 (08) Construct a Clybourn Ave. Grade Separation west of BUR to 
directly connect Vanowen St. to Empire Ave. (to provide and 
continuous arterial from SR-5 and the new Empire Ave. inter-
change to North Hollywood and improve east-west access in 
the Golden State area of Burbank. 

BUR-07 (04) Construct a modified interchange at Empire Ave. and I-5 inter-
change. Add N/B and S/B (auxiliary) lanes at I-5/Empire (from 
Burbank Bl. To Empire). 

BUR-08 (04) Add auxiliary lanes on I-5 (from Burbank Blvd. To Buena Vista). 

BUR-09 (04) Add HOV lanes (from 8-10 lane configuration) on I-5 (from 
SR-134 to SR-170). 

BUR-10 (08) Intersection flarings at 35 major intersections for additional 
turn lanes. Includes Hollywood Way, Buena Vista St., Victory 
Blvd., Empire Ave., and Vanowen St. (No widening of Hollywood 
Way south of Empire). 

BUR-11 (04) Construct HOV lanes on I-5 (between SR-110 and SR-14). HOV 
lanes from SR-134 to SR-170 only included as part of the SR-5 
HOV/Empire Ave. Interchange project.

BUR-14 (12) Install signal at North Avon St. & Empire Ave.
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4.1.2  Public Transportation Projects

TABLE 4.2 shows the projects anticipated to be in place by 2035, or recommended for 
inclusion in the strategic plan, that have the potential to influence the air passenger and 
employee mode share distribution to BUR.

The potential for the first three projects will be analyzed as part of the Bob Hope Airport 
Ground Access Plan that will begin in the fall of 2011. The study will include extensive 
data collection to understand the travel patterns of air passengers and employees using 
Bob Hope Airport, as well as modeling various transportation alternatives. The study will 
provide better information for the 2016 RTP.

TABLE 4.2 Potential High Occupancy Public Transportation Projects Serving BUR, 2035

Status Project Source Notes

Funded Regional Intermodal Transit Center (RITC) Bob Hope Airport Authority Groundbreaking anticipated in May/June 2012

Funded Extend fixed guideway rapid transit from North Hollywood Red 
Line Station to the Bob Hope Airport RITC and a proposed high-
speed rail station to the north of the airport

1. 2008 RTP, LA County Metro Strategic 
Plan Projects 

To be studied as part of the two-year Bob 
Hope Airport Ground Access Study to begin in 
the fall of 2011

 2. Conversation with Bob Hope Airport 
and OLDA Staff, June 2011

For Consideration in  
Strategic Plan

Antelope Valley Metrolink Line: construction of new station 
north of Bob Hope Airport station in the vicinity of Hollywood 
Way and San Fernando Road, with transit connections to the 
airport, nearby Red Line stations, the Orangeline, and the 
California High-Speed Rail Project

Conversation with Bob Hope Airport and 
OLDA Staff, June 2011 and November 
2011

To be studied as part of the two-year Bob Hope 
Airport Ground Access Study to begin in the 
fall of 2011. Improvements along the Antelope 
Valley Metrolink line will be identified in an 
ongoing Los Angeles Metro sponsored study

Amtrak and Metrolink service is provided between Bob Hope Airport, downtown Burbank, 
Glendale and Union Station at frequent intervals in the morning until about 10:00 a.m. 
and in the late afternoon/early evening from Monday through Friday. Two early morning 
trips were recently added to better accommodate airport customers. The service is not 
included in the table because it does not provide sufficient midday service, and no service 
is provided on Saturdays and Sundays. Staff at Bob Hope Airport and the Orange Line 
Development Authority would like to see more service added throughout the day.

It should be noted that the Bob Hope Airport Authority has placed a high priority on 
actions to improve access and linkage to the regional transportation system, which will be 
the focus of the Authority’s Airport Ground Access Study. Consistent with this priority, the 
Airport Authority supports SCAG’s inclusion in the Draft RTP of significant improvements 
to the Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo Rail Corridor (LOSSAN), as well as to the 
Metrolink system, to achieve higher speed operations. 

4.2 JOHN WAYNE AIRPORT (SNA)

John Wayne Airport is operated by the County of Orange and is the only commercial 
airport in Orange County. The service area includes 3 million people within the 34 cities 
and unincorporated areas of Orange County. In addition, it is only one of two airports 
in Orange County to accommodate general aviation. The airport is served by two fixed-
based operators and is home to more than 500 general aviation aircraft.

Passenger and Cargo Trends and Constraints: John Wayne Airport served 8.7 MAP in 
2009, but is limited to 10.8 MAP by agreements (see below), so only modest additional 
growth is expected at the airport. Service is currently provided by Alaska, American, 
Continental, Delta, Frontier, Southwest, United, US Airways and WestJet Airlines. Cargo 
traffic is not significant at the airport, with existing and future projected activity to remain 
below 50,000 tons per year.



Aviation and Airport Group Access     115

A Federal court settlement was signed in 1985 by the County of Orange, the City of 
Newport Beach, the Airport Working Group (AWG), and Stop Polluting Our Newport 
(SPON) to formalize the consensus reached between the County of Orange and the local 
communities on the nature and extent of airport improvements and defined operational 
and capacity limitations on those improvements. The 2003 Amendments of the 1985 
Agreement allow John Wayne Airport to increase passenger levels to 10.3 MAP (through 
12/31/10) then to 10.8 MAP (through 12/31/15) with a maximum of 85 flights per day. 
In addition, the amendment allowed for the addition of new Jet bridges (not to exceed 
20 total).

The Orange County General Aviation Noise Ordinance (GANO) establishes single event 
noise limits and other restrictions for aircraft operating at SNA.

Studies and Major Planned Projects: The Final Environmental Impact Report 582 – John 
Wayne Airport Settlement Agreement (November 2001) and amendment (December 
2002) evaluated the impact of various operating alternatives on environmental condi-
tions, including ground access traffic (Appendix E, November 2001) and is the basis for 
the current 10.8 MAP operating level through 2015. Roadway improvements related to the 
EIR are summarized on TABLE 3.2–14 on page 3.2–19 of the EIR (Scenario 2). FIGURE 4.2 
shows the conceptual plan. As is typical with an EIR, this report had a horizon year of 
2006 focusing on the impacts of the planned improvements only, so did not look at long 
term ground access needs.

FIGURE 4.2 EIR Conceptual Plan, Scenario 2 (Exhibit 2.4 from EIR)

Passenger Terminal – In November 2011, a new terminal building south of existing 
Terminal A and B was completed that provides six new passenger-loading bridges. Two of 
the six new passenger-loading bridges are equipped to allow Federal Inspection Services 
(FIS), including Customs. The combined SNA terminal facility now provides 20 commer-
cial aircraft passenger-loading gates and two commuter facilities accommodating a total 
of six commuter aircraft with ground-level boarding. The footprint of the entire terminal 
complex comprises approximately 730,505 feet. 

Parking Structure – Phase I of a new multi-story parking structure also opened in 
November 2011, replacing a parking structure previously located in the new Terminal C 
footprint. The new parking structure provides up to 2,200 additional parking spaces. The 
second phase of this parking structure will occur after 2012, based on demand and fund-
ing availability, and would provide an additional 1,000 spaces. 

Campus Drive and Bristol Street North Intersection – Provision of an additional right-turn 
lane on westbound Campus Drive to Bristol Street North, as required with Mitigation 
Measure T-1 in Final Program EIR 582. This turn lane would increase the number of turn 
lanes on Campus Drive to a total of three. The turn lane addition would be approximately 
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250 feet long and 15 feet wide. This improvement would require the relocation of the 
existing airport maintenance building, from the southeast corner of the Airport to an 
undeveloped parcel on the west side of the Airport in the vicinity of the existing airport 
administration building. The proposed maintenance facility is proposed to be located on 
a 2.4-acre site west of Aircraft Rescue and Fire Fighting (ARFF) Station 33. 

4.2.1  Highway, Arterial, and Local Street Projects

Recommended Ground Access Projects: Recommended changes to the ground access 
project list include the following:

Three projects from the 2008 RTP list were deleted.

 � SNA-01 Improve capacity of SNA terminal internal circulation system. Upgrade SNA-
ingress at Michelson/MacArthur intersection. While the airport plans to proceed 
with this project, it is not included in the SNA EIR and thus the airport requested its 
removal from the RTP.

 � SNA-03 Add 1 lane in each direction on MacArthur (from I-405 to Michelson). This 
project was deleted at the request of the City of Irvine.

 � SNA-04 Add 1 lane in each direction on Michelson (from MacArthur to Von Karman). 
This project was deleted at the request of the City of Irvine.

 � SNA-10 Upgrade the Sand Canyon/I-405 interchange (add 1 lane to each on- and 
off-ramp). This project was related to access for the long-range Maglev system that 
is no longer being considered.

 � SNA-13 Widen Von Karman overcrossing by 1 lane in each direction. This project 
was deleted at the request of the City of Irvine.

In addition, eight projects (SNA-17–SNA-24) were added as identified in EIR Report 582 
for Scenario 2.

Ground access improvements included in the 2012–2035 RTP Airport Vicinity Ground 
Access Element are summarized below in TABLE 4.3.

TABLE 4.3 SNA Highway, Arterial and Local Street Projects

Project 
(Year Added) Description

SNA-02 (04) Construct an internal HSR station roadway system at the Irvine 
Spectrum (to accommodate 1,510 peak hour vehicle trips). 

SNA-05 (04) Add 1 lane in each direction on I-405 (from Bristol to SR-133); Add 
auxiliary lane (from MacArthur to Culver). 

SNA-06 (04) Upgrade the Bristol/I-405 interchange (add 1 lane to all on and 
off-ramps) 

SNA-07 (04) Add 1 lane in each direction on SR-55 (from SR-73 IC to I-405 IC); 

SNA-08 (04) Add S/B auxiliary lane (from MacArthur on-ramp to Jamboree Bl. 
interchange to Culver Dr. off-ramp. 

SNA-09 (04) Add 1 lane in each direction on SR-73 (from Jamboree to SR-55); 
Add auxiliary N/B auxiliary lane to SR-73 (from Birch to SR-55). 

SNA-10 (04) Upgrade the Sand Canyon/I-405 interchange (add 1 lane to each on 
and off-ramp). 

SNA-11 (04) Add 1 lane to the southbound off-ramp and the north-bound on-ramp 
at Irvine Center Dr./I-405 interchange. 

SNA-12 (04) Add 1 N/B ramp and W/B right-turn lane on Paularino at SR-55. 

SNA-14 (04) Add HOV lanes in each direction near SR-55 interchange (98 STIP). 

SNA-15 (04) I-405/SR-55 interchange south Transitway existing 4 MF 1 HOV 
on SR-55 and I-405 existing 5 MF and 1 HOV, add HOV direct 
Transitway from SR-55 to I-405. 

SNA-16 (04) SJHC, 15 mile Toll Road I-5 (in San Juan Capistrano and SR-73 in 
Irvine, existing 3 MF each direction, add 1 MF in each direction, plus 
auxiliary and PCE traffic climbing lanes (reference: SCAG/TCA MOU 
4/5/01). 

SNA-17 (12) Campus & Bristol North. Add 3rd Southbound Right-Turn Lane.

SNA-18 (12) I-405 at MacArthur NB On-Ramp. Add 2nd Lane to On-Ramp (includ-
ing Mainline Auxiliary Lane).
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Project 
(Year Added) Description

SNA-19 (12) I-405 at MacArthur SB On-Ramp. Add 2nd Mixed Flow Lane at Meter 
(Transition to 1 Lane before Mainline).

SNA-20 (12) I-405 at MacArthur NB Off-Ramp. Add 2nd Lane to Off-Ramp (w/o 
2nd Mainline Auxiliary Lane).

SNA-21 (12) SR-73 at Campus/Irvine NB On-Ramp. Add 2nd Lane to On-Ramp 
(including Mainline Auxiliary Lane).

SNA-22 (12) SR-73 at Campus/Irvine SB On-Ramp. Add 2nd Auxiliary Lane on 
Mainline (for existing 2nd Off-Ramp Lane.

4.2.2  Public Transportation Projects

OCTA has expanded the track capacity between Fullerton and Laguna Niguel to allow 
for increased Metrolink headways. There is single track capacity south of Laguna Niguel 
since they cannot expand at Laguna Niguel or San Clemente. OCTA anticipates a signifi-
cant increase in Metrolink service by 2035. There are two Metrolink lines that serve the 
Tustin Station, the Inland Empire/Orange County Line that travels between Riverside and 
Irvine, and the Orange County Line, which travels between Oceanside and Union Station 
in Los Angeles. The Tustin Metrolink station is located approximately seven miles from 
John Wayne Airport, and the Irvine Transportation Center is located approximately nine 
miles away.

TABLE 4.4 shows a project anticipated to be in place by 2035 that may influence mode 
share with an added connection to the airport, and another project that is recommended 
for study.

TABLE 4.4 Potential High Occupancy Public Transportation Projects 
Serving SNA, 2035

Status Project Source Notes

1. Funded Increased Metrolink 
Service to Tustin 
Station

1. OCTA Staff 
Summer 2011 
Telephone 
Conversation

1. By 2030, weekday 
trains serving Tustin 
station anticipated to 
increase from 39 to 70, 
and there could be 20 
trains per day serving 
Tustin on weekend days. 

2. 
Recommended 
for Analysis

2. Consultant 
Recommendation for 
Study

 2. A good shuttle con-
nection between Tustin 
Station and SNA could 
attract air passengers 
and employees

Recommended 
for Analysis

Express bus service, 
ARTIC/Anaheim to 
John Wayne Airport

Consultant 
Recommendation 

ARTIC Concept allows for 
this connection.

The City of Irvine operates two shuttle routes called The i Shuttle. The i Shuttle has been 
in operation for approximately three years. It operates from Monday through Friday, and 
travels between the Tustin Metrolink station and major employment sites. Route A travels 
between the Tustin Station and John Wayne Airport. The trips are timed to Metrolink train 
service during peak commuting hours. The trip to the airport takes approximately a half 
hour, and the shuttle route was not designed to meet airport needs. 

Since The i Shuttle is not a connection that is attractive to airport customers, it is recom-
mended that an analysis should be conducted to determine the potential for operating a 
non-stop shuttle between either the Tustin or the Irvine Transportation Center, to estimate 
the level of ridership that might be attracted, and to determine which station makes the 
most sense for provision of a shuttle. Amtrak serves the Irvine Transportation Center, but 
not the Tustin Station, however the Tustin station is slightly closer to the airport.
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A study is recommended to determine the potential for a frequent bus link between John 
Wayne and ARTIC with no stops or limited stops. ARTIC will accommodate regional and 
local bus and rail connections, and will include parking for autos. It has a projected open-
ing date of 2014. ARTIC will include space for a bus connection to SNA in anticipation of a 
service being provided in the future, although no agency or company has made a commit-
ment to do so. Since it is also anticipated that there will be a fixed guideway connection 
by 2018, called the Anaheim Rapid Connection, between ARTIC, Disneyland, the hotels in 
the Disneyland area, and the Anaheim Convention center, it is a logical boarding point for 
non-resident air travelers who are destined for Anaheim. Residents and airport employees 
can access ARTIC to make the airport trip by driving and parking or using the various 
transportation connections that will be offered at ARTIC. 

At the time this study was conducted, neither the County of Orange, which operates the 
airport, nor OCTA had plans to provide the type of high occupancy public transporta-
tion service to John Wayne Airport that has the potential to influence air passenger or 
employee mode choice to the airport. OCTA has included the Bristol Street/State College 
Blvd. BRT line in their 2010 LRTP. It is described as a 28 mile fixed route BRT which will 
travel between the Brea Mall and the Irvine Transportation Center, but it is unclear what 
level of service will be provided, and if it will travel into the airport terminal area

4.3 LONG BEACH AIRPORT (LGB)

LGB offers direct flights throughout the U.S. with convenient domestic and international 
connections. LGB offers easy access to the surrounding business centers and massive 
consumer markets. LGB is one of the world’s busiest general aviation airports that serve 
privately-owned aircraft. With substantial general aviation activity LGB is an important 
reliever airport for LAX. Very strict noise regulations on commercial air operations have 
been put into place at LGB to protect the surrounding residential land uses. Boeing Co. 
builds C-17 military airlifter aircraft at LGB and Gulfstream has a completion/service 
center at LGB.

Passenger and Cargo Trends and Constraints: Commercial passenger service is currently 
provided by Jet Blue, US Airways, Delta and Alaska Airlines with almost 50 departures 
per day to 14 cities. The airport served about 2.8 MAP in 2009 and 3.0 MAP in 2010. 
According to the LGB Terminal Improvement EIR, terminal area improvements are being 
designed to accommodate 41 airline flights and 25 commuter flights per day. This flight 

level is anticipated to result in approximately 4.2 million annual passengers (MAP) being 
served at the Airport. There are provisions in the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance 
allowing the number of flights to be increased if the air carrier flights and commuter 
flights operate below their respective Community Noise Equivalent Level (“CNEL”) limits, 
however, the 4.2 MAP limit has been used in the growth forecasts.

Air cargo forecasts show an increase from 40,000 tons in 2009 to a still modest level of 
109,000 tons in 2035. This level is not expected to have a significant impact on ground 
access needs.

Studies and Major Planned Projects: Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvement 
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report No. 37-03, November 2005. The proposed proj-
ects provides improvements to the existing Airport Terminal Building and related facilities 
at the Airport in order to accommodate recent increases in flight activity at the Airport 
consistent with operational limitations of the Airport Noise Compatibility Ordinance and 
the 1995 Settlement Agreement. The Proposed Project includes construction of, or altera-
tion to, the terminal building, vehicular parking and traffic and pedestrian circulation at 
the airport as shown on FIGURE 4.3. The Terminal Area Improvement Projects are included 
for reference only and are not part of the RTP.
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FIGURE 4.3 Long Beach Airport Terminal Area Improvement Project  
(DEIR Exhibit 2.4)

The Proposed improvements are summarized below.

 � The provision of a new parking structure that would ultimately accommodate 4,000 
vehicles.

 � With the construction of the parking structure, existing surface parking would be 
displaced. 

 � The extension of the south side of the Donald Douglas Drive loop to exit onto 
Lakewood Boulevard, with eastbound right turn only to southbound access on to 
Lakewood Boulevard.

 � In conjunction with the allocation of additional flights in accordance with the Airport 
Noise Compatibility Noise Ordinance, when average daily peak month passenger 
levels reach 12,700, the Airport Manager shall develop a traffic monitoring program. 

The traffic monitoring program shall evaluate the LOS at the Spring Street and 
Lakewood Boulevard and the Willow Street and Lakewood Boulevard intersections. 

In conjunction with the allocation of additional flights in accordance with the Airport Noise 
Compatibility Ordinance, when the annual passenger levels reach 4.2 MAP, the Airport 
Manager shall identify and develop additional on-site parking opportunities.

4.3.1  Highway, Arterial, and Local Street Projects

Recommended Ground Access Projects: Recommended changes to the ground access 
project list include the following:

Three projects from the 2008 RTP list were deleted.

 � LGB-01 Widen Lakewood by 1 lane in each direction (from I-405 to Carson) has 
been completed.

 � LGB-02 Upgrade capacity of Lakewood/Wardlow intersection has been completed.

 � LGB-05 was modified to delete the portion referring to upgrading Spring Street as 
requested by the airport since they felt it did not impact airport traffic.

 � LGB-06 Capacity improvements to I-405 including HOV lanes was deleted since it is 
a repeat of project LAX-18. 

Ground access improvements included in the 2012–2035 RTP Airport Vicinity Ground 
Access Element are summarized below in TABLE 4.5.

TABLE 4.5 LGB Highway, Arterial and Local Street Projects

Project (Year Added) Description

LGB-03 (04) Upgrade ramps at I-405 interchange/Lakewood interchange 
(Add 1 lane to the S/B Lakewood to N/B Rte.405 on-ramp; Add 
1 lane to S/B I-405 to Lakewood Off-ramp). 

LGB-04 (04) Widen Wardlow by 1 lane in each direction (from Lakewood to 
Bellflower). 

LGB-05 (12) Upgrade Spring/Lakewood intersection. 
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4.3.2  Public Transportation Projects

The City of Long Beach is served by the Metro Rail Blue Line, with service between 
the Long Beach Transit Mall in downtown Long Beach, and 7th Street/Metro Center in 
downtown Los Angeles. Blue Line customers may transfer at the Long Beach Transit Mall 
to Long Beach Transit Line 111, and make the 30 to 40 minute trip to Long Beach Airport 
between 5 a.m. and 12:30 a.m., 7 days per week. The bus runs at 40 minute intervals for 
most of the schedule, with some service also provided in 30 minute and 60 minute inter-
vals. The Long Beach Transit mall is served by additional bus routes provided by Long 
Beach Transit and other public transportation providers.

The Blue Line Willow station is served by Long Beach Transit routes 102/104, which 
allows customers to make the 20 minute trip to Long Beach Airport from Monday through 
Friday between 6 a.m. and 8 p.m. at 30 minute intervals. Willow station is served by 
additional bus routes provided by Long Beach Transit and Metro.

In the future, depending on the distribution of air passenger origins in the vicinity of the 
Blue Line, consideration should be given to offering higher frequencies on routes 102/104 
and 111, and providing Saturday and Sunday service on routes 102/104.

4.4 LOS ANGELES INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT (LAX)

LAX is the sixth busiest airport worldwide in terms of passengers and 13th worldwide in 
air cargo tonnage, and is served by approximately 80 passenger airlines and 20 cargo 
airlines. LAX handles 70 percent of the passengers, 75 percent of the air cargo, and 95 
percent of the international passengers and cargo traffic in the surrounding five counties. 
According to recent economic impact studies prepared for the Los Angeles World Airports 
(LAWA), LAX contributes more than $60 billion annually to the Southern California 
economy and approximately 408,000 jobs, or one in twenty jobs in Southern California, 
are attributed to LAX operations.

Passenger and Cargo Trends and Constraints: In 2010, 59.1 million passengers traveled 
through LAX. A passenger limit of 78.9 MAP was established as the “practical capacity” 
of LAX in a Settlement Agreement between Los Angeles World Airports and surrounding 
communities and other parties arising from lawsuits over the latest update of the LAX 
Master Plan, and is used for planning purposes in related studies. The passenger demand 
at LAX is expected to grow to the 78.9 MAP planning limit prior to 2035.

Once the 78.9 MAP limit is reached, a significant portion of additional growth in regional 
demand is projected to spill over to other airports in the region. LAX has the highest 
rate of connecting passengers of all airports in the region, so on a per passenger basis, 
its impact on ground traffic is reduced. However, as noted in section 3.1, the projected 
growth of around 19 MAP will create significant demands on the ground access system 
and will likely require a greater emphasis on high-occupancy modes (e.g. transit) for 
airport access and egress travel.

LAX is also a major cargo center with 1,000 daily cargo flights linking Los Angeles with 
the world. Its cargo handling facilities include the 98-acre Century Cargo complex, the 
57.4-acre Imperial Cargo complex, the Imperial Cargo Center and a number of termi-
nals on the south side of the airport. In 2009, the airport handled 1.66 million tons of 
air cargo, down from a peak of 2.14 million tons in 2005. However, long term growth is 
forecast to pick up with around 2.8 million tons in the 2035 projection. A large portion of 
the air cargo at LAX is “pass through”, being shifted from one airplane to another, thus 
the “per ton” impact of air cargo in terms of truck traffic on the adjacent street network is 
lower than at the other airports in the region.

Studies and Major Planned Projects: Several major studies have been completed over the 
past 10 years focusing on terminal expansion and the related ground access improve-
ments needed to support this expansion. On-Airport improvement projects/plans are 
included for reference only and are not considered part of the RTP.

Initial plans for a new “West Terminal” would have included a new major access point 
to the airport from the west side, off Pershing Drive. Many of the highway and street 
improvements associated with this plan were included in the 2008 RTP. However, the 
2005 LAX Master Plan EIS/EIR added “Alternative D”, which would maintain terminal 
access from the east, supplemented by a variety of ground access improvements. This 
became the preferred alternative of LAWA. Subsequent studies have focused on varia-
tions of this general concept, including the 2009 Bradley West Project Draft EIR (DEIR) 
and the on-going Specific Plan Amendment Study (SPAS).

Final Environmental Impact Statement, Los Angeles International Airport Proposed Master 
Plan Improvements, January, 2005: According to the EIS, the purpose of the LAX Master 
Plan is to help provide a level of airport passenger and freight improvements that will 
support the future economic growth and vitality of the five-county Los Angeles region. 
Master Plan project objectives are to:
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 � Respond to local and regional demand for air transportation during the period 
2000–2015, taking into consideration the amount, type, location, and timing of such 
demand.

 � Ensure that new investments in airport capacity are efficient and cost-effective, 
maximizing the return on existing infrastructure capital.

 � Sustain and advance the international trade component of the regional economy and 
the international commercial gateway role of the City of Los Angeles.

As noted above, this study included three alternatives with primary ground access from a 
new entrance on Pershing Blvd. on the west side of the airport. The fourth, and preferred, 
alternative maintained access to the terminals from the east side, but eliminated all pri-
vate vehicle access from the main terminal area, and instead included new major trans-
portation facilities between the airport and I-405 including a multimodal transportation 
center with bus and rail access, a consolidated car rental facility, and parking garages. 
All access to the terminals would be via a people mover.

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), Los Angeles Airport Bradley West Project, May 
2009. As one of the airfield improvements included in the LAX Master Plan, the “Bradley 
West Project,” provides for the addition of aircraft gates along the west side of the Tom 
Bradley International Terminal, which will reduce the existing need for, and use of, remote 
aircraft gates located at the west end of the airport. New gates include several gates 
specifically designed to accommodate new generation aircraft such as the Airbus A380, 
Boeing 747-8, and Boeing 787. The central core of the terminal would also be modified to 
provide additional floor area and improvements to better serve existing and future pas-
sengers at terminal.

As a result of lawsuits challenging the Master Plan, a settlement was reached that 
requires LAWA to proceed with a Specific Plan Amendment Study (SPAS) to identify 
potential alternative designs, technologies, and configurations for the Master Plan that 
would provide solutions to the problems that certain controversial projects (designated as 
“Yellow Light Projects”) were designed to address. Yellow Light Projects included many of 
the ground access elements in the Master Plan such as a Ground Transportation Center 
and an automated people mover to link ground transportation facilities to the passen-
ger terminals. While the SPAS is being undertaken, LAWA may continue to process and 
develop projects that are not Yellow Light Projects, such as the Bradley West Project.

The traffic analysis for the Bradley West DEIS used the year 2013 for future planning. It 
assumed that traffic generation would be essentially the same for both the build and no 
build conditions, only the peaking conditions would change. The study looked at on-
airport traffic circulation and operations as well as at 71 off-site intersections. The study 
assumed a number of planned improvements in the area would also be completed by 
others as listed on TABLE 4.6 below. Many of these projects were included in the 2008 
Airport RTP and many have been completed.
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TABLE 4.6 Major Transportation Network Improvements in 
Study Area of the Bradley West DEIR 

Street/Freeway Limits Improvement

Arbor Vitae St [2] Airport Blvd to La 
Cienega Blvd 

Widen to provide continuous left-turn 
channelization

Culver Blvd [1] At Sawtelle Blvd and al 
Sepulveda Blvd 

Intersectional improvements

Douglas St [1] Imperial Highway to EI 
Segundo Blvd 

Convert from one-way to two-way; 3 
lanes in each direction

La Cienega Blvd [2] At Centinela Avenue Add second northbound left-turn lane

La Tijera Boulevard At I-405 Freeway Widen the bridge structure over the 
freeway and add double left-turn lanes 
on La Tijera Blvd at the on-ramps

Lincoln Blvd. [2] La Tijera Blvd to LMU Dr Widen to 7 total lanes (4 NB, 3 SB)

Lincoln Blvd.[2] LMU Dr to Jefferson 
Blvd. 

Widen to 4 lanes in each direction

Lincoln Blvd.[2] Ballona Creek Bridge to 
Fiji Way 

Widen to 3 lanes in each direction

Nash St. [2] Imperial Highway to EI 
Segundo Blvd 

Convert to two-way traffic; 2 lanes in 
each direction

Sepulveda Blvd. [2] Manchester Avenue to 
Lincoln Blvd 

Widen to provide 3 full-time lanes NB 
and SB

Sepulveda Blvd.  Jefferson/Playa to 
Green Valley Circle 

Widen to provide third southbound lane

I-105 [1] WB off-ramp at NB 
Sepulveda Blvd 

Widen to provide three lanes on 
off-ramp

I-405 [1]  SR-90 to I-10 HOV

I-405 [2] I-10 to SR-101 NB; por-
tion of SB 

HOV

Source: Table 4.2–4 from Bradley West DEIR

[1] Completed since project notice of preparation in 2008
[2] Under construction as of January 2012

The study identified improvements needed to mitigate impacts relative to the Brad-
ley West terminal project at 19 intersections; however, it found that 13 of them were 
infeasible, leaving 6 mitigation projects. The improvements are tied to MAP increases at 
the airport, with all improvements being required at the 5 MAP increase level. These have 
been added to the 2012 Airport RTP project list and are outlined in the recommended 
projects section below.

Los Angeles Airport Specific Plan Amendment Study (SPAS): As discussed above regard-
ing the Bradley West DEIS, a number of controversial projects in the Master Plan were 
identified for additional study. These projects are commonly referred to as the “Yellow 
Light Projects,” and include the following:

 � Ground Transportation Center (GTC);

 � Automated People Mover (APM) from the GTC to the Central Terminal Area (CTA);

 � Demolition of CTA Terminals 1,2, and 3;

 � North Runway re-configuration, including center taxiways; and

 � On-site road improvements associated with the GTC and APM.

The LAX Specific Plan Amendment Study (SPAS) is to identify potential alternative 
designs, technologies, and configurations for the LAX Master Plan Program that would 
provide solutions to the problems that the Yellow Light Projects were designed to address, 
consistent with a practical capacity of LAX at 78.9 million annual passengers.

Several alternatives have been formulated for possible consideration in the SPAS EIR. The 
alternatives represent a reasonable range of how the various options might be combined 
to form complete potential scenarios for consideration in the EIR. The EIR will also evalu-
ate whether there are other alternatives that could avoid or substantially reduce signifi-
cant impacts identified in the EIR analysis.

The improvement alternatives have evolved over time through the study process. A 
presentation to the Airport Board of Commissioners in May 2011 provided two alter-
natives. While these two alternatives had different variations of runway and taxiway 
improvements, the ground access elements appear the same in both and are shown on 
FIGURE 4.4.
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FIGURE 4.4 Ground Access Elements of SPAS Alternatives 1 and 2

Source: LAX Specific Plan Amendment Study Update, Board of Airport Commissioners, May 2, 2011

Note that these are just possible alternatives to the existing adopted plan that LAWA is 
studying. Alternative D in the LAX Master Plan EIS/EIR is currently still the official pre-
ferred alternative.

4.4.1  Highway, Arterial, and Local Street Projects

Recommended Ground Access Projects: Based on input from LAWA staff, many of the 
projects in the 2008 RTP project list were not carried forward to the 2012–2035 RTP 
project list for a variety of reasons.

The following projects were deleted since they have been completed:

 � LAX-01 (04) Widen Sepulveda (from Manchester to Lincoln) to 5 lanes in each direc-
tion plus left-turn lanes except for the Sepulveda Tunnel. (More likely should read 3 
lanes in each direction, reflecting recently completed City of Los Angeles project)

 � LAX-04 (04) Construct I-105 westbound to Sepulveda northbound off-ramp to 3 
lanes plus an emergency lane configuration. 

 � LAX-18 (04) Add Northbound HOV Lane (over Sepulveda Pass from I-10 US-101. 
(South-bound HOV from I-101 to Waterford Opened in Feb., 2002; Southbound HOV 
from Waterford to I-10 is in the Baseline Project ID# LA195900). 

 � LAX-22 (04) Near Marina Del Rey at Culver Blvd. - Overcrossing Demolish Existing 
Over-crossing & Replace with New 6-Lane Overcrossing with Longer Span - Widen 
from 4 to 6 Lanes. 

 � LAX-27 (08) Grade Separation on Douglas (between El Segundo and Rosecrans for 
Green Line) 

The following projects were deleted since they related to the west airport access in previ-
ous Master Plans (LAX-06, LAX-07, LAX-17)

 � LAX-06 (04) Construct major intersection at Imperial and Pershing with 3-lane turn-
ing lanes in each direction. 

 � LAX-07 (04) Construct Pershing to new West Terminal interchange to a major arte-
rial standard with 3 lanes in each direction and dual turning lanes. 

 � LAX-17 (08) Construct Pershing to new West Terminal interchange to a major arterial 
standard with 3 lanes in each direction and dual turning lanes. 

The following projects were deleted at the request of LAWA staff as they are inconsistent 
with the capacity of adjacent roadway section or their construction appears impractical 
due to physical constraints or public opposition.

 � LAX-03 (04) Widen Imperial (from Del Mar to I-405 interchange) from 3 to 4 lanes in 
each direction. 

 � LAX-05 (04) Reconfigure Pershing to a divided major arterial standard with 4 lanes 
in each direction and turning lanes (from Imperial to Manchester). 
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 � LAX-10 (04) Widen Aviation (from Arbor Vitae to Century) to 4 lanes in each direc-
tion. Widen Aviation from Century to Manhattan Beach Blvd. to 3 lanes in each 
direction.

The following projects were deleted in response to comments from LAWA staff. The 
location of LAX-08 does not exist. LAX-25 does not appear related to LAX traffic. LAX-28 
appears to be a duplicate of LAX-26.

 � LAX-08 (08) Improve intersection at Aviation Bl. And Airport Blvd.

 � LAX-25 (04) Alameda Street from SR-1 to Henry Ford, Widen from 4 to 6 Lanes 
(CAT2, CFP 2144).

 � LAX–28 (08) Additional left-turn lanes on La Cienega (Northbound) and Centinela 
(Southbound) 

Project LAX-19 in the 2008 RTP project list was modified to clarify that the project is on 
Lincoln Blvd. and to change the southern limits from Hughes Blvd. to Jefferson Blvd. as 
the section between these intersections is complete.

Ground access improvements to be included in the 2012–2035 RTP Airport Ground 
Access Element are summarized below in TABLE 4.7.

TABLE 4.7 LAX Highway, Arterial and Local Street Projects

Project (Year Added) Description

LAX-10 (04) Widen Aviation Blvd (from Century Blvd to Manhattan Beach 
Blvd) to 3 lanes in each direction. 

LAX-11 (04) Upgrade Florence/I-405 interchange. Add 2 lanes to each on- 
and off-ramp. 

LAX-12 (04) Widen Arbor Vitae (from I-405 to Sepulveda) to 3 lanes in each 
direction. 

LAX-13 (04) Upgrade La Tijera/Sepulveda intersection. Add 1 additional 
turning lane from southbound La Tijera to southbound 
Sepulveda and from northbound Sepulveda to northbound La 
Tijera. 

Project (Year Added) Description

LAX-14 (04) Reconstruct I-405 southbound off-ramp to La Cienega south-
bound to a major arterial 4-lane standard. 

LAX-15 (04) Widen La Cienega from Arbor Vitae to Century Blvd. to 3 lanes 
in each direction. 

LAX-16 (04) In Inglewood construct south half of I-405 interchange at 
Arbor Vitae.  

LAX-26 (08) Add a 2nd left-turn lane northbound and southbound at 
Centinela Ave. 

LAX-29 (12) Airport Blvd. & Manchester Ave. intersection. Restripe east-
bound approach to provide one left-turn lane, two through 
lanes and a through/right lane.

LAX-30 (12) Arbor Vitae St. & Aviation Blvd. intersection. Widen eastbound 
approach to provide one left-turn, two through lanes and a 
right-turn lane.

LAX-31 (12) Imperial Hwy. & Sepulveda Blvd. intersection. Restripe north-
bound approach to provide one left-turn lane, three through 
lanes and two right-turn lanes.

LAX-32 (12) La Cienega Blvd & I-405 ramps north of Century Blvd. Widen 
northbound approach to provide two left-turn lanes ant two 
through lanes.

LAX-33 (12) La Tijera Blvd. & Sepulveda Blvd. intersection. Restripe west-
bound approach and modify signal to provide two left-turn 
lanes, on through lane and a through/right lane.

LAX-34 (12) La Tijera Blvd. & Sepulveda Blvd. intersection. Restripe east-
bound approach to provide two left-turn lanes, a through/left 
lane and one right-turn lane.



Aviation and Airport Group Access     125

4.4.2  Public Transportation Projects

TABLE 4.8 shows the public transportation projects anticipated to be in place by 2035, 
recommended for inclusion in the strategic plan, or recommended for study, that have the 
potential to influence the air passenger and employee mode share distribution to LAX.

The Union Station FlyAway and the Van Nuys FlyAway buses, sponsored by LAWA have 
been very successful in attracting air passengers and airport employees away from lower 
occupancy ground access modes. The Westwood and Irvine FlyAways are not included 
in the project list because they have attracted low ridership and therefore do not meet 
the criteria for inclusion. The LAWA Board of Airport Commissioners recently considered 
discontinuing the Westwood service, although it continues to operate. LAWA is currently 
studying the potential for partnerships on some existing publicly and privately operated 
bus routes serving LAX, with LAWA including these in the FlyAway Program, and provid-
ing FlyAway branding and promotion to boost ridership.

There is currently a privately operated bus that provides non-stop hourly service between 
Disneyland and LAX. Customers are picked up and dropped off at Disneyland by a shuttle 
that serves the area hotels. The bus is primarily used by non-resident air passengers 
because resident air passengers do not have a place to park their autos to use the bus, 
reducing the accessibility of the boarding point.

Data from the 2006 air passenger survey indicated that there are quite a few resident air 
passengers in the Anaheim market area, although there may not be enough to justify a 
new express bus service. LAWA is not currently considering operating a service between 
Anaheim and LAX because it would compete with the privately operated service. It is rec-
ommending that this market be studied further to determine the options for a bus service 
that would better accommodate both resident and non-resident air passengers, as well 
as any airport employees in the market area. An air passenger survey is currently being 
conducted at LAX, so fresh data for such an analysis would likely be available by the end 
of 2011. Potentially the existing non-stop bus service could be modified by the private 
operator, or a partnership could be formed between the private operator and LAWA or the 
private operator and another public entity.

The Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC) will accommodate 
regional and local bus and rail connections, and will include parking for autos. It has a 
projected opening date of 2014. ARTIC will include space for a bus connection to LAX in 

anticipation of a service being provided in the future. Since it is also anticipated that by 
2018 there will be a fixed guideway connection, called the Anaheim Rapid Connection, 
between ARTIC, Disneyland, the hotels in the Disneyland area, and the Anaheim 
Convention Center, ARTIC should be considered in any market analysis as a potential 
boarding point for a future express bus service that would accommodate resident and 
non-resident air passengers and airport employees. 

The funded transit projects in TABLE 4.8 should collectively improve the transit mode 
share to LAX. However, ridership forecasts are not currently available to determine how 
the individual projects or the combination of projects will improve the transit mode share 
and reduce the air passenger and airport employee trip generation rate.

TABLE 4.8 Potential High Occupancy Public Transportation Projects Serving 
LAX, 2035

Status Project Source Notes

Existing Union Station 
FlyAway

Sponsored by LAWA Ridership may improve 
with High Speed Rail 
Connections to Union 
Station

Existing Van Nuys FlyAway Sponsored by LAWA

Existing Silver Line, El Monte 
to Union Station

Frequent Connection for 
Union Station FlyAway

Existing Green Line serving 
Aviation Station, 
connecting to LAX 
Shuttle

Being Studied 
by LAWA

Long Beach FlyAway LAWA Staff, and 
Report to LAWA 
BOAC 5/16/11

May be Implemented in 
near future

Funded Exposition Light Rail 
Phase I

Under Construction 1. 2011 Opening 

 2. Will share a station 
with Crenshaw Line
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Status Project Source Notes

Funded Exposition Light Rail 
Phase II

2008 RTP, 2008 
RTIP, 2009 Metro 
LRTP, Measure R 
Project

1. Planned for 2015 

2. Will extend Exposition 
Light Rail Phase I

Funded Crenshaw/LAX 
Transit Corridor

2009 Metro LRTP, 
Measure R Project

Planned for 2018

Funded Regional Connector 2009 Metro LRTP, 
Measure R Project

Will reduce number of 
light rail transfers in 
downtown Los Angeles. 
Planned for 2019.

Partially 
Funded

Green Line Extension 
to LAX

2009 Metro LRTP, 
Measure R Project

Metro study underway in 
Spring 2011. Anticipated 
2028 opening depending 
on LAWA contribution.

Funded South Bay Metro 
Green Line Extension

2009 Metro LRTP, 
Measure R Project

1. Redondo Beach Blvd. 
to South Bay Corridor 

2. Planned for 2035

Partially 
Funded

Metro Green Line 
Extension between 
Norwalk and 
Metrolink Station

2009 Metro LRTP - 
Strategic Unfunded

Strategic Plan Green Line from LAX 
to Santa Monica

2009 Metro LRTP - 
Strategic Unfunded; 
2008 SCAG RTP - 
LA County Strategic 
Plan Projects

Status Project Source Notes

Recommended 
for Analysis

Express Bus Service, 
ARTIC/ Anaheim 
Arctic to LAX

Consultant 
recommendation

1. Potentially from ARTIC 

2. Potential enhancement 
of an existing privately 
operated service

Strategic Plan Slausen Light Rail, 
Crenshaw Corridor 
to Metro Blue Line - 
Slausen Station

2009 Metro LRTP 
Strategic Unfunded; 
2008 SCAG RTP - 
LA County Strategic 
Plan Projects

1. Planned for 2035

4.5  MARCH AIR FORCE BASE/MARCH INLAND PORT (MIP)

MARB currently accommodates military operations by the Air Force, Air Force Reserve, 
Air National Guard and other governmental-related entities. MIP currently operates limited 
civilian operations on a prior approval basis including domestic and international air cargo 
services. Upon announcement in 1993 by BRAC of realignment of March AFB to an air 
reserve base, the adjoining jurisdictions formed the March Joint Powers Authority (JPA) to 
address base reuse at March AFB. The March JPA, in addition to being designated as the 
federally recognized reuse authority for the former active duty base, has also assumed 
other responsibilities. These responsibilities are carried out by governing bodies under the 
governance umbrella of the March JPA and include:

 � The March Joint Powers Redevelopment Agency – responsible for the redevelopment 
of 6,500 acres of the former active base and approximately 450 acres adjacent to 
the base in the industrial area of the City of Moreno Valley.

 � A streamlined development process with the transferred of land use authority to 
March JPA from the County of Riverside. 

 � The establishment of building codes and standards by the March JPA.

 � Management of airport development and operation through March Inland Port Airport 
Authority (MIPAA).
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Passenger and Cargo Trends and Constraints: The Joint Use Agreement between the U.S. 
Air Force and the March JPA, signed in May, 1997, limits the joint use airport to 21,000 
annual civil operations and 51,426 annual military operations. In 2008, cargo users 
accounted for approximately 5,000 of the 21,000 allowable annual civilian operations.

March Inland Port has over 600,000 square footage of future ramp area planned for 
construction. All planned facilities will be engineered to meet or exceed load requirements 
and to be fully stressed to accommodate aircraft up to 900,000 pounds. The airport 
is currently not accommodating commercial passenger operations. However, general 
aviation (GA) support facilities are planned for 2013. In 2008, the joint use agreement 
was amended and restrictions on GA operations were removed. Environment studies are 
expected to be complete in 2012 and if the GA project is approved, construction could 
begin in late 2012. The 2035 forecast for this RTP forecasts a small amount of passenger 
traffic for MIP–0.6 MAP. 

DHL is a major cargo carrier that began operations at MIP in 2005. However, they discon-
tinued service out of MIP in 2009. MIP is positioning itself as a diversified airport, with 
cargo, maintenance, charter service and general aviation activities. The 2012–2035 RTP 
cargo forecast for 2035 is 244,000 tons. At this level, MIP might become the third largest 
cargo airport in the region behind LAX (2.8m tons) and ONT (1.4m tons) in 2035.

Studies and Major Planned Projects: The General Plan of the March Joint Powers 
Authority is a long range comprehensive plan, completed in 1999, designed to outline and 
delineate use and development of a Planning Area known formerly as March AFB, prior 
to the base realignment in April 1996 to March ARB. The General Plan defines reuse and 
development opportunities of the Planning Area, while preserving the environmental qual-
ity. The General Plan contains goals, policies, and programs to guide future development 
and change in the Planning Area. The goals and policies of the General Plan serve as the 
constitutional framework for March JPA, provide planning direction for JPA operations 
and programs and function as guidelines for all decision-making concerning use and 
development of the area.

The plan includes a transportation element that includes goals and specific recommenda-
tions to accommodate traffic growth generated by the former Air Force base site through 
the year 2030. Projects identified to support background traffic growth around the base 
(excluding traffic generated by the base development) included:

 � Widening Alessandro Blvd. to six lanes west of l-215 (complete)

 � Widening Van Buren Blvd. to six lanes from Barton Street westerly.

 � Reconstructing the Van Buren Boulevard interchange with I-215.

 � Widening Barton Street south of Van Buren Blvd.

 � Widening the intersection of Barton Street with Van Buren Blvd.

 � Widening Nandina Ave. and extending it easterly to connect with the Oleander inter-
change on l-215.

 � Widening Harley Knox Blvd. to four lanes east of l-215 and extending it easterly.

 � Widening existing ramps at the I-215 interchanges with Alessandro Blvd. and Cactus 
Ave.

In addition to these needed improvements in the vicinity of the March JPA Planning Area, 
I-215/SR-60 was projected to be significantly over capacity between Riverside and 
Moreno Valley even with the HOV and truck climbing lane improvements implemented as 
part of Measure A.

The traffic forecasting model was subsequently used to identify additional roadway 
improvements needed to accommodate the planned development of the March JPA 
Planning Area. The analysis determined that the following improvements would be needed 
in addition to those identified above:

 � Widening Cactus Ave. to, six lanes from I-215 to Graham St. (consistent with the 
Moreno Valley General Plan).

 � Widening Van Buren to six lanes from I-215 to Banon St.

 � Additional widening of the Van Buren bridge over I-215.

 � Construction or widening of internal March JPA Planning Area roads.

 � Widening of several key intersections to provide additional turn lanes.

Note that many of these improvements are related to the overall redevelopment of the 
Base and are not specific to airport operations.

Vision 2030: March JPA General Plan, March 2010 Draft: Per the plan, “Changing 
economic, social, and natural environment factors have made it apparent that it is time 
to update the current General Plan and EIR, to fine-tune the direction of development 
within its jurisdiction, and in short, to implement the Vision that has been set forth by the 
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public and the March JPA decision-makers.” The vision of the 2030 plan includes creating 
38,000 jobs through development of the Planning Area, and reducing inter-regional traffic 
through utilizing the planned Metrolink station and land use decisions that promote the 
development of a multi-modal passenger facility. 

While Vision 2030 provides mostly general goals related to improving traffic circulation, 
there are some specific transportation related needs identified:

 � Support development of limited-access roadway facilities and other regional traffic 
improvements such as the Mid-County Parkway or the Cajalco/Ramona Corridor.

 � Work with the County of Riverside to identify and develop a north-south arte-
rial roadway linking Van Buren Blvd. and Cajalco Corridor on the west side of the 
Planning Area.

 � The March JPA shall support and participate in the creation of adequate regional 
transportation systems and linkages and promote mass transit and alternative 
transportation modes.

 � Work with the City of Perris to plan for an arterial roadway on the east frontage of 
I-215 between Van Buren Blvd. and Harley Knox Blvd., tying in with existing street 
improvements at Western Way, in order to preserve future options for developing 
aviation facilities on the west side of the runway.

 � Incorporate a traffic circle/round-about near the convergence of the Van Buren 
extension and Western Way to control traffic, encourage safe street speeds and 
provide a safe transition.

 � Work closely with Caltrans to implement the freeway ramp/arterial roadway inter-
change improvements at Van Buren Blvd., Cactus Ave. and Harley Knox Blvd. while 
minimizing the short-term impacts associated with construction.

 � Work with RCTC to expedite the development of the proposed Metrolink line and sta-
tion that will serve as an intra- and inter-county public transportation system.

As with the original General Plan, many of these improvements are related to the overall 
redevelopment of the Base and are not specific to airport operations.

Meridian Specific Plan Amendment (SP-5), July 2010 – This plan amendment relates 
to the industrial park development on a portion of the base west of I-215 and in the 
northeast corner of the base and not the airport itself, although due to the size of the 

development (up to 15 million square feet of industrial and commercial development), 
it impacts many of the same roadways and interchanges that will be utilized by airport 
traffic. These include improvements to the I-215 interchanges at Alessandro Blvd., Cactus 
Ave. and Van Buren Blvd. 

4.5.1  Highway, Arterial, and Local Street Projects

Recommended Ground Access Projects: Recommended changes to the ground access 
project list include the following:

Five projects from the 2008 RTP list were deleted at the request of the airport. Projects 
MIP-06 and MIP-07 were mistakenly included in the 2008 RTP for MIP, and are therefore 
being deleted from this section. MIP-02 is essentially the same as MIP-01 so it has been 
deleted. Other deleted projects include:

 � MIP-08 (04) Upgrade I-215/Cactus interchange (additional turning lane from W/B 
Cactus to S/B Rte. 215) 

 � MIP-12 (04) Improve Cactus (add 1 lane in each direction from I-215/Cactus IC to 
Perris Bl.) 

MIP-08 has been completed. MIP-12, Cactus Ave., is identified as needing widening to 3 
lanes in each direction in the Meridian SPA traffic study. However, this is related to indus-
trial and commercial development and not airport-related traffic.

The Airport also requested the following changes:

 � The description of MIP-01 was revised to change the name of the development 
and to specify 2 lanes in each direction, plus turning lanes. This project will begin 
construction in 2013.

 � The description of MIP-04 was modified to remove references to numbers of lanes 
on the freeway ramps. This project has been designed and is scheduled to be con-
structed in 2012.

Ground access improvements included in the 2012–2035 RTP Airport Vicinity Ground 
Access Element are summarized below in TABLE 4.9.
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TABLE 4.9 MIP Highway, Arterial and Local Street Projects

Project  
(Year Added)

Description

MIP-01 (04) Construct connector road from I-215/Van Buren interchange east to 
new March Inland Port Civil Development Parcel D-2 (Divided major 
arterial configuration, 2 lanes in each direction, plus turning lane, 
emergency shoulder). 

MIP-03 (04) Construct internal air cargo terminal 6-lane roadway system includ-
ing truck parking and ramp access facilities for higher PCE truck 
traffic movements. 

MIP-04 (04) Reconstruct the I-215/Van Buren interchange. 

MIP-09 (04) Construct connector between I-215/Harley Knox (Oleander) inter-
change and new air cargo terminal at MIP (major arterial, capable 
of higher PCE truck traffic, 2 lanes in each direction). 

MIP-10 (04) Add 2 lanes in each direction on Harley Knox (from I-215 to Perris). 

MIP-15 (04) Improve SR-60 (Caltrans: add 2 lanes from 215/60 interchange to 
Redlands).

4.5.2  Public Transportation Projects

The Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) owns the San Jacinto 
Branchline, which is a lightly used rail freight line that parallels the I-215 and runs 
approximately 19 miles from Riverside to Perris and Romoland via March Air Reserve 
Base. RCTC purchased the San Jacinto Branchline from Burlington Northern Santa Fe 
(BNSF) in 1993, recognizing its potential to alleviate growing congestion in the corridor, 
with the possible provision of Metrolink service at a future date. As part of the agree-
ment, BNSF retained operating rights on the San Jacinto Branchline, but future Metrolink 
service would receive priority. In 2002, RCTC began the process of evaluating potential 
transportation solutions in the I-215/San Jacinto Branchline Corridor, referred to as the 
Perris Valley Line project, with the intent of providing Metrolink service as an extension 
of the Metrolink 91 Line. The Metrolink 91 Line provides service between Riverside and 
downtown Los Angeles via Fullerton. As a result of subsequent studies and commu-
nity meetings, a locally preferred alternative was selected. The proposed Perris Valley 

Metrolink Line would provide six round trips per day, with proposed stations in Riverside, 
Moreno Valley/March Field, downtown Perris and South Perris. If commercial air service 
is provided at March in the future, the six trips per day on the Metrolink Perris Valley Line 
may serve some of the air passenger and employee demand in the corridor.

4.6  ONTARIO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT (ONT)

ONT is well situated to serve the future aviation needs of the Inland Empire and the 
Southern California Region for both cargo and passengers. Demand for air transportation 
will be created by the Inland Empire’s rapid population growth; as well as its growth as a 
manufacturing and distribution center and the limited potential for expansion at LAX and 
other regional airports. The airport is the centerpiece of one of the fastest-growing trans-
portation regions in the U.S. ONT is a medium-hub, full-service airport with commercial 
jet service to major U.S. cities and through service to many international destinations.

According to the Notice of Preparation for the airport master plan update, ONT currently 
consists of about 1,700 acres. The airport has two parallel runways with a 700 foot 
separation. The runways can handle simultaneous arrivals during visual meteorological 
conditions, but they are too closely spaced to permit independent aircraft arrivals during 
instrument meteorological conditions. The airport has two 265,000 square foot passenger 
terminals with a total of 26 aircraft gates available, and 8,775 available public parking 
spaces. LA/ONT has approximately 96,000 square feet of cargo building and office space 
to support all-cargo, airline belly cargo and air mail. United Parcel Service (UPS) also has 
a 156-acre West Coast Distribution Center adjacent to the airport with access to the LA/
ONT airfield. Property is available for passenger terminal development or redevelopment 
between and adjacent to the existing terminals. Developable property is also available on 
the south side of the airport and on the east side of the airport across Haven Ave. A 94 
acre site in the northwest corner of the airport is proposed for an air cargo development. 

Passenger and Cargo Trends and Constraints: ONT offers over 380 daily flights to cities 
across the U.S. In the early 2000’s the airport experienced significant growth in pas-
senger traffic, peaking at 7.2 MAP in 2005. However, with the downturn in the economy, 
passenger traffic has dropped off, with a level of 4.8 MAP in 2010. The 2035 forecast 
still envisions significant growth at 30.7 MAP. Note that SCAG has estimated that two 
runway configuration at the airport to have a physical capacity of 31.6 MAP. As discussed 
in section 3.1, a major contributing factor to the growth at Ontario is the limitations at the 
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urban airports in the region. Ontario is expected to pick up a large portion of the spillover 
traffic once these airports reach capacity as it currently has operations for many of the 
major airlines. However, growth at Ontario could be limited if growth at the urban airports 
is slower than anticipated. 

Ontario is the second busiest airport in terms of freight traffic in the region, with 455,000 
tons handled in 2009. LAX and ONT carry a combined 95 percent of the cargo in the 
region, with Ontario representing about 20 percent of the total. Freight flows have been 
fairly constant at the airport since 2000, ranging between 455,000 and 600,000 tons 
per year. ONT is projected to see major growth in air cargo, growing to around 1.4m tons 
by 2035

Studies and Major Planned Projects: Planned facility and ground access improvements 
around the airport include:

 � When passenger traffic at ONT reaches 10 MAP in two consecutive years, a third 
terminal will be constructed.

 � Planned grade separations at North Grove and San Antonio

 � Planned interchange improvements at I-10 and Grove, Vineyard and Euclid, and SR 
60 at Mountain, Archibald, Euclid and Haven

 � Planned extension of Metro Gold Line to airport

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report, LA/Ontario International 
Airport Master Plan, August 2007 – The description of the proposed project in the Notice 
is as follows:

The proposed Project includes airside, landside and roadway improvements at LA/ONT. 
The improvements would be built in phases keyed to passenger and cargo growth. It is 
assumed that all improvements will be in place by 2030. Project phases may include 
demolition of existing facilities, site preparation, and construction of new facilities. 
Reasonable and feasible mitigation measures may be phased to correspond to the phases 
of project development. The proposed Project includes the following elements.

 � Linear expansion of existing passenger terminals and aircraft apron (gates) on the 
north side of the airport.

 � Relocation of both runways to the south and east to create additional area for air-
craft movement in the passenger terminal area.

 � Separation of the runways and construction of a center taxiway between north and 
south runways to improve airfield efficiency and safety.

 � Construction of a new apron pushback taxilane.

 � Construction of a new apron edge taxiway. 

 � Relocation of existing parallel taxiways.

 � Construction/relocation of connector taxiways.

 � Taxiway/Runway improvements to accommodate New Large Aircraft.

 � Construction of terminal area structured auto parking lots.

 � Construction/expansion of terminal access roads.

 � Relocation and/or expansion of the existing ground transportation center (rental car 
facility).

 � Construction of additional economy parking lots.

 � Relocation and/or expansion of employee parking lot.

 � Expansion and/or relocation of general aviation facilities.

 � Expansion and/or relocation of airport maintenance area.

 � Relocation and/or expansion of an airport administration facility.

 � Expansion/construction/relocation of the aircraft rescue and firefighting (ARFF) 
facility.

 � Impact to some existing south side facilities.

 � An airport people mover (APM) system may be constructed.

 � Land acquisition of approximately 35 acres for the Runway Protection Zones as a 
result of relocating and reconfiguring the runway and taxiway system.

(On-Airport improvement plans/projects are included in this report are for reference 
purposes only)

The Project may also include surface transportation improvements in addition to the 
improvements to immediate airport access. Analysis completed for the Master Plan 
indicates that the roadway system in proximity to LA/ONT will require enhancement due 
to regional growth with or without the Project’s proposed improvements. The impacts of 
airport expansion on the highway and arterial system serving LA/ONT will be considered 
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as part of the EIR and a Transportation Improvement Mitigation Plan will be developed to 
be included in the Master Plan.

The Ontario Plan Environmental Impact Report, July 2009 – The City of Ontario com-
pleted a city-wide master plan/EIR which includes an element on transportation. The Plan 
addresses both the potential for high-speed rail access at the airport and transportation 
needs around the airport. 

With regard to the airport, the Report notes “LAWA is in the process of developing a new 
airport master plan for ONT, which would support an annual passenger activity level of 
32 MAP, as well as a high volume of air freight service. The associated economic activity 
represents a major potential economic boon for the City, but the ground access study for 
the airport master plan found that the circulation improvements that would be needed to 
support the region’s growth and the airport’s growth would be extensive and very costly, 
and at best would only keep up with current congestion levels. The potential growth of 
the airport and the region necessitates visionary solutions for future transportation in 
Ontario and the surrounding region (see discussion below). To facilitate circulation around 
a major airport and surrounding activity center, the City should develop a high volume 
non-automobile circulation/distribution system (for example, a frequent minibus shuttle or 
an automated people mover) for the airport area.”

4.6.1  Highway, Arterial, and Local Street Projects

Recommended Ground Access Projects: Four projects from the 2008 RTP list were 
deleted at the request of the City. ONT-11, ONT-14a and ONT-19 have been completed. 
ONT-20 was removed from the City’s general plan.

 � ONT-11 Grade Separation North Milliken Ave. at Airport Dr. (UPRR Alhambra Line).

 � ONT-14 Add 1 lane in each direction on Guasti Rd. (east of Haven) and on Euclid 
(at SR-83).

 � ONT-19 South Milliken Ave. Railroad Grade Separation at Mission. 

 � ONT-20 State St. Railroad Grade Separation at Bon View. 

The descriptions of the following projects were modified at the request of the City:

 � ONT-02 changed from roadways related to HSRT station to the planned multi-modal 
transit center.

 � ONT-06 the crossing is on the LA line, not the Alhambra line.

 � ONT-09 changed limits of the project from between Airport and I-10 to between Holt 
and I-10.

 � ONT-14b revised project description.

 � ONT-18 revised project description.

 � ONT-24 deleted “Airport and Airport Dr.” interchange, this location does not exist.

Ground access improvements included in the 2012–2035 RTP Airport Vicinity Ground 
Access Element are summarized below in TABLE 4.10.

TABLE 4.10 ONT Highway, Arterial and Local Street Projects

Project (Year Added) Description

ONT-01 (04) Upgrade ONT internal circulation system to accommodate 30 
MAP, curbside, parking ingress/egress inclusive. 

ONT-02 (04) Construct multi-modal transit center and supporting roadways 
at a site generally located between the I-10 Fry, Archibald Ave, 
UPRR Alhambra Line and Holt Blvd to include BRT, CHSRA, 
Metro Gold Line and/or Metrolink.

ONT-05 (04) Add 2 lanes to on-, off-ramps at I-10/Archibald interchange. 

ONT-06 (08) Construct a Grade Separation at Milliken/Union Pacific LA Line.

ONT-07 (08) Upgrade SR-60: Grove interchange to 6 lanes. 

ONT-08 (08) Widen Holt by 2 lanes in each direction (from I-10 ramps west 
City Limits). 

ONT-09 (04) Widen Vineyard by 2 lanes in each direction (from Holt to I-10 
interchange). 

ONT-10 (08) Widen Grove by 1 lane in each direction, including turning 
lanes, (from I-10 to Holt Blvd. Add W/B and E/B off-ramps on 
I-10 at Grove. Configure all ramps to 3-lane configuration. 

ONT-12 (08) Grade Separation North Grove Ave. and Holt intersection wid-
ening (UPRR Alhambra Line).

ONT-13 (08) Add 1 lane in each direction on Mission (from Grove to 
Archibald) and from Archibald to Haven. 
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Project (Year Added) Description

ONT-14b (08) Widen Euclid Ave. (SR-83) from 4 to 8 lanes, SR-60 to Merrill 
Ave.

ONT-15 (04) Add 1 lane in each direction on I-15 (from Rte. 60 to I-10). 

ONT-17 (08) SR-60: Upgrade Vineyard interchange, widen Vineyard from 4 
to 6 lanes. 

ONT-18 (08) San Antonio Ave. Railroad Grade Separation (UPRR LA and 
Alhambra Lines).

ONT-21 (08) Campus Ave. Railroad Grade Separation at State (UPRR LA and 
Alhambra Lines).

ONT-22 (08) North Vineyard Ave. Railroad Grade Separation at Holt (UPRR 
Alhambra Line).

ONT-23 (08) South Archibald Ave. Railroad Grade Separation at Mission 
(UPRR LA Line).

ONT-24 (08) Interchange Upgrades at Sr-60 and Mountain; I-10 at Vineyard 
Ave.; SR-60 at Archibald and at Euclid; I-10 at Euclid.

ONT-25 (08) Airport Dr. improvements: Rochester Ave. to Wineville Ave., 
signalization of Kettering/Airport Dr. 

4.6.2  Public Transportation Projects

TABLE 4.11 shows the projects anticipated to be in place by 2035, recommended for 
inclusion in the strategic plan, or recommended for study that has the potential to influ-
ence the air passenger and employee mode share distribution to ONT.

TABLE 4.11  Potential High Occupancy Public Transportation Projects 
Serving ONT, 2035

Status Project Source Notes

Funded Gold Line Foothill 
Extension Phase 
2a: Pasadena to 
Azusa

2009 Metro LRTP, 
Measure R Project, 
2008 RTP, 2008 SCAG 
RTIP - LA County Transit 
Projects (Amendments 
to 54)

Pasadena to Azusa 
(Phase 2A) under con-
struction. Scheduled 
to open in 2015.

Strategic Plan Gold Line Foothill 
Extension Phase 
2b: Azusa to 
Montclair

2008 RTP, 2008 SCAG 
RTIP - LA County Transit 
Projects (Amendments 
to 54)

Project is in environ-
mental review

Strategic Plan Gold Line Foothill 
Extension Phase 
2c: Montclair to 
ONT

2008 RTP Regional 
Strategic Plan Projects, 
2009 LRTP Long 
Range Strategic Plan 
Supplement 1

Strategic Plan CA High Speed 
Rail: Los Angeles 
to San Diego via 
the Inland Empire 
with Stop at ONT

2009 LRTP Long Range 
Strategic Plan; www.
cahighspeedrail.ca.gov

Included in Phase 2, 
currently unfunded; 
Corridor between San 
Bernardino County 
and San Diego not yet 
determined.

Recommended 
for Analysis

Express Bus 
Service , East of 
ONT: I-10 /I-215

Recommendation for 
Study

+/- 18 miles from 
ONT. Market analysis 
required.

Recommended 
for Analysis

Express Bus 
Service, West of 
ONT: I-10 /SR-57

Recommendation for 
Study

+/- 15 miles from 
ONT. Market analysis 
required.

Recommended 
for Analysis

Express Bus 
Service, Anaheim/
ARTIC to ONT

Recommendation for 
Study

1. Service has not 
been planned 2. ARTIC 
Concept allows for this 
connection.
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It is unclear if and when the Gold Line Foothill Extension will be extended to ONT. 
Depending on when it is extended to Montclair in relation to air passenger growth at ONT, 
an analyses should be conducted to determine the potential for a non-stop or limited stop 
bus service that travels between the Gold Line and ONT, to accommodate the demand for 
airport travel until the Gold Line serves ONT, or to accommodate the demand for airport 
travel in place of the Gold Line connection to ONT.

The consultant recommends that analyses is conducted to determine the potential for 
non-stop express bus service between ONT and the general locations along the I-10 listed 
in TABLE 5.5, and to ARTIC. This will require information on the distribution of air pas-
senger origins by resident status at the demand levels assumed in this study. In general, 
for a non-stop frequent airport bus service to be economically viable, the airport should 
serve a minimum of 20 million origin and destination air passengers. Details are provided 
in Appendix III, Characteristics of Successful Airport Express Buses.

4.7  PALM SPRINGS AIRPORT (PSP)

Palm Springs Airport is expected to continue growing in relation to the forecasted growth 
in the Coachella Valley. The PSP market is somewhat isolated geographically and unique 
because of its seasonality during the winter months. As the Coachella Valley population 
continues to grow, it is anticipated that PSP will play an integral part in the local and 
regional aviation demands.

Passenger and Cargo Trends and Constraints: Palm Springs Airport carried 1.5 MAP in 
2009 and is projected to grow to 4.1 MAP by 2035, although, as with the other smaller 
airports in the region, this is tied in some part to spillover from the major airports when 
they reach capacity in addition to handling growth in its own subregion. 

Airlines serving the airport include Virgin America (seasonal) Allegiant Air, Alaska, U.S. 
Airways, American, Delta/Delta Connection, Horizon Air, Sun Country (seasonal), United/
United Express, WestJet, Continental (seasonal) and Frontier (seasonal) with a total of 
about 50 flights per day.

Cargo traffic is modest at the airport, with 27,000 tons in 2006. The 2035 projection 
is less than 100,000 tons.

Studies and Major Planned Projects: Planned facility and ground access 
improvements include:

 � New FAA control tower, construction underway, expected completion 2013

 � New consolidated rental car facility expected to be completed in the next three years

 � Terminal expansion of the baggage claim and ticketing areas as supported by the 
new 2012 Master Plan Update

 � Landside public parking and rental car ready lot expansion

(On-Airport improvement plans/projects are included in this report are for reference 
purposes only) 

The Master Plan Update is complete and is not yet in the environmental analysis phase. 
The final document is due sometime in mid-2012. 

City of Palm Springs General Plan, 2007: Specifically referring to airport transportation, 
the plan states “Currently, SunLine Route 24 provides public transportation service to the 
airport. In addition, several resorts and hotels offer courtesy shuttle service to the airport. 
Additional transportation services including limousine, taxi, shuttle, and disabled and 
senior services are available at the airport. As the airport expands to satisfy air passenger 
demands, additional public transportation services should be considered to serve resident 
and visitor air passengers. Additional courtesy shuttles could be considered or integrated 
to provide efficient service to popular destinations, such as the Downtown area.” One 
of the planning goals related to aviation is to “Establish multimodal circulation linkages 
(busses, trams, bicycle infrastructure, etc.) to and from the airport to relieve parking and 
traffic loads at the airport.”

4.7.1  Highway, Arterial, and Local Street Projects

Recommended Ground Access Projects: Recommended changes to the ground access 
project list include the following:

 � PSP-04 (04) Add 1 lane in each direction on Farrell (from Ramon Rd. to Vista Chino). 

 � PSP-05 (04) Upgrade intersection of Indian Canyon and Tahquitz Canyon Rd. 

 � PSP-07 (04) Add 1 additional left and right turning lanes from Tahquitz to 
Palm Canyon. 

 � PSP-08 (04) Upgrade I-10/Gene Autry Trail interchange ramps to a 2-lane configura-
tion. Modify Gene Autry Trail from 2 to 6 lanes (from I-10 interchange to Salvia Rd.). 
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 � PSP-10 (04) Modify Gene Autry Trail from Salvia Rd. to Vista Chino to a 6-lane 
configuration. 

In addition, PSP-11 (04) was modified to delete the Bridge over the UPRR as it is currently 
under construction.

Ground access improvements included in the 2012–2035 RTP Airport Vicinity Ground 
Access Element are summarized below in TABLE 4.12 .

TABLE 4.12 PSP Highway, Arterial and Local Street Projects

Project (Year Added) Description

PSP-01 (04) Upgrade internal PSP terminal area circulation system includ-
ing parking facilities (to accommodate 3.2 MAP). Upgrade 
terminal area ingress/egress from Tahquitz Canyon. 

PSP-02 (04) Add 1 lane in each direction on Ramon Rd (from Sunrise to EI 
Cielo) to a continuous 4-lane major arterial configuration. 

PSP-03 (04) Upgrade EI Cielo/Ramon Rd. intersection for air cargo truck 
traffic. 

PSP-06 (04) Upgrade I-10/Date Palm interchange ramps to a 2-lane 
configuration. 

PSP-11b (04) Construct bridge on Gene Autry Trail at Whitewater River. 

PSP-12 (04) Widen Indian Canyon Drive to a 6-lane configuration (from 
Union Pacific Rail Road to I-10). 

4.8  PALMDALE AIRPORT (PMD)

PMD is located in the Antelope Valley, in the northeast portion of the city of Palmdale, on 
a 60-acre site within the 5,800 acre United States Air Force Plant 42. PMD is approxi-
mately 60 miles northeast of Downtown Los Angeles off State Highway 14. The airport 
has two 12,000 foot runways.

PMD was one of four airports owned and operated by Los Angeles World Airports 
(LAWA), a City of Los Angeles department which also owns and operates Los Angeles 
International, Ontario International and Van Nuys. The City of Los Angeles also acquired 

approximately 17,500 acres of land east and south of the airport with the goal of provid-
ing a regional alternative to LAX. However, demand for passenger service has not devel-
oped and in 2011 operation of the airport was transferred back to the City of Palmdale. 
The City of Los Angeles retains the land it owns adjacent to the airport. The airport 
terminal, on the Plant 42 leasehold, has direct public access from Avenue P and is in a 
newly expanded redevelopment area.

The City of Palmdale formed a Palmdale Airport Authority on May 6, 2009 that is cur-
rently functioning. The Airport Authority is responsible for the transfer of the airport from 
LAWA. The lease with the Department of Defense for the leasehold terminal is in the 
process of being assigned to the Palmdale Airport Authority for ownership and operation 
of Palmdale Airport, which will be completed next year. The airport has been operation-
ally relinquished by LAWA and is no longer part of the LAWA system. However, the joint 
use agreement with the Air Force is still operative and includes LAWA since it allows for 
the access and use of Plant 42 runways by Palmdale Airport and by LAWA as a weather 
diversion for LAX. 

Passenger and Cargo Trends and Constraints: Regional Jet (RJ) Service to San Francisco 
International began in June, 2007, but was terminated in 2009 and there is currently 
no commercial service at the airport. The 2035 projection for the airport is 2.6 MAP, 
however, as discussed previously, this is in part due to the lack of capacity at the urban 
airports to meet regional demand, so the assumption has been made that spillover will be 
distributed to the other regional airports. 

LAWA’s Joint Use Agreement with the Air Force allowed up to 50 commercial operations 
per day but provides for a process to increase that limit to as high as 400 operations per 
day with the permission of the military.

Palmdale does not currently support any cargo service. The 2035 projection is 115,000 
tons. Similar to with passenger service, cargo service at the airport may be contingent on 
drawing a large cargo carrier. 

Studies and Major Planned Projects: Space is available on the 61.75 acre leased site for 
expansion of the passenger terminal facility and for development of future cargo facilities. 
There is also land available to the south of the terminal area to expand the leasehold with 
Air Force approval. The Joint Use Agreement with the U.S. Air Force (USAF) sets forth 
procedures for the use of AF Plant 42 as a joint military/civilian use airport, defines the 
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level of commercial operations that can take place by domestic civilian operators, and 
specifies guidelines for the use of the acreage owned by LAWA. The USAF has deter-
mined that at least 50 civilian commercial operations per day can be accommodated 
without detriment to the military mission of AF Plant 42. The JUA allows for incremental 
growth of operations levels up to 400 civilian operations per day with the approval of 
the USAF. The lease site itself can be expanded to accommodate at least the 1 Million 
Annual Passengers forecasted to use the facility in 2030. Prior to transfer of operation 
of the airport operations back to the City, LAWA was working with the City of Palmdale, 
the MTA and Caltrans to identify needed ground access improvements. These considered 
enhanced Metrolink service to the airport. 

Airport Master Plan: LAWA started a master plan update for the airport, but terminated it 
when control was transferred back to the City of Palmdale.

Three alternative improvement concepts were developed to expand PMD facilities to meet 
the forecasted demand. All alternatives assumed that PMD continues to share the AF 
Plant 42 airfield, but propose expansion of passenger and cargo facilities on and off AF 
Plant 42. All alternatives also included airside, landside and roadway improvements built 
in phases keyed to passenger and cargo growth. Improvements would have included pas-
senger terminal expansion; additional aircraft gates for passenger and cargo operations; 
expansion of airside facilities such as aprons and taxiways; expansion of automobile 
parking lots; construction or expansion of access roads; construction of air cargo facili-
ties; and construction of support facilities.

Alternative 1, the Proposed Action, included expansion of the terminal and apron within 
the existing terminal area on AF Plant 42 and development or expansion of additional 
facilities on AF Plant 42 outside the current leasehold. Alternative 2 included develop-
ment of a terminal building, apron and cargo facilities within an area on LAWA property 
called Site 9, with a connecting taxiway to the AF Plant 42 airfield. Alternative 3 included 
development of a terminal building, apron and cargo facilities east of AF Plant 42, entirely 
on vacant LAWA property. All alternatives included a commercial/ industrial development 
on LAWA property south of Avenue P. Commercial development of non-aviation property 
would help finance future infrastructure development. 

LAWA was also developing a long-range strategic plan for PMD to show how the airport 
would accommodate passenger demand beyond 2030 or demand generated by the devel-
opment of a high-speed rail system to PMD as suggested in the SCAG Aviation Plan in the 

2008 RTP. The plan proposed a phased move to LAWA property as passenger volumes 
approached about 3 MAP. At that point, further investment in expansion on the Plant 42 
leasehold would not be cost effective. Phased development of a new airport on LAWA 
owned property would be initiated, beginning with passenger terminal development. At 
build-out, the strategic plan would have proposed an airport that can handle at least 
the 12.8 MAP suggested by the 2008 SCAG plan, with two runways developed on LAWA 
property and connections to the AF Plant 42 airfield for additional capacity.

(On-Airport improvement plans/projects are included in this report are for reference 
purposes only

City of Palmdale Master Plan: The City’s current master plan includes stakeholder com-
ments regarding expansion of PMD to encourage more travelers from the Santa Clarita 
and San Fernando Valleys to use the airport and for development of the High Desert 
Corridor to promote development and use of the airport. Transportation related goals in 
the master plan include:

 � Coordinate and collaborate with Caltrans and Metro to promote the design and 
construction of the High Desert Corridor. Completing of the project will require the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), design of the project, funding 
the project, obtaining right-of-way (R/W), preparation of the Project a study and 
Estimate (PS&E), and construction.

 � Continue to support air service at LA/Palmdale Regional Airport

Both are identified as high priority items.

High Desert Corridor: Access to the rest of the Los Angeles region is currently restricted 
to one primary route, SR 14 shown in FIGURE 4.5. The High Desert Corridor would open 
up a route from Palmdale to the east to Victorville and I-15. The alignment would pass 
along the south side of the airport and terminate at a new interchange on SR 14. The 
Environmental Impact Statement is being prepared for the project and is expected to be 
completed in 2013. There is currently no funding for construction.
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FIGURE 4.5 High Desert Corridor Alignment Alternatives

4.8.1 Highway, Arterial, and Local Street Projects

Recommended Ground Access Projects: The projects below from the 2008 RTP list were 
deleted at the direction of the City. PMD-01 was combined with PMD-02 and the refer-
ence to Ave. P removed since the location and circulation layout for the proposed terminal 
is not known. PMD-04 and PMD-05 were deleted as the SR-14/Avenue P interchange will 
be removed when the High Desert Corridor interchange is constructed on St. Route 14.

 � PMD-01 (04) Construct airport terminal connector road from Ave P to the new PMD 
passenger terminal. 

 � PMD-04 (04) Add on-ramps from W/B Ave P to N/B St. Route 14 (2-lane on-ramps 
with shoulder) capable of carrying higher PCE truck traffic. 

 � PMD-05 (04) Add S/B off-ramp from SR-14 to Ave P (2-lane off-ramp with shoulder) 
capable of higher PCE truck traffic. 

 � Ground access improvements included in the 2012–2035 RTP Airport Vicinity 
Ground Access Element are summarized below in TABLE 4.13.

TABLE 4.13 PMD Highway, Arterial and Local Street Projects

Project 
(Year Added)

Description

PMD-02 (04) Construct internal airport circulation system based on an 8-lane con-
figuration (with shoulders and emergency lanes) including internal 
parking facilities). Provide connector roads to the adjacent regional 
arterial roadway network.

PMD-03 (04) Widen Ave. P to 4 lanes in each direction including turning lanes 
(from St. Route. 14 to 50th St. East, east of PMD). Configure Ave. P 
as a major arterial capable of high volume truck traffic . 

Improve Ave. P intersection capacity at 8th St. East, 10th St. East, 
15th St. East, 20th St. East, 25th St East., 30th St East, 50th 
St. East and Sierra Highway, by adding two turning lanes in each 
direction. 

PMD-08 (04) Add 1 lane in each direction on Sierra Highway (between Palmdale 
Blvd. and Ave. M). 

PMD-09 (04) Add 1 lane in each direction on Ave. M including turning lanes (from 
St. Route 14 to 50th St. East). 

PMD-10 (04) Widen 50th St. East by 2 lanes in each direction (from Ave. M to Ave. 
R); improve 50th St. East/Ave. R intersection capacity. 

PMD-11 (04) Widen 30th St. East (from Palmdale Bl. to Ave P) including 2-lane 
turning lanes at Ave. P. 

PMD-12 (04) Add 2 lanes in each direction on St. Route. 14 from Pearblossom 
Hwy to Ave. M including HOV lanes (heavy directional AM/PM traffic 
volumes hampering peak period airport access from LA Basin). 

PMD-13 (07) Rancho Vista Blvd. (Ave. P) grade separation at Sierra Highway/
Railroad tracks (Union Pacific & Metrolink) 7th Ranking out of 120 
projects by LA County. 

PMD-14 (08) Construct a connector from PMD to Palmdale Transportation Center 
at Clock Tower Plaza Dr. near Sierra Hwy, or Rancho Vista Blvd./Ave. 
P and Division St. (which can serve as a future HSRT station). 
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4.9  SAN BERNARDINO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT (SBD)

SBD provides an optimal location for air cargo and logistics management for companies 
conducting businesses in Los Angeles, Southern California, Mexico and the US inter-
mountain regions of Denver, Salt Lake City, Las Vegas and Phoenix. Centrally located just 
60 miles east of the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX), SBD is surrounded by major 
interstate freeways (I-10, I-215 and SR-330/SR-210), enjoys an excellent local surface 
transportation access, is in a congestion-free air corridor and is located within two miles 
of a major intermodal BNSF Railway facility. SBD is well positioned as a consolidation/
distribution center for both air cargo and ground shipments.

The San Bernardino International Airport Authority (SBIAA) is a joint powers authority 
comprised of the County of San Bernardino and the Cities of San Bernardino, Colton, 
Loma Linda and Highland. Formed in 1992, the SBIAA Commission oversees the aviation 
portion of the former Norton Air Force Base of approximately 1300 acres.

The Inland Valley Development Agency (IVDA) is a joint powers authority comprised of 
the County of San Bernardino and the Cities of San Bernardino, Colton and Loma Linda. 
Formed in 1990, the IVDA is responsible for the redevelopment of the non-aviation 
portion of the former Norton Air Force Base. In addition to the approximately 600 acres 
on the former base, the IVDA also has a redevelopment project area of approximately 
13,000 acres of surrounding properties. The land use designations within the project area 
include: light and heavy industrial, office, commercial and residential.

Passenger and Cargo Trends and Constraints: SBD does not currently provide commercial 
passenger service; however, the airport has an existing passenger terminal that can be 
utilized if air carriers can be attracted to the airport. The 2035 projection for the airport 
is 2.8 MAP, however, as discussed previously, this is in part due to the lack of capacity 
at the constrained urban airports to meet regional demand, so the assumption has been 
made that spillover will be distributed to the other regional airports including SBD. 

Although the airport does not currently handle a significant amount of cargo, SBD is 
aggressively marketing itself as a cargo facility and can offer expedited Customs clear-
ance, abundant aircraft ramp space, ample room for new development opportunities and 
expansion potential in a secure and modern business environment, including Foreign 
Trade Zone and LAMBRA tax incentives. With a newly reconstructed 10,000’ x 200’ run-
way and available hangar facilities, SBD claims the region’s lowest airport user fees and 

has the ability to accommodate Stage 2 aircraft. The 2035 projection is 166,000 tons of 
cargo, which would be 4th highest in the region. 

Studies and Major Planned Projects: Planned facility and ground access improvements 
include: (On-Airport improvement plans/projects are included in this report are for refer-
ence purposes only 

 � There is no near term plan by the San Bernardino Airport Authority for constructing 
a passenger terminal on the north end of the airfield--the existing terminal is being 
expanded and refurbished. The cargo terminal construction is listed on the Airport 
Capital Improvement Plan, but funding has not been programmed.

 � 40 new small hangars and several large hangars on the runway’s east side are to be 
constructed.

4.9.1  Highway, Arterial, and Local Street Projects

Recommended Ground Access Projects: Three projects from the 2008 RTP list were 
deleted since the Airport indicated they are complete.

 � SBI-01 (04) Upgrade internal circulation system to the SBI passenger terminal at 
Leland Norton Way and Rialto. Construct 6-lane major arterial configuration with 
double turning lanes and emergency lanes. 

 � SBI-08 (04) Upgrade Harry Sheppard Blvd. (from Leland Norton Way to Tippecanoe). 

 � SBI-09 (04) Upgrade the I-215/Mill interchange (add 1 lane to each on-, and off-
ramp designed for higher PCE truck traffic). 

The descriptions of three projects were revised based on input from the Airport.

 � SBI-03, SBI-06 and SBI-07 were changed to reflect a different number of lanes for 
widening. 

 � SBI-07 was also modified to change the project limits

In addition, three projects (SBI-11 – SBI-13) were added at the request of the Airport.

Ground access improvements included in the 2012–2035 RTP Airport Vicinity Ground 
Access Element are summarized below in TABLE 4.14.
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TABLE 4.14 SBI Highway, Arterial and Local Street Projects

Project 
(Year Added)

Description

SBI-02 (04) Construct a truck traffic access road (4-lane major arterial configura-
tion with shoulder) to the SBI Air Cargo Terminal at Perimeter Road. 
Upgrade Perimeter Road-3rd Street/Leland Norton Way for high PCE 
truck traffic. 

SBI-03 (04) Add 1 lane in each direction on Waterman (from 9th St. to Rialto and 
from Vanderbilt to Redlands Blvd. through the I-10 interchange). 

SBI-04 (04) Upgrade Rialto to a continuous, divided 6-lane configuration (from 
Waterman to I-215). 

SBI-05 (04) Upgrade the I-10/Waterman interchange (add 1 additional on-, and 
off-ramp in each direction designed for higher PCE truck traffic). 

SBI-06 (04) Add 1 lane in each direction on 3rd Street (from Waterman to 
Alabama/Palm) to a 4-lane configuration; Construct diagonal 2-lane 
connection form 3rd St. to 5th St. east of Alabama. 

SBI-07 (04) Upgrade 5th St. to a 4-lane major arterial configuration with turning 
lanes and improved capacity intersections at 3rd Street diagonal con-
nector and all intersections with cross streets. 

SBI-10 (08) New Gateway to SBD project: Construct a 4-lane bridge on Mountain 
View over the Santa Ana River (extension of Mountain View from 
Central Ave. to I-10). 

SBI-11 (12) Widen Tippecanoe Bridge over Santa Ana River from four lanes to 
six lanes by constructing bridge structure on west side of existing 
bridge.

SBI-12 (12) Construct new interchange on SR-210 at Victoria Avenue with 
two lanes each ramp and modifications to existing Arden Avenue 
interchange.

SBI-13 (12) Upgrade Del Rose Dr. from 2-lane configuration to 4-lane 
configuration.

4.9.2  Public Transportation Projects

If commercial air service is provided in the future, the consultant recommends conducting 
an analysis to determine the potential for providing a transportation connection between 
SBD and the proposed San Bernardino Intermodal Transit Center at E St. and Rialto in 
downtown San Bernardino. Potential services for the transit center include a light rail line, 
and a Metrolink extension from the Santa Fe Depot in San Bernardino. 

4.10  Southern California Logistics Airport (SCL)

The Southern California Logistics Airport specializes in goods movement and is a poten-
tial world class facility for serving international and domestic air cargo needs. The airport 
provides ground, air and rail transportation for the “fastest-to-market” delivery. The 
airport is capable of accommodating both military and commercial aircraft. The Southern 
California Logistics Airport facility features two intercontinental runways including a 
15,050 foot runway, allowing the heaviest aircraft direct, non-stop access to any desti-
nation in the world and a 10,000 foot runway. The air control tower operates 24 hours 
a day and has emergency response capabilities that are comparable to the world’s 
largest airports.

Passenger and Cargo Trends and Constraints: Recent passenger and cargo trends a. PAX 
(military personnel for the National Training Center (NTC) and Twenty Nine Palms) board 
aircraft on the open ramp through the NTC leasehold.

Carriers such as Cargolux, Federal Express, ASB Air, Atlas Air, MK International and the 
U.S. Armed Services have utilized SCL facility for timely, cost-effective goods movement. 
From 1999 to present, SCL has received more than 15,310 tons of air cargo, around 
1,000 tons per year. 

Studies and Major Planned Projects: The circulation element of the General Plan has a 
section on the airport and refers most of the transportation elements for the area around 
the airport to the SCLA Specific Plan:

“SCLA is located in the northwest corner of the City of Victorville and is within 30–40 
minutes of driving from the Ontario International Airport. It is planned to be a domestic 
and international air cargo facility, with a 4,740-acre business complex integrating manu-
facturing, industrial multimodal and office facilities. The SCLA Specific Plan was adopted 
by the City to provide a planning tool for implementing the reuse plan established by the 



Aviation and Airport Group Access     139

Victor Valley Economic Development Authority (VVEDA) pursuant to the Base Closure 
Realignment Act (BCRA), and to implement related policies of the General Plan Land Use, 
Noise and Safety Elements. The SCLA Specific Plan is designed to accommodate airport 
and aviation uses as well as industrial and commercial land uses. Its circulation plan 
includes establishing a mass transit system to serve the site; designating Phantom Road 
as a minimum six-lane Super Arterial to connect to Air Expressway; introducing a new 
north/south road, ‘Perimeter Road’ which will connect future Colusa Road from the north 
to Phantom East Street to the South; and upgrading several roads to arterials, which will 
eventually connect Phantom East and West Street to the rest of the site.”

SCLA Specific Plan, 2004 – The circulation element of the Specific Plan states: 

National Trails Highway and Village Drive, which currently connect Air Expressway to I-15 
are also designated Arterials. Rancho Road and El Evado Road to the site will be four-lane 
major Arterials. Air Expressway, which traverses and is off-site of the property is also 
planned as a minimum four-lane major arterial from U.S. Highway 395 to its connection to 
Rancho Road. Given the regional nature of the Specific Plan and increased traffic levels, 
the City will work with the Victor Valley Transit Authority and private developments/users 
on-site to establish a mass transit system to serve the site and connect it to population 
and employment centers in the Victor Valley (See Figure below).

Anticipated traffic levels will necessitate improvements on existing roads on-site. 
Phantom Road is proposed as a minimum four-lane Super Arterial to connect to Air 
Expressway. A new north/south road will be introduced, “Perimeter Road”, which will 
connect future Colusa Road from the north to Phantom East Street to the south. Several 
roads connecting Phantom East and West Street to the rest of the site will be upgraded 
to Arterials. These include Cory Boulevard, Mustang Street, Sabre Boulevard, Starfighter 
Street and Nevada Street. Additional on-base roadways have been introduced to improve 
traffic distribution on the base. FIGURE 4.6 shows the existing and proposed on-base 
roadways along with their roadway designation. They have been added to the City’s 
General Plan Circulation Plan to ensure consistency between the SCLA Specific Plan and 
the General Plan.

FIGURE 4.6 SCLA Specific Plan Roadway Classifications

Source: SCLA, Specific Plan 2004

Initial Study for US-395 Realignment Right-of-Way Preservation, 2007 – This study for 
SANBAG looks at potential alignments for a new US 395 facility between I-15 and Purple 
Sage Street. An Environmental Impact Statement is also being prepared by Caltrans.
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4.10.1  Highway, Arterial, and Local Street Projects

Recommended Ground Access Projects: Five projects from the 2008 RTP list were deleted 
as the City indicated they are complete.

 � SCL-01 (04) Construct airport terminal connector road from Air Base to terminal 
building (along Cory to Phantom); Construct connector road from Air Base to air 
cargo terminal in the southwest corner of the base. 

 � SCL-02/03 (04) Improve and upgrade existing internal circulation system (Cory from 
base to Phantom; Cory segment from Starfighter to Sabre; intersection Worley/
Phantom) including access to on-site HSRT terminal. 

 � SCL-04 (04) Widen Air Base (add 2 lanes in each direction from US-395 to National 
Trails intersection). 

 � SCL-07 (04) Improve National Trails/Air Base intersection in conjunction with 
National Trails/ Rancho intersection (part of Construction of Rancho extension proj-
ect from Adelanto to National Trails) 

 � SCL-09 (04) Widen National Trails/RR underpass (approx. 3.49 mi north of Air Base) 
to 2 lanes in each direction. 

Ground access improvements included in the 2012–2035 RTP Airport Vicinity Ground 
Access Element are summarized below in TABLE 4.15.

TABLE 4.15 SCL Highway, Arterial and Local Street Projects

Project 
(Year Added)

Description

SCL-05 (04) Add 2 lanes to southbound on-ramps and northbound off-ramps at 
I-15/National Trails IC. Add 1 additional lane to southbound off-
ramps and northbound on-ramps at I-15/National Trails IC. 

SCL-06 (04) Add 2 additional turning lanes in each direction on National Trails at 
I-15. 

SCL-08 (04) Add 1 lane in each direction to National Trains from I-15 to Barstow. 

SCL-10 (04) Add N/B mixed flow lane w. aux lane (from N/) Mojave Dr. IC to 
Stoddard Wells Rd. 

SCL-11 (04) Relocate US-395 as a 6 lane freeway from the I-15 junction to 
SR-18/Palmdale Road plus a 4 lane expressway from SR-18 to 
Purple Sage Rd. 

SCL-12 (04) Widen El Evado Rd, Palmdale Rd to Air Base Rd., Palmdale to 
Hopland, Hopland to Air Base (from 2 to 4 lanes with LT lanes) 

V.  Challenges to Implementing High Occupancy Public 
Transportation Projects
This section provides a summary of the challenges encountered and the efforts under-
taken to develop high occupancy public transportation at major airports in the SCAG 
region. The LAX Master Plan program has identified a number of high occupancy public 
transportation options some which have been funded. These included Flyways service 
between LAX and Downtown Los Angeles and the Westside. In the case of Bob Hope 
Airport, as part of their ground access program, they have identified major transit 
projects that are currently being studied. Further discussion is presented in Appendix II 
which describes the California High Speed Rail development program and Appendix III 
which describes the challenges in implementing express bus services at major airports. 
Some of the challenges to implement high occupancy public transportation projects are 
discussed below. 
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5.1  SPONSORSHIP AND FUNDING OF EXPRESS BUSES

If the analyses recommended in this study are undertaken and show there will be a need 
for airport express buses from ARTIC to serve Southern California airports, or from vari-
ous areas in the ONT market area, sponsorship and funding of the services are issues 
that will need to be addressed. 

It is not typical for an airport operator to sponsor an airport express bus or system of 
express buses to accommodate the ground access trip of the airport user, since the 
airport operator is primarily concerned with operating the airport safely and efficiently, 
and the airport operator is not a public transportation operator. The airport operator is 
concerned with maintaining and improving the airport, and keeping fees reasonable for 
the airlines, compared to fees being assessed at comparable airports. The two airport 
express bus systems sponsored by airport operators in the United States are the FlyAway 
network serving LAX, sponsored by Los Angeles World Airports, and the Logan Express, a 
system of non-stop buses sponsored by the Massachusetts Port Authority, serving Boston 
Logan International Airport.

Transit operators are currently struggling with maintaining existing levels of service due 
to funding cuts. In addition, the transit operator is concerned with serving the entire 
population and may have difficulty justifying the provision of service that the airport cus-
tomer needs at the exclusion of the rest of the population. The transit operator often feels 
the airport operator should provide such service and the airport operator believes it is the 
responsibility of the transit operator. 

 In addition to airport operators and transit agencies not having funds available for high 
occupancy public transportation modes serving the airport customer, or not considering it 
a priority compared to other projects, there are funding regulations for airport operators 
and transit operators that can make it difficult to justify operating such a service. Airport 
operators are concerned with complying with the revenue diversion regulation, as well 
adhering to the allowable uses of various sources of revenue, such as Passenger Facility 
Charges (PFCs) and Airport Improvement Program (AIP) funds. Transit operators are 
concerned with complying with the federal charter regulations. In certain circumstances, 
a bus service tailored to the airport customer could be construed as a charter service, 
and the FTA prohibits transit agencies that accept federal funds from operating charter 
service because it is considered to be in competition with the private sector .

5.2  INSUFFICIENT DATA

Ridership forecasts of airport customers were generally not available for the high occu-
pancy public transportation services identified in this study. Up to date air passenger 
origin destination survey data was also not available for BUR, LAX, ONT and SNA. A 2011 
air passenger origin destination survey is currently being conducted at LAX by LAWA, and 
the data should be available toward the end of 2011. 

5.3  COMMUNITY RESISTANCE

In some instances, the community surrounding an airport may be opposed to new high 
occupancy public transportation services to the airport, because they are concerned the 
services will attract more customers to the airport. This seems to be the case at John 
Wayne Airport.

VI. Recommendations to Assist Future RTP Updates
The review of proposed and potential airport ground access projects and analysis of 
airport ground access needs undertaken as part of the current update of Airport Ground 
Access Element of the Regional Transportation Plan has identified a number of areas 
where additional information or analysis capabilities would be helpful for future updates 
of the RTP. The following recommendations address future work or studies that SCAG 
could undertake or encourage airports or other agencies to undertake.

6.1  PERFORM AIRPORT SPECIFIC GROUND ACCESS STUDIES

While the existing regional modeling approach to identifying needed ground access proj-
ects or services provides critical information about the impact of vehicle traffic generated 
by the airports in the region on traffic flows around the airports, it is not always “fine 
grained” enough to fully identify either the need for or the potential contribution of spe-
cific ground access projects at some airports. In particular, for those where major growth 
is forecast, it is recommended that supplemental ground access studies be performed 
that provide more detail on the needs around the airports.

While existing environmental studies and airport master plans can provide some of the 
information needed for the RTP, in many cases they either don’t fully address ground 
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access needs at the level of detail needed for the RTP or were performed long enough 
ago that the information they contain is now out of date. In particular:

 � Many airport master plans focus only on needs within the airport property. Typically 
many of the ground access needs are on the surrounding roadways outside of 
airport property.

 � Environmental impact studies and reports have a lot of detailed information and 
analysis but focus only on the impacts of the specific project being evaluated, so 
may not consider all of the transportation needs and issues around the airport. In 
addition, the horizon of these studies tends to be at the completion of the project, 
often 5 to 10 years out. This is not sufficient to do long-term ground access planning 
for the airports.

 � General Plans prepared for the surrounding municipalities can also provide valu-
able information on identifying ground access needs. However, for most airports, 
particularly those not operated by the surrounding city, airport ground access is not 
the focus of the study and analysis of the transportation needs and priorities around 
the airports is limited.

Therefore, it would greatly aid the process of updating the ground access element of the 
RTP if detailed ground access studies were prepared for high growth airports such as 
LAX and ONT.. These studies would include the following:

 � Evaluation of all modes of transportation to and from the airports.

 � A study area including major roadways into and out of the airport. At a minimum this 
would include roadways around the airports extending out to major highways/inter-
states that feed the airport.

 � A horizon year of 20 to 30 years

 � Intersection and peak hour specific traffic data collection and analysis.

 � Identification of projects needed to facilitate all areas of ground access, including 
terminal roadways and circulation, parking facilities, entrance gates and facilities, 
transit and shuttle access, pedestrian linkages between transit and parking facilities 
and terminal areas, air cargo access, etc.

 � Prioritization of project needs.

Because such studies extend beyond the boundaries of the airports, this effort may need 
to be a combined pursuit of the airport, surrounding communities and other relevant 
agencies, such as transit providers.

These studies would not be a replacement for the regional planning and analysis that has 
been done for past airport ground access elements of the RTP. Regional aviation modeling 
built on robust airport origin-destination data must also continue.

6.2  DEVELOP REGION-WIDE AIR PASSENGER SURVEY

There is a critical need to develop and conduct a regionwide air passenger survey to 
cover users of all commercial service airports in the region on a consistent and compa-
rable basis that would provide SCAG and the airports with information on the area from 
which their passenger traffic originates.. This is something that the airports may be will-
ing to contribute toward, if they could add questions of interest to them (perhaps on an 
airport-specific basis). Where airports are planning to perform their own surveys anyway 
(as LAWA does from time to time at LAX), SCAG could work with those airports to make 
sure that questions of interest to SCAG are included and get asked in a way that allows 
the results to be compared with data from other airports.

6.3  PERFORM A REGION-WIDE STUDY OF AIRPORT EMPLOYEE 
TRIPS

Analysis of airport employee trips is generally included as part of airport master planning 
studies and airport ground access planning studies, although the level of detail of those 
studies varies widely and the results from different airports are difficult to compare due 
to differences in the timing of the studies. The volume, timing, and mode use of airport 
employee trips are usually of great interest to the airports and local transportation agen-
cies to determine the impact of employee trips on local streets in the airport environs. 
Aside from their use for the airport ground access planning, SCAG needs to better 
understand airport employee travel in order to address this in the regional transportation 
model. In order to integrate the available data from individual airports and provide a basis 
for projecting future airport employee travel resulting from projected future changes in 
airport activity, it would be helpful for SCAG to undertake a region-wide study of airport 
employee trips.
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6.4  DEVELOP NEW REGIONAL AIRPORT GROUND ACCESS MODEL

There is a need for the development of an airport ground access modeling capability that 
can be integrated with SCAG’s regional transportation model. While the regional aviation 
demand allocation model used in previous RTP updates models airport ground access 
trips, exactly how it does so is unclear and anyway SCAG does not have access to the 
model unless it retains the model developers to run the model for it. Therefore SCAG 
needs to develop its own in-house modeling capability. Exactly what this modeling capa-
bility would involve needs further thought, as does the level of resolution that would be 
practical. For example, a model that can produce peak-period volume/capacity ratios at 
the intersection level will require a very different level of data and model resolution than 
one that simply estimates mode splits on an average day basis.

6.5  ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL FOR AIRPORT EXPRESS BUS 
SERVICES

The airport ground access project list for the current update of the RTP has identified a 
number of potential airport express bus services which could benefit from a more detailed 
analysis of likely ridership, financial feasibility and implementation issues. One such 
analysis would examine the potential for non-stop airport express buses to serve ONT 
air passengers, including service between ONT and 1) a station on the Metro Goldline 
Foothill Extension, 2) a location along the I-10 at least 15 miles east of the airport, 3) a 
location along the I-10 at least 15 miles west of the airport, and 4) the Anaheim Regional 
Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC). A second study would analyze the potential 
for a non-stop airport express bus service between ARTIC and LAX. Alternatives for 
consideration would include exploring how the existing privately operated express bus 
service between LAX and Anaheim, which primarily serves non-resident air travelers, 
could be enhanced to serve resident air passengers. A third study would undertake a 
market analysis of the potential for high occupancy public transportation options to serve 
SNA customers, including the exploration of bus links between SNA and 1) the Irvine 
Transportation Center or Tustin Metrolink Station to serve as a connection between 
Metrolink service, Amtrak service and the airport, and 2) a bus service between SNA and 
ARTIC. The foregoing studies will require origin destination air passenger survey data for 
ONT and SNA, or a comprehensive survey of air passenger travel patterns in the region. 

6.6  AIRPORT CHOICE ANALYSIS

There is a need to better understand how passengers in Southern California make airport 
choices and how these choices might change with capacity constraints at the smaller 
airports or availability of additional high occupancy public transportation services for the 
airport user. Furthermore, to understand the relationship and overlap between the market 
areas of the commercial airports serving Southern California, ideally comparable survey 
data for air passengers with trip origins or destinations in the region would be collected 
for all of the airports during the same time frame. SCAG would be the most appropriate 
agency for sponsoring a study of air passenger airport choice behavior, since each airport 
operator is generally only concerned with the characteristics and travel patterns of its 
own customers.

6.7  ANALYSIS OF FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS

There is a need for further study of the funding constraints and regulatory barriers that 
limit the provision of high occupancy public transportation services designed to accom-
modate the airport customer, and how these constraints can be overcome in the Southern 
California region through different sponsorship models, such as public-private partner-
ships, partnerships among public agencies, or a regional body.
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APPENDIX I: Airport and Agency Contacts

TABLE I.1 Highway, Arterial and Local Street Projects

Airport Agency Contact Title

BUR Burbank/Glendale/
Pasadena Airport 

Mark Hardyment Director, Environmental 
Programs 

City of Burbank David Kriske Community Development

City of Glendale Jano Baghdanian Traffic Engineer

City of Pasadena Bill Trimble Planner

JWA John Wayne Airport Kari Rigoni Planning Manager 

City of Irvine Tran Tran Engineer

City of Newport Beach Patrick Alford Planning Manager

Fern Nueno Assistant Planner

City of Santa Ana Karen Haluza Planning Manager

Melanie McCann Assistant Planner

LAX LAWA Pat Tomcheck Senior Transportation 
Engineer

LAWA Diego Alvarez Regional Transportation 
Coordinator

LGB Long Beach Airport Jeff Sedlak Senior Civil Engineer

Airport Agency Contact Title

MIP MAFB Airport Gary Gosliga Airport Director 

MAFB Airport/March JPA Dan Fairbanks Planning Director

Riverside County TLMA John Marcinek NO INFO

City of Riverside NO CONTACT

City of Moreno Valley Eric Lewis City Traffic Engineer

City of Perris NO CONTACT

March Global Port Matt Denham Director of Land Use 
Services

ONT LAWA Kim Ellis Assistant Airports Manager

City of Ontario Tom Danna Traffic/Transportation 
Manager

PMD City of Palmdale Mike Behen NO INFO

PSP PS Int’l Airport/City of 
Palm Springs

Tom Nolan Executive Director

City of Palm Springs George Farago Associate Civil Engineer

SBI SBD Airport Bill Ingraham Aviation Director 

SCL City of Victorville Victor Fajardo Traffic

Also contacted Damon Davis, Planning, Caltrans D12 and Ty Schuiling, Director of 
Planning, SANBAG, but no input received.
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TABLE I.2  High Occupancy Public Transportation

LAX  � Pat Tomcheck, Los Angeles World Airports

 � Bob Burlingham, Transportation Planning Associate, Los Angeles World 
Airports

 � Diego Alvarez, Los Angeles World Airports

BUR  � Mark Hardyment, Director, Environmental Programs, Bob Hope Airport

 � Michael Kodama, Executive Director, OLDA

 � Bob Huddy, OLDA

SNA  � Kari Rigoni, Planning Manager, John Wayne Airport, County of Orange

 � Gordon Robinson, Project Manager, Strategic Planning, OCTA

 � Kurt Brotcke, OCTA

 � Michael Litschi, OCTA

 � Shohreh Dupuis, Manager of Transit and Transportation, City of Irvine

ONT  � Pat Tomcheck, Los Angeles World Airports

 � Bob Burlingham, Los Angeles World Airports

 � Tom Danna, City of Ontario

ARTIC  � Jamie Lai, City of Anaheim

Metrolink  � Gray Crary, Metrolink

SCAG  � Michael Armstrong

 � Matt Gleason

 � Alan Thompson

 � Stephen Fox

Airport plans, community general plans and major project environmental studies were 
also collected for each of the airports and are discussed with each of the airports in 
Section IV.
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APPENDIX II: High Occupancy Public 
Transportation and High Speed Rail

II.1  High Speed Regional Transport System
A high speed regional transport system has been a consideration in a number of the 
recent RTP updates, although the details of the proposed system have evolved over time. 
In the 2004 RTP a regional magnetic levitation (Maglev) high-speed transportation system 
was envisioned, with one of its primary goals being to provide interconnectivity between 
the regional airports, allowing passengers to make connections between the airports or 
to more effectively use an airport that might not be the closest airport to their home or 
destination. The 2008 RTP included a similar system, although designated High Speed 
Regional Transport (HSRT) instead of Maglev. The network was essentially the same. This 
proposed system has since been dropped from consideration.

The state of California is now planning a statewide high-speed rail (HSR) system. While it 
includes some of the same segments, the focus is more on long-distance travel and the 
number of stops would be limited. In addition, Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) is 
not directly served. While planning for the statewide system is ongoing, funding has only 
been identified for the Fresno to Bakersfield segment, with no current funding for exten-
sion into the Los Angeles area.

It should be noted that in both the 2004 and 2008 RTPs, the Maglev and HSRT systems 
were not assumed to occur in the low air travel demand growth scenarios; only the high 
air travel demand growth scenarios envisioned the development of such a system.

2004 MAGLEV SYSTEM

According to the 2004 RTP, the planned Maglev system was included as a component 
of the transportation network, in part to “facilitate the development of a regional airport 
system, and connect to major activity and multi-modal transportation centers in Los 
Angeles, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Orange Counties. Without a regional airport in 
El Toro, the Region needs to further decentralize its future growth in air passenger traffic 
and air cargo to its regional airports in the northern and eastern portions of the Region. 
Therefore, the Maglev system becomes more important and critical to the success of 
SCAG’s decentralized regional aviation system.”

The Maglev system was to be an elevated monorail system operating at speeds up 
to 310 mph and included an extensive network within the region as depicted on 
FIGURE II.1 below.

FIGURE II.1 2004 RTP Maglev System

Source: SCAG, 2004 RTP

2008 HSRT SYSTEM

In the 2008 RTP, the term High Speed Regional Transport (HSRT) was used in lieu of 
Maglev, but the network maintained many of the same characteristics and goals, includ-
ing decentralization of airport demand. The Initial Operating Segment (IOS) was envisaged 
to extend from West Los Angeles to Ontario International Airport, with subsequent exten-
sions to LAX and March Inland Port.



Aviation and Airport Group Access     147

CURRENT HIGH-SPEED RAIL PLANNING

Although the proposed HSRT system is no longer being pursued by SCAG, planning efforts 
are currently in progress by the California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) to develop 
a statewide high-speed rail system that would include segments in the SCAG region. 
Following the completion of a Program Environmental Impact Report/Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) in August 2005, a series of Alternatives Analysis studies have 
been prepared that have explored the various segments of the planned statewide network 
in more detail. The proposed segments in Southern California broadly follow some of 
the corridors proposed for the HSRT, including lines from Palmdale to Los Angeles, from 
Los Angeles to Anaheim, and from Los Angeles to Murrieta via Ontario and Riverside, 
as shown in FIGURE II.2 . However, the other regional HSRT routes are no longer under 
consideration as part of the HSR network.

FIGURE II.2 Alternative Alignments for the California High-Speed Rail 
System in Southern California

Source: California High Speed Rail Authority Website

The Palmdale to Los Angeles line would serve the following airports:

 � Palmdale Regional Airport – The HSR station would be approximately four miles from 
the airport, near the Palmdale Transportation Center, or slightly closer at Palmdale 
West Station, but could be accessed from the airport by a transit connector route 
proposed in the 2008 Airport RTP (PMD-14-08).

 � Burbank/Bob Hope Airport – The HSR line would stop at the Burbank Buena Vista 
Station adjacent to the airport.

 � The segment would terminate at Union Station in downtown Los Angeles and 
would not connect directly to LAX, approximately 12 miles southwest of downtown 
(or about 20 miles via the freeway system). Other public transportation services, 
including FlyAway busses operated by Los Angeles World Airports, currently provide 
service between LAX and Union Station.

The Los Angeles to Anaheim segment would originate at Union Station and extend to the 
proposed Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC) in Anaheim. This 
line was originally planned to extend to Irvine, but the current (July 2010) Supplemental 
Alternatives Analysis Report shows the line ending in Anaheim. No airports would 
be directly served but indirect access could be provided by connector service to the 
following airports:

 � John Wayne Airport-Orange County – Located about 10 miles south of ARTIC. A con-
nector service could be provided to ARTIC.

 � Long Beach Airport – Located about 8 miles southwest of the planned Norwalk sta-
tion on the Los Angeles to Anaheim segment. A connector service would be required 
to serve the airport.

The Los Angeles to San Diego segment has a number of alternative alignments through 
the SCAG region. There are a variety of alternative routes between Union Station and 
Ontario International Airport, but all would converge near the Ontario Airport. Between 
Ontario and San Diego, there are also multiple alternatives, generally following either I-15 
or I-215. One of the I-215 sub-alternatives loops into San Bernardino, the other remains 
on the I-10 and I-215 alignments. Airports served along these alignments include:

 � Ontario Airport – An HSR station would be provided immediately adjacent to the 
airport in all of the alternatives.
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 � San Bernardino Airport – One alignment swings east near the airport, with a station 
located about 2 miles west of the airport adjacent to I-215. The I-10/I-215 align-
ment would have a station about 10 miles west of the airport on I-10. Either of these 
would require some sort of connector service.

 � March Inland Port – The I-215 alignment would have a station near the south side of 
the present March Air Reserve Base, but not directly adjacent to the planned pas-
senger terminal area at MIP. The I-15 alignment would not provide access to MIP.

The planned California High Speed Rail network would not provide service in the proximity 
of the Southern California Logistics Airport or Palm Springs Airport.

Further details of the planned HSR system in the SCAG region are provided in Section 
2.3 below.

II.2  High Occupancy Public Transportation
When the term high occupancy transportation is used in the airport environment, it some-
times includes transportation services that do not operate on a schedule, such as shared 
ride van or high occupancy limousine. For the purposes of this report, the term high occu-
pancy public transportation service refers to scheduled bus, rail and light rail services.

For the airport user to consider using a high occupancy public transportation service to 
travel to and from the airport instead of their preferred mode, it must be available, acces-
sible, and offer competitive travel times. At most airports, the majority of air passengers 
use modes that provide door to door service when the air passenger is ready to make the 
ground access trip. TABLE II.1 shows the mode share for resident air passengers at LAX 
and ONT using door to door unscheduled (on-demand) ground transportation modes to 
travel to the airport.

TABLE II.1 Resident Air Passenger Mode Choice,  
Door to Door On-Demand Ground Transportation Options

Mode ONT (2001) LAX (2006)

Auto 92% 71%

Taxi/Limousine 1% 11%

Total 93% 82%

Source: LAWA: 2001 Ontario Passenger Survey Report, Table 44, Page 43; 2006 LAX Air Passenger Survey 
Report, Figure 20, Page 30.

This section begins by discussing the travel characteristics of air passengers by customer 
group, and the characteristics of airport employees. It is followed by a presentation of the 
most important service characteristics for a high occupancy public transportation service 
that has the potential to attract air passengers and airport employees.

II.2.1  CUSTOMER GROUPS

II.2.1.1  Air Passengers 

The ground transportation trip to the airport is a means to an end; the passenger is con-
cerned with arriving at the airport with enough of time to check luggage (if necessary), be 
processed through the security line, and board the flight. The air passenger will make a 
decision on how to travel to and from the airport based on available ground transportation 
options, travel time tolerances, and budget. In general, the purpose for the air travel and 
the resident status of the air passenger in relation to the airport market area will influ-
ence the ground access decision.

Trip Purpose: Often the air traveler who is traveling primarily for business will be reim-
bursed for travel by their employer. In general the business traveler will be less price 
sensitive and more time sensitive when developing a trip itinerary, including the choice 
of ground transportation mode to and from the airport, compared to the non-business 
traveler, who will be more cost conscious and less concerned about total travel time. Both 
travel groups will be more time sensitive and less price sensitive when choosing a ground 
transportation mode to the airport than a commuter who is selecting a mode to travel to 
work on a regular basis. FIGURE II.3 illustrates sensitivity to ground transportation travel 
times by customer group.
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FIGURE II.3 Time and Price Sensitivity to Ground Transportation by 
Customer Group

PR
IC

E 
SE

NS
IT

IV
IT

Y

TIME SENSITIVITY

high

Air Travelers

Pleasure

Business

Daily Commuters

low high

Source: DMR Consulting, August 2011

Resident Status in Relation to Airport Market Area: An air passenger who resides in the 
market area of the airport will typically have a better understanding of the available 
ground transportation options to the airport than a traveler who is visiting the region. If 
the resident air traveler owns an auto, then driving to the airport and parking the auto at 
or in the vicinity of the airport for the duration of the air trip is one of the ground trans-
portation options the air traveler may choose from. The non-resident air traveler would 
not park an auto at the airport because any auto that could be parked would be located 
in the region where the traveler resides. A rental car is one of the ground transportation 
options that the non-resident air traveler may choose from, while this is an unlikely choice 
for a resident air passenger. TABLE II.2 provides the generic airport ground transportation 
choices for the resident and non-resident air passenger.

II.2.1.2  Airport Employees

Airport employees staff the airport continuously during airport operating hours. For most 
large and medium hub commercial airports, the airport is open 365 days per year, and for 
at least 18 to 20 hours per day. For functions that require providing service to air passen-
gers or the processing of air cargo, employees must be at the airport to fulfill their duties 
from the first through the last flight, which means some employees must arrive at the 
airport earlier than the first customer and depart later than the last customer. Employee 
commuting options will be based on what is available to accommodate their work sched-
ule that will get them to their place of employment at the airport. Work schedules and 
workplace location will vary depending on airport employee categories.

TABLE II.2 Generic Airport Ground Transportation Options by Residence 
Status

Airport Market Area

Mode Resident Non-Resident

Private Auto: Pickup and Dropoff √ √

Private Auto: Park for Duration of Air Trip √

Rental Car √

Taxicab √ √

Limousine √ √

Shared Ride Van √ √

Scheduled Bus √ √

Light Rail, Subway, Heavy Rail √ √

Source: DMR Consulting, August 2011

Employees at the airport consist of flight crews, administrative workers, and shift work-
ers that work for a variety of agencies and companies including the airport operator, 
the Transportation Security Administration (TSA), the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA), airlines, concessions, rental car companies, and cargo companies. An airport 
operator typically employs less than ten percent of the employees working at an airport. 
Shift workers may be subject to unscheduled overtime, based on circumstances such as 
delayed flights.
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Flight crews, which consist of airline pilots and flight attendants, exhibit airport ground 
access travel behavior that is similar to air passengers. Although some commute to and 
from the airport on the same day when they are working on flights of short duration, 
many have work schedules, called tours of duty, that require them to be away from the 
region where they live for one or more nights. This, combined with a limitation on the 
number of work hours per month means that flight crew members do not commute to the 
airport as often as an administrative employee or a shift worker.

Employees who report to work in the vicinity of the terminal area will typically have more 
high occupancy public transportation options for commuting than employees who work 
in other areas of the airport. For example, the Los Angeles World Airports office facilities 
at LAX are located in the terminal area (Administration East), and on the west side of the 
airport (Administration West). It is approximately a ten to fifteen minute drive to get from 
the terminal area to the Administration West building. The transit options that are avail-
able between the two buildings often add thirty minutes or more to the one way commute 
time, which makes high occupancy public transportation options unattractive compared 
to the single occupant commute by auto to the airport.

Airport employees will factor the cost of their commute options into their decision simi-
larly to how commuters with traditional work schedules do.

II.2.1.3  Key Service Characteristics for High Occupancy Public 
Transportation to Airports

This section presents the service characteristics of high occupancy public transportation 
services that make them viable choices for each customer group.

Flight Schedule: The high occupancy public transportation service must offer sufficient 
frequency and hours of operation to accommodate the majority of the flight schedule. An 
air passenger requires transportation that will offer a departure time at the terminus point 
that accommodates the airport arrival time necessary to be processed for the enplan-
ing flight, and a departure time at the airport that will allow for the time necessary to 
board the high occupancy public transportation service after the flight lands. If the high 
occupancy public transportation service does not accommodate both trip ends, the air 
passenger is not likely to use it. For a large hub airport, the air passenger may need to 
arrive at the airport 90 to 120 minutes prior to the flight departure time, and may not be 
available to leave the airport for 30 to 90 minutes after the flight lands, depending on the 

level of activity in the terminal, if the passenger has checked luggage, and whether the 
flight is domestic or international.

In general, a service that will be attractive to airport users will operate seven days per 
week, and offer early morning and late evening service, with frequencies that con-
sider the time sensitivity of both air passengers and airport employees. Some airport 
employees must be at the airport earlier than the first group of departing air passengers 
and later than the last group of arriving air passengers, and this must be considered 
if the high occupancy public transportation service is also meant to accommodate 
airport employees. 

An example of a high occupancy public transportation service that does not accommo-
date the flight schedule is the Metrolink Riverside line that operates between downtown 
Los Angeles and Riverside. For a passenger that needs to travel between Riverside and 
Ontario International Airport, the service only operates between Riverside and East 
Ontario from Monday through Friday, and offers five trips departing Riverside between 
4:42 a.m. and 8:15 a.m., and a sixth and final trip at 3:07 p.m. Even if a shuttle service 
was provided between the East Ontario Metrolink Station and the airline terminals at 
Ontario International Airport, the rail service on the Riverside Metrolink Line does not 
accommodate the flight schedule.

An example of a high occupancy public transportation service that does accommodate the 
flight schedule, and has been very successful in serving both air passengers and airport 
employees is the Union Station FlyAway that travels non-stop between Union Station in 
downtown Los Angeles and all of the terminals at LAX. It operates 365 days per year and 
24 hours per day. It offers hourly service from 1 a.m. to 5 a.m. and half hourly service for 
the rest of the 24 hour period. 

Competitive Travel Times: The high occupancy public transportation service must offer 
competitive travel times compared to the more commonly used modes, when considering 
the departure time from the point of origin and the arrival time at the airport. Service fre-
quency, number of transfers and number of stops along the route all impact total ground 
access travel time. The travel route taken by the public transportation service will also 
impact travel time. A service traveling along a fixed guideway or a high occupancy vehicle 
lane will generally be quicker, or be perceived to be quicker, than a service that is sharing 
the road with the more commonly used modes. 
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An example of a high occupancy public transportation service that does not offer com-
petitive travel times compared to commonly used modes is Metrorail service between 
Union Station in downtown Los Angeles and LAX. It requires two transfers between light 
rail lines and a transfer to a shuttle bus for a total of three transfers, and also makes 
multiple stops along the route.

An example of a high occupancy public transportation service that offers competitive 
travel times compared to more commonly used modes is the Union Station FlyAway that 
travels non-stop between Union Station in downtown Los Angeles and all of the terminals 
at LAX, with 24 hour service, at hourly intervals from 1 a.m. to 5 a.m. and half hourly 
intervals for the rest of the 24 hour period. 

Location of Boarding Point: The location of the boarding point for the high occupancy 
public transportation service should be along a traditional travel route to the airport. 
Air Passengers in the market area of the high occupancy public transportation service 
are more likely to use their preferred mode to the airport along the travel route they are 
accustomed to taking, rather than divert to a different route or travel away from the 
airport (backtrack) along their traditional route if it adds more than a few minutes to their 
travel time.

FIGURE II.4 shows a map of the primary air passenger market area for the Van Nuys 
FlyAway serving LAX. This is the geographic area from which the majority of LAX air 
passengers using the Van Nuys FlyAway begin or end their ground access trip. A small 
proportion of Van Nuys FlyAway passengers originate in areas that require them to travel 
in the opposite direction from LAX to begin the FlyAway trip. 

Airport employees may be willing to backtrack a little farther than air passengers if there 
are other reasons for doing so such as reduced fares on the high occupancy public trans-
portation service that are attractive compared to the price of fuel and parking, or being 
dropped off and picked up closer to the place of employment compared to the location of 
the employee parking supply at the airport.

Access to Boarding Point: Air passengers and airport employees must be able to get to 
and from the boarding point of the high occupancy public transportation service to utilize 
it. A sufficient supply of overnight parking should be provided for air passengers that 
wish to park their auto for the duration of their trip, with parking rates that are perceived 
to be attractive compared to parking rates in the vicinity of the airport. Airport employee 

parking should be segregated from air passenger parking to ensure there is sufficient 
parking for air passengers. 

II.2.1.4  The Role of High Occupancy Public Transportation in Airport 
Choice

There should be an area that is convenient for air passengers being dropped off or picked 
up in a private auto or taxi, including sufficient short duration parking near the boarding 
point of the high occupancy public transportation service. If the market area of the high 
occupancy public transportation service is located in an area with good public transporta-
tion connections, the connections should serve the location of the boarding point. This 
will be particularly useful for airport employees and for some non-resident air passengers 
who may prefer public transportation options when they travel.
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FIGURE II.4 Van Nuys FlyAway Primary Market Area

Source: MarketSense Consulting, based on the 2006 LAX Air Passenger Survey and the 2008 Van Nuys 
FlyAway Survey.

The availability of high occupancy public transportation choices that are tailored to airport 
users increases the likelihood that an air passenger will choose high occupancy trans-
portation over lower occupancy modes to access the airport, but this decision typically 
happens after the air passenger has chosen the airport. The decision to use one airport 
over another in a region is typically driven by the characteristics of the flights offered at 

each airport – availability, frequency, non-stop flights and the price of the flight, with the 
importance of each factor varying with the individual traveler and their specific trip.

One recent study, ACRP Report 34, A Handbook to Address Constrained Parking at 
Airports, explored why air passengers choose an airport in a region with multiple airports 
to determine if passengers are more likely to choose a competing airport with a sufficient 
parking supply over an airport that consistently has an insufficient parking supply to 
accommodate some or all customers. The study included nine airports that are located 
in a region with multiple airports. Representatives of the airport operator were asked if 
they thought the constrained parking situation at their airport was causing some of their 
passengers to choose competing airports. Most of them indicated that they believe con-
strained parking does not influence an air passenger’s choice of airport, and that it was 
the characteristics of the flight or a customer’s proximity to the airport that was more 
important.

An online stated preference survey was conducted, sampling resident air passengers in 
eight of the regions with multiple airports to determine how air passengers traveled to the 
airport for their most recent flight, and how they would choose their mode of access to 
the airport under constrained parking conditions. A question was asked about the factors 
air passengers take into consideration when choosing an airport, and more passengers 
ranked the various characteristics of the flight as being an important factor in airport 
choice than those who ranked the availability of public transportation or parking at the 
airport. This is shown in TABLE II.3.
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TABLE II.3 Factors Influencing Airport Choice of the Resident Air Passenger 
in a Multi Airport System

Factor High Influence Ranking2

Price of Airline Ticket 89%

Available Direct Flights 84%

Total Travel Time 79%

Frequent Flights 73%

Flights with Preferred Airline 72%

Wide Selection of Airlines 60%

Familiarity with Airport 57%

Ease Getting through Airport Security 55%

Reliable Transit to/from Airport 48%

Ground Transportation to/from Airport 46%

Available Parking at Airport 40%

Variety of Restaurants/Shops 14%

Source: ACRP 10-06, Final Report, March 2010, Appendix E, Table 11.

1413 total responses from resident air passengers using BOS, CMH, HSV, IAD, MIA, OAK, SAT, TUL 
2Percentage of answers rated 4 or 5 to question “What influences your decision when choosing which 
airport to fly from on a trip?”, with 1 being “no influence at all”, and 5 being “very high influence.”

Nearly 50 percent of respondents did indicate that reliable transit to/from an airport had 
a high influence on airport choice, so one could draw the conclusion that if the charac-
teristics of flights between competing airports are about the same, the availability of high 
occupancy public transportation options that accommodate airport users would influence 
airport choice.

Southern California residents were not included in the survey. A survey of Southern 
California resident air passengers is worth considering to determine if they choose air-
ports with emphasis on the same or different criteria.

II.3  CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL SYSTEM

The general configuration of the planned California HSR system is shown in FIGURE II.5. 
The CHSRA is currently in the process of preparing a project-level Environmental Impact 
Report/ Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) and has divided the system into the 
eight segments shown in Figure II.5, for each of which an Alternatives Analysis has 
been completed that has studied alternative route alignments and station locations and 
selected those to be carried forward to the EIS/EIR. From the perspective of airport 
ground access in Southern California, the three key segments are:

 � Palmdale to Los Angeles Union Station

 � Los Angeles Union Station to Anaheim

 � Los Angeles Union Station to San Diego
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FIGURE II.5 Planned California High-Speed Rail Network
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Source: CHSRA, Report to the Legislature, December 2009.

The Palmdale to Union Station segment includes a station adjacent to Bob Hope Airport, 
the Union Station to Anaheim segments will end at the planned Anaheim Regional 
Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC), from which a transportation connection could 
be provided to John Wayne Airport. In addition, the Palmdale to Union Station segment 
could provide access to Palmdale Regional Airport if commercial air service were to 
resume there. Both the Palmdale to Union Station and the Union Station to Anaheim seg-
ments are part of the Phase 1 system.

The Union Station to San Diego segment is planned to comprise one of the Phase 2 exten-
sions of the system and will include a station adjacent to Ontario International Airport, 
while some of the alternative routes being considered for this segment could include sta-
tions near San Bernardino International Airport or March Inland Port.

II.3.1  Palmdale to Union Station

The currently proposed alternative alignments and station locations for the Palmdale to 
Union Station segment of the planned California HSR system are shown in Figure II.6. The 
alignment alternatives only affect the route between Palmdale and Sylmar and the route 
into Union Station.

All alignment alternatives for this segment include the planned Burbank Buena Vista sta-
tion adjacent to Bob Hope Airport (BUR), as shown in FIGURE II.7. Although details of the 
transportation link between the station and the airport have not been defined, it seems 
likely that the airport would provide a shuttle bus connection to the station.

The station would provide access to BUR from downtown Los Angeles via Union Station, 
as well as communities in the Santa Clarita and Antelope Valleys via planned HSR stations 
at Sylmar and Palmdale. However, the planned Sylmar/San Fernando station is sufficiently 
close to BUR that it is unlikely to attract many airport trips from communities in the Santa 
Clarita Valley, since by the time an airport traveler has accessed the HSR station, it would 
not take that much longer to reach the airport.

Access to BUR from Union Station, which itself has good transit connections from com-
munities to the east and south of downtown Los Angeles, could expand the potential 
market area served by BUR.

The station would also provide access to BUR from communities in the Central Valley, 
although given the future capacity constraints at BUR resulting from a settlement 
agreement between the airport authority and the City of Burbank, using limited air-
port capacity to serve passengers from outside the region may not be viewed as a 
positive development.
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FIGURE II.6 Proposed Alignment Alternatives and Station Locations for the 
HSR Segment from Palmdale to Union Station

Source: CHSRA, Palmdale to Los Angeles Section – Supplemental Alternatives Analysis Report, Volume 1, 
March 2011, Figure 2.0-1.

FIGURE II.7 Proposed Location for the Burbank Buena Vista Station

Source: CHSRA, Palmdale to Los Angeles Section – Preliminary Alternatives Analysis Report, Volume 1, 
July 2010, Figure 4.5-7.

Two station location options have been defined for the Palmdale station, depending 
on the route alignment alternative selected, as shown in FIGURE II.8. Both options are 
some way from the Palmdale Regional Airport, which is located on 20th Street East 
north of East Avenue P, at the top right corner of FIGURE II.8. The more southerly of the 
two locations (shown as Option 1 in FIGURE II.8) is described as being adjacent to the 
Palmdale Transportation Center, although there is no discussion of services anticipated 
to be provided at this facility in either the Preliminary Alternative Analysis Report or the 
Supplementary Alternatives Analysis Report. 

Although details of the transportation link between the station and the airport have not 
been defined, it seems likely that the airport would provide a shuttle bus connection to 
the station.
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FIGURE II.8 Proposed Location Options for the Palmdale Station

Source: HSRA, Palmdale to Los Angeles Section – Preliminary Alternatives Analysis Report, Volume 1, 
July 2010, Figure 4.6-7.

II.3.2  UNION STATION TO ANAHEIM

The currently proposed alternative alignments and stations locations for the Union Station 
to Anaheim segment of the planned California HSR system are shown on FIGURE II.09. 
This segment has relatively limited alignment alternatives that are largely restricted to 
the route into Union Station from the south. At present Union Station does not have any 
through tracks and trains arrive from and depart to the north to a major junction at the 
Los Angeles River. The segment alignment between Union Station and Anaheim gener-
ally follows existing railroad right-of-way (ROW) on the so-called LOSSAN corridor (Los 

Angeles to San Diego), with alternatives addressing how the HSR tracks will share the 
ROW with tracks carrying freight and Metrolink trains and address street crossings.

FIGURE II.09 Proposed Alignment Alternatives and Station Locations for the 
HSR Segment from Union Station to Anaheim

Source: CHSRA, Los Angeles to Anaheim Section – Supplemental Alternatives Analysis Report, July 2010, 
Figure 1.3-1.

Five alternatives for locating HSR tracks and platforms at Union Station were evaluated 
in the Supplemental Alternatives Analysis Report, of which two were selected to be car-
ried forward to the Draft EIR/EIS, as shown in FIGURE II.10. One option places the HSR 
platforms at grade in the area currently occupied by existing platforms. The other option 
places the platforms on an aerial structure above the existing platform. The at-grade 
option would relocate the platforms serving Amtrak and Metrolink trains to the east and 
locate the HSR platforms between those new platforms and the Metro Gold Line tracks 
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adjacent to the main station building. Both options involve aerial structures to connect the 
station to the existing railroad ROW along the Los Angeles River to the south. The aerial 
approach structure for the at-grade option would involve a sharper curve to minimize 
disruption to the Arts District buildings to the south of the station. The approach structure 
for the aerial station options, being higher, could take a more direct route.

FIGURE II.10 Proposed Alignment Alternatives for HSR Tracks at Union 
Station

Source: CHSRA, Los Angeles to Anaheim Section – Supplemental Alternatives Analysis Report, July 2010, 
Figure 5.1-1.

There are no alternative alignments or station configuration issues being considered for 
the HSR station at the Anaheim Regional Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC). Since 
some trains from the ARTIC station would run through Union Station and stop at Burbank 

Buena Vista station, this could significantly improve access to Bob Hope Airport from 
Orange County. While air travelers to and from Orange County are not likely to find BUR 
an attractive option as long as capacity is available at John Wayne Airport (SNA), if SNA 
begins to reaches capacity before BUR, some air passengers may be able to find suf-
ficiently less expensive flights at BUR to justify the cost and travel time involved in using 
the HSR to access BUR.

Transportation links between ARTIC and SNA will also serve Metrolink and Amtrak 
trains at ARTIC and are addressed in the sections of this report on high-occupancy 
public transportation.

II.3.3  Union Station to San Diego

The segment of the California HSR system from Los Angeles Union Station to San Diego 
will not be constructed until Phase 2 of the planned system development. As a conse-
quence, the planning for this segment is not as advanced as for the segments between 
Palmdale and Anaheim, and currently several alternative alignments are under consid-
eration for the part of the segment from Union Station through the Inland Empire (San 
Bernardino and Riverside counties), as shown in FIGURES II.11 and II.12 .
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FIGURE II.11 Proposed Alignment Alternatives and Station Locations for the 
HSR Segment from Los Angeles to San Diego – Subsection 1

Source: CHSRA, Los Angeles to San Diego via the Inland Empire Section – Preliminary Alternatives Analysis 
Report, March 3, 2011, Figure ES-1.

FIGURE II.12 Proposed Alignment Alternatives and Station Locations for the 
HSR Segment from Los Angeles to San Diego – Subsection 2

Source: CHSRA, Los Angeles to San Diego via the Inland Empire Section – Preliminary Alternatives Analysis 
Report, March 3, 2011, Figure ES-2.
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Several alternative alignments have been analyzed between Union Station and Ontario 
International Airport (ONT), with variations on the route from Union Station to the 
Interstate 10 (I-10) or State Route 60 (SR 60) corridors to the east of downtown Los 
Angeles. A more southerly route following the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) tracks via the 
City of Industry was subsequently withdrawn from further consideration. Similarly, a more 
northerly route following the Metrolink and planned Gold Line route was also withdrawn, 
leaving a single route from El Monte to Pomona. From Pomona to ONT the route follows 
the UPRR corridor with two alternative alignments: to the north of the UPRR ROW along 
Holt Blvd. and to the south of the UPRR ROW along First Street and State Street, that run 
adjacent to the railroad tracks.

The location of the planned ONT station relative to the airport passenger terminal is 
shown in FIGURE II.13.

FIGURE II.13 Proposed Location for the Ontario Airport Station

Source: HSRA, Los Angeles to San Diego via the Inland Empire Section – Preliminary Alternatives Analysis 
Report, March 3, 2011, Figure 3-78.

The HSR alignment follows Airport Drive to the south of the UPRR tracks and separated 
from the passenger terminals by the airport parking lots. The station is only about 500 
feet from the western domestic passenger terminal curb (Terminal 2), a feasible walk. 
However, the passenger terminals extend for about 3,000 feet along Terminal Way so a 
shuttle bus or people-mover will be needed for passengers to access the other terminals.

From ONT to Murrieta in southern Riverside County the alternative alignments follow 
the I-15 corridor via Corona or the I-215 corridor via the City of Riverside and March Air 
Reserve Base (ARB), with a number of route options through the City of San Bernardino 
and the City of Riverside. The more northerly alignment option through the City of 
San Bernardino provides a station in the city center to the west of San Bernardino 
International Airport, while the southerly option follows the I-10 corridor with a station 
in an unincorporated area of San Bernardino County between the cities of Fontana and 
San Bernardino.

The location of the potential City of San Bernardino station is shown in FIGURE II.14. The 
station is located adjacent to a proposed transit center and the intersection of a pro-
posed bus rapid transit line and a light rail transit line, together with an extension of the 
Metrolink line to the transit center. However, San Bernardino International Airport (SBD) 
is about two miles east of the HSR station and is not planned to be served by any of 
these transit lines. Thus access to the airport would need to be by shuttle bus from the 
transit center.
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FIGURE II.14 Proposed Location for the City of San Bernardino Station

Source: HSRA, Los Angeles to San Diego via the Inland Empire Section – Preliminary Alternatives Analysis 
Report, March 3, 2011, Figure 3-79.

The March ARB station is located on the west side of I-215 at the Harley Knox Blvd. 
interchange adjacent to March Inland Port (MIP), as shown in FIGURE II.15. The distance 
from the station to potential sites for a future airline passenger terminal at MIP will 
depend where this is located on the facility, although in all cases access to the passenger 
terminal from the station would be far enough to require a shuttle bus ride.

FIGURE II.15 Proposed Location for the March ARB Station

Source: CHSRA, Los Angeles to San Diego via the Inland Empire Section – Preliminary Alternatives Analysis 
Report, March 3, 2011, Figure 3-79.

FIGURE II.15 also shows the proposed extension of Metrolink to serve the Perris Valley. 
This extension would use the existing San Jacinto Branchline tracks that run paral-
lel to I-215 from Riverside to South Perris, as shown in FIGURE II.16. If an HSR station 
is located at MIP, it is quite likely that this would be combined with a Metrolink station 
to take advantage of common facilities. However, the nature of the two services are 
quite different and there would not be much, if any, interchange between Metrolink and 
HSR passengers.
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FIGURE II.16 Planned Route of Perris Valley Metrolink Line

Source: Riverside County Transportation Commission, Perris Valley Line (website), http://perrisvalleyline.
info/index.asp.

One constraint on the ability of the planned HSR system to serve SBD and MIP is the 
number of stations that it is feasible to serve with HSR. Trains cannot stop frequently or 
they will not be high-speed. Aside from operational considerations, a system-wide limit 
on the number of stations was established in the ballot measure that authorized the initial 
round of state bonds that has provided a large part of the funding to develop the system 
that has been identified to date.

In addition to limitations on the number of stations, in order to achieve desired targets 
for running times between the major metropolitan areas not all trains will stop at every 
station. Although the details of the operational schedule will no doubt evolve as the 
system moves closer to beginning operations, the CHSRA currently envisages a mix of 
super-fast trains, that will run nonstop between the primary stations in the system, semi-
fast trains that will make one or two stops between primary stations, and local trains that 
will stop at every station. Thus depending on the level of ridership that is attracted to 
the system, the frequency of local trains that will stop at secondary stations such as the 
City of San Bernardino and MIP stations may be quite limited, perhaps as infrequent as 
one an hour. This will reduce the likely use of the system for airport access trips, since 
many air passengers will find it quicker to drive to the airport after taking into account 
the schedule delay involved in having to catch a train that arrives at the airport earlier 
than they would prefer, while arriving air passengers may have to wait for up to the full 
headway for a train.

However, it is likely that both semi-fast and local trains will stop at ONT, providing the 
airport with reasonably frequent service, particularly from primary stations. In addition to 
fairly frequent service from Union Station, ONT will also be served by semi-fast and local 
trains from stations in San Diego County. Even if the chosen alignment includes stations 
at the City of San Bernardino and MIP, the level of traffic from San Diego County to those 
stations is not likely to be sufficient to justify stopping semi-fast trains there in addition 
to ONT, resulting in those stations only being served by less frequent local trains. Thus 
while Phase 2 of the HSR system may help attract some air passengers with trip ends in 
San Diego County to using ONT, particularly since by the time Phase 2 is built San Diego 
International Airport is likely to be experiencing capacity constraints, it is not likely to 
attract significant numbers of air passengers with trip ends in San Diego County to either 
MIP or SBD, even if the I-215 corridor alignment is selected.
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APPENDIX III: Characteristics of a Successful 
Airport Express Bus

III.1  Introduction
Appendix II of this report discusses the characteristics of high occupancy public transpor-
tation services that have the potential for attracting air passengers, thereby shifting some 
away from preferred lower-occupancy modes. The preferred lower-occupancy modes, 
private auto, taxi and limousine, offer direct, non-stop service to the air passenger, and 
depart when the air passenger is ready to make the ground access trip.

Applying the characteristics of high occupancy public transportation services to airport 
express bus services, the airport express bus service that is most likely to be successful in 
attracting a sufficient level of air passengers to financially sustain the service and reduce 
the airport trip generation rate by air passengers and possibly airport employees will:

 � Be located in a market area with a sufficient number of resident air passengers. 
Of the three potential airport user groups that may use such a service, resident air 
passengers, non-resident air passengers and airport employees, resident air pas-
sengers are most likely to use the service and exhibit a higher willingness to pay the 
market value for such a service than airport employees. As a rule of thumb, the pri-
mary market area should have a minimum of 1,200 Average Annual Daily Enplaning 
resident air passenger trip origins/destinations . This is explained further in the next 
section, Air Passenger Threshold for Airport Express Bus Service. 

 � Be located along a traditional travel route to the airport. Air Passengers in the 
market area of the high occupancy public transportation service are more likely to 
use their preferred mode to the airport along the travel route they are accustomed 
to taking, rather than divert to a different route or travel away from the airport 
(backtrack) along their traditional route if it adds more than a few minutes to their 
travel time. 

 � Offer a sufficient supply of overnight parking for air passengers that wish to park 
their auto for the duration of their trip, with parking rates that are perceived to be 
attractive compared to parking rates in the vicinity of the airport. There should be an 
area that is convenient for air passengers being dropped off or picked up in a private 

auto or taxi, including sufficient short duration parking near the boarding point of 
the high occupancy public transportation service.

 � Be located in an area with good public transportation connections, if possible, par-
ticularly if the parking supply is limited. 

 � Provide sufficient coverage to serve arriving and departing passengers on the major-
ity of flights, including the first major bank of departing flights in the morning.

 � Provide a trip frequency of every 30 minutes for most of the flight schedule for 
distances to the airport of between 15 and 25 to 30 miles from the airport. For dis-
tances above 25 to 30 miles from the airport, hourly frequencies may be sufficient. 
The air passenger will not want to wait longer to board the bus than the travel time 
to the airport. For locations in the region that are closer than 10 to 15 miles to an 
airport, an airport express bus may not make sense, due to the perception that it is 
a quick trip to the airport, and the potential for a wider range of competing modes 
and routes to the airport.

 � For a boarding point located 15 to 25 to 30 miles from the airport, a non-stop 
service will attract the greatest number of air passengers. For distances with the 
boarding point location greater than 25 to 30 miles, a service with one interim 
boarding point may be acceptable.
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III.2  Air Passenger Threshold for Airport Express Bus 
Service
The previous section provided the most important characteristics for an airport express 
bus service to attract a level of ridership with the potential for a financially sustainable 
service and the potential to reduce the air passenger airport trip generation rate. As a 
general rule of thumb the primary market area, defined as the geographic area from 
which 70 percent to 85 percent of the express bus ridership is drawn from, will have a 
minimum of 1,200 average annual daily enplaning resident air passenger trip origin/desti-
nations. The source of this information is data on enplaning air passenger origins from an 
origin and destination air passenger survey. Because the Anaheim area is such a promi-
nent air passenger destination in Orange County, it makes sense to determine the number 
of resident and non-resident air passengers in the Anaheim market area to evaluate the 
options for high occupancy public transportation service between the Anaheim Regional 
Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC) and John Wayne Airport (SNA).

In general, airports serving a minimum of 18 million to 20 million annual origin and 
destination air passengers will have at least one market area with a minimum of 1,200 
average daily enplaning resident air passengers beginning or ending their ground access 
trip in the market area. Based on 2035 air passenger forecasts, the two airports where 
it may make sense to offer non-stop express bus services are Los Angeles International 
Airport (LAX) and Ontario International Airport (ONT).

III.2.1  EXAMPLES OF NON-STOP AIRPORT EXPRESS BUS SERVICE 
OPERATED BY AIRPORT OPERATOR

The only two examples of non-stop airport express bus service being sponsored by 
an airport operator are the FlyAway network serving LAX, sponsored by Los Angeles 
World Airports, and the Logan Express, a system of non-stop buses sponsored by the 
Massachusetts Port Authority that serve Boston Logan International Airport (BOS). Each 
airport served more than 20 million origin and destination air passengers in 2010. The 
ridership served by each non-stop express bus route shown in TABLE III.1 served the 
equivalent of from one percent to two percent of air passengers. Each of the buses shown 
in the table has operating characteristics as described earlier in this appendix.

TABLE III.1 2010 Bus Ridership, Airport Operated Non-Stop Express Bus 
Systems

Express Bus Route
Million Annual 

Passengers
Million O&D 
Passengers1

Bus 
Ridership2

Equivalent  
% of O&D 

 Passengers

LAX: Van Nuys 
FlyAway

58.9 38.9 807,485 2.1%

LAX: Union Station 
FlyAway

58.9 38.9 413,975 1.1%

BOS: Braintree 
Logan Express

27.4 25.5 482,269 1.9%

BOS: Framingham 
Logan Express

27.4 25.5 328,818 1.3%

BOS: Woburn Logan 
Express

27.4 25.5 242,311 1.0%

III.2.2  EXAMPLES OF NON-STOP AIRPORT EXPRESS BUS SERVICE 
OPERATED BY OTHER ENTITIES

Two other services provide good examples of non-stop airport express bus service. One 
is operated by a private transportation operator, and the other is operated by a public 
transportation operator. Each is located in an area where customers are able to make a 
connection to the regional transit system.

The Washington Flyer is operated by a private company under a concession agreement 
with the Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority (MWAA). The Washington Flyer 
was operated by MWAA until approximately 2006, when MWAA put the route out to bid 
and awarded the route as a concession contract, shifting the financial responsibility for 
operating the service to the concessionaire. The boarding point is located at the West 
Falls Church Metrorail subway station, located approximately 20 miles away from Dulles 
International Airport. The Metrorail system offers service throughout the Metropolitan 
Washington D.C. area. In 2010, Dulles International Airport processed 23.6 million annual 
air passengers. FIGURE III.1 shows a map of the Washington Flyer route.
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FIGURE III.1 Washington Flyer Route Map

Source: http://www.washfly.com/flyer_bus_map.htm, May, 2011.

The Metro Airport Direct is operated by the Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris 
County in Houston, Texas, and operates between five locations in downtown Houston 
and George Bush Intercontinental Airport. The boarding locations in downtown Houston 
include a METRORail Station, the convention center, hotels and a medical center. The 
trip between the convention center and the airport is non-stop and is approximately 23 
miles. In 2010, George Bush Intercontinental Airport processed approximately 40.5 million 
annual air passengers.

FIGURE III.2 shows a map of the Metro Airport Direct route.

FIGURE III.2 Houston Metro Airport Direct Route Map 

Source: http://www.ridemetro.org/services/airport_direct.aspx, August, 2011
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A. Overall Land Use Pattern Maps
Given the number of square miles the SCAG region encompasses, SCAG developed a 
simplified series of Community Types to represent the dominant themes taken from the 
region’s many General Plans. This was developed in order to facilitate regional modeling 
of land use information from nearly 200 distinct jurisdictions. 

The Community Types employed in the RTP/SCS are not intended to represent detailed 
land use policies, but are used to describe the general conditions likely to occur within a 
specific area if recently emerging trends, such as transit-oriented development, were to 
continue in concert with the implementation of the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS. These land use 
maps are shown by county and subregion. 
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EXHIBIT 1 Land Use Pattern Map – SCAG Region 2008
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EXHIBIT 2 Land Use Pattern Map – SCAG Region 2020
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EXHIBIT 3 Land Use Pattern Map – SCAG Region 2035 
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EXHIBIT 4 Land Use Pattern Map – Imperial County 2008
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EXHIBIT 5 Land Use Pattern Map – Imperial County 2020
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EXHIBIT 6 Land Use Pattern Map – Imperial County 2035
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EXHIBIT 7 Land Use Pattern Map – Los Angeles County 2008
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EXHIBIT 8 Land Use Pattern Map – Los Angeles County 2020
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EXHIBIT 9 Land Use Pattern Map – Los Angeles County 2035
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EXHIBIT 10 Land Use Pattern Map – Arroyo Verdugo 2008
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EXHIBIT 11 Land Use Pattern Map – Arroyo Verdugo 2020
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EXHIBIT 12 Land Use Pattern Map – Arroyo Verdugo 2035

Urban 
- City 
- Town 
- Suburban 

Rural 

c=J HQTA 

5oCJroes: SCAG. ESRI Sh•decl Relief, Tele AHas 
~TA: !ciigt>Ouakty Tran>it Opportunlty Areas 

·de Cities 

City of Los Angeles 

101 

Los Angeles County 
ortn Los Angeles County 

Arroyo Verdugo 

N 

A 
0 06 



14     

EXHIBIT 13 Land Use Pattern Map – Gateway Cities 2008
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EXHIBIT 14 Land Use Pattern Map – Gateway Cities 2020
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EXHIBIT 15 Land Use Pattern Map – Gateway Cities 2035
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EXHIBIT 16 Land Use Pattern Map – Las Virgenes – Malibu 2008
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EXHIBIT 17 Land Use Pattern Map – Las Virgenes – Malibu 2020
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EXHIBIT 18 Land Use Pattern Map – Las Virgenes – Malibu 2035
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EXHIBIT 19 Land Use Pattern Map – City of Los Angeles 2008
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EXHIBIT 20 Land Use Pattern Map – City of Los Angeles 2020
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EXHIBIT 21 Land Use Pattern Map – City of Los Angeles 2035
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EXHIBIT 22 Land Use Pattern Map – North Los Angeles 2008
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EXHIBIT 23 Land Use Pattern Map – North Los Angeles 2020
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EXHIBIT 24 Land Use Pattern Map – North Los Angeles 2035
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EXHIBIT 25 Land Use Pattern Map – San Gabriel Valley 2008
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EXHIBIT 26 Land Use Pattern Map – San Gabriel Valley 2020
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EXHIBIT 27 Land Use Pattern Map – San Gabriel Valley 2035
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EXHIBIT 28 Land Use Pattern Map – South Bay Cities 2008
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EXHIBIT 29 Land Use Pattern Map – South Bay Cities 2020
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EXHIBIT 30 Land Use Pattern Map – South Bay Cities 2035
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EXHIBIT 31 Land Use Pattern Map – Westside Cities 2008
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EXHIBIT 32 Land Use Pattern Map – Westside Cities 2020
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EXHIBIT 33 Land Use Pattern Map – Westside Cities 2035
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EXHIBIT 34 Land Use Pattern Map – Orange County 2008

Urban 
- City 
- Town 
- Suburban 

Rural 

C=:J HQTA 

SOUn:es' SCAG, ESRI Sllade<! ~el. Tele Atlas 
HOTA. Hgl>Quaity Transit Opportunity Areas 

GI 
San Bernardino, Co1Jnly 

Riverside County 

N San Diego 

A 
0 ___ 211es==:::::i5-----....;.10M1les 



36     

EXHIBIT 35 Land Use Pattern Map – Orange County 2020
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EXHIBIT 36 Land Use Pattern Map – Orange County 2035

Urban 
City 

• Town 
• Suburban 

Rural 

c=) HOTA 

~~SRI Shaded Relier, Tele Alias 
'Jrolm;jt Oppommlty Areas 

GI 
San Bernardino COlmty 

Riverside County 

N San Diego 

A 
25 5 •- ..... ic::::=~----~10 Mires 

0 



38     

EXHIBIT 37 Land Use Pattern Map – Riverside County 2008
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EXHIBIT 38 Land Use Pattern Map – Riverside County 2020
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EXHIBIT 39 Land Use Pattern Map – Riverside County 2035
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EXHIBIT 40 Land Use Pattern Map – Coachella Valley 2008
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EXHIBIT 41 Land Use Pattern Map – Coachella Valley 2020
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EXHIBIT 42 Land Use Pattern Map – Coachella Valley 2035
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EXHIBIT 43 Land Use Pattern Map – Western Riverside County 2008
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EXHIBIT 44 Land Use Pattern Map – Western Riverside County 2020
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EXHIBIT 45 Land Use Pattern Map – Western Riverside County 2035

• 

Urban 
- City 
- Town 
- Suburban 

Rural 

c:=J HQTA 

Sources: SCAG. ESRI Sliaded Reltef, Tele Alias 
HOTA. ttgl>()Jal,ty Tra11si Oppc,m,nlty Areas 

San Bernardino Gounty 

San Diego 

Coachella Valley 
Assoaation of Governments 

N 

A 



     47

EXHIBIT 46 Land Use Pattern Map – San Bernardino County 2008
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EXHIBIT 47 Land Use Pattern Map – San Bernardino County 2020
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EXHIBIT 48 Land Use Pattern Map – San Bernardino County 2035
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EXHIBIT 49 Land Use Pattern Map – Ventura County 2008
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EXHIBIT 50 Land Use Pattern Map – Ventura County 2020
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EXHIBIT 51 Land Use Pattern Map – Ventura County 2035 
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B. 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Scenarios 
for Public Outreach Workshops

The Rapid Fire Model
The four scenarios presented at the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Public Outreach Workshops 
were produced using the Rapid Fire scenario modeling tool developed by Berkeley, 
CA-based planning and design firm Calthorpe Associates. The model is a user-friendly, 
spreadsheet-based tool that produces and evaluates scenarios at the national, state, 
regional, and county scales across a range of critical metrics. It constitutes a single 
framework into which data and research-based assumptions about the future can be 
loaded to test the impacts of varying land use patterns. 

The Rapid Fire model emerged out of the near-term need for a comprehensive modeling 
tool that could inform state, regional, and local agencies and policy makers in evaluating 
climate, land use, and infrastructure investment policies. The model produces results for 
a range of metrics including: 

 � GHG (CO2e) emissions from cars and buildings 

 � Air pollution and public health impacts 

 � Fuel use and cost 

 � Building energy and water use, and cost 

 � Land consumption

 � Fiscal impacts, including capital infrastructure costs, operations and maintenance 
costs, and local revenues 

Results are summarized so that users can compare the impacts of different scenarios. All 
assumptions are clearly identified and can be easily modified to test varying land use and 
policy choices. A detailed description of the Rapid Fire model can be found in the Section 
D. Rapid Fire Technical Summary.

The Scenarios
The scenarios were designed to explore and clearly convey the impact of both where the 
6-county SCAG region grows over the next 25 years—to what extent growth is focused 
within existing cities and towns; and how it grows—the shape and style of the neighbor-
hoods and transportation systems that will shape growth over the period. These scenarios 
were precursors to the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS alternatives. The scenarios facilitated public 
dialogue and feedback, which in turn allowed SCAG to develop substantially more detailed 
and refined Plan alternatives. In addition, the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS scenarios also helped 
to refine the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) alternatives considered in the 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). These Plan alternatives were extensively 
analyzed in the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS and the potential impacts of the 2012–2035 RTP/
SCS Plan alternative were evaluated in the PEIR. Note that the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Plan 
alternatives are separate and distinct from the scenarios discussed here.

The scenarios vary in their land use programs and in the package of transportation 
investments that support the quality and location of growth in the scenarios. The range of 
the scenarios can be described by how they address the following key elements:

 � Development Location (Dispersed Growth vs. Focused Development): The four 
scenarios vary in the proportion of growth accommodated at the edges of cities and 
the region’s urbanized areas versus that located in and around existing cities and 
towns, particularly in the region’s designated High-Quality Transit Areas (HQTAs). An 
HQTA is generally a walkable transit village or corridor, consistent with the adopted 
RTP/SCS, and is within one half-mile of a well-serviced transit stop or corridor with 
15-minute or less service frequency during peak commute hours. This is repre-
sented by the proportion of Greenfield versus Refill (infill and redevelopment) growth 
in each of the scenarios.

 � Community/Neighborhood Design (Auto-Oriented vs. Walkable): The shape and qual-
ity of growth in the scenarios vary, from a focus on walkable and transit-oriented 
places where most daily needs are within walking, biking, or short driving distance 
from homes, to a future in which most new communities are centered around the 
car as the dominant form of transportation for nearly all trips. This is represented 
across the four scenarios by the proportion of Standard Suburban, Mixed-Use/
Walkable, and Urban Infill development in each of the scenarios. 
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 � Housing Options and Mix (Single-Family Subdivisions vs. Multifamily Focus): The 
four workshop scenarios varied future housing mix in order to depict the impacts of 
meeting (or not meeting) measured housing demand and the changing demographics 
and preferences of current and future southern Californians. Trend-based housing 
programs that focus more on larger-lot (>5,500 SF) single-family options are com-
pared to varying mixes of single-family, townhome, and multifamily options. Housing 
demand profiles are informed by the recent work of A.C. Nelson and other state and 
national studies which connect changing demographic and economic conditions with 
housing demand. 

 � Transportation Investments (Road/Highway vs. Transit/Non-Auto Strategies): While 
all scenarios are supported by a range of transportation options, they vary in the 
proportion of new investments that are focused on transit and non-auto modes ver-
sus highway and roadway improvements that facilitate local and regional automobile 
travel. These transportation ‘packages’ are informed by past and present RTPs and 
incorporate a range of transit emphasis up to and including the recent Measure R 
and 30/10 Initiative. Each scenario’s land use pattern and specific mix of place and 
location types are matched to a generalized transportation package that supports 
the pattern and quality of growth. The scenarios were designed to capture a range 
of potential strategies and investments under consideration for the RTP/SCS by 
considering the relative emphasis on investment by mode, or the inclusion of policy 
mechanisms such as TDM or congestion pricing. The scenarios do not consider or 
evaluate specific transportation networks, or individual projects.

The scenarios illustrate different ‘themes’ for how the region can grow, and the transport 
system that supports that growth. Each theme mixes a unique combination of the above 
factors and in turn varies in its impact on critical fiscal, environmental, and transportation 
challenges facing the region.

Scenario 1. This scenario is based on the General Plans prepared by cities and compiled 
by SCAG, with assistance from local planners, using the Local Sustainability Planning Tool 
(LSPT). It includes a significant proportion of suburban, auto-oriented development, but 
also recognizes the recent trend of increased growth in existing urban areas and around 
transit. New housing is mostly single-family (58 percent), with an increase in smaller-lot 
single-family homes, as well as an increase in multifamily homes (42 percent). The trans-
portation system is based on the package of improvements in the 2008 RTP. While these 

investments tend to favor automobile infrastructure, they also support new transit lines 
and other non-auto strategies and improvements. 

 Scenario 2. This scenario focuses more growth in walkable, mixed-use communities 
and in existing and planned high-quality transit areas. Under this scenario, there would 
be an increase in investments in transit and non-auto modes as compared to the 2008 
RTP. Employment growth is focused in urban centers, around transit. Fewer new homes 
(29 percent) are single-family homes, as this scenario comes closer to meeting demand 
for a broader range of housing types, with new housing weighted less toward large-lot 
(>5,500) single-family homes (two percent) and more towards smaller-lot single-family 
homes (27 percent), and multifamily condos, townhomes and apartments (70 percent).

Scenario 3. This scenario builds on the walkable, mixed-use focus of the growth in 
Scenario 2, and also aims to improve fiscal and environmental performance by shifting 
even more of the region’s growth into areas that are closer to transit, and less auto-cen-
tric. Like Scenario 2, this scenario, aims to meet demand for a broader range of housing 
types, with new housing weighted towards smaller-lot single-family homes, townhomes, 
multifamily condos and apartments. In terms of percentage, the mix of housing types is 
very similar to Scenario 2, but the location of the growth within the region is shifted more 
toward transit-rich locations. Also like Scenario 2, transportation system investments 
would be more weighted towards transit investments, TDM, and non-auto strategies, 
which would support the move away from more auto-oriented development patterns.

Scenario 4. This scenario maximizes growth in urban and mixed-use configurations in 
already developed areas, and around existing and planned transit investments. To sup-
port this shift, transportation system investments are heavily weighted towards transit 
infrastructure and operational improvements (i.e., higher frequencies and more transit 
feeder service), as well as improvements to bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. In order 
to maximize the transit investments and accommodate population in already developed 
areas, the vast majority of new housing (96 percent) is multifamily, while four percent is 
single-family development.
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Pricing and Vehicle Policy Assumptions
The scenarios were designed to highlight the impacts of land use and transportation 
infrastructure options within the SCAG region. Transportation system pricing, vehicle 
and fuels technology, and power generation policies will also play a role in meeting the 
region’s fiscal, climate, mobility, and public health goals. Pricing and technology compo-
nents were held constant in order to more clearly communicate the impacts of land use 
and infrastructure policy options. 

PRICING ASSUMPTIONS

Each of the scenarios presented at the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Workshops assumed a 
hypothetical two-cent per mile VMT charge, which on average, results in a two percent 
reduction in VMT. More detailed pricing schemes and analyses are being developed to 
support refined scenarios and detailed 2012–2035 RTP/SCS options.

VEHICLE AND FUEL POLICY

Meeting greenhouse gas (GHG), pollutant emissions, and energy goals will include a 
suite of strategies and policies. In addition to the land use and transportation strategies 
explored in these first 2012–2035 RTP/SCS scenarios, the efficiency of cars and the fuels 
used to power them will also play a role, as will energy and water conservation mea-
sures for homes and businesses. While these first scenarios focus on the impact of land 
use and transportation investments and strategies in meeting VMT, GHG, pollution, and 
energy challenges, subsequent analysis will explore the impacts of emerging vehicle tech-
nologies, renewable power generation, building measures, and a host of state, regional, 
and local environmental and energy policies.

Scenario Outcomes
Variations among the scenarios highlight the impacts of land use and transportation 
infrastructure options within the SCAG region. The Rapid Fire model was used to estimate 
a broad set of fiscal, environmental, and transportation impacts in order to facilitate 
comparison among the scenarios. 

LAND CONSUMPTION – NEW LAND CONSUMED

The amount of land consumed to accommodate new population growth varies substan-
tially among the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS scenarios. New land consumption includes all land 
that will be newly urbanized, including residential and employment areas, roadways, 
open space, and public lands. Through infill, redevelopment, and more efficient use of 
new “greenfield” land (lands, including agricultural areas, not previously developed for 
urban uses) to accommodate new growth, scenarios with a greater share of Urban Infill 
and Mixed-Use Walkable (Compact) development consume less land overall. By contrast, 
scenarios that place a greater share of new growth in dispersed Standard development 
patterns, consume more land. 

Scenario 1, which is based on the General Plans prepared by cities, consumes 251 
square miles of greenfield land—nearly twice as much as Scenario 2, which consumes 
127 square miles—to accommodate growth to 2035. Scenario 3 consumes 84 square 
miles, and Scenario 4, which maximizes growth in urban and mixed-use configurations in 
already developed areas, brings that number down to 46 square miles.

FISCAL IMPACTS – LOCAL INFRASTRUCTURE CAPITAL 
AND OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE COSTS

Increased land consumption can lead to higher costs for local and sub-regional infra-
structure, as new greenfield development requires significant capital investments to 
extend or build new local roads, water and sewer systems, and parks. Conversely, growth 
focused in existing urban areas takes advantage of existing infrastructure and capital-
izes on the efficiencies of providing service to higher concentrations of jobs and housing. 
This cost variation amplifies when operations and maintenance (O&M) costs are taken 
into account. O&M costs include the ongoing city expenditures required to operate and 
maintain the infrastructure serving new residential growth. Engineering and public works 
costs are strongly linked to the physical form of infrastructure. More dispersed develop-
ment, which entails greater lengths of roads and sewer pipes, incur higher O&M costs to 
local jurisdictions than more compact development, which capitalizes on the economic 
efficiencies of shared infrastructure capacity. 

The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS scenarios show that growth in urban and mixed-use configu-
rations in already developed areas can reduce costs significantly, as demonstrated by 
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adding up capital infrastructure and ongoing O&M costs to 2035 for each scenario. As 
compared to Scenario 1, following the development pattern of Scenario 2 would save $3.3 
billion; Scenario 3 would save $3.7 billion; and Scenario 4 would save $6.7 billion—an 
average savings of $4,500 per new home, or over 25 percent less on the whole than 
Scenario 1. 

Note that the capital infrastructure and O&M costs detailed here represent those associ-
ated with residential growth only. It is expected that the inclusion of non-residential fiscal 
impacts would compound the cost and revenue differences that have been evidenced 
between dispersed and compact development patterns.

FISCAL IMPACTS – LOCAL REVENUES

The Rapid Fire model estimates potential revenues from property and property transfer 
taxes, sales taxes, and vehicle license fees generated by new households. Due to the 
price premiums of higher-intensity locations, more compact development can gener-
ate higher local revenues than more dispersed development. This relationship is clear 
particularly on a per-acre basis—by 2035, Scenario 2 generates $18,500 more, Scenario 
3 generates $23,500 more, and Scenario 4 generates nearly $27,000 more per acre per 
year than Scenario 1. On a per-unit basis, results vary: the cumulative revenues through 
2035 of Scenario 2 are $2.9 billion lower than Scenario 1, and those of Scenario 4 are 
$12 billion lower. Scenario 3, on the other hand, yields $2.7 billion more in revenues—
demonstrating the magnitude of the benefits that result from a strategic nexus between 
compact development patterns and housing mix.

TRANSPORTATION 

Transportation system impacts—including vehicle miles traveled (VMT), fuel use and 
cost, and greenhouse gas (GHG) and air pollutant emissions—vary significantly across 
the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS scenarios. The different land use patterns of the scenarios 
result in different rates of passenger auto use, measured as vehicle miles traveled, or 
VMT, which then impact fuel consumption, fuel cost, and emissions.

VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED

Scenario results for VMT indicate a wide variation in passenger vehicle use related to the 
form of new growth. Scenario 1, which accommodates 41 percent of new growth in more 

auto-oriented Standard Suburban development, results in an annual VMT of 153 billion 
miles by 2035. This is almost 17 billion miles more than Scenario 2, 20 billion miles more 
than Scenario 3, and 21 billion miles, or 14 percent, more than Scenario 4. Scenario 1 
averages 20,920 miles driven per household, per year; Scenario 4 averages 17,990 miles.

AUTOMOBILE FUEL USE AND COST OF DRIVING 

Variations in passenger VMT lead to differences in the amount of gas (or equivalent) used. 
These differences will vary depending on how efficient cars become. Assuming the same 
modest vehicle fuel economy improvements (in line with California’s “Pavley 1” Clean 
Car Standards) for all scenarios, there would be substantial differences in fuel use due to 
land use-related VMT variations. By 2035, Scenario 1 would require 5.5 billion gallons of 
fuel annually. Scenario 2 would require 600 million gallons less, Scenario 3 would require 
more than 700 million gallons less, and Scenario 4 would require 800 million fewer gal-
lons per year. 800 million gallons of gas is equivalent to 1.1 percent of the oil imported to 
the entire United States in 2008. 

Reduced VMT and fuel use leads to lower costs for all households in Southern California. 
When compared to Scenario 1, Scenario 2 saves the average Southern California house-
hold more than $1,380 per year in driving costs in 2035 (including auto ownership, main-
tenance, and other driving-related costs); Scenario 3 saves $1,600; and Scenario 4 saves 
$1,770—significant savings that could be applied to housing and other essentials. For 
the entire SCAG region, the savings total as much as $12.9 billion per year in Scenario 4.

GHG emissions from passenger vehicles are determined by VMT (related to land use pat-
terns), vehicle fuel economy, and the carbon intensity of automobile fuel. Assuming the 
same modest improvements in fuel emissions (in line with California’s Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard) for all scenarios, there would be substantial differences in CO2e emissions 
(carbon dioxide equivalent, which includes the main forms of greenhouse gases). The land 
use-related variations in GHG are directly proportional to VMT and fuel use. 

AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS FROM PASSENGER VEHICLES 

Differences in VMT lead to different levels of air pollutants (including nitrogen oxides, car-
bon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, volatile organic compounds, and particulate matter) among 
the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS scenarios. Accounting for vehicle technology improvements, 
Scenario 1, with higher VMT, sees 2035 passenger-vehicle pollutant emissions that are 
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11 percent higher than emissions in Scenario 2, 13 percent higher than Scenario 3, and 
14 percent higher than Scenario 4. These results translate to significant public health 
impacts, as described in the following section.

HEALTH INCIDENCES AND COSTS 

Auto-related air pollution results in a spectrum of health incidences, including cases of 
chronic bronchitis; acute myocardial infarction; respiratory and cardiovascular hospital-
izations; respiratory-related ER visits; acute bronchitis; work loss days; premature mortal-
ity; asthma exacerbation; and acute, lower, and upper respiratory symptoms. Health 
incidences, and their related costs, are reduced along with miles driven (VMT). Using 
research-based rates and valuations produced by the American Lung Association, the 
Rapid Fire model estimates savings (rather than absolute totals) in health incidences and 
costs to 2035. 

Relative to a status quo scenario, the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS scenarios show reductions 
in health incidences and costs. In 2035, Scenario 1 results in a 20 percent reduction; 
Scenario 2 results in a 29 percent reduction; Scenario 3 results in a 30 percent reduc-
tion; and, Scenario 4 results in a 31 percent reduction. In terms of costs, Scenarios 1, 
2, 3, and 4 save $648 million, $932 million, $980 million, and $1.01 billion per year, 
respectively.

BUILDING ENERGY USE

The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS scenarios vary in their building energy use profiles due to 
their different mixes of housing types, and the proportion of development in more or less 
temperate climate zones in the SCAG region. Scenarios that contain more Mixed-Use/
Walkable and Urban Infill development accommodate a higher proportion of growth in 
more energy-efficient housing types like townhomes, apartments, and smaller single-
family homes, as well as more compact commercial building types. By contrast, a large 
proportion of Standard development leads to a higher proportion of larger single-family 
homes, which are typically less energy-efficient. Location also comes into play—build-
ings in the warmer areas at the edges of the region and beyond use more energy each 
year, in part because they require more energy to cool during the summer months.

Variations in land use patterns lead to substantial differences in the amount of electricity 
and natural gas used. These differences will vary depending on policies regulating how 

efficient buildings become. Assuming the same efficiency standards for all scenarios, 
there would be marked differences in energy use due to land use-related variations. 
Compared to Scenario 1, Scenario 2 uses 7 percent less energy per year; Scenario 3 uses 
9 percent less; and Scenario 4 uses 11 percent less. 

The overall energy savings that come from developing more compactly translate to 
meaningful savings in residential energy bills. On average, Scenario 2 saves $700 million 
per year in total by 2035, or about $100 per household; Scenario 3 saves $900 million, 
or $120 per household; and Scenario 4 saves $1.2 billion, or $170 per household. Note 
that these estimates assume only modest, trend-based rises in energy prices—if energy 
prices climb higher, the savings will be even more substantial. 

Conserving energy also reduces GHG emissions. The progressively more compact land 
uses of Scenarios 2, 3, and 4 would reduce emissions in proportion to energy use as 
compared to Scenario 1. When combined with the effects of more stringent clean energy 
policies, which would reduce the amount of GHG emissions for every kilowatt-hour of 
electricity used, building energy emissions can be reduced even further.

RESIDENTIAL WATER USE

Variations in land use patterns and their related building profiles also lead to substan-
tial differences in residential water use and cost. Residential water use is a function of 
both indoor and outdoor water needs, with outdoor use (landscape irrigation) account-
ing for the majority of the difference among housing types. Because homes with larger 
yards require more water for landscape irrigation, lot size is generally correlated with 
a household’s overall water consumption. Thus, scenarios with a greater proportion of 
the Standard development, which includes more large-lot (5,500 SF and above) single-
family homes, require more water than scenarios with a greater proportion of Mixed-Use/
Walkable and Urban Infill development, which include more attached and multifamily 
homes. And, as is the case for energy use, the location of new development has a signifi-
cant bearing on water use—homes in warmer areas use more water to maintain lawns 
and other landscaping. 

Water use will vary based on efficiency and conservation policies, which will be increas-
ingly important as California faces future constraints to water supply. Assuming the same 
modest improvements for all scenarios, we can see the potential savings attributable to 
land use patterns alone. Compared to Scenario 1, which uses 996 billion gallons of water 
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per year by 2035, Scenario 2 uses 47 billion gallons, or 4.7 percent, less; Scenario 3 
uses 51 billion gallons, or 5.1 percent, less; and Scenario 4 uses 63 billion gallons, or 6.3 
percent, less. These savings are equivalent to the average new home using 6,400 fewer 
gallons per year in Scenario 2; 6,900 fewer gallons in Scenario 3; and 8,700 fewer gal-
lons in Scenario 4. 

Saving water also saves on residential water costs. On the whole, Scenario 2 saves $176 
million per year in total by 2035; Scenario 3 saves $191 million; and Scenario 4 saves 
$239 million. These estimates assume trend-based rises in water costs; if water prices 
rise higher, the cost differences will be greater.

HOUSEHOLD COSTS

Breaking scenario costs down to the household level exposes the impact of land use and 
policy choices on Southern California households: by 2035, Scenario 1 would cost the 
average household $15,100 in costs associated with driving and residential energy and 
water use (2009 dollars). By comparison, Scenario 2 would cost $1,500 less; Scenario 
3 would cost $1,750 less; and Scenario 4 would cost nearly $2,000 less. Over time, the 
differences in annual expenditures would amount to a significant sum for each house-
hold—money that could instead be applied to a home mortgage or other living expenses. 
This difference is further exacerbated if considering the effect of local infrastructure cost 
burdens, which are typically passed on to homeowners and renters in the form of taxes, 
fees, home prices, and assessments.

GREENHOUSE GAS (GHG) EMISSIONS FROM PASSENGER VEHICLES 
AND BUILDINGS

Combined transportation and building sector impacts provide the most complete picture 
of the greenhouse gas emissions and fiscal implications of the futures presented by the 
2012–2035 RTP/SCS scenarios. Passenger vehicle transportation, along with residential 
and commercial building energy use, currently account for over half of total carbon emis-
sions in California. Land use and transportation planning at the regional level, in conjunc-
tion with statewide policies in regulating energy emissions and efficiency, will be crucial 
to meeting the state’s goals for GHG reductions, as well as its fiscal health. 

Total GHG emissions—including those from passenger vehicles, and emissions associ-
ated with residential and commercial building energy consumption—vary across the 
2012–2035 RTP/SCS scenarios due to their differences in land use patterns. In 2035, 
Scenario 1, with the highest proportion of growth occurring as Standard development, 
would produce 96 MMT of annual GHG emissions from buildings and passenger vehicle 
transportation. Emissions decrease as land use patterns become more compact: in 
comparison to Scenario 1, Scenario 2 results in 8 percent lower emissions; Scenario 
3 results in 10 percent lower emissions, and Scenario 4 results in nearly 12 percent 
lower emissions. 
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C. Rapid Fire Model Technical Summary

RAPID FIRE MODEL
Technical Summary
Model Version 2.0

Revised: Jan 2011

2 

3

In T RODuc T IOn and R A PID F IRE MODEL OV ER V IE w

This technical summary provides an overview of the key features 
and functionality of the Rapid Fire model developed by Calthorpe 
Associates. The Rapid Fire model is designed to produce and 
evaluate statewide, regional, and/or county-level scenarios 
across a range of metrics. This document is intended to impart 
a fundamental understanding of how Rapid Fire scenarios are 
formulated and analyzed. A more detailed description of the 
model, including a step-by-step tour through the model’s user 
interface and technical information about all model calculations 
and assumptions, is available in the Rapid Fire White Paper and 
Technical Guide. 

The Rapid Fire Modeling Framework
The Rapid Fire model emerged out of the near-term need for a 
comprehensive modeling tool that could inform state, regional, 
and local agencies and policy makers in evaluating climate, land 
use, and infrastructure investment policies. Results are calculated 
using empirical data and the latest research on the role of land 
use and transportation systems on automobile travel; emissions;  
public health; infrastrucutre cost; city revenues; and land, energy, 
and water consumption. The model constitutes a single framework 
into which these research-based assumptions can be loaded to 
test the impacts of varying land use patterns. The transparency 
of the model’s structure of input assumptions makes it readily 
adaptable to different study areas, as well as responsive to data 
emerging from ongoing technical analyses by state, regional, and 
local agencies.

The model allows users to create scenarios at the national, 
statewide, or regional scales. Results are produced for a range of 
metrics, including: 

GHG (CO•	 2e) emissions from cars and buildings
Air pollution•	
Fuel use and cost•	
Building energy use and cost•	
Residential water use and cost•	
Land consumption•	
Fiscal impacts (local capital infrastructure and O&M •	
costs; city revenues)
City revenues•	
Public health impacts•	

Technical Requirements.  The Rapid Fire model is a user-friendly, 
spreadsheet-based tool that allows for efficient testing of different 
combinations of compact, urban, and more sprawling growth. The 
model, which runs in Microsoft Excel, is designed to be flexible and 
transparent. All assumptions are clear and can be easily modified or 
customized. 

The Rapid Fire model is not meant to replace more complex travel 
models or map-based models; rather, it is designed to fill a timely 
need for defensible comparative analysis that can inform land 
use and climate policy development and provide a credible and 
flexible sounding board for state and regional entities as they 
review and analyze plans and policies. More information about 
model results and the Vision California process can be found at  
www.visioncallifornia.org and at www.calthorpe.com/vision-
california. 

This document starts with an overview of the operational flow 
of the model, continues with an explanation of how study areas 
are set and how scenarios are composed, and finally describes 
how assumptions are applied to calculate results in each metrics 
category.
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cOMMERcIAL SPAcE 
ALLOcATIOn

Total floor space based 
on per-employee 

requirements by LDC

HOuSIng unIT 
BREAkDOwn

# Housing units by type:

Single family large lot•	
Single family small lot•	
Single family attached•	
Multifamily•	

R A PID F IRE OPER AT IOn A L F L Ow 

From Input Assumptions to Output Metrics
The Rapid Fire model uses a full range of inputs, from demographic 
projections to travel behavior projections to technical factors 
for fuel and energy emissions, to calculate output metrics that 
demonstrate the relative effects of different land use scenarios 
and policy options. The following chart gives an overview of the 
operational flow of the model, starting from the selection of a 

study area, through the application of land use options and policy 
packages, to the final stage of metrics output. The chart generally 
categorizes the input assumptions by type; all assumptions are 
discussed in greater detail in the later sections of this paper.

LAnD uSE OPTIOnSRAPID FIRE STuDY AREAS

LAnD uSE OPTIOn 
DEFInITIOnS

% Population and Units 
by  Land Development 

Category (LDC):
Urban•	
Compact•	
Standard•	

for each scenario and 
time periodPOPuLATIOn 

Base and 
Increment

HOuSIng unITS
 

Base and 
Increment

JOBS 

Base and 
Increment

DEMOgRAPHIc 
PROJEcTIOnS

Base year•	
Horizon year(s)•	

SET A STuDY AREA

Nationwide             Statewide              Regional

5

POLIcY PAckAgES OuTPuT METRIcS

TOTAL gHg EMISSIOnS

Sum of:
LDV VMT emissions•	
Residential energy use emissions•	
Commercial energy use emissions•	

EnERgY uSE 
METRIcS

Commercial •	
electricity  and gas 
consumption
GHG emissions•	

FIScAL IMPAcT 
METRIcS

Capital costs for •	
local roads, water, 
utilities, and parks
O&M costs•	
City revenues•	

greenhouse gas (gHg)
Emission Rates

Auto fuel emissions: Tank-to-wheel •	
per gallon; well-to-wheel per gallon
Electricity emissions per kWh•	
Natural gas emissions per therm•	

EnERgY uSE 
METRIcS

Residential electricity •	
and gas consumption
GHG emissions•	
Household energy •	
costs

wATER uSE 
METRIcS

Residential water •	
consumption
GHG emissions from •	
water-related energy
Household water costs•	

Per-capita 
assumptions by 

Land Development 
category

Per-unit
assumptions by 
Housing Type

Per-square foot 
assumptions

TRAnSPORTATIOn 
METRIcS

Light Duty Vehicle •	
(LDV) Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT)
GHG and criteria        •	
pollutant emissions
Fuel use•	
Fuel cost•	

PuBLIc HEALTH 
METRIcS

Incidences of •	
respiratory and 
cardiovascular 
disease
Public health costs•	

LAnD 
cOnSuMPTIOn 

METRIcS

Land consumed: total, •	
per household, 
and per capita
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Study areas can range in size, from the local to the national scale, 
so long as data are available. Study areas are defined by baseline 
demographic and performance data for an initial base year, and 
demographic projections for three horizon years. By default, the 
model uses a base year of 2005 and horizon years of 2020, 2035, 
and 2050, though these can be modified. 

Study Area Selection

UNITED STATESCALIFORNIA

2005 Baseline 2020 2035 2050 2005 Baseline 2020 2035 2050

Demographic inputs
Population 36,676,931 44,135,923 51,753,503 59,507,876 296,410,404 341,387,000 389,531,000 439,010,000
Households 12,184,688 14,667,307 17,198,792 19,775,735 111,090,617 127,744,591 145,759,734 164,274,424
Non farm Jobs 14 801 300 17 747 442 20 810 538 23 928 639 136 458 810 169 900 306 193 860 446 218 484 984

Load InputsLoad Inputs

Non farm Jobs 14,801,300 17,747,442 20,810,538 23,928,639 136,458,810 169,900,306 193,860,446 218,484,984

Transportation
Baseline per capita LDV VMT 8,100 mi 9,276 mi
Baseline LDV fuel economy 18.7 MPG 18.9 MPG
Baseline fuel emissions (WtW) 26.5 lbs/gal 25.0 lbs/gal
Baseline fuel emissions (TtW) 19.62 lbs/gal 19.6 lbs/gal
Baseline LDV fuel cost, per gallon $2.75 $1.87
Baseline LDV auto ownership cost per mile $0 24 $0 24

Load InputsLoad Inputs

Baseline LDV auto ownership cost, per mile $0.24 $0.24
Baseline LDV tire and maintenance cost, per mile $0.065 $0.065

Building Energy Emissions
Electricity generation (lbs/kWh) 0.81 lbs/kWh 1.33 lbs/kWh
Gas combustion (lbs/therm) 11.66 lbs/therm 11.66 lbs/therm

Residential Building Energy Use
Electricity Natural�Gas Electricity Natural�Gas

Baseline average annual energy use per unit for
k h h k h h

Load InputsLoad Inputs

Baseline average annual energy use per unit for
base/existing population

7,064 kWh 401 thm 11,480 kWh 670 thm

Annual�energy�use�by�building�type:
Single Family Detached Large Lot 9,355 kWh 675 thm 14,800 kWh 743 thm
Single Family Detached Small Lot 6,380 kWh 488 thm 11,000 kWh 700 thm
Single Family Attached 4,745 kWh 378 thm 9,240 kWh 680 thm
Multi Family 3,911 kWh 244 thm 7,231 kWh 540 thm

Baseline residential energy price $0.13 $1.27 $0.13 $1.152

Load InputsLoad Inputs

Commercial Building Energy Use
Electricity Natural�Gas Electricity Natural�Gas

Baseline average annual energy use per square
foot for base/existing commercial space

14.6 kWh 0.4 thm 15.5 kWh 0.5 thm

Annual baseline energy use for new commercial
space

14.6 kWh 0.4 thm 15.5 kWh 0.5 thm

Baseline commercial energy price $0 13 $1 15 $0 13 $1 152

Load InputsLoad Inputs

Baseline commercial energy price $0.13 $1.15 $0.13 $1.152
Baseline total commercial floorspace 6,462 m sf 73,800 m sf

Water
Baseline per capita indoor water use (gal)
Baseline total water use 6,201,275 AF 32,965,790,676 AF

Load InputsLoad Inputs

Study Area Selection Sheet.  Input data are entered, stored, and loaded from the Study Area Selection sheet.

At a minimum, the following key assumptions (as listed in the 
table) are required to define a study area. These inputs are all 
geographically dependent – they vary according to study area rather 
than according to policy or other methodological assumptions. 

Demographics Transportation Building Energy Water

Baseline and projected •	
population

Baseline and projected •	
households

Baseline and projected jobs•	

Average per-capita vehicle •	
miles traveled (VMT)

Average LDV fuel economy•	

Baseline GHG emissions per •	
gallon of fuel

Baseline auto ownership •	
and maintenance costs per 
mile

Baseline average energy use •	
per existing residential unit 
and commercial square foot 
(can be derived from total 
residential and commercial 
energy use)

Baseline energy use by •	
residential building type and 
commercial square foot

GHG emissions per kilowatt-•	
hour (kWh) of electricity

GHG emissions per therm of •	
natural gas

Baseline energy costs per •	
kWh and therm

Baseline residential water •	
use per existing unit (can 
be derived from total water 
use)

Baseline per-capita water •	
use

R A PID F IRE S T uDY A RE AS
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The Rapid Fire model analyzes up to four scenarios at a time. 
Each scenario consists of two components: a land use option and 
a policy package. The land use options vary the patterns of new 
growth, while the policy packages vary standards for automobile 
technology and fuel composition; building energy and water 
efficiency; and energy generation.

Land use Options
The land use options all accommodate the same amount of 
projected population and job growth, but differ in how that 
growth is allocated. The user defines a land use option by varying 
the proportions of growth in each of three Land Development 
Categories (LDCs) – Urban, Compact, and Standard. The LDCs 
represent distinct forms of land use, ranging from dense, walkable, 
mixed-use urban areas that are well served by transit, to lower-
intensity, less walkable places where land uses are segregated 
and most trips are made via automobile. Each LDC is associated 
with different travel behaviors and a different mix of housing 
types and commercial space profiles, as described generally on 
the next page.

The Rapid Fire model is loaded with four default land use options – 
Business as Usual, Mixed Growth, Smart Growth, and Smart 
Growth Plus – all which can be modified by the user. The figure at 
right shows the area of the Scenario Definition sheet in which land 
use options and the housing unit mixes of each LDC are defined. 
The definition and resulting housing type mix of an example land 
use option is outlined in the diagram on page 9. 

Land Use Option Section of Scenario Definition Sheet.  
Proportions for land use options and LDCs are set in the Land Use 
Option section of the Scenario Definition sheet.

L A nD uSE OP T IOnS
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Land use characteristics Transportation Infrastructure

uRBAn Most intense and most mixed LDC, often found within 
and directly adjacent to moderate and high density 
urban centers. Virtually all ‘Urban’ growth would be 
considered infill or redevelopment. The majority of 
housing in Urban areas is multifamily and attached 
single family (townhome). These housing types tend to 
consume less water and energy than the larger single 
family types found in greater proportion in less urban 
locations.

Supported by high levels of regional and local transit 
service. Well-connected street networks and the mix and 
intensity of uses result in a highly walkable environment 
and relatively low dependence on the automobile for 
many trips.  

Per-capita VMT range:  ~ 1,500 to 4,000 per year.

cOMPAcT Less intense than Urban LDC, but highly walkable with 
rich mix of retail, commercial, residential, and civic uses. 
The Compact form is most likely to occur as new growth 
on the urban edge or large-scale redevelopment. Rich 
mix of housing, from multifamily and attached single 
family (townhome) to small- and medium-lot single 
family homes. Housing types in Compact areas tend to 
consume less energy and water than the larger types 
found in the Standard LDC.

Well served by regional and local transit service, but may 
not benefit from as much service as Urban growth, and is 
less likely to occur around major multimodal hubs. Streets 
are well connected and walkable, and destinations such 
as schools, shopping, and entertainment areas can 
typically be reached via a walk, bike, transit, or short 
auto trip.

Per-capita VMT range:  ~ 4,000 to 7,500 per year. 

STAnDARD Represents the majority of separate-use auto-oriented 
development that has dominated the American suburban 
landscape over the past decades. Densities tend to be 
lower than Compact LDC, and are generally not highly 
mixed or organized to facilitate walking, biking, or transit 
service. Can contain a wide variety of housing types, 
though medium- and larger-lot single family homes 
comprise the majority of this development form; these 
larger single family tend to consume more energy and 
water than those in the Urban or Compact LDCs.  

Not well served by regional transit service (typically), 
with most trips made via automobile. 

Per-capita VMT range:  ~ 9,500 to 18,000 per year. 

Land Development categories
The Urban, Compact, and Standard LDCs represent distinct forms of 
land use. Their general land use characteristics and transportation 
infrastructure are described below. These characteristics are all 
determined by model inputs that can be entered or adjusted by 
the user. 

L A nD uSE OP T IOnS
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Assumptions by Land Development Category

The housing unit mix assumptions are applied to the housing growth projected for each LDC (determined by the proportion of population growth 
allocated to the LDC within a scenario/time period) to produce housing counts by type. 

Housing unit Mix
The housing mix assumptions for the three LDCs lead to an overall 
mix of housing units for each land use option and time period. 
The default housing mix assumptions for the LDCs are intended 
to reflect existing land use patterns and policies, and thus remain 
constant for each LDC over time. Housing unit mix assumptions can 
be changed to represent shifts in housing demand over time, or to 
represent different market conditions among land use options. 

Urban areas are comprised of multifamily and attached single 
family units. Compact areas contain the widest range of housing 
types, from multifamily and attached single family to small-lot 
single family units, with a small proportion of large-lot single 
family units. Standard development is dominated by large-lot 
single family units, with small proportions of other housing types. 
The LDC and housing unit mix assumptions for the default “Smart 
Growth” land use option are shown below.

Default Housing Mix Assumptions for LDCs

STAnDARD LDc

75%

8% 10% 7%

Multifamily
Townhome

Small Lot
Large Lot

*

uRBAn LDc
0%

30%

70%

0%

18%
24% 26%

33%

SMART gROwTH  
LAnD uSE OPTIOn 

25%20%

*

“Smart Growth”
LDC proportion

5%

40%
30% 25%

cOMPAcT LDc

55%
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2 SELECT POLICY PACKAGE(S)

Click buttons to load policy group options: A B C A B C
Minimum Moderate High Minimum Moderate High

TRANSPORTATION

ICE Vehicle efficiency (mi/gal) 2020 23.7 22.5 24.7 23.7 22.5 24.7

2035 27.0 27.1 38.3 27 27.1 38.3

2050 27.9 32.7 54.2 27.9 32.7 54.2

Fuel price ($/gal, 2005 dollars) 2020 $3.92 $3.92 $3.92 $3.92 $3.92 $3.92

2035 $5.60 $5.60 $5.60 $5.60 $5.60 $5.60

2050 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00 $8.00

2020 $0.24 $0.54 $0.24 $0.24 $0.54 $0.24

2035 $0.24 $0.54 $0.24 $0.24 $0.54 $0.24

2050 $0.24 $0.54 $0.24 $0.24 $0.54 $0.24

TRANSPORTATION FUEL EMISSION RATES

Well to Wheels Fuel Emissions (lbs CO2e/gal) 2020 24.64 lbs/gal 24.64 lbs/gal 23.84 lbs/gal 24.64 lbs/gal 24.64 lbs/gal 23.84 lbs/gal

2035 23.31 lbs/gal 23.31 lbs/gal 21.20 lbs/gal 23.31 lbs/gal 23.31 lbs/gal 21.20 lbs/gal

2050 22.52 lbs/gal 22.52 lbs/gal 18.54 lbs/gal 22.52 lbs/gal 22.52 lbs/gal 18.54 lbs/gal

Tank to Wheels Fuel Emissions 2020 17.66 lbs/gal 18.25 lbs/gal 17.66 lbs/gal 17.66 lbs/gal 18.25 lbs/gal 17.66 lbs/gal

2035 17.66 lbs/gal 17.27 lbs/gal 13.73 lbs/gal 17.66 lbs/gal 17.27 lbs/gal 13.73 lbs/gal

2050 17.66 lbs/gal 16.68 lbs/gal 9.81 lbs/gal 17.66 lbs/gal 16.68 lbs/gal 9.81 lbs/gal

CO2e EMISSION RATES
2020 1.33 lbs/kWh 1.13 lbs/kWh 0.93 lbs/kWh

2035 1.33 lbs/kWh 0.93 lbs/kWh 0.80 lbs/kWh

2050 1.33 lbs/kWh 0.80 lbs/kWh 0.66 lbs/kWh

2020 11.66 lbs/kWh 11.66 lbs/kWh 11.66 lbs/kWh
2035 11.66 lbs/kWh 11.66 lbs/kWh 11.66 lbs/kWh

2050 11.66 lbs/kWh 11.66 lbs/kWh 11.66 lbs/kWh

BUILDINGS
2020 10% 20% 30%

2035 20% 35% 55%
2050 30% 50% 80%

FULL POLICY GROUPS AUTO and FUEL TECHNOLOGY

New residential energy efficiency
(% reduction from 2005)

Residential & commercial building electricity
emissions (lbs CO2e/kWh)

Residential & commercial building natural gas
emissions (lbs CO2e/therm)

Auto ownership and maintenance
($/mile, 2005 dollars)

A B CA B C

2050 30% 50% 80%

A B CA B C

Rapid Fire policy packages vary standards for automobile technology 
and fuel composition, building energy and water efficiency, and 
energy generation. Auto and Fuel Technology assumptions include 
those that guide vehicle efficiency, fuel emissions, and costs; 
Building Efficiency assumptions include building energy and 
water use standards as well as utility costs; and Utility Portfolio 
assumptions drive the carbon intensity of the power generation 
sector. 

Policy-based input assumptions are grouped to represent different 
levels of improvement in each of these categories. While users can 
enter any combination of input assumptions, the policy packages 
allow users to instantly activate and switch between sets of 
assumptions to compare results. The components of the policy 
package categories are outlined in the table below.

As with the land use options, the policy packages can reflect a 
range of futures, from a business-as-usual case that continues 
current trends, to a progressive case that represents significant 
policy action. Users can enter values to define up to three alternate 
policy packages in each category.

Auto and Fuel Technology Building Efficiency Utility Portfolio

Internal combustion engine (ICE) vehicle     •	
fuel efficiency (miles per gallon)

Fuel price ($ per gallon)•	

Well-to-wheels GHG emissions from fuel    •	
(lbs CO2e per gallon)

Tank-to-wheels GHG emissions from fuel    •	
(lbs CO2e per gallon)

Percent alternative/electric vehicles•	

Battery electric vehicle efficiency                •	
(miles/kWh)

Plug-in hybrid electric vehicle efficiency •	
(miles/kWh)

New residential energy efficiency                      •	
(% reduction from 2005 baseline use)

New commercial energy efficiency                 •	
(% reduction from 2005 baseline use)

New residential water efficiency                   •	
(% reduction from 2005)

Energy efficiency/conservation        •	
improvements for base/existing        
residential building stock (year-upon-        
year % reduction)

Energy efficiency/conservation       •	
improvements for base/existing 
commercial space (year-upon-year % 
reduction)

Percent of base/existing residential       •	
buildings replaced each year

Percent of base/existing commercial •	
floorspace replaced each year

Electricity price ($ per kWh)•	

Natural gas price ($ per kWh)•	

Water price ($ per acre foot)•	

Residential & commercial building •	
electricity emissions (lbs CO2e per kWh)

Residential & commercial building •	
natural gas emissions (lbs CO2e per 
therm)

*

Policy Package Selection Section of Scenario Definition 
Sheet.  The policy packages are organized in sections on the ‘Scenario 
Definition’ sheet as shown below. Clicking on the buttons labeled A, 
B, and C at the top of each column loads input values to the ‘Active 
Scenario’ column located at the right of the ‘Utility Portfolio’ section (not 
shown). Users can select a ’Full Policy Group’ of minimum, moderate, 
or high options, or they can select an option for each individual policy 
group. Once selected, the cells containing the active input values are 
highlighted in yellow (* 

). In this sample view, the ‘moderate’ level full 
policy group is selected.

POL IcY PAck AgE ASSuMP T IOnS

11

TRAnSPORTATIOn 
METRIcS

Light Duty Vehicle (LDV) •	
Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT)
Fuel Consumed (gal)•	
Fuel Cost ($)•	
Transportation •	
Electricity Consumed 
(kWh)
Transportation •	
Electricity Cost ($)
Transportation •	
Electricity CO2e 
Emissions (MMT)
ICE Fuel Combustion •	
CO2e Emissions (MMT)
ICE Full Fuel Lifecycle •	
CO2e Emissions (MMT)
Criteria Pollutant •	
Emissions (tons)

The following sections describe how the model uses input 
assumptions to calculate results in each of the metrics categories. 
The categories of output metrics are summarized below.

Ou T Pu T ME T RIc S

TOTAL gHg EMISSIOnS

Total CO•	 2e Emissions 
(Transportation and 
Buildings, MMT) 

BuILDIng EnERgY uSE 
METRIcS

Residention and Commercial •	
Building Energy Consumed (Btu)
Building CO•	 2e Emissions (MMT)
Residention and Commercial Energy •	
Cost ($)

wATER uSE 
METRIcS

Water Consumed (AF)•	
Water Cost ($)•	
Water-related Electricity Use (GWh)•	
Water-related Electricity CO•	 2e 
Emissions (MMT)

greenhouse gas (gHg)
Emission Rates

Fuel emissions: Tank-to-wheel per                                     •	
gallon; well-to-wheel per gallon
Electricity emissions per kWh•	
Natural gas emissions per therm•	

FIScAL IMPAcTS 
METRIcS

Capital costs for local •	
roads, water, utilities, 
and parks
O&M costs for public •	
works, government 
services, and police/
fire
City tax/fee revenues•	

BuILDIng
PROgRAM

Breakdown of            •	
Housing Types

LAnD
cOnSuMPTIOn

Greenfield Land •	
Consumed (square 
miles)
Refill Land Consumed •	
(square miles)

PuBLIc HEALTH 
METRIcS

Incidences of •	
respiratory and 
cardiovascular 
disease
Healthcare costs•	
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Land consumption includes all land that will be developed to 
accommodate population and job growth, including residential and 
employment areas, transportation alignments, open space, and 
public lands. The Rapid Fire model estimates land consumption 
using per-capita rates of land consumption, which vary by Land 
Development Category and the distribution of growth into 
greenfield or refill development. Default rates are based on studies 
of existing and planned development, and can be adjusted by the 
user.

Land consumption includes both refill and greenfield growth. 
Refill growth includes all development that may occur within 
the bounds of already-developed, urbanized areas, including 
infill, redevelopment, and greyfield and brownfield development. 
Greenfield growth refers to development that occurs on land 
that has not previously been developed or otherwise impacted, 
including agricultural land, forest land, desert land and other 
virgin sites. Only greenfield growth is counted towards the “new 
land consumption” of a scenario. The default land consumption 
characteristics for the three LDCs are as follows:

Urban:   Comprised entirely of infill, redevelopment, greyfield, 
and brownfield growth, the Urban LDC consumes no greenfield 
acreage per capita.

Compact:  Representing a combination of smart mixed-use 
growth in and around the urban edge (greenfield growth) as well as 
larger-scale greyfield growth within urban areas, the Compact LDC 
consumes a moderate acreage per capita. The land consumption 
rate for Compact growth is determined in part by the proportion of 
growth allocated to refill versus  greenfield sites.

AcRES 
REFILL gROwTH

AcRES 
gREEnFIELD gROwTH 

(nEw LAnD cOnSuMPTIOn)

Refill
acres  

per capita

greenfield
 acres  

   per capita

Population growth by
Land Development Cateorgy and 
Growth Type (Refill or Greenfield)

Standard:  Generally consisting of lower-density, auto-oriented 
residential and commercial development, the Standard LDC 
consumes the highest acreage per capita since most, if not all, 
growth occurs on greenfield land. The new land consumption 
of a scenario is largely dictated by its proportion of Standard 
development.

The specific allocation of growth to either refill or greenfield land 
in each LDC and time period can vary by land use option. By setting 
assumptions for the proportion of refill growth and greenfield land 
consumption, as well as the intensity of greenfield growth in terms 
of acres consumed per capita, users can model a range of land-use 
policy options, from business-as-usual growth, to the application 
of urban growth boundaries, to a restriction of growth to refill 
parcels and sites only. 

A land development profile resulting from the LDC mix of the Rapid 
Fire default “Smart Growth” land use option is illustrated in the 
figure below.

uRBAn
Urban Refill

cOMPAcT
Compact Refill
Compact Greenfield

STAnDARD
Standard Greenfield

Refill Growth and  
Greenfield Land Consumption

The LDCs differ significantly in the population 
allocated to either refill growth or greenfield 
land. The assumed proportions for Urban 
and Standard are straightforward: all Urban 
development takes place as refill growth, 
while virtually all Standard development takes 
place on greenfield land. These characteristics 
are elemental to the Urban and Standard LDC 
definitions. The land consumption characteristics 
of Compact development, however, can vary 
significantly over time, by scenario, and 
by geographic area. The incremental land 
consumption rate of the Compact LDC is largely 
dependent on the assumed proportion of refill 
growth vs. development on new land. 

Land Development Profile of “Smart Growth” Land Use Option (Illustrative Only)

L A nD cOnSuMP T IOn

uRBAn
35%

STAnDARD
10%

60%
 Ref ll

40%
 Greenf eld60

80
100

20
40

0

cOMPAcT
55%

100% Greenf eld (0% Ref ll)
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0%
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The Rapid Fire model’s fiscal impacts analysis module allows users 
to compare the cost and budget implications of varying scenarios 
and forms of development. The Rapid Fire model incorporates cost 
and revenue data from a number of local, regional, state, and utility 
sources to derive infrastructure cost factors on a per-housing unit 
basis according to land use option and development condition 
(refill or greenfield). Estimates are made for capital infrastructure 
costs, operations and maintenance costs, and city revenues from 
taxes and fees.  

Capital costs for the following infrastructure elements are 
included:

City costs for streets and transportation•	

Water supply•	

Sewage and wastewater•	

Local parks•	

Operations and maintenance (O&M) costs estimates include 
the following categories of general fund spending: 

Public works functions•	

General government services•	

Public safety (police and fire)•	

Community services•	

Jurisdictional revenues are estimated from the following tax 
and fee types:

Property tax•	

Property transfer tax•	

Vehicle license fees•	

Calthorpe Associates worked with the firm Strategic Economics 
to develop the assumptions that drive infrastructure cost 
estimates and jurisdictional revenues. Assumptions are sensitive 
to development type and condition, including cost and revenue 
variations for both refill (infill and redevelopment) and greenfield 
locations. Note that the current version of the model estimates 
the impacts of variations in residential development unit types and 
patterns; future versions will incorporate the fiscal impacts due to 
commercial development variations.

F ISc A L IMPAc T S

Street curb

Street pavement

Natural GasSewer

Water

Sidewalk

Electricity

Stormwater

Street curb

Street pavement

Natural GasSewer
Water

Sidewalk

Electricity

Stormwater

uRBAn
35%

STAnDARD
10%

60%
 Ref ll

40%
 Greenf eld60

80
100

20
40

0

cOMPAcT
55%

100% Greenf eld (0% Ref ll)
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All transportation metrics in the Rapid Fire 
model are calculated on the basis of light-duty/
passenger vehicle miles traveled (VMT). From 
VMT, the model estimates fuel use, greenhouse 
gas (GHG) and criteria pollutant emissions, and 
fuel and other driving costs. 

Criteria pollutant emissions and non-fuel 
driving costs are calculated by applying per-
mile assumptions to VMT. Fuel use is calculated 
according to vehicle fuel economy assumptions. 
In turn, GHG emissions are calculated based 
on per-gallon emission rates. All metrics are 
calculated on a total annual basis for every year 
leading up to the final horizon year. Per-capita 
and per-household averages are derived from 
annual and cumulative totals.

T R A nSPOR TAT IOn
Vehicle Miles Traveled

TOTAL FuEL uSE

non-fuel driving costs per mile OwnERSHIP and
MAInTEnAncE cOSTS

Pollutant emissions per mile
TOTAL POLLuTAnT 

EMISSIOnS

Fuel price per gallon HOuSEHOLD
FuEL cOSTS

gHg emissions per gallon
TOTAL gHg
EMISSIOnS

Fuel
Economy

TOTAL AnnuAL VMT

Per-capita
VMT by LDc

Vehicle Miles Traveled
The Rapid Fire model calculates VMT by applying assumptions 
about per-capita annual VMT to population growth. These 
assumptions, which differ by Land Development Category, are 
based on research and empirical evidence that per-capita VMT 
of both incremental (new) population and base year (existing) 
population vary based on the form of new growth.1 Moreover, this 
variation is expected to change over time as areas become either 
more urban or compact, or more sprawling (determined on the 
proportions of LDCs in a scenario). 

Variations in VMT across the scenarios is a result of year-by-
year variation in per capita VMT by form of new growth (Urban, 
Compact, or Standard), and also the impact of new growth on 
the travel behavior of those already living in the study area in the 
base year (2005). For example, if one is living in an area 20 years 
from now that has seen increased transit service and/or new retail 
development in close proximity to their home or workplace, it is 
likely that they will drive less (and walk, bike, or take transit more) 
because daily destinations and services are closer.

It is an a priori assumption of the Rapid Fire model that requisite 
transportation investments go hand in hand with growth patterns, 
such that scenarios with a greater focus on Compact and Urban 
development would see increased transit, bicycle, pedestrian, 
streetscape, and livability investments. Conversely, scenarios 
dominated by Standard development would see large budget 
outlays to highway and road expansion.

Base and Increment VMT Rates
The Rapid Fire VMT assumptions are applied as adjustment factors 
to both incremental growth and the base year (existing) population. 
The user defines specific percentage increases or reductions from 
a baseline average VMT rate (which is specific to a study area). 

For the growth increment, adjustment factors for each LDC within 
a land use option are applied to the baseline per-capita VMT rate. 
For the base population, adjustment factors are applied to total 
base year VMT. Varying factors are applied depending on the mix of 
LDCs in a specific scenario, and the amount of growth that occurs 
on refill or greenfield land (see the Land Consumption section for 
more information about refill and greenfield growth). The figure on 
the next page summarizes the relationship between scenario mix 
and the application of VMT adjustment factors. 

All VMT assumptions can be readily changed in the Rapid Fire 
model to test alternative hypotheses, integrate new empirical 
data, or calibrate to regional travel or other model outputs. For 
more detailed information about specific assumptions and their 
application, please refer to the Rapid Fire Model White Paper and 
Technical Guide.
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development exceeds 55%

Escalation+

Deceleration–

+

+

Urban
Compact
Standard

Reduction
Reduction
Escalation

Urban
Compact
Standard

Reduction
Reduction
Escalation

Urban
Compact
Standard

Reduction
Reduction
No change

No change

Standard development 
exceeds 55%BuSInESS as uSuAL

MIXED gROwTH

SMART gROwTH

SCENARIO TYPE LDC PROPORTION
SCENARIO CLASSIFICATION

BASE
VMT ADJUSTMENTS

INCREMENT
VMT ADJUSTMENTS

Scenario Tipping Point Range:
45 - 55%

Detailed VMT Assumptions Sheet. Inputs are entered, stored, and loaded from the Study Area Selection sheet.

Detailed VMT Assumptions

Baseline�per�capita�LDV�VMT
1990 7,377

Load VMT Assumptions Restore Defaults2005 9,276 mi

BASE VMT ADJUSTMENT ASSUMPTIONS
VMT�Escalation/Deceleration�Rates�for�the�Base�(Existing�Environment)

ESCALATION RATE: Standard Impact on Base VMT in Trend Scenario

Load VMT Assumptions Restore Defaults

2005 2020 0.50% Annual Rate
2020 2035 0.00% Annual Rate
2035 2050 0.00% Annual Rate

ESCALATION RATE: Standard Impact on Base VMT in Trend Scenario

DECELERATION RATE: Compact+Urban Growth Impact on Base VMT in Smart Scenarios

Load VMT Assumptions Restore Defaults

2005 2020 0.50% Maximum Annual Rate
2020 2035 0.563% Maximum Annual Rate
2035 2050 0.63% Maximum Annual Rate

Intermediate Range Definition:

These�percentages�are�used�to�determine�when�to�apply�escalation/deceleration�rates,�as�well�as�the�appropriate�VMT�by�LDC.

Load VMT Assumptions Restore Defaults

Standard Low: 45% or less of scenario is Standard Growth
Standard High: 55% or more of scenario is Standard Growth

INCREMENT VMT ASSUMPTIONS

These�percentages�are�used�to�determine�when�to�apply�escalation/deceleration�rates,�as�well�as�the�appropriate�VMT�by�LDC.

Load VMT Assumptions Restore Defaults

INCREMENT VMT ASSUMPTIONS
Adjustment�factors�relative�to�baseline�average�VMT��(Applied�to�incremental�population�only)

Standard Standard Adjustment Factor for Trend Scenarios 20% 11,131 50% 13,914 20% 11,131 60% 14,842 35% 12,523 60% 14,842 55% 14,378 60% 14,842
Standard Adjustment Factor for Conservative Scenarios 20% 11,131 50% 13,914 15% 10,667 40% 12,986 15% 10,667 40% 12,986 15% 10,667 40% 12,986

for Greenfield

2050 Adjustment Rate2035 Adjustment Rate

for Refill for Greenfield for Refill

2020 Adjustment Rate

for Refill for Greenfield

2006 Starting Point Adjustment Rate

for Refill for Greenfield

Load VMT Assumptions Restore Defaults

Standard Adjustment Factor for Conservative Scenarios 20% 11,131 50% 13,914 15% 10,667 40% 12,986 15% 10,667 40% 12,986 15% 10,667 40% 12,986
Standard VMT per Capita in Smart Growth Scenarios 20% 11,131 50% 13,914 10% 10,204 25% 11,595 10% 10,204 20% 11,131 10% 10,204 15% 10,667

Standard VMT per Capita in Ultra Smart Growth Scenarios 20% 11,131 50% 13,914 10% 10,204 25% 11,595 10% 10,204 20% 11,131 10% 10,204 15% 10,667
Compact Compact Adjustment Factor for Trend Scenarios 20% 7,421 10% 8,348 20% 7,421 10% 8,348 20% 7,421 10% 8,348 20% 7,421 10% 8,348

Compact Adjustment Factor for Conservative Scenarios 20% 7,421 10% 8,348 25% 6,957 15% 7,885 30% 6,493 20% 7,421 35% 6,029 25% 6,957
Standard VMT per Capita in Smart Growth Scenarios 20% 7,421 10% 8,348 35% 6,029 20% 7,421 40% 5,566 25% 6,957 45% 5,102 30% 6,493

Load VMT Assumptions Restore Defaults

Standard VMT per Capita in Ultra Smart Growth Scenarios 20% 7,421 10% 8,348 35% 6,029 20% 7,421 40% 5,566 25% 6,957 45% 5,102 30% 6,493
Urban Urban Adjustment Factor for Trend Scenarios 40% 5,566 35% 6,029 40% 5,566 35% 6,029 40% 5,566 35% 6,029 40% 5,566 35% 6,029

Urban Adjustment Factor for Conservative Scenarios 40% 5,566 35% 6,029 45% 5,102 40% 5,566 50% 4,638 45% 5,102 55% 4,174 50% 4,638
Standard VMT per Capita in Smart Growth Scenarios 40% 5,566 35% 6,029 50% 4,638 45% 5,102 60% 3,710 50% 4,638 70% 2,783 55% 4,174

Standard VMT per Capita in Ultra Smart Growth Scenarios 40% 5,566 35% 6,029 50% 4,638 45% 5,102 60% 3,710 50% 4,638 70% 2,783 55% 4,174

Load VMT Assumptions Restore Defaults

Resulting�VMT�per�Capita,�by�Land�Development�Category�and�Scenario

VMT
%�Change�from�

2005
VMT

%�Change�from�
2005

VMT
%�Change�from�

2005
VMT

%�Change�from�
2005

2006 Starting Values 2020 2035 2050

Load VMT Assumptions Restore Defaults

2005 2005 2005 2005
Standard Standard VMT per Capita in Trend Scenario 13,914 50% 14,842 60% 14,842 60% 14,842 60%

Standard VMT per Capita in Conservative Scenario 13,914 50% 12,986 40% 12,986 40% 12,986 40%
Standard VMT per Capita in Smart Growth Scenario 13,914 50% 11,595 25% 11,131 20% 10,667 15%

Standard VMT per Capita in Ultra Smart Growth Scenario 13,914 50% 11,595 25% 11,131 20% 10,667 15%
Compact Compact VMT per Capita in Trend Scenario 8,209 �12% 8,209 �12% 8,209 �12% 8,209 �12%

Load VMT Assumptions Restore Defaults

Compact VMT per Capita in Conservative Scenario 8,163 �12% 7,699 �17% 7,143 �23% 6,586 �29%
Compact VMT per Capita in Smart Growth Scenario 7,977 �14% 6,864 �26% 6,261 �33% 5,658 �39%

Compact VMT per Capita in Ultra Smart Growth Scenario 7,699 �17% 6,447 �31% 5,844 �37% 5,380 �42%
Urban Urban VMT per Capita in Trend Scenario 5,566 �40% 5,566 �40% 5,566 �40% 5,566 �40%

Urban VMT per Capita in Conservative Scenario 5,566 �40% 5,102 �45% 4,638 �50% 4,174 �55%
Urban VMT per Capita in Smart Growth Scenario 5 566 40% 4 638 50% 3 710 60% 2 783 70%

Load VMT Assumptions Restore Defaults

Urban VMT per Capita in Smart Growth Scenario 5,566 �40% 4,638 �50% 3,710 �60% 2,783 �70%
Urban VMT per Capita in Ultra Smart Growth Scenario 5,566 �40% 4,638 �50% 3,710 �60% 2,783 �70%

Load VMT Assumptions Restore Defaults

T R A nSPOR TAT IOn
Vehicle Miles Traveled

Base and Increment VMT Adjustment Factors by Scenario Type.  
If a scenario is more oriented towards Standard development, then 
VMT is calculated to increase at a greater rate than if a scenario is 
more focused towards Urban and Compact growth. Overall scenario 
orientation is determined using a “tipping point” range. If Standard 
development falls below the range, adjustment factors reflective of 

progressively decreasing VMT are applied; conversely, if Standard 
development surpasses the range, factors reflective of increasing 
VMT are applied. If Standard development falls within the tipping 
point range, then driving behavior does not change further beyond the 
default rates.
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The Rapid Fire model calculates transportation fuel use, GHG and 
criteria pollutant emissions, and costs by applying policy-based 
assumptions to output VMT. Each metric is calculated on a total 
annual basis for all years in the model.

Fuel use
LDV fuel consumption is determined by applying on-road average 
fuel economy assumptions (miles per gallon of gasoline equivalent2, 
or MPG) to VMT in each year for each scenario.  Fuel economy 
changes year upon year according to horizon-year projections. 
Policy-based projections significantly affect fuel consumption, 
and thus GHG emission and fuel cost results. Users can easily 
input and test alternate assumptions, such as compliance with 
California’s Pavley Clean Car Standards or the federal CAFE 
standard, either in isolation or in combination with fuel carbon 
intensity assumptions. 

Electric and other low-emission vehicles will play an important role 
in reducing GHG emissions. The Rapid Fire model can reflect their 
impacts in either of two ways: through the use of fuel economy and 
emission assumptions that implicitly capture the effects of their 
inclusion in the fleet3, or through the use of separate assumptions 
for electric and conventional (internal combustion engine) vehicles. 
More information about how the model estimates electric and 
alternative vehicle impacts can be found in the  Rapid Fire Model 
White Paper and Technical Guide.

gHg Emissions
Transportation GHG emissions are calculated by applying carbon 
intensity assumptions, expressed in pounds of carbon dioxide 
equivalent (CO2e) per gallon, to fuel consumption. Carbon intensity 
changes year upon year according to horizon-year projections. 
Projections can represent a range of standards, from a trend 
future in which carbon intensity remains constant or sees limited 
improvement, to a more aggressive policy-based future in which 
the carbon intensity of fuel declines significantly as low-carbon 
fuels, such as cellulosic ethanol and renewable biodiesel, comprise 
a higher proportion of fuel use. 

The Rapid Fire model was designed to calculate emissions that 
occur upon fuel combustion (“tank-to-wheel” emissions), as well 
as those emitted during the full fuel lifecycle, from extraction and 
processing to transport and storage (“well-to-wheel” emissions). 
Users can look to either or both; typically, emission inventories 
compare tank-to-wheel emissions, although full well-to-wheel 
assessments are critical to developing climate change mitigation 
strategies. The Rapid Fire model is able to calculate both types 
of emission rates based on fuel mix assumptions, enabling an 
analysis of the role of fuel carbon intensity standards in meeting 
GHG reduction goals. More often, though, users will opt to model 
tank-to-wheel emissions on the basis of a baseline carbon intensity 
factor and projected reductions from it to each horizon year.

Fuel and other Driving costs
The Rapid Fire model estimates three components of transportation 
costs, including fuel, auto ownership, and tires and maintenance. 
These costs are calculated separately using different assumptions. 
Fuel costs are calculated by multiplying fuel consumed by fuel 
price per gallon. Auto ownership and tire and maintenance costs 
are each calculated by multiplying VMT by an average price-per-
mile factor. All per-gallon and per-mile prices change year upon 
year according to horizon-year projections. 

Pricing Effects

Because fuel price, along with other driving costs, have been 
shown to have both short- and long-term effects on driving 
decisions, the Rapid Fire model allows users the option to “turn 
on” sensitivity to changes in per-mile driving costs to estimate 
changes in VMT due to pricing. Research into historic patterns has 
quantified relationships among the interrelated factors of VMT 
and automobile fuel economy with costs including fuel price and 
taxes; automobile ownership, insurance, and maintenance costs; 
and parking, toll, and congestion charges. The results, expressed 
as an “elasticity” of change in one factor with respect to change in 
another, can be used to estimate the effects of specific policy- or 
program-based assumptions on VMT.

T R A nSPOR TAT IOn
Fuel use, Emissions, and costs
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Baseline Residential Energy Use. Because larger homes require 
more energy to heat and cool, home size is generally correlated with 
a household’s overall energy consumption. Scenarios with a greater 
proportion of the Standard Land Development Category, which include 
primarily single-family detached homes, will require more energy – 
and produce more GHG emissions – than scenarios with a greater 
proportion of Compact or Urban areas, which include more attached 
and multifamily homes. Energy use also varies by climate zone, which 
can be reflected in the Rapid Fire model.  

Baseline Annual Household Energy Use by Building Type*

Large Lot 
Single Family

Small Lot 
Single Family

Attached 
Single Family

Multifamily

100 million Btu 71 million Btu 54 million Btu 38 million Btu

* California averages, including residential electricity and natural 
gas use. Derived from the California Energy Commission Statewide 
Residential Appliance Saturation Survey (RASS), 2004.

The Rapid Fire model calculates residential and commercial 
building energy use for both new and existing buildings. Scenarios 
vary in their building energy use profiles due to their building 
program and policy-based assumptions about improvements in 
energy efficiency.

Residential Energy consumption
Residential energy use in the Rapid Fire model is calculated as a 
function of three basic sets of assumptions: a) average base-year 
energy use for existing units; b) base-year (2005) energy use for 
new units by building type; and c) reductions in building energy 
use resulting from advances in building energy efficiency policy 
and technology.

Energy use of Base/Existing Buildings

Average per-household energy use for existing units is derived 
from total residential sector electricity and gas use and number 
of housing units in the baseline year (2005). The energy used by 
the population of existing units is expected to decline over time, as 
buildings are replaced, retrofitted, or upgraded. The extent of future 
energy savings due to each of these conditions are determined by 
user-specified rates. 

Energy use of new Buildings

Energy use for new units is calculated using per-unit factors for 
annual electricity and gas use. Reductions are applied to the 
baseline factors to reflect the assumption that, year-upon-year, 
new construction will be built to meet higher efficiency standards. 
It is also expected that new buildings can see further improvement 
over the time span of the model (for instance, a building built in 
2011 may be retrofit by 2035 to meet even higher standards). 
The application of the energy use reduction assumptions applied 
to both new and existing units is shown in the flow chart on the 
following page.

commercial Energy consumption 
As for residential energy use, commercial energy use in the 
Rapid Fire model is calculated as a function of three basic sets of 
assumptions: a) per-employee floorspace factors, b) baseline (2005) 
energy intensity factors, and c) reductions in building energy use 
resulting from advances in building energy efficiency policy and 
technology.

Energy use of Base/Existing Buildings

Average per-square foot energy use for existing commercial 
buildings is derived from total commercial sector electricity and 
gas use and a floorspace estimate for the baseline year (2005). 
The energy used by existing buildings is expected to decline over 
time, as buildings are replaced, retrofitted, or upgraded. The 
extent of future energy savings due to each of these conditions 
are determined by user-specified rates. 

Energy use of new Buildings

Energy use for new commercial floorspace is calculated using per-
square foot energy intensity factors for annual electricity and gas 
use. Reductions are applied to the baseline factors to reflect the 
assumption that, year-upon-year, new construction will be built 
to meet higher efficiency standards. It is also expected that new 
buildings can see further improvement over the time span of the 
model (for instance, a building built in 2011 may be retrofit by 2035 
to meet even higher standards). The application of the energy use 
reduction assumptions applied to both new and existing units is 
shown in the flow chart on the following page.

The amount of new commercial space in each scenario is calculated 
using assumptions about the number of employees by commercial 
space type (office, retail, or warehouse), and the amount of 
floorspace required per employee in each of the three Land 
Development Categories. Floorspace requirements are highest 
in the Standard LDC, and lowest in the Urban LDC. The number 
of employees by type, which is held constant for all scenarios, is 
projected based on demographic assumption inputs.

RE SIDEn T I A L and cOMMERcI A L BuIL DIng EnERgY
Energy consumption
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Total Buildings

Replacement       
Rate

Non-Replaced Buildings Replacement Buildings

Base / Existing Buildings
(Residential Units or Commercial Floorspace)

Growth Increment Buildings  
(Residential Units by Type or Commercial Floorspace)

Energy Use Reduction Factors

upgrade Efficiency 
Factor ‘A’

Efficiency improvements 
and conservation 

measures

new Efficiency 
Factor ‘B’

New construction 
standards

new Efficiency 
Factor ‘D’

New construction 
standards

upgrade Efficiency 
Factor ‘c’

Ongoing efficiency 
improvements and 

conservation measures

upgrade Efficiency 
Factor ‘E’

Ongoing efficiency 
improvements nad 

conservation measures

AnnuAL EnERgY uSE OF TOTAL BuILDIngS

EnERgY uSE OF 
nEw/IncREMEnT 

BuILDIngS
EnERgY uSE OF BASE / EXISTIng BuILDIngS

RE SIDEn T I A L and cOMMERcI A L BuIL DIng EnERgY
Energy consumption
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Resource Mix and Emission Rates. Electricity greenhouse gas (CO2e) emissions vary based on the mix of resources used. As the share 
of clean and renewable energy sources in the electricity generation portfolio is increased, the average electricity emission rate will decrease. 
Electricity emissions are estimated based on assumed rates in 2020, 2035, and 2050. The diagram below illustrates a hypothetical move toward a 
cleaner portfolio and lower emission rate.

greenhouse gas Emissions 
Building GHG emissions include total emissions from residential 
and commercial electricity and natural gas use. Emission results 
are calculated based on energy consumption and emission rates, 
which are assumed to vary according to the mix of resources used 
to generate energy. The baseline and projected emission rates are 
measured per unit of energy consumed (kilowatt-hour or therm), 
and include carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide emissions 
in units of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e). The same emission 
rates are applied to the energy used by residential and commercial 
buildings. 

Emission Rate Assumptions

Projections are made for the horizon years of 2020, 2035, and 
2050, with rates following a straight-line trend in between. 
The emission rate for electricity generation can be expected to 
decline over time, while that for natural gas use can be expected 
to remain constant. As with all Rapid Fire assumptions, users 
can enter different inputs to test the results of different policy-
based projections, for instance comparing the effects of achieving 
California’s 33% Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) by 2020, or 
by a later date.

When available, absolute projections based on analyses specific 
to a state or region should be used. Because emissions from 
electricity are subject to a number of interrelated variables that can 
affect resource mix and emission rates into the future – including 
fuel price and availability, generation costs, energy use efficiency, 

the market penetration of renewable energy technologies, and 
the amount of electricity imported from other areas – rates 
are technically challenging to estimate. In the absence of such 
projections, users can enter emission rate projections calculated 
as simple percentage reductions from the baseline emission rate.  
For a detailed discussion of energy emission rate assumptions and 
their application in the model, please refer to the Rapid Fire Model 
White Paper and Technical Guide.

Energy costs
Residential and commercial energy costs are calculated on the 
basis of energy use and price assumptions. The model applies 
separate retail price factors to residential and commercial 
electricity and natural gas use. Price projection assumptions are 
expressed in constant dollars, and like all assumptions are entered 
for the horizon years of 2020, 2035, and 2050. Between horizon 
years, prices are assumed to follow a straight-line trend.

Electricity prices are expected to increase over time, in response 
to changes in the portfolio mix and other factors such as the cost 
of electricity generation resources, various infrastructure costs, 
overall supply and demand, and potential regulations.  Electricity 
price projections can be estimated to correspond generally with 
the portfolio mix inherent to the chosen GHG emission rate 
assumptions, or estimated as simple percentage increases over 
the baseline price. Natural gas price projections can be estimated 
similarly.

RE SIDEn T I A L and cOMMERcI A L BuIL DIng EnERgY
gHg Emissions and costs

Renewables   20%

Hydro  20%

Natural Gas  34%

Nuclear  12%

Coal  15%

Renewables   64%

Hydroelectric  15%
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Coal  5%
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water consumption
Residential water use in the Rapid Fire model is calculated as a 
function of three basic sets of assumptions: a) average base-year 
water use for existing units; b) base-year (2005) water use for 
new units by building type; and c) reductions in building water use 
resulting from advances in water efficiency policy and technology.

water use of Base/Existing Buildings

Average per-household water use for existing units is derived 
from total residential sector water use and housing units for the 
baseline year (2005). The energy used by the population of existing 
units is expected to decline over time, as water-saving measures 
are implemented. The extent of future energy savings due to 
each of these conditions are determined by user-specified rates – 
expressed as percentage reductions from baseline use – to each 
horizon year. 

water use of new Buildings

Water use for new units is calculated using annual per-unit usage 
factors, which vary by building type. Reductions are applied to 
the baseline factors to reflect the assumption that, year-upon-
year, new homes will be built with the technology to meet higher 
efficiency standards. It is also expected that new buildings can 
see further improvement over the time span of the model (for 
instance, a building built in 2011 may be upgraded by 2035 to meet 
even higher standards). The application of the water use reduction 
assumptions applied to both new and existing units is represented 
in the flow chart below.

Baseline Water Use. Because larger homes with larger yards 
require more water for landscape irrigation, lot size is generally 
correlated with a household’s overall water consumption. Scenarios 
with a greater proportion of the Standard Land Development Category, 
which include primarily single-family detached homes, will require 
more water – and produce more GHG emissions – than scenarios 
with a greater proportion of Compact or Urban areas, which include 
more attached and multifamily homes. Outdoor water needs also vary 
with climate. For California, the Rapid Fire model estimates outdoor 
water needs according to reference evapotranspiration (climate-based 
irrigation factors) for different geographic areas.

Large Lot 
Single Family

Small Lot 
Single Family

Attached 
Single Family

Multifamily

194,000 gal 125,000 gal 93,000 gal 89,000 gal

* California statewide baseline average consumption figures include 
indoor and outdoor water use. Indoor use is based on per-capita averages; 
outdoor use is based on generalized assumptions about landscape area 
and irrigation requirements.

AnnuAL wATER uSE OF TOTAL BuILDIngS

Total Residential Buildings

Base / Existing
Residential Units

Growth Increment
Residential Units by Type

wATER uSE OF 
BASE / EXISTIng BuILDIngS

wATER uSE OF 
nEw/IncREMEnT BuILDIngS

upgrade Efficiency 
Factor ‘A’

Efficiency improvements 
and conservation 

measures

new Efficiency 
Factor ‘B’

New construction 
standards

water costs
Residential water costs are calculated on the basis of water use 
and retail water price assumptions. Water price projections are 
expressed in constant dollars per acre-foot, and like all assumptions 
are made for the horizon years of 2020, 2035, and 2050. Between 
horizon years, prices are assumed to follow a straight-line trend.

Water prices are expected to increase over time in response to 
limited supply and the potential application of pricing strategies 
to promote water conservation. Users can make absolute price 
assumptions based on specific policies, or assume a year-upon-
year rate of increase.

gHg Emissions from water-Related Energy use
Water-related GHG emissions result from two main categories of 
energy use: a) system uses, including the transport, treatment, 
and distribution of water consumed; and b) end uses, including all 
uses of water that occur within homes (e.g., water heating).22 The 
Rapid Fire model calculates energy use and emissions for system 
uses, while emissions resulting from end uses are accounted for 
as a component of residential and commercial building energy 
emissions. 

RE SIDEn T I A L wAT ER uSE
water consumptions, costs, and gHg Emissions

2005 Annual Household Water Use by 
Building Type*
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The Rapid Fire model calculates the public health impacts of 
automobile transportation-related air pollution. The number of 
health incidences, and their related costs, are calculated on the 
basis of criteria air pollutant emissions (measured in tons).4  Note 
that these metrics express differences among scenarios, rather 
than as measurements of total health incidences or costs.

Health Incidences
Health incidences include cases of: premature mortality; 
chronic bronchitis; acute myocardial infarction; respiratory and 
cardiovascular hospitalizations; respiratory-related ER visits; 
acute bronchitis; work loss days; asthma exacerbation; and acute, 
lower, and upper respiratory symptoms. Per-ton assumptions for 
each of these incidences are individually applied to emissions of 
the following criteria pollutants: PM2.5, SOx, NOx, and VOC.  The 
incidences are then totaled.

Health costs
Health costs are based on per-ton valuations of emissions of the 
following pollutants: PM2.5, SOx, NOx, CO, VOC, and indirect PM 
from NOx, SOx, and VOC. As for health incidences, these valuations 
are applied to emissions of individual pollutants, and then totaled.

PuBL Ic HE A LT H
water consumptions, costs, and gHg Emissions

Fuel
Economy

Pollutant 
emissions per 

mile

AnnuAL 
HEALTH 
cOSTS

Pollutant 
valuations ($)  

per ton

AnnuAL 
HEALTH 

IncIDEncES

Health 
incidences 

 per ton

TOTAL AnnuAL VMT

TOTAL POLLuTAnT EMISSIOnS 
(BY POLLuTAnT)
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Viewing Model Results
Users can view model outputs through the model’s static results 
summary  (the “Results” sheet) or the automated interface of 
the “Interactive Results” sheet. The automated interface allows 
users to customize the results display according to the following 
parameters:

Horizon year (2020, 2035, or 2050)•	
Annual (single-year) or cumulative (multiple-year leading up to •	
horizon year) metrics 
Total, per capita, or per household basis for metrics•	
Comparison of annual metrics against historic baseline year •	
(1990 or 2005)

Below is a sample view of the “Interactive Results” sheet.

MODEL RE SuLT S

Interactive Results Sheet.  Results are automatically displayed according to the parameters selected.

RESULTS (Interactive)
Study Area: United States

1 Select a horizon year for which to show results: 2050 Demographics 1990 2005 2020 2035 2050

Population 248,709,873 296,410,404 341,387,000 389,531,000 439,010,000

2 Select ANNUAL or CUMULATIVE results: ANNUAL Households 91,947,410 111,090,617 127,744,591 145,759,734 164,274,424

3 Select total, per capita, or per household results: per Household

4 Select a historical baseline year against which to
compare selected horizon year results:

2005

5 Click to see results:

6 If needed, return to Policy Option Selection worksheet
to change policy options.

Selected Policies:

Auto and Fuel Technology Option B (Medium)

Building Efficiency Option B (Medium)
Utility Portfolio Option B (Medium)

TREND CONSERVATIVE SMART ULTRA SMART

Total Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions
Total Emissions (Transportation and Buildings) (MMT) 2,287.8 MMT 2,072.5 MMT 1,759.5 MMT 1,695.6 MMT 215.3 MMT 9% 528.3 MMT 23% 592.2 MMT 26% 1,396.3 MMT 38% 1,611.6 MMT 44% 1,924.6 MMT 52% 1,988.5 MMT 54%

Transportation Emissions (ICE Fuel Lifecycle) 720.7 MMT 559.7 MMT 351.4 MMT 314.5 MMT 160.9 MMT 22% 369.3 MMT 51% 406.2 MMT 56% 739.7 MMT 51% 900.7 MMT 62% 1,109.0 MMT 76% 1,145.9 MMT 78%

Building Emissions (Residential and Commercial) 1,567.1 MMT 1,512.8 MMT 1,408.1 MMT 1,381.1 MMT 54.3 MMT 3% 159.0 MMT 10% 186.1 MMT 12% 656.6 MMT 30% 710.9 MMT 32% 815.6 MMT 37% 842.6 MMT 38%

Land Consumption
Land Consumed (sq mi) 34,981 sq mi 27,250 sq mi 11,485 sq mi 4,932 sq mi 7,732 sq mi 22% 23,497 sq mi 67% 30,049 sq mi 86% 34,981�sq�mi 37% 27,250�sq�mi 29% 11,485�sq�mi 12% 4,932�sq�mi 5%

Transportation*
VMT (miles) 1,968.5 B mi 1,528.9 B mi 959.9 B mi 859.1 B mi 439.6 B mi 22% 1,008.6 B mi 51% 1,109.4 B mi 56% 791.4 B mi 29% 1,231.0 B mi 45% 1,800.0 B mi 65% 1,900.8 B mi 69%

Fuel Consumed (gal) 70.6 B gal 54.8 B gal 34.4 B gal 30.8 B gal 15.8 B gal 22% 36.2 B gal 51% 39.8 B gal 56% 68.7 B gal 49% 84.5 B gal 61% 104.9 B gal 75% 108.5 B gal 78%

Fuel Cost ($) $564.1 B $438.1 B $275.1 B $246.2 B $126.0 B 22% $289.0 B 51% $317.9 B 56% $403.7 B 252% $277.7 B 173% $114.7 B 71% $85.8 B 53%

Auto Ownership and Maintenance Cost ($)
Transportation Electricity Consumed (kWh) 53,593 GWh 41,625 GWh 26,133 GWh 23,389 GWh 11,968 GWh 22% 27,460 GWh 51% 30,204 GWh 56%

Transportation Electricity Cost ($) $9.8 B $7.6 B $4.8 B $4.3 B $2.2 B 22% $5.0 B 51% $5.5 B 56%

Transportation Electricity Emissions (MMT) 19.4 MMT 15.1 MMT 9.5 MMT 8.5 MMT 4.3 MMT 22% 10.0 MMT 51% 11.0 MMT 56%
ICE Fuel Combustion Emissions (MMT) 565.1 MMT 438.9 MMT 275.6 MMT 246.6 MMT 126.2 MMT 22% 289.6 MMT 51% 318.5 MMT 56% 594.9 MMT 51% 721.1 MMT 62% 884.4 MMT 76% 913.4 MMT 79%
ICE Full Fuel Lifecycle Emissions (MMT) 720.7 MMT 559.7 MMT 351.4 MMT 314.5 MMT 160.9 MMT 22% 369.3 MMT 51% 406.2 MMT 56% 739.7 MMT 51% 900.7 MMT 62% 1,109.0 MMT 76% 1,145.9 MMT 78%

Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons) 150 tons 117 tons 73 tons 66 tons 34 tons 22% 77 tons 51% 85 tons 56%

Building Energy
Residential Energy Consumed (Btu) 5,026.9 tril Btu 4,825.0 tril Btu 4,408.2 tril Btu 4,300.8 tril Btu 201.8 tril Btu 4% 618.7 tril Btu 12% 726.1 tril Btu 14% 5,823.1 tril Btu 54% 6,025.0 tril Btu 56% 6,441.8 tril Btu 59% 6,549.2 tril Btu 60%

Commercial Energy Consumed (Btu) 6,774.4 tril Btu 6,316.6 tril Btu 5,457.0 tril Btu 5,234.3 tril Btu 457.8 tril Btu 7% 1,317.4 tril Btu 19% 1,540.2 tril Btu 23% 1,480.6 tril Btu 18% 1,938.4 tril Btu 23% 2,798.0 tril Btu 34% 3,020.7 tril Btu 37%

Total Energy Consumed (Btu) 11,801.3 tril Btu 11,141.7 tril Btu 9,865.2 tril Btu 9,535.1 tril Btu 659.6 tril Btu 6% 1,936.1 tril Btu 16% 2,266.2 tril Btu 19% 7,303.7 tril Btu 38% 7,963.3 tril Btu 42% 9,239.8 tril Btu 48% 9,569.9 tril Btu 50%
Residential Building Emissions (MMT) 1,022.6 MMT 1,005.1 MMT 969.5 MMT 960.3 MMT 17.5 MMT 2% 53.1 MMT 5% 62.3 MMT 6% 183.8 MMT 15% 201.3 MMT 17% 236.9 MMT 20% 246.1 MMT 20%
Commercial Building Emissions (MMT) 544.6 MMT 507.8 MMT 438.7 MMT 420.7 MMT 36.8 MMT 7% 105.9 MMT 19% 123.8 MMT 23% 472.7 MMT 46% 509.5 MMT 50% 578.6 MMT 57% 596.6 MMT 59%

Residential Energy Cost ($) $552.1 B $542.9 B $524.4 B $519.6 B $9.1 B 2% $27.7 B 5% $32.5 B 6% 134% 130% 122% 120%
Water

Water Consumed (AF) 26,394,972,065 AF 26,393,015,235 AF 26,389,335,101 AF 26,388,390,734 AF 1,956,831 AF 0% 5,636,964 AF 0% 6,581,332 AF 0% 6,570,818,611 AF 0 AF 6,572,775,442 AF 0 AF 6,576,455,575 AF 0 AF 6,577,399,943 AF 0 AF

Water Cost ($) $38,357.3 B $38,354.5 B $38,349.1 B $38,347.8 B $2.8 B 0% $8.2 B 0% $9.6 B 0% $8,172.5 B 27% $8,169.6 B 27% $8,164.3 B 27% $8,162.9 B 27%

Water Related Electricity Use (GWh) 71,301,708 GWh 71,296,422 GWh 71,286,481 GWh 71,283,930 GWh 5,286 GWh 0% 15,227 GWh 0% 17,778 GWh 0% 71,301,708 GWh 71,296,422 GWh 71,286,481 GWh 71,283,930 GWh
Water Related Electricity Emissions (MMT) 25,873.5 MMT 25,871.6 MMT 25,868.0 MMT 25,867.1 MMT 1.9 MMT 0% 5.5 MMT 0% 6.5 MMT 0% 25,873.5 MMT 25,871.6 MMT 25,868.0 MMT 25,867.1 MMT

Infrastructure
Infrastructure Cost (S) $3,136.5 B $2,505.8 B $1,522.2 B $1,522.2 B $630.7 B 20% $1,614.4 B 51% $1,614.4 B 51% $3,136.5 B $2,505.8 B $1,522.2 B $1,522.2 B

Absolute Values/Results Difference from Trend Difference from 2005 historic baseline

2050 2050
CONSERVATIVE SMARTTREND ULTRA SMARTCONSERVATIVE SMART ULTRA SMART

2050

TOTAL per Capita per Household

1990 2005

Annual Cumulative

CLICK for RESULTS

2020 2035 2050

Return to POLICY OPTIONS

Go to Total Annual Metrics

Go to Total Cumulative Metrics
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The development and application of the Rapid Fire model is part of 
the Vision California process, an unprecedented effort to explore 
the role of land use and transportation investments in meeting 
the environmental, fiscal, and public health challenges facing 
California over the coming decades. Funded by the California High 
Speed Rail Authority (cahighspeedrail.ca.gov) and  the California 
Strategic Growth Council (www.sgc.ca.gov), Vision California will:

Highlight the unique opportunity presented by California’s •	
planned High Speed Rail network in shaping growth and other 
investments.

Frame California’s development issues in a comprehensive •	
manner, illustrating the role of land use in meeting greenhouse 
gas (GHG) reduction targets through robust analysis.

Illustrate the connections between land use and other •	
major challenges, including water and energy use, housing 
affordability, public health, farmland preservation, 
infrastructure provision, and economic development. 

Clearly link land use and infrastructure priorities to mandated •	
targets as set forth by AB 32, SB 375, and the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB).

Produce scalable tools, for use by state agencies, regions, •	
local governments, and the non-profit community, which can 
defensibly measure the impacts of land use and transportation 
investment scenarios.

Build upon Blueprints and other regional plans to produce •	
statewide growth scenarios that go beyond regional 
boundaries and assess the combined impact of these plans.

Connect state and national goals for energy independence, •	
energy efficiency, and green job creation to land use and 
transportation investments.

Vision California is driven in part by the challenges set forth by 
the 2006 passage of the California Global Warming Solutions 
Act (AB 32), which sets aggressive targets for the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs). The project is designed to 
provide critical context for the implementation of Senate Bill 375 
(SB 375) and land use-related GHG-reduction targets for local 
governments, as it will illustrate and comprehensively measure 
the role of land use and SB 375-mandated regional “Sustainable 
Communities Strategies” in meeting AB 32 GHG targets. 

Two new scenario development and analysis tools are being used 
to compare physical growth alternatives – the Rapid Fire model, 
and the ‘Urban Footprint’ map-based model. These related tools 
serve distinct purposes: while the spreadsheet-based Rapid 
Fire model quickly produces metrics that bracket the range of 
potential impacts, the map-based Urban Footprint model produces 
a more refined analysis that is greatly sensitive to land use and 
demographic characteristics.

T HE V ISIOn c A L IF ORnI A PROcE SS

The Urban Footprint Map-Based Model. Currently under 
development, the Urban Footprint model uses geographic 
information system (GIS) technology to create and evaluate 
physical land use-transportation investment scenarios. 
Scenarios are defined through the application of ‘Place 
Types’ to the environment. The model’s suite of Place Types 
represents a complete range of development types and 
patterns, from higher density mixed-use centers, to separated-
use residential and commercial areas, to institutional and 
industrial areas. The physical and demographic characteristics 
associated with the Place Types are used to calculate the 
impacts of each scenario. Output metrics will include: land 
consumption; infrastructure cost (capital as well as operations 
and maintenance); building energy and water consumption, 
cost, and associated CO2 emissions; public health impacts; 
vehicle miles traveled and all related fuel, GHG, and pollutant 
emissions; and non-auto travel mode share and other related 
travel metrics.
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BAckgROunD
Rapid Fire Model Output Metrics and Input Assumptions

Summary of Output Metrics
Land consumption

Land Consumed (square miles)•	

Non-Residential Land Consumed (square miles)•	

Infrastructure cost

Capital Costs for Roads and  Wet and Dry Utility Provision ($)•	

Operations and Maintenance Costs ($)•	

City Revenues from Residential Development ($)•	

Transportation System Impacts and Emissions
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) (miles)•	

Fuel Consumed (gal)•	

Fuel Cost ($)•	

Transportation Electricity Consumed (kWh)•	

Transportation Electricity Cost ($)•	

Transportation Electricity CO•	 2e Emissions (MMT)

ICE Fuel Combustion CO•	 2e Emissions (MMT)

ICE Full Fuel Lifecycle CO•	 2e Emissions (MMT)

Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons)•	

Public Health Impacts Related to Transportation Emissions
Respiratory and Cardiovascular Health Incidences (#) •	

Health Costs associated with Health Incidences ($)  •	

Building Energy, cost, and Emissions
Residential Energy Consumed (Btu)•	

Commercial Energy Consumed (Btu)•	

Total Energy Consumed (Btu)•	

Residential Building CO•	 2e Emissions (MMT)

Commercial Building CO•	 2e Emissions (MMT)

Residential Energy Cost ($)•	

Building Water Use, Cost, and Emissions•	

Water Consumed (AF)•	

Water Cost ($)•	

Water-Related Electricity Use (GWh)•	

Water-Related Electricity CO•	 2e Emissions (MMT)

Total greenhouse gas (gHg) Emissions
Total CO•	 2e Emissions (Transportation & Buildings, MMT) 

Building Program
Housing type mix (# and %)•	

Summary of Input Assumptions
Demographics 

Baseline population and population growth•	

Baseline households and household growth•	

Baseline housing units and housing unit growth•	

Baseline non-farm jobs and job growth•	

Scenarios
Land Development Category (LDC) proportions for each scenario •	
and time period

Housing unit composition for each LDC •	

Infrastructure cost
Per-unit capital cost assumptions for roads and wet and dry utility •	
provision by building type and Land Development Category (LDC)

Per-unit operations and maintenance cost assumptions for roads, •	
utilities, and public services by building type and LDC

Per-unit revenue assumptions by building type and LDC•	

Land consumption
Percent greenfield vs. infill/greyfield/brownfield growth for each •	
land development category, scenario, and time period

Acres per capita required for greenfield development in each land •	
development category, scenario, and time period
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Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
Baseline Per Capita Light Duty Vehicle (LDV) VMT•	

VMT adjustment factors by LDC and scenario for growth increment •	
population

VMT escalation and deceleration rates for the baseline •	
environment population

Elasticity of VMT with respect to driving costs per mile*•	

Vehicle Fuel Economy and cost
Baseline fuel economy for total fleet, internal combustion engine •	
vehicles alone, and alternative/electric vehicles alone

Fuel economy in horizon years for total fleet, internal combustion •	
engine vehicles alone, and alternative/electric vehicles alone

Elasticity of fuel economy with respect to fuel cost•	

Transportation Emissions
Baseline fuel emissions, full lifecycle (well-to-wheel) for total fleet, •	
internal combustion engine vehicles alone, and alternative/electric 
vehicles alone

Baseline fuel emissions, combustion (tank-to-wheel) for total fleet, •	
internal combustion engine vehicles alone, and alternative/electric 
vehicles alone

Percent gasoline vs. diesel in liquid fuel mix•	

Composition of gasoline and diesel fuel mix•	

Criteria pollutant emissions per mile traveled•	

Public Health Impacts Related to Transportation Emissions
Health incidences per ton of pollutant•	

Health costs per ton of pollutant•	

Building Energy Emissions
Electricity generation emissions (lbs/kWh) •	

Natural gas combustion emissions (lbs/therm)•	

Electricity generation emissions in horizon years (lbs/kWh)•	

Natural gas combustion emissions in horizon years (lbs/therm)•	

Residential Building Energy use & Price
Baselineline average annual energy use per unit for base/existing •	
population

Annual energy use by building type•	

Housing unit replacement rate for base/existing housing stock•	

Upgrade efficiency reduction factor ‘A’ for base/existing housing •	
stock

New efficiency reduction factor ‘B’ for replacement units of base/•	
existing housing stock 

Upgrade efficiency reduction factor ‘C’ for replacement units of •	
base/existing housing stock

New efficiency factor ‘D’ for new units of the growth increment•	

Upgrade efficiency factor ‘E’ for new units of the growth increment•	

Baseline residential electricity and gas prices•	

Residential electricity and gas prices in horizon years•	

commercial Building Energy use & Price
Non-farm job proportion by floorspace-type category •	

Floorspace per employee by category for each LDC•	

Commercial space replacement rate for base/existing housing •	
stock

Baseline average annual energy use per square foot for base/•	
existing commercial space

Annual baseline energy use for new commercial space•	

Replacement rate for base/existing commercial space•	

Upgrade efficiency reduction factor for base/existing commercial •	
space

New efficiency reduction factor for replacement commercial •	
space

Upgrade efficiency reduction factor for replacement commercial •	
space

New efficiency factor for new floorspace of the growth increment•	

Upgrade efficiency factor for new floorspace of the growth •	
increment

Baseline commercial electricity and gas prices•	

Commercial electricity and gas price in horizon years•	

Residential Building water use
Baseline per capita indoor water demand by building type•	

Baseline per-unit outdoor water demand by building type•	

New residential water efficiency (% reduction from 2005)•	

Baseline water price ($/acre foot)•	

Water price in horizon years ($/acre foot)•	

Residential water-Related Energy use and Emissions
Average water energy proxy (electricity required per million •	
gallons water used)
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D. Technical Methodology for 2012–2035 RTP/
SCS Land Use Development Pattern

2012–2035 RTP/SCS Alternatives Creation Process 
Using the public dialogue and feedback from the analysis of the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS 
Scenarios, SCAG developed the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Plan alternatives. These land use 
alternatives tested the influence of future land use changes on a variety of metrics, 
including travel behavior and associated greenhouse gas emissions. A side-by-side com-
parison of alternative visions of the future is provided, which is helpful for weighing the 
costs and benefits of different policy choices.

The following steps were undertaken before the alternative creation process 
could proceed:

1. Implemented a public outreach process;

2. Using public input, determined the range of alternatives, and the associated param-
eters, policies and controls to be tested; and

3. Defined the appropriate building blocks for the alternatives, knows as Community 
and Development Types. 

The Alternatives and Parameters

FOUR ALTERNATIVES

Four alternatives were modeled as part of the alternative creation process. The alterna-
tives were modeled to the years 2020 and 2035. The first alternative was a trend-based 
alternative called No Project Alternative. The second alternative, Alternative A, was 
based on the adopted regional RTP growth forecast and local General Plans. The Plan 
Alternative (B) maintains city-level growth forecasts, but makes shifts within cities to 
focus future growth around existing and planned High-Quality Transit Areas (HQTAs) 
and other opportunity areas. The fourth alternative, Alternative C, has the fewest fixed 
parameters and shifts a substantial amount of regional growth from suburban areas not 
well served by transit into compact communities clustered around transit.

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative represents a future in which growth continues based on past 
trends. The alternative includes significant growth in suburban areas not well served by 
transit. New housing growth in this alternative is predominately in single-family subdivi-
sions. Housing and jobs continue to be built separate from one another. The overwhelm-
ing majority of travel around the region continues to be made by car with relatively few 
new opportunities for walking or biking.

Alternative A

Alternative A is a combination of the adopted RTP Forecast and local General Plans. The 
alternative is controlled to the TAZ-level RTP forecast in terms of single-family and multi-
family housing, and retail, office and industrial employment. These detailed forecasts are 
accommodated in accordance with the local General Plans. The alternative represents the 
most likely future for the region assuming the implementation of local General Plans. For 
this alternative, no adjustments were made to the land use, socioeconomic, and transpor-
tation data of the two delegated subregions (GCCOG and OCCOG). 

Plan Alternative (B)

The Plan Alternative is driven by two main policy objectives: focusing more regional 
growth around High-Quality Transit Areas (HQTAs) and accommodating future housing 
market demand. The alternative maintains city-level forecast control totals for both popu-
lation, households, and jobs, however, within city boundaries, shifts are made to focus a 
much larger share of future growth in more compact communities around HQTAs. Future 
housing market demand is expected to shift significantly to small lot single-family, town-
homes and multifamily housing. Again, for this alternative, no adjustments were made to 
the land use, socioeconomic, and transportation data of the two delegated subregions 
(GCCOG and OCCOG). 
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Alternative C

Alternative C has the fewest growth parameters and controls. The alternative assumes 
that all growth is accommodated according to where HQTAs are located. As a result very 
suburban communities may not experience new housing or employment growth, while 
some urban areas with very good access to regional transit may experience significant 
increases in housing and/or employment growth. Any revisions contemplated within 
Alternative C will be identified and discussed with GCCOG and OCCOG as stated in the 
Memoranda of Understanding, and Framework and Guidelines for Subregional SCSs. 

Alternatives should be clearly distinguished from one another while also being plausible 
visions of the future. Establishing clear parameters for an alternative is important in order 
to understand the impact of a specific policy on the outcome of an alternative. The 2012–
2035 RTP/SCS process resulted in four alternatives that each capture a unique vision for 
how future growth can be accommodated and the associated impacts to the region.

While each alternative is distinctive, a number of parameters remained constant across 
each alternative: the regional 2012–2035 RTP/SCS forecast total for population, house-
holds, and jobs; the detailed Tier 2 Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) boundaries that 
include jurisdiction boundaries (aligned to city boundaries to ensure that no TAZs are split 
between multiple cities); and the exclusion of regional parks and open space from the 
developable lands used in the alternatives. 

The parameters that varied across the alternatives were:

 � Detailed forecast- the detailed distribution of population, households, and jobs 
across the region;

 � Housing profile- the mix of single-family and multifamily housing;

 � Transit network- the transit network varied from planned to enhanced;

 � High Quality Transit Areas (HQTA)- the HQTAs varied based on the variations in the 
transit network; and

 � General Plans- the local General Plans were used to varying degree across 
the alternatives.

TABLE D1 Alternative Parameters1

Alternatives

Parameters
No Project 
Alternative

Alterna-
tive A

Plan Alterna-
tive (B)

Alternative C

Parks and
Open Space

Excluded from Developable Land Capacity

Regional 
Forecast Totals

Fixed

Detailed 
Forecast 

Trend-based 
for both 2020 
and 2035

Adopted RTP 
Forecast: 
Controlled at 
TAZ level for 
both 2020 
and 2035

Controlled to 
TAZ-based RTP/
SCS Forecast for 
2020; Controlled 
to city-level RTP/
SCS Forecast for 
2020–2035

Regional Totals 
Only

Transit Network Plan Network Plan Network
Enhanced Cost 
Constrained 
Network

Enhanced Cost 
Constrained 
Network

High Quality 
Transit Areas 
(HQTAs)

Based on 
Plan Network

Based on 
Plan Network

Based on 
Enhanced Cost 
Constrained 
Network

Based on 
Enhanced Cost 
Constrained 
Network

General Plans

Based on 
growth 
trends, not 
necessarily 
General Plans

Based on 
local General 
Plans

General Plans 
considered, 
but intensity 
exceeded in 
some transit-
accessible areas

General Plans 
considered, but 
growth intensity 
significantly 
exceeded in 
transit-accessible 
areas and General 
Plan growth areas 
with no transit 
access receive no 
growth

1 For Alternatives A and B, no adjustments were made to the land use, socioeconomic, and trans-
portation data of the two delegated subregions (GCCOG and OCCOG) per their subregional SCS 
delegation agreements. 



SCS Background Documentation     73

POLICIES TESTED BY EACH ALTERNATIVE

Each alternative represents a plausible future for the region based on a different set of 
policy options. The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS public outreach process helped identify and 
prioritize the policies that should be tested as part of the process. The first policy focuses 
on improving the pattern of recent growth by shifting dispersed single-use develop-
ment into a more compact, walkable and mixed-use development pattern. The second 
policy is aimed at improving transit access through land use changes. Specifically, this 
policy option is meant to test where land uses can be intensified around transit facilities 
in order to improve access and mobility. The third policy tested is an attempt to match 
future housing market demand through land use changes. Future demographic shifts, 
such as an aging population, increasing immigrant population and changes in young 
people’s housing preferences, are shifting the demand for housing away from traditional 
and large-lot (>5,500 SF) single-family homes to smaller single-family, townhome and 
multifamily housing products. The fourth policy objective is to improve the jobs-housing 
balance in the region. 

The policies tested in each alternative are as follows:

 � Growth Pattern- focus growth into more compact, walkable, mixed-use 
development patterns;

 � Transit Access- improve regional transportation efficiency by focusing growth 
around transit facilities;

 � Housing Profile- match future housing market demand through land use changes; 
and

 � Jobs-Housing Balance- integrate land uses together and adjacent to one another to 
reduce the amount of regional auto travel and improve quality of life.
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TABLE D2 Alternative Policies2

Alternatives

Policies Existing (2008) No Project Alternative Alternative A Plan Alternative (B) Alternative C

Growth Pattern

Current development 
patterns include a 
diversity of places; 
growth in recent 
decades has been 
predominantly 
separated and single-
use, however

Continues growth trends 
of the past 20 years; 
predominantly single-use 
growth on vacant land

Growth pattern follows local 
General Plans 

Growth controlled at city level, 
however, focused almost 
exclusively around existing or 
planned transit

No city or subregional growth 
controls; all new growth 
focused around HQTA transit 
facilities

Transit Access
Currently 39 percent of 
houses have access to 
regional transit

Transit access declines to 
36 percent of households 
with access to regional 
transit 

General Plans result in 
an improvement in transit 
access; 43 percent of 
households have access

Over half of the region’s 
households have access to 
regional transit at 50 percent

Focusing all new growth in 
transit areas results in 62 
percent of houses having 
access to regional transit

Housing Profile

45 percent of all 
housing is multifamily 
and 55 percent is 
single-family

47 percent multifamily
No significant shift in total 
housing profile
52 percent of new housing 
growth is multifamily

47 percent multifamily
Slight shift in housing profile
54 percent of new housing 
growth is multifamily

50 percent multifamily
Shift in housing profile to match 
future housing demand
68 percent of new housing 
growth is multifamily

50 percent multifamily 
Significant shift in housing 
towards multifamily as a result 
of focusing growth around 
transit
71 percent of new housing 
growth is multifamily

Jobs-Housing Balance

No significant subregional 
improvement in jobs-
housing balance or increase 
in mixed-use development

Many General Plans include 
expanded areas of mixed-
use; while others contain 
large areas planned for 
separated, single-use 
growth

In cities with transit facilities, 
new population, households, 
and jobs were located near each 
other to reduce the need for auto 
trips; however, there are still 
significant areas, particularly 
in unincorporated areas, with 
significant growth forecast but 
limited or no transit facilities

All new population, households, 
and jobs were located together, 
in mixed-use districts, near 
regional transit

2 For Alternatives A and B, no adjustments were made to the land use, socioeconomic, and transportation data of the two delegated subregions (GCCOG and OCCOG) per their subregional SCS delegation 
agreements. 
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Summary of Methodology and Process
The Plan Alternative was created using a three-tiered process for locating new growth 
from 2020 to 2035. The purpose of the Plan Alternative was to test the potential regional 
transportation benefits that could be accrued from a policy of focused growth near High 
Quality Transit Areas (HQTA). In addition to this policy objective (which represents the first 
tier of the process), the scenario also optimized areas served by local transit (not desig-
nated as HQTA) in communities with limited or no HQTA. This represents the second tier 
of the process. The final tier of the process involved allocating new growth in areas where 
no transit exists, nor is being planned. In those instances, the relative distribution from 
Alternative A was observed. Exhibit 53 illustrates the different areas where additional 
housing and jobs from 2020 to 2035 will be located in the Los Angeles Basin. At each 
point in the process, existing land use patterns, local General Plans and an understand-
ing of regional variations in the market feasibility of different new development patterns 
served as additional design constraints. 

STEP ONE: OPTIMIZE REGIONAL TRANSIT AREAS

The starting point for the Plan Alternative was Alternative A at year 2020, which reflected 
local General Plans. The first step in creating the Plan Alternative was to reallocate a 
portion, or in some cases all, of the 2020-2035 growth increment to TAZs well served 
by regional transit (with 25 percent or more of their land area within an HQTA boundary). 
These TAZs were designated as “HQTA TAZs.”

In highly urbanized cities, where large portions are well served by regional transit, most, 
if not all, of their 2020-2035 growth increment could be accommodated within HQTAs. 
Suburban communities and unincorporated areas often had limited areas served by HQTA 
facilities, and thus very little of their growth increment could reasonably be accommo-
dated in these areas. 

The reallocation process attempted to balance the policy goal of optimizing growth within 
HQTAs with an understanding of variations in both acceptance for and market feasibil-
ity of certain levels of development intensity across the region. For instance, cities 
like Lancaster and Palmdale have HQTAs but allocating their entire 2020-2035 growth 
increment into these areas would result in development patterns that are not market 
feasible, and likely exceed local General Plans with regard to development intensity. 

The expectation is that there is a market for Development Types such as Town Center or 
Town Neighborhood around transit facilities within these types of suburban communities, 
whereas, Urban Center and even City Center would likely not be the predominant new 
land use type. Conversely, urban centers such as Los Angeles, Long Beach, Anaheim and 
others, have significant regional transit service and significant market demand for more 
intense land use patterns.

STEP TWO: OPTIMIZE LOCAL TRANSIT AREAS

Nearly half of the region’s transit trips occur on local transit. While the development 
potential around this system is not assumed to be as extensive as in areas near HQTAs, 
there are certainly opportunities to increase development intensity along some of these 
corridors. 

In many instances, the amount of new growth forecast for a jurisdiction could not be 
reasonably accommodated within the TAZs near HQTAs, such as the following example 
of Palmdale. In these jurisdictions, areas adjacent to local transit facilities served as the 
second tier location for focusing growth. 

In suburban communities with limited or no HQTA facilities, organizing growth near local 
transit facilities was a key strategy for achieving higher transportation efficiencies across 
the region than would have otherwise been achieved. 

STEP THREE: ALLOCATION FOR AREAS NOT SERVED BY TRANSIT

In areas not served by transit or with very limited transit service, the growth pattern 
from Alternative A was assumed to remain. In areas with no transit service, the growth 
patterns in Alternative A were mirrored. In areas with limited transit, the area around the 
transit was optimized but, in most instances, could not reasonably accommodate the full 
growth increment. In these instances, the remaining growth was allocated proportionately 
based on the distribution in Alternative A. 

Example Process: Palmdale

Palmdale is a suburban community located north of the City of Los Angeles, across the 
San Gabriel Mountains. Palmdale, along with the other cities in the Antelope Valley, have 



76     

EXHIBIT 53 Los Angeles – Three Tier Areas
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EXHIBIT 54 Palmdale – Areas for Additional Housing and Job Growth (2020 to 2035)
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been, until the recent housing downturn, one of the fastest growing areas of the SCAG 
region. In fact, Palmdale was the fastest growing city in Los Angeles County in 2010. 

Between 2020 and 2035, Palmdale is forecast to add an additional 7,500 new house-
holds. This represents a 15 percent increase over the 51,273 total households forecast 
in 2020. Palmdale has a single Metrolink commuter rail station and several bus lines 
serving the city. As a result the HQTA is quite small compared to the vacant land available 
at the urban fringe, as illustrated in EXHIBIT 54. While the HQTA is relatively small, there 
are over 500 acres of vacant land within the three HQTA TAZs adjacent to the Metrolink 
station. 

It seems reasonable to expect a low- to moderate-intensity center to emerge surrounding 
the Metrolink station area in Palmdale by the year 2035. However, it would be unrea-
sonable to assume that the entire growth increment could be accommodated within 
the HQTA. As a result, a mix of Suburban Center and Town Center were applied to the 
Metrolink station area.

Table D3 shows that Alternative A allocates only 52 new households on this land between 
2020 and 2035, which is less than one percent of the city’s housing forecast. The Plan 
Alternative, by contrast, envisions the HQTA becoming a low- to moderate-scale center 
with a mix of single-family, townhomes, and some apartments, with integrated employ-
ment and services. The resulting change would add 1,900 new households in the HQTA, 
representing 26 percent of the forecast for 2020 to 2035. In a suburban community like 
Palmdale, there is virtually no market for the very intense building types one would expect 
farther south in the City of Los Angeles. However, there is market demand for less expen-
sive compact single-family, townhomes and even moderate density multifamily units. 

Palmdale has a local bus network that covers a sizeable portion of the city, primar-
ily southeast of the Metrolink station area. Local transit carries nearly half of all transit 
trips regionally every day. Focusing growth within walking distance of these facilities is 
a key strategy for reducing regional greenhouse gas emissions, particularly in areas with 
limited HQTAs. 

The HQTA in Palmdale is not able to absorb all of the new growth for the City. However, 
there is significant vacant and underutilized land along several of the local transit 
routes. The Plan Alternative adds additional small lot single-family and townhomes 
onto vacant land adjacent to these transit routes. The changes are so modest that the 

additional households do not increase the overall density of the TAZs enough to alter the 
Development Type designation in most cases. With these modest changes in development 
intensity, the Plan Alternative was able to increase the housing capture for areas served 
by local transit to 62 percent—up from 48 percent in Alternative A.

The combined impact of creating a modest density center surrounding the Metrolink 
station and adding a broader range of housing types within a short distance of local 
bus service resulted in a significant reduction of housing growth in areas not served by 
transit. Over half of all new households allocated in Alternative A from 2020 to 2035 are 
in areas not served by transit. In contrast, only 12 percent of new households in the Plan 
Alternative are in areas not served by transit. Through relatively modest changes in den-
sity, the land use pattern in Palmdale can become much more transportation efficient. 

TABLE D3 Palmdale – Household Distribution by Area

Scenario HQTA
Local Transit 

Area
Non-Transit Area

Alternative A 52 1% 3,600 48% 3,851 51%

Plan Alternative 1,926 26% 4,665 62% 910 12%

Example Process: San Bernardino

In urban areas, the process of scenario design was the same, however, in many instances 
the HQTAs were able to absorb a significantly higher share of new growth. The market for 
higher intensity buildings exists in many urban areas in the region, particularly those with 
higher achievable rents and places well served by regional and local transit. 

The City of San Bernardino is one such example. The majority of the City is within HQTA 
TAZs, and most of the areas outside of the HQTAs are served by local transit, as illus-
trated by Exhibit 55. Through strategic increases in density in areas immediately adjacent 
to the station areas, the HQTAs could capture over three-quarters of the new housing 
growth in the Plan Alternative compared to just over one-third in Alternative A, as shown 
in TABLE D4.
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EXHIBIT 55 San Bernardino – Areas for Additional Housing and Job Growth (2020 to 2035)
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TABLE D4 San Bernardino – Household Distribution by Area

Scenario HQTA
Local Transit 

Area
Non-Transit Area

Alternative A 6,750 38% 8,400 47% 2,700 15%

Plan Alternative 13,800 77% 3,200 18% 800 5%

THE SCENARIO: ONE OUTCOME WITH MULTIPLE PATHS

The scenario planning process involves experimenting with policy options to measure 
potential regional costs or benefits associated with a variety of different choices. This 
scenario planning exercise attempted to quantify the regional benefits from improv-
ing land use efficiency around transit facilities. Undoubtedly there are multiple ways to 
achieve these efficiencies at the local level. 

While the Plan Alternative shifted the distribution of development intensity within city 
boundaries, the overall city forecasts did not change. As a result of this three-tiered 
approach to growth location, the Plan Alternative may exceed growth expectations in 
some locations. 

The process of creating Development Type-based regional forecasts and scenarios 
allows for local jurisdictions to experiment with different land use patterns at the local 
level that produce the same regional transportation and greenhouse gas benefits. This 
process allows for that level of local input to be incorporated quickly and modeled 
ensuring equivalent regional efficiency. A framework that allows for this local input and 
regional dialogue is of critical importance in the ultimate implementation of the regional 
policy objectives.

Community and Development Types
The Local Sustainability Planning Tool (LSPT) employs a series of Community and 
Development Types to describe the different types of land uses in the region. These 
Community and Development Types are comprised of a mix of different types of build-
ings along with assumptions about characteristics such as the amount of land devoted to 
streets, parks, and civic areas. There are two levels of detail. The first level, Community 
Types, is a simplified classification intended for conveying land use alternative and maps 

to the broader public. At a more detailed level, the Development Types are intended for 
modeling purposes at the Split TAZ level.

DEVELOPMENT TYPES

The Development Types were virtually painted onto the map of the region using the LSPT. 
Each Development Type carries with it values that describe the characteristics of the 
place it represents. It was important to establish a set of Development Types that repre-
sent the full range of development patterns and forms that make up the region today and 
into the future. In addition, these Development Types must be easy to communicate to the 
public and key policy decision makers. The Development Types contain a large amount 
of information relating to the characteristics of the landscape, including jobs and housing 
density, urban design and mix of land uses, and lend themselves to clear communication 
through photo-simulations and other types of renderings.

Through use of the LSPT, Development Types are the foundation of the land use alterna-
tives. The LSPT uses the typologies to calculate results for a range of evaluation criteria, 
in advance of the four-step travel demand model including housing and job mix, densi-
ties and VMT. The alternatives are built upon, and provide data at the TAZ level including 
households and employment. This represents the data that is fed into the regional trans-
portation model to determine how the potential land use pattern impacts travel behavior.

When assembling the Development Types within the sketch planning tool, SCAG began 
with Compass Blueprint Development Types. These Development Types were previously 
employed at a scale of roughly five acres through an artificial raster or ‘grid’ draped onto 
the virtual landscape. For the Plan Alternative, the Development Types were re-calibrated 
to fit the appropriate scale represented by the region’s TAZ map. The calibration was 
done by modifying the proportions of buildings within each Development Type to best 
represent the types of places represented by the scale of the TAZ within the Southern 
California landscape. The purpose was not to create a category to match every jurisdic-
tion’s comprehensive plan category, but rather a description of all of the places that exist 
today, and those that may exist in the future. 

Within the LSPT, Development Types were assigned a mix of building types, each having 
an associated job and housing density. Examples of building types include: mixed-use 
residential four stories, garden apartment, compact single-family home, office, main 
street retail, business flex and many others. Because Development Types make it possible 
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to measure evaluation criteria that rely on information tied directly to individual buildings 
and uses, many of the assumptions are built into the individual building spreadsheets 
(called prototype buildings) that were then grouped together to form Development Types.

STEPS FOR CREATING DEVELOPMENT TYPES
1. Developed prototype buildings
a. Devised a list or selection buildings that match or represent the current and potential 

future characteristics of the SCAG region.
b. Populated the prototype building spreadsheets with data relating to the physical 

form, intensity and mix of uses and financial attributes .

2. Assembled prototype buildings into Development Types
a. Selected a set or mix of buildings that would likely be found in each building block. 

Some Development Types are fairly homogenous. For example, a typical lower den-
sity Suburban Residential is comprised of four or fewer prototype buildings. Other 
Development Types, such as Town Center, require a mix of more than one dozen 
types of buildings to adequately represent the range of uses today, and those that 
will likely occur in 2035. 

b. Assigned each building a percentage to indicate the portion of the Development Type 
that is comprised of each prototype building.

c. Added in net land reductions to account for streets, civic space and parks. The 
values for these reductions can usually be found in any previous land use capacity 
developed by the jurisdictions.

Development Types are primarily used in the sketch planning tools to perform land use 
analysis. The Development Types themselves do not include transportation network 
information, but are intended to match or complement specific transportation invest-
ments included in the scenario. Using the LSPT, the Development Types were applied to 
the TAZs within the SCAG region for places where growth could be located. The trans-
portation design and assumptions served as a guide so that placement of Development 
Types is consistent with, and takes advantage of, planned transportation improvements 
and programs. For example, it may not have been highly effective to locate auto-ori-
ented low-density Development Types in areas with existing or planned transit invest-
ments. Conversely, it would have been effective to place high-density and mixed-use 
Development Types in areas along transit lines and with well-connected streets.

Following is a list of the Development Types employed in the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Plan 
Alternative.

Urban Center

(82–120+ housing units/acre; 260–320+ jobs/acre)

Urban Centers are the highest intensity areas. The best examples would be places such 
as Downtown Los Angeles or high intensity corridors such as Wilshire Boulevard. These 
centrally-located areas are jobs rich with significant amounts of employment, typically 
located in high-rise office buildings. Housing is also typically located in multi-story build-
ings located in more urbanized neighborhoods. These areas are well-served by transit 
and typically represent the convergence of a number of high capacity transit facilities. 
The Urban Center development type can be used in several parts of the region to signify 
high density land uses, mixing of uses and a saturation of non-auto transport options.

City Center    

(48–82 housing units/acre: 120–260 jobs/acre)

City Centers are similar to Urban Centers. The mix of jobs to housing is similar as they too 
are significant employment centers. They are on average roughly one-half the intensity of 
urban centers. They share similar levels of transit and other non-auto infrastructure. They 
are likely home to one or two high capacity transit facilities and a number of bus routes. 
The City of Pasadena provides a relevant reference for the City Center development type.

Town Center    

(16–48 housing units/acre; 30–120 jobs/acre)

Town Centers are another highly mixed-use development type. They are roughly one-third 
the level of intensity as found in the City Centers. They are employment centric but also 
provide housing opportunities that are located very close to daily services and jobs, but 
in a smaller town type of setting. Cities such as Ventura or Santa Monica are examples 
of Town Centers. Buildings are generally less than six stories on average. Sidewalks and 
bike facilities are plentiful and the areas typically benefit from one high capacity transit 
facility and local buses.
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Suburban Center   

(Up to 16 housing units/acre; Up to 30 jobs/acre)

Suburban Centers can contain a mix of uses, but may alternately have a focus towards 
either jobs or housing with very little mix. These areas are predominately served by 
automobiles, but likely have bus service or in some cases commuter rail. Buildings are 
typically one or two stories, but in some cases will go higher when surrounded by ample 
landscaping. These areas do provide some travel choice, but not at the scale of the Town 
or City Centers.

Urban Residential  

(At least 60 housing units/acre; Up to 10 jobs/acre)

Urban residential areas represent high density concentrations of housing, typically in 
residential high-rise buildings. Because of the high number of residents, these areas 
provide a large number of customers for business districts located nearby. Within the dis-
trict there may also be pockets of shopping, restaurants and some professional services. 
These neighborhoods benefit from excellent transit service, and are typically situated 
along or near at least one high capacity transit corridor.

City Residential   

(30–60 housing units/acre; 4–10 jobs/acre)

These are relatively high density residential areas. They are typified by pre-war develop-
ment patterns containing a mix of single- and multifamily housing. Buildings range from 
one- and two-story bungalows to five- or ten-story apartments and condos. Major streets 
in and near the neighborhood have high frequency bus service. Jobs in these areas are 
limited to some home offices and small, local-serving shops and restaurants. Residents 
in these areas have quick access to a range of activities and job locations using multiple 
modes of transportation.

Town Residential   

(14–30 housing units/acre; 2–4 jobs/acre)

This typology is characterized by common prewar neighborhoods of single-family homes 
on modest lots, with the some garden apartments located near commercial streets. 
Townhomes, duplexes and accessory dwelling units will be interspersed, likely on corners 
or between apartments and single-family homes. The streets in these neighborhoods are 
generally low volume and include full sidewalk coverage and parking on the street. They 
are easily navigable via car, bike or on foot, with transit service often located within one-
quarter- to half-mile of homes. 

Suburban Residential   

(Up to 14 housing units/acre; Up to 2 jobs/acre)

These neighborhoods have been the dominant form of housing in the region for the last 
several decades. These areas are the least dense form of development typified by homes 
with larger lots and are separated from active commercial and service areas. Utilizing 
transit often requires residents to drive to nearby park-and-ride facilities. 

Urban Employment   

(Up to 10 housing units/acre; At least 180 jobs/acre)

The Urban Employment development type is focused on jobs. Buildings are typically high-
rise with parking in multi-level structures or underground. These districts are typically 
located in the center of an urban core and served by multiple high capacity transit lines. 
These districts will draw their employees from throughout the region. 

City Employment

(Up to 10 housing units/acre; 90–180 jobs/acre)

This development type represents the employment core of a city. Jobs are typically in 
high-rise structures with a mix of surface and structured parking. These areas are often 
served by one or more high capacity transit lines. They will draw workers from nearby 
neighborhoods and cities.
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Town Employment

(Up to 6 housing units/acre; 30–90 jobs/acre)

This development type represents the employment core of a smaller town, or an inde-
pendent job node. Jobs are typically in low- to mid-rise structures with mostly surface 
parking. These areas are often served by one high capacity transit line, or frequent 
bus service. They will draw workers from nearby neighborhoods and some from 
adjacent cities. 

Suburban Employment

(Up to 2 housing units/acre; 6–30 jobs/acre)

This development type represents job nodes that are typically situated along major 
arterials or near interchanges. The job density is low and likely to take the form of retail, 
restaurants or personal services. Jobs are typically in one-story structures with surface 
parking. These areas are served primarily by automobiles, but may have bus access or be 
located near commuter rail facilities. 

Rural      

(Up to 2 housing units/acre; Up to 6 jobs/acre)

This development type is more diverse. While it includes both jobs and housing, the two 
are rarely found together. Housing is typically in acreage lots or ranchettes, often far from 
services or jobs. Jobs are likely to be located in isolated nodes such as rural cross-roads 
or highway service areas. These areas are rarely served by transit, and the few people 
who occupy these areas greatly rely on their automobiles.

COMMUNITY TYPES

As previously mentioned, the future land use pattern of the region also employs a series 
of Community Types, which serve as a simplified classification used to describe the 
general conditions likely to occur within a specific area. These Community Types are 
aggregations of the thirteen Development Types used for modeling purposes. Following is 
a listing of the Community Types employed in the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Plan Alternative.

Urban

Urban areas are the highest intensity Community Type. These centrally located districts 
have significant amounts of employment and corresponding residential uses and retail, 
typically located in a dense cluster of multi-story buildings and high-rise buildings. 
Urban areas are also typically located at the convergence of a number of high capac-
ity transit facilities complemented by non-auto infrastructure that also provide access 
and connectivity.

City

The City community type is on average one-half the intensity of the Urban community 
type. These areas contain significant employment centers and a mix of medium- and 
high-density housing, supported by retail and daily services. One to two high capacity 
transit facilities, a number of bus routes, and non-auto infrastructure provide access and 
connectivity to a range of activities and locations. 

Town

The Town community type provides low- to medium-density housing opportunities that 
are located close to local-serving retail and daily services. These areas are character-
ized by an employment core or an independent job center in low- to mid-rise structures. 
Sidewalks and bike facilities are adequate and the areas benefit from one high capacity 
transit facility and local buses.

Suburban

Suburban areas contain a mix of uses, but often have one predominant use, such as 
residential or office. Residential areas are typically low-density with larger lots and are 
separated from retail and other daily service uses. Though these areas are predomi-
nantly served by automobiles, bus service and commuter rail may also operate in certain 
neighborhoods. 
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Rural

Rural areas include both jobs and housing, though these two uses are rarely found in 
close proximity to each other. Housing is characterized by acreage lots and ranches, and 
is often far from commercial and employment activities, which occur in isolated nodes 
located on rural cross-roads and highway services zones. Transit and non-auto facilities 
rarely serve these areas, making automobile use the most frequent mode of travel. 

E. 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Alternatives

Alternatives Analysis Framework
The alternatives analysis framework recognizes that this region is fortunate to have its 
citizens approve all the half-cent sales tax measures presented to the voters to date 
(three in Los Angeles; one in Riverside, San Bernardino, Orange, and Imperial counties). 
These and other local funds account for 71 percent of available transportation funding 
in the region. Together with state and federal funding, the region has over $300 billion 
available moving forward. These funds will allow for transit expansion, maintenance of 
the highway system, some congestion relief improvements, bikeway improvements, non-
motorized enhancements, and several community mitigation investments. As a result, the 
$300 billion transportation investment will lead to improved mobility and accessibility, 
cleaner air, more jobs, and a more competitive regional economy. 

In order to provide the kind of 2035 future Southern California deserves and needs in 
transportation and overall quality of life opportunities, additional investments should be 
considered by policy leaders to ensure a safe, reliable, and state of good repair for the 
transportation network. The alternatives developed for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS address 
these challenges by assuming funding from various pricing strategies. 

It should be noted that significant progress has been made throughout the region over the 
past decade towards sustainable growth. Such positive trends are largely reflected in the 
locally supported socio-economic data (growth forecast) through 2035 that serve as the 
foundation for each of the alternatives. 

The discussion regarding alternatives began at the Plans and Programs Technical 
Advisory Committee (P&P TAC) with an initial set of three preliminary scenarios that used 
varying land use scenarios with progressively higher levels of investments on non-auto 
strategies including transit, bike and pedestrian improvements, and TDM and TSM strate-
gies. Subsequently, these scenarios were further refined and analyzed using the Rapid 
Fire Model. Results from this effort were utilized to create refined scenarios for the 18 
2012–2035 RTP/SCS workshops SCAG conducted through the months of July and August 
throughout the region. Information gathered through this process has helped further 
refine and shape the alternatives. 



SCS Background Documentation     85

Each of the alternatives will be defined by its components. Key components associated 
with each of the alternatives are as follows:

 � Growth Forecast/Socio-Economic Data (SED)/Land Use;

 � Transportation Network (highways and arterials, light and heavy rail, commuter rail, 
inter-city rail, bus rapid transit, fixed route buses, high speed rail);

 � Transportation System Preservation Investment level;

 � Pricing Strategies (user fee, HOT Network, cordon pricing);

 � Bicycle and Pedestrian Investments;

 � Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Investments;

 � Transportation Systems Management (TSM) Investments; and

 � Planning and Policy assumptions (transit fares, tolls, auto operating costs, etc.).

The guiding principles that keep the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS alternatives grounded in reality 
are as follows:

 � Alternatives should strongly consider regional economic competitiveness and overall 
economic development to help the region recover and prosper.

 � Transportation investment commitments made by the CTCs through their sales tax 
expenditure plans, adopted long-range plans, and board-adopted resolutions will be 
fully respected.

 � Subregional SCSs submitted by the Gateway Cities Council of Governments (GCCOG) 
and the Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) will be unchanged and 
integrated into the alternatives (with possible revisions for Alternative C only). Any 
revisions contemplated within Alternative C will be identified and discussed with 
GCCOG and OCCOG as stated in the Memoranda of Understanding, and Framework 
and Guidelines for Subregional SCSs. 

 � New investment strategies proposed over and beyond the county submitted commit-
ments will only be funded through new funding sources identified and approved by 
the Regional Council.

 � Ensuring an appropriate level of funding for system preservation will be given 
a priority.

 � Each of the alternatives will be evaluated using a set of accepted performance 
measures. 

Based on these considerations, three alternatives are defined and refined for detailed 
analysis. A fourth alternative is recommended simply to test the sensitivity of a dramatic 
increase in the price of gas, however, it is not viewed as a true alternative in the same 
sense as the first three alternatives. These alternatives address the issues and challenges 
discussed earlier in different ways. To be consistent with the principle of respecting 
county decisions, all four alternatives include all projects and strategies committed by the 
CTCs in their long-range transportation plans. The description of the four alternatives will 
therefore focus only on policies and investments over and beyond these existing long-
range transportation plans.

In addition, each alternative will be compared to a “No Project Baseline.” This 
Baseline only includes projects that are fully programmed in the current 2011 Federal 
Transportation Improvement Program (2011 FTIP) and that have already received full 
environmental clearance. In other words, it only includes projects that are already under 
way. Moreover, this Baseline reflects historical trends of the land use that currently exist. 
It does not reflect land use changes already approved by local agencies for the future to 
increase densities, create mixed-use neighborhoods, create transit-oriented develop-
ments, and improve jobs/housing balance. 

Alternatives

ALTERNATIVE A

This alternative evaluates how the region’s transportation system will perform in the 
future with only currently committed policies and investments included, as embodied in 
the current six county transportation commissions’ adopted long-range transportation 
plans. Funding for bicycle/pedestrian improvements, TDM and TSM projects, and strate-
gies were based on currently funding trends. So, the investments represent “business-
as-usual” levels and do not add any additional transportation strategies and investments. 
However, it should be noted that this alternative does include significant transit invest-
ments already committed by the CTCs. Some of these transit investments include:

 � Purple Line Extension to Westwood

 � Gold Line Extension to Glendora

 � Metrolink San Jacinto and Temecula Extensions

 � High-frequency Metrolink service from Laguna Niguel to Los Angeles
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 � Rail feeder service in Orange County

 � Anaheim Rapid Connection

 � New BRT services in Orange County

 � Redlands Rail

 � E-Street Corridor

This alternative represents commitments in the 2008 RTP updated with the lat-
est information submitted by the CTCs and includes almost 3,000 separate 
transportation projects. 

Alternative A includes updated land use and socio-economic forecasts based on 2012–
2035 RTP/SCS local jurisdiction input. This growth input was developed through an 
extensive bottom-up process dating back to May 2009. The population, household and 
employment totals for cities and counties are based on information from the most up-to-
date local General Plans. The distribution of land uses within cities and counties reflects 
not only the local input on growth forecasts, but also the specific distribution of those 
land uses as currently reflected in those General Plans. For this alternative, no adjust-
ments were made to the land use, socioeconomic, and transportation data of the two 
delegated subregions (GCCOG and OCCOG).

The resulting land use pattern shows some departure from the historical suburban devel-
opment pattern toward a greater emphasis on infill and redevelopment in many parts of 
the region. This is due to a decreasing amount of greenfields available for development 
within local juridictions in the future. This shift follows an emerging trend of a certain 
level of transit-oriented developments located near existing and planned transit stations 
in the core metro area, as well as in established cities in the region’s periphery. The land 
use pattern provides an improved mix of uses within close proximity to each other to 
make transit, walking and bicycling increasingly viable travel choices for many activities. 

This alternative shows significant performance improvements over the Baseline since it 
incorporates more progressive land use as well as county transportation investments of 
more than $300 billion. 

ALTERNATIVE A: HOW IT DIFFERS FROM THE BASELINE

 � Land Use- Local input as opposed to historic land use trend

 � Investments- All committed county projects are included as opposed to only projects 
fully programmed in the 2011 FTIP

ALTERNATIVE B

Alternative B is the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Plan Alternative. This alternative addresses 
many of the unfunded needs over and beyond Alternative A. Specifically, it dedicates 
significant funding to system preservation, non-motorized transportation, TDM, the East-
West freight corridor, and grade separation projects. It also includes the cost of develop-
ing a regional High Occupancy Toll (HOT) lane network building on components already 
considered by the transportation commissions in Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San 
Bernardino Counties. 

Some of the specific transportation strategies included in this alternative over and beyond 
what is already included in Alternative A are as follows:

 � Implementation of LA Metro’s 30/10 initiative that would accelerate the completion 
of 12 major transit projects in LA County

 � Implementation of the East-West Clean Freight Corridor

 � Implementation of the Strategic HOT Network

 � Consideration of Cordon Pricing in Downtown LA

 � More than doubling of funding for Active Transportation to ensure expansion of bike/
pedestrian network from the current 4,300 miles to 10,200 miles 

 � Significant increase in funding for TDM and TSM programs and strategies, including 
“First Mile/Last Mile” strategies that would enhance connectivity with existing and 
planned transit services

 � Targeted expansion of existing and planned fixed guideway system to close the gaps 

 � Add BRT services on targeted corridors

 � Add express bus services on proposed HOT Network

Additional funding needed to implement this alternative will be derived from revenues 
generated from the HOT lane network, from a cordon pricing implementation around 
Downtown Los Angeles, and a user fee to replace existing gas tax revenues enacted by 
the state legislature and Congress by 2020. This user fee will be proportional to system 
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use (e.g. proportional to vehicle miles traveled or VMT) and would not diminish over time 
due to improved fuel efficiency or the adoption of electric vehicles. 

Regarding land use, Alternative B expands upon the Growth Forecast in Alternative A. It 
continues to respect local growth input for both 2020 and 2035. Adjustments have been 
made to the expected location of growth within cities to improve transportation perfor-
mance and regional sustainability by assuming that many of the recent development 
trends within jurisdictions of locating growth nearer to current or future transit hubs will 
continue. In come cases, jurisdictions have agreed to increase or decrease their projected 
household growth to reflect the adequacy of infrastructure expected to accommodate this 
new growth. For this alternative, no adjustments were made to the land use, socioeco-
nomic, and transportation data of the two delegated subregions (GCCOG and OCCOG).

Therefore, for 2035, the resulting land use pattern intensifies both residential and 
employment development in High-Quality Transit Areas (HQTAs) within cities and coun-
ties that will have such areas, while keeping the jurisdictional growth totals consistent 
with local input. It moves the region towards more walkable, mixed-use development 
leading to significant VMT reductions and other benefits due to higher walk/bike mode 
share, more transit use and shorter auto trips. This alternative strives to meet demand 
for a broader range of housing types, with new housing focused towards the develop-
ment of smaller-lot single-family homes, townhomes, and multifamily condominiums 
and apartments. 

Finally, Alternative B also includes Phase I of the state High Speed Rail (HSR) initiative as 
well as enhancements to the LOSSAN corridor and Metrolink services to upgrade them to 
support higher speeds. 

ALTERNATIVE B: HOW IT DIFFERS FROM BASELINE

 � Land Use – Local input and additional changes agreed to by locals as opposed to 
technical trends. Allocation of growth within cities to more emphasize HQTAs and 
other transit hubs and corridors, per recent development trends within jurisdictions. 

 � Investments – All committed county projects, plus increased preservation funding, 
implementation of HOT lane network, E-W freight corridor, HSR Phase I, LOSSAN 
corridor rail improvement, expanded regional bicycle network, and TDM invest-
ments, are included as opposed to only projects fully programmed in the 2011 FTIP

 � Incremental Revenues – HOT lane, Cordon Pricing, and user fee revenues

ALTERNATIVE C

This final alternative is similar to Alternative B except for these key aspects:

 � More aggressive growth in fixed guideway transit-oriented development (TOD) 
districts

 � More aggressive transit and transportation funding to be consistent with the addi-
tional land use changes

Land use for this alternative shifts growth across jurisdictional boundaries in a manner 
that would be different from local input and different from both Alternatives A and B. This 
alternative adjusts densities and infill rates in order to present a more aggressive land use 
strategy within Southern California. In Alternative C, a small percentage of new growth is 
located on previously undeveloped greenfield land, with the significant majority occurring 
as infill or redevelopment. The growth redistributions that shape Alternative C consist of 
shifting future growth from areas with typically long commutes to transit station-adjacent 
areas with development potential and to employment centers with existing capacity to an 
extent even greater that Alternative B. Any revisions contemplated within Alternative C 
will be identified and discussed with GCCOG and OCCOG as stated in the Memoranda of 
Understanding, and Framework and Guidelines for Subregional SCSs. 

Additional transportation investments for this alternative over and beyond Alternative B 
would include:

 � Additional investments in Active Transportation (Non-motorized transportation), 
TDMs and TSMs 

 � Further expanded Metrolink services

 � Additional transit services on the most utilized transit corridors

 � Consider additional express bus services in key corridors featuring headways less 
than 15 minutes

 � Phased implementation of the 5 percent of major arterials to have dedicated bus 
lanes

 � Full implementation of point-to-point bus network

 � Additional targeted expansion of fixed guideway system to close gaps
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ALTERNATIVE C: HOW IT DIFFERS FROM BASELINE

 � Land Use – Local input and additional changes agreed to by locals as opposed to 
technical trends. In addition, further changes from the trend and will reflect addi-
tional shifts of population, households, and jobs across jurisdictions to achieve a 
better jobs/housing balance and additional growth in fixed guideway transit oriented 
development (TOD) districts.

 � Investments – All committed county projects, plus increased preservation funding 
(although less than Alternative B), implementation of HOT lane network, E-W freight 
corridor, HSR Phase I, LOSSAN corridor rail improvement, expanded regional bicycle 
network, TDM investments, and increased transit funding, are included as opposed 
to only projects fully programmed in the 2011 FTIP

 � Incremental Revenues – HOT lane revenues, Cordon Pricing, and user fee revenues

ALTERNATIVE D

This alternative is identical to Alternative A except that it takes into consideration the 
possible (if not likely) increase in fuel prices. Since 2002, fuel prices in American cit-
ies have increased by more than 150 percent reflecting an average annual increase of 
almost 10 percent.3 During that same time period, inflation, as captured by the Consumer 
Price Index (CPI) grew by only 30 percent reflecting an average increase of 2.6 percent 
annually.4

Therefore this alternative reflects similar increases going forward. However, using the 
same trend would lead to almost unbelievable costs. For instance, net of inflation, this 
previous trend starting in 2002 would translate into a cost of $40 per gallon (in 2011 
dollars) by 2035. Instead of assuming such an ominous scenario that would undoubtedly 
alter transportation drastically (a 20 gallon tank would cost $800 in today’s dollars), staff 
recommends using an $8 per gallon cost for fuel in 2011 dollars. This would approxi-
mately correspond to fuel costs growing at twice the aforementioned rate of inflation of 
2.6 percent.

This alternative is likely to reduce overall travel to some extent due to cost increases. 
In addition, there should be an increase in transit use, a reduction in congestion, and 

3 US Energy Information Agency at: http://www.eia.gov/totalenergy/data/monthly/pdf/sec9_6.pdf 
4 Bureau of Labor Statistics at: ftp://ftp.bls.gov/pub/special.request/cpi/cpiai.txt

a reduction in pollution and GHG emissions. SCAG utilized the regional travel demand 
model to quantify these impacts. Though SCAG does not anticipate assuming these price 
increases in the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS, it does believe that the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS 
should discuss the ramifications of such developments and potential strategic changes to 
be considered if this scenario becomes reality.

ALTERNATIVE D: HOW IT DIFFERS FROM BASELINE

 � Land Use – Local input as opposed to technical trend

 � Investments – All committed county projects are included as opposed to only proj-
ects fully programmed in the 2011 FTIP

 � Incremental Revenues – Gas tax increase to address funding gap between base 
revenues and committed costs

 � Energy Costs – Increase in fuel costs to $8 per gallon in 2011 dollars
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F. Methodology for Calculating SB 375 CO2 
Emissions per Capita for 2012 RTP/SCS
The methodology for calculating the SB 375 CO2 emissions per capita includes the fol-
lowing five steps.

STEP 1. PERFORM REGIONAL TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL RUNS FOR 
2005, 2020, AND 2035

SCAG’s Regional Travel Demand Model represents the current state-of-the-practice 
regional transportation modeling tool. The Regional Travel Demand Model produces 
detailed link-level attributes including VMT by vehicle class, speed, and time period.

STEP 2. CREATE 2005, 2020, AND 2035 INPUT FILES TO ARB’S 
EMFAC2007 MODEL

EMFAC2007 is the official emissions model developed by ARB. The detailed link-level 
2005, 2020, and 2035 VMT data from SCAG’s Regional Travel Demand Model is con-
verted into EMFAC2007 input files. The EMFAC2007 input file contains sub-air basin level 
VMT by speed and time period. 

STEP 3. RUN EMFAC2007 FOR 2005, 2020, AND 2035

EMFAC2007 emissions model runs were performed for 2005, 2020, and 2035 with the 
input files from Step 2. The EMFAC2007 model runs produce sub-air basin level CO2 
emissions by vehicle classification.

STEP 4. CALCULATE 2005, 2020, AND 2035 CO2 EMISSIONS PER 
CAPITA FROM REGIONAL TRAVEL DEMAND MODEL

The sub-air basin level CO2 emissions for light- and medium-duty vehicles were aggre-
gated to the regional total CO2 emissions for 2005, 2020, and 2035. The regional total 
CO2 emissions are divided by the corresponding resident population to derive the 2005, 
2020, and 2035 CO2 emissions per capita.

STEP 5. CALCULATE ADDITIONAL 2035 CO2 EMISSIONS REDUCTION 
PER CAPITA FROM NHTS (4-D) MODEL

CO2 emission reductions per capita for 2035 in addition to that derived from Regional 
Travel Demand Model are based on the 2035 modeling results of SCAG’s NHTS Model. 
The NHTS Model provides additional VMT reductions not accounted for in the Regional 
Travel Demand Model. CO2 emission reductions associated with these VMT reductions 
are then calculated based on the ratio of VMT per capita reduction to CO2 emissions 
reduction per capita derived from Steps 1 - 4.

STEP 6. CALCULATE FINAL 2035 CO2 EMISSIONS REDUCTION PER 
CAPITA

The final 2035 CO2 emission reductions per capita is a sum of the 2035 CO2 emission 
reductions per capita from Step 4 and Step 5.
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G. CEQA Exemption Criteria
SB 375 amends CEQA 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. Lead agencies (including local jurisdictions) maintain the discretion and 
will be solely responsible for determining consistency of any future project with the SCS. 
Cities and counties maintain their existing authority over local planning and land use deci-
sions, including discretion in certifying the environmental review for a project, regardless 
of eligibility for streamlining. SCAG staff may provide a lead agency at the time of its 
request readily available data and documentation to help support its finding upon request. 
In addition to a project’s consistency with the SCS, below are additional criteria for CEQA 
streamlining eligibility. 

Types of CEQA Streamlining 

CEQA EXEMPTION 

A full CEQA exemption is provided for a special class of Transit Priority Project (TPP) 
determined to be a Sustainable Communities Project (SCP) (§21155.1 (a)). As a threshold 
matter, to qualify as a TPP, a project must be consistent with the general use designation, 
density, building intensity, and applicable policies in an approved SCS or APS. The TPP 
must also:

 � Be at least 50 percent residential use based on area;

 � Be at least 20 units/acre; and

 � Be within ½ mile of a major transit stop or high-quality transit corridor included 
in the RTP/SCS (a high-quality transit corridor is defined as one with 15-minute 
frequencies during peak commute hours)

Consequently, a Sustainable Communities Project (SCP) is a TPP that is consistent with 
the SCS or APS and meets additional criteria including numerous land use and environ-
mental standards, such as being 15 percent more efficient than Title 24 standards and 
using 25 percent less water than the regional average household. In addition, the site 
cannot be more than eight acres or contain more than 200 units. The proposed project 
must be located within ½ mile of rail transit station or ferry terminal included in RTP/SCS 
or ¼ mile from a high quality transit corridor. Lastly, the project must meet additional 

requirements for the provision of affordable housing and open space. After a public hear-
ing where a legislative body finds that a TPP meets all the requirements, a project can be 
declared to be an SCP and be exempted from CEQA.

SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
(SCEA)/LIMITED EIR

CEQA relief is provided for TPPs that incorporate all feasible mitigation measures, perfor-
mance standards, or criteria set forth in the prior applicable environmental impact reports 
and adopted in findings as described in (§21155.2 (a), (b), and (c)). This type of streamlin-
ing applies to initial studies that meet the following criteria:

 � Avoids or mitigates impacts to a level of less than significant;

 � Incorporates all feasible mitigation measures, performance standards, or criteria set 
forth in applicable EIRs; and

 � Identifies all significant/potentially significant impacts and identify adequately 
addressed cumulative effects in prior applicable certified EIRs

An SCEA is not required to reference, describe, or discuss growth-inducing impacts; 
project-specific impacts; and cumulative impacts from cars and light duty truck trips 
generated by the project. If a lead agency determines that a cumulative effect has been 
adequately addressed and mitigated, that cumulative effect shall not be treated as 
cumulatively considerable, and the SCEA will be reviewed under the substantial evidence 
standard. The lead agency is required to circulate the document for a 30-day comment 
period, consider all comments received, conduct a public hearing, and make findings that 
the project has fully mitigated impacts.

If a TPP requires an EIR, certain CEQA relief also applies for projects that incorporate all 
feasible mitigation measures, identify all significant and potentially significant impacts, 
and identify adequately addressed cumulative effects in prior applicable certified EIRs. 
The streamlined EIR is not required to analyze off-site alternatives to the TPP or discuss 
a reduced residential density alternative to address the effects of car and light duty truck 
trips generated by the project. Furthermore, the EIR is not required to include an analysis 
of growth inducing impacts or any project specific or cumulative impacts from cars and 
light duty truck trips generated by the project on global warming or the regional trans-
portation network. The initial study must identify any cumulative effects that have been 
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adequately addressed and mitigated in prior applicable certified EIRs and these cumula-
tive effects are not to be treated as cumulatively considerable in the EIR. As with the 
SCEA, the Streamlined EIR will be reviewed under the substantial evidence standard. The 
certification process is consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15090. 

LIMITED ANALYSIS FOR RESIDENTIAL/MIXED-USE PROJECTS

SB 375 also provides for general CEQA streamlining for residential and mixed-use resi-
dential projects as well as TPPs pursuant to Section 21159.28 of the Public Resources 
Code. Projects that meet the following requirements can be eligible for streamlined 
CEQA review:

 � A residential or mixed-use residential project (or a TPP) consistent with the designa-
tion, density, building intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area 
in an accepted SCS or APS (a residential or mixed-use residential project where at 
least 75 percent of the total building square footage consists of residential use or a 
project that is a transit priority project)

 � A residential or mixed-use project that incorporates the mitigation measures 
required by an applicable prior environmental document

 � If a project meets these requirements, any exemptions, negative declarations, miti-
gated negative declarations, SCEA, EIR or addenda prepared for the projects shall 
not be required to reference, describe, or discuss:

 � Growth inducing impact;

 � Any project specific or cumulative impacts from cars and light duty truck trips gen-
erated by the project on global warming or the regional transportation network; and 

 � A reduced density alternative (EIRs only)

TRAFFIC MITIGATION MEASURES

Pursuant to Section 21155.3, a legislative body or a local jurisdiction may adopt traf-
fic mitigation measures that would only apply to TPPs which may include requirements 
for the installation of traffic control improvements, street or road improvements, and 
contributions to road improvement or transit funds, transit passes for future residents, or 
other measures that will avoid or mitigate traffic impacts of TPPs. A TPP does not need to 
comply with any additional mitigation measures for the traffic impacts of that project on 

streets, highways, intersections, or mass transit if the local jurisdiction has adopted these 
traffic mitigation measures. The traffic mitigation measures must be updated at least 
every five years.
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H. SCAG Regional Housing Needs Allocation 
(RHNA) from HCD
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ATTACHMENT 1 

HCD REGIONAL HOUSING NEED DETERMINATION:  SCAG 

Projection Period: January 1, 2014 through October 1, 2021 
 Income Category Percentage Range of Housing Unit Need (Rounded)
     (1)  (2) 
  Very-Low 24.4%  99,810  -  106,880  
         

  Low 15.8%  64,630  -  69,210  
         

  Moderate 17.5%  71,590  -  76,650  
         

    Above-Moderate 42.3%   173,030  -  185,290  
         

  Total 100.0%  409,060  - 438,030  
         

1 The 409,060 low end of the range (see Attachment 2) reflects SCAG’s projected minimum housing need 
(rounded), using 2005-2007 household formation rates from the American Community Survey (ACS) 
controlled for 2010 census household population. This column represents the rounded minimum 
housing need that SCAG’s RHNA Plan must address in total and the minimum percentage and amount 
for very-low, low, and moderate income categories. 

2 The 438,030 high end of the range (see Attachment 3) reflects HCD’s determined higher housing need 
(rounded), using the 2005-2007 ACS household formation rates controlled for 2010 Census household 
population and applied to SCAG’s population projections.  In planning for RHNA above the low range, 
income category percentages for very-low, low, and moderate income households remain the same. 

3 The income category percentages reflect the minimum percentage to apply against the total RHNA 
chosen by SCAG (at or above the minimum range) in determining housing need for very-low, low, and 
moderate income households.

4 For this RHNA cycle only (due to unique conditions not expected to recur to impact future RHNA cycles), 
two downward adjustments were made: (1) projected households were adjusted (-2,810) for household 
growth on tribal land as tribal housing data had not been requested by Department of Finance in its 
annual survey to local jurisdictions regarding housing unit change, and (2) housing need was adjusted
by -75,390 units at the low range (Attachment 2) and by -25,130 units at the high range (Attachment 3) 
to account for different absorption estimates for unprecedented high vacancies in existing stock due to 
extraordinary conditions including high foreclosures and recession uncertainties. 

   

Notes:       
Housing Need Determination       
Refer to Attachments 2 and 3 for a description and explanation of methodology.   
The Department and SCAG staff acknowledge important differences between the “projection” methodology 
specified in statute to determine housing need and the methodology SCAG uses in developing its Integrated 
Forecast for purposes of its Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Community Strategy.  The 
statutory planning objective of the RHNA is to accommodate housing “capacity” for projected household 
growth.

      

Income Categories       
Each category is defined by Health and Safety Code (Section 50093, et seq.).  Percentages are derived 
from Census-reported household income brackets, from the 2005-2009 American Community Survey’s 
number of households by income over 12 months, by County.  Housing unit need under each income 
category is derived from multiplying the portion of households per income category against the total RHNA 
determination. 
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 ATTACHMENT 2 

HCD REGIONAL HOUSING NEED DETERMINATION (LOW RANGE):  SCAG 

1 Population: October 1, 2021 (SCAG Projection) 19,730,980
2 less: Group Quarters Population (SCAG's estimate) -347,750
3 Household (HH) Population 19,383,230

Household Formation Groups HH Population Households

Age Groups (DOF) 19,383,230 6,516,345
Under 15 4,103,915 - -

15 - 24 years 2,625,930 8.31% 218,223
25 - 34 years 2,825,093 38.62% 1,091,002
35 - 44 years 2,494,520 49.16% 1,226,416
45 - 54 years 2,380,969 52.39% 1,247,429
55 - 64 years 2,236,911 53.97% 1,207,223
65 and older 2,715,892 56.19% 1,526,052

4 Projected Households 6,516,345    
5 less: Households at Beginning of Projection Period (January 1, 2014, interpolated) -6,044,940
6 less: Household Growth on Tribal Lands -2,810
7 468,595       
8 Vacancy Allowance Owner Renter Total

             Tenure Percentage 54.39% 45.61%
             HH Growth (New Unit Need) 254,869             213,726            468,595       
             Vacancy Rate (SCAG) 1.50% 4.50%
             Vacancy Allowance 3,825                 9,620                

9 Replacement Allowance (minimum) 482,040       2,410           
10 less:  Adjustment for Absorption of Existing Excess Vacant Units

Estimate 10% Absorbed, 90% Not Absorbed by 2014
Effective       

Vacant Units
Healthy       

Market Units Differential
Derived (2010 Census, HH Growth, & Vacancy Rate) (252,023)           175,240            -76,783
Total 2011 Housing Stock
Existing Vacant Unit (Others) Adjustment 1.39% 1.28%
Total Adjusted Existing Vacant Units (Others) (88,247)             81,264              -6,984
Estimated Units (Others) Not Absorbed by 2014 -83,766 -75,390

409,060

HCD Determined Population, Households, & New Housing Need: January 1, 2014-October 1, 2021 (7.75 years)

HH Formation 
or Headship 
Rate (ACS)

0.50%

Household Growth: 7.75 Year Projection Period (New Housing Unit Need)

6,348,741

90%
FINAL REGIONAL HOUSING NEED DETERMINATION (Low Range of New Housing Unit Need)

13,445         13,445         

Explanation and Data Sources     

1. Population: Population reflects SCAG's October 2021 projection.  Pursuant to Government Code 
65584.01(b), SCAG’s 2021 population projection was compared to the 2021 population derived from 
Department of Finance (DOF) 2011 Interim Projections P3 for 2020 and DOF’s E5 estimate for 2011. 
Based on SCAG’s population projection being within 3% of the DOF Population Interim projections and 
consultation with SCAG, SCAG’s population projection was used in determining housing need for the 
region. As such, this number reflects SCAG's October 2021 population projection.

2. Group Quarter Population:  Figure is SCAG's estimate of persons residing in group home / institution / 
military / dormitory quarters that is 1.76% of total population (DOF estimate for 2010 was 1.78%) in which 
proportion is maintained constant throughout the projection period.  As this population doesn't constitute a 
"household" population generating demand for a housing unit, the group quarter population is excluded 
from the calculation of the household population, and is not included in the housing need. 

3. Household (HH) Population:  The population projected to reside in housing units after subtracting the 
group quarter population from total projected population. 

ATTACHMENT 2
HCD REGIONAL HOUSING NEED DETERMINATION (LOW RANGE):  SCAG (continued)

4. Projected Households (HHs):  Calculated by applying (to the 2021 HH population) SCAG’s HH formation 
rates from DOF rates per 2005-2007 American Community Survey (ACS) controlled for the 2010 Census 
household population. HH formation rates were evaluated for reasonableness in conjunction with ACS HH 
formation rates for the region provided by DOF and with the vacancy assumptions as described below. 

5. Households at Beginning of Projection Period:  For the first time since inception of RHNA, the baseline 
number of households at the beginning of the projection period (January 2014) must be projected, as a 
direct effect of amendment to Section 65588(e)(6), specifying the new projection period to start on either 
June 30 or December 31 whichever date most closely precedes the end of the current housing element 
period (June 30, 2014 for SCAG).  As such, the January 1, 2014 household number was calculated as an 
interpolation between the DOF E5 Estimate for 2011 and the projected 2021 number of households.

6. Household Growth on Tribal Land:  For this RHNA cycle only, an adjustment (-2,810) was made for 
household growth on tribal land as tribal housing data had not been requested by Department of Finance 
in its annual survey to local jurisdictions regarding housing unit change.  Calculated based on 2000 and 
2010 Census and SCAG’s Draft 2012 RTP Growth forecast.

7. Household (HH) Growth:  This figure reflects projected HH growth and need for new units. 

8. Vacancy Allowance:  An allowance (unit increase) is made to facilitate availability and mobility among 
owner and renter units.  Owner/Renter % is based on Census 2010 data.  A smaller rate is applied to owner 
units due to less mobility than for renter households.  Information from a variety of authoritative sources 
supports an acceptable range of 1 to 4% for owner units and 4 to 8% for renter units depending on market 
conditions.

9. Replacement Allowance:  Rate (0.5%) reflects housing losses that localities annually reported to DOF 
each January for years 2000-2010, or 0.5%, whichever is higher. 

10. Adjustment for Absorption of Existing Excess Vacant Units:  For this RHNA cycle only (due to 
extraordinary uncertainty regarding conditions impacting the economy and housing market not expected to 
similarly impact future RHNA cycles), a new 1-time adjustment was made to account for unprecedented 
high vacancies in existing stock, due to unusual conditions including high foreclosures and recession 
uncertainties. A slow absorption rate of 10% of existing excess vacant units is assumed to occur in 
shrinking current excess vacant units before the start of 2014 RHNA projection period resulting in applying 
a 90% adjustment to account for units not absorbed that decreases new housing need by -75,390 units.
Existing housing stock consists of two components: (1) housing units for sale and rent in existing housing 
stock that are above the housing units required to maintain the healthy market condition, calculated as the 
number
of units in housing stock (for sale+for rent+sold, not occupied+rented, not occupied + occupied units),
(2) housing units in the "vacant units others" category of existing housing stock above the simple average
of 1.28% calculated based on Census data from 1980 to 2010.  To evaluate the reasonableness of vacancy 
adjustments proposed by SCAG to account for the unprecedented economic downturn, the Department 
used 2010 Census Demographic profile data (DP-1) and desirable "normal" vacancy rates by tenure, in 
conjunction with the region's household growth and proposed household formation rates.  The proposed 
vacancy adjustment is limited to not exceed the differential between the 2010 Census vacant units and the 
healthy market vacant units rate associated with the region's annual household growth.  As the adjustment 
was below the differential, the vacancy adjustment was applied in calculating the low RHNA range. 

RHNA Projection Period January 1, 2014 to October 1, 2021:  Per SB 375, the start of the projection period 
(in effect January 1, 2014) was determined pursuant to GC 65588(e)(6), which requires the new projection 
period to start on June 30 or December 31 whichever date most closely precedes the end of the current housing 
element period, which for SCAG region is June 30, 2014. The end of the projection period was determined 
pursuant to GC 65588(e)(5 to be the end of the housing element planning period. Note: For projection purposes 
the end of the projection period is rounded to the nearest start/end of the month. 

Housing Element Planning Period October 1, 2013 to October 1, 2021:  Per SB 375, the start of the planning
period was determined pursuant to GC 65588(e)(5),18 months from the estimated adoption date of the SCAG’s 
Regional Transportation Plan per SCAG’s notice to the Department (April 5, 2012) with the date rounded to the 
nearest start/end of month for projection purposes.  The end of the planning period was calculated pursuant to GC 
65588(e)(3)(A), 18 months after the adoption of the second RTP, provided that it is not later than eight years from 
the adoption of the previous housing element.  If the actual RTP adoption date differs from the estimated date, the 
RHNA determination and the projection period will not change, however the housing element due date, and 
implicitly, the planning period would change. 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

HCD REGIONAL HOUSING NEED DETERMINATION (HIGH RANGE):  SCAG 

1 Population: October 1, 2021 (SCAG Projection) 19,730,980
2 less: Group Quarters Population (SCAG's estimate) -347,750
3 Household (HH) Population 19,383,230

Household Formation Groups HH Population Households
Age Groups (DOF) 19,383,230 6,487,790

                                     Under 15 4,103,915 - -
15 - 24 years 2,625,930 7.42% 194,964
25 - 34 years 2,825,093 37.48% 1,058,923
35 - 44 years 2,494,520 49.52% 1,235,224
45 - 54 years 2,380,969 52.74% 1,255,834
55 - 64 years 2,236,911 54.03% 1,208,550
65 and older 2,715,892 56.49% 1,534,295

4 Projected Households 6,487,790    
5 less: Households at Beginning of Projection Period (January 1, 2014, interpolated) -6,036,970
6 less: Household Growth on Tribal Lands -2,810
7 448,010       
8 Vacancy Allowance Owner Renter Total

             Tenure Percentage 54.39% 45.61%
             HH Growth (New Unit Need) 243,673              204,337           448,010       
             Vacancy Rate (SCAG) 1.50% 4.50%
             Vacancy Allowance 3,655                  9,195               

9 Replacement Allowance (minimum) 460,860       2,300           
10 less:  Adjustment for Absorption of Existing Excess Vacant Units

Estimate 70% Absorbed, 30% Not Absorbed by 2014
Effective      

Vacant Units
Healthy    

Market Units Differential
Derived (2010 Census, HH Growth, & Vacancy Rate) (252,023)            175,240           -76,783
Total 2011 Housing Stock
Existing Vacant Unit (Others) Adjustment 1.39% 1.28%
Total Adjusted Existing Vacant Units (Others) (88,247)              81,264             -6,984
Estimated Units (Others) Not Absorbed by 2014 -83,766 -25,130

438,030

0.50%

HH Formation 
or Headship 
Rate (ACS)

FINAL REGIONAL HOUSING NEED DETERMINATION (High Range of New Housing Unit Need)

HCD Determined Population, Households, & New Housing Need: January 1, 2014-October 1, 2021 (7.75 years)

Household Growth: 7.75 Year Projection Period (New Housing Unit Need)

12,850         12,850         

6,348,741

30%

Explanation and Data Sources     
     

1. Population:  Pursuant to Government Code Section 65584.01(b), SCAG’s 2021 population projection was 
compared to the 2021 population derived from Department of Finance (DOF) 2011 Interim Projections P3 for 
2020 and DOF’s E5 estimate for 2011.  Based on SCAG’s population projection being within 3% of the DOF 
Population Interim projections and consultation with SCAG, SCAG’s population projection was used in 
determining housing need for the region. As such, this number reflects SCAG's October 2021 population 
projection.

      
2. Group Quarter Population:  Figure is SCAG's estimate of persons residing in group home / institution / 

military / dormitory quarters that is 1.76% of total population (DOF estimate for 2010 was 1.71%) in which 
proportion is maintained constant throughout the projection period.  As this population doesn't constitute a 
"household" population generating demand for a housing unit, the group quarter population is excluded from 
the calculation of the household population and is not included in housing need. 

      
3. Household (HH) Population:  The portion of population projected to reside in housing units after subtracting 

the group quarter population from total projected population. 

ATTACHMENT 3

HCD REGIONAL HOUSING NEED DETERMINATION (HIGH RANGE):  SCAG (continued)

4. Projected 2021 Households (HHs):  Projected HHs are derived by applying (to 2021 HH population) the 
regional 2005-2009 American Community Survey (ACS) household formation rates as provided by DOF 
controlled for the 2010 household population. HH formation or headship rates reflect the propensity of 
different population groups (age, racial and ethnic) to form households.

    

5. Households at Beginning of Projection Period:  For the first time since inception of RHNA, the baseline 
number of households at the beginning of the projection period (January 2014) must be projected, as a direct 
effect of amendment to Section 65588(e)(6) specifying the new projection period to start on either June 30 or 
December 31 whichever date most closely precedes the end of the current housing element period (June 30, 
2014 for SCAG).  As such, the January 1, 2014 household number was calculated as an interpolation 
between the DOF E5 Estimate for 2011 and the projected 2021 number of households.

    

6. Household Growth on Tribal Land:  For this RHNA cycle only, an adjustment (-2,810) was made for 
household growth on tribal land as tribal housing data had not been requested by Department of Finance in 
its annual survey to local jurisdictions regarding housing unit change.  Calculated based on 2000 and 2010 
Census and SCAG’s Draft 2012 RTP Growth Forecast. 

7. Household (HH) Growth:  This figure reflects projected HH growth and need for new units. 

8. Vacancy Allowance:  An allowance (unit increase) is made to facilitate availability and mobility among 
owner and renter units.  Owner/Renter % is based on Census 2010 data.  A smaller rate is applied to owner 
units due to less frequent mobility than for renter households.  Information from a variety of authoritative 
sources supports an acceptable range of 1 to 4% for owner units and 4 to 8% for renter units depending on 
market conditions.

9. Replacement Allowance:  Rate (0.5%) reflects the housing losses that localities annually reported to DOF 
each January for years 2000-2010, or 0.5%, whichever is higher. 

10. Adjustment for Absorption of Existing Excess Vacant Units:  For this RHNA cycle only (due to 
extraordinary uncertainty regarding conditions impacting the economy and housing market not expected to 
similarly impact future RHNA cycles), a new 1-time adjustment was made to account for unprecedented high 
vacancies in existing stock due to unusual conditions including high foreclosures and recession uncertainties.
A fast absorption rate of 70% of existing excess vacant units is assumed to occur in shrinking current excess 
vacant units before start of 2014 RHNA projection period resulting in applying a 30% adjustment to account 
for units not absorbed that decreases new housing need by -25,130 units.  Existing housing stock consists of 
two components: (1) housing units for sale and rent in existing housing stock that are above the housing 
units required to maintain the healthy market condition, calculated as the number of units in housing stock 
(for sale+for rent+sold, not occupied+rented, not occupied + occupied units), (2) housing units in the "vacant 
units others" category of existing housing stock above the simple average of 1.28% calculated based on 
Census data from 1980 to 2010.  To evaluate the reasonableness of vacancy adjustments proposed by 
SCAG to account for the unprecedented economic downturn, the Department used 2010 Census 
Demographic profile data (DP-1) and desirable "normal" vacancy rates by tenure, in conjunction with the 
region's household growth and proposed household formation rates.  The proposed vacancy adjustment is 
limited to not exceed the differential between the 2010 Census vacant units and the healthy market vacant 
units rate associated with the region's annual household growth.  As the adjustment was below the 
differential, the adjustment was applied in calculating the high RHNA range. 

RHNA Projection Period January 1, 2014 to October 1, 2021:  Per SB 375, the start of the projection period (in 
effect January 1, 2014) was determined pursuant to GC 65588(e)(6), which requires the new projection period to 
start on June 30 or December 31 that most closely precedes the end of the current housing element period, which 
for SCAG region is June 30, 2014. The end of the projection period was determined pursuant to GC 65588(e)(5 to 
be the end of the housing element planning period. Note: For projection purposes the end of the projection period 
is rounded to the nearest start/end of the month.

Housing Element Planning Period October 1, 2013 to October 1, 2021:  Per SB 375, the start of the planning
period was determined pursuant to GC 65588(e)(5),18 months from the estimated adoption date of the SCAG’s 
Regional Transportation Plan per SCAG’s notice to the Department (April 5, 2012) with the date rounded to the 
nearest start/end of month for projection purposes.  The end of the planning period was calculated pursuant to GC 
65588(e)(3)(A), 18 months after the adoption of the second RTP, provided that it is not later than eight years from 
the adoption of the previous housing element. If the actual RTP adoption date differs from the estimated date, the 
RHNA determination and the projection period will not change, however the housing element due date, and 
implicitly, the planning period would change. 
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I. SCAG RHNA Allocation to Jurisdictions and 
Related Reports 
Final RHNA Allocation to Jurisdictions is anticipated for release in October 2012. 

J. Compass Blueprint Program 
The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the largest regional 
planning agency in the country; encompassing over 38,000 square miles, and serving a 
population of 19 million people. SCAG Compass Blueprint policies reflect deep engage-
ment between SCAG, as the regional MPO and regional planning agency, and its member 
jurisdictions and agencies. The Compass Blueprint Growth Vision for the region is based 
on four guiding principles: mobility, livability, prosperity, and sustainability. 

Compass Blueprint Demonstration Projects
SCAG offers direct funding of innovative planning initiatives for member agencies through 
the Compass Blueprint Demonstration Projects. SCAG manages all of the funding and 
administrative duties, enabling the municipalities to craft forward-thinking planning 
efforts. 

Since 2005, the program has grown rapidly from nine projects in the first year to 49 proj-
ects funded for the 2011-2012 fiscal year. Projects have been approved or are currently 
underway in over 50 percent of the cities in the SCAG region. In addition to local munici-
palities, SCAG has worked in collaboration with county planning departments, County 
Transportation Commissions, as well as sub-regional Councils of Governments. 

TOD & Station Area Planning
One of the earliest Compass Blueprint Demonstration Projects comprised of a collection 
of discrete projects to assist the Western Riverside Council of Governments, a regional 
partner, in studying the planned Metrolink Perris extension transportation corridors. 
SCAG provided WRCOG with station area planning around existing and planned Metrolink 
stations, and a Bus Transit Station in the City of Temecula. SCAG has continued to work 
with regional Councils of Governments, and other coalitions of cities to provide regional 
context, and corridor level planning assistance.
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Since then, SCAG has continued to assist cities, transportation agencies, and coalitions 
of agencies in planning for higher density, mixed-use, and transit supportive land uses 
within station areas. An important evolution in planning for transit-supportive activ-
ity has been to expand the definition of Transit Oriented Development (TOD). Originally, 
TOD referred to building higher density housing adjacent to stations. However, due to 
the diversity of characteristics of stations in the region, from populated urban centers 
to suburban sending stations, regional planners are now focusing on holistic visions for 
the entire ½ mile radius in and around the station. In addition planners are focusing on 
employment and light industrial around stations, as employment preservation and office 
TOD become more important in the region.

WRCOG METROLINK PERRIS LINE EXTENSION VISION PLANNING

Corona Metrolink Station

This study was conducted on the Corona Metrolink Station in order to guide the transition 
of the area from a stand-alone train station to a vibrant transit village.

Hemet Metrolink Station Area Plan

This Demonstration Project enabled City of Hemet to envision a plan for a new transit vil-
lage that would connect new development to the regional transit system.

March AFB/Moreno Valley Metrolink Station Concepts

The City of Moreno Valley and the March Air Force Base redevelopment authority teamed 
up with the Western Riverside Council of Governments and Compass Blueprint to plan for 
integrated development around their new Metrolink station.

Riverside Metrolink Station Area Plan

The City of Riverside, the Western Riverside Council of Governments and Compass 
Blueprint teamed up to plan a development vision around the existing Downtown Riverside 
Metrolink Station area.

Perris Metrolink Station Area Plan

The Perris Station Demonstration Project analyzed the existing conditions and the devel-
opment potential of the project site.
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Temecula Transit Station

The City of Temecula, the Western Riverside Council of Governments and Compass 
Blueprint teamed up to look at development options and opportunities around a proposed 
Bus transit station.

TRANSIT ORIENTED DESIGN & STATION AREA PLANNING

South Pasadena Mission Street Gold Line Station

The Gold Line light rail came to South Pasadena in 2003. This station represents a major 
public investment, and rail station areas are of strategic importance to the region. This 
feasibility study serves as a model for local communities to calculate return on invest-
ment and transit-conducive design in conjunction. 

Montclair North Montclair Parking Analysis

The City of Montclair worked with Compass Blueprint to analyze key development and 
logistical issues for the North Montclair Specific Plan, including, shared and reduced 
parking requirements.

San Bernardino E Street Station Plan

A New Public Transit station being built in downtown San Bernardino opens up the oppor-
tunity to create new, retail and mixed-use development.

SANBAG Transportation Land Use Integration

The San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG) worked with six cities to identify 
sites near potential transit station locations for transit-oriented development (TOD). This 
study represented an innovative approach to TOD by preparing TOD proformas to better 
plan for the type of density that could be expected in a traditionally dispersed area.

Los Angeles Expo Light Rail Station Areas

In 2007 The City of Los Angeles Planning Department and Compass Blueprint prepared a 
vision report for the proposed station areas in order to visualize TOD, terms of scale and 
mass of new transit supportive development.
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NORTH ORANGE COUNTY CITIES COALITION PROJECTS

This next set of projects, completed in 2008, represented an important innovation in 
Compass Blueprint Demonstration projects. Like the earlier WRCOG Metrolink stations, 
these were all part of one demonstration. These four cities established an informal coali-
tion in order to pursue OCTA Go Local, transportation funding. They leveraged this rela-
tionship and secured funding for four separate, different approaches to what TOD means 
at the local level. Examining Industrial, arterial corridor and station placement.

Brea Bus Rapid Transit Concepts

This project received grant funding to explore opportunities for transit-oriented develop-
ment surrounding proposed Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) stations near the Brea Mall. 

Fullerton Southeast Industrial Area

This project explored opportunities for transit-oriented development around an emerging 
high-capacity transit system in the Southeast Industrial Area (SIA) in the City of Fullerton.

Placentia Metrolink Concepts

Compass Blueprint provided the City of Placentia with urban design concepts and strate-
gies for a proposed Metrolink station in the Placita Santa Fe district.

La Habra Boulevard Corridor

This Demonstration Project provided design concepts and policy recommendations 
to improve the economic performance, functionality, and identity of the La Habra 
Boulevard corridor.

TOD DISTRICTS & STATION AREA PLANNING

Azusa Citrus Station TOD Concepts

The intent of this demonstration project was to examine the potential market demand for 
commercial development around the Citrus Station and identify the most appropriate mix 
of uses.

Culver City Washington/National Catalytic Projects

The project assisted Culver City to analyze a study area that includes specific cata-
lytic project sites and commercial corridors adjacent to the future Exposition Light Rail 
Transit Line.
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Los Angeles La Cienega / Jefferson Station Area TOD

In 2007, Compass Blueprint partnered with the City of Los Angeles to develop the first 
ever comprehensive Transit-Oriented District (TOD) plan for the City.

Laguna Niguel Gateway Specific Plan

Compass Blueprint assisted the City of Laguna Niguel with an update to the Specific Plan 
for the area around Laguna Niguel’s Metrolink station.

Long Beach Boulevard Corridor Study

Long Beach has a long-term goal of developing more mixed-use and transit oriented 
neighborhoods in growing areas of the City.

Fontana Downtown Overlay District

This project conducted an opportunities analysis for TOD redevelopment in the Downtown 
Overlay District to capitalize on Downtown Fontana’s Metrolink commuter rail station.

Los Angeles Tarzana Crossing

This Demonstration Project provided site analysis, open space and connectivity design 
opportunities, development prototypes, and parking and market analysis to create a 
transit oriented development district.

Santa Clarita North Newhall Specific Plan

This project will assist in developing a Specific Plan focused on transit-oriented and 
mixed-use development, walkable and bike-friendly land use, and economic and redevel-
opment opportunities.

Los Angeles Sustainable Transit Communities

This report describes and rates the key principles for creating successful Sustainable 
Transit Communities (STCs) in the City of Los Angeles.
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SR-60 Coalition of Cities Gold Line Corridor Study

The SR-60 Coalition, made up of the cities of Monterey Park, Montebello, Rosemead, El 
Monte, South El Monte, and the City of Industry, initiated a study of potential freeway 
adjacent TOD Districts.

General Land Use & Suburban Retrofits
The following projects include early-stage vision plans, as well as land use plans in 
process of adoption, that reflect a desire on the part of these communities to facilitate 
density, encourage infill, and link to nearby transit networks. The following projects are 
grouped into four broad categories: Vision Studies & Scenario Planning, Land Use Studies 
& Plans, Visualizations & Graphical Tools, and Economic Development & Feasibility 
Studies. In this section, Vision Studies & Scenario Planning refer to public outreach 
efforts, and design charrettes intended to foster a publicly supported vision for local 
and sub-regional communities. They often arrive at policy recommendations to be taken 
forward for further study and official adoption. Land Use Studies & Plans refer to official 
planning documents such as Specific Plans, overlay districts, and other planning and 
zoning tools. These plans are generally adopted by local elected officials, and may require 
environmental compliance provided by the local agency.

This section also contains innovative uses of photo-simulations and graphical visualiza-
tion tools. Compass Blueprint projects usually produce visualizations. The selected proj-
ects in this section highlight uniquely innovative approaches to using visualizations. These 
tools can be used to provide laypersons with a more understandable picture of what these 
plans may produce. However, these visualizations are more than pretty pictures, they 
serve to test concepts, and give local leaders a sense of design needs. Finally this section 
contains economic development and economic feasibility studies aimed at further testing 
and refining communities’ abilities to realize their visions. 

VISION STUDIES AND SCENARIO PLANNING

Inland Empire ULI Visioning Workshop

In 2006, the Western Riverside Council of Governments, the Urban Land Institute and 
Compass Blueprint held a visioning workshop and Inland Empire residents came together 
to share a vision of future growth.

Compton General Plan Update and Small-Area Visioning

The Compass Blueprint Program facilitated a visioning process for the City of Compton 
that engaged residents, community leaders and other stakeholders to outline priorities for 
the City’s future. The study identified community vetted funding priority areas in the city.

Coachella Sphere of Influence Sustainability Project

Once a small farming town, Coachella is currently the sixth fastest growing city in 
California. This study studied the implications of various settlement patterns for areas 
that will eventually be incorporated into the city. The study helped identify sustainable 
connectivity needs in the study area.
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Los Angeles County Florence Firestone (Phase 1)

In 2009, hundreds of residents, businesses, and other stakeholders in Florence-Firestone 
came together to develop a comprehensive, long-term vision for their community.

WRCOG I-15 Smart Growth Concept Map

This Compass Blueprint project developed land use and transit planning factors that 
support smart growth opportunities centered on the I-15 and I-215 freeway corridors. 
The study produced a set of land use characteristics and related them to relevant transit 
services and investments.

Desert Hot Springs Citywest Visioning Plan

The project provided a plan to develop the CityWest Area within Desert Hot Springs to 
responsibly accommodate anticipated growth in both housing and employment.

Los Angeles County Vision Lennox

This project created a Vision Plan for the unincorporated community of Lennox to help 
guide the changes and improvements sought by the people who live and work in the area.

Ventura County Compact for a Sustainable Ventura County (Phase 1 
& 2)

Ventura County is a region that has always valued preserving its natural heritage and 
maintaining livability. Residents, community leaders, local officials, and public agency 
staff met and developed a coherent vision of sustainable growth for the region.

SBCCOG Shared Vision for a Sustainable South Bay

The purpose of this project was to assist the SBCCOG with a series of workshops 
to refine, present and build local government support for a “Sustainable South Bay 
Strategy.” There are many components to sustainability, and the process of develop-
ing the vision was based on the values and needs of the unique area. The resulting 
Neighborhood Oriented Design model is one relevant to 2nd generation suburbs based on 
the extended arterial grid.

Alhambra Vision 2035

This current project will provide the City of Alhambra with a shared vision that will help 
guide the city’s future growth and related policies.
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LAND USE STUDIES, PLANS AND CODES

Ontario New Model Colony

This demonstration project analyzed several future scenarios for the New Model Colony 
(NMC) General Plan Amendment.

Burbank Downtown Development Standards

This project evaluated the potential for revised zoning to accommodate residential, mixed-
use, and live-work development in commercial and light industrial areas in Downtown 
Burbank and along two corridors in the downtown.

Rolling Hills Estates Peninsula Village Specific Plan

Through the demonstration project, a study was done to test the application, feasibility 
and appropriateness of the proposed Peninsula Village Overlay Zone.

Chino Focus Area Revitalization Strategy

This project quantified the feasibility of redeveloping six opportunity sites under the envi-
sioned mixed-use development standards provided in the current General Plan update.

Holtville Economic Development and Master Plan

Compass Blueprint worked with the City of Holtville to assess the historic downtown 
district’s economic viability and develop a master plan to guide the future of Holtville and 
its downtown.

Banning Paseo San Gorgonio

This Demonstration Project provided technical planning services for codifying and 
implementing the policies in the Paseo San Gorgonio Specific Plan and the City’s General 
Plan policies.
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Coachella Pueblo Viejo Revitalization

This Coachella Pueblo Viejo project assisted in the revitalization of the “heart” of the 
City’s downtown in concert with the city-wide General Plan update underway. The city 
used the results to secure and implement downtown façade renovation program funding.

Brawley Downtown Overlay District

This Demonstration Project enabled the development of a Downtown Brawley Specific 
Plan that evaluates development options in the City’s new Downtown Overlay District.

Los Angeles County Florence Firestone (Phase 2)

The strategies identified in the Florence Firestone Vision Study process were further 
developed to create the Florence-Firestone Community Plan which will guide the future 
development of the area.

Grand Terrace Business Corridor Specific Plan

This Demonstration Project served to update the Barton Road Specific Plan with a focus 
on economic development in order to reduce congestion and improve the jobs-housing 
balance in south western San Bernardino.

Redlands Transferring Development from Greenfields to Infill

The City of Redlands is faced with a series of choices about how it will grow in terms of 
population, housing and employment.

Los Angeles County Antelope Valley Area Plan Update

This Demonstration Project assisted in the development of a rural smart growth and 
preservation strategy through new land use designations in the Antelope Valley Area 
Plan update.
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Bellflower Alondra Mixed-Use Overlay Zone

The City of Bellflower developed a clear vision and set of development standards aimed at 
attracting and managing growth in this underserved area adjacent to the downtown area 
and the West Santa Ana Branch transit station. 

VISUALIZATIONS AND GRAPHICAL TOOLS

El Centro Project SHAPE Downtown

El Centro, a fast growing town near the Mexican border and the hub of the agriculturally 
rich Imperial Valley, prepared a plan to draw investment into its historic downtown. Using 
dramatic visualizations to envision a much higher density than has been traditional, the 
city discovered wide acceptance for the images in the community.

Fullerton Downtown 3D Model & Database

This Demonstration Project provided funding for the creation of a three-dimensional 
digital model and database of the Downtown Fullerton area. The three dimensional 
model will help the city with a wide range of analyses and scenario planning for the 
burgeoning downtown.

San Gabriel Visualizations and Tipping Point Analysis

Compass Blueprint provided the City of San Gabriel with an analysis of the financial feasi-
bility of various development scenarios at a site in the City’s mission District. The project 
produced high quality visualizations of the kind of development that would be feasible 
and desirable.

Lake Elsinore Key to Downtown Design Guidelines

The City of Lake Elsinore to created design standards and visualization products for the 
planned development of a new Civic Center and focal point for a larger downtown revital-
ization master plan.

Calexico Gateway to Mexico

The Calexico demonstration project helped the City to prepare a Master Plan that 
assesses the historic downtown district’s economic viability. As in El Centro, the visu-
alization helped residents imagine a much denser historic core in keeping with existing 
architectural styles.
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ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND FEASIBILITY STUDIES

Upland Downtown Infill Study

The Downtown Upland Infill Study provided Tipping Point/ROI analysis, visualizations, site 
planning and parking analysis focused on two city-owned downtown parking lots, in close 
proximity to established civic uses and the Metrolink station.

Los Angeles HACLA Jordan Downs Specific Plan

This project assisted in the development of the Jordan Downs Specific Plan, and provided 
sustainability strategies for green building and GHG reductions.

Fillmore Business Park Feasibility Study

 

Compass Blueprint worked with the City of Fillmore to analyze the financial feasibil-
ity of a potential business park proposed to achieve more balanced employment and 
housing opportunities.

Upland College Heights Economic Development Strategy

The City of Upland is developing a sustainable economic development strategy for this 
recently fully incorporated area that will address job and industry creation awareness in 
the sub-regional market.

Corona Downtown Redevelopment

This Demonstration Project analyzed land use conditions and the market feasibility for 
specific redevelopment project sites within Downtown Corona.

El Monte Economic Development Plan

This Demonstration Project created a plan that enables the City to foster compact devel-
opment, enabling a more synergistic approach to the future of El Monte.
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Transportation Network Integration
Since the beginning of the Demonstration Program in 2005, integrating land use and the 
transportation network has been an important aspect of planning according the Compass 
Blueprint principles of Mobility, Livability, Sustainability, and Prosperity. As was noted 
above, the definition of Transit Oriented Development has expanded to include the wider 
community beyond the station. Local cities and agency have become concerned with 
improving livability and reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) throughout the region, 
including areas not service by rail transit. Finally, local agencies have become inter-
ested in solving the so-called “First mile/ Last mile” problem. This refers to how people, 
in a disperse region such as Southern California, access the local and regional transit 
systems. All of these subjects are being studied in communities throughout our region as 
part of the Compass Blueprint Demonstration Project Program. 

The following projects are grouped in the following sub categories: Freeway Trench 
Capping Projects, Multi-Mobility & Living Streets Planning, and Suburban Arterial 
Retrofitting. Freeway Capping Projects are local visions for transforming urban areas by 
providing new urban park spaces, and reconnecting communities divided by freeways 
decades ago. The vision is to improve freeways where the right of way is in trench, cover 
the trench and create park space and developable land in return. Multi-Mobility Planning 
refers to planning for all the other modes of travel besides single-occupant vehicle (SOV). 
These include bike and pedestrian planning, Bus Rapid Transit, and local neighborhood 
electric vehicles. Finally, a number of projects can best be categorized as suburban ret-
rofitting. Understanding that many people choose to live in traditional suburban settings, 
these communities are studying how to retrofit an arterial roadway network designed for 
the automobile to allow for more mixed land uses and types of transportation.

FREEWAY TRENCH CAPPING PROJECTS

Los Angeles Hollywood Freeway Central Park

This project evaluated the potential for a public park that would be built on a deck con-
structed over the below-grade portion of the Hollywood Freeway (US-101) from Bronson 
Avenue to Wilton Place. 

Ventura Freeway Cap Project

The City of Ventura is a beautiful coastal city in Ventura County that is developing a plan 
to make the downtown area more livable and prosperous by connecting the downtown 
and the waterfront area.

Los Angeles PARK101 (Phase 1 & 2)

This project assesses the feasibility of “capping” the US-101 freeway as it passes through 
downtown Los Angeles.
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MULTI-MOBILITY AND LIVING STREETS PLANNING

El Centro Project SHAPE Parking and Circulation Plan

El Centro, a fast growing town near the Mexican border and the hub of the agriculturally 
rich Imperial Valley, needed a plan to draw investment into its historic downtown. The 
second part of this project was a park-once strategy, and pedestrian friendly circulation 
vision for the downtown area.

WRCOG Neighborhood Electric Vehicles Plan

This project assisted in a plan for a network of 35 mph speed limit streets suitable for 
the deployment of Neighborhood Electric Vehicles (NEV) in the cities of Riverside, Corona, 
Norco and Moreno Valley.

Los Angeles Sunset Junction Streetscape Vision

This project helped the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority identify 
streetscape improvements for the Sunset Junction area. This vision was awarded Metro 
Call for Projects funding, and will be implemented in 2012.

WRCOG Bus Rapid Transit Plan

This report provided a conceptual analysis of Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) services for poten-
tial corridors within Western Riverside.

Victorville Non-Motorized Transportation Plan

This project assisted in creating a Non-motorized Transportation Plan for the City of 
Victorville to provide connectivity for residents and visitors to public facilities.

Palm Springs Airport to Downtown Shuttle

This Palm Springs Airport-Downtown Shuttle project evaluated a new Shuttle service that 
would serve visitors to Palm Springs Hotels via the International Airport.

WRCOG Non-Motorized Transportation Plan

This Compass Blueprint project enabled the development of a Non-Motorized 
Transportation Plan (NMTP) to support a regional network of bicycle and pedestrian 
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facilities throughout the WRCOG region. The study identified facilities for both commuter 
and recreation use. 

Anaheim Outdoors Master Plan

The City of Anaheim wishes to develop a network of green corridors within the Platinum 
Triangle that will provide non-motorized linkages between transit and the places where 
people live, work, shop, and play. 

Calimesa Creek Riverwalk Master Plan

The City of Calimesa project will develop a vision and master plan to create a pedestrian-
oriented Riverwalk to repair, revitalize, and leverage the place-making qualities of a storm 
water channel. 

SUBURBAN ARTERIAL RETROFITTING

San Gabriel Valley Arrow Highway Corridor

This demonstration project allowed for collaborative planning between multiple jurisdic-
tions situated along the Arrow Highway corridor. The study produced a vision for devel-
opment nodes along the corridor which will enable cities to collaborate on supportive 
improvements to the corridor. 

Indio Highway 99 / Indio Boulevard Study

Compass Blueprint worked with the City of Indio to prepare a revitalization plan 
for Indio Boulevard, based on the vision the City has for downtown of offering new 
mixed-use developments.

Calimesa Boulevard Downtown Revitalization Project 

The City of Calimesa project provided development codes and design guidelines to create 
a pedestrian-oriented atmosphere consistent with traditional Southern California archi-
tectural styles.

Cathedral City Date Palm Drive Connector Plan (Phase 1 & 2)

This Demonstration Project served to provide direction for future Cathedral City public 
investments, private development, and community action. Phase 2 codified the improve-
ments and developed implementation strategies for the vision.
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La Mirada Imperial Highway Corridor Specific Plan

The Imperial Highway Specific Plan established comprehensive policy and a regulatory 
guidance document for all properties within the Imperial Highway Specific Plan area.

Moreno Valley Alessandro Boulevard Corridor Vision

This project evaluated the potential for transit-oriented development around a proposed 
Metrolink station at Alessandro Boulevard, and the revitalization of the corridor area. 
Phase 2 codified the vision in a corridor specific plan, a mixed-use designation, and more 
specific recommendations for the roadway right of way.

Los Alamitos Commercial Corridors Plan

This Demonstration Project provided the City of Los Alamitos with funding to assess the 
revitalization potential of the intersection of Katella and Los Alamitos corridors.

K. Compass Blueprint Recognition Awards
The annual Compass Blueprint Recognition Awards serves as an important forum for 
showcasing smart growth planning practices, attended by elected officials and planning 
staff from across the 191 member cities. Excellence and achievement awards are granted 
in four categories: mobility, livability, prosperity, and sustainability along with an award 
for overall excellence.

TABLE K1 Compass Blueprint Awards

Project Name City Year County

General Plan Update Small Area 
Visioning

Compton 2007 Los Angeles

Downtown Specific Plan and 
Mobility Study

Glendale 2007 Los Angeles

Olive Court Long Beach 2007 Los Angeles

Valley Vision: Valley Boulevard 
Neighborhoods Sutainability Plan

San Gabriel 2007 Los Angeles

San Dimas Grove Station San Dimas 2007 Los Angeles

Westgate Pasadena Pasadena 2007 Los Angeles

San Bernardino Transit Village San Bernardino 2007 Los Angeles

Grand Avenue Project Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Artesia Corridor Specific Plan Gardena 2007 Los Angeles

The Santa Monica Collection Santa Monica 2007 Los Angeles

Fullerton Transportation Center Fullerton 2007 Orange

Platinum Triangle Anaheim 2007 Orange

Santiago Street Lofts Santa Ana 2007 Orange

Transit Oriented Development 
Projects

WRCOG 2007 Riverside

Project SHAPE El Centro 2008 Imperial

Arrow Highway Corridor
Arrow Highway 

Corridor
2008 Los Angeles

Central District Specific Plan Pasadena 2008 Los Angeles
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Project Name City Year County

General Plan and Form-Based 
Development Code

Azusa 2008 Los Angeles

Park View Terrace Bell Gardens 2008 Los Angeles

Claremont Village Expansion 
Project

Claremont 2008 Los Angeles

Sportsplex Mixed-Use Project West Covina 2008 Los Angeles

South Brea Lofts Brea 2008 Orange

Irvine Housing Strategy Irvine 2008 Orange

Buena Park Transit Village Buena Park 2008 Orange

Coachella Sphere of Influence 
Sustainability Project

Coachella 2008 Riverside

General Plan 2025 Program Riverside 2008 Riverside

Dos Lagos Residential Mixed-Use 
Village

Corona 2008 Riverside

New Model Colony Phase 2 Ontario 2008 San Bernardino

SANBAG – Transportation Land 
Use Integration

SANBAG 2008 San Bernardino

Town Center Project Ontario 2008 San Bernardino

Compact for a Sustainable Ven-
tura County

Ventura 2008 Ventura

Downtown Specific Plan Ventura 2008 Ventura

Holtville Master Plan Holtville 2008 Imperial

Florence-Firestone Visioning 
Project

Los Angeles 
County

2009 Los Angeles

The South Collection: Eleven, 
Luma, and Evo

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Los Angeles Community College 
District Sustainability Building 
Program

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

2008–2014 Housing Element Santa Monica 2009 Los Angeles

El Monte Transit Village Specific 
Plan

El Monte 2009 Los Angeles

Project Name City Year County

Studio One Eleven/Interstices 
Courtyard Lofts

Long Beach 2009 Los Angeles

Downtown Lancaster Specific 
Plan

Lancaster 2009 Los Angeles

Adams Square Revitalization 
Program

Glendale 2009 Los Angeles

Transit Village Specific Plan Palmdale 2009 Los Angeles

Cross Creek Road Improvement 
Project

Malibu 2009 Los Angeles

Highway 99 / Indio Boulevard 
Study

Indio 2009 Riverside

I-15 Interregional Partnership WRCOG 2009 Riverside

Coachella Valley Workforce  
Housing Trust

Coachella 
Valley

2009 Riverside

The Village at Oxnard Oxnard 2009 Ventura

Expansion, Mobility, and Sustain-
ability Program

Imperial 2010 Imperial

Jordan Downs Specific Plan Los Angeles 2010 Los Angeles

Station Square Transit Village 
Specific Plan

Monrovia 2010 Los Angeles

Las Virgenes Creek Restoration Calabasas 2010 Los Angeles

Land Use and Circulation Element 
(LUCE)

Santa Monica 2010 Los Angeles

Calabasas General Plan Calabasas 2010 Los Angeles

Gardens Specific Plan Beverly Hills 2010 Los Angeles

Downtown Business Corridor Plan Calabasas 2010 Los Angeles

Anaheim Regional Transportation 
Intermodal Center (ARTIC)

Anaheim 2010 Orange

City Place Mixed-Use  
Development

Santa Ana 2010 Orange

Great Park Comprehensive  
Master Plan

Orange County 2010 Orange

Section 19 Specific Plan Rancho Mirage 2010 Riverside
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Project Name City Year County

North City Specific Plan Cathedral City 2010 Riverside

The Ontario Plan Ontario 2010 San Bernardino

Crossroads Mixed-Use Project Rialto 2010 San Bernardino

The Shoppes Specific Plan Chino Hills 2010 San Bernardino

Downtown Overlay District Brawley 2011 Imperial

America Fast Forward, 30/10 Plan 
Sustainable Transit Communities

Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Climate Action Plan
West Holly-

wood
2011 Los Angeles

Metro Blue Line Bicycle & Pedes-
trian Access Plan

Long Beach 2011 Los Angeles

Dowtown Downey Specific Plan Downey 2011 Los Angeles

Commercial Corridors Plan Los Alamitos 2011 Orange

Transit Zoning Code Santa Ana 2011 Orange

Transferring Development from 
Greenfields to Infill

Redlands 2011 San Bernardino

Regional Energy Efficiency 
Program

San Bernardino 2011 San Bernardino

Addressing Foreclosure Crisis and 
Stabilizing Neighborhoods

Rialto 2011 San Bernardino

L. 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Supportive Local Model 
Planning/Development Projects
The following table lists other projects within the SCAG region that support the goals 
and objectives of the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS. The projects identified focus on economic 
feasibility studies, sustainable design, small-lot housing, mixed-use commercial and resi-
dential development, Transit Oriented Development (TOD), parks and community space, 
all modes of non-automobile transportation, parking systems management, transporta-
tion demand management (TDM), transportation systems management (TSM), and other 
innovative practices.

These projects demonstrate the breadth and depth of sustainable communities supportive 
planning, and development that has been occurring in Southern California. These projects 
demonstrate the market demand, and public sector responsiveness for strategies that 
involve reducing per capita GHG emissions across all parts of the SCAG region.

TABLE L1 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Supportive Non-Compass Projects

Project Name City Year County

Regional Integration of Paratransit 
Resources

Access Services 2007 Los Angeles

Arcadia Arterial ITS Development 
Project

Arcadia 2007 Los Angeles

South Street Pedestrian, Bikeway 
and Transit Improvement

Artesia 2007 Los Angeles

Country Club Drive Bikeway 
Improvement Project

Avalon 2007 Los Angeles

Baldwin Park Metrolink  
Pedestrian Overcrossing

Baldwin Park 2007 Los Angeles

Baldwin Park Metrolink Transit 
Center

Baldwin Park 2007 Los Angeles

City of Bell Gardens Signage 
Program

Bell Gardens 2007 Los Angeles

Santa Monica Boulevard Signal 
Synchronization

Beverly Hill 2007 Los Angeles
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Project Name City Year County

Pedestrian Improvements for 
Intersections with Bus Stops

Beverly Hills 2007 Los Angeles

I-5/SR-134 Congestion  
Management Project

Burbank 2007 Los Angeles

San Fernando Bikeway Burbank 2007 Los Angeles

City of Cerritos Transit Amenities Cerritos 2007 Los Angeles

Claremont Portion of the Citrus 
Regional Bikeway

Claremont 2007 Los Angeles

Eastside Light Rail Bike  
Interface Project

County of Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Real-Time Motorist Parking Infor-
mation System Demonstration

Culver City 2007 Los Angeles

Emerald Necklace Bike Trail 
Project

Duarte 2007 Los Angeles

El Monte Transit Cycle Friendly El Monte 2007 Los Angeles

Crenshaw Boulevard Improvement 
Project

Hawthorne 2007 Los Angeles

Pedestrian/Equestrian Cross-
walks: Descanso and Verdugo

La Canada Flintridge 2007 Los Angeles

Atlantic Ave. Signal Synchroniza-
tion and Enhancement Project

Long Beach 2007 Los Angeles

Bicycle System Gap Closures & 
Improved LA River Bike Path

Long Beach 2007 Los Angeles

San Gabriel River Bike Path Gap 
Closure at Willow Street

Long Beach 2007 Los Angeles

Willow Street Pedestrian  
Improvement Project

Long Beach 2007 Los Angeles

San Fernando Road-Fletcher 
Drive to SR-2, Elm Street to  
I-5 Freeway

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Victory Boulevard Widening from 
Topanga Canyon Boulevard to 
De Soto Avenue

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Project Name City Year County

Highway Rail Grade Crossing 
Improvement System

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

ATSAC/ATCS Pacific Palisades 
Canyons Project

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Hollywood Integrated Modal  
Information System

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

ExperienceLA.com Web 2.0 Inter-
active Transit Mapping & WiFi

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Downtown LA Alternative Green 
Transit modes Trial Program

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

San Fernando Rd. Bike Path 
Phases IIIA Construction

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Bicycle Wayfinding Signage 
Program

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Imperial Highway Bike Lanes Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Manchester Avenue Bike Lanes & 
Island Reduction

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

LA City College Pedestrian  
Enhancements

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Los Angeles Trade-Tech Intermo-
dal Links with Bus and Metro

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Washington Boulevard Transit 
Enhancments

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Century City Urban Design and 
Pedestrian Connection Plan

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Sunset Junction Transit Plaza 
(first phase)

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Los Angeles Valley College (LAVC) 
Bus Station Extension

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Solano Canyon-Zanja Madre-
Chinatown-Broadway Bus Stop 
Improvements

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Eastside Light Rail Pedestrian 
Linkages

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles
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Project Name City Year County

Expo Line Station Streetscape 
Project – East Crenshaw to  
Jefferson

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Hollywood Pedestrian/Transit 
Crossroads Phase II

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Main Street Bus Stop and  
Pedestrian Improvements

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Cesar Chavez Transit Corridor 
(110 Fwy. To Alameda)

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Fashion District Streetscape 
Phase II

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Los Angeles Pierce College 
(LAPC) Bus Rapid Transit Station 
Extension

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Olive/Pico Bus Stop Improvement Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Branching Out Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Los Angeles City College Red Line 
Station Extension

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

San Gabriel Valley Forum Traffic 
Signal Corridors Project

Los Angeles County 2007 Los Angeles

South Bay Forum Traffic Signals 
Corridor Project

Los Angeles County 2007 Los Angeles

Gateway Cities Forum Traffic 
Signal Corridors Project Phase V

Los Angeles County 2007 Los Angeles

Information Exchange Network 
Phase II

Los Angeles County 2007 Los Angeles

El Pueblo Pedestrian Improve-
ments Phase I, II, III & IV (Way-
finding signs ONLY)

Los Angeles County 2007 Los Angeles

Fiji Way Bicycle Lane Project Los Angeles County 2007 Los Angeles

El Pueblo Pedestrian Improve-
ments Phase I, II, III & IV

Los Angeles County 2007 Los Angeles

Project Name City Year County

Florence Avenue Pedestrian  
Improvement Project (Phase I)

Los Angeles County 2007 Los Angeles

Wayfinding Program Monterey Park 2007 Los Angeles

Firestone Boulevard Bridge  
Widening over San Gabriel River

Norwalk 2007 Los Angeles

North County Traffic Forum 
ITS Expansion

Palmdale 2007 Los Angeles

Palmdale Transportation Center- 
Wayfinding Signage Program

Palmdale 2007 Los Angeles

6th Street East Bikeway  
Extension

Palmdale 2007 Los Angeles

Avenue S Bikeway Phase 2 Palmdale 2007 Los Angeles

East Colorado Boulevard Pedes-
trian Enhancement (Phase I)

Pasadena 2007 Los Angeles

Bike Compatibility Roadway 
Safety and Linkage on Palos 
Verdes Dr

Rancho Palos Verdes 2007 Los Angeles

Pedestrian Safe Bus Stop Linage Rancho Palos Verdes 2007 Los Angeles

Palos Verdes Drive North Bike 
Lanes

Rolling Hills Estates 2007 Los Angeles

Bikeway Improvements on Foothill 
Blvd. at San Dimas Wash

San Dimas 2007 Los Angeles

San Fernando Pacoima Wash 
Bike Path

San Fernando 2007 Los Angeles

San Fernando Downtown Pedes-
trian Improvement Project

San Fernando 2007 Los Angeles

San Gabriel City-Wide Bus Shelter 
Installation

San Gabriel 2007 Los Angeles

Las Tunas Drive Landscaping 
Enhancement Project

San Gabriel 2007 Los Angeles

Citywide Public Information Relay 
System

Santa Clarita 2007 Los Angeles
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Project Name City Year County

Santa Clarita Transit Bus Stop 
Expansion & Amenities

Santa Clarita 2007 Los Angeles

Norwalk/Santa Fe Springs Trans-
portation Center Improvements

Santa Fe Springs 2007 Los Angeles

Santa Monica Real Time Beach 
Parking Signs

Santa Monica 2007 Los Angeles

Downtown Santa Monica Bike 
Transit Station

Santa Monica 2007 Los Angeles

Bike Technology Demonstration Santa Monica 2007 Los Angeles

Route 101/Lindero Canyon Road 
Interchange Improvements

Westlake Village 2007 Los Angeles

Baldwin Avenue & Duarte Road 
Intersection Improvement Project

Arcadia 2009 Los Angeles

Arcadia Gold Line Station  
Pedestrian Linkage Project

Arcadia 2009 Los Angeles

Arcadia Gold Line Station Transit 
Plaza

Arcadia 2009 Los Angeles

Azusa Intermodal Transit Center Azusa 2009 Los Angeles

Azusa Gateway Project Azusa 2009 Los Angeles

Metrolink Parking Resource Man-
agement Demonstration Project

Baldwin Park 2009 Los Angeles

South Baldwin Park Commuter 
Bikeway Project

Baldwin Park 2009 Los Angeles

lnformation Exchange Network 
Phase Ill

County of Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

North County Bikeways County of Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Culver Boulevard Realignment 
Project

Culver City 2009 Los Angeles

Real-Time Bus Arrival lnformation 
System

Culver City 2009 Los Angeles

Arroyo Verdugo Commute  
Manager System

Glendale 2009 Los Angeles

Project Name City Year County

Advanced Wayfinding and  
Guidance System

Glendale 2009 Los Angeles

Hawthorne Boulevard Mobility 
Improvement Project

Hawthorne 2009 Los Angeles

Florence Avenue Regional  
Transportation Corridor Improve-
ment Project

Inglewood 2009 Los Angeles

The Old Road Widening: Magic 
Mountain Parkway to Turnberry 
Lane

LA County 2009 Los Angeles

Willlowbrook Area Access  
Improvements

LA County 2009 Los Angeles

Willowbrook Area Bikeway  
Improvements

LA County 2009 Los Angeles

Willowbrook Area Access  
Improvements to MLK MACC

LA County 2009 Los Angeles

Del Amo Boulevard Bridge  
Replacement lmprovements

Lakewood 2009 Los Angeles

Avenue L Widening, 15th to 30th 
Streets West

Lancaster 2009 Los Angeles

Downtown Lancaster Gateway 
and Roundabout Project

Lancaster 2009 Los Angeles

City of Long Beach Bike Share 
Program

Long Beach 2009 Los Angeles

Parking Guidance and Wayfinding 
Systems (PGS)

Long Beach 2009 Los Angeles

Daisy Corridor and 6th St Bike 
Boulevard

Long Beach 2009 Los Angeles

Long Beach BI Pedestrian  
Improvement Project

Long Beach 2009 Los Angeles

North Main St Grade Separation Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Intelligent Transportation System 
(ITS) Communication Systems 
Upgrade Project

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles



SCS Background Documentation     117

Project Name City Year County

City I County Traffic Management 
Integration Phase 2 Project

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Downtown LA Transit Information 
and Wayfinding

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

First and Last Mile Transit  
Connectivity Options

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Exposition-West Bikeway Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

San Fernando Rd Bike Path IIIB 
Construction

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

LA River Bike Path Phase IV Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Figueroa Corridor Bike Station & 
Cycling Enhancements

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Boyle Heights Chavez Ave 
Streetscape/pedestrian 

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Menlo AvlMLK Vermont Expo  
Station Pedestrian Improvements

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

West Third St Pedestrian  
Improvement Project

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Eastside Light Rail Pedestrian 
Linkages, Phase II

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

LAN1 – Evergreen Park Street 
Enhancement Project 

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Central Av Historic Corridor 
Streetscape

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Beverly 81 Transportation  
Enhancements

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Arts DistrictlLittle Tokyo Gold Line 
Station Linkages

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Westlake MacArthur Park  
Pedestrian Improvement Project

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Broadway Historical Theater 
District Pedestrian Enhancements 
(4th-6th Sts)

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Project Name City Year County

Western Avenue Bus Stop &  
Pedestrian Improvement Project

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Stocker MLK Crenshaw Access to 
Expo LRT Station

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Sunset Junction Phase 2 Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

What A Re-Leaf Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Watts Streetscape Enhancements Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Sunset Junction Phase 2 Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Nowalk/Santa Fe SpringslMetro-
link Pedestrian Plaza Upgrade

Norwalk 2009 Los Angeles

Pioneer Arterial Transportation 
Enhancement

Norwalk 2009 Los Angeles

Huntington Park
Pacific Blvd Pedestrian 
Improvement Project

2009 Los Angeles

Avenue S Widening Phase II Palmdale 2009 Los Angeles

Metro Gold Line At-Grade Cross-
ing Mobility Enhancements

Pasadena 2009 Los Angeles

Fold-n-Go Pasadena – Folding 
Bicycle Demonstration Program

Pasadena 2009 Los Angeles

Pasadena ARTS Enhanced  
Passenger lnformation

Pasadena 2009 Los Angeles

Pasadena's Wayfinding System Pasadena 2009 Los Angeles

Zero Emissions Vehicle Charging 
Stations

Pasadena 2009 Los Angeles

Cordova Street Road Diet Pasadena 2009 Los Angeles

Bike Loops for Intersections Pasadena 2009 Los Angeles

North Fair Oaks Avenue  
Pedestrian lmprovements

Pasadena 2009 Los Angeles

East Colorado Bl pedestrian 
Improvements

Pasadena 2009 Los Angeles

Pasadena Av Ped Connection to 
Gold Line Heritage Square Station

Pasadena 2009 Los Angeles
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Project Name City Year County

Pedestrian Bridge along Rose-
mead Boulevard

Pico Rivera 2009 Los Angeles

Bicycle Transportation Plan 
Implementation

Redondo Beach 2009 Los Angeles

Redondo Beach lntermodal  
ransit Center

Redondo Beach 2009 Los Angeles

Riviera Village Enhancement 
Project

Redondo Beach 2009 Los Angeles

Intersection Improvements on 
Bonita Av at Cataract Av

San Dimas 2009 Los Angeles

City of San Fernando Transit 
Wayfinding

San Fernando 2009 Los Angeles

San Fernando Rd Downtown 
Pedestrian Improvement Project

San Fernando 2009 Los Angeles

McBean Parkway Bridge Widen-
ing and Gap Closure over Santa 
Clara River

Santa Clarita 2009 Los Angeles

Citywide Wayfinding Program for 
Pedestrians and Bicyclists

Santa Clarita 2009 Los Angeles

Newhall Gateway Roundabout Santa Clarita 2009 Los Angeles

Nowalk/Santa Fe Springs Trans-
portation Center Phase II Parking

Santa Fe Springs 2009 Los Angeles

A 'No Net New Trips' Rideshare 
Toolkit

Santa Monica 2009 Los Angeles

Multi-Modal Wayfinding System Santa Monica 2009 Los Angeles

Bike Network Linkages to 
Expo Line

Santa Monica 2009 Los Angeles

Colorado Pedestrian Promenade: 
LRT Station to PierlBeach

Santa Monica 2009 Los Angeles

Downtown Torrance Pedestrian 
Improvement Project

Torrance 2009 Los Angeles

Pedestrian Signal Upgrades West Hollywood 2009 Los Angeles

La Brea Streetscape Project West Hollywood 2009 Los Angeles

Project Name City Year County

City of Whittier Bus Stop  
Improvement Plan

Whittier 2009 Los Angeles

Greenway Trail Directional  
Signage and Scenic Beautification

Whittier 2009 Los Angeles

Burbank Traveler Information and 
Wayfinding Systems

Burbank 2011 Los Angeles

Los Angeles River Bridge Burbank 2011 Los Angeles

Garfield Av/Washington Bl  
Multimodal Int. Improvement

Commerce 2011 Los Angeles

Avenue L Roadway Widening 
Project

County of Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Fullerton Road at Pathfinder Road County of Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Colima Rd Improvements County of Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Ramona Blvd/Badillo St/Covina 
Blvd TSSP/BSP

County of Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Metro Green Line Vermont Station 
Wayfinding Signage

County of Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Vermont Av Bike Lane,  
Manchester Bl to El Segundo Bl

County of Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Florence Metro Blue Line Station 
Bikeway Access Improvements

County of Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Arrow Highway Bus Stop Improve-
ment Plan

County of Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Covina Bicycle Network Phase II Covina 2011 Los Angeles

Culver City Adaptive Control  
System Implementation Project

Culver City 2011 Los Angeles

Telegraph Rd Traffic Throughput 
Enhancement Project

Downey 2011 Los Angeles

Duarte Gold Line Station  
Pedestrian Improvements

Duarte 2011 Los Angeles

Ramona Boulevard & Valley Bou-
levard Intersection Improvement

El Monte 2011 Los Angeles
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Project Name City Year County

Shared Parking Program/TOD 
Smart Parking Detection System

El Monte 2011 Los Angeles

Civic Center & Interjurisdictional 
Bikeways

El Monte 2011 Los Angeles

Glendale Subregional Traffic 
Management Center Implementa-
tion Project

Glendale 2011 Los Angeles

El Segundo Bl Improvement 
Project

Hawthorne 2011 Los Angeles

SR 57/60 Confluence, Grand Av at 
Golden Springs Dr

Industry 2011 Los Angeles

City of Inglewood ITS- Phase IV 
Improvement Project

Inglewood 2011 Los Angeles

Foothill Bl Link Bike/Ped  
Greenbelt Project

La Canada Flintridge 2011 Los Angeles

10th St West Road Diet and  
Bikeway Improvements

Lancaster 2011 Los Angeles

Av I Corridor Improvements, 
15th Street W to 10th Street W 

Lancaster 2011 Los Angeles

City of Long Beach Phase II Bike 
Share Program

Long Beach 2011 Los Angeles

Downtown Long Beack Pine Av 
Streetscape Improvement

Long Beach 2011 Los Angeles

Atlantic Av Streetscape Enhance-
ments

Long Beach 2011 Los Angeles

ITS Platform Upgrades Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Bicycle Corral Program Launch Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

L.A. River Bike Path, Headwaters 
Section

Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Bicycle Corral Program Launch Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Expo Line Bike Hubs in South 
Los Angeles

Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Bicycle Friendly Streets Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Project Name City Year County

Washington Boulevard Pedestrian 
Transit Access (Hooper/Alameda) 
Phase II

Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Hollywood/Western Streetscape 
Public Improvements

Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Orange Line Extension Sherman 
Way Station Pedestrian Links

Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Expo Line Transit/Pedestrian 
Linkages

Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Valencia Triangle Landscape 
Beautification Plaza

Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Malibu Bus Stop Improvements 
along PCH

Malibu 2011 Los Angeles

Grant Av Signal Improvements Redondo Beach 2011 Los Angeles

Valley Bl Capacity Enhancement 
Project

Rosemead 2011 Los Angeles

San Gabriel Bl Gateway Corridor 
Improvements Project

San Gabriel 2011 Los Angeles

Golden Valley Rd Widening/Gap 
Closure over State Route 14

Santa Clarita 2011 Los Angeles

Intelligent Transportation System 
(ITS) Phase V

Santa Clarita 2011 Los Angeles

Tourney Rd Bike Lane & Orchard 
Rd Bike Route

Santa Clarita 2011 Los Angeles

Bikeshare: First and Last Mile 
Connections to Expo

Santa Monica 2011 Los Angeles

Citywide Bus Shelter Upgrades 
with Electronic Kiosks

Signal Hill 2011 Los Angeles

South Pasadena's ATMS, Central 
TCS and FOIC for Fair Oaks Av

South Pasadena 2011 Los Angeles

Rosemead Boulevard Safety 
Enhancement and Beautification 
Project

Temple City 2011 Los Angeles
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Project Name City Year County

Holtville Master Plan Holtville 2009 Imperial

Expansion, Mobility, and Sustain-
ability Program

Imperial 2010 Imperial

Street Tree Master Plan Beverly Hills 1912 Los Angeles

Congregate Care Overlay Zone Beverly Hills 1984 Los Angeles

Senior Housing Incentive Program Beverly Hills 1984 Los Angeles

Small Lot Assembly Incentive 
Program

Beverly Hills 1984 Los Angeles

East Los Angeles Civic Center 
Urban Design and Existing Facility 
Renovation

East Los Angeles 2001 Los Angeles

Commercial Retail Planned  
Development Overlay

Beverly Hills 2002 Los Angeles

Senior Housing Project Beverly Hills 2002 Los Angeles

Los Angeles to Pasadena Metro 
Gold Line Project Architecture & 
Design

Los Angeles/ Pasa-
dena

2003 Los Angeles

Monterey Park Mixed-Use Pedes-
trian Linkage Project and Zoning 
Ordinance

Monterey Park 2003 Los Angeles

Second Unit Program Beverly Hills 2003 Los Angeles

Lincoln Corridor Mobility and 
Urban Design Study

Los Angeles 2004 Los Angeles

Beverly Hills Triangle  
Revitalization Master Plan

Beverly Hills 2004 Los Angeles

Snieder Housing Project Beverly Hills 2004 Los Angeles

Sunrise Housing Project Beverly Hills 2004 Los Angeles

East Pasadena Specific Plan 
Revisions

Pasadena 2005 Los Angeles

Beverly Hills Gardens Specific 
Plan

Beverly Hills 2005 Los Angeles

Village Walk at Tarzana, Phases I, 
II and III 

Los Angeles 2006 Los Angeles

Project Name City Year County

Mid-City/Exposition Corridor Light 
Rail Transit Project

Los Angeles 2006 Los Angeles

Metro Orange Line Canoga  
Extension 

Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Pallihouse Condo Hotel West Hollywood 2007 Los Angeles

Green Building Ordinance West Hollywood 2007 Los Angeles

8600 Wilshire Beverly Hills 2007 Los Angeles

9200 Wilshire Beverly Hills 2007 Los Angeles

Entertainment Office Planned 
Development Overlay

Beverly Hills 2007 Los Angeles

Beverly Hills Green Building 
Program

Beverly Hills 2007 Los Angeles

Downtown Specific Plan and 
Mobility Study

Glendale 2007 Los Angeles

Olive Court Long Beacb 2007 Los Angeles

Valley Vision: Valley Boulevard 
Neighborhoods Sutainability Plan

San Gabriel 2007 Los Angeles

San Dimas Grove Station San Dimas 2007 Los Angeles

Westgate Pasadena Pasadena 2007 Los Angeles

San Bernardino Transit Village San Bernardino 2007 Los Angeles

Grand Avenue Project Los Angeles 2007 Los Angeles

Artesia Corridor Specific Plan Gardena 2007 Los Angeles

The Santa Monica Collection Santa Monica 2007 Los Angeles

Central District Specific Plan Pasadena 2008 Los Angeles

General Plan and Form-Based 
Development Code

Azusa 2008 Los Angeles

Park View Terrace Bell Gardens 2008 Los Angeles

Claremont Village Expansion 
Project

Claremont 2008 Los Angeles

Sportsplex Mixed-Use Project West Covina 2008 Los Angeles

Hancock Mixed-Use Project West Hollywood 2009 Los Angeles
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Project Name City Year County

Formosa Condo/Pocket Park West Hollywood 2009 Los Angeles

8601 Wilshire "Blue Apartments" Beverly Hills 2009 Los Angeles

The South Collection: Eleven, 
Luma, and Evo

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

Los Angeles Community College 
District Sustainability Building 
Program

Los Angeles 2009 Los Angeles

2008-2014 Housing Element Santa Monica 2009 Los Angeles

El Monte Transit Village  
Specific Plan

El Monte 2009 Los Angeles

Studio One Eleven/Interstices 
Courtyard Lofts

Long Beach 2009 Los Angeles

Downtown Lancaster  
Specific Plan

Lancaster 2009 Los Angeles

Adams Square Revitalization 
Program

Glendale 2009 Los Angeles

Transit Village Specific Plan Palmdale 2009 Los Angeles

Cross Creek Road Improvement 
Project

Malibu 2009 Los Angeles

Sierra Bonita Affordable Housing West Hollywood 2010 Los Angeles

Havenhurst Condo/Pocket Park West Hollywood 2010 Los Angeles

Station Square Transit Village 
Specific Plan

Monrovia 2010 Los Angeles

Las Virgenes Creek Restoration Calabasas 2010 Los Angeles

Land Use and Circulation Element 
(LUCE)

Santa Monica 2010 Los Angeles

Calabasas General Plan Calabasas 2010 Los Angeles

Gardens Specific Plan Beverly Hills 2010 Los Angeles

Downtown Business Corridor Plan Calabasas 2010 Los Angeles

Safe and Healthy Streets Plan Glendale 2011 Los Angeles

Model Design Manual for Living 
Streets

County of Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Project Name City Year County

Bicycle Transportation Plan Glendale 2011 Los Angeles

Master Plan of Trails and  
Bikeways

Lancaster 2011 Los Angeles

Gateway Cities SCS Paramount 2011 Los Angeles

Bicycle Transportation Plan Pasadena 2011 Los Angeles

West Hollywood General Plan 
2035

West Hollywood 2011 Los Angeles

West Hollywood Climate Action 
Plan

West Hollywood 2011 Los Angeles

TOD Planning Grants Los Angeles County 2011 Los Angeles

Transit Access Study and  
Strategy

Los Angeles County 2011 Los Angeles

Beverly Hills Bicycle Routes Beverly Hills 2011 Los Angeles

America Fast Forward, 30/10 Plan 
Sustainable Transit Communities

Los Angeles 2011 Los Angeles

Climate Action Plan West Hollywood 2011 Los Angeles

Metro Blue Line Bicycle &  
Pedestrian Access Plan

Long Beach 2011 Los Angeles

Dowtown Downey Specific Plan Downey 2011 Los Angeles

Sustainable Communities  
Planning Framework

Los Angeles County 2012 Los Angeles

FasTrak Tolling/Interoperability 
Technology

Orange County 1993 Orange

Upper Chiquita Canyon Orange County 1996 Orange

Anaheim Resort Transit Anaheim 1998 Orange

Ladera Ranch and the Ranch Plan 
Planned Communities

Orange County 1998 Orange

Laguna Hills Urban Village  
Specific Plan

Laguna Hills 2002 Orange

Tustin Legacy Tustin 2003 Orange

Anaheim Platinum Triangle Anaheim 2004 Orange
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Project Name City Year County

Irvine Business Complex and  
Vision Plan

Irvine 2004 Orange

Live Oak Preservation Area Orange County 2005 Orange

Costa Mesa Urban Plans Costa Mesa 2006 Orange

Fullerton Transportation Center Fullerton 2007 Orange

Platinum Triangle Anaheim 2007 Orange

Santiago Street Lofts Santa Ana 2007 Orange

South Brea Lofts Brea 2008 Orange

Bonita Creek Mitigation Site Orange County 2008 Orange

Irvine Housing Strategy Irvine 2008 Orange

Buena Park Transit Village Buena Park 2008 Orange

Beach Boulevard Signal  
Synchronization

Anaheim, Buena Park, 
Fullerton, Huntington 

Beach, La Habra, 
Stanton, and West-

minster

2010 Orange

Santa Ana Transit Zoning Code Santa Ana 2010 Orange

Beach and Edinger Corridors 
Specific Plan

Huntington Beach 2010 Orange

Cactus Wren Habitat Linkage Orange County 2010 Orange

Orange 2010 General Plan Update Orange 2010 Orange

Anaheim Regional Transportation 
Intermodal Center (ARTIC)

Anaheim 2010 Orange

City Place Mixed-Use  
Development

Santa Ana 2010 Orange

Great Park Comprehensive Master 
Plan

Orange County 2010 Orange

Laguna Niguel Gateway Specific 
Plan

Laguna Niguel 2011 Orange

City of Aliso Viejo Green City 
Initiative

Aliso Viejo 2011 Orange

Project Name City Year County

Robinson Ranch Road Traffic 
Calming Project

Rancho Santa Mar-
garita

2012 Orange

Sustainable Transportation at 
UC Irvine

Irvine Orange

TUMF WRCOG 2001 Riverside

Goods Movement Analysis WRCOG 2001 Riverside

Rail Crossing Priority Analysis WRCOG 2001 Riverside

Workers Ahead WRCOG 2003 Riverside

Homes for Calif. families –  
Dialogue

WRCOG 2005 Riverside

Mixed-Use Housing Video WRCOG 2005 Riverside

Infill Capacity Model/Study WRCOG 2006 Riverside

Compass Outreach WRCOG 2006 Riverside

Transit Oriented Development 
Projects

WRCOG 2007 Riverside

Transit Oriented Development
Corona, Riverside,  
Perris, March AFB, 

Hemet and Temecula
2007 Riverside

General Plan 2025 Program Riverside 2008 Riverside

Dos Lagos Residential Mixed-Use 
Village

Corona 2008 Riverside

Coachella Valley Workforce  
Housing Trust

Coachella Valley 2009 Riverside

Goods Movement WRCOG 2009 Riverside

Section 19 Specific Plan Rancho Mirage 2010 Riverside

North City Specific Plan Cathedral City 2010 Riverside

Bike and Ride Program San Bernardino County 1996 San Bernardino

Alternative Fuels Fleet San Bernardino County 2000 San Bernardino

Fontana Transit Center Fontana 2002 San Bernardino

Chino Transit Center Chino 2004 San Bernardino

Rialto Metrolink Rialto 2004 San Bernardino
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Project Name City Year County

Chino-Ontario Community Based 
Transportation Plan

Chino, Ontario 2005 San Bernardino

Redlands Passenger Rail Station 
Area Plan

San Bernardino 2006 San Bernardino

Bus Stop Design Guidelines San Bernardino County 2006 San Bernardino

Town Center Project Ontario 2008 San Bernardino

OmniGo Program
Yucaipa, Grand Ter-
race, and Chino Hills

2010 San Bernardino

Yucaipa Transit Center Yucaipa 2010 San Bernardino

Chaffey College Transit Center Rancho Cucamonga 2010 San Bernardino

The Ontario Plan Ontario 2010 San Bernardino

Crossroads Mixed-Use Project Rialto 2010 San Bernardino

The Shoppes Specific Plan Chino Hills 2010 San Bernardino

Go Smart Program San Bernardino County 2011 San Bernardino

Addressing Foreclosure Crisis  
and Stabilizing Neighborhoods

Rialto 2011 San Bernardino

Bus Arrival Prediction Information 
Systems (BAPIS) Project

San Bernardino County 2012 San Bernardino

Downtown Specific Plan Ventura 2008 Ventura

The Village at Oxnard Oxnard 2009 Ventura
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.ilfarclt 6, 2012 

Attn: Honorable Pam O'Connor, President of SCAG and Regional Council members 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
818 \V. Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

RE: Active Transportation in SCAG's 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 

Dear Honorable O'Connor, Regional Council members and Policy Committee members: 

On behalf of the Alliance for a IIcalthy Orange County, we would like to thank Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) staff, Regional Council and Policy Committee members for the opportunity to participate in the 
2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). We recognize the multitude of efforts required to develop the long range plan 
and arc appreciative of all of the hard work that has already been done. 

The Alliance for a Healthy Orange County is a county-wide collaborative of health care organizations, community-based 
organizations and universities whose mission is to champion policy strategics and leverage funding opportunities that 
result in enhanced health outcomes and reduced health disparities for Orange County residents. 

The Alliance urges SCAG to consider the important health impacts of the RTP and place increased emphasis on projects 
that will promote active transportation. The region does not need a plan that allocates $22 billion on road \Vidcning and 
only $6 billion on active transportation. It is critical to change funding allocations to improve safety and public health 
throughout our region. 

We request that SCAG amend the Draft RTP/SCS to include the following: 

1. Increase the overall percentage of RTP funds dedicated to active transportation from 1.3 percent of the 2012 RTP 
to 5-8 percent of the total 2012 plan. 

2. Prioritize active transportation funding and distribute these funds evenly over the 25 year period of the plan so 
that the benefits of active transportation are brought to Orange County sooner. 

3. Incorporate the development ofan Active Transportation Finance Strategic Plan by 2014 that identifies how each 
Cl'C is spending funds and the opportunities available to increase funding for active transpotiation. 

4. Allocate funding for bicycle and pedestrian plmming and usage counts. 

5. Set aside fonding in the RTP to suppo1i SCAG cities in developing bicycle and pedestrian master plan:,, safe route 
to school pans and ADA transition plans. Establish a goal that 50% of SCJ\G cities shall develop these plans by 
2016. 

All1a11ce for a Healthy Orange County is a fiscal sponsorship project of the One DC and funded by the Health Fu11ders Partnership of Orange County a11d 
the California Endowment 



6. Adopt a Regional Complete Streets Plan by 2014_;_ This plan will incorporate input from local jurisdictions to 

prioritize complete streets projects in programming efforts and dedicate a portion of system preservation and 

maintenance funding for improving the road conditions of all users. 

7. Adopt Safe Routes to School Regional Strategic Plan by 2014. 

8. School Siting and Joint Use Policies should be incorporated as land use elements of the SCS. 

9. Set measurable safety and health goals for all users~ Goals are set for the reduction of green house gases in the 

draft 2012 RTP/SCS. Active transportation plays a pivotal role in the reduction of these green house gasses. 

Similar measurable goals should be set for reducing crash rates for active transportation and for reducing the 

health impacts of obesity. These could include a report on the number of children walking and bicycling to 

school across the entire region as well as a report detailing access to parks, open spaces and quality active 

transportation networks. 

10. Monitoring detailed population data and metrics in environmental justice communities~ 

The lack of active transportation funding disproportionally affects immigrant, lower-income, and minority 
populations because these neighborhoods have greater barriers to physical activity and transit access, higher numbers 
of busy regional arterial, poor pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, unsafe neighborhoods, and lack of safe storage for 
bicycles and safe crossings. Thus, these neighborhoods would benefit from an increase in funding allocations (in order 
for SCAG to meet its Title VT obligations) and from a detailed strategic plan. 

Compliance with the SCS requirement of SB 375 and the well-being, safety, and health of citi?ens within the SCJ\G 
region will depend on the future development of our multi-modal transportation nehvork, jobs, housing, education and 
healthy environments for families to live in. 

We sincerely appreciate this opportunity to provide feedback for the 2012-2035 draft RTP/SCS. Please foci free to 
contact us with any questions or concerns; our contact infonnation is listed below. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

~~ 
Bari)' Ross 
Chairman 

Alliance for a Healthy Orange County is a fiscal sponsorship project of the One QC and funded by the Health Funders Partnership of Orange County and 
the California Endowment 



  
 
 
 

 

 
 
Tuesday, Feb. 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: 
 
The health and medical community wishes to thank the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) staff for their hard work on the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and for recognizing that the decisions made in the planning 
process ultimately affect public health and air quality. We are especially pleased to see the 
inclusion of some of the health and equity indicators that we championed in our comment 
letters (May 6 and Aug 26) captured in SCAG’s performance measures.  While we believe the 
draft plan under review has many positive elements, we also believe strengthening measures 
are needed to assure that strong public health benefits are achieved through the plan. 
 
The serious 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.  The Inland Empire 
continues to bear the brunt of this pollution due to weather patterns that concentrate pollution 
in the area leading to more severe health impacts.  
 
Research by the American Lung Association in California quantified the respiratory health 
benefits of smart growth strategies in the Southern California region. This 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.  
 
Health experts have continued to speak out through workshops, hearings, joint letters and the 
media about the devastating toll of respiratory illness, obesity, diabetes, and heart disease 
caused by our car-dependent community designs throughout the Southern California region 
and about 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 offer the following comments and recommendations to ensure that the Sustainable 
Communities Strategy and future 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 

 Increase transit and transit oriented planning in Inland Empire.  Because so much of 
the planned growth in the Inland Empire is relatively low density and remote from 
transit, SCAG should work closely with Inland Empire governments to accelerate 
expansion and frequency of transit and rail to the area and focus more growth around 
transit corridors. A recent health forum hosted by the American Lung Association in 
California in Riverside highlighted the dramatic rates of respiratory illness, heart disease 
and obesity in the region associated with poor land use and sprawl development. 

 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 
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 freeways and freight corridors. 

 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 
and potential pollution exposures.  The Environmental Justice Appendix to the Plan shows 
that approximately  25% - 27% of households living within 500 feet of freeways could face 
greater exposures to CO and PM than under the base case, with high concentrations of minority 

and low income residents disproportionately affected.   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 Southern California. 
 
Signed, 
 
 



 
Kathy Magliato, MD 
Board of Directors & Volunteer 
American Heart Association 
 
Bonnie Holmes Gen 
Executive Director for Air Quality and Public Health 
American Lung Association in California 
 
Robert Vinetz, MD  and Anne Farrell-Sheffer, MPH 
Co-Chairs 
Asthma Coalition of Los Angeles County 
 
Zachery Scott 
Director of Programs 
Asthma & Allergy Foundation of America, 
California Chapter 
 
Ruben Cantu 
Program Director 
California Pan-Ethnic Health Network 
 
Maya Golden-Krasner  
Staff Attorney  
Communities for a Better Environment 
 
Maxwell Ohikhuare, MD 
Health Officer 
County of San Bernardino | Department of Public Health  
 
Rachelle R. Wenger, MPA 
Director, Public Policy & Community Advocacy 
Dignity Health (Formerly Catholic Healthcare West) 
 
Jocelyn Vivar Ramirez, M.P.H. 
Research & Policy Analyst 
East Yard Communities for Environmental Justice 
 
Jonathan Heller, PhD 
Executive Director 
Human Impact Partners 
 
 
 



Dolores Gonzalez-Hayes 
Director of Policy 
Latino Health Access 
 
Jessica Tovar, MSW 
Project Manager 
Long Beach Alliance for Children with Asthma  
 
Alexis Lantz 
Planning & Policy Director 
Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition 
 
Jeremy Cantor, MPH 
Program Manager 
Healthy Places Coalition 
Prevention Institute  
 
Ricky Choi, MD, MPH 
Chair 
National Physicians Alliance – CA 
 
Patricia Ochoa 
Environment and Health Coordinator 
Physicians for Social Responsibility – LA 
 
Pauline Chow, Esq. Southern California Policy Manager 
Rye Baerg, Southern California Policy Manager  
Safe Routes to School National Partnership 
 
Jim Mangia, MPH 
President & CEO 
St. John's Well Child and Family Centers 
 
Dr. Robert Ogilvie, PhD 
Program Director, Planning for Healthy Places 
Public Health Law and Policy 
 

Anne Kelsey-Lamb, MPH 
Director 
Regional Asthma Management and Prevention 
 

Luis Pardo 
Executive Director 
Worksite Wellness LA  



 
Individuals 
Gary Melton, RN, MBA 
Director of Health Administration 
Inland Empire Health Plan (IEHP) * 
 
Karen Jakpor, MD, MPH 
American Lung Association in California volunteer 
Riverside 
 
Susan Sprau, MD 
Past President 
CA Chapter of the  American College of Physicians* 
 

Savita Reis, MD 
Whittier 
 
Tamanna Rahman, MPH 
DrPH Student 
UCLA School of Public Health 
 
Trish Roth, MD 
Pediatrician 
Santa Monica 
 
Richard J Jackson MD, MPH 
Professor and Chair, Environmental Health Sciences* 
UCLA School of Public Health* 
Former Director, National Center for Environmental Health CDC 
Former California State Public Health Officer 
 

* For identification only 
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Sustainability Committee, Los Angeles Section 

American Society of Civil Engineers 

Comments on December 2012 draft of 

SCAG 2012 Regional Transportation Plan 
 

The Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan (Plan) is an excellent planning document based on 2005 technology.  
It lacks only an update for the digital technology of 2010 and an infusion of hope amid 
the many challenges.  You can accomplish that update by inserting the Arial font text at 
the appropriate locations in the Plan.  Any text not in Arial font is supporting logic and 
documentation.  SCAG may choose to insert the non-Arial font or use it to prepare an 
alternate revenue-expense model. 
 
SCAG is a sufficiently large economy to drive more applications of digital technology for 
transportation safety and convenience.  If SCAG does not drive digital applications, the 
digital applications will drive SCAG.  For example: 

� In response to youth surveys, General Motors is applying digital technology.  For 
example; small self-driving taxis and cars which will park themselves a mile or 
more from their passenger drop off or pick up locations.1, 2  Today’s tech-savvy 0-
15-year olds will be the transportation consumers responding (or not) to SCAG’s 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) as the 18-38-year olds of 2030. 

� Drivers are ever more distracted by their digital devices, so much so the National 
Highway Traffic Safety Administration recommends banning all use of digital 
devices, even hands free phones.3  Increasingly distracted drivers are more likely 
to kill pedestrians and bicyclists, with more adverse impacts on TDM and safety.4 

� Pedestrians and bicyclists are distracted reading their digital device and oblivious 
to outside sounds wearing earphones.5  

� As of 2009, anyone with a smart phone had access to real-time (and very 
distracting) visual indications of traffic conditions on their alternate routes.     

 

                                           
1 Self-parking is described in News Briefs, page 36, Civil Engineering, December 2011 (Civil 
Engineering is the magazine of the American Society of Civil Engineers).  The POD car is 
described at http://theweek.com/article/index/217867/gms-new-self-driving-pod-car. 
2 General Motors is responding to numerous surveys, “Young buyers want cars that are safe, 
affordable, compatible with the latest high-tech gadgetry, and good for the environment.”  In 
1983, 80% of 18 year olds had driver’s licenses, in 2008 only 67%.  
http://www.vcstar.com/news/2012/jan/12/editorial-job-1-is-getting-teens-interested-in/   
3 Associated Press, December 17 & 18, 2011 based on NHTSA campaign http://distraction.gov/  
4 Individual car safety/convenience features (adaptive cruise control, self-parking, stability 
control, out-of-lane warning, etc.) are less likely to sense pedestrians while giving drivers a false 
sense of safety while distracted. 
5 Editorial in Ventura County Star, December 29, 2011 mentioning the National Transportation 
Safety Board, the American College of Emergency Physicians, the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency, and AAA Texas. 
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The American Society of Civil Engineers, Los Angeles Section, Sustainability 
Committee encourages SCAG to drive digital applications for transportation because 
digital applications allow tremendous improvements in mobility, safety, and air quality 
with relatively little use of the Earth’s natural resources. 
 
Further, motor vehicles manufacturers are implementing digital applications in an 
uncoordinated fashion motivated to sell more vehicles: adaptive cruise control, stability 
control, self-parking, voice recognition, collision warning, General Motors’ OnStar, etc.  
While these systems help protect the vehicle occupants, they are likely to increase the 
rate of bicyclist and pedestrian deaths above 21%.6  Our committee includes regular 
bicycle commuters who often get unsolicited comments about the dangers involved.  It 
would seem the perception of danger is discouraging bicycle and pedestrian 
transportation.  It follows that an increase in perceived safety is essential for increasing 
active transportation.    
 
    

Executive Summary 
 
After the Mobility, Safety, Air Quality, and Financial Challenges of Executive Summary 
pages 2 and 3, add: 
 

DIGITAL OPPORTUNITIES 
 
Our electronic systems continue to improve in reliability, performance, and cost.  2035 is 
as far in the future as 1986 is in the past.  In 1986, mobile phones were the size of small 
vacuum cleaners and anti-lock brakes were standard on a few luxury cars.  Personal 
computers were the size of a desk drawer with the power to handle word processing and 
simple spreadsheets.  In 2010, smart phones are smaller than a deck of cards, are a 
tenth the cost of a 1986 personal computer, and possess the power of a 1986 super-
computer.  Full drive-by-wire stability control systems are standard on most cars.  The 
global positioning system (GPS) was not fully operational with civilian accuracy of about 
30 feet until 1994.  In 2010, smart phones have GPS which can be integrated with the 
smart phone’s accelerometers for precision of a few inches at highway speeds.7 
 
Our vision includes pushing the connectivity and computing power of 2010 to address 
the transportation challenges of 2020, 2030, and beyond. 
 

                                           
6 The December 2011 draft 2012-2035 Plan, page 2. 
7 Differential, Wide Area Augmentation, Local Area Augmentation, and multiple signals increase 
accuracy.  The differential GPS position accuracy of an object which is still for minutes is 
fractions of an inch.  The accelerometers allow moving objects to integrate GPS signals over time 
to achieve accuracy within several inches and to cover areas with spotty GPS signal reception.  
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At the end of the Financial Plan Executive Summary pages 7 and 8, add: 
 
REDUCED INSURANCE COSTS 
 
Drivers and businesses in the SCAG region paid about $25 billion in 2010 for vehicle 
insurance.8  By pushing digital systems to address transportation safety challenges, 
SCAG can decrease collisions from about 83,000 per year in 2010 to less than 500 per 
year in 2035.9  Digital systems would save drivers and businesses about $240 billion on 
insurance premiums over the twenty years between 2015 and 2035.10  Also, by pushing 
digital systems to address transportation mobility challenges, SCAG can reduce the 
regional person-hours of traffic delay below 1 million hours per year.11  The insurance 
and time savings more than justify the increased gas tax12 and mileage-based user fee 
suggested in Table 2 with directly offsetting savings for drivers and business.13 
 
 

                                           
8 An estimate based on proportionality of population SCAG may want to verify. 
9 The modest drop in collisions per year shown in Figure 2.2, page 38 may be due as much to the 
economy and the increased prevalence of stability control systems than California’s Strategic 
Highway Safety Plans.  Extending digital systems beyond drive-by-wire stability control 
promises near-zero collisions.   
10 It is possible for 99% of vehicles to have digital zero-collision systems by 2035.  A linear ramp-
down of accidents and insurance costs starting in 2015 would extend over twenty years with an 
average saving (predicted for 2025) of $12 billion per year. 
11 The December 2011 draft Plan’s Figure 6.1 on page 164 indicates essentially no change from 
2008’s time lost to traffic delays for the Plans’ 2035 projection of about 4 million hours/yr.  
Because digital systems are super-polite (the cars are informing each other of moves well within 
digital reaction times) merging is smoother and per-lane capacity at speed is easily doubled.  The 
smooth merging feature should be effective eliminating traffic delays even beyond the effective 
doubling or tripling the number of lanes.  While actually doubling lanes or buses or trains is not 
fiscally possible, virtually doubling them is as inexpensive as $200 per vehicle per a 2005 
estimate by General Motors engineers. 
12 Overall sustainability would be better by either 1) shifting the per-mile fee to fuel tax or 2) 
implement the per-mile fee as a function of vehicle weight.  As a commuting bicyclist I might pay  
1/20th the rate of a Smart Car, who would pay ¼ the rate of an SUV, who would pay 1/6th the rate 
of a loaded semi-truck.  Bicyclists and pedestrians could pay toward a lottery-type incentive 
system as combination virtual force field and bicycle computer device logs commuting miles. 
13 The December draft Plan indicates substantial new revenue to preserve essentially the same 
traffic delay and a modest decrease in vehicle insurance costs.  “Same as 2008” will not keep the 
Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach competitive with a widened Panama Canal or help the 
SCAG region attract other businesses while other regions improve their transportation and drop 
their expenses applying digital systems.  
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Vision 
 
Change the title and add the following to pages 27 and 28: 
 

INTEGRATED LAND USE AND DIGITALLY ENHANCED TRANSPORTATION 
 

Digitally enhanced transportation is the application of technology allowing: 
• Transit users to keep shopping, working, or playing until they receive an alarm 

that they have just enough time to get to the bus stop. 
• Bus drivers to vary their routes and stops in real time to optimize service, 

revenue, and expense. 
• Cities to organize all the possible parking spots (street, schools, churches, 

business, and individual residences) for public-private coordinated time-of-use 
and membership-based tolls and space sharing.14 

• Private drivers and passengers to share rides on-the-fly as a decentralized 
neighbor-helping-neighbor form of transit. 

• Pedestrians and bicyclists to be protected from motor vehicles by a virtual force 
field using a $50 device which informs motor vehicles of their location, velocity, 
and accelerations.  The same device can offer tips on safe bicycling and safe 
walking.15   

• Motor vehicles to be protected by the same virtual force field.  The virtual force 
field not only prevents accidents, it negates the perceived safety of larger 
vehicles.16 

• More gamification17 in traffic management, such as speed camera lottery. 
• Safely doubling road capacity while maintaining the speed limit (no congestion 

delays) by applying the same virtual force field to make vehicles super-polite.  
• Rental of bicycles, traditional cars, or self-driving vehicles by the minute.18 
• Cargo-pooling for mail, hardcopy messages, tools, equipment, food, etc.19 

 
                                           
14 (We may find excess parking spaces to convert into mini-parks or weekly/seasonal business 
locations.) 
15 (Bicycle on the right!  Spanish translations welcome.  Stop for red light!  Cross curbs at right 
angles.) 
16 The perception of safety in small vehicles allows the proliferation of Smart Car sized vehicles 
and even freeway capable human-electric hybrids. 
17 Gamification is applying games to life (transportation, education, government, etc.).  
Gamification and speed camera lottery are explained at: http://www.aol.com/video/youve-got-gabe-

zichermann/517241772/?icid=maing-grid7%7Cmain5%7Cvideo-module%7Csec3_lnk1%7C125198.  
18 Many cities already have bicycle rentals by the minute from a multitude of locations spread 
around the city, one example: http://www.bcycle.com/.  General Motors is developing two-person 
self-driving, self-parking, digitally summoned electric vehicles:  
http://theweek.com/article/index/217867/gms-new-self-driving-pod-car.  Private companies are offering 
hourly car rentals, one example: http://www.zipcar.com/.    
19 With convenient communications and radio ID tags, a U.S. Postal Service tractor could connect 
with a preloaded trailer full of store-assembled boxes of groceries, and deliver each box to the 
apartment which ordered those groceries.  See http://www.prweb.com/releases/2011/10/prweb8844077.htm 
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Background information on decentralized transit and parking 

 
Smart phone-transit20 is by far the most business like way to reduce vehicle miles.  With 
smart phone-transit, everyone can elect to participate public transit, which is as time 
conserving as hailing a taxi and as energy and cost conserving as carpooling.  That is, the 
public transit via smart phone is super-convenient relative to buses or trains.  There are 
many examples.  This software for i-phones is a ridesharing focused explanation of smart 
phone-transit: www.avego.com/ui/index.action.  This app can work on any smart phone. 
  
Cellphone-parking21 guides people to empty parking spaces and enhances many other 
strategies for increasing ridership on traditional and new forms of public transit. 
 
Two non-profits have included smart phone-transit in their documents.  Santa Barbara’s 
Community Environmental Council describes it as dynamic ridesharing coordinated with 
smart phones in their 2007 Transportation Plan for their Fossil Free by 2033 Program.  
Sierra Club California mentions making transportation information available with smart 
phones in their November 19, 2008 comment on the California Air Resources Board’s 
(CARB) scoping plan for California’s Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. 
 
 
Motivation 
 
The author’s research for the Santa Barbara Community Environmental Council’s Fossil 
Free by 2033 Transportation Plan (Free by 2033 Plan) confirmed a strong preference for 
convenience when selecting transportation.  The Free by 2033 Plan22 concludes increased 
ridesharing can reduce vehicle miles by 20% much quicker and less expensively than can 
increased use of traditional public transit.  Convenience and cost factors strongly favor 
ridesharing. 
 
These general facts from the Legislative Analyst’s Office23 concerning carpool lanes 
confirm a need to increase timesaving and convenience aspects of public transportation: 

• High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes are underused in the off-peak direction or 
during off-peak hours, because there is little timesavings incentive to carpool 
when traffic is flowing. 

                                           
20 Cellphone-transit uses the GPS, computer, and communications capabilities of cellphones to produce 
public transit by connecting people to share the empty seats in their cars. 
21 Cellphone-parking can have a sensor on each parking spot, or use individual’s cellphones, or use the 
car’s digital safety system as the sensor.  In any case, the digital system would send information for billing, 
payment, guiding drivers to empty (non-reserved) spots, and gathering information on parking supply and 
demand. 
22 http://www.communityenvironmentalcouncil.org/Programs/EP/PDFs/Transportation_Nov08/CEC_transportation_Nov08_final.pdf  
23 Legislative Analyst’s Office, “HOV Lanes in California: Are They Achieving Their Goals,” January 
2000 
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• HOV lanes are most effective when they provide timesaving.  HOV lanes do not 
increase carpooling, unless there is traffic slowing congestion. 

 
The summer 2008 high fuel costs followed by the fall 2008 low fuel costs provide a 
price-based example.  High fuel costs increased bus and train ridership and prompted 
calls for more convenient buses and trains.  At least in Los Angeles, new summer 2008 
riders generally abandoned buses and trains when fuel prices dropped. 
 
Further, consider how rapidly people abandon bicycles, buses, and trains when they can 
barely afford a private motor vehicle in developing countries.  Witness the switch away 
from bicycles in China and India. 
 
All this implies that transit riding must become as convenient as single occupancy 
vehicles if transit riding is to increase significantly.  Rather than allowing traffic 
congestion to drag on the economy, make transit more convenient.  The best transit riding 
increasing strategy will be super-convenient.  The inexpensive super-convenience of 
digital applications extends to low income people unlike traditional public transit (which 
is not convenient) or single occupancy vehicle tolls (which are expensive).  SCAG’s 
implementation of smart phone-transit would make SCAG’s transit system more 
sophisticated and 21st Century than New York, San Francisco, London or Paris. 
 
Smart phone-transit & Smart phone-parking 
 
Smart phones can coordinate and improve all our existing transportation equipment with: 

• Convenient access to bus and train schedules and next-bus or next-train arrival 
times, even while you are standing at the curb; 

• Automatic payment for train, bus, carpool, taxi, or rideshare (with demand-driven 
price adjustments honing in on the best price for minimum vehicle-miles); 

• The convenient access to several modes of transportation makes traditional public 
transit more acceptable due to the easy on-the-fly availability of other modes to 
meet the unexpected. 

• Carpools or rideshares scheduled weeks, days, hours, or minutes ahead, or even 
when a car is parked, or when a car with an empty seat is driving by; 

• The smart phone warns you, routinely minutes before arrival, that a bus, train, or 
parking lot will be full.  The warning could be days in advance when people are 
reserving for special events. 

• Real-time ridesharing buddy selection (sometimes you want professional peers, 
sometimes church buddies, sometimes teammates); 

• Navigation guidance to empty parking spots, paying the parking meter, parking 
meter rates that vary with time of day and number of people in the car; 

• Rewarding with parking spots near the “in” restaurant for past public transit use, 
because the smart phone reliably documents time and distance spent commuting 
via public transit (or rideshare, or bicycle or walking); 
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• Businesses, churches, schools, employees, and individual citizen parking space 
owners could share parking spots with time-of-use metering and the rate 
communicated through and paid through the smart phone; and 

• The smart phones may communicate using UC Berkeley developed software to 
direct individual drivers around traffic congestion.  Again, the congestion can be 
predicted and prevented hours or even days in advance with sufficient people 
scheduling transportation on smart phone-transit. 

 
Any smart phone with GPS (global positioning system) and modest computation power 
can have software more comprehensive than the i-phone application announced by 
Avego in November 2008.  Other phone companies have been a little slower to acquire 
3rd party transportation applications.  However, the Blackberry Storm, the T-Mobile G1, 
the Samsung Instinct, and the LG Dare are all smartphones with touchscreens.  They 
should be able to run smart phone-transit software. 
 
The smart parking meters, most using Zigbee radio protocol, are already installed in 
several communities.  San Francisco’s SFPark project installed 6,000 meters in summer 
2008.24  Each meter is about the size of a deck of cards, is glued to the pavement, and has 
several years of battery life.  The smart parking meters relay information to each other 
sometimes via similarly equipped electric, gas, and water meters.  The communication 
allows car navigation to empty parking spaces and rate adjustment from a central office.  
The internal computer allows parking rates to vary for the convenience of the owner of 
the parking space and as a means to reduce vehicle-miles. 
 
For example, a school could adjust the parking rate depending on location, time of day, 
how many students arrive in that vehicle on that day, how often that student has used 
other public transit or bicycled.  A restaurant adjacent to the school could “rent” evening 
parking hours from the school with automatic payment validation when the people spend 
more than 20 minutes in the restaurant.  Churches could “rent” parking spots for major 
sports events or nearby Christmas shopping because the parking rate for non-members 
would be exceptionally high during church events.  One side effect of this coordinated 
parking is the opportunity to convert seldom-used parking into parks or bicycle lanes. 
 
Other solvers will offer many strategies which are greatly enhanced by smart phone-
transit and smart phone-parking: wireless web on buses and trains, rewarding employees 
to abstain from using a parking spot, subsidized bus passes, carpool lanes, time-of-use 
road tolls, emergency ride home, designated park&ride areas on every block, etc.  You 
can find a great list of such ideas in the Santa Barbara Community Environmental 
Council’s Transportation Plan3. 
 

                                           
24 See website at SFPark.org.  Check comments at http://pressabout.us/sfpark.org.  
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Economics 
 
As Avego proves, the only cost of providing smart phone-transit in the SCAG area is the 
cost of encouraging it’s use and perhaps assisting Apple and other manufacturers to 
provide compatibility between smart phones and apps.  The cost of smart phone parking 
is in establishing and maintaining a data base for the smart phones to interact with.  
Again, private companies can provide this service in exchange for a share of the parking 
fees.  Consumers seeking the conveniences of smart phone-transit and smart phone-
parking will force smart phone manufacturers and service providers into larger 
investments in order to protect or increase market share. 
 
Potential incomes from providing smart phone-transit and smart phone-parking include: 

• When each train, bus, or rideshare rider pays the driver, the smart phone-transit 
service is paid two cents per mile.  One billion miles a year would provide $70 
million per year. 

• The smart phone service provider pays $1 of their monthly Internet service fee to 
start and maintain the smart phone-transit and smart phone-parking service.  Five 
million smart phone owners generate $60 million a year. 

• SCAG might pay the smart phone-transit service a fee to obtain ridership data for 
adjusting routes and fares to minimize both vehicle-miles and passenger-miles-
per-gallon. 

• Businesses, schools, churches, and governments could pay for special (picture, 
music, or video) listing in the service so that people can identify them, find how 
to travel to them, and gather data on what draws customers, voters, students, and 
members. 

• The smart phone-parking service provider may be paid from a portion of the 
parking fees (as is often done for traffic-light-running-ticketing cameras). 

• Parking space owners can sell parking spaces at the time-of-use rate that fits the 
owner. 

 
Individuals bear the cost of buying smart phones and services.  Because individuals 
obtain smart phones for so many other reasons, the individual’s incremental cost is small.  
Small is relative and flexible.  Phones can be a provided at a nominal cost and profits 
made on the service.  This low initial price is followed by higher operating fees is like 
obtaining a loan and using the phone purchase to pay for itself with the personal savings 
on transportation costs. 
 
SCAG can trigger the smart phone market share race, advertise the program, and 
contribute to economic opportunity with contests and promotions.  $1 million would buy 
about 5,000 smartphones wholesale.  The smartphones can be rewards for idea contests, 
student essay contests, or a recruiting contest.  In a recruiting contest, contestants sign up 
regular customers at regular customer rates.  The new customers’ transit use is summed 
(aggregate manner to avoid privacy issues) for the contest period.  The contestants whose 
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customers accumulated the most transit miles win the smartphones and year of service.  
The summed miles can be displayed on a website with hourly updates to create 
excitement.  Note that a bus or taxi driver with a smartphone and the service creates a 
participating bus or taxi with automatic payment option and data transfer to the agency. 
 
Charities can participate as receivers of rider’s payments, by recycling smartphones, and 
by subsidizing service fees.  Americans are more generous then fugal.  That suggests past 
efforts to encourage more car-pooling were hindered because the $2 fee for giving 
someone a 5 mile ride wasn’t worth the time required to set-up a pool.   However, 
generous Americans will hunt for passengers, if the fees are automatically transmitted to 
their favorite charity. 
 
Business and government can save money and gain clients by providing employees who 
attend off-site meetings with the smartphones and service.  Businesses doing so gain a 
marketing edge because their potential clients will want to be associated with such smart 
and energy efficient service providers. 
 
Future 
 
Consider adding the parking meters as a smart phone feature gradually starting in 2013.  
The phones will need more accurate GPS, which can be provided using inertial 
navigation to improve satellite fixes, or by providing more GPS channels within the 
phone, or by providing more satellite repeaters.  The accurate within-a-yard phone would 
link to the city’s GIS (geographic information system) whenever the car stops in any 
mapped parking spot.  Ergo, the smart phone becomes the parking meter. 
 

 

Background information on zero-congestion, zero-collision vehicles 

 

Motor vehicles can use digital technology to avoid crashing into each other.  Commercial 
aircraft already use this electronics to safely increase landings and take-offs in less time.  
It’s called the Automatic Dependent Surveillance Broadcast System25 and started 
coordinating 9,000 helicopter flights a day over the Gulf of Mexico in January 2010.  The 
electronics is robust and keeps getting better.  For example, the U.S. Air Force is 
developing tiny quantum-mechanical devices that improve your car keeping track of 
itself even if it loses its Global Positioning System signals.26 
 

                                           
25 One of many possible descriptions: http://www.rescuecom.com/blog/index.php/computer-support/flight-

made-cool-and-safe-ads-b-is-coming/  
26 http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=getting-gps-out-of-a-jam  
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Electronics is way cheaper than car insurance.  In 2005, General Motors engineers 
estimated $200 per car to upgrade OnStar to zero-crash, zero-congestion.27  Of course, 
most other cars would have to be similarly outfitted for this low-cost approach. 
 
Example actions 
 
Allow, beginning January 1, 2013, single driver cars with zero-crash and zero-congestion 
technology to use car-pool lanes. 
 
Announce such technology will be required for the “fast” lane of 3+ lane freeways 
starting January 1, 2016. 
 
Announce such technology will be required for all but the slow lane of every freeway in 
SCAG member jurisdictions starting January 1, 2020. 
 
Announce a lottery which bicyclists and pedestrians enter by logging miles with their 
zero-crash technology equipped smart-phone, bicycle computer, or pedometer.  
 

                                           
27 2005 quote no longer available, low cost can be inferred from the Vehicle-to-Vehicle portion of 
http://www.traffictechnologytoday.com/opinion.php?BlogID=45  



 
 

                                                            
 

Richard I. Mueller 

President       

 
February 9, 2012 
 
Mr. Jacob Lieb 
SCAG  
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
Via email:  2012PEIR@scag.ca.gov 
 
Subject:  Official Comment on the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/EIR; 
  Recommendation to Include an Underground, Automated Alternate to the  
   East West Freight Corridor 
 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 
For the past two years I have been involved with the refinement and promotion of a freight transportation 
concept we call “Green Rail Intelligent Development”, or GRID.  GRID is composed of three major 
components, as follows.  
 

1) A “SuperDock” to provide highly automated transfer of container freight directly between ships and 
trains.  Two types of trains would be served by the “SuperDock”, Class 1 trains for BNSF and Union 
Pacific to travel through the Alameda Corridor, and drone container trains to and from points in 
southern California. 

2) A freight pipeline, essentially a tunnel for the drone trains to travel between warehouse districts in the 
Los Angeles region and the Ports. 

3) Loading/unloading terminals to feed and receive drone trains into and from the freight pipeline/tunnel.  
These terminals would be strategically located near concentrations of warehouses in downtown Los 
Angeles, the City of Commerce, Rowland Heights, and Fontana. 

 
The freight pipeline would essentially provide an unobtrusive, nearly noise-free, electrically powered 
alternative to the East West Corridor proposed in the RTP.   
 
Initial indications are that the efficiency of the “SuperDock” and freight pipeline system could generate a 
sufficient cash flow for the system to pay for itself using current freight costs and without any tax increases.  
This system has received a specific endorsement from the Angeles Chapter of the Sierra Club. 
 
I recognize there is insufficient time for the study of GRID that would be required for GRID to be included as 
an alternative in the current RTP.  However, as soon as the draft RTP is finalized, I encourage SCAG to 
participate in an investigation of GRID to determine its viability.  GRID provides an opportunity for a true 
paradigm shift in freight transportation within southern California that could significantly reduce highway 
congestion and make freight transportation to and through southern California competitive with that anywhere 
in the world. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ameron International Corporation 
Water Transmission Group 
 

 
Richard I. Mueller, P.E. 
President 
 

Ameron International Corporation 
Water Transmission Group 
10681 Foothill Blvd., Suite 450 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA  91730 
Telephone: 909/944-4100. Ext. 192 
Fax:  909/980-7865 
Email: Richard.Mueller@nov.com 
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Febmary 9, 2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 
Ms. Margaret Lin 

/. rrouu 7.A·rdugo Ci I ir~ 

Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. 7 th Street, 1 i 11 Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Re: Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportatio11 Pla11/S11stai11ahle Communities Strategy· 
(RTPISCS) a11d Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 

Sent: Via e-mail (rtp@scag.ca.gov and 20l2PE!R@scag.ca.gov) and via r' 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 Transp011ation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and 
associated Transportation Confonnity 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 Sleering Committee, 
that the cities of Burbank and Pasadena abstained from all of these comments. However, the 
majority of the cities (Glendale, La Canada 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, 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 ensW'e 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 fw1ding, and which rely on speculative funding, such as potential 
and/or possible tolling authority, should not be included in the RTP/SCS, since th.is inclusion 
does not meet the federal requirements for a fiscally constrained plan. 

Burbank • Glendale • Lo Canada Flintridge • Pasadena • South Pasadena 
1327 Foothill Boulevard· La Canada Flintridge, CA 91011 

Phone: 818-790-8880 • Fox: 818-790-7 536 • Email: owilson@lcf.ca.gov 



2. LANGUAGE SHOULD BE INCLUDED JN THE RTP/SCS REQUJRING 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 
ENVIRONMENT ALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVES TO THOSE CURRENTLY IN 
THE PLAN IN ORDER TO BEST COMPLY WITH EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL 
LEGISLATION: 

The PEIR states that: ( 1) "Re-entrained road·way dust would increase proportionate lo VMT 
This would be a significant impact; '' (2) "Impacts related to total GHG (Greenhouse Gas) 
emissions were determined to be sign[ficant even aji.er mitigation. ;" (3) the PM 10 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 IDGHWA Y EXPANSION PROJECTS SHOULD NOT BE FRONTLOADED 
IN THE RTP/SCS: 

The RTP/SCS frontloads highway modalities by disproportionately allocating nm.ding and 
anticipated completion dates. This is evidenced by comparing Table 2.2 - Major Highway 
Complelion 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 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 

Arroyo Verdugo Subregion 



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 FLA WED, BASED UPON EMPIRICAL RESEARCH ON OTHER 
HIGHWAY PROJECTS THAT HA VE BEEN BUIL 'f: 

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 fiuther 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 asswnptions 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 ENVIRONMENT AL 
ANALYSES: 

The Plan has modeled the SR-710 extension from one precise point north to another. 
Unfmtunately, this assumptio11 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, 

8~a.At~ 
David A. Spence 
Chair of the Arroyo Verdugo Steering Committee 

c: Members of the Anoyo Verdugo Steering Committee 

Arroyo Verdugo Subregion 
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February 13, 2012 

Mr. Ila an lkhrata 
Executive Director 

outhem California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 121h Floor 
Los Angeles. A 90017-3435 

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

Denr Mr. lkhrata: 

The Association of California Cities - Orange County (ACC-OC) is grateful for the opportunity to 
provide its comments on the Southern Califomia 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. 

1n supplement to these issues, the ACC-OC respeclfully submits a series of additional concerns that we 
believe should be addressed lo ensure the RTP/SC can meet its objectives without unnecessarily 
burdening cities across Southern California. These issues include: 

• In general, the RTP infringes upon locaJ control; The 2012 RTP assume an inability oflocal 
agencies to balance the societal and cultural costs associated with plan objectives and instead 
requires that they assume the objectives stated in the pl~ which may or may not be shared local 
objectives. Matters such as reducing vehic1e 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 emissioa vehicle (such as charging stations), reducing obesity, environmental justice 
impacts, anticipating extreme weather and related events. increasing development densitie . and 
the likelihood of the adoption of active transportation methods or the practicaJity of necessary 
infrastructure improvements are matters of intense locaJ debate and are not appropriate subjects 
for regionaJ determination. The RTP 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 aggre ive step to force cities to adopt costly programs in a time when citie 
are facing record budget shortfalls and loss of revenues: Many cities continue to truggle with 
the loss ofrevenue 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, iocludjng blight removaJ, 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 ervices, including public safety. Mitigation 
measures, a sample of which is included below, exacerbate lht= ilifficu)ty of the e choices. 

o Urban Growth Boundaries: MM-LU42 - "Local juri. dictions or agencies can and 
should e tablish an urban growth boundary (UBG) with related ordinances or programs 
lo limit suburban prawl; local jurisdictions or agencies can and hould re trict 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 th county governments 
can and should adopt and implemenl Climate Actions Plans (CAPS, also known as Plans 
for the Reduction o/Greenhouse Gas Emissions as de~·cribed in CEQA Guidelines Section 
J 5183.5 Tiering and Srreamfining the Analysi of Greenhouse Gas Emissions) 

a Energy Audits: MM-P 91 - Local jurisdiction· can and should require the pe,formance 
of energy audits/or residential and cnm,nercial building,· prior lo complelion of sale, and 
that audit results and information about opporllmilies for energy efficiency improvements 
be presented to the buyer. 

o Parking Management Plans MM-TR96 - .. Local jurisdictions can and should 
implemeni a Parking Managemenl Program to discourage private vehicle u e ... " 

Moreover, these mitigation measures deal mostly with SB 3 75's Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
targets. However. Orange County completed its own SCS (included in the RTP as an appendix) to 
ensure it can achieve the e goals. Therefore. any SB 375 and/or SCS mitigations should al o be 
included as an appendix and for the consideration of each sub-region, including Orange County. 
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• SCAG has 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. 
Tojs broadly asslUlles that a) cities have the ability to enforce and impose these measures and 2) 
that there is funding to ensure the application. ln many instances, neither i accurate. This is a 
fundamentaJ problem with the RTP and must be remedied by replacing 'can and shou1d" with 

should" or "may." 

Orange County went to great lengths to pr duce its own SCS that met CARB' s GHG reduction 
targets. However, the draft RTP/SC 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 hould' implement these draconian mitigation measures is to discount the 
extraordinary effort to develop an effective 'CS for the unique cities in Orange ounty. 

• Funding mechanisms for the RTP need much more economic anaJy is. Specifically, the 
identification or more U1an $110 bill1011 tbruugh 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 oppoftunjty to comment on this important documenl We strongly advise CAG 
to incorporate these comments into the next draft of the RTP/SCS PEIR and look forward to working with 
SCAG on its improvement. 

Re pectfuJly submitted, 

~~~ 
Lacy Kelly 
CEO,ACC-OC 

Cc: Will Kempton, CEO OCT A 
Dave Simpson, Executive Director, OCCOG 
Lucy D~ President & C O OCBC 
Dennis Wilberg. President, OCCMA 



 
February 9, 2012 

 
Mr. Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 
 
Subject: 2012 RTP  
 
Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 
 
For more than a century the Automobile Club of Southern California, with six million members, has 
advocated for better mobility, traffic safety, quality of life, and economic opportunity. We support 
policies and projects to achieve these objectives and reasonable and fair ways to pay for them. 
 
Development and approval of an effective and achievable Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is 
crucial to a more mobile and stronger economic future. The Auto Club commends the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) for its work on the draft RTP, for highlighting and 
addressing important issues, and for including needed strategies ranging from expanded road, 
transit, and goods movement capacity to system preservation.  The following are comments and 
recommendations to strengthen the RTP and ensure its implementation delivers promised benefits.    
 
Government, business, and user stakeholders need to work together to implement realistic 
and appropriate new revenues. The RTP assumes $220 billion in new taxes and fees (mostly 
levied on motorists) and financing over the next 20+ years. Some of these assumptions are not 
realistic and will not likely happen. And other funding options, not now in the plan, might be 
implemented. The region needs to work together to identify and advance the best, most 
appropriate funding options to provide needed financing for RTP priorities. 
 
The RTP must protect and uphold the transportation priorities approved by voters through 
various local transportation sales tax measures. Voters in five counties approved sales tax 
measures to fund specific highway and transit projects.  The RTP must include and support all of 
these priorities and help deliver what voters were promised and what voters approved. Failure to 
do so will make approval of future funding measures nearly impossible. 
 
The 15¢ gas tax increase assumed through 2024 is reasonable if it is paired with state and 
national reforms to ensure funds will be spent efficiently on effective projects. Gas tax rates 
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have not changed in almost 20 years. This user tax has been the backbone of transportation 
funding for decades and it will continue to be an important resource for years to come. 
 
The final draft RTP clearly rules out a previously considered regional gas tax or gas “fee.”  
This is an important improvement that should be maintained in the final plan. Gas taxes 
have been implemented at the state and national level for decades. Attempting to extend such 
authority to local or regional government is not realistic and will hamper other efforts to fund 
transportation. Re-labeling the gas tax as a “fee” does not change the fact that it is a tax protected 
by the State Constitution and numerous voter-approved measures. For these reasons the Auto 
Club strongly opposes any attempt to impose local gas taxes or any form of a “fee” on gasoline. 
 
The Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) charge included in the RTP should be studied further as a 
long-term replacement for the gas tax. However, the amount of the proposed VMT is 
significant, it will not be accepted by many people, and it needs to include assurances 
regarding how the funds will be spent. The proposed VMT fee is projected to generate $110 
billion (half of the RTP’s funding shortfall). To generate this amount, the proposed VMT charge is 
equivalent to a tripling of the gas tax in addition to new tolls and other user fees. Such a large tax 
increase places a significant burden on motorists without assurances of an equivalent or 
proportionate benefit. 
 
Tolls can be an important financing tool for new general purpose highway lanes and for 
allowing more vehicles to use existing HOV lanes by making them HOT lanes. Tolls should 
not be imposed on existing general purpose lanes. The user-pay, user-benefit principle is an 
important cornerstone of transportation funding.  Charging tolls for new lanes or to allow more 
vehicles to access HOT lanes provides both needed funding for the new facilities and inherent 
value to users paying the toll. However, there is no assurance that motorists will adequately benefit 
from tolls or congestion fees imposed on existing freeway lanes or surface streets. New taxes and 
fees are only successful when the public understands and sees a clear benefit for paying them. 
 
The RTP needs to recognize that the most realistic and effective way to achieve desired 
emissions reductions has been and will continue to be through technology advancements 
and not through sweeping attempts to fundamentally alter lifestyles and economic, 
geographic, and demographic patterns. Although SB 375 and its Sustainable Community 
Strategy are required elements of the RTP, they are not likely to significantly reduce GHG 
emissions. Improving and encouraging transit, bicycling, and walking are appropriate and good 
objectives for the RTP. However, emissions reductions from these efforts will be very small 
compared to those that can and will be achieved through other means. These other means include 
improving automobile technologies, alternative fuel and energy sources, and better system 
preservation and management to improve traffic flow and safety. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to share our thoughts on the draft RTP.  The Auto Club looks 
forward to continuing our work with SCAG and other transportation and business partners to 
productively, realistically, and meaningfully address Southern California’s mobility and financial 
challenges. Please feel free to contact me at 714-885-2307 or finnegan.steve@aaa-calif.com.   
 

Sincerely, 
 
  
 
Stephen Finnegan 
Manager, Government Affairs and Public Policy 

 

c: SCAG Regional Council 



 

 
Northern California 
1340 Treat Boulevard, Suite 220 
Walnut Creek CA 94597 
P 925.937.0222 F 949.937.0225 

Southern California 
1300 Quail, Suite 100 
Newport Beach CA 92660 
P 949.833.0222 F 949.833.1960 brooks-street.com 

February 14, 2012 

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

Re:  Comments on Draft 2012-2035 Draft RTP/SCS 

Dear Ms. Lin: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on SCAG's Draft 2012-2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy ("Draft RTP/SCS" or "SCS").  We 
understand that this is an enormous undertaking and appreciate SCAG's efforts in this process. 
We look forward to playing a constructive role in the further development of the SCS.    

As explained below, we are concerned that the draft RTP/SCS as proposed would result 
in an inappropriate use of the regional growth forecast planning effort to encroach on local land 
use authority and jurisdiction.  We therefore request that SCAG (1) extend the comment period 
and make transportation analysis zone (TAZ) data available for public review and comment; (2) 
correct the TAZ data and maps to accurately reflect current local planning decisions including 
entitled projects; and (3) revise the SCS so that consistency determinations are made not at the 
small-scale scale level of a TAZ, but at the jurisdictional level to allow reasonable flexibility and 
appropriate land use decision making authority at the local level. 

1. The SCS does not appear to account for projects already in process 

Brooks Street represents the owners of thousands acres of property in southern 
California, and has a long history of top-quality developments in the SCAG region.  However, 
we are concerned that the SCS process has not fully accounted for projects that are already in 
process.  Brooks Street has projects in southern California that are fully entitled and approved for 
build-out, as well as proposed projects with pending applications that represent a substantial 
investment of resources to design, plan and communicate with the community and responsible 
agencies.  While the SCS itself states that it was created with input from local jurisdictions (see, 
for example, Draft RTP/SCS p. 111), we are concerned that the growth projections contained in 
the SCS and Land Use Pattern Maps do not in fact reflect the land use decisions that have been 
made by local jurisdictions.  More specifically, while the Draft RTP/SCS indicates that it has 
shifted projected densities from less developed areas to the urbanized core, nowhere does the 
SCS clearly state that those shifts in density take into account development projects that are 
either already approved or that are reasonably foreseeable projects which local jurisdictions have 
already spent considerable resources processing.  
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2. Underlying TAZ data must be released to allow meaningful public comment 

Moreover, the SCS's treatment of approved projects is impossible to determine from the 
information that SCAG has made available to the public.  The 2035 Land Use Pattern Maps, 
which are intended to depict projected density and land use, are at such a large scale, with such 
slight color gradations, that they cannot be interpreted in any meaningful way.  The SCS itself 
does not seem to contemplate that these maps will be important to future transportation and land 
use decisions.    Instead, the SCS focuses on the projected density contained in the data that 
underlies the maps -- data that SCAG has not released to the public.  The SCS states that the land 
use projections contained in the SCS are based on the distribution of growth forecast data to 
transportation analysis zones.  (RTP/SCS, p. 122.)  According to the SCS, the TAZ data contains 
forecasted housing, population, and employment data, which the SCS used to create 
"Community Types" and more refined "Development Types" that contain average use 
designations, densities, and building intensities.  The SCS states that a Development Type, 
including an average residential density, has been assigned to each TAZ for purposes of creating 
the SCS.  (Draft RTP/SCS, p. 123.)  However, it cannot be determined whether this assignment 
was made in a manner that takes existing conditions (including approved and reasonably 
foreseeable projects) as a baseline for these projections, nor can it be determined how the 
forecasting was done or how it was distributed across the TAZ. 

Despite the critical role of the TAZ data in developing the SCS, we are not aware that 
SCAG has made this data available for public review and comment in any meaningful way.  We 
were able to obtain partial data, showing housing densities only, from other agencies involved in 
the SCS process.  These data do not contain employment or population forecasts, and do not 
contain any Community Type or Development Type designations which, according to the SCS, 
have been assigned to each TAZ.  It is not possible for the public to provide meaningful 
comment on the SCS without access to the underlying data on which density and land use 
projections are based.  In the absence of the underlying data and modeling supporting the 
proposed plan, we are substantially impaired in our ability to provide meaningful public 
comment on the technical and legal adequacy of the plan.  In particular, we cannot assess 
whether the underlying data adequately reflects all developments as approved.  Under the 
federal (5 U.S.C. § 500 et. seq.) and California Administrative Procedures Acts (Gov. Code 
§§11340 et seq., including § 11346.2(b)(6)), the opportunity for public comment must include 
disclosure of the data and technical studies in time to provide meaningful public comment.  See, 
e.g. Solite Corp. v. EPA, 952 F.2d 473, 484 (D.C.Cir.1991) (per curiam). 

While we are not confident that the data is either accurate or complete, we have reviewed 
what data we were able to obtain.  Based on our review we conclude that the forecasted housing 
densities do need to be corrected, as the numbers clearly do not reflect either existing 
entitlements or pending, reasonably foreseeable projects.  

3. Implications of consistency with underlying TAZ data  
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The importance of the TAZ data is not limited to understanding how the SCS was 
created.   In addition to being the basis for creation of the SCS land use projections, according to 
the SCS, the TAZ data is to be relied on in future determinations as to whether a project is 
consistent with the SCS.  The SCS states: 

"SCAG suggests that utilizing community types at the TAZ level of geography 
(which an average size of 160 square acres) offers local jurisdictions adequate 
information and flexibility to make appropriate consistency findings for projects 
to be eligible to receive CEQA streamlining benefits."  (Draft RTP/SCS p. 122.)   

"One way of determining consistency [with the SCS] is if a proposed 
residential/mixed use or TPP [Transit Priority Project] conforms with the 
Development Type designated for a TAZ."  (Draft RTP/SCS, page 148.) 

Despite these explicit statements that the existing TAZ data will be critically important to 
future decisions affecting projects, SCAG has not provided the public the opportunity to review 
and comment on the TAZ data in any meaningful way.    

Significantly, a project's consistency with the SCS -- which is to be determined at the 
TAZ level according to the SCS -- affects not only the availability of CEQA streamlining 
incentives, but can have adverse consequences for the availability of federal funds for transit 
improvements that would serve the project.  Transit improvement projects relying on federal 
funding must be consistent with an approved RTP, and with the adoption of SB 375, that 
includes consistency with the Sustainable Communities Strategy portion of the RTP as well.  (40 
CFR 93.102; 42 U.S.C. 7506.)  Thus, if the Draft RTP/SCS has shifted density away from 
approved or pending projects, those projects stand to lose critical transit improvements.  The loss 
of transit improvements could impair project feasibility, or create new unmitigated impacts if 
traffic mitigations become unfunded, which could result in an unlawful taking of private vested 
property rights for those projects that have already been approved by local jurisdictions.  In many 
cases, approved projects also involve executed development agreements, which means that 
violation of contractual rights could also result, causing difficult situations for developers and 
local jurisdictions.  

We are concerned that a project's inconsistency with the growth projections contained in 
the SCS may have broader implications as well.  Local jurisdictions will be under considerable 
pressure to conform their general plans to the density, intensity, and land uses contained in the 
SCS, or risk losing transportation funding throughout their jurisdictions.  While all the 
implications of a project's inconsistency with the SCS have yet to be determined, we are 
concerned that by shifting density away from locally approved and pending projects, the SCS is 
creating land use policy in violation of SB 375's mandate that the SCS must not supersede the 
land use authority of cities and counties.  (Gov't Code 65080(b)(2)(J).) 
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4. RTP/SCS consistency should be determined at the jurisdictional level 

The TAZ maps are a modeling tool for engaging in a regional planning and evaluation 
process.  The feasibility of achieving the precise results in any particular TAZ area has not been 
evaluated or confirmed by any city council or board of supervisors, and as explained above it 
appears that the TAZ data and maps for 2035 do deviate from general plans and vested 
entitlements that have been approved by these elected officials.  While we understand elected 
bodies or senior administrative staffs of local jurisdictions may have approved local input for the 
overall population and household numbers within their respective jurisdictions, we believe they 
have not approved the TAZ data or maps.  Accordingly, requiring consistency determinations 
concerning use designations, density, and building intensity at the small scale of each TAZ 
would be inappropriate and overly-prescriptive.    

Again, SB 375 specifically precludes SCAG from interfering with local land use 
decisions.1  SB 375 requires that an SCS “identify the general location of uses, residential 
densities, and building intensities within the region

                                                
1 SB 375 provides in pertinent part: 

….”  Calif. Government Code § 
65080(b)(2)(B)(i) (emphasis added).  Thus there is no legislative mandate that SCAG identify 
the location of land uses, densities and building intensities within the region more precisely 
down to a TAZ level.  Instead, SCAG should appropriately identify these characteristics at a 
level consistent with the need for reasonable flexibility and local control.  At the lowest, the level 
of comparison should be at a jurisdictional level – particularly given that there are nearly 200 
jurisdictions within the SCAG region.  Accordingly, we urge SCAG to identify such 
characteristics at no finer a scale than at the lesser of (i) the jurisdiction, and (ii) the sub-region 
(i.e., where unincorporated county land is divided into sub-regions). 

• "Neither a sustainable communities strategy nor an alternative planning strategy regulates 
the use of land . . . " 

• "Nothing in this section shall be interpreted as superseding the exercise of the land use 
authorities of cities and counties within the region." 

• "Nothing in this section shall be interpreted to authorize the abrogation of any vested 
right whether created by statute or by common law." 

• "Nothing in this section shall require a city's or county's land use policies and regulations, 
including its general plan, to be consistent with the regional transportation plan . . . ." 
(Gov't Code section 65080(b)(2)(J) 
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Despite SB 375's mandate that the SCS not regulate land use, the draft RTP/SCS "shifts" 
households "from the periphery into the urbanized core" stating that much of this shift "will 
occur naturally in the marketplace," and that this "shift" was done "per consultation with the 
local jurisdictions." (Draft RTP/SCS p. 128.)  However, this shift does not "occur naturally," nor 
through a "consultation" process between agency staff that excludes the public.  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 
in some local jurisdictions, and away from housing density already approved by other 
jurisdictions, unless and until the local land use jurisdictions adopt the requested discretionary 
approvals.  

4.  Conclusion 

The draft RTP/SCS represents a substantial and important regional planning effort.  We 
believe the current draft needs to be corrected to reflect current local land use planning decisions, 
and to ensure that the regional growth projection process is not implemented in a manner that 
infringes on either vested property rights or the land use authority of local jurisdictions.  We 
appreciate SCAG's consideration of the comments provided in this letter and look forward to 
your responses.  If you should have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.   

Sincerely, 
 
 
 

Scott Goldie  
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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 
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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 



 
 

Page 18 of 21 
 

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.     
 

*   *   *   * 



February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Diicctor 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. 7th Street, 121h Floor 
l ,OS Angeles, CA 90017 

Re: Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan 

Dear Mr. Tkhrata: 

On behalf of the Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority (Authority) let me first state that 
we greatly appreciated the opportunity to work directly with members of your staff in the 
development of the Aviation and Airport Ground Access clement of lhc Draft Regional 
Trans1m1tation Plan (RTP). We have been active members of the Aviation Technical Advisory 
Committee and provided both technical and policy comments during development of the 
RTP. We are pleased that many of our comments we have provided during development of the 
RTP have been incorporated into the RTP technical attachment entitled: "Aviation and Airport 
Ground Access." 

An important concern with the "Aviation and Airport Ground Access" report is the assumption 
that the projected annual passenger demand for Bob Hope Airport (BUR) would be 9.4 million 
annual passengers (MAP) by the year 2035. In the November 9, 2011 response Wl'itten by Mike 
Armstrong to our October 4, 2011 lcttcr (attached), SCAG took exception lo our belief that the 
more realistic assumption would be passenger demand of 8 MAP or less for Bob Hope Airpoit in 
2035. 

SCAG cites the assumed "constraint" of a 78.9 MAP Settlement Agreement at LAX as the driver 
for this additional passenger demand at BUR. We do not concur with that assumption. 
Spccitieally, the passenger cap at LAX is not a legally-enforceable access restriction. Instead, it 
is a trigger for T ,A WA to reduce the number of available air carrier gates. The caniers have 
shown that they have the capability to increase operational efficiencies utilizing aircrnfi fleet 
mix, scheduling, and available gate capacity. As such, if a reduction in the numbel' of gates did 
occur, carriers could process more than 78.9 million passengers annually. 

2627 Hollywood Way • Burbank, California 91505 • (818) 840-8840 • Fax; (818} 848· 1173 



Ml'. Hasan lkhrata 
Sou them Ca Ii fornia Association of Governments 
February 14, 2012 
Page2 

While the carriers at BUR primarily handle domestic flights now and will continue to do so in 
the future, il is reasonable to expect that the carriers a{ LAX will structure their operations and 
alliances in such a way as to accommodate the transfer of a continually~increasing number of 
international passengers, regardless of the gate constraints they may face. 

The Authority is currently underway with a new Pm1 l 50 Study, in which a new forecast of 
passenger demand will be prepared, We believe that this study will validate our earlier 
assumption that passenger demand in 2035 will be less than 8 MAP. That forecast will be based 
on the econometrics of forccastcd population growth, business growth, and per capita income 
within the RUR catchment area, and within the lal'ger region as a whole. That forecm;t will not 
be based on assumptions about constraints at LAX. We ask that this change in assumption be 
also reflected in the RTP. 

During this process we also worked closely with OLDA in addressing the designation of the 
Northern Corridor as a pmt of the "Constrained Project" list in the RTP.Rcccntly, OLDA 
transmitted a Jetter to you dated February 7, 2012 signed by Mr. Frank J. Quintero, Chairman of 
the OLDA Board and a member of the Airport Authority Board of Directors. We would like to 
affirm our supp011 for the comments contained in the February t 11 communication. We strongly 
agree that the adoption by the SCAG Regional Council and the Metro Board of Directors of the 
high speed rail project-related Memorandum of Understanding with the California High Speed 
Rail Authority is a significant policy development which should be reflected in the RTP adopted 
by the Regional Council. We also support Metro's Antelope Valley Line Infrastructure 
Improvement Strategic Plan and hope preliminary results from the study can be incorporated into 
the RTP. 

We appreciate your help in the Authority's effort to improve regional connectivity to the Bob 
Hope Airport. 

Very truly yours, a' f,; 
// {.-

fl ~~{i,( i' y l!r------1-,. 
Danfcgcr . / 
Executive Director ' · 

Attachment, October 4, 2011 lcttcr to SCAG 



OctobeL' 41 201 l 

Mike Armstrong 
Southern Callfomla Assoclatlon of Governments 
818 W 7th Street, # 1200 
Los A11geles1 CA 90017#3435 

Re: Bob Hope Airport 

Dear Mike.: 

This letleL' follows up 011 tho SCAO Aviation Tcohnkol Advisory Committee Meeting on September 
22nd at tho Bob Hope Airport, At that meol\11g, the committee discussed> amoug otlmr toplos, SCAG1s 
prelimlnm'y l)roj~ctlon fol' passengers likely to use the Bob Ho110 Ail'port thl'ough the yem· ?.035. 
SCAG's projection for the Bob All'port Is 9,4 MAP.1 

The J)roblem with SCAG's prellminary projection fm· the Dob Hopo Ail'port ls tha( H fails to 
adequatoty tnke Into account tho fundamental economic change that lms occlm·ed In tho nob Hope 
Airpol't catchment aLX:fls in recent yenrs an<t thereby dl'amatlcally over e-stimul<.ls fut\lre \1se. Plainly 
stated, the level of passengers using tho Bob Hope Ah·port has fallen back to 1993 levols (rm1ghly 4,3 
MAP). Any ptojcction that assuntcs a 1-elmn to the growtltrnto of the lmbblc economy ls we bcllcwo 
mlslcr1d!ttg, Instead, the Bob Hopo Ah11ort believes tlmt for a inorc rcHable meh'le of i\1t11re growth is 
the hlstodcol gmwtlt 1·t1te the Afrport has ex.pel'lenccd fairly consistently ovor 1ho pust 50 years. That 
gr 1 rnte1 approximately l .&% 11er year, results inn projected 11nsscngcr level for the Alrpoi't iu 2035 
f rm1 hly 8 MAP, not the 9.4 MAP ln SCA O's current projootion, We would request that this 
cljustl 1cnt he mude, 

M_US 3037011.5.t.019424,00 I 0 

1 SCA.O's ?.03S 1u·oJcc0011 fo1· tho Hob l 10110 A ll1io1·1 ls !ho sH1t1C1 Ulldci· holl1 Its !ow growl\\ ( 13 0 MAP fol' South cm 
C111ifom!11. Avla!lo11) 11.111! M&IL &l'OWth (164 M AF ro1· Sou them Cnllfornln) 11roJoctl ons. 
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November 91 2011 

Mr, Mmk Hnrdymcnt 
Director of En viro11111c11ti1I Pmgrams 
Dab Hope Alrport 
2627 Norlh Hollywood Way 
Bul'hank, CA 9 l505 

Re: Bob Hope Airport Ah· Pnsscnger Demand Forecnsl 

DenrMni'k: 

We very much npprcclatc your letter or October 21 20 l l comment 111g on SCA01s 9.4 
mi 11 ion nil' pus sen ger (MAP) dcmm1 cl forecm;t fol' B oh Hope A I rpo i·t in 2035, Tl1hi 
forecasl was ndopted fol' SCAG 1s 2008 Regimml Trnnsporlntio11 Plm1 (RTP) nud hns 
been recommended by the SCAO Avintion Tcclrnicul Advlsmy Committee (ATAC) 
for SCA G's 20 l 2 R'l'P, It is bused on a cnpncity m1alysis or Bob Hope Airports 14 
nil'crnft gates/pmking posilions. We rccogllizc thut 1 like most other nirports i11 the 
reglonnl sys(cm, I3ob Hope Airport has seen stagnnnt or declining pmisenger growth 
over tile last scven1l years, mninly as H result of the severe economic reccsslon Hild 
roslmcturing of the nh'line industry. Orn· recommended regional air pnsscngCI' 
clc1mrnd forecast docs not assume tlrnt these conditions will persist; nevertllcless, at 
145.9 MAP In 2035, with a 2.5% anmml g1·owth ralo1 it is consiclernbly more 
conservative tl1nn the 165.3 MAP forecast adopted for SCAG's 2008 RTP. It is also 
more conserwttive flrnn the rANs most recent National Aerospace Porce11st (3.2% 
annual nir pnssenge1· growth rntc) or most 1·cccnt Terminnl Area Forecast for ail' 
cunfor airports ln the rnglon (3,()% munml air passenger growth rnte), 

It Is very lmporlnnt to recognize Iha! !he funclmnentnl driver that cm1ses Bob Hope 
Alrporl to rench its estimated 9.4 MAP cn])Hcity con st mint by 2035 is (he 78.9 MAP 
Se!llc111ent Agreement passenger constntined al LAX that Is assumed by lhe t'orecas!. 
With LAX held al thal level, and with Long Bench Ah'port ali-p held to its legally
enforceable 4.2 MAP constrainl1 Bob Hope Airport becomes a snpcrior nncl 
convenient airport ultcrnative for serving l\uurc domestic nlr pnssenger demand in 
Lus Angeles County within Its 9.4 MAP capacity constrnlnl, This reflecls a 
rundmncntn! prnlllem or our regional avintion system, which has n relatively lmge 
number of nil'ptHls se1·ving demand in urhnn centers of Los Angeles nnd Ornnge 
Cou11ties1 but which arc 1111 reln!lvcly smnll, highl$1 encmnchcd 1111d ultirnalely 
cnpnclty-constt·aincd. Meeting the 1'15.9 MAP forecast will require Ontm"io Airport 
lo reverse Its steep 1>11ssenge1· decline and grow from Its eurrc111 4.2. MAP lo 30,7 
MAP ove1· tlie next 25 ycnrs. This will proscnl signi/'icnnl gm11nd 11ccess chnlteugcs 
In nllowing un-served nir p1rnsengers in Los Augcl11s uud Ornnge counties to access 
nvullnblc nirport cnpucil}' 11t Ontul'io Al1·pmt nml olhcl' nlrports in the Tnlnud Hmpire, 

A! Its Inst meetl11g on October 27, ATAC upproved !he 145,9 M1-\P nl1· pmrncngc1· 
clenrnn<I J'ol'ecnst with its 111locntlon of 9.4 MAP to Hoh Hope Ail'port 1 b11t only with 11 

numllci· of c11vcnts. These incluc!o the cnveat that the fol'ecusl is based on a 11u111bei· 

llu• liculnu~I CouncH !~ corn pclml 0£ IM cl~ctc<I oflid,11) 1c1no1c11!lnt119 l cl!l~s. 1lx counill•s, 
~!K Cnu tlli' l1<111spn11~11011 comm!,1 lnm and ,1 T1lh~I <iowm1nenl foiuo1ont,1\lw wlthhl Sil\1lhP1 n Callrrn 111,t 



of variables thnt h!slory has shown can change signiflcimtly ovet' tlme1 and it is 
hn110rlanl lo upclnto the forecast on nn ongoing bw;is, most importantly for the next 
(2016) RTP. Also1 that the relaxation 01· climitmlion of tho settlement agl'Cclllcnt 
constraints nt LAX ond John Wayne nii1lorts could significantly impact forecnst 
allocations of aviation demand at othel' olrpor!s in the regional systcm1 and futuni 
updates of the forecnst should incorporate any new informntion provided by locnl 
airport at1tl1oritics on revised constraints nl capacity-conslnlincd airports, 

I hope lhnt the nbovc informallon addrnsses your concerns uboul the 9.4 MAP nit· 
passcn3er forecast for Bob Hope Airport that has been recommended for 8CAG's 
2012 RTP. Plcnse let me know If you have uny olhcl' comments or qucstio1\S nbout 
this lssue, 

Best rcgords, 

V)/Vwdt.ac.f {],,,//,,; ;;,-/4-;;.1 
Michael J\nns(rong 
A vlation Program Mmrngcr 
Sonthcrn Cnllforntn Associu!lon of Governments 

cc: Dan Fogel' 
Executive Director, Bob Hope Ail'pol't · 



State of California • Natural Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS ANO RECREATION 
Inland Empire District• 17801 Lake Perris Drive· Perris, CA 92571 
(951) 443-2423 • FAX (951) 657-2736 

February 141 2012 

Jacob Lieb 
Southern California Association of Governmen1s 
818 West Seventh Street, 12'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# 2011051018) 

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 Polley: 

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 
crosstngs 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 Se,vices and Utif ities 
The PEIR lacks a public safety mitigation measure that promotes project design that minimizes 
urban-wildland interface, which is the source of wfldfire 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 reglonally 
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, 

~()~h 
Ron Krueper 
District Superintendent 

cc: Jay Chamberlin, DPR Chief of Natural Resources 
Wildlife Corridor Conservation Authority 
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Christopher P. Ganson, Senior Planner 
Office of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Mr. Ganson, 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR. 
Govemor 

We welcome the opportunity to comment on the Sustainable Community Strategies (SCS) that 
have recently been presented in draft or final formats by the large Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations. Although the California Department of Public Health does not have a regulatory 
role in the SB375 process, there are a number of compelling public health interests in the SCSs 
because of the documented health impacts of housing and transportation in combination with 
economic development, education, and their interactions to create healthy community 
environments. As the convener of the Strategic Growth Council's Health in All Policies Task 
Force, CDPH is working with other State agencies to optimize opportunities to improve public 
health and sustainability. CDPH staff has also played an educational and technical advisory role 
in some MPOs' discussions of performance targets and methodologies to assess project 
performance. CDPH also routinely interacts with local public health departments around the 
state, many of whom have become involved in regional SCS planning. 

Our general and specific comments are detailed in the attached pages. We do note, however, 
that there are several health issues that fall outside of the current framework of SCSs but are 
concerns CDPH believes needs more attention. Although greenhouse gas reduction is a goal of 
the SCSs, climate change will increase risks from higher temperatures on the backdrop of an 
increasingly urbanized California. We feel there is a critical need to integrate urban heat island 
(UHi) mitigation strategies into regional and local plans that will implement transit oriented 
development (TOD) and in-fill development so that UHi risks are reduced as new development 
takes place. Access to health-promoting features of the built environment, including food 
systems, parks, and green space also should be integrated into planning. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or comments. 

Sincerely, 

. ~~ 
.,,,-:'''--

Linda ~~g§lpb,-M .n,.,..M.f.!:I. 
Deputy Director, Center for Chmnic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion 

Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, 1616 Capitol Avenue, Suite 74.420, Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 445-0661 FAX: (916) 445-0688 
Internet Address: www.cdph.ca.gov 
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Comments by the California Department of Public Health 
on the Sustainable Community Strategies (SCS) Process and Plan Content 

General Comments 

Health is a critical component of sustainable communities. The California Department of Public 
Health encourages regional planning organizations to embrace the concepts outlined in the 
Healthy Community framework developed by the Strategic Growth Council's Health in All 
Policies Task Force. 1

·P
21 Many strategies that increase community sustainability can also 

support improved health outcomes. For example, policies that support active transportation 
help Californians incorporate more health-promoting physical activity into their lives, while also 
advancing goals to achieve greenhouse gas emission reductions. Infill development can help to 
reduce urban sprawl, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and support location~efficient housing 
that promotes active transportation and allows workers to reap both economic and health 
benefits. Good health is critical for economic sustainability, increasing workforce participation 
and productivity, and slowing the ongoing rise in medical care expenditures, which diverts 
resources from other State priorities such as education or investments in green energy. 

CDPH staff has reviewed the drafts and final versions of SCSs updates to the Regional 
Transportation Plans of the 4 large MPOs and the following comments represent a high level 
synthesis. First, we must laud the MPOs for the diligent work that has gone into these 
documents, and each represents an improvement from the original RTPs. We note an 
increasing number of performance measures that go beyond the traditional health focus on 
traffic injuries and air pollution. We refer to physical activity from active modes of travel, 
including bicycling, walking, and public transit that includes active transport from and to transit 
destinations. Noise and other physical hazards are also getting more attention as health 
performance measures. We also note that discussions of equity increasingly recognize that 
health inequities are caused and exacerbated by built environment factors and the uneven 
distribution of community resources. We are supportive of these developments which will 
deepen the appreciation of how public health is embodied in the many actions outside the field 
of health or health care. 

Specific Recommendations 

We have several recommendations that are based on existing trends in the SCSs and recent 
scientific developments in the transportation and public health fields. 

1. Activity time in active transport (walking, bicycling, etc.) is indispensable as a health~related 
transportation performance measure (e.g., mean daily minutes per person of walking and 
bicycling). Health co-benefits of active transport in one of the large MPOs (Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission, MTC) has recently been quantified2 and the potential for 
reducing chronic disease and greenhouse gases appears to be large on an absolute scale 
and far larger than co-benefits from fine particulate matter reductions, which are a traditional 
focus of health effects. These findings are consistent with emerging evidence from studies of 
other regions of the United States, London, Barcelona, and the Netherlands_ 3

-
7 Attempts to 

monetize health co-benefits from active transport suggest savings of billions of dollars in 
health care costs and the value of statistical lives saved. 6 
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2. MPOs should consider new tools that have recently become available to quantify the health 
co-benefits of active transport in SCS scenarios and projects. This fills a gap in project 
performance assessment at most MPOs. One such tool co-developed by the COPH, MTC, 
tho Bay Arca Air Quality Management District and other researchers is called the Integrated 
Transport and Health Impacts Model (ITHIM), which was used to quantify the health co
benefits of active transport and low carbon driving in the San Francisco Bay Area. This tool 
could function as a post processor to travel demand models that generate miles traveled and 
activity times by mode. Modelers at several large MPOs are already exploring how it can be 
used to complement their methods for project performance assessment. 

3. As tools such as ITHIM become available to MPOs, health co-benefits can be used as a 
criterion for a unique project category that a priori could get a high priority score in the 
project assessment methodologies used by MPOs. 

4. Likewise, using these tools, health co-benefits can be used as a criterion to screen projects 
for cost-benefit and other in-depth analysis. In some MPOs current practice is to screen 
projects based on cost, so that only high cost projects get quantitative assessment. This 
would allow projects with large health co-benefits to also get additional scrutiny in cost
benefit analyses. 

5. Equity/inequity in RTPS is currently framed using title VI of the Civil Rights Act, concepts of 
"no disparate impacts" and "increase access (to affordable housing/transit) to poor people", 
participation of communities of concern, environmental justice. ln the development of SCSs 
some MPOs have been exposed to a health-based approach which explicitly calls for ways 
to narrow existing differences in health status and of determinants of health. The Sustainable 
Transportation Council (LEED-like approach to rating transportation systems) is considering 
a goal area in its transportation rating system that explicitly considers reducing health 
disparities.8 This is a promising approach that deserves more attention. 

6. Local health departments are highly interested and would benefit from mechanisms that 
enhance their participation in SCS development and follow-up. We noted with interest that 
SANDAG has a standing Public Health Advisory Committee in which the San Diego County 
Health Department is a partner, and our staff was able to attend one of their meetings. 
National organizations like the Transportation Research Board have recently created 
standing health subcommittees with an expanded focus. It is worth exploring ways local 
health departments and others interested in public health and equity can stay engaged on an 
on-going basis. 

This is particularly germane to a multidisciplinary approach to address the multiple health 
issues and the complexity of health impacts. In this setting expertise could be leveraged to 
explore the potential consequences of different scenarios and SCSs in the context of health 
risks and benefits, addressing air quality, physical activity, access to health promoting 
resources (e.g., transportation, food, employment, education), noise, injuries, social 
networks, etc. for the regional population and vulnerable subgroups. 

References 

1. Health in All Policies Task Force. Reporl to the Strategic Growth Council. Sacramento, CA: Strategic 
Growth Council; 2010 (http://sgc.ca.gov/hiap/docs/publications/HiAP Task Force Report.pdf). 



Page 4 
January 19, 2012 

2. Maizlish NA, Woodcock JD, Co S, Ostro B, Fairley D, Fanai A Health Co-Benefits and Transportation
Related Reductions in Greenhouse Gas Emissions in the Bay Area - Technical Report. 
Sacramento, CA: California Department of Public Health; Available at: 
http://www.cdph.ca.gov/programs/CCDPHP/Documents/lTHIM Technical Report11-21-11.pdf. 
Accessed November 21, 2011. 

3. de Hartog JJ, Boogaard H, Nijland H, Hoek G. Do the health benefits of cycling outweigh the risks? 
Environ Health Persp. 2010;118:1109-1116. 

4. Grabow ML, Spak SN, Holloway T, Stone B, Mednick AC, Patz JA. Air quality and exercise-related 
health benefits from reduced car travel in the Midwestern United States. Environ Health Persp. 
2011;http://dx.doi.or9/10.1289/ehp.1103440. 

5. Rabi A, de Nazelle. Benefits of shift from car to active transport. Transport Pol. 2012;19:121-131. 

6. Rojas-Rueda D, de Nazelle A, Tainio M, Nieuwenhuijsen MJ. The risks and benefits of cycling in urban 
environments compared with car use: health impact assessment study. Br Med J. 2011 ;343: 
d4521 doi 10.1136/bmj.d4521. 

7. Woodcock J, Edwards P, Tonne C, Armstrong BG, Ashiru 0, Banister D, el al. Public health benefits of 
strategies to reduce greenhouse-gas emissions: urban land transport. Lancet. 2009;374:1930-
1943. 

8. Rogers K, ed. Sustainable Transportation Access Rating System (STARS}. Pilot Project Application 
Manual Version 1.1. Portland OR: North American Sustainable Transportation Council and the 
Portland Bureau of Transportation; 2011. 



DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
IJ1STR1CT 7 
100 S. MAIN STREET. SUITE JOO 
LOS ANGEL ES-. CA 90012-3606 
PIIONE (2 IJ)ll97-0362 

@ . . 

FAX (213) 897-0360 
J' I Y (213) 897-4937 

February 14. 2012 

Mr. I lasan Ikhrata, Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. 7m Street 12m Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90017-3435 

RE: Draft FY 2012 RTP/SCS AND DRAFT PETR 
SCH# 201105101 8 

Dear Mr. Ikhrata; 

/·'la vour pm•·.11 ' 
He f:llorgy efficie1111 

The California Department of Transportation (Department) wishes to thank the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) for the opportuni ty 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 of the Caltrans' 2010 RTP Guidelines. plU"suant to California 
Government Code Section 14522. 

The Departmcr1t commends SCAG for reaching out and engaging the State. regional. and local 
agencies and the public in exten~ive outreach efforts and for developing a comprehensive planning 
process that included Depa11mental staff on severaJ comminees. 

The 2012 Draft RTP/SCS was distributed co tbe Department Divisions in Sacramento and Districts 
7 (Los Angeles and Ventura Counties). 8 (San Bernardino and Riverside Countic:s), 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 strategics that will allow the region to not just meet 
but to actually exceed the OHO emission reduction goals mandated under SB 375. This Draft 
RTP/SCS is commendable for its broad vision. which. while recogni~ng mobility as a primary 
goal. also ~ncompasses sustainability, the economy, employment. air quality, greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emission reduction. safety, public health. and intc&rrated planning. 

Tht! Department offers the following comments for your consideration: 

" f 'a/frn11s 1111pmw .1 muhllity acm.u C'al1/or111c, ~ 
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REGIONAL PLANNING 

• Page 7 Table 2: New Revenue Sources and lnnovath•e Financing Strategies - The region's 
budget over the next 25 years totals an estimated $524.7 billion. We encourage SCAG to continue 
close collahoration 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 RTf>/SCS states that SCAG has 
incorporated the sub-regional SCS strategies of OCCOG 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 tbal transportation and land-use 
decisions have on the health of the region·s residents. SCAG should be com.mended for including 
studies and a discussion on Lhis 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 worl,.shops for inclusion in 
the RTP/SCS however it is not clear how the preferred alternative was chosen. 

SYSTEM PLANNING/GOODS 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. lf the regional roadway system becomes increasingly congested 
please describe the impacts to air cargo growid access or capacity. being that the last mile 1s 
typically transported by truck. 

• Page 65 - International Trade - recommend changing the sentence to read. "In the same 
year, $10.4 biUion 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 
agricultme as one of the supported industry sectors. Agricultural production in the SCAG 
region is significant, amounting to ne-arly $7 billion in 2010. 
http://www.ctbf.com/counties/index.cfm 

• Page 66 - Land Ports - recommend changing the sentence to read, "The CaJexico 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 

"C(i/Jrans lmprnves mobility acr11.fs ('(1//{ornia " 
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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 af,rricultural products and the 
maquiladora trade industry." 

• Pages 71 and 72. Regional Clean Freight Corridor System. The discussion incticates 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 a1; Google Transit or Go5 J l.com. 

• Page 3 - the following sentence needs to be corrected: "Currently, SCRRA operates seven routes 
including five from do\.vnto"tVn Los Angeles to Ventura, Lancaster. San Bernardino. Riverside. 
Orange and Oceanside, from San Bernardino to Oceanside, and from Riverside via Fullerton or City 
of Industry to downtown Los Angeles." The word in this sentence "five" s hould 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 perfonnancc IO 

meet connections with oilier 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 rcluted to fares and ridership. 

SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITY STRATEGY (SCS) 

• lt should be noted that Cal trans has not done an analysis of the transportation travel model work 
utilized with the SCS. We would expect the Califomia Ai r Resources Board to make any comments 
on that topic: http: I \\\\.\\ .arb.ca2.o, rcs~arch a.iys.faags2.pJf 

• In order to see the Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emission reduction compliance table for the SCAG 
RTP/SCS, Lhe reader has to find it on page 3.6-20 of the PEIR. This dala table should be included in 
U1e SCS Section of the RTP as well as in the PEIR. 

• Caltrans support<; 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 

"C-alrrans improves mobi,li1y across C,1/Ffomia " 
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protect the mobility and operational safety ofthe SHS. To ensure operational safety and consistency 
with the Department's policies, we encourage 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 of the Transportation. Traffic. and Security Mitigation Measures: 

Local jurisdictions and development project proponents should and are encouraged to coordinate and consult 
early with the CalLrans District Planning offices of Local Development Intergovernmental Review on any 
land use proposal that would be located within 500 feet of state transportation facilities to enable 
consideration of tJ1c 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 from Avenida Pico to the Orange/San Diego County Line in both directions. 

• Project List for Los Angeles Cow1ty - on page l 57 the Route High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) 
project, Citrus to Route 57 /210, it should he noted that the po11ion of Rome 210 between Route 10 
and Route 210 bas been re-named Route 57. 111.is 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 J .ist for Los Angeles County - please delete the fo llm,ving project on page 161: 
Route 405 in TngJewood 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 FHW A due to a required design exception issue_ 

HIGHWAYS AND ARTERIALS 

• Page 1 S - Cal trans 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 HOV/HOT /Managed Lane 
policies, and the al igmnent 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 I-210. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

SB 391 and the California Interregional Blueprint should be mentioned among related initiatives. 

" Ca/trans Improves 111ob///1y /1~'1'CSS Califomi11 " 
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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PEIR 

• Page 3 .2-5 - "USEP A also extracted a subset of these 21 MSAT compounds that it now labels as the 
six priority MSA Ts: benzene, formaldehyde. acetaldehyde, diesel particulate matter/diesel exhaust 
organic gases, acrolein, and 1 J-butadiene." We recommend mentioning Naphthalene and 
Polycyclic Organic Matter (POM). and updating the tex1 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 Affi QUALITY 
ST AND ARDS - Vinyl Chloride for the state standard (24 hour) bas 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: 
Imp: \o.\H\.arb.ca . ..!ov r«!sc.an:h ang~ .m.gs2.pdf 

Caltrans commends SCAG for considering some of the health risks associated with the RTP. The 
Health Risk Assessment io Appendix J only analyzed emissions, cancer risk impacts associated with Air 
Quality. and was only focused on several corridors in the region. Caltrans recommends that Health 
Risk/Impacts 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 of Planning - Office of Community Planning 
Local Development - r ntergovemmental Review 
P.O. Box 942874. M.S. 32 
Sacramento. CA 94274-0001 
Attention: Terri Pencovic. Statewide Program Manager 

California Depruiment of Transportation 
District 7 - Office of Regional Planning TGRJCEQA Branch 
100 S. Main StreeL 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 CaHfornia Department of Transportation. 

"Cal/rans improves mobility across Cal1fomla .. 
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If you should bave any questjons in regard Lo 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 

"Ca/trans uuprovl!s mohlltty across Califom ir, '' 
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cc: William A. Mosby, D8 
Bill Figge, D 11 
Pat Landrum, Dll 
Ryan Chamberlain, D 12 
Ron Kosinski, D7 
Garth Hopkins, ORIP 
Dara Wheeler, ORIP 
Kathleen McClaflin, DMT 

"'Ca/trans improves mobility across California·• 



 

 

Hasan Ikhrata 
Southern California Association of Governments  
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
February 14, 2012 
 

Re: Railroad comments on Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable 

Communities Strategy 

 

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 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). The 
Railroads look forward to continuing to work with SCAG staff as it refines the 2012 RTP in the 
coming months. The Railroads comments are organized by the various documents in the 2012 
RTP: the draft 2012 RTP, the Environmental Justice appendix, the Goods Movement appendix, 
the Project List appendix, and the Passenger Rail appendix. Each comment follows a quote from 
these documents (in italics). In some instances comments apply to multiple sections. 
Additionally, the Railroads have submitted a second comment letter on the draft PEIR. 

These comments should not be construed as the Railroads’ agreement or a validation of the RTP, 
SCS, or other long term planning conclusions. The Railroads provide these comments in an 
effort to make SCAG's analyses more reflective of actual railroad operational and business 
needs. However, because railroad operations often change due to circumstances beyond their 
control and/or to better serve their customers’ needs, it is critical that the Railroads preserve the 
flexibility to maintain fluid and responsive operations. 

As an overall comment, many sections of the current draft RTP identify possible elements of the 
strategy without providing consistent information about: (1) who would fund each measure, (2) 
under what authority each measure would be undertaken, and (3) in what timeframe each 
measure would be implemented. The Railroads believe it is important to furnish that information 
so that all stakeholders get an accurate perspective of the overall plan (See Table 1 below). At a 
minimum, the RTP should note that these issues are unresolved. 
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Table 1: Possible Program Elements Requiring More Specificity 

Program Element (Page #) Implementing 
agency 

identified? 

Funding 
identified? 

Timeframe 
identified? 

Authority to 
implement 
identified? 

Further study/demonstration of 
electrification (Page 201 RTP) 

No No No No 

Upgrading switcher 
locomotives (Page 74 RTP) 

No No No No 

Phased implementation of a 
“near-zero or zero emission 

freight system” (Page 74 RTP) 

No No Yes (see 
comments 

below) 

No 

Recommended mitigation for 
rail related impacts (Page 148 

Environmental Justice 
appendix) 

No No No No 

2012 RTP proposes 
electrification (Page 145 
Environmental Justice 

appendix) 

No No No No 

Upgrade switcher locomotives 
(Page 41 Goods Movement 

appendix) 

No No No No 

Timeline to implement “Zero 
Emission Freight System” 
(Page 34 Goods Movement 

appendix) 

No No Yes (see 
comments 

below) 

No 

Locomotive/rail: agency major 
implementation actions (Page 

39 Goods Movement 
appendix) 

No No No No 

$3,771,002,000 for “Goods 
Movement Research and 
Development” (Page 422 

Project List appendix) 

No No No N/A 
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Comments on the draft 2012 RTP/SCS 

The draft 2012 RTP proposes a goods movement environmental strategy that includes, “a two-
pronged approach for achieving an efficient freight system that reduces environmental impacts.”1 
These strategies include a number of “zero or near-zero”2 emission rail technologies that require 
varying degrees of additional research and development. Thus far, SCAG has failed to clearly 
identify the multitude of issues associated with these potential technologies.  The Railroads 
believe SCAG has not answered the Railroads’ questions submitted in September 2011 
concerning basic operational requirements.3 

 

Page 201 RTP (also on Page 21 of Passenger Rail appendix):  

Freight rail activity emits five percent of regional NOx, and four percent of regional PM 
goods movement emissions.  Mitigation of rail emissions is currently underway with 
agreement to upgrade engine and reduce idling at certain rail yards, but more must be done 
to improve regional air quality, help meet federal requirements and reduce health impacts 
for communities near rail activity.  There are several options for a zero emission rail system 
including electrification, battery-hybrid systems and fuel cells.  Since 2008, SCAG has 
worked carefully with representatives from major rail lines, the AQMD and the ARB to 
carefully evaluate potential zero emissions options for freight rail.  In particular, three forms 
of electrification were analyzed in great detail. 

o Electric catenary rail systems – These are perhaps the most technologically ready, 
however, construction for an electrified rail system in Southern California would be a 
major undertaking in terms of labor, timeline, and cost for the SCAG region, and would 
require large public investment as well as cooperation and investment by the BNSF and 
UP railways. 

o Dual mode locomotives – These are also under development and have the ability to 
operate both, on a catenary, or with traditional diesel power.  The ability to operate in 
both modes could potentially reduce operational difficulties associated with 
electrification and would save time, reducing the need to remove the engine at the end 
of the electrified system. 

o Linear synchronous motors – This technology propels rail cars by creating an 
electromagnetic field from motors embedded in the railway.  One advantage of LSM is 
that overhead electric lines would not be needed allowing the electric rail system to 

                                                           
1 SCAG, draft 2012 RTP/SCS, page 74, December 2011. 
2 The railroads question the use of “zero or near-zero” terminology.  The technologies discussed to date at best address 
tailpipe emissions and not total emissions.  Electrification technologies merely export emissions to other areas.  
3 September 16, 2011 comment letter to SCAG on the Freight Rail Electrification Analysis; October 14, 2011 comment 
letter to SCAG on the Environmental Mitigation Strategies Task 10.2 Report 
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extend further into ports and rail yards.  LSM technology is in its early stages and costs 
cannot be estimated, however demonstration projects are underway.  

o The 2012 RTP specifies further study of these technologies to resolve operational 
challenges and to better quantify the costs of implementation and potential savings or 
cost increases of eliminating diesel fuel.  In addition, several other technologies such as 
hybrid diesel-electric locomotives and battery electric tender cars will be considered.  
We also suggest and plan to participate in regional efforts to develop prototypes and 
demonstration of these technologies.  Please see the goods movement appendix of the 
RTP and the SCAG Rail Electrification Study for more information about these 
technologies and next steps for development and deployment. 

Rail Comment: The RTP does not clearly state the issues that remain unresolved with these 
technologies. For example, SCAG needs to clarify if funds for such studies are already 
available. If not, the RTP should make clear that participation in further study and possible 
demonstration of these technologies will only be undertaken if funds become available for 
such activities in the future. SCAG should also clarify that these actions must be voluntarily 
undertaken by all stakeholders. Neither SCAG, nor other local, regional, and state agencies 
have the authority to require the Railroads to participate in or to provide funds for any study 
of electrification or any other technology. SCAG should also clarify that the “several options 
for a zero emission rail system” are not currently available, but could be pursued in the future 
if additional funding, research, development, and testing to confirm their applicability were 
completed. SCAG needs to clearly specify a timeframe for the continued study of these 
technologies. Lastly, the Railroads question why the recommendations on freight rail 
environmental mitigation are repeated in the passenger rail section of the RTP.  

Catenary Electric   

The Draft RTP identifies electric catenary lines, dual mode locomotives, and linear 
synchronous motors (LSM) as potential technologies for future study. Even though 
electric catenary systems are the most proven of the technologies identified by SCAG, 
there are unresolved, major operational concerns with a catenary system, in addition to 
the labor, cost, and timing issues noted in the draft RTP.  Catenary electrification would 
fragment the national goods movement system and would require a major expansion of 
railyards at any intermediate, locomotive exchange points.  At several such locations, no 
adjacent land is available for such an expansion.  Exchanging locomotives would also 
result in significant, nation-wide delays in the goods movement system.  (For more 
information on timing and operational issues with an electric catenary system, please see 
the two issue briefs, entitled Timeline for Freight Rail Electrification in Southern 
California and Defining the Scope of an Electrified Freight Rail Project in Southern 
California, which are attached.) 
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Dual Mode Locomotives  

As the Railroads have discussed at various technical working groups with SCAG, there 
are no existing dual mode locomotives for freight rail operations that could meet the U.S 
EPA’s Tier 4 emissions standards, and there may never be such locomotives due to 
operational size limitations.  Thus the above statement in the draft document “Dual mode 
locomotives – These are also under development…” is misleading to readers. 

Even if a dual mode locomotive could be built to meet the required size and emissions 
limitations, locomotive exchange points would have to be constructed throughout the 
SCAG region. In some instances there is insufficient land available and in all instances 
these exchange points would make the Los Angeles freight system less competitive, due 
to the additional delays and costs of equipment change outs. 

Additionally, one diesel locomotive would still be needed at the locomotive exchange 
points for every dual mode locomotive in order to meet the needs of the national goods 
movement system. For additional information on dual mode locomotives, please see the 
attached issue brief, entitled Dual Mode Freight Locomotives. 

Linear Synchronous Motors (LSM) 

Given the uncertainties about whether LSM technology can provide sufficient traction to 
safely move a 10,000 ton train up and down grades, and given the additional costs 
attributable to the extra lifts of containers necessitated by an LSM-enabled guideway, 
even some of the strongest proponents of the LSM technology do not believe this 
technology could ever be a systems-level propulsion technology for all or most rail-based 
container movements. This technology has never been proven in a rail application.  
Whether and how an LSM technology could pull a 10,000 ton train from sea level to an 
elevation of 3,800 feet on a 1.5-2.5 % grade, as well as provide adequate braking for such 
a train on a 2-3% grade moving in the other direction, are unanswered questions which 
present fundamental safety concerns. These are major questions still unanswered by both 
the potential LSM manufacturers (no systems are in operation today) and SCAG.  As 
SCAG notes in Table 1.1 on page 13 of the Goods Movement Appendix, one of the goals 
of the RTP is to, “Ensure travel safety and reliability for all people and goods in the 
region,”4 The Railroads believe that  pursuing these technologies prematurely will have 
the opposite effect. 

In a previous submission to SCAG5, the Railroads outlined other questions which remain 
unanswered: 

                                                           
4 SCAG, draft 2012 RTP/SCS, Goods Movement appendix, page 12, Table 1.1, December 2011. 
5 September 16, 2011 comment letter to SCAG on the Freight Rail Electrification Analysis 
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 Has SCAG obtained any engineering plans from General Atomics or another 
LSM proponent that describe the LSM cars with any level of specificity? 

 Does SCAG assume that the Railroads’ mainline tracks could handle LSM trains 
as well as conventional rail traffic, including Amtrak and Southern California 
Regional Rail Authority (Metrolink) passenger trains? 

 Would railcars need to be retrofitted with LSM reactor plates?  Rail cars have a 
diversity of ownership. How will the railcar retrofits be conducted and 
coordinated across owners?  Does SCAG anticipate that all railcars, nationally, 
would be retrofitted with these plates?  If not, how could rail carriers be assured 
that all railcars destined for Southern California are equipped with the requisite 
technology? 

 How will the Right-of-Way be maintained (for undercutting, surfacing, alignment, 
etc.) if motors and/or magnets are attached to the ties or between the rails? 

 How would the need for, the consequences of, and the costs of locomotive 
exchange points be addressed, if at all, with an LSM system?  What are the 
embedded assumptions about the operational impacts of the time required to 
switch LSM helper-cars in or out of a transcontinental train? 

 Have prospective LSM manufacturers suggested how they would install magnets 
or motors at switch points in between tracks (e.g. from a mainline to a spur)? 

 

Page 74 RTP:  

For the near-term, the regional strategy supports the deployment of commercially-available, 
low-emission trucks and locomotives while centering on continued investment into improved 
system efficiencies.  For example, upgrading switcher locomotive engines could reduce 1 to 3 
percent of regional rail emissions.  

Rail Comment: As noted in Table 1, SCAG needs to clarify which stakeholder(s) would 
pursue this strategy and where funding would come from. SCAG needs to be clear that 
upgrading switcher locomotive engines is not in the resource-constrained plan and will only 
be pursued if stakeholders identify funds. Any participation by the Railroads to upgrade 
switcher engines would be voluntary. The Railroads believe that neither SCAG, nor any local 
or regional agencies, have the authority to require the Railroads to deploy newer switcher 
locomotives. 

Furthermore, the Railroads have made significant environmental investments in the SCAG 
region over the last decade or more. The progress made over the years has been documented 
by the Air Resources Board (ARB) in numerous public meetings.  For example, in 2005, the 
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Railroads signed a MOU with ARB that was estimated to reduce PM emissions by 20% by 
2008 at rail yards statewide. In 2009, ARB determined that the Railroads had fully complied 
with all requirements of the 2005 MOU. In 2010, the 1998 Fleet Average Agreement was 
implemented. ARB has said that the 1998 Fleet Average provided “locomotive fleet benefits 
in southern California 20 years earlier than the rest of the country.”6  

 

Page 74 RTP:  

In the longer term, the strategy focuses on a more fundamental shift in technology – taking 
critical steps toward gradual implementation of a zero-emission or near zero-emission 
freight system.  

Rail Comment: As the Railroads work with other stakeholders to further reduce rail 
emissions in the SCAG region, it is important that any technology introduced does not 
compromise the safety, velocity, cargo throughput, economic competitiveness, or reliability 
of the goods movement system.  It would be helpful to point out that to date, stakeholders 
have not reached consensus on technologies, timing, funding, or emissions impacts of the 
various options SCAG examined in the RTP.  Prior to proposing a fundamental shift in 
implementing new technology, SCAG and all goods movement stakeholders need to clearly 
establish if and where within the existing rail system, such “critical steps toward gradual 
implementation of a zero-emission or near zero-emission freight system” could be 
implemented. 

 

Page 75 RTP:  

As summarized in Table 2.11, the zero-emission East-West Freight Corridor would eliminate 
4.7 tons of NOx, 0.16 tons of PM2.5, and 4,000 tons of CO2 emissions daily.  Full 
electrification of the rail system, though still a concept at this point, would remove 
comparable amounts of NOx, PM2.5, and CO2.  *Rail electrification is shown here for 
illustrative purposes only.  Further research and development is required to determine if this 
is a reasonable option for implementation. 

Rail Comment:  SCAG should clarify the methodology used to estimate emissions 
reductions from an electrified system.  SCAG needs to explain how it accounted for the 
additional emissions produced as a result of the electricity required for such a system and if it 
has not accounted for them, SCAG should do so in the final version of the RTP.  These 
emissions have real environmental impacts and should be addressed in any reference to 

                                                           
6 California Air Resources Board, Statewide Strategies to Reduce Locomotive and Associated Rail Yard Emissions, December 2006. 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/offroad/loco/121406ryloco_strtgy.pdf 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/offroad/loco/121406ryloco_strtgy.pdf
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electrification of a freight rail system or the associated emission reductions.  Please refer to 
the attached issue briefs for more information on electrification. 

 

Page 70 RTP:  

In past RTPs, SCAG has envisioned 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…The East-West Freight 
Corridor would carry between 58,000 and 70,000 trucks per day – trucks that would be 
removed from adjacent general purpose lands and local arterial roads.  

Rail Comment: One of the alternatives of the East-West Freight Corridor for trucks is 
proposed to be directly adjacent to a UP mainline track. As UP has stated in discussions with 
SCAG staff, although off of UP privately-owned right-of-way, construction of such corridor 
could limit future opportunities for businesses to become rail served. 

 

Comments on Environmental Justice Appendix 

The Railroads’ comments on the Environmental Justice appendix are organized according to the 
following primary issues:  

 Unequal characterization between rail and highway impacts 
 Different methods of evaluating rail impacts and highway impacts 
 Inconsistencies with the rest of the RTP 

While the Railroads understand the need to assess the impacts of the RTP/SCS on communities 
across the region, SCAG’s approach to this analysis with respect to rail is flawed and misleading 
in several respects. SCAG’s treatment of rail-related impacts in the Environmental Justice 
appendix implies that rail operations are a very significant contributor to air quality impacts in 
the region.  

While SCAG does not explicitly compare highway impacts to rail impacts, the tone and context 
with which SCAG presents rail-related impacts could leave the reader with the misimpression 
that rail impacts are equal to, or more severe than, the impacts from highways and other mobile 
sources.  This theme is unfortunately repeated elsewhere in the Environmental Justice appendix, 
as exemplified in Table 2, below. Of the greatest concern is the drastic difference between the 
information presented in Exhibit 26, a map which shows modeled regional cancer risk, and 
Exhibit 34, a map which purports to show the health impacts related to rail lines, while only 
displaying regional cancer risk data and a map overlay of rail lines.  
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Table 2: Comparison of evaluation of impacts of rail versus impacts of highway and 
arterials  

 Buffer for 
demographic 
analysis  

Compares 
baseline vs. 
plan 
scenarios? 

Overlays cancer 
risk with source? 

Identifies changes in 
pollutant exposure? 

Highway 
Impacts 
Section 

* Areas within 500 feet 
of major corridors 
* Roads with daily trips 
>100,000; rural roads 
w/ daily trips >50,000 

Yes No - mapped region-
wide only.  

“Similar to the results 
of the regional emission 
analysis…the 2012 
RTP/SCS will reduce 
both CO and PM for 
most places along the 
freeway adjacent 
areas…” Pg. 122 

Rail 
Impacts 
Section 

* Areas within various 
distance of any rail line 
or rail facility: 
*1/4 mile; 1/2 mile; 1 
mile; 2 miles (grade 
separations only) 

No Yes No discussion 

 

The Railroads would like to understand how SCAG intends to harmonize the Environmental 
Justice appendix with the draft RTP to resolve the inconsistencies between the two. Specifically:  

1) Why does SCAG conduct the evaluation of environmental impacts from rail so 
differently than its evaluation of impacts from roadways?  

a. Why do the buffer distances differ? 
b. Why does SCAG evaluate baseline versus plan scenarios for the road and 

highway portions of the RTP, but not for rail?  
c. Why does SCAG state that rail operations result in significant emissions while 

failing to quantify emissions from either rail or highways in the appendix?  
d. Why does SCAG present a map of the regional cancer risk levels co-located with 

rail lines, without presenting the parallel display of cancer risk levels co-located 
with highways and arterials?  

2) How will SCAG resolve the inconsistency between the recommended environmental 
mitigations in the RTP, Goods Movement appendix, Environmental Justice appendix, and 
PEIR?  
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a. Will any of the recommended mitigation options in the Environmental Justice 
Appendix be placed in the Goods Movement appendix or main document of the 
RTP? 

b. Are any of the mitigation recommendations in the Environmental Justice  
appendix in the resource constrained plan or strategic plan of the RTP?  

i. If so, how will they be paid for?  
ii. If so, how does SCAG plan to implement them?  

 

Unequal characterization between rail and highway impacts 

Page 136 Environmental Justice appendix: 

Exhibit 34 illustrates areas adjacent to railroads overlaid with areas of high cancer risk. As 
shown in the maps below, a large portion of areas adjacent to railroads [are] similar to 
areas of high cancer risk. These observations suggest that emissions from locomotives, rail 
yard and other rail facilities could result in an increased cancer risk in the neighboring low-
income and minority communities. (See referenced Exhibit 34 further below) 

Rail comment: Both Exhibit 34 and SCAG’s conclusion referencing it are fundamentally 
flawed; the conclusions presented are unfounded and SCAG does not provide supporting 
factual data.  

First, SCAG does not clearly define how the cancer risk shown on the map was determined, 
what emissions or other environmental factors the map is intended to reflect, or what sources 
(e.g. mobile or stationary or other) the cancer risk derives from. They list as the source for 
the map, “SCAG, ESRI shaded relief, train atlas.” This reference does not provide any 
information that would shed light on the critical assumptions that go into creating this 
analysis. ESRI is a GIS software developer, and therefore provides no information on the 
data inputs themselves. Additionally, the data presented in the environmental justice section 
is not consistent with, or supported by, any data in the PEIR’s Health Risk Assessment, 
which only modeled certain representative highway segments and did not model rail. 

Second, SCAG vaguely describes this map as an “overlay.” If the data reflecting the areas of 
high cancer risk on the map in Exhibit 34 is the same data used to generate the regional 
cancer risk map in Exhibit 26, then the cancer risk was generated at the regional level, and is 
therefore not directly attributable to rail emissions. The map in Exhibit 34 illustrates the co-
location of rail lines in areas where there are elevated cancer risks as a result of multiple 
sources of air pollution: it does not provide any data to show correlation or causation 
between rail lines, specifically, and cancer risk in the area. Additionally, the exhibit is 
misleadingly titled “Rail-related health risk impacts” when it presents regional data that is 
not based on rail emissions. 
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The major highways and arterials traversing the SCAG region cover the same areas where 
there are confluences of rail lines. The map presented in Exhibit 26 shows that the network of 
highways is co-located with the geographic area that is identified as having the highest 
cancer risk, but it does not emphasize the highways in the same manner that Exhibit 34 
emphasizes rail lines. By overlaying the rail lines on the map in Exhibit 34 with a 1-mile 
buffer and then including the statement that “emissions from locomotives, rail yards and 
other rail facilities could result in an increased cancer risk in the neighboring low income and 
minority communities,” SCAG unfairly points to the potential impacts of rail, while failing to 
provide a comparable evaluation of the impacts from highways and arterials.  All sources 
need to be treated with equal attention and assigned fair attribution.   

For comparison, Exhibit 34 on page 137 and Exhibit 26 on page 104 of the Environmental 
Justice appendix are presented below. Both Exhibit 26 and Exhibit 34 appear to be derived 
from similar data for regional cancer risk, however they are displayed with very troubling 
differences. Whereas Exhibit 26 is presented in the more neutral colors of greens and blues, 
Exhibit 34 is in reds and purples, strengthening the intensity of the message about the 
negative health impacts of rail. Secondly, the two maps have different scales: Exhibit 26 is 
40 miles-per-inch, and Exhibit 34 is 20 miles-per-inch. This makes the area of high cancer 
risk appear twice as large on the rail map as it does on the region-wide map. Finally, while 
the highway system appears on both maps, it is overpowered by the bright purple rail lines on 
Exhibit 34, making the highways barely noticeable. All of these factors leave the reader with 
the impression that rail causes more severe impacts than highways in the region, even though 
this 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. 
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Figure 1: Exhibit 34 from SCAG EJ Appendix 

 
 

Figure 2: Exhibit 26 from SCAG EJ Appendix 

 
 

SCAG must either remove Exhibit 34 and misleading discussion language, or substantially 
revise it and provide the source data. If SCAG decides to keep Exhibit 34, it must present 
identical maps and analyses for arterials, highways, and other transportation sources 
discussed in the plan, such as airports. Further, SCAG should ensure that maps for each 
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source are presented in the same manner: at the same scale, with the same color scheme, and 
utilizing the same buffer distances. 

While SCAG’s maps demonstrate co-location of rail lines and highways or arterials with 
areas of regionally high cancer risk, it is crucial to point out that proximity does not equal 
risk. SCAG’s presentation of a map which overlays the rail lines on top of a separately 
generated, regional cancer risk map to support observations about increased risk makes an 
inaccurate assumption that proximity to one source is equivalent to risk of exposure. Mere 
proximity to a source should not be used as a determinant for exposure in risk assessment 
analysis because it fails to identify the chemicals involved, the dose of exposure (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, in addition,  revise the statements on page 136 of the Environmental 
Justice appendix as suggested below: 

Exhibit 34 illustrates areas adjacent to railroads overlaid with the modeled regional 
cancer risk from all sources areas of high cancer risk. As shown in the maps below, a 
large portion of areas adjacent to railroads are co-located in to areas of existing high 
regional cancer risk. These observations suggest that emissions from locomotives, rail 
yard and other rail facilities could result in an increased cancer risk in the neighboring 
low-income and minority communities. 

Furthermore, it should be noted that the Railroads, as well as other sources, have made 
significant improvements to their equipment and operations since 2005, the data year for the 
regional cancer risk map.7  

 

Different methods in evaluating rail impacts and highway impacts 

Rail comment: SCAG rail impacts and highway impacts are handled differently by SCAG, 
both in discussion text and in how tables and figures are organized and displayed.  

First, when analyzing the data on potentially impacted areas, SCAG uses shorter distances to 
create the geographic buffers around the highways and arterials than it does around the rail 
lines . Although the railroads do not endorse a particular buffer for demographic analysis, we 
believe the areas chosen by SCAG are unreasonably arbitrary.  This arbitrary selection 
affects not only the evaluation of local impacts from rail, but also the assessment of whether 

                                                           
7 Six years of progress has been made and documented by the Air Resources Board (ARB) in numerous public 
meetings.  For example, in 2005, the Railroads signed a MOU with ARB estimated to reduce PM emissions by 20% 
by 2008 at rail yards statewide. In 2009, ARB determined that the Railroads had fully complied with all 
requirements of the 2005 MOU. In 2010, the 1998 fleet average agreement was implemented and is estimated to 
reduce NOx by 67% from uncontrolled levels. ARB staff estimates that the railroads have reduced emissions at rail 
yards statewide by 50% since 2008. 
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the impacted communities are in fact environmental justice communities.  We would like to 
see more information on how SCAG reached its conclusions that rail disproportionately 
impacts environmental justice communities versus non-environmental justice communities.  
SCAG does not show a rational basis for these conclusions.   

The analysis buffer for highways is 500 feet, but the analysis buffer for rail lines is ¼ mile, ½ 
mile, and 1 mile. SCAG uses buffers to evaluate demographic trends or potential 
environmental justice areas (Table 47 on pages 134-35), and to generate the map for 
geographic overlay with regional cancer risk. SCAG does not provide any justification for 
the difference between the buffer distances around rail versus highways and arterials used in 
the analyses. ARB’s Land Use Handbook cautions against locating sensitive land uses within 
500 feet of a freeway, or 1000 feet of a rail yard (roughly .2 miles), and does not include 
recommendations for rail lines. SCAG should either justify the difference between the 
buffers or make them the same.  

In the discussion of highway and arterial impacts, SCAG compares the impacts from on-road 
sources as a result of implementing the RTP to the impacts of a no-plan scenario. However, 
this comparison is not completed for rail impacts.  

The approach SCAG staff took in characterizing the “Rail-Related Impacts” creates the 
potential for an inaccurate interpretation of rail’s contribution to the region’s air quality.  For 
example, on page 136, SCAG states, “these observations suggest that emissions from 
locomotives, rail yard and other rail facilities could result in an increased cancer risk in the 
neighboring low-income and minority communities.” However, in the section on highway 
and arterial impacts, SCAG does not discuss the potential for increased cancer risk from 
freeway emissions, but notes in the regional section that areas of high cancer risk are located 
near freeways (page 96). Additionally, in the introduction to the rail-related impacts section, 
SCAG states, “these observations suggest that rail-related environmental burdens, such as air 
pollution and noise from locomotives, rail yard and other rail facility, are relatively higher to 
low-income and minority communities than regional average” (page 131), but SCAG does 
not quantify the emissions generated by rail anywhere in the Environmental Justice appendix. 

Further, although SCAG broadly states that rail emissions are significant on page 131 of the 
Environmental Justice Appendix, SCAG does not quantify actual emissions. Quantification 
of rail emissions and the comparison between the emissions from trucks on highways and rail 
emissions in the region is critical to understanding freight transportation tradeoffs, the 
context under which investments in rail are made, and the potential shifts between 
transportation modes. One train can carry enough cargo to take 280 trucks off the road, and 
rail is three or more times as efficient as trucks on a ton-per-mile basis. Therefore increased 
rail traffic can decrease overall emissions for communities in the region. 
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Inconsistencies with the rest of the RTP  

The Environmental Justice appendix includes a set of environmental strategies for freight rail, 
called the “Recommended Mitigation for Rail Related Impacts,” that is completely different 
from that which is  presented in the rest of the RTP. It is unclear who would implement these 
strategies, where the funds would come from, in what timeframe these mitigation measures 
would be pursued, and under what authority.  SCAG does not state if any of these mitigation 
measures are a part of the resource-constrained plan or the strategic plan.  Additionally, these 
strategies are not consistent with the strategies outlined in the RTP or the Goods Movement 
appendix.  

 
Table 3: Comparison of mitigation measures in EJ appendix as compared to the Draft RTP 

Recommended Mitigation for Rail Related 

Impacts, Environmental Justice appendix 
(Page 148) 

Goods Movement Environmental Strategy, 
RTP (Page 74) 

 Accelerated Introduction of Cleaner 
Line-Haul Units  

 Construct sound reducing barriers 
between noise sources and noise-
sensitive land uses 

 Improve the acoustical insulation of 
dwelling units where setbacks and sound 
barriers do not sufficiently reduce noise 

 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. 

Near Term 

 Upgrading switcher locomotive engines 
 Continued investments into improved system 

efficiencies 

Long Term 

 Critical steps toward phased  implementation 
of a zero-emission or near zero-emission 
freight system 

 
Rail Comment:  SCAG needs to clearly state whether the rail mitigation measures in the 
Environmental Justice appendix are a part of the resource-constrained plan or a part of the 
strategic plan. As stated earlier, SCAG also needs to clarify who would be responsible for 
pursuing these mitigation measures, where the funding would come from, in what timeframe 
the measures would be implemented, and under what authority.  Neither SCAG nor other 
local, regional, or state agencies have the authority to require the Railroads to pursue any of 
these measures.   

First, SCAG recommends the acceleration of cleaner line-haul locomotives. Tier 4 
technology will not be commercially available until 2015, at the earliest.  The development 
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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 
emissions requirements. At this time, these new technologies are untested and unproven in 
line haul locomotive applications. 

Historically, the development of new, effective locomotive 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 cause train delays and 
interruptions across the goods movement system. Therefore, the Railroads, while optimistic, 
are appropriately cautious at this time.  

Second, the Environmental Justice appendix recommends the installation of sound barriers 
and acoustical insulation. 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 
only recommended actions for future consideration that do not currently have funding 
identified. SCAG also needs to clarify whether the installation of sound barriers would be on 
the Railroads’ property and if there would be any potential for interruption to railroad 
operations. 

Finally, in response to the recommended strategy to reduce speed or hours of operation, 
SCAG should note that the Railroads operate 24 hours a day, seven days a week.  Limiting 
hours of operation would have nation-wide effects and could ultimately result in higher 
emissions in the SCAG region if containers were shifted to truck transport.  Additionally, 
train speeds are dictated by track conditions and regulated by the Federal Railroad 
Administration8 and therefore fall outside of the authority of SCAG.  Accordingly, this 
strategy should be removed from the Environmental Justice appendix.  

 

Page 145 Environmental Justice appendix:  

Additionally, the 2012 RTP proposes railroad electrification, which would significantly 
reduce rail-related emissions throughout the region, and especially for in low-income and 

                                                           
8 FRA’s Track Safety Standards establish track structure and track geometry requirements for nine separate classes of track. They 
can be found at 49 CFR Part 213, (Sec. 213.9 and Sec. 213.307). See also http://www.fra.dot.gov/Pages/1234.shtml 
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minority communities adjacent to railroads. Further study and demonstrations are needed to 
broadly deploy near zero and zero emission rail technologies that would significantly reduce 
environmental impacts from locomotives and rail-related facilities. Please refer to the Goods 
Movement Technical Appendix to review the 2012 RTP Goods Movement Environmental 
Strategy and Action Plan for Technology Advancement. 

Rail comment: According to the Goods Movement appendix and the RTP, SCAG is not 
proposing to implement electrification, but rather to continue study of electrification and 
other ultra-low emission strategies in the future, if additional funds become available. 
Therefore, SCAG should remove the sentence that claims “the 2012 RTP proposes railroad 
electrification” and revise this section to be consistent with the Goods Movement appendix 
and the RTP. SCAG, and other local, regional and state agencies, do not have the authority to 
require the Railroads to pursue electrification. Additionally, please refer to the attached issue 
briefs for more information on electrification. 

 

Page 131 Environmental Justice appendix: 

Environmental pollution from locomotives, rail yards and other rail facilities is a major 
public health concern at the national, regional and community level. The movement of goods 
by rail involves diesel-powered locomotives and equipment, resulting in significant emissions 
of particulate matter (PM), nitrogen oxides (NOx), hydrocarbons, and other air toxins 
throughout the process. 

Rail comment: SCAG does not specify what types of rail it is referring to in the impacts 
assessment.  Is SCAG including freight and passenger rail?  If passenger rail is included, are 
commuter lines and urban lines accounted for? 

In 2010, ARB estimates locomotives contributed less than one percent of PM2.5 emissions 
and less than three percent of NOx emissions in the South Coast Air Basin (see Figure 4 
below). As a point of comparison, other mobile sources such as passenger vehicles, off-road 
equipment (e.g. farm and construction), and diesel trucks in the South Coast Air Basin 
contribute roughly 20%, 24%, and 27% of NOx, and 8%, 10%, and 7% of PM2.5, 
respectively.9  Despite this, SCAG portrays rail emissions as regionally significant in the 
Environmental Justice appendix.  
 
Finally, the Railroads disagree with SCAG’s statement that locomotive emissions are a 
national “major public health concern.” The air quality and mix of emissions sources in the 
SCAG region are unique, and perhaps uniquely challenging due to the geographic and 
meteorological conditions.  As SCAG notes, 33% of all freight containers in the U.S. move 

                                                           
9 ARB - Almanac Emission Projection Data (Updated in 2009); Passenger Vehicles - LDV, LDT, LDT 2.  Diesel Trucks - LHDV1, 

LHDV2, MHDV, HHDV  
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through the Southern California Ports.10  Many of these goods travel on rail, and yet, rail is 
less than 3% of NOx and 1% of PM emissions in the South Coast Air Basin.  
 

Figure 3: South Coast Air Basin Mobile Source Emissions (2010) 

 
Figure 4:Drafted by California Environmental Associates. Source Data: ARB - Almanac Emission Projection Data 
(Updated in 2009); Passenger Vehicles - LDV, LDT, LDT 2.  Diesel Trucks - LHDV1, LHDV2, MHDV, HHDV 

 

 

Page 145 Environmental Justice appendix: 

The train traffic index of each railroad segment is calculated by using average daily train 
volume multiplied by daily total gate down time of two grade crossings located at both ends 
of the segment. The following map illustrates the train traffic index of railroad segments 
adjacent to the grade separation projects... As shown in the map below, San Bernardino 
County and Riverside County have higher train traffic index values than other counties. As 

                                                           
10 SCAG, draft 2012 RTP/SCS, Goods Movement appendix, page 6, December 2011. 

South Coast Air Basin Mobile Source Emissions (2010)

Source: ARB - Almanac Emission Projection Data (Updated in 2009); Passenger Vehicles - LDV, LDT, LDT 2.  Diesel Trucks - LHDV1, LHDV2, MHDV, HHDV 
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railroad emissions and noise are greater where there is a large amount of train traffic 
volume, these observations suggest that the rail-related environmental impacts could be 
greater in San Bernardino County and Riverside County than other counties. And, based 
upon the analysis of Environmental Justice categories above, the low-income and minority 
communities adjacent to railroads and grade-crossings in San Bernardino County and 
Riverside County can be more affected by rail-related impacts, such as emissions, noise, 
accidents, traffic delay, etc. than other population groups. 

Figure 4: Exhibit 36 Train Traffic Index 

 
 

Rail comment: SCAG uses the results of the train traffic index analysis to suggest the 
relative level of impact on different rail segments. Did SCAG include passenger trains in this 
index? SCAG should state whether the above map reflects both passenger rail and freight rail 
or just one or the other. SCAG’s assertions about the correlation between “accidents” and 
“traffic delays” on such segments are purely speculative and should be noted as such.  

Also, there should be a discussion of the planned improvements scheduled for these areas, 
through existing commitments for grade separations and capacity improvements, such as the 
Colton Crossing. In addition, SCAG fails to include a comparison of the improvements in 
train traffic index over the lifespan of the RTP.  SCAG should clarify that the index provided 
is simply a snapshot in time for 2010. Given that Colton Crossing is a committed and funded 
project,11 SCAG should show relative improvement gained through completion of Colton 
Crossing and other near-term grade separations. 
 

                                                           
11 SCAG, draft 2012 RTP/SCS, Project List appendix, page 313, December 2011. 
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Furthermore, SCAG provides no information that the “total gate down time of two grade 
crossings located at both ends of the segments” has been correlated to traffic counts on the 
streets with the gates down. Without the traffic counts or the time of day data, SCAG can 
draw no conclusions about the correlation between gates being down and the impacts to 
human populations. 
 

Comments on Goods Movement appendix 

As pointed out earlier in this letter, participation of the Railroads and other stakeholders in any of 
the strategies identified by SCAG in the Goods Movement appendix must be a collaborative and 
voluntary process. Despite the best efforts of the SCAG staff, many of these strategies are vague 
and potentially misleading. For example, SCAG provides a specific timeframe for the study and 
demonstration of various ultra-low emission technologies presented in a way that appears to be 
applicable for all of the technology options. In fact, the stage of development for each 
technology varies widely. Likewise, the timeline for the development and demonstration of each 
technology will vary greatly. One size does not fit all. The approach that SCAG has laid out in 
the Goods Movement appendix is of little utility to the stakeholders involved in the SCAG 
region and should be revised substantially or even removed.   

 

  



California Class I Freight Railroad Comments on SCAG’s Draft 2012 RTP/SCS 
 

February 14, 2012                                         Page 21 
 

 

Page 34 Goods Movement appendix:  

Figure 5: Timeline to Implement a Zero and Near-Zero Emission Freight System 

 
 

Rail Comment: SCAG needs to be clear about which specific activities associated with the 
phases of development listed in Figure 9 are in the resource-constrained plan, which have 
funds currently available, and which activities do not have funds available. This will help 
clarify which activities will only be implemented when, and if, additional funds become 
available. If there is funding currently available, SCAG needs to state that it plans to carry 
out the timeline presented for the technology demonstration and potential implementation of 
new freight movement technologies. If not, it should point out that such a project could not 
be implemented until or unless funding becomes available.  Additionally, it is worth noting 
that any full scale demonstration and/or commercial deployment would need the full support 
of the Railroads, and potentially other governmental agencies, to move forward. SCAG 
should also include a provision that the Railroads will be involved in the design of the 
parameters for a full-scale demonstration. 
 



California Class I Freight Railroad Comments on SCAG’s Draft 2012 RTP/SCS 
 

February 14, 2012                                         Page 22 
 

 

In Figure 9, it appears that Phase 1 is already complete and consisted of the work done to 
develop the draft 2012 RTP.  If this is true, SCAG should clarify that point. 
 
The timeframe for Phase 2 will vary substantially depending on which technology is studied 
further. Electric catenary systems present some serious operational, safety, and funding 
issues; however, these systems are better understood and appear to be more developed than 
the linear synchronous motor system or the hybrid locomotive with an advance battery/ 
tender car technology. SCAG should specify the technologies that would be evaluated in 
Phase 2 and provide specific timeframes for each. In any event, the timeframe identified by 
SCAG for Phase 2 is far too short for the evaluation, development, completion of the 
environmental review process and demonstration of an electrified system. For example, even 
demonstration of a catenary electric system would require the development of electric 
locomotives and the adaptation of those locomotives to western freight operations.  Because 
most other ultra-low emission systems are only conceptual at this point, the timeframe for 
Phase 2 would be even longer.   
 
The desired accomplishments in Phase 3 are unrealistic for the short time allocated.  The 
timeline should be revised so that any deployment or operational demonstration would come 
after sufficient time has been allocated to resolve all technical, operational, and safety issues 
identified for the various low emission system options.  As SCAG notes on page 35 of the 
Goods Movement appendix, past studies by the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, 
“highlight the difficult challenges associated with this sector, especially with regard to 
operational needs, integration of the technologies into the national rail system, federal safety 
requirements, and costs.”12   
 

Additionally, the timeline for Phase 4 is unrealistic and should be lengthened to give adequate 
time for zero-emission technologies to mature and undergo sufficient testing. An inadequate or 
insufficient demonstration program or premature adoption could lead to serious disruptions to the 
national goods movement system. Please refer to the attached issue brief, entitled Timeline for 
Freight Rail Electrification in Southern California and the Roadmap for Moving Forward with Zero 
Emission Technologies at the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles13 for more information on the 
timeline to implement an electrified freight rail system in Southern California.   

 
 

                                                           
12 SCAG, draft 2012 RTP/SCS, Goods Movement appendix, page 35, December 2011. 
13 Port of Long Beach & Port of Los Angeles, “Roadmap for Moving Forward with Zero Emission Technologies at the 
Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles” Technical Report, Updated August 2011. 
http://longbeach.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=18&clip_id=4942 

http://longbeach.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=18&clip_id=4942
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Page 36 Goods Movement appendix:  

Phase 2 also includes initial proof of concept and testing of several types of zero-emission 
locomotive technologies and supporting infrastructure.  Demonstration would include 
technology optimization along prescribed routes under conditions applicable to goods 
movement activities.  An initial step would entail creating a test track to allow for the 
demonstration of various technologies to move containers. For rail prototypes basic 
performance requirements include, but are not limited to: sufficient tractive power to haul a 
double-stacked railcar, adequate braking capability and other parameters to support safe 
operation, and the ability to operate in zero-emission mode. 

For rail, uncertainties associated with new technologies would be addressed through a rail 
operational assessment study that evaluates the potential operational impacts of a zero or 
near zero-emission rail system both within the Basin and on the larger national freight 
railroad system. This study would build on the work of SCAG’s Rail Electrification Study, 
2011. Because overhead catenary systems have already been proven for passenger and some 
freight applications, this study would also evaluate the practicability of utilizing existing 
technologies for rail service in the South Coast Air Basin.  

Rail Comment: SCAG should clarify under what circumstance this phase will be 
undertaken.  The draft RTP implies that it would only take place if future funds are collected 
from the VMT tax, but it is unclear. If Phase 2 is undertaken, the Railroads believe that 
SCAG needs to explicitly outline on what right-of-way and for what purposes such a system 
could be deployed.  Additionally, part of Phase 2 should include an evaluation to estimate the 
total capital and operating costs for such a system, how those costs might be passed through 
to customers, and if the magnitude of the costs might cause cargo to shift either between 
modes or to a different port.  
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Page 39 Goods Movement appendix: 

Figure 6: Locomotive/Rail: Agency Major Implementation Actions 

 

Rail Comment: It would appear from the simple language in Table 16 that the actions listed 
are included in the resource constrained portion of the RTP.  However, SCAG has yet to 
identify what funding source would be used, and in what timeframe the ‘agency action’ 
would occur. Specifically, SCAG should clarify whether there is funding available for the 
incorporation of a ‘footprint’ and planning for wayside power into rail lines and/or whether 
there is funding identified to support rail evaluation and demonstration efforts.  If there is not 
money available for such efforts, the Railroads believe that these measures would more 
appropriately be placed in the strategic plan.  In any case, the timeframe for implementing 
these actions (2012) is unrealistic given the lack of funding identified to date. 

It is not clear how SCAG, AQMD and/or ARB will determine if electrified rail technologies 
are feasible.  The Railroads should participate in the development of design criteria to make 
this determination.  SCAG also needs to clarify what is meant by ‘incorporate’ in the 2012 
Agency Action section. Specifically, the Railroads have the following questions:   

o What processes would occur should any of these elements be ‘incorporated’ into the 
RTP?   

o Would this incorporation involve a formal amendment process?   
o Would the Railroads have an opportunity to comment if SCAG, AQMD, and/or ARB 

were to pursue any of these implementation actions, based on the RTP? 
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Page 42 Goods Movement appendix:  

Because of the cost and potential operational challenges associated with mainline 
electrification, such a strategy should be considered a longer term initiative, requiring 
further studies as well as proof of concept and prototype testing of zero-emission locomotive 
technologies which have the potential to minimize cost and operational impacts, as discussed 
under the phased implementation section of this appendix……Construction of any electrified 
rail system in Southern California would require a large investment, as well as cooperation 
by the BNSF and UP railways. 

Rail Comment: SCAG staff has explicitly stated at various public meetings that mainline 
electrification is not part of the resource constrained plan or the strategic plan. Please confirm 
that this is the case. Additionally, SCAG should explain what is meant in the above 
paragraph by the statement that SCAG would require the “cooperation by the BNSF and UP 
railways.”  

 

Page 42 Goods Movement appendix:  

Two promising technologies that are under development include hybrid diesel-electric 
locomotives and battery electric tender cars. Each requires additional development and a 
more thorough understanding of operational considerations. Fuel savings would allow for a 
small fuel storage tank and provide space for storage of the necessary batteries on individual 
locomotives. The locomotives would therefore switch between Tier-4 diesel electric and 
battery modes. The batteries would recharge as the locomotive is operating in diesel-electric 
mode. Also, battery electric tender car technology could be used with current locomotives. 
Battery tender cars would be placed behind diesel-electric locomotives, and would carry 
batteries that could power locomotives through the environmentally sensitive areas. Such a 
system could have many of the same advantages as the hybrid diesel-electric locomotives, 
including zero-emission operation, but would also have the added benefit of being applicable 
with current locomotives and reducing or eliminating the need for wayside power such as 
from overhead catenary wires.  

Rail Comment: SCAG should explain that neither the hybrid diesel-electric locomotive nor 
the battery electric tender car technologies are currently available and are not part of the 
resource constrained or strategic plan.  Each technology would need to be designed, 
developed, and tested prior to implementation, which is a process that historically has taken 
between five to ten years. 
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Page 27 of the RTP (referring to the Goods Movement appendix): 

The RTP goods movement strategy ensures that investments in transportation infrastructure 
and associated transportation programs contribute to achievement of the region’s air quality 
goals.  Efforts are already underway, as the San Pedro Bay Ports have invested heavily in 
deploying clean trucks over the last several years.  Additionally, planning efforts are 
underway to establish a regional zero emission freight system. 

Rail Comment: SCAG needs to clarify what is meant by the “planning efforts” for a 
“regional zero emission freight system.”  These planning efforts will be, as the Railroads 
understand, the continued study and evaluation of technology, operational issues, and costs 
associated with various electricity-based options. While these technologies will likely offer 
some localized emissions reductions, as cleaner diesel locomotives are introduced into the 
region, including Tier 4 locomotives, the magnitude of emission reductions will be 
significantly reduced.  SCAG identifies a similar trend in the potential for emissions 
reductions from passenger transportation strategies on page 28 of the RTP, stating that as, 
“passenger vehicles have become cleaner, the positive air quality impacts of transportation 
strategies that reduce vehicle use or change congestion conditions (i.e., non-fuel or engine-
based strategies) have been significantly diminished.”14  SCAG should also note that the 
magnitude of the benefits associated with electrification activity would be diminished with 
the introduction of cleaner locomotives. 

 

Page 41 Goods Movement appendix: 

Switcher locomotives contribute only a small share of total locomotive emissions; however, 
their activity is concentrated in rail yards and greatly impacts surrounding communities. 
Nevertheless, low-emission technologies are available and have relatively low costs. To 
reduce emissions from switcher locomotives, one option is to replace remaining Tier 0+ 
switchers with new Tier 4 switchers. Although there are only projected to be 29 Tier 0+ 
switchers in the Basin in 2023, they have high emission rates. NOx and PM2.5 emission rates 
from a Tier 4 switcher would be approximately 10–15 times lower than a Tier 0+ engines. 
Another option is to rebuild existing GenSet switchers with engines that meet the U.S. EPA 
Tier 4 non-road emission standards, which could cut Nox and PM2.5 emissions by a factor of 
10. The emission reductions of these strategies could reduce emissions for switcher engines 
between 27 and 53 percent. However, since switchers are a small part of the overall fleet, 
these two switcher strategies would reduce total freight locomotive Nox and PM2.5 emissions 
by 1–3 percent.  

 

                                                           
14 SCAG, draft 2012 RTP/SCS, page 28, December 2011. 
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Rail Comment: The RTP should note that SCAG, and all other local, regional, and state 
agencies, do not have the authority to require the retrofit or replacement of Tier 0 or Tier 0+ 
locomotives.  SCAG should clarify that this strategy can only be implemented on a voluntary 
basis, is not in the resource-constrained portion of the RTP, and will only be implemented if 
stakeholders can fund the replacement of older switcher locomotives.  

Tier 4 locomotives are not in production yet, and are not expected to become commercially 
available until 2015. Therefore, it is illogical to include a strategy to repower switcher 
locomotives with Tier 4 engines as they do not currently exist.  Moreover, this is not a cost 
effective strategy to reduce emissions as switcher engines burn far less fuel than line-haul 
units.  The Railroads have used public/private partnerships in the past to help reduce 
emissions from switcher locomotives as opportunities arise, but future projections out to 
2023 regarding the repower of switcher engines to Tier 4 are not realistic.  

Figure 7: Emission Reductions from Replacing Tier 0 with Tier 4 Switchers (Tons per Day) 

 
 



California Class I Freight Railroad Comments on SCAG’s Draft 2012 RTP/SCS 
 

February 14, 2012                                         Page 28 
 

 

Page 35 Goods Movement appendix:  

Additionally, significant effort has gone into analyzing the options for a zero-emission rail 
system in the Basin.  These include recent efforts by the Ports of Los Angeles and Long 
Beach in their Roadmap study and by SCAG in the freight rail electrification report.  Each of 
these efforts highlights the technical opportunities and the need to pursue a zero-emission 
freight transportation system for the future.  However, they also highlight the difficult 
challenges associated with this sector, especially with regard to operational needs, 
integration of the technologies into the national rail system, federal safety requirements, and 
costs.   

Rail Comment: SCAG should note that when the Ports’ presented their evaluation of “zero 
emission” options in mid-2011, they concluded that, “none of the proposals were sufficiently 
mature to commit to a full-scale operational deployment or demonstrated they could deliver a 
reliable and financially sustainable system…”15 

 

Comments on Project List appendix 

The Project List appendix includes a funding measure for over $3.7 billion for further research 
and development of goods movement system improvements.  It is unclear where the money will 
come from and for what specific improvements it will be used. SCAG needs to clarify the source 
of these funds, the specific priority of measures for which the funds will be used, and in what 
timeframe they will occur. 

 

  

                                                           
15 Port of Long Beach & Port of Los Angeles, “Roadmap for Moving Forward with Zero Emission Technologies at the 
Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles” Technical Report, Updated August 2011, page 10. 
http://longbeach.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=18&clip_id=4942 
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Page 422 of Project List appendix: 

Figure 8: Financially Constrained RTP Project List 

 
Rail Comment:  SCAG identifies $3,771,002,000 for ‘goods movement research and 
development’ as a part of the resource constrained plan in measure RRC0703.  This language 
is vague and potentially misleading.  The funding source is unclear, and is not mentioned in 
the Goods Movement appendix or in the RTP.  SCAG needs to clearly identify the source of 
funds and their specific use. 

o What technologies would ‘goods movement research and development’ cover?   
o Why does the RTP ID begin with RRC – is that indicative of the intention to use 

these funds for rail technology development?  
o Where could a reader find the write-up of RRC0703?  

This vague placeholder for goods movement research and development has the potential to 
be interpreted differently by various stakeholders and needs to be clarified to avoid future 
conflict. 

 

Comments on Passenger Rail appendix 

The following comments pertain to various strategies and passages that concern the Railroads 
right-of-way (ROW) throughout the draft 2012 RTP and appendices.  Prior to moving forward 
with some of SCAG’s passenger rail and goods movement environmental strategies, SCAG 
should ensure that issues will not arise with sharing ROWs.  Failure to address these issues early 
on could result in increased congestion and emissions in the SCAG region.  
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Page 16 Passenger Rail appendix: 

In the SCAG Region, this plan will be complicated by drive issues. While the Authority’s 
HSTs will be electric drive, and powered by direct-overhead contact lines (often called 
catenaries), Amtrak and Metrolink currently operate diesel-electric locomotives, as do UP 
and BNSF. Moving forward, the region will have to reconcile the use of electric and diesel-
electric locomotives in the same corridor; and resolve whether these two types of 
locomotives can share facilities. Blended operations may not be possible until these conflicts 
are resolved.  

Rail Comment: Before moving forward with this part of the passenger rail development, 
SCAG and/or the High Speed Rail Authority need to address whether the overhead catenary 
lines will interfere with freight railroad operations. Failure to reconcile this issue could result 
in major operational issues in the SCAG region and result in economic and environmental 
harm.  SCAG should identify if funding has been allocated to study the potential issues with 
shared ROWs and what agency would decide if and how facilities can be shared. The 
Railroads should be included in all conversations and studies that address using rail facilities 
as to not adversely affect the goods movement system. 

 

Page 21 Passenger Rail appendix:  

Currently, rail service between downtown L.A. and the Coachella Valley is only provided 
three days a week with an unattractive schedule as part of Amtrak’s interstate services. 
Union Pacific Railroad owns this rail corridor east of Colton and is opposed to 
implementing additional passenger service without large capital improvements. However, 
Amtrak retains the right to operate passenger service on freight-owned railroads and there is 
a process in place to resolve freight opposition, although Amtrak and other partners such as 
Caltrans DOR and RCTC may be required to fund capital projects to mitigate potential 
financial damages to Union Pacific. A 2010 RCTC study estimates $75 million in station 
costs, $40 million in equipment costs, and $11.4 million in yearly operating costs to start this 
service. These figures do not include any capital costs required to mitigate service 
disruptions incurred by Union Pacific.  

Rail Comment: UP has entered into an agreement with SCAG member agencies to study the 
possibility of service to the Coachella Valley that would be served by whatever Amtrak 
service is currently provided in the region. There would be lost freight capacity to UP in 
providing such service that would have to be mitigated in some manner. 
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Page 19 Passenger Rail appendix: 

Phase II is from Madera to Sacramento and in our region from L.A. Union Station to San 
Diego through the San Gabriel Valley and Inland Empire. Phase II is in the Supplemental 
Alternatives Analysis phase and includes some alternative alignments in our region: either I-
10 or SR 60 through the San Gabriel Valley, and either I-15 or I-215 from the Inland Empire 
to the San Diego County line. There is currently no funding for Phase II.  

Rail Comment: A portion of this analysis impacts UP owned ROWs. UP’s position on this 
subject was best stated in its November 23, 2009 letter to the California High Speed Rail 
Authority providing scoping comments for the Los Angeles to San Diego via Inland Empire 
EIR/EIS. 

UP owns the Los Angeles, Alhambra, and Yuma subdivisions ROWs in fee simple between 
central Los Angeles and the Colton – San Bernardino urban complex. UP controls the 
operation and maintenance of these subdivisions. No other carrier or government agency has 
the right to permit other railroads or rail operators to use any part of this ROW. These CTC-
dispatched main lines, primarily single-track but with some segments of double track, form 
the western end of the vital Sunset Route and are the main conduits for movement of Pacific 
Rim containers out of the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. The importance of these 
subdivisions to the efficient movement of containers and other freight traffic cannot be 
overstated. Confirming prior statements, both written and oral, UP will not voluntarily make 
any part of these subdivisions available for the high-speed rail alignment. 

 

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: 
Rich Macias, SCAG  
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Annie Nam, SCAG 
Margaret Lin, SCAG 
Jacob Lieb, SCAG 
Scott Moore, UPRR 
Lanny Schmid, UPRR 
Lupe Valdez, UPRR 
Dave Seep, BNSF 
Juan Acosta, BNSF 
LaDonna DiCamillo, BNSF 
Mike Rush, AAR 
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Draft Electrification Briefing Papers, September 2, 2011 
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Attached are draft issue briefs covering four important aspects of a potential Southern 
California freight rail electrification:   
 

1. Timeline to Construct for Freight Rail Electrification in Southern California            Pgs. 1-2 
2. Defining the Scope of an Electrified Freight Rail Project in Southern California      Pgs. 3-8 
3. Dual Mode Freight Locomotives                                                                                     Pgs. 9-14 
4. Similarities between Existing Electrified Rail Systems and a Possible  

System in Southern California                                                                                       Pgs. 15-20 

These issue briefs have been prepared by California Environmental Associates on behalf of 
Union Pacific Railroad, BNSF Railway, and the Association of American Railroads (the Railroads) 
to help evaluate the costs, challenges, and benefits of electrifying freight rail mainline 
operations in Southern California.   

These are the first in a series of briefs covering possible emission reductions strategies aimed at 
achieving zero or near zero emissions from various components of the goods movement system 
in Southern California. They are not intended to promote or to discourage the electrification of 
freight rail operations.  Rather, this analysis will help inform various stakeholders of the 
environmental, operational, and economic implications of such a system and provide a 
thorough compendium of the most complete information currently available for each of several 
issue areas.  

These briefs serve as an initial draft for each topic covered.  The Railroads encourage other 
stakeholders to review the analyses and suggest improvements and other data sources that 
should be considered and incorporated.  As more and better information becomes available, 
the Railroads will periodically update information and findings. 
 
Please contact Max at 415-421-4213 x26 or max@ceaconsulting.com if you have any questions 
or comments.  

To: Annie Nam, SCAG 

From: Max Pike & Kirk Marckwald 

CC: Sarah Weldon 

Date: 9/2/2011 

Re: Draft Electrification Briefing Papers 
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Timeline for Freight Rail Electrification in Southern California 

To accurately evaluate the merits of freight rail electrification in Southern California, it is 
essential to understand the time required to implement an electrified system. The 1992 
Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) report provided an estimated timeline for 
complete electrification (conceptual design, preliminary engineering, environmental review, 
final design, bidding process, construction, and final testing for the three rail lines that carry the 
majority of the freight rail traffic in Southern California).1

 

  The 1992 SCRRA estimated timeline 
for each of these rail lines is shown in Table 1. 

Table 1: 1992 SCRRA Estimate: Years to Complete Electrification of Three Rail Lines 
 

Route Conceptual 
Design 

Preliminary 
Engineering/ 
Environmental 
Review 

Final 
Design 

Advertise, 
Bid & 
Award 

Construction Functional 
Testing/ 
Start up 

Total 

Barstow 0.5 1.75 1.5 0.25 5 0.5 9.5 
Yermo 0.5 1.75 1.5 0.25 5 0.5 9.5 
Yuma 0.5 2 2 0.25 8.25 0.5 13.5 
 
The Railroads believe that the timelines from the SCRRA report may have been reasonable at 
the time the report was prepared, but are unrealistic and not achievable in the current 
regulatory and litigation climate, especially with regard to the period needed for environmental 
review.  For instance, each Railroad is in the CEQA environmental review process in Southern 
California for the expansion or construction of additional intermodal facilities near the Ports. 
These environmental reviews are entering their seventh year, and may take up to two more 
years to complete. In contrast, the SCRRA estimated that the studies could be completed and 
certified in just two years. Given that a freight rail electrification project would have a much 
broader scope and larger impacts than these intermodal railyard construction projects, the 
estimated timeframe of 1.75 to 2 years for the preliminary engineering and environmental 
review process used in the original SCRRA report is far too short.   
  
Table 2 adjusts the SCRRA timetable to reflect the Railroads’ real world experience. This 
analysis assumes the three mainlines (see Figure 2 in the “Defining the Scope” brief) would be 
constructed concurrently to achieve maximum emissions reductions in the shortest possible 
period of time, at the lowest cost, and with the fewest disruptions to existing rail operations.   
  

                                                 
1 Southern California Regional Rail Authority, Southern California Accelerated Rail Electrification Program, February 
1992. Report Executive Summary, p ES-6, Exhibit ES-3. 
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Table 2: Revised time line for Southern California Rail Electrification 

Route Project Definition, 
Conceptual Design, 
Railroad and Utility 
Agreements, Access 
Rights, Regulatory 
Approvals, Funding Plan & 
Funding Commitments2

Environment
al Studies & 
Documentati
on 

 

Final 
Design, 
Bid & 
Award 

Construction 
Time & Final 
Testing 

Total 

Railroads’ 2011 
Projection for 
all 3 Rail Lines 

33 7  2.25 8.75-9.75 21-22 

SCRRA’s 1992 
Projection for 
Yuma (longest 
rail line studied) 

0.5 2 2.25 8.75 13.5 

 
Under the Railroads’ updated timeline and with an assumed program start date of 2012, the 
earliest date that construction and final testing of all three rail lines to Barstow, Yermo, and 
Yuma could be completed is 20334

                                                 
2 While such a timeframe is theoretically plausible, for each year that the funding plan is not completed the entire 
project would shift as well. Construction should not start until 100% of the funding is secured. 

 and the projected emissions reduction benefits would not 
be realized until that date.  

3 If funding commitments are not achieved by the third year, the project will slip a corresponding number of years. 
4 This is in comparison to the SCRRA assumption for the final design, bid, and award, construction time, and final 
testing for the Yuma line which is estimated to take 11 years. Southern California Regional Rail Authority, Southern 
California Accelerated Rail Electrification Program, February 1992. Report Executive Summary, p ES-6, Exhibit ES-3. 
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Defining the Scope of an Electrified Freight Rail Project in Southern 
California 

Proponents of freight rail line electrification are assessing the potential of electrification in 
Southern California to reduce regional air emissions from the goods movement system. 
However, since North American Railroads operate a transcontinental system, with locomotives 
traversing the continent (see Figure 1), the merits of partial electrification of the system has 
several drawbacks.  
 

Figure 1: 60-Day Movement of One Class 1 Line-haul Locomotive in the U.S. 
 

 
Prepared by California Environmental Associates 

 
A national electrification program would be the most logical and least disruptive way to 
electrify the Railroads’ high tonnage mainlines. A national program would avoid the 
fragmentation between diesel and electrified segments that is inherent in a regional system. 
However, given the enormous amount of capital required (likely hundreds of billions of dollars), 
the necessary coordination among all of the states and Class 1 Railroads, and the geographic 
scale of such a retrofit, the Railroads believe a national scheme to electrify freight rail 
operations is not feasible in the foreseeable future.  
 
While a national electrification project may be too large in scope, some electrification proposals 
under consideration in Southern California appear to be too narrow in their approach.  One 
proposal being considered by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) has 
suggested that an electrification could be phased in sequentially over  three rail segments: the 
first from the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach (“the Ports”) via the Alameda Corridor to the 
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City of Commerce, the second from the City of Commerce to Colton/San Bernardino, and the 
third from Colton/San Bernardino to Barstow, Indio, or other major railyards at the edge or 
outside of the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) (see Figure 2).5

 
   

Figure 2: SCAG’s Sequential Electrification Proposal 

 
 
This concept to sequentially electrify line segments is flawed and unrealistic for the following 
reasons. 
 
First, a sequential approach would create temporary, intermediate locomotive exchange points 
where diesel locomotives would be swapped for electric locomotives (and vice versa). When 
the next line segment was electrified, these locomotive exchange points would become 
obsolete and new locomotive exchange points would need to be constructed at the next 
railyard along the route.  At each locomotive exchange point, the Railroads would have to: (1) 
repurpose work space in the yard, thereby reducing the existing rail operations to 
accommodate electrified operations, or (2) acquire new real estate and build new tracks to 
exchange locomotives before trains could travel into or out of the electrified system.  
 
Additionally, sequential construction would be more expensive than a non-phased system 
approach.  Significant disruptions to current rail operations, and the requirement of additional 

                                                 
5 Southern California Association of Governments, Rail Electrification Methodology Overview, May 2011, p. 6. 
SCAG’s initial proposal for freight rail electrification suggested electrifying operations from the Intermodal 
Container Transfer Facility (ICTF) through the Alameda Corridor. Their current proposal creates a second stage to 
electrify operations through West Colton and San Bernardino and the last phase would aim to electrify operations 
from the San Pedro Ports to Barstow, Indio, Chatsworth, and San Fernando.  
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land and/or reduced throughput at the intermediate railyards would increase capital costs and 
the time required to complete a fully electrified system in Southern California.  Furthermore, as 
discussed in more detail below, delays and increased costs would probably cause diversion of 
time-sensitive freight from rail to truck.  
 
Activities at the Locomotive Exchange Points 
At each locomotive exchange point, every eastbound and westbound train would have their 
locomotives exchanged, either electric units for diesel units or vice versa.  Increasingly, trains to 
and from Southern California utilize “distributed power,” which locates locomotives throughout 
the train, i.e., all locomotives may not be located together at the front of the train. Changing 
out these distributed power locomotives would cause significant delays and make operations at 
the locomotive exchange points more complex than if locomotives were only located at the 
front of the train.  
 
In addition, when the locomotives were exchanged, air brake tests and other safety tests would 
be required before the train could continue. Under the best case scenario, and with extra labor, 
the Railroads estimate the total time required would be over three and a half hours for a single 
train.6

 
  The complete locomotive exchange process is detailed in Table 1. 

Table 1: Breakdown of Locomotive Exchange Best Case Scenario 
 

Power change element Time Total Elapsed Time 

Pull train into railyard 20 minutes 20 minutes 

Remove the front locomotives, replace with 
alternative power locomotive (either diesel to 
electric, or vice versa) 

30 minutes 50 minutes 

Uncouple the train in front of the center 
locomotive(s), pull front of train forward, remove 
middle locomotive(s), replace with alternative 
power locomotive(s) (either diesel to electric, or 
vice versa) 

1 hour 1 hour 50 minutes 

Remove the rear locomotives, replace with 
alternative power locomotive (either diesel to 
electric, or vice versa) 

30 minutes 2 hours 20 minutes 

Reassemble the train, perform air brake test 1 hour 3 hours 20 minutes 

Train departs from railyard 20 minutes 3 hours 40 minutes 

 
In contrast, freight trains currently move into and out of the SCAB without stopping. Therefore, 
introducing the locomotive exchange points would result in a minimum delay of at least three 
                                                 
6 Interview with Michael Iden, General Director Car & Locomotive Engineering, Union Pacific Railroad, July 2011. 



 
Defining the Scope  Draft Issue Briefs – September 2, 2011 
 

 
Prepared by California Environmental Associates on behalf of Union Pacific Railroad,  

BNSF Railway, and the Association of American Railroads 
Page 6 of 20 

and a half hours per train in the goods movement pipeline. For time sensitive products, such as 
perishable agricultural products or items carried for a package delivery company with a hard 
delivery date, this delay would be unacceptable, causing some customers to ship their freight 
by other, higher-emitting modes.  
 
There are significant costs and operational issues associated with a three and a half hour delay 
at any locomotive exchange point, be that an intermediate point of a sequentially built system 
or at the terminus of the electrified system.  These costs will be described more fully in a 
subsequent issue brief, but for certain types of freight moves and destinations such a delay 
would cause trains to be about 20-25% less time competitive than trucks.  This means freight 
that is currently moved on trains will be drawn to trucks.  Also, depending on how the costs of a 
potential electrified system were to be borne, the need to build or modify one of more 
locomotive exchange points might  cause the Railroads to raise their rates to shippers, thereby 
adding further pressures for shippers to consider a modal shift or a  port of entry shift.  Finally, 
were the region to decide to sequentially develop the system, such an approach would triple 
the cost of creating locomotive exchange points and these significant additional costs would far 
outweigh the potential earlier air quality benefits that such a sequential system might achieve. 
 
Requirements for Locomotive Exchange Points 
Each locomotive exchange point, whether a temporary intermediate point or a permanent 
point at the electrified system terminus, would require a major reworking of an existing 
railyard(s) or construction of whole new yards to handle the additional operations necessary to 
switch between electric and diesel power. To ensure that there is sufficient space to handle 
trains with both diesel and electric locomotives, and to support the associated breakdown and 
rebuilding of trains, the Railroads would need to: (1) acquire new land to substantially increase 
the size of the yard, (2) build a new railyard, or (3) reduce the throughput at an existing yard. 
Each locomotive exchange point would require eight tracks to exchange locomotives for four 
trains at a time. This type of expansion is not feasible at any of the facilities proposed by SCAG 
because there is no developable land adjacent to the existing yards and because disrupting 
current housing or industrial activities on adjacent lands could never be considered. The 
alternative—reduced throughput—would cause further detrimental downstream effects by 
requiring increased activity at other yards, thereby  pressuring freight rail customers to switch 
to other, higher-emitting transportation modes and/or causing shippers to switch to other 
ports of entry.  
 
In the sequential system, the Railroads would also need to relocate or add diesel and electric 
locomotive facilities to the intermediate exchange points to maintain both diesel and electric 
locomotives. If these facilities were not relocated to the locomotive exchange points, the diesel 
locomotives would be required to travel into the electrified zone for service on tracks with an 
already high level of traffic. These additional diesel trips would also create emissions in the 
electrified zone, offsetting a portion of the emission reductions gained by electrification. 
Alternatively, the Railroads could use electric locomotives to transport the diesel locomotives 
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through the electrified zone, avoiding some of the extra emissions, but resulting in higher costs 
given the need for additional electric locomotives and the loss of track time for more 
productive operations.  
 
In summary, even though there could  modest air quality benefits that could be achieved earlier 
from a sequential development approach, such an approach creates a number of significant 
operational and economic hurdles, including the need for additional land, additional ready 
tracks, intermediate locomotive exchange  facilities, and construction of new electric and 
additional diesel locomotive maintenance facilities. Furthermore, such a disruption to the 
goods movement system under such an approach could lead to the counterproductive shift of 
cargo from rail to less fuel efficient modes. 
 
Conclusion  
The Railroads believe that short of achieving a national electrification system, the only regional 
system that should be studied and evaluated is one that would: (1) establish a logical and 
coherent framework for the region, (2) minimize construction disruptions to the current rail 
system to minimize loss of traffic to highway transportation or to other ports, (3) make full use 
of current rail facilities, and (4) assure that all routes of the system were funded and built 
simultaneously, not sequentially. 
 
Such a study would be focused on the electrification of the mainlines from the Ports through 
the SCAB to the most logical terminals at Yermo, Yuma, and Barstow (see Figure 3).  These lines 
carry a high percentage of the freight rail traffic in the SCAB.  By evaluating a coherent and 
logical electrified system to these terminals, the project would avoid the costs of four 
intermediate power change points, would have far fewer operational challenges, lower costs, 
and would avoid the additional dilemma not having sufficient funds to complete the desired 
system.  
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Figure 3: Proper Study Area for Electrified Lines in Southern California7

 
 

 
 
 

                                                 
7 Base map from Professional Railroad Atlas of North America. 
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Dual Mode Freight Locomotives  

Introduction 
Some proponents of electrification have suggested that an alternative to the traditional 
catenary system with dedicated electrified locomotives could be the use of “dual-mode” 
locomotives.  Dual-mode locomotives could operate either on the electrified system (drawing 
power from the overhead catenary line) or function as independent diesel locomotives 
(deriving power from an onboard diesel engine), thereby eliminating the need to break down a 
train and swap electric locomotives for diesels or vice versa.  However, such apparent flexibility 
from dual power locomotives evaporates when the capabilities and limitations of such units are 
carefully evaluated.  For the reasons outlined below, the Railroads believe dual-mode 
locomotives could not and would not meet the freight rail operational requirements in 
Southern California.   
 
The starting point for evaluating the suitability of a dual-mode freight locomotive must be 
based on the performance features of contemporary diesel freight locomotives used by the 
Class 1 U.S. freight railroads. Such a locomotive would need: 

• Sufficient speed (70 mph) and sufficient pulling force, or tractive effort (185,000 
pounds) from a single diesel engine 

• Enough fuel capacity to travel approximately 1,600 miles without refueling 

• Six traction motors (axles) 

• Weigh less than 434,000 lbs 

• Fit on a standard locomotive platform (less than 80 feet long) 

• Include enough room for diesel aftertreatment equipment required to meet Tier 4 
emission standards (see Figure 1) 

Currently, there are no dual-mode locomotives proven to handle the power and other 
requirements for U.S. freight locomotives (i.e., reliability, life cycle costs, and federally-
mandated safety directives).    
 
There are two distinguishing performance characteristics of any locomotive: horsepower and 
pulling force.   

1. Horsepower is required for speed. 

2. Pulling force (technically known as “tractive effort” and measured in pounds) is required 
for moving heavy trains at low speeds over grades or hills. 

Passenger locomotives are designed to meet only one performance characteristic: to move 
relatively lightweight passenger trains at high speeds (79-to-110 mph).  While passenger 
locomotives may have high horsepower engines for speed, they do not necessitate engines that 
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can produce high levels of pulling force.  Existing dual-mode commuter locomotives are capable 
of meeting the light-weight, high speed needs of passenger railroads, but they are not capable 
of meeting the needs of U.S. freight railroads.  
 
Comparison of Passenger and Freight Locomotive Operating Requirements 
Requiring a freight railroad to use dual-mode commuter locomotives would be infeasible, 
uneconomical, and disruptive of time-sensitive freight train operations. The dual-mode 
commuter locomotives being considered for freight rail operations in Southern California are 
technologically inferior and inappropriate for the following reasons: 

1. The 4-axle dual-mode design is grossly inadequate for western freight railroads which 
encounter heavy mountain grades (insufficient pulling force). 

2. Dual-mode locomotives provide 1/12 the pulling force per dollar as compared to 
current Tier 2 line haul diesel locomotives. Therefore, to get equivalent pulling force, 
the Railroads would need to make 12 times the capital investment to run an electric 
line haul locomotive. 

3. Excessively small fuel tanks, as a result of limited space on the locomotive platform, 
would reduce a dual-mode locomotives operating range between refuelings by 
approximately 75%. 

4. Diesel engines in the dual-mode commuter locomotives are built for the passenger, not 
the more severe freight duty cycle and would therefore likely wear out much quicker, 
greatly increasing maintenance expenses for engine overhauls. 

5. The dual-mode commuter locomotive, as currently designed, appears unlikely to be 
produced after 2014 because of its structural inability to accommodate the EPA 
exhaust aftertreatment required by Tier 4 regulation (see discussion and Figure 1 
below). 

The largest available dual-mode locomotive is the Bombardier ALP45DP, which generates 4,200 
hp during diesel operations.8

                                                 
8  

  While this is roughly equivalent to the 4,400 hp rating of the 
modern freight locomotives operating in the U.S., other factors such as pulling force limit its use 
in freight operations. Table 1 below shows the characteristics needed by a locomotive for 
reliable and efficient freight rail service, and compares these specifications to those of the dual-
mode Bombardier ALP45DP and the traditional Tier 2 diesel locomotives.  

http://www.bombardier.com/en/transportation/products-services/rail-vehicles/locomotives/other-projects/alp-
45dp---canada--usa?docID=0901260d80165898# 
 

http://www.bombardier.com/en/transportation/products-services/rail-vehicles/locomotives/other-projects/alp-45dp---canada--usa?docID=0901260d80165898�
http://www.bombardier.com/en/transportation/products-services/rail-vehicles/locomotives/other-projects/alp-45dp---canada--usa?docID=0901260d80165898�
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Table 1: Comparison of Bombardier Dual Mode ALP45DP and  
Traditional Tier 2 Locomotives9

Parameter 

 

Traditional Diesel 
(Tier 2)10

Dual mode 
(ALP45DP) 11

Length (ft) 

 (Tier 2) 

72-74 71.5 

Width (ft) 10.9 10.9 

Max Speed (mph) 70-75 130 

Power Rating (hp) 4,400 4,200 (diesel)  

5,367 (electric) 

Weight (lbs) 416,000 288,000 

Pulling Force or Tractive Effort (lbs) 185,000 (at start) 71,000 (at start) 

Starting Capability on 2% Grade 
(such as Cajon, Beaumont, etc.) 

~4,170 ~1,600 

Dynamic Braking (lbs) 117,000 (at 12 mph) ~34,000 (at 20 mph) 

Fuel Tank Capacity (gal) 5,000 1,800 

Fuel Range (miles) 1,600 ~500 

Operating Range Transcontinental Urban short-haul, 
multi-stop trips and 
return 

Number of Traction Motors (axles) 6 4 

Number of Diesel Engine(s) 1 2 high speed engines 
(max. 1,800 rpm) 

  

                                                 
9 This table is a truncated version of a more extensive comparison between Tier 2 diesel freight locomotives and 
the ALP45DP.  To request a copy of the complete table, please contact Max Pike at max@ceaconsulting.com. 
10 http://www.getransportation.com/rail/rail-products/locomotives/evolutionr-series-locomotive.html & 
http://www.emdiesels.com/emdweb/products/sd70ace.jsp & additional information from interview with Michael 
Iden, General Director Car & Locomotive Engineering, Union Pacific Railroad, August 2011. 
11 http://www.bombardier.com/en/transportation/products-services/rail-vehicles/locomotives/other-projects/alp-
45dp---canada--usa?docID=0901260d80165898# & http://www.railwayage.com/in-this-issue/alp-45dp-two-
locomotives-in-one-june-2011-3228.html & http://www.railwaygazette.com/nc/news/single-view/view/alp-45dp-
electro-diesel-locomotive-debut.html 

http://www.getransportation.com/rail/rail-products/locomotives/evolutionr-series-locomotive.html�
http://www.emdiesels.com/emdweb/products/sd70ace.jsp�
http://www.bombardier.com/en/transportation/products-services/rail-vehicles/locomotives/other-projects/alp-45dp---canada--usa?docID=0901260d80165898�
http://www.bombardier.com/en/transportation/products-services/rail-vehicles/locomotives/other-projects/alp-45dp---canada--usa?docID=0901260d80165898�
http://www.railwayage.com/in-this-issue/alp-45dp-two-locomotives-in-one-june-2011-3228.html�
http://www.railwayage.com/in-this-issue/alp-45dp-two-locomotives-in-one-june-2011-3228.html�
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Comparison of Passenger and Freight Locomotive Chassis Design 
As shown in Table 1, while the ALP45DP may have a relatively high horsepower rating to 
achieve high speeds, it does not have sufficient pulling force or dynamic braking for use in 
freight service.  The engineers who built the ALP45DP made a number of design compromises 
to fit all of the necessary equipment onto the 4-axle car body. Although the power rating of the 
dual-mode locomotive is comparable to that required for freight service, the ALP45DP achieves 
that power output using two lighter, smaller, high-speed, off-road diesel engines which are 
much less durable than the medium-speed engines used in freight locomotives. While light-
weight diesel engine technology has proven successful in certain switch locomotive applications 
(e.g., using GenSets), line haul locomotives operate on a much more severe duty cycle, and the 
lighter weight, high-speed engines have proven to be unreliable.   

Using smaller engines would be similar to replacing a passenger vehicle engine with multiple 
lawnmower engines:  they might work for a short period of time, but the demand on the engine 
would be so great that any advantages of the smaller size would be more than offset by the 
need for constant maintenance or replacement.  An article in International Railway concluded 
that, “a high-speed (1,800 rpm) diesel [engine] is much lighter yet just as powerful, but its 
components will have a much higher wear rate.”12

The second compromise may be in the step-down transformer used in the ALP45DP, which is 
much smaller and lighter than comparable transformers (of similar voltage and power rating) 
used in Amtrak electric locomotives. This dual-mode transformer operates at a higher cooling 
oil temperature in order to minimize the size and weight. It is unknown how these transformers 
would perform over time in long haul, heavy duty freight operations in terms of reliability and 
maintainability. 

  Replacing the two lightweight engines in the 
dual-mode passenger locomotive with a single, more robust engine would create further 
challenges with respect to size constraints when attempting to configure a Tier-4 compliant, 
freight-duty dual-mode locomotive. 

 
Lastly, it is not clear that a dual-mode locomotive could even be built within the current 
federally mandated freight locomotive “footprint” (length, weight, and height).    In order to 
operate in freight service, the dual-mode locomotive would need to be reconfigured to 
accommodate six axles to provide adequate pulling force for transporting heavy freight loads. 
The dual-mode locomotive would also need a step down transformer and switch gear to 
operate on the overhead catenary system.  Finally, to meet Tier 4 emission standards, it is 
expected that an additional five to six feet of length will be needed on a locomotive platform to 
accommodate the exhaust aftertreatment technology for the diesel engine.  It is unclear how a 
manufacturer could also fit all of the required elements for a Tier 4 locomotive, along with the 
transformer and switch gear, within this same platform, while staying below the required size 
limits.  Locomotive platforms cannot be extended beyond 80 feet, as day-to-day operations 
require that locomotives be able to turn within a fixed radius. Extending locomotives to 90 or 

                                                 
12 Vantuono, William. American operator look to dual-mode traction. July, 2006. International Railway Journal. 
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100 feet in length would preclude dual-mode locomotives from operating throughout the 
national railroad network, adversely affecting railroad operations by geographically 
constraining certain locomotives to certain track networks.  The space constraints are 
graphically illustrated in Figure 1.  

Figure 1: Platform Issues with Dual-Mode Locomotives 

 
 
The space constraints discussed above also limit the size of the locomotive fuel tanks. A 
traditional diesel locomotive can carry approximately 5,000 gallons of fuel, allowing the 
locomotive to travel approximately 1,600 miles before refueling.13

 

 In comparison, the fuel tanks 
on most dual-mode locomotives have a capacity of around 1,800 gallons, greatly reducing the 
operating range of the units on the non-electrified track segments. In order for the dual-mode 
locomotives to be used throughout the national rail network, construction of additional fueling 
facilities would be required.  Also, additional delays would be created due to additional 
refueling stops.  

Conclusion 
Dual-mode locomotives are not a new technology.  A small number of dual-mode locomotives 
have existed since the 1920s; however, they have only been designed for switch locomotive 

                                                 
13 Interview with Michael Iden, General Director Car & Locomotive Engineering, Union Pacific Railroad, August, 
2011. 
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operations or lighter passenger trains designed for higher speeds.14  While newer, “high 
powered” (i.e., greater than 4,000 hp) dual-mode locomotives are available today,15

 

 these units 
have only been used for passenger service, which does not require the same level of locomotive 
durability as freight service. A manufacturer might eventually be able to build a freight dual-
mode locomotive, but it would entail a lengthy design and engineering process.   

The ALP45DP acquisition process took six years and is detailed below.16

 
 

2006  Specifications developed, reviewed, and approved 

2007  Request for proposals advertised, and locomotive manufacturer selected 

2008  Notice to proceed issued 

2009  Design engineering 

2010  Production design finalized and approved 

2011 First locomotive prototype assembled, tested, and revenue service 
started 

2012  Production completed  

Locomotives in commuter rail service generally operate fewer than 18 hours per day over 
relatively short distances and over consistent and unvaried terrain.  Unlike commuter trains, 
freight locomotives operate for extended periods over longer distances.  For example, a freight 
train between Chicago and Los Angeles will travel approximately 2,200 miles over a two-to-
three-day period. In addition, locomotives operating in freight service must have the power and 
durability to handle steep grades and extreme changes in ambient temperatures, such as the 
elevated temperatures found in desert environments and tunnels which can be longer than two 
miles. It is unlikely that the dual-mode locomotives available today could meet these demands. 
 
In addition, the cost of existing dual-mode locomotives is $12.2 million compared to $2.4 
million for a Tier 2 unit.  To put that in perspective for the scale of freight operations in 
Southern California, 100 dual-mode units would cost the Railroads $1.22 billion compared to 
$24 million for the same number of Tier 2 units, if the dual-mode locomotives cost the same as 
the ALP45DP.  However, it is likely that the additional requirements necessitated by freight rail 
operations in Southern California would drive the cost of each unit even higher.  For all of these 
reasons, dual-mode locomotives are not a viable solution to address electrification of mainline 
freight operations in Southern California. 

                                                 
14 CBS Local, New York, NJ Transit Unveils New Dual-Mode Locomotive, May 11, 2011. 
http://newyork.cbslocal.com/2011/05/11/nj-transit-to-unveil-new-dual-mode-train/ 
15 .These newer dual-mode passenger locomotives are currently being delivered to and used in New Jersey and 
Montreal.   
16 http://www.ble272.org/09-03-25%20Transprotation-Safety%20Presentation.pdf 
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Similarities between Existing Electrified Rail Systems and a Possible 
System in Southern California 

Both in the United States and in other countries, there are a handful of electrified freight rail 
systems, either shortlines or as segments of larger networks.  Proponents of electrifying freight 
rail operations in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) often point to these systems as proof that 
electrification of rail can easily be implemented in Southern California.  However, any 
application of this technology must meet the specific demands of the geographic locale and 
operating characteristics of the rail system under consideration.  Unless the operational and 
technical specifications are substantially similar, it is difficult, if not impossible to predict the 
success of a future system. Also, other factors, such as the political, economic, and 
environmental drivers must be evaluated for compatibility, as well.  
 
Criteria for comparing electric rail systems 
The following design characteristics must be considered and matched before concluding that an 
existing electrification system provides an appropriate comparison to a proposed system:   

• Service:  passenger, freight, or both 

• Materials transported: bulk or intermodal or both 

• Common carrier or single industry service 

• Terrain: mountains, hills, rivers, etc. 

• Horsepower requirements   

• Gross tons pulled 

• Dedicated service or locomotive exchange points or connections to a larger rail network 

• Sufficient existing or new infrastructure to meet energy and capacity demand 

• Retrofitting an existing diesel line or  construction of a new electrified system  

• Source of project funding: private investors, taxpayers, or a combination 

• Operating subsidies:  initial or ongoing public operating subsidies  

Several frequently cited electrified rail systems are described below.  The QR National and the 
Trans-Siberian Railway (TSR) were retrofit to diesel systems.  The Caltrain Commuter Rail 
Electrification proposal, were it to be built, would be a retrofit, as well.   
 
The Black Mesa & Lake Powell Railroad (BMLP) and Deseret Power Railroad (DPR) are short 
industrial operation rail lines (i.e., not common carriers) that were built as rail line dedicated to 
serving electric utilities. 
 
QR National 
QR National is the largest private freight hauler in Australia and is located in Queensland. 
Generally, QR National’s operations are focused on large, heavy freight operations such as coal, 
iron ore, agricultural products, and containers. QR National operates the Central Queensland 
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Coal Network which consists of approximately 1,400 miles of freight rail infrastructure.  
Immediately following an oil crisis in the 1980s, QR National, under government operation at 
the time,17 decided that projected oil prices justified the electrification of existing coal rail lines.  
QR National installed a 25 kV overhead catenary system on approximately 500 miles of their 
Blackwater network that began operation in 1986,18 and on approximately 530 miles of the 
Goonyella system that began operations in 1985.19

 
   

Over time, however, the actual price trends in diesel fuel and electricity made the difference in 
operating costs between electric and diesel smaller than originally anticipated. QR National was 
unable to secure full cost recovery on the electric overhead infrastructure for the Blackwater 
rail line as of 2008.20 Since it was electrified in the mid-1980s, the Blackwater system has been 
extended as more mines have become active in the region. However, further investment in 
electrification necessitated rate increases for QR National’s other lines, with some lines 
witnessing a 28% increase.21

 
  

The justification for these increases has been debated and has prompted QR National’s major 
customers to threaten to build their own rail lines.  Recently, BHP Billiton, a major global mining 
company that accounts for 40% of QR National’s business, has indicated that it plans to build its 
own rail line in response to the steep cost increases of QR National.22

 

  The high costs tied to the 
capital expenses and increased operational costs of running an electrified system demonstrate 
the potential impacts of electrification on the greater goods movement system. 

The Trans-Siberian Railway 
The Trans-Siberian Railway (TSR) is a government funded and operated rail line in Russia that 
was built between 1891 and 1916.  Stretching some 5,750 miles, it is the longest continuous 
mainline railway in the world.  The TSR handles passenger and freight service—the principal 

                                                 
17 In July 2010 QR National was privatized and is now listed on the Australian Stock Exchange. QR National operates 
the Central Queensland Coal Network under a 99 year lease with the Australian government.  
http://www.qrnational.com.au/Corporate/Pages/AboutQRNational.aspx 
18 The Blackwater rail network in Central Queensland consists of approximately 612 miles of total track; about 500 
miles of the track are electrified. The Blackwater system connects 12 coal mines in the Bowen Basin coal area to 
two export terminals at the Port of Gladstone and also serves a number of domestic users including a power plant, 
cement plant, and refinery. 
http://www.qrnational.com.au/NetworkServices/RailNetwork/Pages/BlackwaterSystem.aspx 
19 The Goonyella rail network is located in Central Queensland and consists of approximately 530 miles of track, all 
of which are electrified. The Goonyella systems connect 22 coal mines in the Bowen Basin coal region to the Hay 
Point Coal Terminal and Dalrymple Bay Coal Terminal.  This network also transports products to other destinations 
by way of connections to the North Coast Line and the Central Line.  
http://www.qrnational.com.au/NetworkServices/RailNetwork/Pages/GoonyellaSystem.aspx 
20 Synergies Economic Consulting. “Review of AT5; The Case for Network Wide Pricing.” April 2008. 
21 Queensland Competition Authority. “QR Network's 2010 DAU - Tariffs and Schedule F.” June 2010. 
22 http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/08/18/bhp-rail-idUSL3E7JI0BI20110818 
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commodities are coal, oil and oil products, and wood products.23

 

 The TSR was electrified over a 
74-year period; electrification was completed in 2002.  Both 25kv AC and 3kv DC overhead lines 
were installed at varying times and locations during the many decades-long construction 
period.   

The electrification of the TSR rail system allowed average train weights to be doubled from 
3,300 tons to 6,600 tons, producing reductions energy (and perhaps emissions) per ton-mile of 
freight hauled.  Such a reduction, however, would not be realized were a freight line in the 
United States to be electrified, given the fact that the average western U.S. freight train 
currently is at least 9,900 tons. 24

 
  

The Black Mesa & Lake Powell Railroad (BMLP) and the Deseret Power Railroad (DPR)  
The BMLP and the DPR railroads are privately owned utility rail lines used specifically to haul a 
single commodity—coal—to each utility’s power plant.  Each is an industrial short line railway 
consisting of a short single-track with loops on both ends. They were built by the utilities as 
electric railway systems (BMLP began operations in 1973; DPR in 1984). The rail lines use a 50 
kV overhead catenary system and each railroad operates one train at a time that makes two to 
three round trips per day. Neither the BMLP nor the DPR interchange with any other railroads 
and rail ways, and they are completely isolated from the national rail network.  Both use 
multiple 6,000-horsepower electric locomotives to haul less than 10,000 tons of coal three 
times daily over a distance of 35 miles (DPR) to 78 miles (BMLP).25

 
   

An electrified industrial short line railway faces none of the challenges that common carrier 
railroads operating on a network system would. Since BMLP and DPR are single purpose 
industrial shortlines that have short and simple tracks, they are able to use high-powered 
electric locomotives to complete their primary objective: speedy, short, round-trip cycles. There 
is little variability in the weight pulled by BMLP and DPR from trip to trip; the trips follow a 
regular schedule; there is only one point of loading and one point of unloading; and thus, no 
locomotive exchange points are required.  
 
In contrast, the freight rail system in Southern California is much more complex than either of 
these small-scale operations. First, the primary objective of the Railroads in Southern California 
is to maintain throughput, fluidity and reliability for their customers across the system, not just 
within Southern California. A partial electrification of the Railroads’ national system would 
interfere with all of these functions by creating locomotive exchange points where electric 
locomotives would need to be swapped out for diesel locomotives.  Second, the Railroads’ 
systems are not a single track, with loops at each end, but are connected to national networks 

                                                 
23 Mote, Victor, “Trans-Siberian Railway.” Encyclopedia of Russian History. 2004. Encyclopedia.com. (August 19, 
2011). http://www.encyclopedia.com/doc/1G2-3404101396.html  
24 Interview with Mike Iden of Union Pacific Railroad, July 2011.  
25 Black Mesa & Lake Powell Railroad is owned by the Salt River Project and the co-owners of the Navajo 
Generating Station; Desert Power Railroad is owned by Deseret Generation & Transmission Company. 
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that span much of the United States.26 Lastly, the variability in weight pulled from trip to trip is 
much greater for common carrier operations, as is the variability in times of travel.27

 
   

The technical attributes (a captive, single commodity, electrified loop rail operation) have no 
applicability to helping assess the feasibility of a complex freight rail operation in Southern 
California.  The scale, scope, ownership, and purpose of each of these systems have virtually no 
overlap. .   
 
Caltrain Commuter Electrification Project 
Some agencies have suggested that Caltrain’s proposed Commuter Electrification Project to 
electrify a 52-mile passenger rail line between San Francisco and San Jose could be used to 
estimate the costs of and operational implications of the electrification of freight operations in 
Southern California.28

 

 However, as is the case with the other global examples described above, 
the Caltrain commuter electrification project does not provide a good basis for assessing the 
costs or operating challenges of a regional freight rail electrification project in Southern 
California.  There are several fundamental differences between this project and an effort to 
electrify freight rail in Southern California. 

In particular the Caltrain commuter electrification project would electrify the entire 52 mile 
Caltrain system.  No locomotive exchange points would be required to interface with non-
electrified portions of the system, and there would be no assembling and breaking down trains 
to deal with distributed power.  Additionally, passenger rail lines have more consistent weight 
(and hence power requirements) per train, and consistent schedules, thus greatly simplifying 
the interaction between the rail electrification loads and the power grid. 
 
Caltrain commuter rail has regular daytime operations with occasional freight trains during off-
peak hours. This operating regime will allow construction to occur mostly at night and not 
interfere with the principal mission for the line.  How disruptions in freight service during the 13 
year construction period for a regional electrified freight system in Southern California would 
be significantly more complex than for Caltrain and has remained an unaddressed issue in any 
earlier analyses.  
 
Funding for Electrification Projects  
In all of the examples discussed above, the electrification of the lines was either government 
financed or financed by a utility that could recoup its investments directly from its ratepayers. 
Given the enormous cost of electrifying Southern California freight rail lines, the vast majority 

                                                 
26 BNSF operates in 23 states and UP operates in 28 states. 
27 The times at which freight locomotives travel in an electrified system is important because of the interaction 
between the substantial electrical loads and the timing of electrical energy supplies, and other electrical loads, on 
the regional electric grid. 
28 Caltrain 2025 Electrification. 
http://www.caltrain.com/projectsplans/Projects/peninsularailprogram/Caltrain_2025__Electrification_.html 
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of the construction costs would have to be borne by government entities.  Thus far, given the 
depleted nature of both state and federal treasuries, the likelihood over such a public 
commitment is speculative at best. 
 
Planning & Evaluation Timeframe 
None of the railways discussed above were electrified under a set of governmental regulations 
similar to existing California requirements.  The extended time required for assessment, review, 
and approval in California would increase both the cost and duration of the planning and 
construction processes.   
 
Conclusion 
The Railroads believe the examples above demonstrate that existing electrified rail lines do not 
demonstrate the feasibility of other proposed electrification projects.  Each rail application is 
unique and that many variables affect the technical and economic feasibility of a given rail 
electrification project. An evaluation of rail electrification in the SCAB must examine the true l 
financial and other implications of an electrification project in Southern California.  Proponents 
of such a system cannot assume that an electrified system operating under its specific 
circumstances in Russia or Australia is an indicator that electrification could succeed in 
Southern California.    
 
As shown in Table 1 below, these existing electrified railways operate under very different 
conditions, and have different objectives, than the Southern California freight rail system.  
None of the examples discussed above match Southern California’s unique technical, economic, 
political, and environmental climates, so their utility in making the case for an electrification 
project in the Southern California region is marginal, at best. 
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Table 1: Comparison of Other Electrified Freight Railways to  
the Southern California Freight System 

Assessing Similarity  to a Southern California Scenario  

Issue 
Southern 
CA 
(645 miles) 

TSR 
(5,753 miles) 

QR National 
(>1,000 miles) 

DPR 
(35 miles) 

BMLP 
(78 miles) 

CalTrain 
(52 miles) 
Proposed system 

Public subsidies:  initial 
or ongoing public 
funding  

None 
proposed to 
date 

Publically 
funded 

Publically funded  
Utility 
reimbursed by 
ratepayers 

Utility 
reimbursed by 
ratepayers 

Public funding 

Ownership:  private or 
public when electrified? 

Private Public Public   Private Utility Private Utility Public 

Retrofitting an existing 
diesel line vs. 
construction of a new 
electric system 

Retrofit  Retrofit Retrofit New New Retrofit  

Locomotive exchange 
at connection to larger 
rail network 

Yes, 
multiple 

Yes, multiple  
(change in 
voltage ) 

Yes No No No 

Type of materials 
transported 

Intermodal 
goods 
Manifest 
and Bulk 

Bulk and 
Manifest 

Bulk and 
Manifest 

Coal Only Coal only People only 

Green shading = Similar characteristic to a Southern California system 
Red shading = Significantly different from a Southern California system 
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February 14, 2012 
 
 
Ms. Margaret Lin  
Southern California Association of 
Governments  
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor  
Los Angeles, California 90017-3435  
 
Re:  SCAG’s 2012-2035 Draft Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy 
 
 
Dear Ms. Lin: 
 
I am writing on behalf of the California Natural Gas Vehicle Coalition to provide comments 
on the Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) 2012-2035 Draft Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).    
 
The California Natural Gas Vehicle Coalition (CNGVC) is an association of natural gas 
vehicle and engine manufacturers, utilities, fuel providers and fleet operators serving the 
state. We work with legislators and regulators to develop policies that will increase 
alternative fuel and vehicle use, support new initiatives and provide up-to-date information 
on NGV technology and market developments. 
 
Our primary concern is that the draft plan largely ignores natural gas as a transportation 
fuel and its potential to be a significant part of the solution for the region’s transportation, 
air quality, and sustainability goals.  By focusing almost entirely on “zero-emission” 
vehicles we believe SCAG is missing the opportunity to develop a strategy that achieves the 
same benefits in a shorter time frame and for significantly less cost.   
 
Over the last two decades we have seen in California that it is very difficult to predict which 
technology will succeed and even more difficult to say when they will achieve significant 
market penetration.  That is why more agencies and companies are taking a portfolio 
approach to developing and deploying clean transportation technologies.    
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Natural gas should be an integral part of your Regional Transportation Plan. Natural gas is 
a very clean fuel, available today for half the price of diesel, and it is abundant in North 
America.  This is why the medium- and heavy-duty vehicle markets in particular are 
embracing natural gas like never before.  Many public and private fleets are investing in 
natural gas vehicles.  Transit agencies, taxi fleets and private companies such as Waste 
Management; United Parcel Service, AT&T, and Verizon have purchased thousands of small, 
medium, and large natural gas vehicles.    
 
The heavy duty vehicle sector seems to show the greatest promise for natural gas because 
of the fuel cost savings over diesel and the lack of other viable alternatives to diesel.  
Recently Swift Transportation, one of the largest trucking companies in the country, said 
they would be investing heavily in natural gas trucks and could reach 30%-40% 
penetration in their fleet in 3-4 years.  
 
Be careful about “zero-emission”.  The term is used a bit too freely these days.  Using life 
cycle emissions analysis California has found that zero-emissions at the tailpipe are only 
part of the picture.   It is important to consider the whole picture including upstream 
emissions from production and transportation of fuels.  Some are trying to draw a bright 
line between “ZEV fuels and technologies” and “non-ZEV fuels and technologies”.  We do 
not see a bright line now and to the extent that there is a line we see it fading over time.  
Natural gas vehicles are near-zero emissions today and are getting cleaner with each 
generation of engines.   Biomethane (aka renewable natural gas) has been identified as one 
of the cleanest transportation fuels by the California Air Resources Board.  Renewable 
Natural Gas has 90% less carbon emissions than gasoline.   Sources include landfills, 
agricultural operations like dairies, and waste water treatment plants.  Whether it is used 
on its own or blended with conventionally natural gas it is likely to be one of the cleanest 
fuels in transportation over the next couple of decades.   
 
For these reasons we ask you to revise your plan to include natural gas as a meaningful 
part of the solution. 
 
Thank you for considering our comments. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Tim Carmichael 
President 
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February 14, 2012 
 
     VIA ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION 
 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
rtp@scag.ca.gov 
 

Re: Comments on Draft 2012-2035 Regional 
 Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

 
Dear Sir or Madam:  
 
California Rural Legal Assistance, Inc. (CRLA) submits the following 
comments on the Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) on behalf of José 
Saldívar, a farmworker who has lived and worked in the Eastern Coachella 
Valley for almost forty years, and other low-income residents of the 
Eastern Coachella Valley.  CRLA is a non-profit legal services organization 
that provides legal representation to low-income residents of rural 
California, including in many communities comprised primarily of 
farmworkers and their families.  Within the SCAG region, CRLA provides 
services in the Eastern Coachella Valley, Imperial County, and Ventura 
County. 
 
Promotores Comunitarios del Desierto (PCD) is a community-based 
organization working with residents of the Eastern Coachella Valley to 
empower them to voice their concerns in issues such as health access, 
infrastructure, and environmental justice, serving as a bridge between 
agencies and residents. 
 
El Sol (El Sol) Neighborhood Educational Center is a non-profit agency 
serving San Bernardino and Riverside Counties since 1991.  El Sol provides 
prevention and early intervention services in the areas of mental health, 
nutrition, and post-partum depression, as well as offering classes in 
computer literacy and English as a Second Language.  El Sol works in the  
“Promotores de Salud” model, utilizing different strategies of community 
outreach such as community organizing and popular education.   

http://www.crla.org/
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Pueblo Unido Community Development Corporation (PUCDC) is a non-profit organization that 
responds to the needs and concerns of underrepresented rural communities of the Eastern 
Coachella Valley through actively engaging and fostering collaborative efforts among residents 
and other stakeholders to find viable solutions, leverage critical resources, and bring new 
opportunities to improve the quality of life for residents. 
 
Comité Cívico del Valle (CCV) is a non-profit organization serving Imperial County and the 
Eastern Coachella Valley.  CCV’s mission is to improve the living conditions of its communities 
through education, capacity-building, and civic participation with the vision of living in healthy, 
prosperous, and informed communities. 
 
We commend SCAG for the detailed preparation and analysis evident in the draft RTP/SCS and 
accompanying documents.  Transportation planning for a region of SCAG’s size and diversity is a 
challenging endeavor.  The draft RTP/SCS shows an impressive commitment not only to 
addressing the region’s transportation needs but also to fulfilling the new requirements of SB 
375.  However, we have some concern that the draft RTP/SCS does not make adequate 
provision for the unique circumstances of rural communities in the SCAG region, particularly 
the low-income rural communities that house the region’s agricultural workforce.  We offer the 
following comments in an effort to ensure that SCAG will adopt a final RTP/SCS that addresses 
the needs of low-income rural and farmworker communities. 
 
We recommend that SCAG add an RTP goal focused on equitable distribution of the benefits 
and burdens of the RTP/SCS. 
 
The draft RTP/SCS includes a list of RTP Goals, set forth on p. 13 and correlated with 
performance measures as described on p. 15.  The RTP Goals address a number of key concerns 
such as safety, air quality, goods movement, and facilitation of transit and active 
transportation.  However, the RTP Goals included in the draft RTP/SCS fail to address issues of 
equity, either on a socioeconomic axis (equitable distribution of burdens and benefits across 
socioeconomic categories) or on a geographic axis (equitable distribution of burdens and 
benefits throughout the diverse communities of the SCAG region).  Given the size and diversity 
of the SCAG region, it is unlikely that such equity will be achievable unless it is made a primary 
goal of the RTP/SCS and explicitly considered at each step of the RTP/SCS development process.  
We recommend that SCAG add an RTP Goal incorporating these two axes of equity.  The 
majority of our remaining recommendations would support the incorporation of such a goal 
into the fabric of the entire RTP/SCS. 
 
We recommend that SCAG further the farmland preservation goal of SB 375 by actively 
planning for the transportation and housing needs of the region’s agricultural workforce. 
 
As acknowledged on p. 128 and in Exhibit 4.8 of the draft RTP/SCS, SB 375 requires SCAG to 
include in the SCS a consideration of resource areas and farmland.  See Cal. Gov’t Code § 65080 
(b)(2)(B)(v).  The preservation of productive farmland will necessarily require providing for the 
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needs of the region’s agricultural workforce, including the need for the creation of 
appropriately sited decent affordable housing – generally at levels affordable to extremely low-
income (ELI) households – and transportation options, including transit, that facilitate 
farmworkers’ access not only to their agricultural workplaces but also to human services, 
children’s schools, medical facilities, retail (including full-service grocery stores), non-
agricultural jobs for other adult members of farmworker households, and other amenities.  In 
the interest of preserving the region’s farmlands, we recommend that SCAG incorporate the 
consideration of these needs as a component of the consideration required by SB 375. 
 
This recommendation will also further SB 375’s broader goal of greenhouse gas reduction by 
increasing transit accessibility to rural populations, resulting in a reduction of vehicle miles 
traveled.  Like many rural areas in the SCAG region, the Eastern Coachella Valley is severely 
underserved by transit.  Bus service is utterly nonexistent for large portions of the Eastern 
Coachella Valley population.  A few communities in the Eastern Coachella Valley receive bus 
service, but its utility is significantly diminished by long headways and inconvenient transfers.  
In order to access the educational and work opportunities of the Western Coachella Valley – 
where housing costs are unaffordable to the low-income farmworker households of the Eastern 
Coachella Valley – rural residents must budget up to four hours per day for bus commuting.  
This level of service creates tremendous obstacles to the use of transit by rural residents, 
perpetuating a reliance on personal vehicles and excluding residents who cannot afford to use 
personal vehicles for lengthy commutes.  Bus service to such underserved communities should 
be expanded and improved in the interest of equity, environmental justice, and greenhouse gas 
reduction. 
 
We specifically recommend that SCAG consider the following strategies: 

 Regularly convene planning staff and governmental decision-makers from jurisdictions 
containing farmland to focus on meeting unmet housing and transportation needs of 
agricultural workers; ensure that such convenings are informed by input from 
agricultural workers and/or from community-based organizations familiar with the 
transportation and planning needs of the agricultural workforce and other rural 
residents 

 Provide technical assistance to member jurisdictions by conducting feasibility analyses 
of creative transit strategies, such as local circulators in rural communities, to address 
the unmet transit needs of farmworker families and other rural residents 

 Encourage the implementation of farmworker, student, and commuter vanpools in rural 
areas; provide technical assistance on vanpools by maintaining a library of resources on 
such topics as project development, financing, outreach, and project administration 

 Explore the feasibility of vanpools or similar programs for non-work-related 
transportation needs such as access to medical facilities, retail, and other services 

 Conduct outreach to governmental decision-makers and community groups regarding 
funding opportunities for expansion and improvement of transit in rural areas 

 
 
In the interest of mitigating the impacts of gentrification and providing adequate services to 
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agricultural workers and other low-income rural residents, we recommend that certain of the 
benefits proposed for HQTAs be made more widely available. 
 
We commend SCAG for its innovative proposals to incentivize growth in high-quality transit 
areas (HQTAs).  However, as is noted at various points throughout the draft RTP/SCS and the 
draft Environmental Justice Supplemental Report, there are as-of-yet unanswered concerns 
about the likelihood of gentrification in HQTAs, as lower-income households find themselves 
priced out of increasingly desirable housing markets.  Thus, certain HQTA-related incentives, 
such as transit fare discounts, would likely provide greater benefits to higher-income 
households than to the lower-income households who need such fare relief.  Furthermore, 
certain sectors of the SCAG region’s population – such as agricultural workers – do not 
realistically have the option of living in an HQTA; HQTA incentives should not exclude such 
households, whose contribution to the region’s economy and character are recognized in SB 
375’s prioritization of farmland resources.  In order to enhance the equity of the HQTA 
incentives proposed in the draft RTP/SCS, we recommend that SCAG consider the following 
augmentations of those incentives: 

 Provide local circulator services in non-HQTAs that are unserved by existing transit 
services, including rural agricultural communities 

 Consider household income, and not solely HQTA residence status, in structuring any 
transit fare discount(s) 

 
In addition, we note that certain land use and transportation policies could result in the 
development of more HQTAs than are contemplated in the draft RTP/SCS.  This is particularly 
true in the inland counties of Riverside, San Bernardino, and Imperial, where very low 
percentages of the population currently have access to high-quality transit but where slight 
decreases in bus headways could bring existing bus routes within the definition of high-quality 
transit.  Furthermore, we note that some of the HQTAs designated in the draft RTP/SCS appear 
to be along routes with extremely limited accessibility, such as Interstate 10 serving the 
Western Coachella Valley.  Although such short-headway bus routes are likely to provide high-
quality transit to people living at designated stops along the route, it seems highly unlikely that 
all persons living within the Interstate 10 corridor will realistically enjoy such access.  We 
recommend that the utility and accessibility of HQTAs be extended via the following measures: 

 Prioritization of the extension of HQTA status to more communities by decreasing bus 
headways, particularly in the inland counties of Riverside, San Bernardino, and Imperial 

 Close collaboration with community-based groups and with county-level planning staff 
and governmental decision-makers to increase the feasibility of developing affordable 
housing in rural areas at a density of twenty dwelling units per acre (for example, 
through modifying local zoning ordinances to allow densities of twenty units per acre in 
mobilehome parks located on land zoned for agricultural use), such that these areas 
could be eligible for HQTA incentives 

 Adopt a more flexible density standard for HQTAs in agricultural areas in order to make 
it feasible for mobilehome parks, which constitute the vast majority of affordable 
housing in the Eastern Coachella Valley and frequently occur in dense clusters along 
major thoroughfares, to qualify for incentives such as local circulators and transit fare 
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discounts 

 Ensuring the utility and transparency of the HQTA designation by defining HQTAs based 
on residents’ access to transit stops, rather than solely by proximity to a high-quality 
transit route 

  
We recommend that SCAG take a leadership role in developing non-regressive funding 
mechanisms for transportation development. 
 
We applaud SCAG for taking on the difficult question of transportation funding and the ongoing 
wisdom of relying on existing federal and state gas tax structures, including excise taxes.  
However, some of the funding mechanisms on which the draft RTP/SCS relies are likely to have 
regressive and/or inequitable impacts, causing low-income households and communities to 
bear a disproportionate share of the cost of the region’s transportation system.  Point-of-sale 
revenue sources – such as sales taxes, gasoline taxes, and farebox recoveries – indisputably 
have a regressive impact on households least able to afford them.  The projected Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) tax seems likely to further the goals of SB 375 by creating incentives for people 
to live in transit-rich areas close to jobs, services, and retail opportunities.  However, given the 
very real risk of gentrification in such neighborhoods, the VMT is likely to have a 
disproportionate impact on lower-income households who cannot afford the higher housing 
costs of desirable urban neighborhoods.  Furthermore, as discussed above, SB 375 encourages 
MPOs to prioritize the preservation of farmland resources.  A VMT could undermine this goal by 
creating an unaffordable burden on farmworker families, who face lengthy commutes not only 
to the fields and packing houses in which they work but also to medical care, grocery and other 
retail outlets, schools, human services, and other amenities.  Residents of agricultural areas 
have little access to any form of transportation other than personal vehicles, and the draft 
RTP/SCS does not propose expanding transit to reduce this burden.  Farmworker households 
should not be penalized for failing to use transit when transit has not been made available to 
them. 
 
We recommend that SCAG apply its considerable technical expertise to devising and advocating 
for more equitable mechanisms of transportation funding at the local, state, and federal levels.  
One possibility might be a VMT tax structured to allow tax credits for lower-income households 
and/or for other households that are unable to access housing in transit-rich neighborhoods, 
such as farmworker households.  Because a VMT tax cannot be assessed at the point of sale, it 
is likely to be far more flexible than a traditional gas tax and can therefore be made more 
responsive to equity concerns. 

 
We recommend that data on the environmental justice impacts of the draft RTP/SCS be 
disaggregated in order to facilitate analysis of the impacts on disadvantaged communities 
within the SCAG region. 
 
Significant portions of the draft RTP/SCS, particularly the draft Environmental Justice 
Supplemental Report (draft EJ Report), analyze data at the regional level.  For example, the 
draft EJ Report summarizes the following data based on its region-wide impacts on specific 
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income quintiles and racial or ethnic groups:  distribution of savings in travel time and distance; 
accessibility to employment and services; accessibility to parks; exposure to emissions and 
consequent health risks; and exposure to noise impacts.  However, the maps presented in 
Exhibits 1-14 of the draft EJ Report demonstrate that environmental justice (EJ) populations are 
not distributed evenly throughout the region; rather, there are pockets where certain EJ 
variables are extremely concentrated, with disproportionately high percentages of poverty, 
minority population, foreign-born population, non-English-speakers, and populations without a 
high school diploma concentrated in communities of extreme disenfranchisement.  Such 
communities include not only urban pockets in and near Los Angeles, but also the agricultural 
communities of the Eastern Coachella Valley and much of Imperial County.  An analysis that 
examines, for example, emissions exposure encountered by the entire Latino population of the 
SCAG region fails to address the ways in which burdens of the draft RTP/SCS might or might not 
be disproportionately visited on localities that struggle under the weight of multiple categories 
of disadvantage. 
 
In particular, the Eastern Coachella Valley – the population of which is over 97% Latino – 
appears to realize few benefits under the draft RTP/SCS, giving rise to an appearance of denial 
of service in this area and perpetuation of historic exclusion.  Based on the level of analysis 
made available by SCAG in the draft EJ Report, it is impossible to determine whether the 
Eastern Coachella Valley is expected to bear a disproportionate share of the burdens of the 
draft RTP/SCS, such as increased exposure to emissions and/or noise impacts. 
 
Furthermore, we note that the Environmental Justice Mitigation Toolbox on pp. 147-48 of the 
draft EJ Report does little to address the specific risks confronted by local EJ communities.  
While the Toolbox provides a number of suggestions to reduce RTP/SCS-related impacts 
throughout the SCAG region, its recommendations do not acknowledge the heightened level of 
exposure to environmental risks that is all-too-frequently visited upon communities of 
concentrated disadvantage. 
 
In order to minimize the chances that localities of extreme disenfranchisement will 
disproportionately bear the burdens of – and be deprived of the benefits of – the draft 
RTP/SCS, we recommend that SCAG take the following steps: 

 Use the geographic data in Exhibits 1-14 of the draft EJ Report to identify local EJ 
communities that are subject to two or more of the categories of disadvantage 
highlighted in the Exhibits 

 Conduct a Performance Area Analysis (similar to the 11-factor Performance Area 
Analysis set forth in pp. 34-146 of the draft EJ Report) with respect to each of the local 
EJ communities thus identified 

 Monitor implementation of the RTP/SCS to quantify actual impacts on local EJ 
communities 

 
We recommend that SCAG utilize a more broadly accepted measure of economic disadvantage 
in conducting its environmental justice analysis. 
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Throughout the Performance Areas Analysis of the draft EJ Report, SCAG relies on income 
quintile as a measure of economic disadvantage.  However, as indicated on the income quintile 
table on p. 6 of the draft EJ Report, this measurement is not defined in a way that accounts for 
differences in household size; a one-person household with an income of $45,000/year falls 
into the same quintile as a seven-person household with an income of $45,000/year, although 
these two households face vastly different financial prospects.  An analysis conducted on this 
basis will not yield an accurate measure of economic need. 
 
We recommend that SCAG instead use the measures of Extremely Low-Income, Very Low-
Income, Low-Income, Moderate Income, and Above Moderate Income established annually by 
the California Department of Housing and Community Development based on data provided by 
the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development.  These figures are a broadly 
accepted measure of a household’s relative economic need and are already easily available to 
SCAG due to its obligations related to the calculation of the Regional Housing Need Allocation 
(RHNA).  An EJ analysis based on these figures will yield a far more accurate portrait of the 
impacts of the draft RTP/SCS on households of various levels of economic need or privilege. 
 
We recommend that SCAG provide more detailed analysis regarding the expected distribution 
of air quality impacts of the draft RTP/SCS. 
 
Although we commend SCAG for developing a draft RTP/SCS that will improve overall air quality 
in the region, we are very concerned to learn that 23-29% of SCAG-region residents are 
expected to experience worse air quality.  The draft RTP/SCS and Supplemental Reports do not 
clarify which portions of the region are expected to realize the greatest air quality benefits and 
which will suffer the expected declines in air quality.  We recommend that SCAG provide a 
detailed geographic analysis of the draft RTP/SCS’s projected air quality impacts and include 
this analysis in the EJ Performance Areas Analysis, subject to the revisions of the Performance 
Areas Analysis recommended above. 
 
We further wish to call to SCAG’s attention that rural areas of the Eastern Coachella Valley are 
currently not subject to adequate air quality monitoring.  The air quality monitors maintained 
by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) for the Coachella Valley are in 
urbanized areas of the Valley and do not reflect the air quality of the rural and agricultural 
areas of the Eastern Coachella Valley, which suffer from high levels of blowing dust (including 
from traffic over unpaved roads), pesticide sprays, smoke from agricultural burning (often in 
close proximity to residential areas), and particulates from the drying Salton Sea.  We 
recommend that SCAG aggressively pursue the spirit of transportation conformity by 
advocating for expansion of air quality monitoring to the Eastern Coachella Valley and to other 
areas that are subject to unique air quality stressors not detected by SCAQMD’s air quality 
monitors as currently distributed. 
 
*        *        * 
 
Thank you for your kind consideration of these comments.  Should you have any questions 
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about these comments, please feel free to contact Cristina Méndez (cmendez@crla.org; (760) 
398-7261 x 307) or Phoebe Seaton (pseaton@crla.org; (559) 233-6710 x 315). 
 
Yours, 

 
Laura S. Massie 
Attorney at Law 
California Rural Legal Assistance, Inc. 
 
/s/ 
Eduardo Guevara 
Associate Director 
Promotores Comunitarios del Desierto 
 
/s/ 
Maria de Anda 
Desert Region Supervisor 
El Sol Neighborhood Educational Center 
 
/s/ 
Sergio Carranza 
Executive Director 
Pueblo Unido Community Development Corporation 
 
/s/ 
Luis Olmedo 
Executive Director 
Comité Cívico del Valle, Inc. 
 
 
 
cc: Phoebe Seaton, Project Director, Community Equity Initiative, CRLA, Inc. 
 Cristina Méndez, Community Worker, Community Equity Initiative, CRLA, Inc. 

mailto:cmendez@crla.org
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February 10, 2012 

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

California Trucking Association Comments 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 

2012 Regional Transportation Plan 

To Whom It May Concern: 

On behalf of the members of the California Trucking Association, we thank you for allowing us to submit 
our comments on the 2012 SCAG Regional Transportation Plan. 

The California Trucking Association (CTA) is a non-profo trade organization representing over 4,000 
individual trucking companies and suppliers. Members of our association range from single trnck owner
operators to large Fortune 500 companies, and we are the largest state trncking organization in the 
country. 

The hulk of our membership is either headquartered in the SCAG area of influence, or has tennfoal 
operations in the region in order to move their goods throughout Southern California. Our membership is 
heavily invested in how the transportation system in Southern California is planned, funded, operated, 
and maintained. We seek to be partners with SCAG in planning for the region's infrastntcture furure so 
that goods can continue to move efficiently and economic growth continues co take place. 

As your Goods Movement Append.Lx indicates, goods movement dependent industries employ almost 3 
million people in the region, and contribute over $250 billion to the region's GDP on an annual basis 
(Goods Movement Appendix, Page 10). Trucks are the very backbone of the economic power of these 
inc.Justries. However, our Association is well aware that in order for Southern California to keep this 
economic strength and to stay competitive in the global marketplace., policy makers and industry groups 
will have to work together in order to secure stable and robust funding sources for all segments of the 
region's transportation system. 

We also seek to be a parmer with SCAG in promoting policies that balance economic growth with clean 
air and environmental sustainability concerns. Over the past decade, our members have invested billions 
of dollars in new technologies and equipment that v.ill ensure t h.at the citizens of the SCAG region will 
breathe cleaner air well into the future. 

Below are our comments on the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan. We hope that these comments wilJ 
help SCAG promote an environment where trucking companies can continue to operate and thrive in 
Southern California. 1£ you should have any questions or concerns in regards co our comments, or if there 
are resources we can provide for you, please do not heshate to contact us. 

Sinc/4( LL 
f 

RJ C vantes 
Tra sportation Policy Coordinator 
(916) 373-3563 
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California Trucking Association ( CTA) Comments 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
2012 Regional Transportation Plan 

Transportation Finance: 

The California Trucking Association is concerned about some of the assumptions made for the 
"Reasonably Available- Revenues" projections. SCAG has identified $219.5 billion in additional 
revenues that according to the RTP are '"' ... likely to materialize within the RTP time frame" 
(SCAG 2012 RTP, Page 7). 

• A substantial portion of the $119.5 billion that has been indentified is the $110.3 billion 
that would be generated from a "Mileage-Based User Fee" set at $0.05 per mile and 
commencing in 2025 (2012 SCAG RTP Transportation Finance Appendix, Pages 15, 16). 
Although SCAG notes that they've projected the fee to commence in 2025, substantial 
amount of study is needed on the feasibility of implementing such a system on 
commercial motor caniers. To date, there has been little to no study done on how a 
system would be administrated, or what the financial burden would be for motor carriers 
and ultimately consumers. 

• Although SCAG has also indicated that the revenues projected from a mileage based user 
fee will. be generated on a national level, the California Trucking Association will note 
that it strongly opposes the implementation of a mileage based user fee on local or 
regional levels (2012 CTA Federal Transportation Policy Guideline). 

• SCAG has also $4.2 billion in projected revenue generation from a "Free Fee/National 
Freight Program'' (2012 SCAG RTP Transportation Finance.Appendix, Page 7). The California 
Trucking Association has supported the inclusion of the National Freight Program in the 
Senate Environment&:, Public Works Committee Map~21 legislation. However, we have 
not endorsed specific strategies to fund any expenditures made through the program 
other than the existing Highway Trust Fund sources (2012 CTA Federal Transportation 
Policy Guideline). 

• The California Trucking Association also strongly opposes local, regional or statewide 
freight fee proposals that would compromise the competitiveness of California's 
sbippi.ng, warehousing and comme.rcial trucking industry. Such a system must be 
explore~ developed, and implemented on a national level only. 

• SCAG has also projected $22.3 billion in revenue generation for the region through tl1e 
tolling facilities associated with the I~710 Freight Corridor, the East-West Freight 
Corridor, the High Desert Corridor, and the SR-710 tunnel (2012 SCAG RTP 
Transportation Finance Appendix, Pages 34, 35). lngeneral, the California Trucking 
Association opposes tolling as a means for revenue generation due to the high overhead 
costs associated with running tolling facilities and programs, the potential for increased 
congestion around tolling facilities, and the disproportionate financial burden tb at is 
placed on the trucking industry. 



• In addition, the California Trucking Association is very concerned about the toll revenue 
estimates that have been associated witb the East-West Freight Corridor and the I-710 
Freight Corridor. If these projects are planned as zero-emission corridors as a part of the 
Goods Movement Environmental Strategy and Action Plan as outlined by the RTP, the 
near term revenues generated from these tolling facilities will not meet the estimated 
projections that have been provided due to an overestimate of zero emission technology 
penetration rates. 

Project List: 

In general, The California Trucking Association's analysis of the Project List Appendix has been 
positive. We are encouraged tbat SCAG continues to be concerned about the degradation of our 
roadway system, and ls planning to invest significant amounts of capital in maintaining our 
current roadway infrastructure. We firmly believe that such efforts will improve goods 
movement efficiency, reduce congestion, improve regional economic productivity, and reduce 
pollution. However, we do vvish to address our concerns with a few projects listed in the 
Financially Constrained RTP Ust: 

• SCAG includes $3,m,002,000 for 'goods movement research and development' as a part 
of the resource constrained plan in measure RRC0703 (2012 SCAG R TP Project List 
Appendix, Page 422). We believe that this allocation is not mentioned in the Goods 
Movement appendix or in the RTP. To avoid confusion or conflict, SCAG needs to 
clearly identify where these funds would come from, and specifically, what they would 
be used for. What technologies and sectors would 'goods movement research and 
development' cover? Where could we find the description of RRC0703? 

• Also, identified in the list is a $5 billion allocation for a "Goods Movement Bottleneck 
Relief Strategy" (2012 SCAG RTP Project List Appendix, Page 422). The California 
Tmcking Association is supportive of indentifying and improving bottleneck choke 
points that restrict the ability to move goods efficiently by trucks. Moving forward, we 
urge SCAG to include industry stakeholders in any discussions so that input can be 
given on the locations which are restrictive to motor carriers. 

• The California Trucking Association has not taken a position on whether or not co 
endorse the East-West Freight Corridor (2012 SCAG RTP Project List Appendix, Page 422). 
We hope to continue having discussions with SCAG in regards to the project's costs, 
access abilities, and design concepts. However, we urge SCAG to immediately inform 
any and all property owners along the project alternative alignments about the potential 
for future eminent domain issues. SCAG should account for funds that will be needed to 
fairly compensate property owners t hat could potentially be affected. 



Goods Movement: 

The members of the California Trucking Association are dedicated to working with policy 
makers in order to enhance the quality of life of all Californians through emnronmental 
protection measures that are based on sound science and that are balanced with the realities of 
the economic market [?lace. In the past decade, the trucking industry has gone through 
transformative changes due to regulatory mandates and voluntary competitive measures in order 
to get cleaner trucks on the road. SCAG's Goods Movement Environmental Strategy and Action 
Plan are of great interest and concern to our members that have 1uade substantial invesm1ents in 
new technologies at dramatic costs to their companies. Below are our specific concerns related 
to this program: 

• SCAG should acknowledge that participation of goods movement stakeholders in any of 
the strategies identified by SCAG in the Goods Movement appendix would be a 
voluntary process and not mandatory. Mandating specific technologies imclermines the 
invesonents our members have made in response to the Air Resources Board's (ARB) 
Truck &, Bus Rule. The California Trucking Association would strongly oppose any and 
all efforts to impose a new timelfo.e for truck turnover that would dillerentiate from the 
ARB regulations. 

• SCAG provides a specific timclrame for the study and demonsn-ation of various zero or 
near,zero emission technologies. (2012 SCAG R TP Goods Movement Appendix, Page 34 ). 
The information is presented in a way that might be applicable for all of tbe technology 
options and all fleets. ln fact, there is significant variation in the different technologies' 
stages of development. Not all technologies have been created equal clue to 
implementation concerns and market readiness. SCAG should account for thls reality. 

• ln order to introduce zero or near,zero emission technologies in private fleets, SCAG 
would need to work with regional company owners by providing significant a.mounts of 
capital to meet the goals laid out in the plan. The upfront incremental costs for these 
vehicles vary from $20,000 - $100,000+ over comparable diesel powertrains. These 
figures do not encompass the significant infrastructure investments and loss of 
operational flexibility associated with zero and near,zero emission technologies. Which 
activities have funds currently available and have been accounted for in the RTP's fiscally 
constrained plan? SCAG needs to help identify where the funding will come from in 
order to meet these new goals. 

• lf there is Funding currently available, SCAG needs to state that they plan to carry out 
the timeline presented for the :implementation of a zero and near-zero emission freight 
system. If not, it should be pointed out that such a project could not be implemented 
until or unless funding becomes available. 

• Additionally, SCAG should note tl1at any full scale demonstration and/or commercial 
deployment would need the full support of the invoJved stakeholders to move forward. 
SCAG should also include a provision that the business stakeholders will be involved in 
the design of the parameters for a full-scale demonstration. 



• furthermore, the final stages in the timeline are unrealistic and should be lengthened to 
give adequate time for zero-emissions technologies to mature and undergo sufficient 
testing. An inadequate or insufficient demonstration program could result in premature 
adoption and could lead to serious disruptions to the goods movement system and thus 
unintended consequences from significant job loss and economic impacts to the region. 

• As trucking companies work together with regulatory agencies to hirther reduce 
emissions in the SCAG region, any technology introduced must not compromise the 
safety, velocity, cargo throughput, economic competitiveness, or reliability of the vehicle. 

• SCAG should clearly state in the RTP that to elate, stakeholders have not reached 
consensus on technologies, timing, funding, or emissions impacts of possible the various 
options SCAG examined in the Goods Movement Environmental Strategy and Action 
Plan. 

• It would be unwise to commit funding to large scale infrastructure projects to support 
zero emission transportation technologies until these technologies mature. Certain early 
approaches may quickly become obsolete as heavy duty partial hybrid electric and 
battery electric vehicles reach commercialization. 

• SCAG should not oversell its timeline for zero emission technology implementation. 
SCAG does not have control over technology penetration rates nor can it predict how 
this market, just barely in its infancy, will perform in the coming years. Arbitrary 
timelines are not a substitute for the kind of analysis that produces good public policy 
and efficient government eA.rpenditure. 

I-710/East-West Freight Corridors 

• We agree with SCAG's observation that the zero and near,zero emission heavy duty 
vehicle market bas yet to develop a fully market ready technology as of the authoring of 
the 2012 RTP. 

• SCAG should approach the role of the Freight Corridors in nurturing this emerging 
market realistically. While exemption from tolls or other privileges granted zero and 
near,zero emission heavy duty vehicles will play a role in incentivizing accelerated 
adoption, these technologies will face significant implementation challenges out of 
SCAG's control. 

• Facility restrictions that prevent National Network terminal access for reasons other 
than safety are currently prohibited by federal law. 



Margaret Lin 

Canyon Land Conservation Fund 
PO Box 613 

Silverado CA 92676 

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
818 W. Seventh Street, lih Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
RTP@scaq.ca.gov 

Re: Comments on the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR 

Dear Ms. Lin: 

2-8-2012 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2012 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS). The Canyon Land Conservation 
Fund 1s based in Silverado, Calif. and our mission 1s to conserve the last natural wildland in and adjacent to the 
Cleveland National Forest. Our organization includes support from 1, 500 residents in Orange County communites of 
Silverado, Modjeska and Trabuco Canyons. We are writing to provide comments on the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS and the 
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). 

Under the Endangered Species Act, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service have defined critical habitat as areas 
that support endangered or threatened species that are essential to the species' conservation. The description 1n the 
Conservation Planning Policy section (page 76 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS) states "large-scale acquisition and 
management of critical habitatto mitigate impacts related to future transportation projects" [emphasis addedj. We 
believe there are other habitat areas in the SCAG region worth considering for acqu1s1tion and management and 
therefore SCAG should not limit the mitigation opportunities to Qil)y critical habitat. We suggest expanding the 
language to incorporate all "important habitat lands." 

Thank you for reviewing our comments and we look forward to working with SCAG on the implementation of this 
policy. Should you need to contact me, I can be reached at 714-228-7900 #1148. In addition, we request to be 
included on any notifications (electronic or otherwise) about this policy's creation and implementation, please send 
information to eamador@pacificexcess.com 

Sincerely, 

Ed Amador/Chay Peterson 
Canyon Land Conservation Fund 
PO Box 613 
Silverado, CA 92676 
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Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 
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Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th 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 d'irect 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, TOD 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 PEIR. 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 

Vice President Entitlements 

cc: Robert A. Stine, CEO and Kathleen J. Perkinson, Senior VP - Tejon Ranch Company 
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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 Communities in the SCAG Region, correct 
Terr. Comm. {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 3.8-1 O 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 
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February 14, 2012 
 
Ms. Margaret Lin 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
RTP@scag.ca.gov/ lin@scag.ca.gov 
 
SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 2012 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION  
PLAN, APPENDICES, AND GROWTH FORECAST DATASETS  
 
Dear Ms. Lin: 
 
The Center for Demographic Research at Cal State Fullerton has reviewed the Draft 2012 
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategies, its associated appendices, and 
the growth forecast datasets. We greatly appreciate the opportunity to do so and for all of the work 
SCAG staff has done to produce these reports and work with local agencies during the 
development process.  
 
First, we would like to express support of recommendations by the Orange County Council of 
Governments, the Orange County Transportation Authority, the Transportation Corridor 
Agencies, and other Orange County agencies whose comments also request the inclusion of the 
updated Orange County growth forecast, the 2010 Orange County Projections Modified, in the 
RTP/SCS plan and alternatives.  
 
Our comments are grouped as follows: 
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. Other Comments on the Draft 2012 RTP documents in Tables 1, 2, and 3. 
 
1. Incorporate the Orange County Projections-2010 Modified Growth Projections, as adopted by 

the OCCOG Board of Directors, into all documents, tables, maps, narrative, modeling runs, 
and 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. 
 

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 Orange 
County  Sustainable Communities Strategy. 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. 
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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. 

 
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.  
 
3. Other Comments on the Draft 2012 RTP documents in Tables 1, 2, and 3: 
 
Table 1. 2012 RTP/SCS COMMENTS 
# TOPIC 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 12, right 
column 

“It also demonstrates how we can transition from things we 
know to be unsustainable over the long term and beyond the 
term of this RTP—such as reliance on fossil fuels—to new 
technologies for the future.” 
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# TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

6 Clarification 30, 31, 73 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
30, right 
column 
 
 
31, right 
column 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
73, right 
column 
 

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 are unnecessary, 
off topic, and distract from RTP goal and purpose. “Global 
warming” and “global climate change” / “climate change” are 
not interchangeable phrases. References should be removed or, 
where appropriate, language should be changed to “global 
warming”. 
 
“The RTP/SCS includes the following actions to address energy 
uncertainty and reduce the region’s contribution to global 
climate change:” 
 
“Adaptation 
Climate change global warming mitigation means reducing or 
sequestering greenhouse gases, whereas adaptation is preparing 
for known impacts of climate change global warming. Over the 
coming century, some climate change studies project that 
Southern California will be expected to manage extremes of 
precipitation and temperature, increased storm frequency and 
intensity, and sea-level rise. These climate changes will would 
impact streamflow, flooding, water supply, sea level, and soil 
water content. These impacts will would affect agriculture, 
stormwater, wastewater treatment, wildfire risk, roads, forest 
health, and biodiversity. These impacts will would also have 
consequences for public health, economic livelihoods, the 
financial sector, the insurance industry, individual comfort, and 
recreation. In practice, these impacts will would mean coping 
with…” 
 
“Goods movement is also a major source of greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions that contribute to global climate change 
warming.” 

7 Clarification 40, left 
column 

“Strategic investments, put forth by the private sector, that 
would remove barriers associated with telecommuting are 
expected…” 

8 Correction page 42- Table 
2.2 
 

241 toll road completion year is 2030 

9 Define in text 
and add to 
glossary 

50, left 
column 

“scrip” 

10 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.” 
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# TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

11 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.” 

12 Clarification 80, left 
column 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
82, right 
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.” 
  
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;…” 
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# TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

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 

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 106, last 
paragraph 

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.” 

16 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…” 

17 Add to 
glossary 

127, right 
column 

“Gentrification” 

18 Please clarify 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?” 

19 Revise 
language to 
clarify 

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.” 
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# TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

20 Revise 
language to 
clarify 

153, right 
column 

“Evaluation and Revision 
SCAG will also track its own progress in implementing its 
RTP/SCS strategies in conjunction with the preparation and 
adoption of its Overall Work Program and Annual Budget.” 
 
Clarify if “its progress” is SCAG’s progress or the region’s 
progress. 

21 Add to 
glossary 

166, right 
column 

“Greenfield” 

22 Correct 
language 

193, right 
column 
 

RC adopted revised PPP in January 2012  

23 Revise 
language to 
clarify 

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 …” 

24 Please clarify 203, right 
column 

“…including Los Angeles Ontario Airport, the March Inland 
Port…” 
 
Should LAX and Ontario airports be named separately? 

25 Add to 
glossary 

205 “Active transportation” 

 
 
Table 1. GROWTH FORECAST APPENDIX COMMENTS 
# TOPIC PAGE 

REFERENCE 
NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

1 Update 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 OCP-2010 Modified into all reports, tables, 
exhibits, alternatives, maps, and modeling runs for final RTP.  

 
 
Table 3. SCS BACKGROUND DOCUMENTATION APPENDIX COMMENTS 
# 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 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 Clarification 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 Clarification 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 Clarification 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 Clarification 72, left column What does it mean that TAZ boundaries include city 
boundaries? 

8 Clarification 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. 

9 Clarification 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. 

10 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. 

11 Clarification 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).” 
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# TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

12 Clarification 80 Alternative A 
Add statement: Gateway and Orange County COG subregions’ 
local input data will not be changed per their SCS delegation 
agreements. 

13 Clarification 81 Alternative B 
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? 

 
Again, we thank you for your time and consideration of the comments above. 
 
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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Citizens Alliance for Property Rights 

January 30, 2012 

Pam O'Connor, President 

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

Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Dear Ms. O'Connor: 

RE: RTP and SCAG Land Use Planning -An Open Letter 

Please note that many of our members recently attended what was one of many so 

called, "Visioning" sessions. This one was geared to our local elected officials and held at the 

Camarillo Public Library on January 19, 2012. Please note that very little public notice was given 

for the session. We were only made aware of it through a third party. At the beginning of this 

session we were subjected to a film clip that was little more than "touchy feely" propaganda. 

Adorable young tykes extolled the virtues of "walkable" communities and public transportation. 

The presentation was halted half way through due to questions from citizens who took umbrage 

to a plan that is, in truth, a one size fits all blueprint. These citizens are well aware that, 

"sustainable community strategies" is a marketing term crafted to pull the proverbial wool over 

the public's eyes. That it is, in fact, a move toward regional governance which will further 

distance voters from those who they have entrusted to safeguard their interests. Further we do 

believe 84 elected officials, from various cities and counties, can do what is in the best interest 

of their citizens when crafting policies for the over 18,000,000 residents residing within SCAG's 

boundaries. 

We understand that more of these sessions are planned but that Ventura County has 

already had its allotted two in January. Yet, really, how much of the public were made aware of 

what you are planning? How many know that SCAG, once tasked to plan for future growth, has 

now morphed into a regional government that will alter our lifestyles and erode our freedom. 

How many of the taxpaying citizens of our county would agree to having so much of their 

transportation dollars funneled into transit and away from road expansion? How many would 

agree to plans for denser, pack and stack, development in what are suburban communities? 

PO Box 152 
Semis CA 93066 
(805)428-2939 

http://vcpropertyrights.net/ 

Page 1 



Citizens Alliance for Property Rights (CAPR), Ventura County, wishes to go on record opposing 

the implementation of your proposed sustainable strategies. Your plans have already damaged our 

communities, hampered our valuable agricultural industry, and caused further waste of precious 

taxpayer funds. Denser development makes sense for Santa Monica, the area you represent, Ms. 

O'Connor. However it makes no sense whatsoever in communities like Thousand Oaks and Simi Valley 

where people have moved to raise their families and enjoy a suburban lifestyle. 

In closing, be aware we are watching you, know what a sham the Compass Blueprint is and how 

your efforts are shackling the very people you have, as elected officials, been sworn to serve. 

Sincerely, 

The Board of Directors 

Citizens Alliance for Property Rights, Ventura County 

cc: Linda Parks Ventura County Supervisor, Bryan A. MacDonald Oxnard City Council, Glen Becerra Simi 

Valley City Council, Carl Morehouse San Buenaventura City Council, Keith Millhouse, Moorpark City 

Council 

PO Box 152 
Somis CA 93066 
(805)428*2939 
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Mr. Hasan lkhrata, Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West in Street, 12th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90017 

February 14, 2012 

RE: City Comments on the Draft SCAG 2012 Regional Transportation Plan {RTP} 
and Sustainable Communities Strategy and Program Environmental Impact 
Report; Support for RTP Project List and the 710N Gap Closure Project 

Dear Mr. lkhrata, 

We are pleased to join with METRO in complimenting SCAG not only for its fine 

work on this far reaching document, but for its unprecedented outreach process. 
Both lend themselves to the success of the RTP. 

We note that METRO, in its written communication to SCAG, stated that all of its 
projects which are in the Los Angeles County Long Range Plan (LRP) are also in the 
SCAG RTP. We acknowledge and support the LRP, and now the RTP, which 
includes all the Measure "R" transit and highway projects, with identified funding 
sources for each. 

We further join with and support the complimentary comments of the City of Los 
Angeles which state, in its communication to you that, with a few minor 
exceptions, that the RTP is satisfactory to the City. 

All of us are grateful for the Los Angeles County voter mandate known as 
Measure "R", now passed into law and being actively implemented. It is safe to 
say that without "Measure R" most all of our sorely needed transportation 
projects may not have seen a shovel raised to move the first piece of dirt. 

"Measure R" provided certain amounts of money for specific projects. The 710N 

Gap Closure Project was named in the law and was allocated over 700 million 
dollars. We concur with SCAG and our other regional and city partners that the 

710N Gap Closure Project is appropriately designated a "constrained project" in 
the 2012 RTP Constrained Plan and, further, that the 710N Gap Closure Project 
has met all the federal requirements for inclusion in said Plan. Attempts to say 
otherwise will be vigorously refuted by all parties. 

Measure R was a mandate of the voters of Los Angeles County to fix the traffic 

problems and to clean up the air. The 710N Gap Closure was a significant part of 
the voter mandate, and efforts are now underway to fulfill that mandate. In fact, 
METRO is engaged in an EIR/EIS process right now at the project level. Any and 
all outstanding gap closure issues and the environmental impacts of which 
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transportation mode type (or combination of modes) should be used to close the 
gap will be answered within the next 30 months. 

Two things are clear from the many 710N Gap studies prior to the current EIR/EIS 
effort: there is no proposed project in the SCAG region which reduces traffic 
congestion more than the completion of the 710 Gap, and there is no proposed 
project in the SCAG region which reduces air pollution more than the 710 Gap. 
The project is vital to many more than those who live in the area. It is vital to the 
conformity issue between the Transportation Plan and the Air Quality Plan. 

We continue to join with those who have supported the Completion of the 710 
Gap at METRO and as proponents of the closure of the Gap: US Congressperson 
Judy Chu, Senator Bob Huff, Assemblyman Cedillo, Assemblyman Mike Eng, SCAG, 
Independent Cities, San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments, Pasadena (by 
virtue of an imitative ordinance requiring support of the completion of the Gap), 
San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership, 710 Freeway Coalition, Polling data: 710 
completion, Supporters of the completion of the Gap, the vote of the CTC Public 
Infrastructure Advisory Committee supporting the project, the City of Rosemead, 
the City of San Gabriel, the City of San Marino the city of Monterey Park, El 
Serreno, and the City of Glendale among others. Support runs as high as 7 to 1. 

Whlle it may be tempting to trace the history of the project (actually going back 

as far as 1933), surely most everyone involved knows that history. The injustice 
occasioned on many is known; less recognized is why the injustice occurred and 
how our entire region has truly suffered over such a long period of time. The few 
still seem to believe that it is all right to harm the many. 

In conclusion, the City of Alhambra joins with the voters of Los Angeles County 
and all our partners in looking forward to the day in the foreseeable future when 
the 710N Gap Closure will be a reality. We are proud to be a part of the Southern 
California Region and thank SCAG for producing an RTP we can all be proud of. 

Sincerely, 

Leland C. Dolley 
City Of Alhambra 
Special Counsel 
310 545 3078 



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 90017 

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

Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 

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 (PElR). City staff recognizes the 
monumental efforts undertaken by SCAG to prepare these extremely imp01iant 
regional documents. 

The City of Anaheim is a recognized leader in the regjon 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 exjsting 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 Govenunents 
(OCCOG). Some of these OCTA and OCCOG comments are restated and 
highlighted in the comments below. 

Comments on theRTP and SCS 

Expanded High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes System - Staff concurs with. the 
OCT A 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 Ca.lifornia 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 Scio,iino, City of Anaheim Public Utilities Department 
Marty DeSollar, City of Anaheim External Affairs 



Attachment 1

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 

I 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 ti.mes, 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 W arks Director 

C: Bob Wingenroth, Interim City Manager 
Jamie Lai, Transit Division Manager 
Linda Johnson, Principal Planner 
Project File 
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California High Speed Rail 
Comments on the Draft 2012 Business Plan 
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Exhibit 2-1. Full high-speed rail systems with connections - There will be Intercity Bus 
services at the Anaheim Regjonal Transportation lntermodal Center (ARTIC). Please add the 
Intercity Bus symbol to Anaheim on the exhibit. 
Blended operations to Los Angeles and Anaheim - Please modify the seoond to the last 
sentence in this paragraph as follows (bold shows new word): "Anaheim has will alse h:eNe 
connections to Amtrak's Surlliners and the Metrolink commuter rail service." 
San Francisco to Los Angeles/ Anaheim (Phase 1) - Please change the end of the first sentence 
as follows: "and I.be Anaheim Regional Transportation Tntermodal Center (ARTIC). iB 
A.BeheHB:,, 
The Plan discusses potential local agency contributions including cost-sharing, contnoution of 
right-of-way and cooperative funding arrangements or revenues from innovative use ofrigh1-
of-way/system fucilities/equipment, Have discussions with the local agencies been conducted 
to ascertain lhe level of interest in these types of pro2l'.8.DlS? 
Please revise this section as follows (words requested to be removed shown in st:Alieettt, 
adclitionaJ words in bold): 

"Anaheim - The Anaheim Station EARHG i:elE!HR0aal staaea)is plBBBed as paft: ef th1:1 i9 pl1:1e 
miUiee s.:ittere feet Platiettm T~e Fede,.relepBlelit pf0jeet; weieh is planned as an 
expansion of the Anaheim Regional Jntermodad 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 S and State Route 57, is planned for 
development of nearly 19,000 residential units; S million square feet of commercial 
development; and. 14.5 million square feet of office developmeBt. 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 
AR TIC i!8ft&-Mixed Use District is expected to be office-oriented with some retai] and 
residential space, specifically allowing for 520 residential units, 2.2 million square feet of 
office space, and 360,000 square feet of retail. Oi;e'f911, Hie Plati:ellBl TriaBg-le has m.emeBftl:HI 
ae£i is eJf.t3eeted te eeBtiBHe Eegllftiless efHSR aeeeas. One major attribute that the Anaheim 
Station and HSR ridership will benefit from is the concentration ofrecreational 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 Aagelesthe 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 lhe project schedule to impleinent the blended approach at the project 
"bookends'' at the onset This will ensure that available funding is muimized 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 of Brea 

February 13, 2012 
sent via email: RT~cag.ca.gov 

Margaret Lin 
Southern California Association of Govenunents (SCAG) 
818 West Seventh Street, li11 Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 -34 3 5 

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 2012 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION 
PLAN AND SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRAGETY (2012 
RTP/SCS) 

Dear Margaret: 

I am writing this letter to provide you with the City of Brea's comments on the 2012 RTP/SCS. 
We view the proposed RTP/SCS of critical impot1ance to Brea and the region and we 
congratulate SCAG staff on its preparation which is truly a monumental achievement! 

Brea values the dialog we have historically enjoyed with SCAG on regional issues. We have a 
solid track record and commitment to providing land use and transportation policies which are 
consistent with the existing and planned regional transportation system. We appreciate that the 
draft RTP/SCS encompasses three principals: Mobility, Economy, and Sustainability, that 
collectively work to significantly improve existing transportation and air quality challenges for 
the region. The inclusion of active transportation goals and funding at the regional level is one 
which Brea is extremely interested in for our "Tracks at Brea" trail program to increase non
motorized transportation in our community. The plan also indentifies the future bus rapid transit 
connection planned near the Brea Mall that will connect Breans to additional alternative 
transportation modes. We further note that our General Plan has numerous land use and 
transportation goals and policies already in place that align us well with the proposed 2012 
Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Community Strategy. 

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the draft RTP/SCS. Our comments are primarily 
at the policy/implementation level although we have included one technical comment on the use 
of the revised OCP 2010 data set (which are also included within our comment letter to SCAG 
regarding the Program EIR). Our comments for the draft RTP/SCS are provided below: 

City Council Don Schweitzer 
Mayor 

Brett Murdock 
Mayor Pro 1em 

Ron Garcia 
Council Member 

Roy Moore 
Coitncil Member 

Marty Simonoff 
Council Member 
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l. At what project tlrreshold and how will SCAG review the performance of Brea and other 
local jurisdictions for consistency with the 2012 RTP/SCS tlrrough the life of the plan? 

2. Can you explain further how SCAG envisions directing new housing and employment 
growth to High Quality Transit Areas (HQT A) in Brea and Orange County? Are there 
any consequences if agencies find it inappropriate to put growth in these areas, but are 
achieving the Plan's goals in other areas of our City? 

3. Public Health is a concern of our residents. Does SCAG see a conflict in placing a 
majority of our future housing growth for Brea adjacent to high traffic roadways (57 
Freeway) and the potential for public health impacts (e.g. air quality) associated with 
such areas? 

4. The City supports the RTP/SCS goals for including valuable open space land 
preservation within its mitigation strategies as discussed in the Transportation 
Investments chapter (page 78) of the plan. This approach is consistent with the value 
placed on open space within the City's General Plan and is a key component of a 
balanced land use approach for the region. Lands witliin and surrounding Brea have the 
potential to provide for such mitigation approaches thus assisting with GHG reductions 
for the region. We welcome discussion with SCAG on this implementation as specific 
projects are submitted in the future. 

5. The 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 tcm1s of dollars) require either state or 
federal action to implement. What tni ght the imp 1 ications be if these new revenue 
sources and iru10vative financing strategies do not become available, for both SB 375/ 
SCS compliance and/or air quality conformity? 

6. Several goals of the plan are implemented tlu-ough mitigation measures that indicate Brea 
or other entities should implement new fees or propose truces to pay for a variety of 
programs or for acquisition ofland for preservation. Increases to fees or taxes are issues 
that could require voter approval and, thus are speculative. 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. 

7. On page 149, it is stated that "The following tables list specific implementation strategies 
that local govemments, SCAG and other stakeholders can and should undertake in order 
to successfully implement the SCS." Please indicate whether SCAG has conducted any 
feasibility analyses to determine if all of these strategies are feasible and what the 
implications are if not all are implemented. Also, please describe what Brea's obligations 
are anticipated to be as a result of adopting these strategies as a list to be accomplished 

2 I t ., .. 



rather than a menu of options. 1t is requested that the language in the sentence be clear 
that it is pemussive and at a minimum, change the text "can and should" to "may." 

8. We request that internal consistency of the Land Use Pattern map for Orange County be 
confirmed between the plan document (page 145) and the technical reports or appendices. 
Specifically, the Land Use Pattern Map for Orange County (Exhibit 4.17 enclosed) shows 
a significant urban village designated for northeastern Brea. This area appears to be the 
location of the Olinda Landfill. Future residential development in this area cannot occur 
due to its current use. We believe th.is is simply an oversight as we have provided this 
input to SCAG in 2009 for the CLUS project. We note that the SCS Background 
Documentation Appendix does include an accurate map ( enclosed) for Orange County 
which should be revised in the final document for Regional Council reyjew and approval. 

9. 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 consfatent with past RTPs 
and that these numbers be reflected in the 2012 RTP/SCS. The use of smaller geographic 
levels, such as at the subregional, 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 
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. 

10. We suggest that the final document should reference the chapter number of each section 
of the plan in the header to assist the reader in cross-referencing the document. 

11. We suggest adding to the glossary a definition for Active Transportation. 

The City of Brea appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments. We recognize that plan 
goals can be successfully achieved through many different routes determined by local control 
and we are ready to work together with SCAG to implement them in Brea. Additionally, we 
have submitted a separate comment letter on the Draft Program ElR to Mr. Jacob Lieb. Please 
foe] free to reach me at (714) 671-4421 or David Crabtree, Deputy Director/City Planner at (714) 
990-7674 if you should have any questions about the comments. 

s:re'.y, I\ V\ C 
~ 
Community Development Director 



cc: Honorable Mayor and City Council 
Brett Murdock, Member, SCAG Regional Council 
Tim O'Donnell, City Manager 
Charlie View, Public Works Director 
David Crabtree, Deputy Director/City Planner 
Adrienne Gladson, Senior Planner 
Dave Simpson, Executive Director, Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) 

Enclosures 
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EXHIBIT 34 land Use Pattern Map - Orange County 2008 
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February 13, 2012 

Jacob Lieb 

( I TY O F B U RB AN K 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPHENT DEPARTMENT 

150 North Third Stred, P.O. 3ox 6459, BurbJ1h, Cdiiorniz 91.510-6459 

WWW.(:. b LI rba .1 k. Cd.Us 

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

via electronic mail to l i eb(d,sca g. ca. gov 

Re: Comments on 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities 
Strategy and Draft Program Emironmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

The City of Burbank has reviewed the Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the related Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 
(PEIR) and respectfully submits the following comments. The Burbank City Council reviewed and 
endorsed the content of this letter at its February 7, 2012 meeting. 

Aviation Forecast 
The City of Burbank has submitted comments on prior RTPs regarding the aviation forecast. As we 
have asserted in prior years, the City of 13urbank continues to believe that the forecast of 9.4 million 
annual passengers (MAP) for the Bob Hope Airport is unreasonably high. Two of the primary 
constraints to passenger volume at the Airport are the number of passenger gates and the capacity of 
streets serving the Airport. The City believes that neither the existing streets nor the existing 14 gate 
terminal building could accommodate 9.4 1\1.AP. The City and Airport Authority arc engaging in a 
joint public outreach process to discuss the future of the airport, which may include a new terminal 
building. However, it is unlikely that anything other than a replacement terminal with the same 
number of passenger gates as the current terminal would be acceptable to the residents of Burbank 
,vho must ultimately vote on whether to approve any new terminal facility. 

Based on the passenger volume trend since the airport opened in 1930, the City Council and City 
staff believe that 8.0 MAP is a more reasonable number for 2035. The City is using this number in 
our own forecasts, including our 2035 General Plan update and related EIR. This number is also 
consistent with the Airport Authority's own passenger forecast. 

Transportation Projects 

Project Funding 
The 2012 RTP Financial Plan identifies two broad categories of revenue sources to fund projects 
identified in the plan. Core revenues, in the amount of $305 billion, are identified as committed or 
historically-available funding across the six-county region. Reasonably-available revem1es, in the 

Ar,~,;.~IITTi(fl('l·I 
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:Mr. Jacob Lieb 
February 13, 2012 
Page2 

amount of an additional $226 billion, arc identified as new transportation funding likely to 
materialize during the plan period. These additional funds include revenues from adjustments to 
state and federal gas taxes, vehiclc-milcs-travclcd user fees, tolling, private funding, and freight fees. 

The plan assumes that these reasonably-available revenues will materialize to fund projects in the 
RIP Financially-Constrained Plan and arc necessary to meet the region's greenhouse gas and air 
quality reduction mandates. However, many of these reasonably-available funding sources may in 
fact not materialize, especially given the controversial nature of some of the proposals. Jo particular, 
it may not be prudent to expect that VMT or mileage-based fees arc politically feasible to implement, 
especially if these types of funding sources are relied upon to implement necessary projects in the 
Financially Constrained Plan. Further, the City is unaware of any V\1T fee proposal being currently 
discussed at the regional or state level. 

The City believes that SCAG should consider an alternative in the PETR that does not assume the 
reasonably-available revenues identified the current draft become available during the plan period. 
This alternative would then modify the list of projects to include only those that are funded under the 
core revenues and assess the air quality and greenhouse gas impacls from this reduced plan. The 
City especially notes the significant uncertainty related to funding of the California High Speed Rail 
system. 

Local Transit Service 
The Transit and Rail policies in Section 2 - Transportation Investments, include emphasis on 
encouraging local transit operators to expand local transit services to serve as neighborhood 
circulators and "last-mile" transit connections between regional transit systems and major residential 
and employment centers. The City supports policies to encourage expansion of local transit service; 
however, the plan does not address the significant difficulty local agencies currently have in funding 
these types of services with the operating funds currently available to local jurisdictions within the 
region. The Plan should more spccifica1\y identify the additional funding necessary to implement 
expanded local transit, and should bolster policies and objectives that expand the availability of 
operations funding to local transit agencies. 

Regional Transit Projects 
The City believes that there are a number of regional transit projects in the Arroyo Verdugo Cities 
subregion of Los Angeles County that should be included in the 2012 RTP, especially if additional 
funding sources arc identified over the next 25 years. These projects are identified in other long
range planning documents and, specifically, arc called out in Metro's Long Range Transportation 
Plan adopted in 2009 as "Strategic Unfunded Projects." lhesc important projects would improve 
transit mobility in and around the Arroyo Verdugo Cities region, and would especially improve east
west travel between the San Fernando and San Gabriel Valleys. The City believes that the following 
projects should be considered for implementation using additional reasonably-available funding 
sources as described in the Financial Plan: 

a. Regional transit connection between the -~,forth Holly.vood Red J .inc / Orange Line 
Station and the Gold Line in Pasadena via Burbank and Glendale 

b. Extension of the Orange Line and/or Red Line to Bob Hope Airport 
c. Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) or other regional transit connection bcl\vccn Downtown 

Burbank and Hollywood via Universal City. 



Mr. Jacob Lieb 
February 13, 2012 
Page 3 

d. Burbank-Glendale Light Rail (implemented as light rail, BRT, heavy-rail DMU, or 
other technology) 

High Speed Rail 
The plan identifies the California High Speed Rail system as influencing regional and intercity travel 
in the SCAG region, but docs not specifically identify how this planned transportation improvement 
will integrate \Vilh regional and local systems. Integration of any intercity transit system with 
existing and planned transit services is critical to ensuring the effectiveness of this major 
transportation investment. The 2012 RTP should include stronger policies that support development 
of regional and local connections to High Speed Rail, including identification of future regional 
projects and funding needs that support High Speed Rail connections to the local network. 

Land Lsc Policies 
Regarding the variety of land use policies discussed in the RTP/SCS, the City provides a general 
comment that for these policies to be effective, land use control must remain at the local level. The 
RTP/SCS provides blanket policies that apply generally to the entire SCAG region and may not be 
appropriate in every situation. For example, the R'JV/SCS associates Transit Oriented Development 
with higher residential densities and multifamily or mixed-use housing products. However, the City 
of Burbank contains many single family residential neighborhoods that are located within walking 
distance of transit centers and corridors, and within walking distance of commercial districts. The 
City is pleased that the RTP/SCS was developed based on existing local General Plans and local 
input, and that cities will continue to have sole authority over local land use decisions. 

The City of Burbank appreciates the opportunity to comment on the RTP/SCS and PETR and looks 
forward to continuing to work with SCAG on the issues addressed herein. 

Sincerely, 
Community Development Department 

\tfichael D. Forbes 
Assistant Community Development Director i City Planner 

cc: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council 
Michael Flad, City Manager 
Amy Albano, City Attorney 





DENNIS R. Y/\TES 
M,,yM 

TOM HAUGHEY 
M.,yo, Pao Tern 

February 14, 2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 

CITY of CHINO 

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
818 West Seventh Street, 1 ih Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

GLENN DUNCAN 
EARL C. ELROD 
EUNICE M. UU,OA 

PATRICK J. GLOVER 

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 (SGS). 

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. 

l322fJ Cc,,1ral A,enuc, Clnno. rali/<irnia 91710 

Ma;Jing Addrcs.s· P.Q Box 667, Ch,n0, C.1lifornia 9!70~ {Jfi~7 

(91)9) 62?-7577 • (909) 591-6829 Fax 

Wch Site www.ci1yofchino o,g 



Mr. Jacob Lieb 
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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. 4M0405D SR 60 at Central Avenue - Add auxiliary lanes and widen 
ramps, construct entrance loop ramp. 

4 RTP 10 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 SANBAG 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 PE!R 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 AHre, Assistant City Manager 
Brent Arnold, Interim Director of Community Development 



City of 

='-'=Chino Hills 
February 2, 2012 

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

Re: SCAG RTP 2012-2035 

Dear Ms. Lin: 

We have reviewed the draft Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the 2012-2035 planning 
period. The City of Chino Hills supports SCAG's efforts toward increasing mobility, sustainability 
and quality of life for all cities within the region. 

Specifically, Chino Hills supports inclusion of the following improvements that are included in the 
RTP Project List: 

• Improvement of Eucalyptus Drive from Peyton Drive to the Chino Hills Community Park 
entrance; 

• Improvement of Peyton Drive from English Road to Eucalyptus Drive, consisting of the 
widening of Peyton from 4-6 lanes with marked bike lanes in each direction; and, 

• Improvement of Peyton Drive from Eucalyptus Drive to SR 142, consisting of the 
widening of Peyton to 2-4 lanes with marked bike lanes in each direction. 

As previously indicated in our October 11, 2011, resolution to SCAG, the City of Chino Hills is 
reserving its support of the proposed dedicated truck lane along the SR-60 freeway corridor until 
such time as substantial study has been completed and provided to potentially effected cities, 
including Chino Hills. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me at (909) 364-2610 if you have any questions. 

Sinc7, / '// 

~(~er/~ 
City Manager 

MSF:JL:ssr 

cc: Mayor and City Council Members 

City Council: Art Bennett Ed M. Graham W.C. "Bilr" Kruger Gwenn E. Norton~Perry Peter]. Rogers 

14000 City Center Drive, Chino Hills, CA 91709 • (909) 364-2600 • FAX (909) 364-2695 • www.chinohills.org 



CITY OF COLTON 
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 

TO: MARK TOMICH, DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

FROM: AMER JAKHER, P.E., DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS AND UTil,lTY 
SERVICES DEPARTMENT ~ 

SUBJECT: RTP EIR REVIEW COMMENTS 

DATE: FEBRUARY 14, 2012 

1n response to your e-mail dated 2/13/12 for the RTP ElR review/workshop Public 
Works offers the following comments: 

1. The City of Colton strongly recommends that a feasibility study be conducted to 
explore the possibility of locating a commuter rail station in the City of Colton. 
The potential locations are South La Cadena Dr. north of Fogg St. and within the 
downtown area, on the existing BNSF tracks. The City is an ideal location for the 
rail station because of several compelling reasons. First the locations being 
proposed are almost exactly at the midpoint from existing San Bernardino and 
Downtown Riverside stations, making it an ideal spot for a rai l station. Secondly 
there are two major freeways that traverse Colton (1-10 and I-215) in east/west 
and north/south directions providing convenient and ample access. And finally the 
communities of Colton, Grand Terrace and other adjacent areas have no 
reasonable point of access to existing raiJ facilities in San Bernardino and 
Riverside Counties. Residents must travel long distance to access these facilities 
hence making them le s apt to use conunuter rails. Finally he rail station will help 
to revitalize the downtown and adjacent area of Colton that are impacted by the 
rail roads and the freeways including the impact of Colton Crossing that will 
allow additional trains on the existing rail lines. 

2. Attached is the list of RTP that wa submitted to SA BAG. The critical element 
on that list are as follow: 

a. Reche Canyon Road - Multi juri dictional project. (Colton, County of 
San Bernardino, County of Rjverside and city of Moreno Valley) 
Completion of design and environmental phase and securing funding 
for right of way acquisition and construction. 

b. Wa hington Street Extension - multi jurisdiction project. (Colton and 
Grand Terra e) Completion of design and environmental phase and 
securing funding for right of way acquisition and construction. This 
project will also require construction of a rail road grade eparation on 
BNSF rail track . 



c. Pepper A venue Extension - This project is stalled due to Delhi Sand 
Loving Fly (an endangered species) habitat within the proposed 
project limits. 

Most of the other projects listed are street widening and/or addition of lanes; the 
challenges for these projects are mostly right of way acquisition and funding. 
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CITY of CYPRESS 
5275 Orange Avenue, Cypress, California 90630 

Phone Y-14-229-6700 www.ci.cypress.ca.us 

February 28, 2012 

Mr Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 1z'h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Subject: OCCOG Letter of February 14, 2012 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

On behalf of the Cypress City Council, I am contacting you to urge adoption of 
the comments made by OCCOG in their February 14, 2012 letter (attached) 
regarding the current RTP/SCS process and its corresponding/associated PEIR. 

The work done by OCCOG was exhaustive, well considered and clearly 
demonstrates the commitment made by the member agencies to meaningfully 
participate in the preparation and review of a supportable and balanced 
RTP/SCS. 

We are all aware of the scope and long term importance of these documents. 
The incorporation of the attached comments will contribute greatly to the viability 
of SCAG's efforts in this area and will result in an enhanced final product 

Thank you for coordinating this effort. The City of Cypress looks forward to a 
final document that incorporates these comments. 

Doug Bailey 
Mayor 

Attachment 

Cc: City Council 
City Manager 
Director of Community Development 

Doug Bailey, Mavrir 

Prakash Narain, M.D., l\tlayrn Pm Tern Phil Luebben, Council rv1cm8PI 

Leroy Mil!s, Council Member Todd W. Seymore, Council Mrmbc'l 
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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), 
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 recommendations 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 RTPISCS, PEIR and associated 
documents. 

Omng,, County Counct/ of Govemnw:1ts 
550 So,1:h Ma:n S:rec:i, F-'O. BD /J. fB{ _: Omngo / Cali/or.~,:fl 92853· 158.J; (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 QC SGS. 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 SGS, 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 sheYld Yndertake in erder 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: QC SGS Strategies: There are strategies in the OC SGS that are not included 
in the regional SGS. Similarly, there are some strategies in the regional SGS 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 SGS. In Orange County, the OCCOG and the Orange County 
Transportation Authority (OCTA) developed a countywide or subregional OC SGS that 
was to be incorporated in whole into the SCAG SGS. Local agencies in Orange County 
developed the OC SGS and approved it in June 2011. SCAG has incorporated the 
OC SGS in its entirety into the regional SGS as an appendix to the regional SGS, but it 
is unclear what the standing is of the OC SGS. The OC SGS 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. 

QC 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 PEJR 

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 (JGR) 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: 

4. 

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 PEJR 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." 

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 SGS 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 anB 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. lt 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 toca! 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: 

9. 

, 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." 

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 po!icy 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-W60 
MM-LU 41 MM-LU 75 MM-PS 67 MM-W65 

10. SCAG Mitigation Measures 

lt 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: "Im pasts to sultural reso~rses shall be miRimizea through 
sooperation, information sharing, am! 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 CARS 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 PElR 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: 

15. 

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." 

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. 
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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 
RTPISCS 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. 

Sio.c~ely, 

i • .q. J-! 
' / \,"-· ' ' 

Peter Herzog 
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 CDFG Federal & state Federal law Resource 
Quality/AQMD law agencies 
MM-AQ1 MM-BI0/081 MM-HM3 MM-LU14 MM-TR33 

MM-AQ2 MM-BI0/083 MM-HM4 MM-LU30 MM-BI0/0829 

MM-AQ3 MM-BI0/084 MM-HMS MM-BI0/0830 

MM-AQ4 MM-BI0/088 MM-HM6 MM-BI0/0831 

MM-AQ5 MM-BI0/0810 MM-HM7 NPDES MM-BIO/OS32 

MM-AQ6 MM-BIO/OS 11 MM-LU28 MM-AQ16 MM-BIO/OS33 

MM-AQ7 MM-BI0/0817 MM-N018 MM- MM-BIO/OS34 
B10/0S19 

MM-AQ8 MM-BIO/OS 18 MM-PS13 MM-GE05 MM-BIO/OS35 

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

MM-AQ10 MM-BI0/0822 MM-W37 MM-W13 MM-BIO/OS51 

MM-AQ11 MM-BIO/OS23 MM-W38 MM-W58 
-

MM-AQ12 MM-BIO/OS24 I 

MM-AQ13 MM-B!O/OS25 Flood control 
-t-··--

! MM-AQ14 MM-BI0/0826 MM-HM8 

MM-AQ17 MM-810/0S27 

MM-AQ18 MM-B!0/0828 Local 
Aaencies 

I MM-BI0/0814 MM-AV11 < 

I-· -~w 

MM-BI0/087 --T~ 

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-BI0/0820 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-WB 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-WSO 
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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-CUL 15 MM-N01 MM-PS67 MM-W17 MM-W54 
MM-CUL 16 MM-N04 MM-PS69 MM-W18 MM-W55 
MM-GE01 MM-NOB 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 

i MM-HM9 MM-PS2 MM-PS97 MM-W24 MM-W68 I 
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Attachment 2: Additional Technical Clarifications on documents are also offered as 
follows: 

2012 RTP/SCS 
I# 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, ee#l improve public healthi 
and meet the National Ambient Air Quality 

I Standards as set forth by the federal Clean Air Act. I 
As 

3 C la rificati on 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 
I tra nspo rtati on 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 i 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 

I Table 2.2 

"T"""••-

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

' to a Qlossary 
8 Clarification 54, right "Express/HOT Lane Network 

column Despite our concerted effort to reduce traffic 
' congestion through of i nfras truct u re I years 

investment, the region's system demands continue · 
to exceed available capacity durrna peak periods." 

: 

i 
9 Clarification 70, 78 Greenhouse Gases and Air Quality 

SCAG seems to rely on CEQA to achieve the : 
11maximum feasible11 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 strateQV plan. 
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I 

I 
I 

I 

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

10 Clarification 78, right 
column 

11 Clarification 80, left 
column 

I I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

! 
Please provide clarification to this section indicating j 

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 I 

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 
SGS. 

Please clarify how it is in SCAG's ability to affect 
local change when the OC SGS 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 I 
potential to induce attract more of the regional ·1· 

population growth in certain areas of the region .. 
This means that although Althouah SCAG does not I 
anticipate that the RTP would affect the total growth 
in population in the region, the RTP has the ability · 
to affect the distribution of th at growth . " 

"In aedition to induoed population arowth, 
transportation projects in the RTP also have the 
potential to divide established communities, 
primarily through acquisition of riQhts-of-way." 
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# TOPIC/ 
REQUEST 

13 Clarification 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 
82, right 
column 

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 1n 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 ;I 

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 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/ PAGE 
REQUEST REFERENCE 

14 Clarification 105, right 
column 

, 15 Clarification 105, right 
column 

16 Clarification 106 
I 
j 

I 
I 

I 
17 Clarification 110, right 

column 

18 Clarification 112,117 

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 
"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 l=las little raw 
land available in the region left te asseFf!Ff!eeate 
..,,-1,-1 ;,1.;,....,...,,1 ,-.-- ..... h " 
--- -·- 1-.1 ~ _.., 

"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 l=las little raw 
land available in the region left te asseFf!FReeate 
,....,.J,.1;,1-:,....~,....1 ,..~,.... .... h" --- ... ,_ ·-· - -
SCAG indicates that the OC SGS has been 
incorporated into the regional SCS. OCCOG was 
one of two subregions that undertook the arduous 
task and obligation of preparing an SGS. 

Please add clarifying text that these subregional 
SCSs, including the OC SGS, represent the 
Sustainable Communities Strategies applicable to 
those subregions. 
"Municipal water and sewer systems, for example, 
ensure clean water. At the same time, S9RSFete 

steFFR1nateF Fl:::IReff sl=laRRels l=laFFfl wateF ft!dality aoo 
s~Fawl eats iAte e~eA SI:1:ase as areas become more 
urbanized and the 12ercentage of impervious 
surface is increased, the hydrologic regime is 
dramatically altered. Drainage conveyances that 
once were natural and riparian are reguired to be 
engineered as hardened flood control channels to 
12rovide adeguate protection of private property and 
Qublic infrastructure from the increased freguency, 
duration, 12eak flow, and overall volume of 
stormwater runoff. With this armoring of once 
natural channels, water gualitv benefits from, 
bi ofi ltration are lost along with oppo rtu n iti es for 

I infiltration and evapotranspiration, which can lead to 
, hydromodifcation downstream in sections which are 
I not yet engineered and hardened. Many · 
I strate ies ... " 

The SGS 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 
anal sis of the SGS Scenarios, SCAG develo ed 
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# TOPIC/ 
REQUEST 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 

19 Clarification 113, 122 

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 SGS, 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 QC 
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 OG 
SGS land use data was used without significant 
alteration and LSPT flattening and interpretation in 
the development of the regional SGS Plan and 
alternatives. f----+----~-·---f-------+---------------------1 
"Gentrification" 20 Add to 127, right 

column 17 c:ilossarv 
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 

22 Clarification 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 
149, right 
column 

123 . Clarification 150-152 

' 

I 

' 

I 
24 I Add to 166, right 

i glossary .. , column 
25 Clarification 194, right 

column 

26 Clarification 

27 CI a rif icati on 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 

1

,, 

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 SGS specifically 
acknowledge these 15 strategies yet include other 
strategies and performance measures not included 
in the OG SGS (e.g., Locational Efficiency)? 
"Greenfield" 

I 

"In addition to these targeted outreach efforts, all ', 
regular and special meetings of the RTP task I 

I forces, the Transportation Committ~e (TC), th~ J 

CEHD, the EEC, and the SCAG Regional Council ' 
are ublicl noticed and ... ,i i 
Please clarify whether the text stating "Long-term 

' 
I 0 emission reduction for rail w"fh a goal f 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 

i several are listed on page 203, Table 7.1, include ,I 
[ transit station improvements in Irvine, Fullerton, and 1 

'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/ PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT &j 
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" 
] I glossary --

GROWTH FORECAST APPENDIX 
# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 1 

REFERENCE 
In December 2011, Orange County provided SCAG I 1 Updated 23, Table 13 

I 
growth with the revised growth forecast dataset, OCP-201 O 
forecast Modified, per the OC SGS MOU (official OCCOG 
numbers Board action 1/26/2012). 

I Please incorporate revised Orange County 

I 
numbers (i.e. OCP-2010 Modified) into all reports, 
tables, exhibits, alternatives, maps, and modeling 

i I runs for final RTP. --

PERFORMANCE MEASURES APPENDIX 
y· TOPIC . PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

REFERENCE 
1 Clarification 1 The document states, 'The performance measures ,

1

, 

are used to evaluate how well the RTP/SCS 
addresses the adopted goals and performance 
outcomes." / 

Is there any formal role for the performance I 
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 I 

requirements and not for the obligations under SB 
> 375, I 
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# 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

i 

TOPIC 

C la rifi cation 

Clarification 

CI a rificatio n 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 
1, end of first 
paragraph 

1, column 2 

13, Table 8 

Clarification 9 

I 
i 

I 
Clarification I 23, Table 10 

I 
I 

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 
subreaional or oroiect-soecific level." I 

The document states, "The Regional Council will 1 

formally adopt the goals and outcomes as part of I 
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 . 

1 attorney general raises concerns about backsliding. I 
Consequently, the reliability of the extra 2% 1 

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 I 
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. 
NHTS Model Documentation Report 

I 

: Were the elasticities for the SCAG NHTS study I 
calculated at sample means, or for each · 
observation and then averaaed for the sam le? 
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# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 
REFERENCE 

7 Clarification 24, Test 3 NHTS Model Documentation Report 

(Compare Trip-Based and NHTS Model): The final 

I 
test was to compare the results of the Trip-Based 1 

Model and the NHTS Model for the same scenarios. : 
I i 

I Please describe the scenarios tested. i 
i 

TRANSPORTATION FINANCE APPENDIX Fl TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION I 
REFERENCE 

1 Clarification General What are the implications if revenues other than 
I 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 i 
conformity? i 

SCS BACKGROUND DOCUMENTATION APPENDIX r-· .. 
NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION. I I# TOPIC PAGE 

REFERENCE __J 
1 Please 53, right Housing Options and Mix: i 

define column 
i 
I 

Define Larger-lot single family in text I 

---1 
2 I Clarification 71-74, 80-83 Alternatives naming: A, 8, C I 

i 

Names of Alternatives differ than those listed in the 
I PEIR on pages ES-3 and 1-4. 
i 

L Please be consistent with naming protocol for 
I alternatives between two/all documents. I 
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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 

I clarify control totals for both households and jobs, 
I 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 
Gateway and Orange Countv 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 
h--~· ... ;::: housina." 

4 Please 71, right Plan Alternative (B) 
define column 

Define small Jot sinQle family in text 
5 Revise 71, right Plan Alternative (C) 

language to column "As a result very suburban communities may 
clarify I experience no new housing or emQloyment growth, 

1 while some urban areas with very good access to 
I regional transit may experience significant 

increases in housinq or employment 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 
QOR:ulation, households, and jobs across the 
region ... JI 

~ 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. exceQt in Gateway and Orange County 
COG subregions 12er their SGS delegation 
agreements." 

Add statement to table notes: Gateway and Orange 
County COG subregions' local ingut data will not be 

i chanced oer their SCS deleoation aareements. 
8 Revise 74, Table D2 Alternatives A & B: i 

language to Add statement: Gateway and Orange County COG 
clarify subregions' local ingut data will not be changed ger 

their SCS delegation agreements. •. 
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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 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)." ; 

I 11 CI a rif icatio n 79 The section includes the following language: 
I 

"Sub regional 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)." 

i 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 SGS be 
proposed? 

12 Revise I 80 Alternative A 
language to I 

' 
Add statement: Gateway and Orange County COG 

clarify 
I 

subregions' local ingut data will not be changed ger 
their SCS deleaation aareements. 
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# 

13 

TOPIC 

Revise 
language to 
clarify 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 
81 

14 Clarification 11 5, left 
column 

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. 
Transit Zoning Code Santa Ana 2011 

Is this a duplicate of the 2010 Santa Ana project? 
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PEIR 
# 

1 

1 
; 
; 

2 

TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

Revise ES-2 
language to 
clarify 

I 

I 

Clarification ES-3, 1-4, 
Chapter 4 

PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 
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,i are 
used throughout this PEIR to identifv agencies, 
organizations, comganies and individuals that will 
act as lead agencies or proiect applicants for 

I different tyges 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 QUblic 
agency that would grogose a r:;1lanning r:;1roject or a 
public infrastructure r:;1roject and/or an agency that 
would be lead agency for individual grojects. 
"Project sponsor" is tvpically used to refer to an 
apglicant (that could be public or private, an 
organization or an individual} that groposes a 
project. "Project implementing agency" IS used to 
refer to an agency responsible for 1mglement1ng a 
project. In this document, project-implementing 
agencies are those that are resgonsible for carrying 
out (reviewing, aggroving, constructing) 
trans ortation ro·ects. 
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 
SGS Background Documentation appendix on 
pages 71-74 and 80-83. 

Please be consistent with naming protocol for 1 

alternatives betvveen all documents. 
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# TOPIC PAGE PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
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 I 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 & 
i ES-74, 3.12-
I 43 MM-TR96 

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

13 Language 1-6, Language correction: "The .iattef former finding ... " 
correction paraQraph 3 

! 14 Language 2-5 Sustainability section should be separated. 
j correction 

Language correction : 
Sustainability. The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS is subject 
to specific requirements for environmental 

! performance. 

New 12aragrar2h: 
"Beyond simply meeting these requirements, a ... " 

15 Language 2-5, Table "Align the plan investments and policies wit-R while I 
correction 2-2 improving ... " · 

16 Please 2-14 Define "scrip" 
define I 
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# TOPIC 

17 Narrative 

PAGE PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
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 .

1

' 

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 

18 · Clarification 2-27 Not in SCAG's authority, nor funding available. 
paragraph 4 Delete sentence: 

19 Clarification 2-27 
paragraph 5 

SC/\G will work with local jurisdictions and 
community stakeholders to seek resources and 
provide assistance to address any possible [ 
gentrification effects of new development on , 

"The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS land use development I 
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 

20 Clarification 

21 Please 
define 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 
2-29 

PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 
"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 SGS. 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 
SGS 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 SGS 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 
1 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. 

3.8v5 Define "open space" ! 

i paraQraph 3, 
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# TOPIC 

22 Revise 
language to 
clarify 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 
4-39 

PElR 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 I 
necessary to maintain quality jobs in the region, ! 

and does not include development projects that are I 

legally allowed due to having existing entitlement 1' 

for d~velopment._ ~ecause this alternative does not j 

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. I 

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ENVISION 2 ! 
ALTERNATIVE I 

23 Revise ) 4-40 "Of the three alternatives, the Envision 2 Alternative 
[ [ language to ' would be considered by State CEQA guidelines as 
·1 / clarify the environmentally superior alternative because it 

· does not allow further use of land for single-family 
L ___ l ___ ·----"-------------__,_-d_ev_e_lo_.,p_m_e_n_t_ .. _. "------------~ 
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Steve Tye 
Council Member 

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, 1 ih 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. 



Margaret Lin 
Draft 2012 RTP 
February 14, 2012 
Page 2 

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 fn 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 vlsual) 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 '1constrained" 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: 

o 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 FHWA/FTA 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. 

Si 

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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City of Diamond Bar 
21825 Copley Drive • Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4-1 78 

(909)839-7000 • Fax(909)861-3117 

www. di a rn on d IJa rca. i;ov 

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 ihal often pui 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 Cily 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. Ttie 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 SCAGISGVCOG sponsored transportation projects that 
include tho 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 thal 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 proj eel for a p reposed freight corridor th at wil I cost unforeseen b ii lions 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 
De Stefa no at (909) 839-7 O 1 O or em ail at j des tefan o@d iam ond barca. gov. 

Sincerely, 

~a~ 
CC: Cities of Azusa, Brea, Chino, Chino l·lills, Claremont, Commerce, Covina, Duar le, El Monte, La Puente, 

Monrovia, Montebello, Monterey Parl(, Ontario, Pico Rivera, Pomona, Rosemead, San Dimas, San Gabriel, 
Sou\11 El Monte, Walnut, West Covina, Whittier 
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RE: Oppositlot; 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 painstal,lng 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 lhe 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, transiiioning to 8 50 foot elevated four lane structure 
along San Jose Creek to the SR-57/60 Interchange, and merging into the SR-60 with a 
termir1us 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 Region al T ransp orta lion Plan. To interfere with even one 
approved project for a proposed freight corridor th at wil I cost unforeseen b ii I ions of d ol I ars 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 a! (909) 839-7010 or ernail at jdes!e.fano@diamondbarca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

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

Monrovia, Montebello, Monterey Parl1, Ontario, Pico Rivera, Pomona, Rosemead, San Dimas, San Gabriel, 
South El Monte, Walnut, West Covina, Wl1ittier 
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October 28, 2011 

RE: Opposition To SCAG's Proposed East West Freight/Truck 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 cmridors 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 tl1e 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 transpo1iation 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 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 po1iion 
of the corridor were to object lo 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. 

Than!~ you in advance for your consideration. If you have any questions, please contact 
City Manager James DeStefa no at (909) 839-7010 or email at 
j des tefa no@d i a 111 and ba 1·ca. gov. 

CC: Ci lies of Azusa, Brea, Chi no, Cl1i no Hil Is, Claremont, Commerce, Covins, Duarte, El rv,onte, La Puente, 
Monrovia, W,on(ebello, Monterey Parl1, Ontario, Pico Rivera, Pomona, Rosemead, San Dimas, San Gabriel, 
South El Monte, Walnut, West Covina, \/I/hillier 
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October 28, 2011 

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

Dear SCAG Transportation Committee Members: 

011 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) Regio11al 
Council to rn11end 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 en enormous undertaldng, 
spanning from 1-71 O 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 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. A1rny Corps of 
Engineers still pending, it would be ill advised for tho Regional Council to move forward 
with releasing the Draft RTP it 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 
futw·e 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 
id es tefa no@d i am o nd ba rca. gov. 

Sincerely, 

~¼fr:]; 
CC: Ci lies of Azusa, Brefl, Chino, Chino Hills, Claremon l, Commerce, Covina, Ouarle, El Mon le, La Puente, 

Monrovia, Montebello, Monterey Parl\, Ontario, Pico Rivera, Pomona, Rosemead, San Dimas, San Gabriel, 
South El Monte, Walnut, West Covlne, Whittler 
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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 
wou Id span from I-71 O to 1-15. Wh ii e a portion of the corridor wo u Id be on the S R-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 l-'15 should be considered. The City's 
proposal is consistent with the SGVCOG's official current position. 1 ask that before you take 
any action on the SCAG Draft 2012 RTP, that the Governing Board and all Committees and 
TAC'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) 839-70'10 or email at Jdeste'fano@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 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 !his partnership. 

However, on behalf of the City of Diamond Bar and many cities [n 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-57160 Interchange to 1-15, the largest section would be on a 50-foot 
four lane elevated highway adjacent lo 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-57160 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 con sis tl n g of al I corridors from . I-710 to 1-15 sh ou Id 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 20'12 RTP, that the Governing Board and all Committees and 
TAC'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 lo 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 Freigl1t Corridor Feasibility Study, adequate analysis is necessary before 
taking action on the proposal. 

I sincerely request that you tal<e 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 conslderation. If you have any questions, please contact City 
Manager Jam es Destefano at (90 9) 839-7010 or email at jd estefano@d iamond ba rca. gov. 

/4 
eve Tye, Mayor Y 



CITY OF GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA 
Management Services Division 

Fehrumy 14, 2012 

Jacob Lieb 
Southern C'ali fornia Association or Ciovcrnmcn\s 
818 West Seventh Street, 121h Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Transmitted via Email to licb~ySC'.ACi.ca.ca.gov 

613 East Broadway, Room 200 

Gkndak, Callfomla 91206·4391 

Te!. (818) 548-484'1, Fax (818) 547-6740 

www.ci .i,:lendal ~.(a. U5 

Re: Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTI'/SCS) ,md 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

The City of Glendale respectfully submits the following comments on the Drnfl 2012-203 5 Rq,rimrnl 
Transportation Plan/Sustaim1blc Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and Program Environmental Impact 
Report (PEffi). 

1. Under the Tnrnsit and Rail policies the RTP encourages !ocnl transit operators to expand and 
provide connections to planned rail and regional transit services as well as the major 
employment centers. While the City of Glendale supports such a policy, the plm1 fails to 
recognize the additional funding that will be necessary to fund such services by local agencies. 
Local transit operators currently provide key connection to the existing commuter rail, light 
rail, and HRT services using local transit funds. Any further expansion of these services 
illthough 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 ,1s 
"Strntegic Unfunded Projects" : 

a. F.xtcnsion of the Orange line and Red Linc to Roh Hope Airport. 
b. East-West Connector between Nrnth Hollywood Red Line/Orange Line and the Pasadena 

Gold Linc via llurbank and Glendale to provide a "missing link" between San Fernando 
Valley and San Gabriel valley. 

c. Ilurbank - Glendale Light rail lo Union Station or expansion/enhancement of the 
Mctrolink service. 

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

3. The Californill High Speed Rail (CHSR) in the RTP is included as currently being planned. 
However, the RTP foils to rigain address the imprict of such a system on the locril trnnsit system 
such as the ilcclinc Service and the lack of funding for service connections to the Iligh Speed 
Rail stations. Considering the tremendous capital and opcrnting cost of the CHSR, we 
rcconuncnd implcmcntal ion or a 11 i.:nm ti vcs such fl s inc re asi ng intcrrcgiona I conncc ti vi t y o t · the 
existing systems (commuter mil, light rail and bus rapid transit) to improve mobility in the sub
regions at a lower cosl and more immediate before the CHSR is constnmted. 

4. The RTP only allocates a little more than 1% of the fonding to Active Transportation. We 
believe that that SCAG should consickr increasing the funding for Active Trl:lnsportation to 
between 5%,-8% ofthc to!al fonding in lhc KTP. 



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

a. As st<1tctl above, tlwrc arc nu provisions for funding local transit services us a result of 
planned expansion or rail and commuter services. 

b. The "reasonahly-availabk rcvcmu.::s" category in the amount of 226 bi Ilion 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 
misc funding. 

e. Highway projects arc front loaded as they arc easiest lo finance in comparison to !rnnsit 
projects by bo!Towing 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 lhat transit (bus and rnil), bicycle 
and pedestrian pmjeds take priority over highway projects as they can improve 
mobility and reduce emissions as wclL 

d. It is recommended th,lt !he RTP/SCS Financial Plan include a full benefit/cost ralion 
analysis and a Pcrforrnarn:c Criteria for major highway and rail projects contained in 
the "Constrained Financial" Plan. 

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

I ,astly, as cited on p. 3. 12-25 of the Df--<:lR , "I .oca!ly-dcveloped county transportation plans have 
identified projects to close these (highway network) gaps an<l complete the system, and they arc included 
in the Plan .These projects include ... the SR 710 Gap Closure in f .os Angeles County ... ". The position or 
the City of Glendale remains consistent wilh 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-114/[-210 
freeways. On behalf of City Council and the citi7ens of Ci-len<lalc, I wish to reiterate our opposition to am'. 
"gap closure" alternative that has or could be developed. In addition, I wish to express our opposition to 
the continued effort mu\ expenditure of lax-payer monies in exploring, s!mlying:, and developing ill!Y 
means to focililatc this "gap closure". It is Glendale's belief and desire that efforts instead be dircclcd to 
the development of alternatives that more effectively and more thoroughly address the concerns of 
mobility, congestion, and the movement of goods in the SR-710 conidor, particularly from our ports. 
Such alternatives should expand mass transit systems, improve existing: infrastructure, and limit the long
distance movcmu1t of cargo/freight from the ports to rail. The City of rncndalc 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 comment on the RTP/SCS and the PF.fR. 

City ivfona~er 



City of Nemet 
PLANNING 445 EAST FLORIDA AVENUE · HEMET, CALIFORNIA 92543 (951) 765-2375 

February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director RTP@scag.ca.gov 
SCAG 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

SUBJECT: City of Hemet Response to Draft 2012-2035 RTP/SCS 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

The City of Hemet appreciates the opportunity to respond to the Draft RTP/SCS. Overall, we commend 
you on the comprehensiveness of the document and recognize the complexlty of the task to update the 
RTP in concert with the region 's first Sustainable Communities Strategy in compliance with SB 375. 
We also appreciate the time and effort that SCAG has taken to outreach and obtain input from the local 
agencies in the preparation of the RTP/SCS, and specifically in meeting with the City of Hemet staff 
regarding revisions to the growth and housing projections. The City of Hemet sincerely thanks you for 
accommodating our previous comments in the preparation of the Growth Forecast and draft RHNA 
numbers. 

The City of Hemet has had an opportunity to review the Draft RTP/SCS document, and offers the 
following comments for your consideration . 

Draft Regional Transportation Plan: 

1. The two highway projects of major interest to the City of Hemet are the realignment and 
widening of SR 79 from Domenigoni Pkwy to Gilman Springs Road (FTIP ID RIV62024) and 
the completion of the Mid-County Parkway (FTIP ID RIV031218). The City's long-term 
growth projections, employment base, housing conditions, and overall economic health 
depend in large part upon the completion of these two thoroughfares. Specifically, our 
comments on the RTP regarding highways are noted below: 

a. Exhibit 2.1 Major Highway Improvements (2035) does not show the realigned SR 79 
through the Hemet area and connecting to major east-west corridors to the north, or the 
Mid-County Pkwy. The City requests that these critical roadway improvements be 
included on Exhibit 2.1. 

b. Table 2.2 shows a list of Major Highway Projects in the region. For Riverside County, 
the CET AP lntercounty Corridor A is noted, however our understanding is the planning 
for that corridor is delayed. We suggest that Table 2.2 be updated to reflect more 
essential projects that are a higher priority for Riverside County, such as the Mid-County 
Pkwy and the SR 79 Realignment project noted above. 
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c. In the Highways & Arterials Report, Exhibit 4 and Exhibit 9 should be corrected to 
include the SR 79 and Mid-County Pkwy road projects, as noted above. In addition, 
Exhibits 11 and A 16 also do not appear to include these critical roadways, although the 
scale of the map makes it difficult to determine if these roadways are included, or if the 
map reflects improvements to existing local arterials in the area. Please verify the 
highway improvements included on these Exhibits and update the exhibits as needed to 
address these roadways. 

d. In the Financially-Constrained RTP list of projects, Warren Road from Domenigoni Pkwy 
to Esplanade Ave (ID Riv 3A01WT041), should be shown as widening from 2 lanes to 6 
lanes, consistent with the City of Hemet's updated General Plan Circulation Element. 

2. The City strongly supports the extension of a commuter rail line to Hemet. It will reduce 
vehicle miles traveled considerably and help spur residential and economic growth in the 
valley. However, the proposed Perris Valley Line (RTP ID 3CR0702) does not indicate a 
station in Downtown Hemet. Our recently adopted General Plan 2030 includes a high
density transit-oriented development strategy based upon the siting of a Metrolink station in 
the downtown area. In addition, SCAG previously prepared a Compass Blueprint Project for 
a Transit Village surrounding a future Metrolink station in Downtown Hemet. We request 
consideration of adding a station to this project in Downtown Hemet. 

3. In addition, as noted in the RTP (ID 3CR0702), a station is proposed at the Hemet-Ryan 
Airport. The locations immediately around the airport are constrained by existing 
development and environmental factors . The City requests that the "Hemet Airport; 
Sanderson Ave @ Stetson Rd" location be replaced with 'West Hemet@ Stetson Rd". This 
location is consistent with the recently adopted update to the City of Hemet's General Plan 
that anticipates transit-oriented development and mixed-use residential , commercial, and 
business park uses in the West Hemet area, adjacent to the Perris Valley Line. 

4. The City would like to co-locate a bus transit center with the Hemet Downtown Metrolink 
station. FTIP ID RIV041030 on page 75 of the FTIP Project List indicates the location of the 
transit center at 700 Scaramella Circle. This is the site of the RTA bus yard and not 
appropriate for passenger use. Please reference "in the vicinity of State Street and 
Devonshire Avenue" as the location for the new Hemet Transit Center in the FTIP. The City 
is currently working with RTA on locating a transit center at this location in Hemet's 
Downtown area which would be adjacent to a future Metrolink Station, as well as a proposed 
Courthouse facility and mixed-use Transit Village. 

Draft Sustainable Communities Strategy: 

5. The City is committed to the SCS tenets and concepts. We recently updated our General 
Plan and incorporated many sustainability and mixed-use development measures in 
accordance with these principles. However, it appears that the only way to determine 
ongoing consistency with the SCS is to use the Local Sustainability Planning Tool (LSPT), 
which is not practical for us. Our jurisdiction does not have the resources to access or use 
the tool, although we did submit our comments and revisions to the map during the local 
input process. We are not able to completely ascertain whether our comments have been 
integrated into the SCS land use model and mapping, based upon the regional scale of the 
maps provided to date in the SCS. 
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6. We are also unclear as to whether consistency with the SCS is determined on the basis of 
the revised city-wide Growth Forecast numbers submitted and approved by Hemet and the 
WRCOG's member jurisdictions, or a land use distribution pattern that has been aggregated 
and shown in the SCS in very broad terms? We have only recently become aware of growth 
maps based on T AZ data that has not been confirmed by the City of Hemet or other 
WRCOG jurisdictions, and have concerns regarding the land use accuracy and future 
application of these maps in determining consistency with the SCS or our adopted General 
Plan. The City of Hemet concurs with and supports the comments submitted by WRCOG in 
their comment letter dated February 13, 2012 regarding the use of TAZ data and mapping 
for anything other than scenario modeling purposes. Please provide a clarification as to the 
use of the TAZ data and additional review time to analyze the recently released maps at a 
scale that we can determine consistency with our existing and future land use patterns. 

7. Thank you for recognizing that Hemet and other cities on the region's periphery have less 
housing capacity than the original forecast assumptions. We sincerely appreciate SCAG's 
effort to revise the Growth Forecast numbers and continue to support the Revised Growth 
Forecast for the City of Hemet, as adopted by WRCOG, and the 2035 build-out projections. 

8. Per the comments noted above for the locations of Metrolink and Transit Stations in the City 
of Hemet, Exhibit 4.9 of the SCS needs to be updated to reflect the appropriate transit 
locations. In addition, it appears that the HQTA nodes shown do not align with the actual 
rail line locations. Again, it is difficult to determine at the scale of the map provided in the 
SCS. 

The City of Hemet is committed to the RTP/SCS plan and process and sincerely appreciates the 
outreach SCAG has provided to local government to participate in this important regiona l plan. The 
City has been impressed with the level of cooperation and consideration that SCAG has made to the 
concerns raised by the City of Hemet and the Western Riverside County region in the development of 
the many components of the plan. We recognize that well-designed and well-functioning transportation 
systems aligned with sustainable land use policies are imperative to our future growth and 
development. We respectfully request that you consider the comments noted above as you prepare 
the final RTP/SCS for adoption, and request that we be informed as to future hearing dates regarding 
the Plan. 

Sincere!~~ 

Elliano 
m nity Development Director 

CC: Hemet City Council 
Margaret Lin. SCAG 
Rick Bishop, WRCOG 
Shirley Medina. RCTC 
Gordon Robinson, RTA 
Lorelle Moe-Luna, RTA 
Brian Nakamura, Hemet City Manager 
Jorge Biagioni, Hemet Engineering Director 
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February 28, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West ih Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

PAGE 01/08 

27215 Base Line 
Hlghlomd, CA 92346 
(909) 864-6861 Subject: Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 

Communities Strategy {RTP/SCS) and associated draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Comments 

(909) 862,3"180 FAX 
www.cltyorhighland org 

City Council 

M11yor 
Uirry McCallon 

M,;1yor Pro Tem 
Penny Lilburn 

Sam J_ Aacadio 
Jody Scott 
John P. Timmer 

City Manager 
Joseph A Hughes 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 
This letter is to officially inform you that the City of Highland is in support of 
SANBAG's comments concerning the subject Draft RTP/SCS and DEIR as 
outlined In their February 14, 2012 letter (see attached), 

In addition, the City respectfully request SCAG make additional adjustments to 
the City's Growth Dis1ribution as presented by SANBAG and illustrated on the 
attached Table. Adjustments are highlighted in "Bold". No adjustments to the 
City's Growth Forecast is requested, only the "distribution" of Growth 

Should you have any questions please contact me at (909) 864·8732, Ext 213, 
or Mr. Lawrence Mainez, City Planner at Ext. 215. 

Sincerely, 

e.qtr 
Community Development Director 

Attachments: 

A - SANBAG letter dated February 14, 2012 
B • City of Highland Proposed Tier 3 Growth Distribution Adjustments 

Cc· Joseph Hughes, City Manager 
Lawrence Malnez. City Planner 
Steve Smith, SAN BAG - Chief of Planning 
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ATTACHMENT - A 
SANBAG comment letter dated February 14, 2012 
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February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan Ikhtata 
Southern California kilsociation of Governments 
818 West 7dl Street, 12'1t Floor 
Los Angel.es, CA 90017~3435 

Dear Mr. Ik.hrata: 

This letter transmits San Bernardino Associated Governments' (SANBAG~s) comm.ents on the 
Southern California Association of Governments• (SCAG's) draft 2012 Regional Transportation 
Pl:an/Sttstainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and associated draft Program Environmental 
Impa.-ct Report (PEIR.). This is pursuant to SCAffs request for comn,.cntsi with a closing date of 
February 14, 2012. 

SANBAG recognizes and appreciates the e)l.tensive effort and de-liberations 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 ofSCAG staff and supports approval of the Plan by the 
April deadline, with some suggested clarifications. Our commen1s on the draft RTP/SCS and 
PEIR are as follows; 

I. The RTP/SCS growth forecasts should be adopted at the County-leveJ, not at the city or 
ttaDsportation analysis ?:one (TAZ) level. SANBAG needs th-e ability to adapt the forei;:a.sts to 
development trends and new infonnation that wUl inevitably come to light at the small-,ru:-ea level 
over the next 4-year RTP/SCS cycle. This is consistent with SCA G's approvals in the past. 

2. The growth distribution at the transportation analysis zone (T AZ) level needs to be adjusted 
to be consistent with the distribution of growth for households and employment being submitted 
by SANBAG in parl\\IleJ with the comment letter. The growth distribution is based on the 
distribution of households and employment previously submitted by SANBAG, together with 
adjustments fur the Plan Alternative of the RTP/SCS. No change is being suggested in the city
level distribution of growth. 

HI120"I:4:lm ........... , ".,, 
CIMt 01; Adelonto, l!ors,Qw, Big !leer Leke. Chino, Chin(! 1-1111.s, Colton, FQnfono. Grond rarrcce. Heaper\o-. Hlghlol1d, I.Cimo lll'ldCl, MMMlair, 

N'ffdle5, Ontarlo, ~oncho Cu[)C]mongo, Redland&. Rlollo, Seln Bernordlrn,. Tw•,mlyr,lna Palma. l;lplond, Vlctorvlll9, Yucolpc 
town, or: Apgre vanev. Yuccc Vi:;illtiy Counrv or Si;,n ~rm1rr;tlno-
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CIT\/ OF HIGHLAND 

3. Please confmn that the East-West Freight Corridor (dedicated truck lanes) will continue from 
SR-60 northerly on th.e HS .and terminate }ust to the north ofl-J 0, with appropriate connector 
ramps to and from I-10 east ofI-15. Thi:s. is state.din the text ofthc draft RTP/SCS, but some of 
ilie maps and the transportation. model networks are not yet consistetit with this. 

4, The Program EIR uses the phrase "local jurisdictions can and shou!d ... 1' or ''project sponsors 
can and should ... '' in most of the local-level and project-level mitigation measun:s rcfor:enced in 
the Bill. SANBAG's understanding is that the mitigation measures are designed to provide local 
jurisdli(.'1:ions and pi:qiect sponsors with cho.ie(:$, not requirements, .as they seek to implement 
focal transportation ElJld development Pr<"!iects in the context of tbe RTP/SCS goals and 
o~jeci:iv,es. Ho,wet,·er, CEQA also re;quires that mitigation measures be feasible Ellld ertforceable 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4). As dri!fted. with the language "local j;.irisdictions can and 
s'hou!d,." the mit~gation measures are implied to be feasible and enforceable. Tl1crefo~ 
SANBAG .--equests the mitigation meeffilres be revised to clarify their intent. SANBAG suggests 
replacing the wording 'tlocal jurisdictions can and should ... " or "project sponsors can and 
should ... " with 'lf;CAG shall encourage local jurisdictions to .... " SCAG should continue to 
play a role of far::ilft$tion for local jurisdictions and subregional agencies to build tectmical 
expertise, pro\lide grant funds, disseminate infounru:ion, end coordinate responses to regional 
issues. These are actions that are under the control of SCA Gt the rcsponsibk party under CEQA, 
and can he .monitored and enfotl':ed. 

5. SAJ."\TBAG recommends that those mitigation measures that are either the same as or similar lo 
an existing regulati.on simply reference the regulation without restating the oontmts of the 
regul.ation. Local jurisdictions and project sponsors are already responsible for complying with 
regulations, and restating or paraphrasing ~ :regulation in the PEIR could cause confusion in the 
ft•ture 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 
oounterprDductive. The PEIR should also be careful to distinguish between guidelines and 
regulations. Thc:sc chat'lgci; y,.ill avoid potential future conflicts between a PETR mitigation 
mr-.a.'lure and an adopted regulation. 

We would also like to request ih.c folio-wing modifications to the project list, as s"Ubmitted to 
SCAG staff through the sta."Jda..'"<l RTP long-range project list modification Wild FTJP ddabasc 
update p!iDCesses. These changes have been previously corrumm.icatcd to SCAG staff subsequent 
to the release of the Draft RTP .and are being confinr,cd below. 

iil112D214-lm 
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Maior projed,mgdific,a:tions includy~ 

CIT'/ OF HIGHLAND 

• 1830 - I~ IO Cedar interchange -Schedule Change 
• SBD41339 - I- l O P~pper interchange- Schedule Change 
8 200152 -l-15 Arrow Rte. Interchange -Schedule Chungc 
• OHJJOO-I-15 Duncan Canyon lnterc:hwige - S~hcdul~ Change 
• 20061201- I-15/215 Devore Interchange- S-chedule Change 
• SBD031279 - I-15 Ran.chem Interchange· Sched1.1!e Change 
• 35556 - I-l5 '1V ~Barstow - Schedule Change 
• 2.00451 - US 395 from [-15 to 1,8 Miles S. of Desert Flower Road - Interim Widening 

from 2-4 lane:, 
• 34040 - US 395 E;,cpressway - Widen from 2-4 lanes from High Desert Corridor to 

Fannington Road 
"' 98'1 J 18 -Omnitrans Bus Service - Schedule Charrge 
• 20040804 - Need1cs - 1-40 Connector - Downscope project 

Major pr;:ojeet de)etions/eompJeCioos ittl.!lude: 
" SBD31808 - I-l O Riverside- Completed Project 
, OH930 -I·l O Watennan-ComplctedProjeet 
• 43320 - I-10 Live Oak- Completed Project 
• 47221 -I-1 S Etiwanda (rehab, SHOPP)-Complcted Project 
• 3404] IDJd 34042 - US 395 New Expressway- Deleted Combined Projects 
.. 4001 l 7~LR - Safety Upgrade-Milliken Ave. - Delete Project 
• 4A07039-LR- Valley from Cherry to Alder (2-4 lanes) - Delete Project 
• 4H0101 l-L:R- HOV Connector (I-10/f-15 North to Wes'!) - Del~ Project 
• 4H01010-LR- HOV Connector (I~l0/1>15 South to West) - Delete Project 
"' 4HOi009~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, 

rr-~l:-ffz:;£__ 
'Larrx cCallon 
Pre. d(':nt, San Bernardino Associated Governments 
Mayor, City of Highland 

Hl12D214-lm 
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City of Highland 
Proposed Tier 3 Growth Distribution 
Growth Map 2008-2035 San Bernardino County 

A 
SANBAG (see SANBAG comment tetter February 14, 2012) 
Tier 3 Zone Hot1sehold Growtll: Em~lo~menl Growth: 

53810101 10.03 815.15 
53810102 5.27 172.87 
53812102 2.43 27.7 
53815-102 158.23 28.-93 
53815201 30.85 80.43 
53815202 36.71 5.6 
53820101 20.5 7.15 
53820102 554.26 1617.21 
53820201 59.58 10.74 
53820202 419.5 63.75 
53821101 53.3 74.17 
53821102 43.27 24.98 
53823201 28.64 6.53 
53823301 0.13 60.55 
53828102 136.85 28.26 
53828201 83.57 441.09 
53828302 3.12 81,92 
53826303 18.27 32 49 
53828401 22.12 9.12 
53828402 19.65 37.37 
53828501 3.72 68.35 
53828502 16.9 10.23 

53826601 17.47 51.58 
53831101 68.36 7.35 
53831102 10.63 2.96 
53831103 0 12.41 
53831201 14 82 21.02 

53831202 9.14 68 61 

53831203 0 39.27 
53831301 242.52 t1.68 
53831302 234 9 100.58 
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City of Highrand proposed Growth Distribution 
Household Growth M Adj: Employme11t Growth Adj.: 
(change in "Bold"} 
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(D 

53831402" 156.34 302.78 700 1000 Golden Triangle Policy Area "' N 
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February 13, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 

SEAN JOYCE. City Manager 
---------·---

Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 1ih 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: 

·1\i\.'·/',_.\i 2. i r \." · ··1 ~;. -~: d .. _I::') 

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. 
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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 (QC SCS) should be 
fully integrated into the regional RTP/SCS. Language should be 
incorporated into the document that indicates the QC SCS represents the 
SCS for the Orange County subregion. 

The RTP and appendices include numerous references to the OC SGS 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 SGS 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 SGS 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 SGS data has not been and will not be altered. Furthermore, there 
should be a statement indicating that the OC SGS represents the SGS 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-2010 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-2010 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 seNe 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 Qual",ty 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. 

Sincerely, j 
Se~~ 
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. INTRODIJCTORY 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 
belo\'\', the PEIR can and should be revised and clarified, so that il 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 \Vith the evaluation of future local and regional projects. 

J. Useability of PE'JR in Connection With Later Environmental Analy.\·es 

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

Thal approach threatens to unnecessarily complicate future cnviromnental analyses for local 
agencies, including Irvine. What if measures that arc deemed "feasible" by SCA CT al 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 ncvc1ihclcss remain 
significant and unavoidable? Even though SCAG's RTP/SCS may not be consistent with local 
jurisdictions' general plans anrl/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 FlRs? 
If so, will that require repeated locc1l-agency striternents of overriding considerations'? 

To assist local agencies that will have to \Vrestle \Vith these issues, ,.vc suggest that the PEIR 
acknowledge in the Executive Summary section that while it ''includes mitigation measures 
designed to help avoid or minimi7e significant environmental impacts," those measures \\'ere 
selected without the ability to evaluate each project that could occur as a result of the Plan. 
Further, the PEIR 5hould note that many impacts \vere noted as "significant and unavoidable" 
even though tbcy 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]rnject specific environmental documents rnay 
adjust [the mitigation measures hstedj as neces~ary to respond to site-specific conditions.'' (See, 
e.g, Page J.2-35, Page 3.3-45, Page 3.4-22, Page 3.12-30.) 

2. J1itigation Il,feasures 
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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 envirorunental 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 \Vould, if feasible and implemented, reduce the forecastcd impacts. 
Consistent v,iith this observation, most section of the PFlR do not include any clear explanation 
of how and to what extent identified mitigation measures reduce impacts lhat would occur but 
for the imposition of mitig<1tion. 

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, m1d even more uncertain effectiveness. As one court put it, "l_i_lt as 
so many courts have said, the ElR is the heart of CEQA, then to continue the anatomical 
met<1phor, mitigation is the teeth of lhc h!R." (Envtl. Council of' s·acramento v. City of 
Sacramento (2006) 142 Cal.App.4th 1018, 1039.) To have legally sufficient "teeth," mitigation 
measures must have definitive performance standards. (Endangered Ilabitats league v. County 
of Orange (21105) 131 CaLJ\pp.4th 777, 794; Gray v. County of Madera (2007) 167 C:aLApp.4'i, 
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 vvould have to be honored \vith or vvithout the approval of the PEJR. Proceeding in 
that manner tends to overstate impacts in the "with project, without mitigation" scenarios. Put 
another w<1y, a:,suming compliance with existing regulations in the "with project, without 
mitig<1tion" scenarios provides a more accurate forecast of the project's baseline impacts. 

Fifth, the PEIR also appems to confuse "the pro_jcct" with its mitigation measures. Indeed, rnany 
of the "mitigation measures" are framed as policy statements to be performed in the 
implementation of the pro_jcct. As such, those actiom should be rc~framed and assumed as "part 
of the project" rather than mitigation for the project. 

Sixth, the P.EIR'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 ,vill be difficult (if not impossible) to either rely on the analysis in the PEIR or to 
prepare a tiered environmental document from the PEil{. The detail and structure of the 
environmental analysis is too general; the relationship betvv'een mitigation measures, existing 
regulations, and project components is too unclear; and the standards by which mitigation 
efficacy is to be judged arc too vague tu meaningfully build upon the first level, programmatic, 
discussion in the PEIR. 

:V1ore detail on our concerns with the mitigation measures in the PEIR is provided in Attachment 
A. 

II. C!IAl'TER-SPECIFIC PE:IR COMMENTS 

1. Section 1.0 Introduction 

Item l: At Page 1-1, second full paragraph of the Summary Section, the PEJR states that 
"Individual transportation projects arc 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, staling: "Project-specific analysis will be 
unde11aken by the appropriate implementing agency prior to individual projects being considered 
for adoption." Thus, the PtlR recognizes that individual transportation projects will require 
project-specific analysis. That recognition conflicts, however, with Page 1-7, at Transportation 
Project :\1itigation, where the PFIR states, (emphasis added), "This Drafi PEIR has made a 
preliminary determination that the proposed mitigation measures are .feasible and effective. 
Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that these agencies \','ill 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 

I tern I: The mitigation measures listed in The Aesthetics and Views Impact section do not 
provide specific articulable standards by ,vhich their efficacy may be _iudgcci.. l'v1easurcs \,f:\1-
A VI through \1:v1-AV12 provide guidelines and platitudes, but no measure of effectiveness As 
an example, \1M-A V8 states in general: "Project c,ponsors can and should design pro_Jccts to 
minirniLe contrasts in scale and massing between the project and surrounding natural fonns of 
development." This measure is posed as "mitigation" for 1hc following irnpac1: "Potential to 

create significant contrasts v,,rith the overall visual character of the existing landscape setting or 
add urban visual clements to an existing natural, rural, and open space area." i\s 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 of the "impact" that they seek to mitigate). 

Additionally, each of the impacts to Aesthetics listed in Section 3.1, <1ssume 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 :\1casures at Page 3.1-15, 
does nnt note that such Mitigation :\1easures 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 J: In analyzing Impact 3.2-1, the PElR states: "Mobile source emissions of ROG, NOx, 
CO, PM 10, PM 2.5, and SOx \vould 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" \VOtdd be expected to increase under the 
Plan as compared to existing conditions. The PEIR also states that "[tlhesc construction 
emissions, although unavoidable, \vould be partially controlled by air districts fugitive dust 
rules." The applicah!e "fugitive dust rules" ure not clerirly identified and explained in the PEIR. 
Please clari1)' and provide examples of such "fugitive dust rules," and explain hO\v those rules 
,vould effectively deal with increased regional dust. 

Item 2: At page 3.2-30, the PEIR states there is the "rplotential to increase population \Vithin 
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-AQl 9 requires compliance with the California Air Resource~ Hoard Air Quality and Land 
Lse llandbook (June 2005) to achieve an acceptable interior air quality level for sensitive 
receptors. MM-AQ19 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 Lsc Handbook to manda10ry compliance on the part of project 
sponsors Please explain and justify tha1 approach. Furthermore, please explain hO\v <:,uch 
compliance \'\'ou]d achieve "acceptable interior air quality level for sensitive receptors." 

Item 3: At page 3.2-32, the PEIR states ';[mjitigation measures to reduce air quality impactc; 
\vould be established in project-specific environmental documents," and that such impacts should 
be addressed at the project level ,malysis. Following that. the PEIR states that the overall impact 
of the 2012-2035 RTP.iSCS Plan would create substantial emissions and that "Jmplcmentation of 
:\1itigation Measures MM-AQJ through M:\1-AQI8 would reduce criteria pollutant impacts; 
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however, impacts would remain significant." There is potentially a conflict betV·ieen conducting 
project-specific environmental analysis and further having to implement MM-AQI 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 PElR states that "ltJables 3.2-4 and 3.2-5 show the residential and 
1,vorkplace cancer risk, respectively." This should be changed to Tables 3.2-7 and 3.2-8." 

Further, in the same paragraph, the PEJR states "fi Jt is estimated tlrnt the Plan Vv'llllld result in 
293,633 annual health incidences leading to £4,952,996,222 srent on healthcare. This is a 24 
percent reduction when compared to the >Jo Project Alternative." Please explain vvhere the 
number of annual health incidences is derived and the associated costs as the t<1bles 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 BJO/OS46 lhrough I3IO/OS49 
and B10/0S54 ''\vould reduce open space/range]m1ds impacts." Please discuss hov,/ the concept 
of"induce<l gro\vtl1" under MM-HIO/OS47 does not conflict v,,:ith Measure M2. 

Item 2: At page J.J-45, "Cumulative Impacts 3.3-10" is noted as the "[plotcntial lo contribute 
to a cumulatively considerable loss of hnbitat and biological resources." The PEIR further states 
that implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO/OS1 through .B[O/OS59 would reduce 
cumulative impacts; however, impacts would remain significant." As to \.1M-B!0/055, the 
mitigation measure states that local agencies "can and should" eslabli:,h proRrams and jimding 
mechanisms to create protected conservation areas. This Mitigation 1V1casure should include a 
standard to determine how effective imposition of additional taxes and fees in creating program:,; 
and fonding 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 Puge 3.4-22, M:V1-CL'l.1 and M:v1-CCI2 indicate that "the appropriate 
Information Center" should be contacted to determine vvhether a project-are<l has been previornly 
surveyed and whether historic resources are identified, and if indicated as such, then a "qualified 
architectural historian" should he obtained by the project sponsors to "conduct historic 
architectural surveys as recommended by the lnformation Center." And tha1 further, the 
"Information Center," in the event tl1at no survey has been conducted, ''will make a 
recommendation on \Vhcther a survey i:; warranted based on the '-Cnsirivity of the pro_jcct area for 
historical 1·csources \Vithin 1,000 feet of the project." Additionally, MM-CL1L7, also references 
an "Information Center" that should be consulted to conduct proper surveys. Please c!anfy 
which "Information Center" MM-CCI, 1, \1M-CUL2, and M:'.'v1-C:L'L7 is referring to. For 
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example, M:v1-CL'L6 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 & Jl,Jineral 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 
\Vith seismic events." Additionally, the "No Project Alternative would result in the construction 
of approximately 68,040 ne\v lane miles compared with over 74,297 ne\v lane miles in the 2012-
2035 RTP/SCS," thereby drmving 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 \vould 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-ho\\'cver, 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 J\"o 
Project alternative. Because there would be the same population increase and the region vvould 
be subject lo 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 arc estimated to 
be 142 million metric tons (MMT) of C02e compared to an estimated 144 MMT of CO2" under 
existing (201 l) conditions." According to Table 3.6-3, the total estimate for Baseline (2005) 
C02c emissions in MMT is 132, and the estimate for Existing (2011) C02e crnissiorvs in MMT is 
130. Please explain the calculation rei1cctcd on Page 3.6-!5 as opposed to the table numbers on 
PageJ.6-16. 

8. Section 3. 7 Hazardous /Vlaterials 

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 ha?ard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials." \Vithin the discussion of Impact 3.7-1, on Page 3.7-10, first 
full paragraph, the PETR slates (emphasis added) "In general, it is anticipated that the increase in 
transport of hazardous materials vvould result in a less-than-significant hazard to the public 
and/or the environment, because liandling and transport of ha'..'.',ardous materials and wastes me 
subjcc1 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 PEfR notes that the "20!2-2035 RTP/SCS directs grov,,.ih ad_1acent 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 "v,1ould be analyzed on a 
case-by-case basis." Finally, on Page 3.7-11, the section concludes that "[aJlthough 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 .:"vieasures MM-1-!Ml through MM-I-[\13, 
impacts could he sign/ficant." 

Based on the above, the PEIR notes "in general" the increase in transport of hazardous materials 
is anticipated to result in a lcss-tlrnn-signiiicant 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 1,vithout MM-f[Ml through .'.\.1M-HM3, impact could be significant. There does not appear 
to be a conclusion, however, that lmpact J.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 iess
than-significant hazard to the public and/or enviromnent. This is further in conflict \Vith the 
Executive Summary table, in which Impact 1.7-1 is listed on Page ES-33 as being "significant 
and unavoidable" after mitigation despite the statement at Page J 7-l l, that impacts "could" be 
significant, rather than "impacts vvould remain significant." 

Item 2: Page 3.7-13, MM-HMI and .'.\.1M-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 l !ighv,.ray 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 cmrying out regulations currently 
enforced, and provides no determination of how to determine if such measures serve to mitigate 
[mpact 3.7-1 and Impact 3.7--4, JOr \vhich it is listed, and its eflectivencss as a mitigation 
measure. 

9. Section 3.8 Land u~e & Agricultural Resources 

Item 1: Page 3.8-12 to 3.8-13, the PEIR rccogni,,::es that despite attempts to work with local 
jurisdictions, including, counties, subregions and local city planners, it 1s 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 gencrnl plans, 
and therefore the RTP/SCS includes the "policy to continue public outrc<lch efforts and 
incorporate local input" to develop a more accurate forecast in future RTP/SCSs. 

The PEIR subsequently notes that SCAG "has no authority lo adopt local land use plans or 
approve local land use projects that will implement the SCS" because "SB 37.5 specifically 
provide:,, that nothing in the la.w supersedes 1he 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 SCJ\G to consider the [methods discussed in Chapter 4 and Chapter 2J" In other 
words, SCAG encourages local jurisdictions to adopt and update general plans that are consistent 
\Vilh the 2012-203.5 RTP/SCS in order to accomplish the goals of SI3 375. To this end, 
implementation of Mitigation Measures .\1M-LUJ through :\1M-LL'l O would reduce impacts 
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related to potential conflicts \Vith an applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of any agency 
with jurisdiction over the project; hO\vever, impacts would remain significant. 

There appears to be an inconsistency v,,1ith 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 SH 375's 
protection of ultimate land use authority of cities and counties, \'Vith the actual Mitigation 
Measures listed, namely MM-LC3, M:\lf-LU8, and MM-L1Jl 0. 

a. MM-LU3 states "SCAG shall work vvith its member cities and counties to ensuu;_ that 
transportation projects and growih are eonsiste1;t \vith the RTP and general rlans." Thi5 
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. :\.{\1-LU8 states "SCJ\G shall use its Imergovermnental Review Process !__Q___Qrovide review 
;md comment on large development projects regarding their consistency with the RTP and 
other regional planning efforts." !"his proposed mitigation measure seems inconsistent with 
SB 375 and SCJ\(j's role to encourage consistency. 

c. MM-LUIO states "Local jurisdictions crin and should provide for new housing consistent 
with the Regional Housing 1',recds Assessment (RJ-f:\JA) to accommodate their share of the 
forecasted regional growth." This proposed mitigation measure is problematic because local 
jurisdictions arc not required to provide housing, and thus such measure conflicts with local 
authority. This may be remedied by revising the language of :VlM-!.UIO to reflect 
compliance with state law with regard to housing to accommodate forecasted regional 
gnmih. 

Item 2: Al page 3.8-15, the PE[R stares that "substantial disturbance and/or loss of forestlands, 
prime farmlands and/or grazing lands, throughout the six-county SCAG region" is mitigated by 
MM-LLJ 5, 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." Purthcnnorc, MM-1,U l 6 
through M\1-U}35, suggested to mitigate Impact 3.8-3, arc insufficient in that they state local 
jwisdictions or project sponsors "can and should" take on various measures v,..>ithout noting how 
such measures \Vill be evaluated for effectiveness in mitigating Impact 3.8-3. ror example, MM
UJ26, states "Project sponsors and local jurisdictions can and should promote infill development 
and redevelopment to encourage the efficient use of land and mini111izc the development of 
agriculturnl 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 1.8-15 through J.8-16, the PEIR discusses the "[pjotcntial to influence rhc 
pattern of urbanization in the region such that land use incompatibilities could occur," and MM
LL36 through MM-LU85 are recommended to reduce land use impacts and <1gain arc 
insufficient insofar as they claim that local jurisdictions "can and should" take on various 
measures without noting hov,1 such measures will be evaluated for effectiveness in mitigating 
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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" arc 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 lm1d uses and transit, as well as other modes of transportation." This Mitigation 
Measures is vague in that it docs not provide what "greater linkage" measures would include, 
and how its efkctivencss to minimize the impact of incompatible hmd uses vvould be 
determined. 

Item 6: Page 3.8-25, M\1-LL84 states "Local jurisdictlons can and should give preference for 
infrastructure improvements that support or enhance desired land uses and pro_jccts." It is 
unclear what arc the "desired land uses and projects" in MM-LC-84, and ho¼' local jurisdictions 
arc to give preference to such infrastructure improvement such as how it should be determined 
that such improvemenrs actually enhance a desired land use and project, to be implemented by a 
local jurisdict10n, and what measures of effectiveness should be applied. 

Item 7: Page 3.8-25, M.\1-LU85 states "Local jurisdictions can and should reduce heat gain 
from pavement and other lrnrdscaping, including ... Reduce street rights-of-way and pavement 
\vidths to pre-\:Vorld \Var ll widths (typically 22 to 34 feet for local streets, and 30 to 35 feet for 
collector streets, curb to curb), unless landscape medians or park\vay strips arc 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 hcnv to measure 
the effectiveness ofMM-LU85 in reducing Impact 3.8-4. 

10. Section 3.11 Public Services and Utilities 

Hem l: At page 3 .1 I -6, the P.EIR 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 Impact:,;, m comparing the Plan with the _'\/o Project Alternative, the 
PEIR notes that "under the '\/o ProJcct Alternative, it is ant1c1pated that 83,990 households \\.Ould 
be exposed to extreme wildfire threats; whereas under the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS, the number 
would be reduced to 71,553. This ,vuuld be n 14 percent decrease in households exposed to 

extreme wildfire threats, as measures to reduce wildfire threats are implemented Vi'tth planned 
2012-2035 RTP/SCS projects." The P.EIR 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 PEJR states that the Table reflects that 
"urban development and grov.1:h 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." 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 Plo.n scenario. Thus, the statement that the "urban development and growth that 
\Vould 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, :"vfM-PS64 states "[s]tate and /Cderal lawmakers and regulatory 
agencies can and should pursue the design of programs to either require or incentivize the 
expanded availability including the exp,rnsion of alternative fuel filling stations and use of 
alternative-fuel vehicles to reduce the impact of shifts 111 petroleum fuel supply and price." This 
mitigation is assigned to State and Federal agencies and lawmakers, who are outside of SCA G's 
purv1ev,'. 

Item 4: At pages 3.11-51 through 3.11-52, MM-PS9 I and M\1-PS92 require local _juric;dictions 
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 M\.1-PS106 states "l.lJocal jurisdiction:, om 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 properly lax bills." This mitigation measure is currently a 
voluntary program, and should be made clear that it \Vill remain voluntary for local jurisdictions, 
to determine when such programs arc "feasible" in accordance with the project-specific ftnalysis 
that vvill be conducted at the project level. 

11. Section 3.12 Transportation, Traffic, and Security 

Item 1: MM-TRl serves as an cxamrlc of a mitigation measure that provides no articulable 
standard by which to determine its efficacy. \1M-TRI 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 hov,, 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, M:\t1-TR26 and :\1M-TR27 both note that "SC.i\G shall encourage 
local agencies to fully implement these policicc; and projects" It appears that both mitigation 
measures are more of a suggestion that local agencies fully implement the measures inch1dcd 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 "[lJocal 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 \vould achieve in mitigating Impact 
3.12-1. 

Item 4: At page 3.12-36, M\1-TR37 states "l]Jocal jurisdictions and transit agencies can and 
should provide public transit incentives such as free or low-cost monthly transit paisses to 
employees, or free ride areas to residents and customers." Please describe or explain hmv the 
subsidies arc to be provided for by local jurisdictions and transit agencies in <lccordance wilh this 
proposed mitigation measure. 

Item 5: At page 3.12-37, MM-TR52 states"[lloca[jurisdictions can and should reduce VMJ'
related emissions by encouraging the use of public transit through adoption of new development 
standards that vmuld require improvements to the transit system and infrastructure, increase 
safety and accessibility, and provide other incentives." Please describe or explain how local 
jurisdictions arc to determine these "nc\V development standards" and hmv the effectiveness of 
such standards \vill be measured to determine effectiveness of such a mitigation measure. 

Jtcm 6: At page J.12-37, M:\1-TR56 deals with System Interconnectivity, stating that ·'Local 
jurisdictions can and should create an interconnected transportation system that allo\vs 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 ... " \vhich includes (i) "study 
the feasibility of providing free transit to areas with rcsidentiril 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 
transit\vays or where adequate feeder bus service is not feasible." Please explain how this 
me<lsure vvas determined, that free transit be rrovided 10 areas with residential densities of 15 
dwelling units rer acre or more. 

Item 7: At page 3.12-38, MM-TR59 states that local jurisdictiom "can and should prioritize 
transportation funding to support a shift from private passenger vehicles to transit and other 
modes of transportation" and sets forth nvo methods to do so, including "(live funding 
preference to improvements in public transit over other ncv,/ infrastructure for private automobile 
traffic" and "before fonding transportation improvements that increase roadway capacity and 
VMT, evaluate the feasibility and effectiveness of funding pro_jccts that support alternative 
modes of transportation and reduce VMT, including transit, and bicycle and pedestrian a(.'.cess." 
Please explain hov,/ this mitigation measure does not conflict ,vith rill local transportation 
measures already in place, including Meac,ure \12 and Measure R in J ,os Angeles County. 

Item 8: Page 3.12-40, MM-TR74: "I.ow- and >lo- Travel bnployrnent Opponuni1ies· Local 
Jurisdic1.ions can and <should facilitate employment opportunities that rn1nimi7.e the need for 
prn,ale vehicle trirs, including" the me<lsure that local jurisdictions "encourage telecommuting 
options with new and existing employers, through project review cmd incentives, as appropriate." 
Pleaise describe or explain how the telecommuting networks v,,ill be implemented and whether 
such incentives would mean the need for new taxpayer funded subsidies. 

680/ -
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Item 9: At page 3.12-43, M:\lf-TR97 states "Travel :\lfitigation: Local jurisdictions can and 
should mitigate business-related travel, especially air travel, tlrrough 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 J.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 v,,ith 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-JO: Impact 3 .14-6 should read Impact 3 .12-6. 

12. Section 3.13 Water Resources 

Item 1: At page 3.13-39, M\,t-\1/R26imposes more regulations than the current National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements, regulated by the State 
\Vater Resources Control Board as delegated by the L'.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: \Vhilc an EIR need not include an in depth discussion of the alternatives that were not 
considered feasible, according to CEQA Cl"nidelines, section 15126.6(c), it should briefly identify 
alternatives rejected as infeasible and explain why they were rejected. 1t does not appear that 
this PEIR docs 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 
RTP to reflect the most recent grovvth 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 :\lfodi1ied 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 1nm from 
Pages 4-22 through 4-]0 The analysis of each Impact under the Modified 2008 RTP Alternative 
as comp<1red to the P!an explains the difference in Jmp<1ct, but without explanation of hovv such a 
conclusion Vl'ere formulated/achieved. 

For example, under I !azardous Materials at Page 4-27, it states "The Modified 2008 R I'P 
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 ,vhat the :viodified 2008 RTP Alternative plan 
would entail. 

14. Section 5.0 Long Term Effects 

Item l: 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 hov,1 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 \Vere determined at a programmatic level, and that project-specific analysis \Vil! amend 
or adopt such Measures as appropriate upon further analysis, allmving 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 
stm1dards 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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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-2010 Modified" was officially approved by the OCCOG 
Board of Directors and is a data amendment to the OC SGS 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--arnlertake--in--0r<ler 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: QC 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 SGS. In Orange County, the Orange 
County Council of Governments (OCCOG) and the Orange County 
Transportation Authority (OCTA) developed a countywide or subregional SCS 
(QC 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 SGS, 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. 

QC SGS 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 Pro1ect Mitigation sections that the draft PEIR has made a 
preliminary determination that al! 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 SGS 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 H 

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. !n 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 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 SGS 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 redt1Ge unneGessary 
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- -aA-€1- 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-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-W60 
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. 

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: "im.pacts-to cultural resources shall be minimized 
through-coo,peration, inf-ormation--s-llaring, alld 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-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 proiect 
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 
1----·---·---·----·· --- ----- - -· 
1 

CDFG Federal & state Federal law i Resource 
Quality/ AQM D ; law ... agencies __________ 
MM-AQ1 MM-B10/0S1 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-B10/0S8 MM-HM6 MM-BIO/OS31 
-MM-Aas· 

•••,•.•y•-T-•••~•••••-••••••-• """ , ............. --·----· ··-- -······ ····---·-· 

MM-BIO/OS10 MM-HM7 NPDES MM-BIO/OS32 

MM-AQ6 ; MM-BIO/OS11 MM-LU28 MM-AQ16 MM-BIO/OS33 ! ..... ····1-- .. .. ---- .. -· 

MM-A07 I MM-BIO/OS17 I MM-N018 MM- I MM-BIO/OS34 
I 
! BIO/OS19 I 

-------------·· 

MM-AQB MM-BI 0/0S 18 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 
i MM-AQ11 MM-BIO/OS23 MM-W38 MM-W58 ; 

' 
MM-AQ12 ! MM-B10/0S24 

-----·····-· ··-·--·--· --·--- ...... ····-·· -

MM-AQ13 MM-BIO/OS25 ; Flood control 
---·---·-··. - ··---··--~--

MM-AQ14 MM-BIO/OS26 MM-HMS 

MM-AQ17 
·-··-· 

MM-BIO/OS27 
. ---- ·-- .. -··-·----·--- -··------·--··--------·-·- -------··--·-··-····-. .. ····-- --·-·--··---····----·---··----·-· ·-·- ···-

MM-AQ18 : MM-BIO/OS28 Local --
AQencies 

i-------- ----·-· .. "T 

i MM-BIO/OS14 MM-AV11 
... -···-··-··--·- - ·--. -- --·-·--- ·--·· --·--·-- -·--- ... . ·- ·- - -··---·· ·-· ·-·-- ·-·-·-----·--···-· ·······-··---··- -

; MM-BIO/OS7 
i ·-·-··-· ----·-·----- .. ·----·-·--··--- --- -···-· .. ··-·--·- ·-- ... ... - .. ·····-·---

I State law 
i MM-AV3 MM-HM10 

' 
MM-PS4 MM-PS107 I MM-W25 

: _, ........... 
MM-AV6 MM-HM11 MM-PSS MM-PS113 MM-W26 

MM-AV12 MM-HM12 MM-PS10 MM-PS119 I MM-W27 : -
MM-BIO/OS20 MM-HM13 MM-PS12 MM-PS122 MM-W28 

i MM-CUL 1 MM-HM14 MM-PS14 MM-TR29 MM-W29 

I MM-CUL2 MM-HM15 I MM-PS16 : MM-TR49 MM-W30 

; 

I 
! 

! 
I 

I 

I 



i ;~~! · ~~:2Y¾-_ -~~:;~~¾------~~~---r~~~:~ .. ~ 
! MM-CUL5 MM-LU11 MM-PS37 MM-TR89 , MM-W39 -I 
! MM-CULB j MM-LU17 __ J MM-PS42 _ -_~M-W6 -- ----t MM-W-43--_-=_-_-__ -_ j 

I MM-CUL? - MM-LU19 -- MM-PS43 -- , MM-WS I MM-W46 -~ 
' MM-CULS .· MM-LU20 1 MM-PS48 I MM-W9 ~- MM-W47 

_MM-gUL9 I MM-LU38 I MM-PS55 I MMMM:WW1101 - MMMM~WW4~89_ -=--== 
~-~~~-~-~ ~ ~ - I ~~-~~~:}--J-~~:~-~~~ - --+ MM-vv12 -- ·rMrvi-v1.iso ---- --- , 

·MM:cuC12-- MM-LU4s MM-Pssg I MM-w1s 'MM-ws1 ___ -- ~ 
jMM-CuL 13___ --MM-LUSS - - -MM-PS6-1 - -~~M~VV~~- --fMM-W52 -- -----1 
'I MM-CUL 15 MM-N01 MM-PS67 , MM-W17 I MM-W54 J 
, MM-CUL16 MM-N04 MM-PS69 I MM-W18 MM-W55 ___ ---
[MM-GE01 ----- -- MM-NciS ____ MM-PS71- ----- iMM-W19 -- !MM-W56 -- ----

-- ---~-- ------------- -------------------- 1-------- --- -- - --------------
LMM-GE02 MM-N09 MM-PS73 MM-W20 I MM-W61 I 
! MM-GE03 - ------ MM-POP2 --MM-PS77 - - I MM-W21 - , MM-W62 - ------ --

[MM_-GE0_4 __ ~-MM-POP4-- jMMTs8_9_ ---- - i"MM-W22- -------r MM-W64 _ -- J 
~~~~6--~- _J_~-~~~~=- i ~-~:-~-~~-~ ~--=- 1 ~~:~~!- __ =-:~-~~~~:~ --~-:-=I 



Additional TechnicaJ Clarifications on documents are also offered as follows: 

2012 RTP/SCS 

17f~· TOPIC/ I PAGE I RTP NARRATIVE. COMMENT -- -- - &1 

' REQUEST I REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION ' i 
n-·· Genera(- I all . .. .. All chapter headings should include the Chapter!' 
I , Comment ; · number on each page for ease of reference. 

2 , Clarification i 1. left column~-;The2012·· RTPISCS includes a stron£icornmitrneni" · 
I · I to reduce emissions from transportation sources to ! 

i . i comply with SB 375, ~- improve public health_,_ 1 - i· and meet the National Ambient Air Quality I , 
I Standards as set forth by the federal Clean Air Act. 
' I I As ------ I 
13 Clarification 4-, - --right! "Th1sregionneedsalong-term, sustainablefundingl 

! 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 

-- l- . __ ·- __ ---+-$f_life."_ .---------- _______ j 
4 Clarrf1cat1on I page 7- · Is addff1onal $0. 15 gas tax the sum total of both 

1 

I Tab le 2 and I state and federal taxes or $0. 15 each? · 
; page 95-

1 I Table 3.3 
5 I Clarification 146-, ------1-ef-t~"S_t_r-at_e_g-ic-i-nv_e_s_t_m-ents, putforth-by-the .private ; 

j column I sec or, that would remove barriers a with 

,_6 - 1-correction 42~1~~ct~~:~~7D~~1:i~~~=~~:is,_20-So - - -- - ~ 
I I Table 2.2 . I 

7 -1- Please-- 1 5~- - -1e1J · scrip" - - - - - - - -- - , 

1 define in the i column j I 

1s 
I 

9 

i text and add I i I 

toagloss~k-------- _____ - _______________ ---------------~ 
Clarification 54, right 1 "Express/HO T Lane Network -

C la rificatio n 

I 

I 

column i Despite our concerted effort to reduce traffic 1 

1 congestion through years of infrastructure . 
_ investment, the region's system demands continue ' 
I to exceed available capacity during peak periods." 

70, 78 I Greenhouse Gases and Air Quality 

I SCAG seems to rely on CEQA to achieve the , 
"maximum feasible" reductions in emissions from 1 

transportation. However, this is not consistent with I 

the intent of SB 375's goal of achieving specific I 
thresholds of 8% by 2020 and 13 % by 2035 th rough I 

1 a sustainable communities strategy plan. j 



'PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT______ &·1 
'I REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION --------1 

Please provide clarification to this section indicating 

the OC SCS. 

,
1 
if the air quality and greenhouse gas CEQA I 

, mitigation measures obligate regional agencies and -
project developers to undertake more strategies, 
programs and mandates beyond those included in I 

---+----------,---------+-----------·-·· -·· .... -·--·· ·······--· 

1

78. right "Greenhouse Gases 110 , Clarification 

11 I Clarification 

i ....... ,,.,-.. ---·"""• 

column On road emissions (from passenger vehicles and 

I so, · 
column 

-----

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 
I RTP has ~he ability t? affect the disfribution of that I 
! growth" (in population 1n the region). These ' 
statements could be interpreted to be contrary to 

I SCAG's o~ligatio~ under the Memorandum of i 
Understanding with OCCOG to respect the · 
strategies and local land use policies in the OC 
scs. 

Please clarify how it is in SCA G's ability to affect 
local change when the OC SCS is consistent with 
acceptance of focal 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 

I the region. However, these projects also have the I 
, potential to induGe attract more of the regional : 

population growth in certain areas of the region . 
. 

1 

This means that although Al#te-ugh SCAG does not 
anticipate that the RTP wou Id affect the total growth I 
in population in the region, the RTP has the ability 
to affect the distribution of th at growth." 

1 82, 

"l-n ---aeattfon---te----- --ind ucee---- · po@wa-tion .. g rowt!1: 
transportation projects in the RTP also have the , 
potential to divide established communitie~~ I 

___ __Iig_~_t . pr._imarjly __ ~~rough ~gquisition of rights-of-way.'~ .. _J 



.# TOPIC/ 
REQUEST 

: PAGE___ RTP NARRATIVE, 

. REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
COMMENT & 

--+-----~--- ---~~··-----·-· 

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 I 
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 I 

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 1 

· of growth in the region. 

Recommended text change: "Cumulative impacts • 
] from the projected growth induced by the RT-P- i 

, i£)_clude in~-~~_a_s_ed im~~__rvious surface:s_~- .. ___ _ 
12 Clarification Chapter 3 · SCAG's Financial Plan includes a significant portion 

13 1 Clarification 

i 

L_ 

page 95-
Table 3.3 

of "New Revenue Sources and Innovative 

I 
Financing Strategies" that are not currently in place I, 

, or available. While some of the proposed revenues 
· are within the control of SCAG or MPOs and 

County Transportation Commissions, the majority of . 
i the revenues (in terms of dollars) require either I 
· state or federal action to implement. 

Please explain what the implications are if these ·1 

new revenue sources and innovative financing 
strategi~s do__ not _!}_ecome_9va_{(,;1b/f}]__ ·--· . 
"Mileage based user fees would be implemented te 
-Fef»aGe gas tax arid augment estimated at about 
$Q.J}a---(20-1--+$t--per mite---and -iHdexed to maintain 
!)Urch asing-fJQWCr startiri§--2-025;'. 

i Suggested language is from page 31 of Growth i 
Forecast Appendix: 

"Current gasoline tax. estimated at_about SD.05 
; (2011 $) per mile will increase th rough 2025. then in 1 

I ~026 it would be replaced with a mileage-base.ft I 

______ly_?er fee ind~~~d to rnai~.1~purchasing_power." _ _J 



# TOPIC/ 
REQUEST 

14 C la rifi cation 

i 

15 CI arificatio n 

16 C la rificatio n 

17 CI a rificatio n 

i 

18 Clarification 

PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
105, 
column 

105, 
column 

1 106 

I 

· 110, 
column 

112,117 

right "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 Aas little raw 
land available in the region left te assemmeElate 

_, .. , ... J --- ........ " - ... 
right i "While the region was once known worldwide as the i 

"capital of sprawl," the region today is projecting 
growth on only a small fraction of the Aas little raw 
land available in the region left te assemA=ieElate 
--L...J:~:-~..,I ---· .J.L. " ,_ I- - _,l'l,,I ~ 

1 SCAG indicates that the OC SGS has been 
I incorporated into the regional SGS. OCCOG was 
I one of two subregions that undertook the arduous 
I task and obligation of preparing an SGS. 
I 
Please add clarifying text that these subregional 
SCSs, including the oc SGS, represent the 
Sustainable Communities Strategies applicable to 
those subregions. 

right i "Municipal water and sewer systems, for example, 
: ensure clean water. At the same time. eeAsFete 

steFFfPNateF nmeff si:laAAels t=laFm v.iateF EJl:lality a-AG 
SE!Fawl eats iAte eE!eA SE!ase as areas become more 
urbanized and the percentage of imgervious 
surface is increased, the hydrologic regime IS 

dramatically altered. Drainage conveyances that 
once were natural and riparian are reguired to be 
engineered as hardened flood control channels to 
Qrovide adeguate protection of grivate grogerty and 
Qublic infrastructure from the increased freguency 1 

duratlon 1 geak flow, and overall volume of 
stormwa er r naff. With this armorin t u g of once 
natural channels, water quality benefits from 
biofi!tration are lost along with OQportunities for 
infiltration and evapotranspiration, which can lead to 
hydromodifcation downstream in sections which are 
not yet engineered and hardened. Many 
strate ies ... " 
The SGS documents the development of four 
scenarios to explore basic aspects of future growth. 
These scenarios were used in public outreach and i 
the SGS and the associated Appendix states that , 
"Using the public dialogue and feedback from the 
anal sis of the SGS Scenarios, SCAG develo ed 



# TOPIC/ 
REQUEST 

PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE 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 

1 that led to the Plan alternatives. Neither the 
I 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 SGS, it 
I is requested that SCAG include appropriate tables, 
I graphics and maps that provide the detail that 
I confirm this consistenc . 

19 Clarification 113, 122 · The regional SCS states that the 

20 Add 
17 Qlossarv 
21 Clarification 

to I 127, 
column 

I 

128, 
column 

scenarios/alternatives were developed using the 
Local Sustainability Planning Tool (LSPT). The 1 

LSPT is a sketch planning tool that flattens 
geographical areas to a 5kacre 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 
SGS land use data was used without significant 
alteration and LSPT flattening and interpretation in 
the development of the regional SGS Plan and 
a Item a tives. 

right "Gentrification" 

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." 



I 

I I 

I i 

lff!C1'1rification~ I 150-152 

I I 

I 

I 

'The following tables list specific implementation 
! strategies that local governments, SCAG, and other 
I stakeholders may use or consider while preparing I 
1 specific projects which would help Gafl------aoo----sheu.Je 1 

1 ooseftak-e-----ifl---efG€-f-to s u cces sf u I ly imp I em en t the : 
, SCS." 
i The OC SCS was accepted by SCAG and 1 

1 represents the set of strategies and the growth 1 

1 distribution that outlines the best approach for how 1 

: the requirements of SB 375 would be met within the , 
1 subregion. Specifically, the OC SCS included 15 , 

1 
specific Sustainability Strategies, reflecting a menu 1 

1 
of 222 practices and actions that OC agencies have 1 

I agreed to pursue (or continue to pursue) to achieve 
1 

· GHG reductions that support SB 375. i 

Why doesn't the regional SGS specifically I 

acknowledge these 15 strategies yet include other 
I. strategies and performance measures not included 

I I in the OG SGS (e.g,, Locational Efficiency)? 1-- - -· -~-----~-·-·--·-- - -· -· -· -· -· - -·· - -· -· -· 
i 24 Add to , 166, right · "Greenfield" 

1 

~I 25 ~l~~~~~tion : ~~~,mn right ; "In addition to these targeted outreach efforts, alf! 

I 
I column ! regular and special meetings of the RTP task I 

1 forces, the Transportation Committee (TC)~ ! 

, CEHD, the EEC, and the SCAG Regional Council I 

__ +- _ ----~-------· a_re publicl~oticed and .... "---.-·--_._ .. ___ ' 
. 26 · Clarification 201 1 Please clarify whether the text stating "Long-term 1 

I I 

1 emission reduction for rail, with a goal of zero- , 
1 I emissions rail system" is intended to reflect a zero- '· 

1 
1 

I emissions freight rail system, or whether this goal 1 

: ~----------~so applie§_j_o passenge!._!__a_lL _________ .. J 
'. 27 I Clarification I 202, I Unfunded operational improvements, of which 1 

1 
1 203- I several are listed on page 203, Table 7.1, include I 

i ! 1 Table 7.1 I transit station improvements in Irvine, Fullerton, and I 

I I Santa Ana, bus rapid transit (BRT) in Orange I 

I I County, and high speed rail (HSR) Phase II. 

~ease confirm that these are consistent with th~ 



·--------~ 

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

OC SGS. 
- ---·-·---··--- -··· -·····---·---~-~ ,_ -·~ ···~~,.,, ... -··-·--·-·-------

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 I #-------·TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, 
: REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

COMMENT &, 
; 

-. 1 __ 
1 
_U_p_d_a-te-d------.--!-2_3_, -T-ab_l_e_1_3 ! In December 2011, Orange County provided · 

growth ; SCAG with the revised growth forecast 
forecast dataset, OCP-2010 Modified, per the OC SCS 
numbers 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 
# i TOPIC PAGE --- - ----~-N_A_R_R_A_T-IV_E_, ____ C_O_M_M_E_N_T ____ &~ 

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 petformance 
• 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. 



# I TOPIC · PAGE --i-NARRATIV~·- COMMENT ----&, 
______ 1 __ I REFERENCE i RECOMMENDATION : 

I 2 \ C-Ja-ri-fi-ca-t-io_n_ j·-T;end of first Add statement."Performa"ncemeasures and i 

paragraph expected outcomes will be used to monitor 
the RTP/SCS at the regional level; these 

· 3 I Clarification 

measures and outcomes are not proposed for 
use at the subregional or project-specific 
level." 

1, column 2 1 The document states, "The Regional Council · 
1 wiJI formally adopt the goals and outcomes as 1 

1 part of the final 2012 RTP/SCS." 1 

I 

i Does this bring any formal obligation to meet : 
1 goals? Goals are general, flexible, and 1 

: i aspirational rather than specific, as on p.1. 1 

r-4--, -Clarification I 13, Table 8 I The RTP/SCS claims an extra 2% C02e 1 

' I I emissions reduction in 2035 from the NHTS i 
I I post-processing analysis. While the RTP/SCS 1 

I I meets the ARB SB375 goal without the extra I 
2%, we would like to note that the extra 2% I 
could be important if the attorney general 
raises concerns about backsliding. 
Consequently, the reliability of the extra 2% 

1 
reduction should be checked. Questions on 

j the NHTS model are below. I 

I 
. It would be useful to know the answers to 1 

' : better judge the quality, although we do note : 
: : that the report does l_ook like it meets the : 

Is- 1-C1arifiC-ation ·~ 9- - - - -: ~t~~1a~~d0:1 6i~i~aec~~~~ion Report ~ 
I 

1 Are the auto and bus accessibility variables '. 
1 included in the regression models for 30-mi!e 
I rings? 

I 

In "Number of trips" model - is number of 
cars, included as an independent variable, 
the actual or predicted value? 

I The same question applies to other models. 



1------.---------------------···-·---······---
i # ! TOPIC 'PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT &! 

; 

REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
. 6 Clarification : 23, Table 10 NHTS Model Documentation Report 

' ·······-.--,-·~-~~- ---

7 ; Clarification 24, Test 3 

! Were the elasticities for the SCAG NHTS i 
study calculated at sample means, or for 
each observation and then averaged for the 
sample? __ 

------------
NH TS Model Documentation Report 

(Compare Trip-Based and NHTS Model): The , 
final test was to compare the results of the i 

. Trip-Based Model and the NHTS Model for 
the same scenarios . 

.___~----~-----~: _P_!e_a_s_e_d_e_s_c_rib_e_!_f,e __ sce_nario_s __ ~~te_d_. __ ~ 

TRANSPORTATION FINANCE APPENDIX 
# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT 

REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
& 

f---------------<----------···--·--·---··--··-·-·-------------------------< 

1 Clarification General What are the implications if revenues other 
than core revenues do not become available? 

, Please describe any implications to the ability 
I of the region to meet SB 375 GHG emission 
: reduction targets or the federally required air 

quality conformity? 

SGS BACKGROUND DOCUMENTATION APPENDIX L-- ---, TOPIC PAGE i NARRATIVE, COMMENT 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

-··-------·-----·· ---
1 , Please 53, right Housing Options and Mix: 

& 

. define column 
Define _Larger-lot sing.le family in text 

2 : CI arification 71-7 4, 80-83 Alternatives naming: A, 8, C 

Nam es of Alternatives differ th an those I isted 
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) I 
; language to column The alternative maintains city-level I 

: 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 1n a more compact way 
around HQTAs. except rn Gateway and 
Orange County COG subregions per their 
SCS delegation agreements. Future housing 
market demand 1s expected to shift 
significantly to small lot single-family, 

' townhomes and multi-family OOStHllif 
: housin " 

--+------------~==='c.._ ___ ,, __ ,,,.,_., ___ ,.,_ 

4 Please 71, right ; Plan Alternative (B) 

5 

7 

define column 

Revise . 71, 
language to : column 
clarify 

Revise 72, 
language to column 
clarify 

right 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 
em lo ~~r:, !__g ~oyvth . " 

left "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 
re ion ... 

, 
-- -···----·-----·-· ··--· -·- ------·---------·-----, 

Revise 72, Table 01 Alternatives A & B: 
· language to 
clarify 

"Controlled to TAZ-based RTP/SCS Forecast 
for 2020; Controlled to city-level RTP/SCS 

I 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 



1-TROevp-islCe _____ ---- PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT ~ 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

-----~ -·~--~-----------
74, Table 02 Alternatives A & B: 

language to Add statement: Gateway and Orange County 
clarify COG subregions' local input data will not be 

I changed per their SCS delegation 

-----1--------------- _____ ____ _ -· agreements. __ _ __ _ ______________ . 
9 Clarification 75, right "Development Types 

f 6·-h-evfse 
I 

column The alternatives are built on, and provides 
data at, the level of the TAZ, which includes 
housing units and employment." 

----+--------+-_P_le_a_s_e_c_la_r_if~y_if_TAZ is Tier 1, Tier 2, or both. 
79, right "Subregional SCSs submitted by the 

I 
language 
clarify 

to column 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: 

12 Revise 80 
language to 

1 
clarify 

"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 
con(a_fned in the OC SCS be pro_p_gsed? __ _ _ 
Alternative A 
Add statement: Gateway and Orange County 
COG subregions' local input data will not be 
changed per their SCS delegation 
agreements. 



I TOPIC 

i Revise 
Janguage 
clarify 

TPAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT - -& I 
__ I REFERENCE _ R~ COM_ME_N[?AT_!9N ___ j 

1 81 Alternative B 
to , It is not clear whether Alternative B is the I 

SCS land use plan. If it is, statements in the 1 

appendix lead one to believe the OC SCS 1 

, foundation has been altered. For example, i 

; adjustments made to land uses to locate 1 

proximate to High Quality Transportation 1 

Areas (HQTA) and intensification of I 
residentiaJ and employment development in i 
HQTA that diverge from local General Plans 
as well as implementation of a vehicle user 
fee are not part of the OC SCS. 

I I 

I I 

Is Alternative B the SCS land use plan? 

I I' Add statement: Gateway and Orange County 
I COG subregions' local input data will not be 

1- T ___ i ____ ~ ~~;;~~nts.per _ th_e~ _ SC~ _dele~ation 

I 14 Clarification I 115 left I Transit Zan Ing Code Santa Ana 2011 
i 1 ! column · 

! /s this a duplicate of the 2010 Santa Ana 
----~ project?_ ___ __ __ _ __ __ _ __ _ _ _ _J i L ____ _ 



PEIR 
# TOPIC PAGE 

REFERENCE 
1 Revise ES-2 

language to 
clarify 

PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 
ES contains matrix of mitigation measures 1 

which reference project sponsors, local I 
agency, and project implementation agency 
without definitions. Add definitions into ES at 
end of ES.1: 

In general, the terms "local agency/' "Qroject 
s12onsor" and "12roiect im12lementing agency" 
are used throughout this PEIR to identify 
agencies, erg an izat ions 1 com12anies and 
individuals that will act as lead agencies or 
Qroject aQQ!icants for different ty12es of 
individual 12roiects. Individual 12rojects that are 
a nticiQated to occur p u rs ua nt to the 2012-
2035 RTP/SCS consist of Qlanning Qrojects 
(general Qlans, s12ecific Qlans, climate action 
glans 1 etc.t develogment grojects (including 
Transit Priority Projects (TPPs} and other 
s1m1lar projects), and transportatron pro1ects. 

In general, "local agency" is used to refer to a 
public agency that would progose 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 
oroiects. 



~~---------·~- ~--~-----------~----------------~ 

# TOPIC PAGE PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

f---~---- ••••••• ~·•-••oT~"••••••"•' ••---•••-••-"••••-••,•- y. ~-----------•••••- ••-~-~-------------·---------< 

! 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

: Clarification ES-3, 1-4, Alternatives' Naming: No Project Alternative, 1 

.. ··----~ 

Fix 
numbering 
Please 
define 
Please 
define 
Fix 

Chapter 4 Modified 2008 RTP Alternative, Envision 2 · 
Alternative; Alternatives 1, 2, 3 

ES-31 

ES-42 

ES-42 

ES-51 

1 Names of Alternatives differ than those listed , 
in the SCS Background Documentation 1 

append ix on pages 71-7 4 and 80-83. 
i 

1 Please be consistent with naming protocol for 
alternatives between all documents . 

--·· ., -· ·- .... --·----

Du p Ii cat e naming of GHG11 and GHG12 

LU63- What are the smart growth principles? 

LU64- What are the benchmarks for smart i 
growth? 
PS17 & PS18 are missing 

-------·. numbering ___ .. - ---·-----·----- -··· -~-· --- -···- - .... -···-· ····-·-···- --·---·---·-·-·-···. ··- ··- ·····-·-··--·--· 

7 ; Fix 
' 

ES-53 Duplicate naming of PS36 & PS37 

I number1r:\g __________________ ... -------l-----··-·----··----·-·-····--·--·----------------

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 

11 

12 

13 

define 
. ---~ 

Please 
define 

C la rificati on 

Language 
correction 

MM-LU42 
ES-57, 3.11-
49 
MM-PS68 & 
ES-74, 3.12-
43 MM-TR96 
1-5 

i 
i 

··-
' 1-6, 

paragraph 3 

i 

Define parking cash out program/ cashouts 

--·---·- ·---· ··--- ·····- ··- -······-·-----··--

Besides /GR, what other monitoring efforts is 
SCAG in charge of? {that would require lead 
agencies to provide SCAG with 
documentation of compliance with mitigation 
measures) 

.L n a e correction: "The rattef former . a gu g 
: ' . 1, 
: f1nd1ng ... 



# 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. I 

New 1:2aragra1:2h: 
"Beyond simply meeting these requirements, 
a ... " 

i 15 Language 2-5, Table 2- "Align the plan investments and policies wttl=l-
I correction 2 while improving ... " 

16 Please 2-14 Define "scrip" 
define 

17 i 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 i nte rch a ngea b le 
phrases. References should be removed or, 
where appropriate, language should be 
changed to "global warming". 
Goods movement is also a major source of 
Gl=lG emissions tl~at eo ntFi i3 ute to §lol3al 
..... i. ........ -~- -i...-----......-1 i ,--,.....--.,-- _, 1-L '.;J--...- • 

18 CI a rifi cation 2-27 Not 1n SCAG's authority, nor funding 
paragraph 4 available. Delete sentence: ! 

SG,ll,G will wml< witR leeal jt1risElistiens ans I 
eomm1;;1nity stakel'.'.lelEleFs to seek Feseblrnes 
aREl p ro1.iil?J e assistanee te aElElFess aRy 

1 possible §e ntFif i eati on effeets of R8¥t1 

eevelo13ment on e*istin§J eemm1;;1nities anEl 
'" ,1--~-1,-,.1,.., -- .... 1_,; ___ 
,,_ ·- ........... ,-....-----·I"""-·---- ·-· 

19 CI a rificat ion 2-27 1The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS land use I 
paragraph 5 development pattern accommodates over 50 

1 

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 focal land use inputs provided by Orange 
County. 



---------------------------~---··-·---·---·-··--·---···--·-·-----·- ·--------

# TOPIC PAGE PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT &! 
' REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

t·-------f------+------- •••••• •• ------~·•••••-~~ .. •-•--M~••,o••.- .. ••-••• h ••• ~ •• ·.w~--------
20 Clarification 

21 Please 
define 

2-29 "For purposes of SCAG's SCS, a 

I 3.s-s 
para raph 3, 

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 1n 
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. 
In stead, any given project, having satisfied a II 
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 focal 
project not preclude those density levels? 

Additionally, please clarify whether in 

HQ TAs, 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" 



# 

22 

TOPIC 

Revise 
language to 
clarify 

PAGE 
REFERENCE 
4-39 

Revise tr~-46 
language 
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. 

2NVI RONM ENTALL¥----- ---~S ...... LJ,.....p_,_E--+'R-1 Q.....,.....,.R 

ENVISiON 2 ALTERNATIVE 
-----·---------< 

"Of the three alternatives, the Envision 2 
; Alternative would be considered by State 

CEOA guidelines as the environmentally ! 

superior alternative because it does not allow 1 

I further use .,of land for single-family I 
-~_elopmen(.: · ~- --------- ----



February 9, 2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 
Ms. Margaret Lin 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. ih Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

CITY COUNCIL 

David A. Spence, Mayor 
Stephen A. Del Guercio, Mayor Pro Tern 

Michael T. Davitt 
Laura Olhasso 

Donald R. Voss 

Re: Dr<l/t 2012-2035 Regiollal Transportation P/a11/S11stainab/e Comm1111ities Strategy 
(RTPISCS) and Program Enviro11me11tal Impact Report (PEIR) 

Sent: Via e-mail (rtp@scag.ca.gov and 20l 2PEIR@scag.ca.gov) and via r1 Class Mail 

Dear Mr. Lieb and Ms. Lin: 

On behalf of the City Coundl 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 Confonnity Report and Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report (PETR). 

The City's comments are as follows: 

1. PURSUANT TO FEDERAL REGULATIONS, PROJECTS SHOULD NOT BE 
INCLUDED IN THE RTP/SCS CONSTRAINED PLAN WHICH HA VE 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 onJy 
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 PMIO 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 EXP ANSI ON 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 7 10 Gap Closure" language, already in the 2008 RTP should be modified to 
consistency with Metro's stated intent, which should serve to ease, jf nol eliminate, the 
current polarizing language. The shift in title from "710 North Extension'' to "7 l O Gap 
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 
DeJ 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 FLA WED, BASED UPON EMPIRICAL RESEARCH ON 
OTHER HJGHWAY PROJECTS THAT HAVE BEEN BUILT: 

The PEIR states that "The Plan would increase VMT when compared to existing 
conditions. 1' (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 asswnptioos 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 n011h to another. 
Unfortunately this assumption removes the low-build or multi-modal solution to the 
congestion problem. Under federal regulations, because of this specificily Lht: 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 Lo seek both l'egional and community-based 
solutions that are suggested by you, your fi·iends and family, your neighbors, and 
eve,yone else in your community. As our public involvement program name (SR-710 
Conversations) suggests, the process for identifying these solu1ions will be through 
dialogue and conversation. These solutions fi·om you can come in any possible form -
from maintaining the status quo lo considering new infrastructure, -from single-modal to 
multi-modal approaches. " 

This project shouJd 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-710 and the 1-10, 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 
IMP ACTS 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-2 10 freeway resulting from the proposed 
SR-710 extension would increase the exposW'e of sunounding communities to vehicular 
pollutants that may cause asthma and other respiratory diseases." Supported by empirical 
research, USC bas 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-~ommunity 
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 Canada Flintridge has twelve schools in close proximity to the 1-2] 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 Prelimjnary Final Draft of a SCAG study, done for the Arroyo Verdugo Region, 
called the "SR-710 Missing Link Trnck Study," conducted by Iteris, Inc. Traffic 
Engineers, showed that there would be a 25% increase in daily traffic volumes on the I-
2 10, that 30,000 incremental vehicles would go through the communities of La Cafiada 
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 
Avenue, Fremont Avenue, Los Robles Avenue and Atlantic Boulevard would still be 
over capacity, as well as twelve atterial 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 bout. 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, "/ 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 .five tunnel alternatives. " We concur with this 
statement. 

Thank you for yom consideration of our comments. 

Sincerely1 

~~a.4~ 
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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Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
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Re: SCAG Draft RTP/SCS and PEIR 

Dear Mr. lkhrata, 
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Fax: (562) 905-9781 
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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 (SGS) 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 
SGS. 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 SGS) 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 
Draft -RTP/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. ln 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 QC SGS. 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: HThe 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: QC 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 QC 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: HThese 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 ls 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. 

Hean 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 SGS. 
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 ls 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-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 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 Reguest: 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: "Im pasts to sultural resotHCes shall be minimized through 
cooperation, information sharing, and 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- 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 PEI R 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-LU 15: "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. 

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 
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. 

S~ly, 

Carlos J 
Deputy 

cc: 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 & 
Quality/AQMD law 
MM-AQ1 MM-BIO/OS1 ! MM-HM3 

---···---

MM-AQ2 MM-BIO/OS3 MM-HM4 
-·--- -··--·--· 

MM-AQ3 MM-BIO/OS4 ' MM-HMS 
-···· ····----· -

MM-AQ4 MM-BIO/OS8 MM-HM6 
--·- .. --- -··-··· 

MM-AQ5 MM-BIO/OS10 MM-HM7 
-----· -~., ··-· ---

MM-AQ6 i MM-BIO/OS11 MM-LU28 
-· 

MM-AQ7 MM-BIO/OS17 MM-N018 
' 

-··· ··---··-·-· ··-
i MM-AQB MM-BIO/OS18 MM-PS13 i ··-···-· 

MM-AQ9 MM-BIO/OS21 MM-W36 

MM-AQ1D I MM-BIO/OS22 MM-W37 
I 

MM-AQ11 MM-BIO/OS23 MM-W38 
-- ~-~-~- ., 

MM-AQ12 
·-·---

MM-AQ13 

MM-AQ14 
·-·-··-· 

! MM-AQ17 

MM-AQ18 

-·-----·· 

State law 
! 
i MM-AV3 

: MM-AV6 

MM-AV12 

·······---

MM-BIO/OS20 

MM-CUL 1 

! MM-CUL2 
--· 

. MM-CUL3 

iMM-Cl.JL.4 

MM-CUL5 

MM-CUL6 

MM-CUL7 

: MM-CUL8 

. MM-CUL9 

i MM-CUL 10 

MM-CUL 11 

MM-CUL 12 

MM-CUL 13 

! 

--

MM-Bl0/0S24 

MM-B!O/OS25 

MM-BIO/OS26 
······-·-

MM-BIO/OS27 
·~··--··--·· ·---·· 

MM-BIO/OS28 

MM-BIO/OS14 
--··--

MM-BIO/OS7 
-·-·--

------···- ····---· ·-·-··--·---

j MM-HM10 j MM-PS4 
----,------

• MM-HM11 1 MM-PS8 
I 

- MM-HM12 MM-PS10 
---··-· 

MM-HM13 MM-PS12 
---··· 

MM-HM14 MM-PS14 

MM-HM15 MM-PS16 

i MM-HM16 MM-PS35 
-----·· 

MM-LU10 , MM-PS36 
! ·-·-

i MM-LU11 MM-PS37 

MM-LU17 MM-PS42 

MM-LU19 MM-PS43 

MM-LU20 MM-PS48 

; MM-LU38 MM-PS55 
'MM-LU43 MM-PS56 

; MM-LU44 I MM-PS57 

i MM-LU48 1 MM-PS59 

MM-LUSS i MM-PS61 
I 

·state I 
-·-·· 

! 
Federal law Resource 

; agencies i 
MM-LU14 MM-TR33 

-··-· 

MM-LU30 MM-BIO/OS29 
-~-···~--' ···--·-··---

MM-BI0/0830 

MM-BI0/0831 

NPDES MM-BIO/OS32 
·~h~-----

MM-AQ16 MM-BI0/0833 
MM- MM-BIO/OS34 

! 

BIO/OS19 
MM-GE05 M M-B I0/0S35--

MM-W1 MM-BIO/OS50 

MM-W13 MM-BIO/OS51 
-- .. --··-· 

MM-W58 ! 

Flood control 
' -·-- ---·---

MM-HMS i 
I 

-· ---·-· ·---·· --··-- -I 

=j ~-··--~, .. --·-··----·· 

Local 
Aaencies 

--·-

MM-AV11 
···-·-- ·-·- .. --· 

; 

···-·-

. MM-PS107 i MM-W25 

MM-PS113 MM-W26 
MM-PS119 MM-W27 

·--· ---··-

MM-PS122 MM-W28 ' 

i MM-TR29 MM-W29 
-·-·----------i 

MM-TR49 MM-W30 
···-· 

i MM-TR55 i MM-W31 
-~ ,.-~-~-·~~---- ----··--

MM-TR75 MM-W32 

MM-TR89 . MM~W39 
' 

MM-W6 1 MM-W43 

i MM-WB MM-W46 ' 
I 

MM-W9 MM-W47 

MM-W10 MM-W48 
, MM-W11 i MM-W49 

MM-W12 . MM-W50 

MM-W15 i MM-W51 
MM-W16 MM-W52 



MM-CUL 15 i MM-N01 MM-PS67 MM-W17 MM-W54 
-····---~- ---··· 

MM-CUL 16 MM-N04 MM-PS69 MM-W18 MM-W55 
~---~. ---·-·- -- -··-·-·· 

MM-GE01 ; MM-NOB MM-PS71 MM-W19 MM-W56 
-··-

i MM-GE02 I MM-N09 MM-PS73 MM-W20 MM-W61 
---~--~~- ·-----·-·· ·-- -·· 
MM-GE03 MM-POP2 MM-PS77 MM-W21 MM-W62 

' --~--- .. --- .. ----. -----

MM-GE04 MM-POP4 / MM-PS89 i MM-W22 MM-W64 

MM-GE06 MM-PS1 I 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 RECOMM EN DATI ON 
1 ! General : all 

· Comment 
; 2 Clarification 

; All chapter headings should include the Chapter· 
' number on each page for ease of reference. 

. 1 , -leffc-ol_u_m_n_l '_'T_h_e 2012 RTP/SCS inclu-cTes a strong commitment 

3 ! Clarification 

; 

: 4, 
column 

f------:------···· -----+--- ... _.,, 

4 Clarification page 7-

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

right : 'This region needs a long-term, sustainable funding 
: plan that ensures the region receives its fair share 
1 of funding, supports an efficient and effective 
transportation system that grows the economy, 
provides mobility choices, and improves our quality 
of life." 

----· ·-··--··-·,······-··-----

Is additional $0. 15 gas tax the sum total of both 
state and federal taxes or $0. 15 each? T able 2 and 

page 95-

5 Gia :r 8 3
,3ttstral6gic inv stme s putortn by the ·privet~ 

; _____ : column __ ;aj~~;;,,~~~i~go~~~ ~;~~~t~d~~-~;iers associate~- -~ith ! 

·. 6 • Correction .. 1-i·-~:tee 2_2 42- 241 toll road completion year is 2030 

7 I Plea 50, Iott "scrip" . 
define in the column 

. text and add : 
: i 
i to a glo~~§!):'.~_._· ___ _ 

8 Clarification 54, right 
column 

9 Cla rif i cation 70, 78 

·····-·---------------------~ 

"Express/HOT Lane Network 
Despite our concerted effort to reduce traffic 
congestion through years of infrastructure 
investment, the region's system demands continue i 
to exceed available capacity durina oeak oeriods." 
Greenhouse Gases and Air Quality 
SCAG seems to rely on CEQA to achieve the 
"maximum feasible 11 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 1 

a sustainable communities strategy plan. 1 

Please provide clarification to this section indicating 
if the air quality and greenhouse gas CEQA 



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

f-------+-----------

10 : Clarification 

: 11 Clarification 

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 

1 the QC SGS. 
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 SGS 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 indueed population grovAh, 
transportation projects in the RTP also have the 
potential to divide established communities, 

right I 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 im lies rowth above and be and · 



··-·-·---·--·· ------------------------------~ 

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

f-----+---~---·--+------~---· ··-·-·--·--· ·-~=·~------------< 

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 m 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 bv the RTP 

r----+---· _ .. ··--·----+--------f-i_Qgllltje in_~~eased impervious sLJ_r-f§~e_s____c;_ .. _. "---_______, 

i 
i 

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 Comm1ss1ons, the maJonty 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- :'Mileage based user roes would be implemented te 
Table 3 3 · re13lace gas tax anEl augment estimates at about -· 

$Q.Q5 (2Q~ ~ $) 13er mile anEl inElexeEl to maintain 
13urchasing 13ower starting 2Q25." 

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 
I 

2026 it would be reglaced with a mileage-based 
user fee indexed to maintain purchasing power." 

14 CI a rificati on . 105, right "While the region was once known worldwide as the 
column "capital of sprawl," the region today is 12rojecting 

! growth on onl~ a small fraction of the ~as little raw 

i 
land available in the region left to asso1T1modate 

I ".....I...Jl,l.l---1 --- .LL. " ,_ , .. ,_ ,_ -- _ ......... 
I 15 • Clarification 105, right "While the region was once known worldwide as the 
I column "capital of sprawl," the region today is projecting 
I growth on onl~ a small fraction of the Aas little raw 



# TOPIC/ .' PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REQUEST 1 REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

·······-·····--···------

land available in the region left to accommodate 

>----------------------1-----------+-=a=d=d=iti=o=n=al='g"""r=o=v,,~q_h, "------------------i 
16 Clarification 106 SCAG indicates that the QC SCS has been 

17 Clarification 

,___~----··· 
I 18 Clarification 

. incorporated into the regional SGS. OCCOG was 
: one of two subregions that undertook the arduous 
i task and obligation of preparing an SGS. 

Please add clarifying text that these subregional 
SCSs, including the OC SGS, represent the 
Sustainable Communities Strategies applicable to 
those subregions, 

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

stormwater runoff channels harm water quality a-Rfl. 
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 1 

not yet engineered and hardened. Many 
strategies ... " 

112, 117 The SCS documents the development of four ! 

scenarios to explore basic aspects of future growth. 1 

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 SGS, it 
: is requested that SCAG include appropriate tables, 



-~-----r-··- ·- ·------------ ··:-1 
&: # TOPIC/ 

REQUEST 

20 Add to 
17 

·-··· 
glossary _ 

! 21 CI a rificati on 

PAGE RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 

graphics and maps that provide the detail that: 

! 113, 122 ...... ·-t~~f[(m t;~~i~~:7iste~~s states th~i"i"-~ 

: scenarios/alternatives were developed usi~g ,!~: ] 
Local Sustainability Planning Tool (LSPT). The ! 

LSPT is a sketch planning tool that flattens , 
geographical areas to a 5-acre grid cell. The OC -
SGS 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. 

127, 
column 
128, 
column 

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

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

-···-- ---------·····- .. ······-··----------· 

right "Gentrification" 

··-···-- ·----·- ···---------, 

left 1 '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." 

f--------+---------'-----------+-WJ_'h_os_e_/W,_'h_a_t_a_r_f!_ "local expectation:{(' __________ _______, 
I 22 Clarification 
i 

. 149 , 
column 

right Revise language to clarify that SCAG intends 

1 
pofi_cies, strategies, and measures are a menu of 

i 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 ean and should 
undertalw in order to successfully implement the 
SCS." 

( :
11
, Clari-fi-ca-t-io_n____._1_s_o_-1_s_2 __ ...... 1 _T_h_e_o_c_s_c_s_w_a_s_a_c_ce-p-te_d_,.__,by'--S-C_A_G_a_n_d ; represents the set of strategies and the growth 

, distribution that outlines the best approach for how i 



.... -· ·-·-·--·-------·· , ··-------·----

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

---··-· 

24 Add to. 166, 
column 
194, 
column 

26 Clarification 201 

; 

the requirements of SB 375 would be met within the 
subregion. Specifically, the QC SCS included 15 
specific Sustainability Strategies, reflecting a menu 
of 222 practices and actions that QC agencies have · 

! agreed to pursue (or continue to pursue) to achieve 1 

· GHG reductions that support SB 375. 

Why doesn't the regional SGS specifically 
acknowledge these 15 strategies yet include other 
strategies and performance measures not included 
in the OC S9_§ (e'._g., Locational l;f!J[iiency)? 

right . "Greenfield" 

right [ "In addition to these targeted outreach efforts, all 
regular and special meetings of the RTP task 
forces, the Transportation Committee (TC)........1b.§ 
CEHD, the EEC, and the SCAG Regional Council 

---+--a_re_p~bli~~ noticed and .. /'-·-·-----·-···- ··-·--
Please clarify whether the text stating "Long-term 
emission reduction for rail, with a goal of zero- i 

, emissions rail system" is intended to reflect a zero-
! emissions freight rail system, or whether this goal 

'--l.-·-··- -----+---------·- also applies tqpassenger rail. . ....... _______________ _____. 
27 1 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. 

OG SGS. I! Peas cont mhat /he sere con sis with the \ 

~--+-------+----------+------- ·--·----·· 

: 28 Clarification I 207 Strategic Finance 1 

29 Add 
glossary 

to i 205 

GROWTHFORECASTAPPEND~ 
# TOPIC PAGE 

REFERENCE 
1 Updated 23, Table 13 

growth 
forecast I 
numbers 

Please explain what will happen if reasonably 
foreseeable revenue sources of approximately $200 
million do not become available? 1 

"Active transportation" 

NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

In December 2011, Orange County provided SCAG 1 

with the revised growth forecast dataset, OCP-201 O 
Modified, per the OC SCS MOU (official OCCOG 
Board action 1/26/2012). 



··-· -- -- ·---

# TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

I 

NARRATIVE, C OMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

-----····-

Please incorp orate revised Orange County 
CP-2010 Modified) into all reports, 
alternatives, maps, and modeling , 

numbers (i.e. 0 
tables, exhibits, 
runs for final RT P. ---- -- ____ .... 

PE~FORMANCE ME~SURES Af>_~E:~DIX 
------

# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 
REFERENCE 

-------·-·--··- ---------< 

1 Clarification 1 The document states, "The performance measures 

!2 Clarification 

3 .. I Clarification 

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. 

----- ···-···--·-·--

1, end of first Add statement "Performance measures and 
paragraph ' 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 
subre ional or ro·ect-s ecific level." 

---·· ··-----

1, column 2 The document states, "The Regional Council will 
1 

, formally adopt the goals and outcomes as part of ' 
' the final 2012 RTP/SCS." 

I : ! Does this bring any formal obligation to meet goals? 

LL ---~----~l-~_h_~a_n'_!~Pa_;_~l_lr~::r~~ ;.~~ible, ~~~--a-sp-ir_a_ti-onal ra~her 



# 

4 

TOPIC PAGE 
REFERENCE 

NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

.... --------+------~------------------------< 
Clarification 13, Table 8 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 
I NHTS model are below. 
I 

i 
i 

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 Clarificaii-o--n --+-9----------!--N HTS--M--o--d-e!_D_o_c_u_m_e_n __ t_a"i'ion·-Report 

; 

Are the auto and bus accessibility variables 
included in the regression models for 30-mile rings? 

i In "Number of trips" model - is number of cars, 
included as an independent variable, the actual or 
predicted value? 

i ___ The same question_app/ies to other models. 
6 Clarification 23, Table 1 O i NHTS Model Documentation Report 

-----+-----····· 

7 Cl a rif icatio n 

Were the elasticities for the SCAG NHTS study 
, calculated at sample means, or for each 

-----------------i
1_o_b_s_eryafjon a!}_q__ then averaged tor.th~- samp_le_? _ _______, 

24, Test 3 NHTS Model Documentation Report 
; 

(Compare Trip-Based and NHTS Model): The final 1 

1 test was to compare the results of the Trip-Based 
I 

i Model and the NHTS Model for the same scenarios. 

Please describe the scenarios tested. 

TRANSPORTATION FINANCE APPENDIX 
# TOPIC PAGE NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

REFERENCE 
1 1 Clarification General What are the implications if revenues other than ! 

core revenues do not become available? i 

Please describe any implications to the ability of the 
; region to meet SB 375 GHG emission reduction 
I 

I tarqets or the federally reguired air quality 



# TOPIC PAGE - NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 
REFERENCE 

-+---------

~~--··----------------~-c_onform______,ity'-----? ____ _ 

SCS BACKGROUND DOCUMENTATION APPENDIX 
# TOPIC 

t-------+---------·-

DAGENARRA TIVE, COM MEN=~ RE COMM I 
1 Please 

define 
53, right Housing Options and Mix: 
column 

Define Larger-lot single family in text 
f------+------+---------+----~--~--~----------

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 

4 

'5 

Revise 71, right "Plan Alternative (B) 
language to column . . . The alternative maintains city-level forecast 
clarify control totals for both households and jobs, 

Please 
define 

71, 

1 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 1 

..... ::::::~·~:: housina." 
right Plan Alternative (B) 

! 
i 

1 column 
-----+--------- 'Define small lot ~ingle family in text 

Revise 71, 
language to column 
clarify 

right 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 

f------+------------------<----- i_ricreases in housing_or employment 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 

population, households and jobs; ... " 

"Detailed forecast: the detailed distribution of 
population, households, and jobs across the 
region ... " : 



-·----- ·--- ·----~ 

# 

7 

8 

g 

10 

11 

12 

TOPIC PAGE i NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 
REFERENCE 

Revise 
language to 
clarify 

72, Table 01 Alternatives A & B: 

-,·· I . 

Revise 1 74, Table 02 
language to 
clarify 

Clarification 75, right 
column 

"Controlled to TAZ-based RTP/SCS Forecast for 
2020; Controlled to city-level RTP/SCS Forecast for 

i 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 
chan ed er their SCS dele ation a reements. 
-·-·-· -

Alternatives A & B: 
1 

Add statement: Gateway and Orange County COG ; 
subregions' local input data will not be changed per 
their SCS dele ation a reements . 
.. --·-- ·-----

"Development Types 
The alternatives are built on, and provides data at, 
the level of the T AZ, which includes housing units 1 

and employment." ' 

Please clarify if TAZ is Tier 1, Tier 2, (?!__b,_g_th_. __ _ 
Revise 79, 
language to column 
clarify 

right "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 

+---------· ---·--·-···- ___ g __ onlyL"_____ ____ ···--------------
Clarification 79 The section includes the following language: 

Revise 
language to · 
clarify 

"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 
soc;oeconomic data contained in the OC SGS be 
proposed? 
Alternative A 
Add statement: Gateway and Orange County COG • 
subregions' local input data will not be changed per 
their SCS dele ation a reements. 



# , TOPIC 
I 
I 

13 Revise 
language to 
clarify 

I i 

~a 
i __ -- I --

PAGE 
REFERENCE 

--~~~= 

81 

115, 
column 

left 

NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION 

-·---· ······---·----- -------- ------------l 

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 HQT A 
that diverge from local General Plans as well as 
implementation of a vehicle user fee are not part of , 
the OC SCS. 

: /s Alternative B the SGS land use plan? 

Add statement: Gateway and Orange County COG 
subregions' local input data will not be changed per 
their_§CS d~l-~gation agr~_ert1_~nts. __ i 

--~ 

Transit Zoning Code Santa Ana 2011 ~ 

j§__this a duplicate of the 2010 Santa Ana project? 



PEIR --~·----·-
!# TOPIC PAGE 
! 

REFERENCE 
~--·---

i 
1 Revise ES-2 

! language to 
; clarify ' 

! 

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

' 

I 

3 Fix ES-31 
numbering 

14 Please ES-42 
! define 

PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
RECOMMENDATION 
ES contains matrix of mitigation measures which 
reference project sponsors, local agency, and 1 

project implementation agency without definitions. 
Add definitions into ES at end of ES.1: 

In general, the terms "local agency:," "groject 
; sgonsor'' and "groject imglementing agency:" are 
: used throughout this PEIR to identify: agencies, 
organizations, comganies and individuals that will 
act as lead agencies or groject agglicants for 
different ty:ges of individual Qrojects. Individual 
grojects that are 
anticigated to occur Qursuant to the 2012-2035 

· RTP/SCS consist of Qlanning Qrojects (general 
Qlans, SQecific glans, climate action glans, etc.}, 
develoQment Qrojects (including Transit Priority: 
Projects (TPPs) and other similar Qrojects), and 
trans QO rtatio n gro jects. 

In general, "local agency:" 1s used to refer to a QUbl1c 
: agency: that would QroQose a glanning Qrofect or a 
1 public infrastructure project and/or an aaencv that 
would be lead agency: for individual Qrojects. 
"Proiect SQonsor'' is ty:gically: used to refer to an 
aQQlicant (that could be QUbliC or Qrivate, an 
organization or an individual} that QroQOSeS a 
Qroject. "Project imglementing agency:'.' is used to 
refer to an agency resgonsible for imQlementing a 
Qroject. In this document, Qroiect-i mQlementing 
agencies are those that are resQonsible for carrving 
out {reviewing, aQQroVing, constructing l 
transgortatior:,_ Qroj_ects. 

- ··- "•'···----

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 -7 4 and 80-83. 

Please be consistent with naming protocol for 
alternatives between all documents. 
Duplicate naming of GHG11 and GHG12 

LU63- What are the smart growth principles? 



-··-- ·----- - ··--···--

# 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 
; 

numberinQ ! 
i 

~~-·-------- --· .. ~-~·-h··-·---··-

7 Fix ES-53 Duplicate naming of PS36 & PS37 
__ r,umbering ! 

-- -·----· 

8 Please ES-67 TR 34- what are the identified tra nspo rtatio n 
define benchmarks? 

I 
I 

··-······· ·- ·-····,.·· ··-·· ·-·---- -·-·--·- . ---··· 

9 1 Please ES-83, 3.13- Define climate change hydrology 
define 42 

' 
MM-W43 --- ····--···-·- -·--· --·- ~- h~. ·--·--·--

10 Please I ES-40, 3.8-21 • Define urban growth boundary 
define MM-LU42 

11 Please ES-57, 3.11- i Define parking cash out program/ casho uts 
define 49 I 

MM-PS68 & 
; ES-74, 3.12-i 

43 MM-TR96 
---

12 Clarification 1-5 Besides /GR, what other monitoring efforts is SCAG I 
in char e of? that would re uire lead a g ( q g encies to ' 
provide SCAG with documentation of compliance 

---,-----------,-v,;fth mi~fgation measw~~L ____ _ 
13 Language 

correction 
14 Language 

correction 

15 Language 
1 correction 

16 • Please 
define 

1-6, i Language correction: "The -1-attef former finding ... " 
para raph 3 
2-5 Sustainability section should be separated. 

Language correction: _ 
Sustainability. The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS is subject · 
to specific requirements for environmental 
pe rf o rma nee. 

New paragraph: 
'"_l?eyond simply mee:;J~ng these requirement~!-~--~-." 

2-5, Table 2- "Align the plan investments and policies w#fl while 
2 ----+--im_provi Q_g. ·_:'' 
2-14 Define "scrip" 



··--··· 

# 

17 

; 

18 

I 
! 

,-·---·--

19 

•-•••-••-----~--·- •••••••••- •-•••• •-·~M."" "••••~-••••------·--

TOPIC 

Narrative 

Cla rificat ion 

Clarification 

PAGE PEIR NARRATIVE, COMMENT & 
REFERENCE RECOMMENDATION 
2-21 AB 32 is global warming solutions act. SB 375 was 

-----·· 

2-27 
paragraph 4 

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 
I change" are not interchangeable phrases. 

References should be removed or, where 
appropriate, language should be changed to "global 
warming". 1 

i 
Goods movement is also a major source of~ 
emissions th9_t~ontribute to glo~-~"I climate cha_11_g.9. __ 
Not in SCAG's authority, nor funding available. 

: Delete sentence: 
SCAG will work with local jurisdictions and 
community stakeholders to seel< resources and 
provide assistance to address any possible 
gentrification effects of new development on i 

·----··-
----+_e_x_isJi_ng qgmmunities and .. yulnerable popula~_i_ons. ; 

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." 

Pease cont mhat there ar no c to the I 

-~lo_c_a!_land LJ_~-~- inputs prp_y/_cJ~ci by Orange Cou'}_tY. 



# 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 

21 Please 
define 

1 intent that each project to be located within any 
' given T AZ must exactly equal the density and 1 

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, 1 

: assuming that the TAZ will be built-out under 
1 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. 

3.8-5 Define "open space" 
-----1 

; 

paragraph 3, 



# TOPIC 

1---1-----------

22 Revise 
1 

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. lt 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 L:y 

"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. .. " _______________ _ ______ _ 



CITY OF LAKE FOREST 

February 14, 2012 

Jacob Lieb 

Mayor 
Kathryn McCullough 

Mayor Pro Tem 
Scolt Volgts 

SCAG 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

council Members 
Peter Herzog 

Marcia Rudolph 
Mark 'l'etterner 

Via U.S. Mail and Email to: 2012PEIR@scag.ca.gov 
City Manager 

Kobctt 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 1 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. .. 

~ 
www.lakeforestca.gov 

@P1 icitt::(1 rn, H.ecyclell Paper, 

25550 Commcrc~ntrc Dr., Sulte JOO 
Lake Forest, CA 92630 

(949) 461-3100 
City Hall Fax: (949) 461-3511 



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, TAZ, parcel, or grid cell would limit jurisdictional control over land use. 

• Growth Forecasts. The OCCOG Board approved the update to the OCP-
2010 dataset used in the OC SCS. OCP-2010 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-2010 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 

fi ~LI. (),c/uuma,'--
Gayle Ackerman, AICP 
Director of Development Services 

cc Mayor and City Council 
Robert C. Dunek, City Manager 
Dave Simpson, OCCOG Executive Director 



Jaime de la Vega 
GENERAL MANAGER 

February 14, 2012 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
CALIFORNIA 

ANTONIO R. VILLARAIGOSA 
MAYOR 

Hasan lkhrata, Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
100 S, Main St .. 10" Floor 

LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
(213) 972-8470 

FAX (213) 972-8410 

Re: Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities 
Strategy 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

The City of Los Angeles appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the 
Southern California Association of Governments' (SCAG) Draft 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). SCAG is to be 
commended for an unprecedented multi-year effort to develop the 2012 RTP/SCS, 
which included extensive outreach. In particular, the City appreciates the exceptional 
effort on the part of SCAG staff to prepare the first Sustainable Communities Strategy, 
as required by SB 375. 

After careful review of the draft RTP/SCS, the departments of Transportation, Airports 
and City Planning have provided comments that clarify the City's position regarding, and 
request modifications to, certain areas of the RTP/SCS. Accordingly, the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LAOOT) prepared the attached report to the City Council 
that includes comments on the draft 2012 RTP/SCS by all three City departments. The 
Los Angeles City Council, on February 10, 2012, adopted the attached report as the 
City's comments on the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS. 

Included in the City's comments is a list of projects that the City requests be added to 
the Strategic Plan of the RTP/SCS. Moreover, as indicated In the attached report, the 
City requests that the City's adopted Bicycle Plan and Mobility Hubs Initiative be 
included in the Strategic Plan, if not already included in the Constrained Plan. 

We look forward to working with SCAG staff to substantially incorporate into the 
RTP/SCS those elements of the City's comments that are directed to the content of the 



Hasan lkhrata ~ 2 - February 14, 2012 

2012 RTP/SCS. After review of the attached comments , please contact Tom Carranza 
or Miles Mitchell of my staff for further discussions regarding LADOT's comments, and 
Ken Bernstein or Naomi Guth regarding comments from the Department of City 
Planning. We look forward to a continued mutually beneficial collaboration between the 
City and SCAG as we address future regional challenges and opportunities. 

Sincerely. 

JTV:mm 

Attachment 

c: Borja Leon, Deputy Mayor Transportation 
Matthew Karatz, Deputy Mayor Economic & Business Policy 
Gerry Miller, Chief Legislative Analyst 
Michael LoGrande, City Planning Department 
Michael Feldman, Los Angeles World Airports 



FO GeN.180 (R v MO) CITY OF LOS A GELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPO OENCE 

Date: February 6, 2012 (Revised Report) 

To: The onorable City Council, City of Los Ange es 
c/o City Clerk, Room 395 

From: 

Attention: Honorable Bill Rosendahl, Chair, Transporta ·on Committee 
Attention: Honorable Ed Reyes, Ch · , PLU Committee 

Jaime de la Vega General Manager --'-_ .. ___ 
Department of Transportation 

Subject: Draft 2012 Regional Transportation 
Strategy (CF 11-1223) 

n J Sustain ble Communities 

Summary 

This report recommends that the Council authorize the Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation (LAOOl) to submit additional comments on behalf of he City of Los 
Angeles to he Southern California Associa ·on of Governmen s (SCAG) on he draft 
2012 Regional ransportation Plan /Sustainabt Communires Strategy (RTP/SCS). 

Recommendations 

1) PROVE th comme tsp ovided in .his report as e Ciy of Los Angeles' 
commen s related to transportation in t e SCAG d a 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sus ainable Communi ies Strategy (RTP/SCS) 

2) DIRECT LADOT to transmit comments to SCAG that are substantially consis ent 
with those contsined in this report, ·nc udlng he sttach d commen ram other 
department&. 

3) DIRECT LADOT to work 11/i h SCAG to incorporate the comments Into the final 
RTP/SCS and related Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). 

B ekgro nd 

Every our years the Southern California Associa on of Go ernments {SCAG) prepares 
a Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the six-county region. The 20 2 RTP/SCS 

eludes planned ransporta io projects and demographic s umptions rough the 
year 2035. The plan presents a stra egy for the investment of 524. 7 billion m the 
region's ransporta ·on system between 2012 and 2035 and, for he first time, a 
Sustainable Communi ies Strategy (SCS) for the six county region. 

e $CS, r quired by SB 375 ocuses on educing gree ho se gas 1;mi sions (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 (CARS) established regional 
GHGe reduc ion 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 aJso meets the federaJ 
conformity requirements for air quality. It Is important to note that reducing GHGe is not 
required for achieving air quality conformity. Therefore, although many of the strategfes 
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 wlthout new revenue sources the RTP faces a funding shortfall of approximately 
$219.5 billfon. Various means to make up the shortfall are set forth. The RTP suggests 
that $127.5 billlon 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 Sate and/or Federal action. hey deserve further 
discussion within the City as the implementatlon year of 2017 approaches. 

SCAG is to be commended for a multi-year effort to develop the 2012 RTP/SCS, 
including o.n 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 conduc ed 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, bo h 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 o SCAG. rn addition, LAOOT has coordinated the prepara ion of these 
comments on he RTP/SCS with other City departments that are most impacted by the 
RTP. LADOT very rnuch appreciates the cooperation of the departmen s of Los 
.Angeles World Airports (I.AW.A) 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. The Metro staff report on the RTP/SCS is attached as Attachment B. 
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Report to City Council. dated September 21, 2011 
On October 5, 2011, the City Council adopted a joint report (Attachmen A) by the 
Departments of City Planning and Transportation entitled Alternatives Proposed by 
SCAG for the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/ 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, ijimpact" was defined as a significant change from adaoted 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 o 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 concems 
raised, and the status of the stra egy In he draft RTP/SCS, are as follows: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

Phased implementation of 5% of ma!or 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 21 st 
report, the City supports careful and selected implementation of bus 
anes, but does not want to commit to implementing a specific percentage 
of bus lanes on Ci y arterials. 

10%.of primary and secondary artarials to include bike facilities. As 
requesled by the City, he RTP doeS not include a specific percentage for 
implementation. As explained in the September 21s1 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 o its 
adopted Bicycle Plan. 

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 s·udy 
and has not been officially approved by the City. 

Discussion of Polley Concerns and Com ents 

Althoug 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 
dra 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 orms 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 
Constrajned. project lists appear to include, with one exception, all City of Los Angeles 
projects with either committed or reasonabfy available funding. These lists are 
developed through ongoing coordination between City, Metro and SCAG staff. The one 
project that should be added o the FTIP list is a Transit Bureau project as follows: 

TIP ID 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 o the list. 

Regarding the Strategic Plan list, in an effort to expedite many as yet unfunded City 
projects, LADOT has prepared the attached list (Attachment E) of approximately ninety 
projects that the City is requesting to be added ·o the Strategic Plan. 

Additionally, LADOT wishes to draw attention o both the Los Angeles Bicycle Plan and 
Mobility Hubs initiatives (a First Mile/Last Mile strategy). hese 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 he financially Constrained plan. However, to the extent these 
initiatives are not included in the Constrained plan they should be added o the 
Strategic Plan. 

lmportan ly, 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 'he 30/1 O (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 30/1 O proposal and will likely 
amend the RTP if the proposal secures additiona approvals. 
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The Metro report also highlights key projects, within os Angeles County, included in 
the RTP which are no included In e ro's 2009 LRTP. These key projects include: 

• East-West Freight Corridor will bes died along a ive ile band generally 
following e SR-60 corridor between e 1-710 and e 1- 5. 

• Phase I of the California High Speed Rall Authori y (CHSRA) is in the draft 2012 
RTP In the Constrained Plan, pending an agreemen betv.Jeen the CHSRA and 
MetroHnk to identify funds to bring local systems up to higher speeds ( 1 O+ mph) 
where possible. 

• A regional Express/HOT Lane Network that expands Metro's Fas Lanes pilot 
project to include the 1-405 and SR-91. This goes beyond the federally funded 
plot studies on the 1-10 and 1-110 freeways. 

As an overall comment, the City wishes to emphasize that for Mure RTP/SCS project 
lis s, the City, Metro and SCAG need to continue e effort to improve connectivity 
between various transit systems. For example. in South Los Angeles County, there 
needs o be greater emphasis placed on the development of feeder systems o connect 
a d support the Blue, Green, Expo and Crenshaw ines. These systems would include, 
bu o be limited o, expanded Bus Rapid Transit and improv bicycle and pedestrian 
linkages. 

Recommendafon: 

As described above, t e City should request that SCAG Include the attached list of 
projects to the Strategic Plan. Additionally, to the e>.1ent he Los Angeles Bicycle Plan 
and obility Hubs are not included in the Constrained Plan, · ey should be added o 
the Strategic Plan. 

CEQA Streamlining 

The adopted September 21, 2011 City report prepared by the Planning and 
Transportation departments, included the following comments: 

"The Sustai able Communities Strategy will include land use maps which w·u 
facili ate CEQA s eamlining of development projects. According lO SCAG staff, 
he CEQA relief p ovided by SB 375 is substantial. Therefore, the City shoul 
carefully eview the d aft SGS land use maps to ensure he maps are consis en 
wi h adopted City land use plans. 

SB 375 allows or CEQA streamlining provided a proposed project q alffies as 
follows: 

1} hi;: project mus be consis ent wi h the lend use des1ona ion con arned in 
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the land use maps included in he Sustainable Communities St a egy. 
The maps wlll describe land use densi es and types according to SCAG·s 
Land Development Ca egories ( DC' ). 

2) Th project qualifies as a Transit Priorrty Project (TPP), as defined by SB 
375. To qualify as a TPP, a project must meet certain minimum density 
requ rements and must be located within ½ mile of either a "major transit 
stop or high-quality ransit corridor" (SB 375 Section 21 155). According 
to SCAG staff, most of the City qualifies as a TPP area because of 
existing transit s ations 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 11mitigated 
negative declaration" in he development review process. This could impact 
development review by several departments, including Planning and 
Transporta on. 

The City requests that SCAG provide copies of the draft SCS land use maps for 
review by the Planning and Transporta ·on departmen s, and the Council and 

ayor, prior to SCS adop ion. 

Because he SCS wdf emphasize increased developmen wi hin ½ mile of ei her a 
•major transit stop or high-,::uality rans it oorr" dor" there may b ... an increased need or 
transportation Jnfrastructure in ese areas. LADOT is conce ned that CEOA 
streamlining cou d allo developmen to occur with impacts on transportation 
infrastructure. 

Recommendation: 

LADOT staff has consulted with staff of DCP and the City Attorney regarding the impact 
of CEOA streamlining on the City's development review process. Input received from 
these sources indicates that although CEQA streamlining o various types. will occur 
following adoption of the RTP/SCS, he City may retain some d ree of "discretionary 
approval" authority over development projects hat are subject to CEQA streamlining 
LADOT believes that his area deserves further study. This is a complex and lmporta 
subject, and the City should carefully evalua e and prepare for the impa of CEQA 
streamlining fo lowing adoption of the RTP/SCS. 

Commen from Other City Depa ents 

os Angeles World Airports (LAWA l: 
• LAWA emphasizes that i s fi rs priority 1s o "maintain sa e and efficient airports." 

Like most airpor1s, LAWA receives grant funds from the FAA for el gible 
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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 ofairport express 
buses1 modeled in part on the FlyAway service currently operating at LAX. 
Although express buses are a 11promising solution" to certain g-round access 
problems, l.AWA 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 lever 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. 

• LAWA's comments are provided in Attachment C. 

Department of City Planning (DCP): 
The Department of City Planning has provided important comments which are highly 
technical and lengthy, hence they a e attached to this report as Attachment D. 

Conclusion 

he draft 2012 RTP/SCS and PEIR, released by SCAG on December 20, 2011 , 
represent an ou standing effort to meet both State and Federal planning requirements. 
as well as provide for the multifaceted needs of the region. As described in this report, 
including comments from other departments, City staff has provided comments in the 
areas of transportation and land use. Clty staff has provided recommended comments 
to SCAG for City Council and Mayor review regarding these proposals. 

Fiscal !mpact 

Thls report contains comments regarding proposed pollcies 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. 
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Attachments 

A) Council Approval, dated October 5, 2011 1 of report entitled' "Alternatives 
Proposed by SCAG for the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan / 
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 V!llaraigosa 
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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TO THE COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

File No. 11-1223, 

Your PLA NING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE 
and 

TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

report as ollows: 

PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT and TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEES' 
REPORT relatlve to Southern Callfornla Association of Governments (SCAG) proposed 
alternatives for the 2012 Reglonal Transportation Plan/Susta!nabla Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS). 

Recommendations for Council action: 

1. AUTHORIZE the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LA.DOT) and City Plannlng 
Department (Planning) to: 

a. Submit to SCAG the comments contained in Attachment A of he Joint LADOT and 
Planning report dated September 21, 2011 (contained ln the Council file), Inasmuch 
as the strategies Identified therein may have a potential Impact on the City. 

b. Convey the comments to SCAG requesting hat they be lncorporated' in o the 2012 
RTP/SCS with the understanding that the comments may be modified and 
supplemented by the Ci y, with Council and Mayor approval, as the RTP/SCS is 
furthe developed. 

2. REQUEST SCAG to provide copies of the draft SCS land use maps for review by the 
LADOT and Plannfng, Council, and Mayor prior to SCS adoption, Inasmuch as the maps 
will identify geographical areas of the City where projects can be el!glble 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 ls necessary as 
more Information on the ultimate preferred alternative Is presented by SCAG. 

Community Impact Statement: None submitted. 

SUMMARY 

At a Join meeting held on September 27, 2011 , the Plannlng and Land Use Management and 
Transportation Committees considered a Joint LADOT and Planning Departments report re.Jatlve 
o Southern California Association of Governmen s 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 publ ic 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. 

PLANNING AND LAND USE 

~p~E 

8llB. 
REYES: 
HUIZAR: 
KREKORIAN: 

so 

~ 
YES 
YES 
YES 

B/27111 
#11111-12l3_rpl..Jllum..9-27 ·11.aoc 

Respectfully submitted, 

TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE 

·ADOPTED 
OCT 5 2011 

LOS ANGELES CITY COUNCIL 

W1Wi 
ROSENDAHL: 
PARKS: 
KORETZ: 
PERRY: 
HUIZAR: 

Not Official Until Council ~.cts 

~ 
YES 
Yes 
YES 
ABSENT 
YES 
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REVISED 
PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE 

JANUARY 181 2012 

SUBJECT: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS1 DRAFT 
2012 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN I SUSTAINABLE 
COMMUNITIES STRATEGY 

ACTION: APPROVE COMMENT LETTER 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approve our comment le er on the Southam California Assoc atlon o Govern e ts' 
(SCAG) D a 2012 Regional Tra sportation Plan/Sustainable Communi ies S1rategy 
(RTP/SCS). 

ISSUE 

In December 2011, SCAG release the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS for publlc commen . T e 
RTP/SCS identifies regional transporta ion prlor'tles for the slx·ooun region hrough 
2035. All 2009 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) projec and priorities mus be 
lnclud d In SCAG's RTP/SCS to be eligible far federal funds, We have reviewed the 
D ft 2012 RTP/SCS and Board authorization ls being requested to ransmit our 
comments to SCAG In time for their Februarf 14, 2012 deadline. 

DISCUSSION 

As part of SCAG's rol as a regional plann ng agency1 they a e responslbre for 
address ng reglona issues In the six-county a ea of Southern Caftfom a. T e 
2012 RTP/SCS is the vehicle to prov .. de solutions to regional mobility nd land-use 
Issues. For better lntegra Ion of land-,use and transportation, it must also demonstra e 
reduction of Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHGe) from passenger vehlcles. Per the 
requirements of SB 375, the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS Includes Southam California's first 
SCS. The SCS Is required to analyze how the colrecUve mpact of ns ortation 
policies, trans ortation Investments and land-use pollcie affec1 e GHGe based on 
population projec ens n 2020 and 2035. TransportaUon I ues are primarily addressed 
In he RTP portion of the Draft, and he SCS portion of the Ora prese ts s ra egles 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 revers 
of public partlcipafion and eng~gement, particularly among environmental and publlc 
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 voJce in this advocacy. 

Regional Transoortation 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 of innovative funding (e.g., container fees and public private partnerships) 
and Increased revenues (e.g. gas tax charnges and user-fee per mile) . 

The Draft 2012 RTP/SCS proposes targeted improvemen s in the transit network and 
Increases in funding for Transportation Demand Management (TOM). Transportation 
System Management (TSM), and Active Transportation beyond the levels included in 
the six county transportation commissions '' plans, includlr1g our 2009 LRTP. 

Funding tor thes improvements is an icipated from a $0.15 per gallon increase n the 
gas tax starting in 2017 and ending entirely in 2024. After the gas tax phase-out in 
"'024, a proposed us6r-tax of $0.05 per mile diiven, w II ba phased-ii, stsfjng in 20"'>5, 
The goal of the incremental phase-in is so that consumers will not have any large 
increases of taxes, yet also allow for an indexing to cover th9 ·ncreasing main enancs 
costs, due o the gas taxes not being indexed o ·nfla Ion and not increasing with costs. 

Key Projects beyond the LRTP 

The folfowing lists Los Angeles County projects identified in the Draft RTP that are no 
identified In the 2009 LRTP 

• 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. 

11 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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e rolink and LOSSA to Identify fund to bring local sy ems up o high speed 
(11 O+ MPH) where possible. 

• A regio al Express/HOT Lane etwo k that e.xpa ds our Fas 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. T e Board is o recor suppo ing hese o pflot p ejects. 
as weU as studying the feasibility of a HOT lane on 1-405 from the Orange 
County Line to LAX. 

Key Issues 

There are sever I emerging issues hat the Dran 2012 RTP/SCS addresses: 

• A cordon pricing pilo project feasibility study to be developed with the City of Los 
Angeles that Is Included under TOM 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 o replace the gas ax 
starting ·n 2025. 

• Th exponen al cost o deferred mal te ance on hig way and tra s· sys ems. 
e need to maintai he regional system In a state of good repair, nd e need 

for addlt onal operatrons and main e · ance funding, is also a key RTP concern. 

.. he region s an 'clpe~eo to ~xP9rienre i sasing en r y costs - reside iel 
energy nd ater u e is forecasted as 9,000 a year in 2035, nd th9 st ate ies 
in 'he SCS reduce It to S16,000. 

Sust inable Communl les Strateay 

The Draft 2012 RTP/SCS demonstrates that th region will achieve the GHGe reduction 
argets estab lshed for the region by the State of California Air Re ourc s Board (ARB), 

as a requirement of California's Sustainab e Communities and Climate Cha ge 
Pro ection Act or Senate Bill (SB) 375. 

In a di fon to the transportation elements oft e Draft 2012 RTP/SCS, the plan Includes 
a land-use lement that was developed in coordination wl h local Jurisdictions. The 
land-use elerne responds to the region's changing d mographies and housing ma~e 
e,nand. It recommends a gro scenario that will more ha double the share of 

households living in corridors th2 have f equent transit service by 2035. This land-use 
elemen ts projected to Increase e compe.' ess of n i s rvice and reduce 
vehi e miles travelled. 

The rand-use e e en i combina ·on with transportation poficies. such as e user tax 
lie fee, ar d ansporta ion In estments (such a TOM, s and ac ive 



transportation) support the region in achieving the mandated ARB argets. 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 t-o reduce GHGe, improve air quality and 
lessen he region's dependency on fossil fuels. 

The Draft 2012 R'f P/SCS Includes $6 billion for active transportation, a significant 
increase from $1.8 b!llion 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 cooperatfon 
with SCAG, we have initiated a Jofnt 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 aAd 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 o choose r.ot to rele~se a forrne! ccrnme:1t !etter. The 
alternative of not sending a letter is not recommended, as we would lose the opportunity 
to provide SCAG wlth comments to enhance the 2012 RTP/SCS document 

NEXT STEPS 

Upon Board approval, the comment !Gtter will be transmitted to SCAG for their 
consideration in developing their Final 2012 RTP/SCS. SCAG is scheduled to adopt 
their Final 2012 RTP/SCS at their April 2012 General Assembly meeting. 

ATTACHMENTS 

A. Draft comment letter o SCAG 

Prepared by: Brad McAl!ester, Executive Officer, Long Range Planning 
Heather Hills, Director, long Range Planning 
Lori Abrishamr, Plan ing Manager, Long Range Planning 



Executive Director of Countywide Planning 

ArthurT. Leahy 
Chief Executive Officer 
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January 20, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh Streel, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA9Q017-3435 

Re: Comments on the Ora ft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan 

Dear Mr. lkhrata; 

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) appreciates tha opportunity to comment on the 
Draft 2012 Regional Transporta_tlon Plan (RTP), and Is committed to working wlth all 
levels of govemment to address the future transportation eeds of Southern 
California. As the opera or of two of the region's commercial airports Los Angeles 
lntematronal (LAX} and Ontario International {ONT), and operator o' Van Nuys 
General Aviation Airport (VNY), LAWA plays an importan role In meeting the 
region's demands for air ravel and goods movement. 

LAWA, as a pn prletary department of the City.of Los Angeles, is responsible for 
operating its al ports In a safe, efficient, and fiscally responsib e manner on behalf of 
our passengers and the citizens of sach market service area. Furthermore, we 
must operate within the constraints placed upon our resources by ederaJ faw and 
regulation, along v i our con ractual obl!gat ons ! our tenants and partner 
agencies. It ls In this context that LAWA provides the followlng comments to he 
AviaUon and Af port G ·ound Access porUan of the RTP: 

1. Use of Airport Funds 

LAWA's first prfority is to maintain safe and efficient airpor s. Our revenues and 
expenditures are used to support that effort and fulfill our commitment to supporUng 
he national airspace sys em. All a!rporls have a lremendous demand for capi al 

improvements. 

As such1 most airports depend on financial support from the FAA via grant funds for 
el!glble co struction and noise mltlga ion projects. In return for federal grant 
monies. the FAA Includes grant assurances Iha limit use of airport revenue solely 
or av[atlon-re.la ed uses on airport property, Using airport funds fo non-airport 
functions violates federal law and jeopardl.,es the airport's ability to receive federal 
grants. 



Mr. lkhrata 
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Comments on the Draf 2012 
Regional T ansporta ·on Plan 

ever heless, LAWA seeks lo partner wllh SCAG to find solutlons to support ground 
access Improvements to airports, other pr m ry lransportaUon facilities, and 
secondary" airports in he region. 

2. Uso of Airpo Express Buses 

The RTP Includes an "Ac ion Step" which ould plan and promote a regional system 
o alrporl express buses, modeled In part on he FlyAwaf service currently 
operating al LAX. LAWA agrees that express buses are a promising solution o 
certain ground access problems. However, It has been LAWA's experience Iha 
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 subsfdles have been requfred to main aln an effective level of 
service. 

WA has spent a great deal of resources carefully studying the feasibility o 
establlshing ne~ FlyAwaf rou es lo serve LAX. However even for LAX, with its 
extensive market area and passenger base, It ha been a challenge o find ·sta ·o 
locations that are bo h viable and successful. WA Inv! es SCAG o conUnue 
examining ways o bring similar projects to other airports, bu! cauUons tha lhe-se 
services, by lhemsel es may no be er ec Ive In Increasing passenger demand a 
~secondart airports. 

3. Aylat!on Activity Cons ralnts 

LAWA agrees that lhe aviation ac ivity const lnts In th_ ... glo , and potential 
dispersion of at activity al other slrpor!s, ~ho· Id be ra-e-xamined In subsequent 

glonal i.,lcms. 

4. Addltional T echnica! Clarlflcatlon 

LAWA also wants to offer the following technlcal clarlflc lion and comments to the 
RTP: 

• SCAG has reported a number or hlcte trips to LAX nder existing 
conditions as •Jell as under a future for cast for 2035, citing the LAX Master 
Plan EIR/EIS as a justification ror hose ip number . However, the 
numbers epo ed do not correspond lo data lhat LAWA has previo sly 
reported or used in any vlronmental analysis. LAW requests clarmcau 
or those data points. 

• LAWA recommends he follo ng hanges lo ables .t.5 a,d · Tn the 
via Ion and Airport Ground Access sec Ions of the RT?: 

o In Table 4·6, the fofowln pro ects should be lnclud din · e list of 
proJec s comple ed since he pro1ec no Ice of pre aratlon In 2008 
' oo note ): Do..iglas St., a Cisnega Blvd .. Uncoln Blv . (all). as SL, 
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Comments on the Dreft2012 
Regional Transpor1a Ion Plan 

Sepulveda Blvd. (both), the 1-105 westbound off-ramp at Sepulveda 
Blvd., and the 1405 a SR-90. 

o Two other pro ects on Table 4-6, Arbor Vitae St., and the 1--405 ~,om 1.10 
to SR-101, are unde cons1rucUon as of January 2012. 

o In Table 4-7, Project LAX-19, which Includes Lincoln Blvd. 
Improvements, has already been completed. 

• LAWA recommends t at SCAG Include In the RTP a portion of the project 
eferred lo as LAX-10, wldening Aviation Blvd. from Century Blvd. to 

Manhattan Beach Blvd. to 3 lanes ln each direction. 

5. 2011 Air Passenaer S ey 

LasUy, the 2006 LAX Air Passenge Survey was used to ere-ate several data point 
within this section of the RTP. LAWA Is hoping to unveil the results of Its 2011 Ir 
Passenger Survey In February of this year. SCAG should consider upd fog its 
Appendix: w th this new data as II flnallzes the RTP. LAWA wnt post the results of 
Lhis survey on our website (h p:l/www.la 'la. rg) once lh eport Is completed. 

hank you ror the opportunity to re ·ew the 2012 Draft RTP. We hope t at lhese 
comments will be helpful in devaloplng a success( ul plan for the region. IC you have 
any quest ons regarding these comments. ease con act Diego Alvarez Regional 

ransportation Coordinator, at ... 24-646-5179 o 'alvarez@lawa.om. 

Since rely, 
/ 

J/t_/~ 
f lchael D. Fel 
Deputy Executive Director 

MDF:OA:yl 
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January 30, 2012 

The Honorable City Council 
City of Los Angeles 
Room 395, City Hall 

Dear Honorable Members: 

CITY OF Los A GELES 
CALIFORNIA 

A ONIO R. VJu.ARAIGOSA 
MAYOR 

Attachment D 

DRAFT 2012-2035 REG10 !AL TRANSPORTATIO PLAN/SU TAINABLE 
COMJvfUNITIES S1RATEGY 

EXECUTIVE OFFICES 

MIOf~ j. l0Cl\AND£ 
l:llll.WOII 

1ll97&; 271 

ALJ.N BfLL,ID 
mNl'l'DlalCfa. 
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NA \IW-111-MCI>ANta 
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Df'll1YDIIU0011 
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f~ oni s,a.12n 

INfO MAT10 
_.,.,,pla ntng,bdly.ors 

The Department of City Planning (DCP) has re iewed and prepared comments for your 
consideration regarding the Draft 201- Regional Transportation Plan/Sustain.able Corn.mum ·es 
Strategy TP/ CS prepared by the Southern Califomi Association of Governments (S G). 

The _01 -203:, RTP/ ' includes land use strategies for addressing the region s mobility needs 
and desires for healthy sustainable communities. DCP has worked with SCAG to 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 colla oration 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 Jocated according to the City s land use lans. 

DCP staff has identified five issues related to land use and recommends changes to the 2012-
035 RTP/SCS to better support the City's interests and role in the regional pl.an, presellfed in 

ilie 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 ''Urba.o Centers' where growth is focused; 
C. Correct · accurate representations of land use aod potential growth around station arees· 
D. focorporate the l.684 miles of bicycle facilities identified in the City's 2010 B'cycle 

Plan; and 
E Cla.ri.fy he role of recently e aced s rerunlining provisioos under the Cal'fornia 

Environmental Quality Act 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

l) Approve DCP staff recommendations regarding the Draft 2012-2035 RTP/SCS. 
2) Direct DCP staff to forward recommendations to SCAG. 

FISCAL IMP ACT 

The proposed recommendations will have no fiscal impact on the General Fund. 

~~ -
WCHAELJ~ 
Director of Planning 

~· -
KE'N BERNSTEiN. AlCP 
Principal Cjty Planner 

---.... 

()~ ~~ />/0 ~·~l 
\ ?' A<'!_/.Ak'( - I ! 

CLAIRE ~WIN,)JCP-
City Pla.~ 

Attachment 

~~ 
Deputy Director 

f,,FAJ.f& 
Senior City Planner 

J{ (µJ~~~! 
NAOMI GUTH 
C~ty Planning Associate 



ATTACHMENT 

[Date] 

Ms. Margaret Lin 
Southem California Association of Governments 
818 W. Se enth St., 12 Floor 
Los Angeles CA 90017 

Dear Ms. Lin: 

DRAFT 2012-20 5 ION PORT 110 PL 
co~ .ITTIESSTRATE 

T AB 

The purpose of this letter is to provide comm nts from the City of Los Angeles Department of 
City Planning (DCP) regarding the Draft 201 -203 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). DCP appreciates the collaborative rela ·onship with SCAG in 
developing this plan, which bas includ working together on the integrated growth forecast and 
tmderstanding the City 1 s land use plans and programs. 

The following addresses fi eland use issu and recoID.lllet1ds changes to the 2012-2035 
TP/SC in order to better address the City s land use plans and projected gro This 

include : 
A. Clarify the definition of High Quality Transit Areas' where growth is focused; 
B. Clarify e definition i I rban Cente s ere grov.ith is fi cused· 
C. Correct inaccura er presentations ofland uses and potential growth around ation areas; 
D. Incorporate tbe ,684 mile of bicycle fac' · ·es identified in the City's 2010 Bicycle 

Pl:m· ~n 
E. C arify the role of recently enacted streamlining provisions under the California 

ualit.· Act 

High Qna.li Tr ·t .4.rea and Growth P~ ms 

The SCS frames gro 'th patterns in part, in terms of being within or outside of "High Qt1ality 
Transit Areas (HQ As)." HQT is defined as. generally a walkable transit vil age or 
corridor, consistent with the adopted RTP/ CS that bas a minimum density of20 dwelling units 
pe_r acre and is within a ½ mile of a well-serviced transit stop with l --minute or less senrice 
frequency during peak commute hoW's. HQT A boundaries are graphically portrayed in exhibits 
throughout the SCS. Fo the City of Los Angeles the vas majority of the C'ty s land area falls 
within HQT boundaries, as seen in the following Exhibits: 4 .•. 9 4.13, 4.1 ·, and Exltibits 19. 
20 and 21 in the C Background Documentation (see Attachment). 

These HQTA boundari s encompass all neighborhoods within a ½ · e radius and appear to 
indicat ·hat grO\l.'lll • 1 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 carefull stndied areas where growth can be ab ed. Generali and use 
changes to acco modme growth are typicall at transit stops and on a.reels fronting uans· 
corridors. inglc~family neighborhoods are nerally ..... .,..~ .... ,.ed. 

Rcco un~ndation· The City recommends that additional explanation be included on pages l l -
I 13 to ner describe where growth is accommodated, as indicatea by lbe following underlined 
text: 

B. rba.n Cente and ro h P tterns 

The all land use m across th 
are one factor. Another fac r i 

oun six fi ors.. The 
urbaniud core versus 

Recomm ndation: T e Ci r commends that the relationship b een E>tltlbi! 4.5 and Exhibit 
4.15 b clearly de crib . If the two exhibits are int deci to illustrate th same urbanized areas, 
staff reco ends t the color scheme used in Exhibit 4.15 also be used in Exhibit 4.5. 

nd aroun 

The rojec higher densi • in urban centers. and anticipate growth in transit rich areas 
throughout the c· of Los Angeles in o der to demo a e a de · n GHG emissjons y 
.. 0 5. DCP taff comp ed the cit s G neral Plan Land U to the S Land Use Pattern Maps 

d has found that in I the 1 consisten ··rh h... \ • I du e d ~r: d land use 
esignatio . However in cios ly examining 76 rail and bus transn station areas DCP staff bas 

found instances ofi ated density whi h inaccura lyre ects the General Plan ctistribu ·on of 
growth. 



Exhibi 21 La:ld Use Pattern 1ap 2035 (see ttacbmem) identifies urban cen ers with densities 
that arc ot consistent the communi , plans or ese areas. ueh ccoters uld ha e r sid ntial 
densities ran · g from 82 to l ... O housing units or more per acre. This dens'ty ·s typi al in the 
Ce traJ City and some adjacent neighborhoods, and is proposed for e Warner Ce ter. but it ·s 
enerally not propri te throughout e rest of th ci . 

In addi ·on. the folJo ing is es were found in multiples ·on eas. 

i ti-Fa.mil neighborhoods 
D si · up to 17 , 14 ·, or 61 units/acre that are too high for y si es 
Densities 100 high in areas adjacen o single-family ne"gbb moods 

ingJe-Fam.ily n jghborhoods 
Increase ind nsity in strictly single-family areas !hat are smblo and where no growth 
ts anticipated 
P els and Corridors in Historic Preserva ·on O c:rlay Zoces reflec density 
designations that are too high· these areas are stable with no projected change 
Re idential uses reflected as commercial 

Co erciaI Corridors 
Density projectio are too high 

Industrial LaJJd Use 
Industrial areas that are to be p ese ed. as industrial ar inaccurate · repr, senr.ed as 
commercial or retail 
ln ustriaJ areas that sho ~idenrial designations ao m ce'JJ'81e ection as these 
si s are preserved 

Pu lie Fa.cl j ·es 
d use changes _ ~chool sites 11& ar 01 chan~ 

High residemi 1 d oes or comm ial u~ s roj on pu lie r: c'lit' such as 
aJo g fre ray _ounty jail open s ace 

R com.men · cin: The City f ~mmends t.ba more approp · te repr s ntatfons of lBlld u 
around station areas be rriade ··_;h.i 1 h a.:i be· entifi d -n d (ail d ann · ·ated maps ofihe station 
areas and pro idcd under se arate cover. 

The S emphasizes th importance of active transportation option in meeting the mob "lity 
needs of the C. r gion. in luding waiking and biking. WbiJ CA has proposed a regional 
bikewa network.1 th C inc1udes the contn'bu ·ons o )oca]' 'e · de •elo ing icyc e ne 
within the locality and · · to o er tran.si modes :eflect in Exhibit 4.1 1 Propos B& wa .. 
Tetwork CAG Region (see An:achm ). Ho e er · t appears the City of Lo Ange es 

recen · adop ed 2010 icycle Plan for 1.684 ·1es o · ike fac.'H ti cro s lo g"les is 
· eluded in this Exhibi . ome .. gmems of this bicycle netwo · are in deve.opment and have 
een i entified or fundin , and are the fore mclud in the -012 RTP list of transportation 

i ves ents. eluding he fu1 ropo ed bi ycle network will su port h Jo g- em commitme t 
o pursue resources for deve lop:nent of the ne •or . 



=~""-=~da=n~on=-: The City recommends that the SC include the bicy e facili . es identified in 
010 Bic, cl Plan. 

E. Q mlinina I cenfui for ustainable L nd U e P ttern 

The OI .. -203SRTP C directly address stheoppommi forreliefundertheCalifomia 
Eo riromnenutl Quality Act ( EQA). Under enate Bill 375. the fi quir ment o prepare a 

ustainable Communities Strategy {SCS) was coupled 'th inceo · s to encourage sustainable 
de\'elopment and implementation of an SCS. The inccoti es are compri of relief under 
CEQ • ch treamlioed documenta: · on or exemption fro environ.mental re vie 
requirements, for specific development types in spec' c locations I ng as such development 
is consismnt with th land use reflected in the SCS. As any proposed d velopment is considered 
by local jurisdictions this CEQA relief is at the discretion oflocal jurisclictions. However as 
written, the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS can be construed to indicate at CEQA relief is part oftbe 
land us plan and is available by right to all development that meets the qualifications. 

Recornme da ·on: The City recommends that the _012-2035 RTP/SC better r ect the 
opportunity for CEQA streamlining incemives through the follov.ing changes: 

1) In the discussion of them date m prepare an CS e 06 o the-01---035 
RTP/ C } e th .. last sentence of the econ, to last para ph: 

addition e projects consisten rith the C =--= eligi le for 
streamlined en ironment.al re iew. 

2) Exb.ibi s 4.1 -t2 and 4.3 regarding population. e d household growth. 
respec ·vely s _ !.rtaeh.ment) remo 1e the d · tio riori P oje<:t (TPP) 
3.re"". r pp i vili:. pQ.l-ticw ~,..p ufde ,, pmem at ... for -fa.,r sueamlinin~. 
Depioting thls in these exhibits i" confusing bee u a TPP is no de ed. Furthermore. 
the depiction of TP · oundarics detrac fro Uiy""' fu,e exhibit-_ which is to 

ow where growih is dire.cted over the plannin period of the 20 J 2-2035 RTP/SC . 

) discussion of Transportation Anal sis Zones (TAZs) and De elopmeru Types 
age 122 of he _Ql'.1-2035 RTP/SCS), remo e the brief discussion regarding CEQA 
eamlining d · a.dequac of TAZ-level and use infonn tion. First this poin ·s 

difficult o unde d as resented and requ· s furth r lanation. Sec lhis po· 
pen · s tO ince lives a ailable to jurisdictio d v lo no to th modeling 

alysis. LastJ , this point detracts from the w se of the sec: io wruch is o describe 
:he approach o od · land use and ttanspo · on iruormation. This aragraph woul 
thu f ad; 

···1 conduc reqw m eling analy is for e R / A 
di tribu e growth forecast data transporta ion eitalysis zon 
(TAZs) to capture localized effects of e interaction of land use and 
transport ·on. Aaditiena.:!r. SB 375 offen !Oeal ge11erraer&s petentiaJ 
G.:i'Q"' s; •i,,£ "o· qucl.if ee! ~-- ;]I) . teat t1'ii:h 3:5 - ., ·---- • l +;y«ci;: 



adopted SC8. SCAG suggests that utilizing eoffimuruty i)rpes at the TAZ 
level of geegmphy ('nitb. as average size of 160 square acres) offers local 
jmisdietions adequate iaformatiefi a:nd flexibility to make appropriate 
eoBSi:Steney fi.ftdmgs for prej eets to ae cligfble to reeeive CEQA 
streamlining benefits. 
To further facilitate regional modeling ofJand use information from nearly 
200 separate jurisdictions, SCAG developed a simplified series of 
Commtmity Types to represent the land use categories taken from the 
region·s many general plans ... ,, 

4) A reference to the summary 9ftheCEQA incentive (page 148 ofthe2012-2035 
RTP/SCS) should be included under the section HRTP/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) 1n 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.Guthl@lacjtv.org. 

Sincerely, 

MJCHAEL J. LOGR.ANDE 
Director of Planning 

Attachment 

CC: Ken Bernstein, Principal City Planner 
Naomi Guth, City Planning Associate 
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xmu1r 1 Land Use Pallern Map - City of Los Angeles 2000 
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xm o1T 4. 11 Proposed Blk.eway Network SCAG Region 
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LlCII IOH 4.2 Employment G,owth SCAG Region (2035) 
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City of Los Angeles Projects Requested to be added to Strategic Plan - 2012 RTP/SCS (Attachment E) 

County ·~outeName 1f',.rprn/At To 
I { ' I ' ! Widen and restripe to accommodate two through lanes in 1 'I l.<l!.A'.!ll!c~-s __ _ ___!ocal Hl~t~ ~~.!.'Y , 1 _1.!!l§!!.~!,:.I ______ ; Aviation Bllld _____ ! La Cien~ Blvd I ea<1!_ j~!?.!:!- -,----.,..-.,-,,--,--,,----,-,c-r---,,-··rf ___ -~os Al).9!:.~ c1y I r·•·•-··- -1 --- ---- '! f Widen t~_JO ft a~ r_emove embedded nails and ties, ~s1all ~ ,· . - - ! + · ______ -I ------~-~-~-~ )efftum channeltza!lon and wlden curb returns to reduce - .- , 
i-19.s_~ry~e..L_ L~H!~1.-£!!£..<!.~...:......-~larnecla§~e.t I US:1~ I 1-tO'Fwy -· , ·~· c<ingesl.!.</!'~P.!!>;!~11!9.V. menr . '' 1-"'- Los~eles_~!!Y___J 
J I Alameda Sl from l-10 to Seventh St. - project includes t i 
, i _J rehabllltalion of the roadway, removing enbedded rans and I I l ! ! --+--'-"' ties, Installing left tum channelization, spot widening where , , 

~sAn!J$L__j __ LoC31 ~l9hwa~f Ca~acitr,. r ame~a ~~ _, _ L~·10Ll'!.L,.____ 7th St _____ .- ~:,:;~~~=~~:.'~~~i~:Clt.:Aili!,-anillheCltyof '! " L<;>sAngelesC!11__~ 

· j ,. · · - - ·· , :· . I Alhambra city Umtts to smoo\h out at1 e~lstlng sharp s-cyrve, 

.• L.os. An9.eles ____ _ L<>Cal Highway__ Capacil¥_ ..... -.~ Alhambrs Av1U1Ue ·--~-· ·--· -·· Lowell Ave-·-··-·--· .. ··-· .• City of Alhambra .\Y llmt sl :~!~·~~= lt~~~~foa~~~~nd restrlpa lo""""" ' .. ' Los ~}!le! Cilt--.. 

accommodate an addlllonal lane In eaeh direction: this 

Los.An~es ··- _ L<>Ca l_HiQnway _, __ , _, CaE.!!,Cll( .. ~ .. --, Anaheim Street-,--·-·--... ···-· ... f!!rraJlul Ave--·-·--· .. ·-·-· .... Domln.au.ez Ctlanrle~---···- . :;~~t~n'a~~:t~:e ::WC:m'=:t~a~e~~~r~:~~s18089 10,_ Los An9eles CJlt, 

.....b.2!~ll,~s -~~ . .t!\fl~ S..'!Pl!.~l A~laff~~u1evard ___ -+-- ArbofY1t11e ~l . each direction ______ ----------·- Los Anp!)es City _ . 

__ Los_Arrqeles ---· ..• Local. ~l~hway ·- __ , ca.,eaclti_.,_ Balboa Boulevard ·--·----- Devonshire St 
- ·, · .. ·· ., ..,. .,.. 

Widen east side or Balboa Blvd. soulh of Devonshire St for 
approxlmalely 500 IL. end restripe the lnlersectlon to provide 
dual lert-lum lanes for the northbour,d and southbound 

::1~:~~:~llng b dge 10 lncre11so 1rafflc «:llpacll)'. Md 
wlde,Vrestripe i;outhbOWid US-101 ,blf, ramp at Bernam Blvd 

.; Los.Angeles -· ···>- ..... !,ocal .H!Dhway__ -·· Caeacitx .. _ , __ ,__-8a_m_am Boulevard ----··· •••. IJ§-1 Q.!!WV}trldll!.,.,_.__ ...... _,.... ___ ,_, __ ., _______ .!2.EfJ!'ili!,8 southbound do'ullfe left lfJ.lJlJ!h~L~--~- ,_.!:.!?.~.M.ll.!!le £~¥ ..... _. 
Widen west side of Barham Blvd. to provide a soulhbound 

·- Los.Anieles__ L~ I .. H~way t Capactty _Barhom Boulevard __ _ 

-!:,9s All eloa _ · l!!58l Hfgl\We~ ~paj,U~ __ ...._. __ , ___ Severt Glen 91.iule~ard 

Brand ord Street -···-· """""-'"f'-1 ..... , ____ ..,....., .. 

February 6, 2012 

-·---· __ ,1;., __ .. , 

; 

rlghMum onlv lane on Barham Blvd. and to improve access 
to Un~al Studlosa~ the !,Q_1 NB orwame,,..__. __ ,_ ..,-~l1-~,6!!ll.!!les Cit ·-
Wide!) soulh l~o of Beverly GJen Bl)/(( 16 create a r!ght tum 
.9111.Y l!llle' RQ~~ulsilion needed . Lo,Ange:las Cifd wraeiiil'IS'nfii e o Brint1ror1rsr.1,ns1ov@liiiliil'11'RTahar ·- ------~-

J~.!!~~~!!:.,,......,...,..., _______ ,_=---··- . .....b!?!A!).9~t,.!.£~ 
8ulla ~raae-sepotated acces, lo wa\erfront area lrom rail 

,--1!!!.d. Btff es"BI d _,___..-t--'-'· 
ll~s. extond Brood A\te to Water Slf'"'ll -and, Install bil{e 

-----+-~s Md $ldewalks oo both •ld!..~!J.!'.!~!id Avo --·-·--· .:i.J..o_t~.!lll.!!.l!!~..fJ,.x:. .. ,_.,_ 

1 ors 



City of Los Angeles Projects Requested to be added to Strategic Plan - 2012 RTP/SCS (Attachment E) 

C-ounty S_ystem 

Stra esic- Projects 
Fron,/At To Project DHcripticm 

l ., v,.,tden SB Crenshaw Blvd lo provide a SB right-tum only 

Lead A9111ncy 

1 lane nd redi!lilgn \lie WB 011-ramp to reduce congestion 
Los Ang~ Local HJa!l_wat_ ___ ca ... cHt.___ I Crensh·aw Bouteva""'rd'----·•·- J:J9.Y'l8 on-ramp ___ .... _ .,..,-~ . ____ -~J!!!~V!.ID!!!!.!l~!g!l~!)__:::_i__,--=-,,..-,,..,-t improve tramc now along Culver Blvd between Centfnela 

Avo and J-405 Freeway Including providing left-1um lanes at 
Los~~~-- .. Local H/Qhway _ ~21!.V . Culver_ Boulevard=.a..---~i- C=enlln~!!~---~0. 5"-'F_c., _____ .....,. ....... k.e""._ ... sl.._na..,,....lll£.~!rrtersedions (lnclud~9.!:':!_ood'-,-"B_lv_d.._~+-~Los An eles Cl 

T , Intersection Widening to add through and/or tum lanes, an~ . 

Los~ 
l upgrade !raffle signal to Include new phasing as needed to · 

Ca ac!!l ___ .,.1--'D""e""S"'. ot"'o""A""v""e""u"'"e-----+---'V- ~ra Blvd . Clark St Im ove lnler~lon · ;;. 
Wlden ng lo dd eastbound and weslbound right tum lanes 

Los An etas C I 

-·--I--"'"""" ,._ ___ --'o""e ... S"'ot~o ... A'"'v""'e""u"'"e _____ _,~J.~.,_,.S_1 ______ -1-_________ ....,-;M<i'""""'"(!PQ!adll traffic algnal 
de11lng to add dlldlca.ted aslbotnl -.11tl$(bound rlght tum 

lane 811d noclhbound phasing lrom lelt-11.m permitted to 
aded, 

Los An 11.1!!..f=,!ty 

OeSotoS1reet 
Widening to add northbound and westbowld righl-lurn lanff 

Los es LocalH De Solo Slleet Calif St and ln.slall new lnllfic • Los ..=::c:=-----,1--===='------1--'==·.:._ _____ ,_ ________ ~-.;:;Wld:.;,::,;;,;::;;,~~==s;;:t~ M~.::,;:;eo--==Sl,,..,.(ne- ar_,,,WSc=-1~0'"'0"""tt,...·ram-·-P"")..,.IP--ll-'=-=•::.:=-"~-I 

I Los es local H"""::.;,._...,__, :::•="'---'--'~== ='-=='-------:.:Ma.t. eo St (n@J.WB~l-!:'.1[!:D~O!!!:!~eL-.:::..._::.:......:..::...:::.:....:......i.-.!!lm!!J!!~·!.!'ruck!J:!!:!l!!!2Y!!!!!!!!.!al!l.curtl5!!!!!!,,!nlt!!!!Ulll$'~:_- -----l-Jl~os!!.f~1~ i-1-=.=-:.::.:a=::;_--+-=-=:..: Wkl ning lo adll westbound nghl turn lane and upgrade 

I- Los ~ .!!!!,__ Loea! l;!IShwllJ -- -.-... FzaJ.;:;lbroo~.fil:enue=------i---' ::s Fl:toa Sl o tnaj01 hlgbwll:,' tlandard from 62 II to - J.9.S. ~(!Se!e_s_C_,t _ __, 

J.os ales Local 19.~wa Street . - l~.e SI 8(1 to II I ee lanes In each dJrectlon - ~ = 1-.-1-_...:::::i::=:1----1-_.:.:ic===:::....------ ,......_. ____ ____ ..,_. ..... ~~~ ................... --t"""""'Wlden 10 lricrease copacltyarnfimpioveecce,s to 1·5 Fwy: ..!!.! !~--

-~.Los A:!9 .• ~ -~, Local Hfa_~I! _£!p.,!(Jl¥..,. ____ F __ I~!!. ... te.!..~~!l.L-....,... ,.!0,Pjw..._ __ __,~ ,,,...,~ .~-~~!!,J!!:!!!.!!!!/t.)dewalkli ~ ·- - ·-.,.,.--...-• .,......L..2!.b!li.!/!.!.fillL __ 
·Widen n0f1ll of B h><>a Blvd o·w culvert and.widen west 1e9 

, of FooU1 II Blvd at Balboa Blvd. Upgi~e traffic; signal to 
LQJ!f...!!!ie es _J.~~!! • .£!1Lll£!!t---~F~~~!!L~.~!:ll~ ll.f.!L_ ... Allll?9!.~!V.I! ____ ,_~~ ... .' _:_, ____ ,_~~-- ___ 1.QJE!:2Y .. ! .. l.!!!'1r!. .~!1 .• ~e!.£1.\li;.. ... _ .. ,., ___ ,_,_~--· _ l&,.ooQ!!£!.C I, . •. ,.1 

Co11s1ruc1 a new bridge wilh bike path (lnol1.1dlng eq1.1utr1en 
trail) over LA Rlv1ral LAEC. Re-a llgh lhe SR-134 freeway 
Olllotr r11mp! at Forest I.awn Or, 1.0 Improve flow and 

Lof~[,J _______ ,-';~J.!::\!_g!J_','1~.Y--. _..£,1!,P .. _CII - ~¢./1 
~· Widi n ~taln AV• lo add• I~ t11m a o ~ -· 

J.?.,!.b.~L!!.,__, ~ .J:!!Dt~y- ---t--'"F-=O.::Ul.::.;llal=IJ"-'A,.:.v:.=a.:•'---- _ (?, ~ 8J!!! ____ -...i--W= est= l!Jl1=--A ... ve;:._ ______ , In , • • q ulal\lon need"'ed=-___ ......;..._..,._...,_...!,,e_~, 
I on Gleno;1ka Blvd to provide an eastbound right um 

_,Los An"'e""111.,., __ ...._."""~!.t!!~Y. 

i---=LOSC..,.C.AA"'-'O,e •• les~--t-~Local= ..J:ila!!W.-!~ 

___ ....,.__,Glll(I0!- ~9, ___ -i-..... Sun~!l(l_~vd __ ~--1---------~-~la~n~•__,~..,....-....,,,,..,.,.,,.=--~------,.=--,i--=,="""',:;,;.;=r 
w1cu1n bl'lclg'e o r us-101 FWy 10 lmprow acces• to US· 
01 SR 110 fut SChool and Glancl AVe. L~M,ga(III Cl 

Wld1111 Ille exi,u1111 e to p,ovlde dual lell-too'I IIIOO,_on_t_o-t-"""" -'-"'"'"""--I 
Ille 101 end 110 II IIWQ)/9 on-ramps, lnetudeJ, end add 

----t-...--'='-'----'C.-,'-'-"'-"...__---+.....c..Ov!t..\l!lO~_"!.L ___ -l-________ -+-~1112...!!!:!L •lum lane, 1111d widen lidewill 
Wldef\ ro provl(Je C0111inuol.ts lh<lte IJYOOJ91, i-1o each 

I.cs eles 

..., ___ 1--"'Se~""lved= a;;.Baa!Ycla=----+__.,P.;:e;.::rshl= a..::;°':...-.----'-+-~lllld=.lon:...:.,,.,.--,.,_.,.--,-..-.-,,.--,.-~~~---,-+-=L~Ang !es en 
ln!tlMdlOn widen to 84d lttl'OUgh and/01 titm lanes, nd 

Local 

upolllde file 1lgn11I 111 lncludi! new pha91"ll as needed to 

!¥lf.!-2~-~~.!Y,___ 
vv111 n 811d 1estrtpo to accommadatu 

LocalHl hW11 ~2~.-.,._.;:;0e=-=Sot:= o..::Sc=.l __ _ 

i-----=Los=-'~"'"·!e-=----Loc.l Hlgtrw '/ _,4.-...:,:;:c:=---·f-·•L:,,::11:.:C~l:::ene.=-11 BD!:!!!vard -"-t--'-'""rbo_.,_r,Y!,.,__tae ..... st....,_..,_ __ t--------'= -----"l-.r;:;,:u.::d,:.:f :.::Cl;:;IQn=,....., .... -...,.._· ;.. -:..--,.....;.-,.--------1--=:Lci.!. . 
en end fettrlpe to provide con~nuous three through 

.!:,~IJ:I!~ C !£ltt,.~ TI e!UB,9,LI111l'!!J! __ 

....__... _______ -.i_L~I .H!ghw=--..._.._i--· £,!!p~J!x..if !uaj,g,!!P.Y,9.ll.!9.!!Ll!Y!!:.L 

! 

___ Los/\UQ!tles___ _j,~!_l;iJlit)way _ .. _ cepacll~ ·--··- Ll1!59ln Boulevard _, 

Los~. Loca.!J:!!gJ; ~--+--..i=""=-=<----i-;;;M:=ad;;..:~ .§.ire""11=at ____ _..., 

M no! Boule'!8(= d __ _ 

February 6, 2012 

• ._b!f,Rg1 !l,!Y,d'--'----·--t-· La C!enega Blvd ~---,......,,-,;d:~ ,~a: dt::o/Lauieiciiilyori"'tiivci"iouiif~~~ .bll,!.Mo•1.!.!~9'! 
Mulh0ll11nd Pr lb ~ ~ '°ulhbound la.ties lhroUQh (he 

' ~ m.:,~}~coii7im,i& U, Cou;;ty;fr;i'iir"owiD~~vci"" ,..,J,&!Aml~I .!.~Y..:... 
b tween Jellerson Blvd & FUI Way Including removing Iha 
ex1,1 ng bottleneck by repraclng/Wldenlng the existing brldoa 
to prolllde en add'l lane In each direction & on-street bike 

--... -~•a~e jii~iiiiiiivii"iGiad•ariiiinslall ari"ew-· _ .. h!!,s !,/!Qa!!! .. <W 

!llo ,r na -- LO.!~ . •• C_ID! 
W!Oen lhe nonh ,111e Of' Magnolla Blvd. to provide an 

CahUerpg1::,.:,B,:,:llld::_ ___ ..J..._Vlne=:.:land=ccAv= 11.J.:.::::.::.i.=::,__..L-=oa<;iltlooal I In tile t dlrectlon. Loa 

2 or 5 



City of Los Angeles Projects Requested to be added to Strategic Plan - 2012 RTP/SCS (Attachment E) 

eourity System 

Local 

l.ocaJ 

~OC!!' H 

Loe;! 

Local Los ele:::.s _ _.,._=a;::..:.""""" 
Loai! ~a;o;;.lea·""'---.-::=;.;..a.;.,..;..;;.;;; 

Lm 

Los ,.,.. .. -
LOI eles Local 

L011 

LOI 

Los 

LG$ 

Los elea Local 

Los~, Local 

lOS I~ Local 

Los eles 

LOS A!!9!!1_!S 

Los lel Local 

Los -·-.. -· L~ 

es local H 

Los ea Local H 

F Mlry 6, 2012 

Category i Route Name 

iaslonROlld 

Avenue 

N.2!.!h __ ,nStf 

Nor1h 

--~-.:::0:.z.l ::x:::.Boul::,: ~lf'd 

OxnardSlfel 

~· S n Fernando Roail ·-

Sa6c:o Slre!! 

IVed~!Cllald 

edaTlrnel ----
Sherman Way Avenua 

Shau All&llUD 

Strategic Projects 
From/A( Ta 

SallooS! 

Griffin Ave 

WoodmanAVe MammolhAve 

Allllan St 

Roundaut .~! Baker SI 

CanyonC~!!..9~r~Prr.= ~~•:,__,,--:c--_:._,;;_......;c_ __ ~~~ ::,.::.;=;==-=:..;:;.~c.:..::::=i:.;::::.=.i:x,:= 

5!.tlCO s.t~-----r------.,.....--- ~--'"""=----- ------· 

Sierra ROJCf~Sl 

Pattar ~ 

WoodmanAve 

Ol ~Blv<l 

W.!snire Blvd LAX 

"" 
Do Soto SI 

Irwin Ave 

Lead Agttncy 

Los elesCd 

Los ~eles Cit 

3 Of 5 



Count)' 

Los 

City of Los Angeles Projects Requested to be added to Strategic Plan .. 2012 RTP/SCS (Attachment E) 

Sys1em t Category Route Name 

Strategic l!roJects 
Fro,n/At t To Ptoject Description Lead Agency 

Wldemng lo add~ fight I~ lane .wr upgrade 
lr.d'lic fjjnal 10 lllcklde Y.'e$!bound -al'ld ncitU'obound pn,tected 

I.Dall Oman! St le!Mum a l.o!S 
Widenlng 111 8114 otalbolll\d rfgl'll rur Ian upgr de 

...:L:=m~==--1--.=.l.ocal=:.:..::;"'-"'=<---1--==:,.,..----1.._.:=="""Vt!lllle==-----+--'V=~' traffics Los Ang.les Cit 
Wldenlog ~ add oor\hbO\Jr,d ngh( !1ffl lane alld u~ "-'-'-""'---1 

Shemlan W!_y ______ ------· ·-t---..:;ll.;:;afflc.c.c=-=c.=--
Oasign and mnstrucilon ol .slteel lmon>Vamanls and ~ 

A\t'Olltle 

LO$~el11S Cronshaw Bfvcl Alameda S1 ror local and r 1011;1! lraffic:. 

Los ela 

LosA e!es Local Boulevard RoscoesB\/d Los A ! .. la..,.1 ... Cl"-'t ----i 

elas Cit 

Los 

T.Jlln.!ll --'---+-V~llnlJD=------1 Oxnard s 

Venhn Boutev::at:,::d~---+~=~A.~.,,.•-----+-=4"'-$: 101 SB 

Los Local hwa Traru ===:....---,,1--==-::.::.z="--11---'-'==----+--".!90!J Boulevard 

Los es c._. 

. Los~le,; Local ,-
r l.OI ~of • -- local HI [IW y 

: Los I.ea Loc:alHl 

~ =~-...a.-1- W~e_ 

--1-..!:::=:.~=:z....-11-~=:.1---+__::l'.llf:&lllfi=e.!::Bou=lev=a"ll~---:c,--·!-:::San~V:.::loe:::::..:nl=.e.!::B:.:.lvd:..,.. __ ....;...~Cen=linel~· :::D::..A'-!'18:.-:... ___ 4 ~ "i-;;;:::::;:.!:..,-,.....,,.,...--::-,--.....,--,,-..,,..,.--.-,~.,,.-...,....- !-::::Lo::::s~=les£!. 

lllonBl\/d 

L05 le.s local VanowenSt 

Wn-ettm~~----_..._v ...... ,,.. __ BJv~d _____ _ 

LOS +~~:!!.t.---~.......JWlnoeluAV!:!1!!)._ __ --l"'"'""O:::.imar=::.:td..:S~l -___.'---'--·1----------"--+--:'::T-;a;.;~a;;;;;;;..~......, 

Local Hl hwa Woocllake Avenue Viel Blllll 

February 8, 2012 4 ors 



City of Los Angeles Projects Requested to be added to Strategic Plan ~ 2012 RTP/SCS (Attachment E) 

St teg C Pro) t 
County System Rout.Name To 

Loa 

F bruary6, 2012 Sof 5 



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 la 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 Reglonal 
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. 

Summ ry 

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 he 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) 



Honorable City Council ·2- January 30. 2012 

from cars and light trucks by means of several strategies, including mtegration of land 
use and transportation planning 1 transit system expansion, and transportation demand 
management (TOM). The California Air Resources Board (CARS) 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. 

Accord ing to SCAG's analysis and modeling, the draft RTP/SCS also meets the federa l 
conformity requirements for atr quality. It is important to note that redUGing 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 wou ld 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 mplementation 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 1 2011 the City Council adopted a joint report by the Departments of City 
P anning and Transportation entitled "Alternatives Proposed by SCAG for the 2012 
Regional Transportation Plan/ 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 maior 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 21 st 

report, the City supports careful and selected implementation of bus 
lanes, but does not want to commit to mplementing 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 n the September 21 51 report, the City 
supports careful and selected implementation of biJ<e 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 , whfch acknowledges that the project still requires further study 
and has not been officially approved by the City. 

Di cussion 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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l.ADOT 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" fund ing; and 3) the Strategic Plan represen ing an unconstrained 
list of potential projects that the reg ion 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 fund ing. 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 ID LAF5427 - DASH Clean Fuel - Five Higher Capacity Vehicles {Purchase 
five 35~foot CNG clean-fuel buses to replace five 30-foot propane vehicles). 
SC.AG 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, rn 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 Strategic Plan. 

Additionally, LADOT wishes to draw attention to both the Los Angeles Bicycle Plan and 
Mobility Hubs initiatives (a Flrst 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 30/10 (Fast Forward) proposal for Measure R projects, 
because the proposal has not yet been approved by the Metro Board, and stil l 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 O+ mph) 
where possible. 

• A regional Express/HOT Lane Network that expands Metro's Fast Lanes pilot 
project to include the 1-405 and SR-91 . This goes beyond the federally funded 
pilot studies on the 1-1 0 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 to1 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 ls 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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residentia l density increases near transit stops and transit corridors, the strategy, if 
implemented, will impact he 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" fevel. 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 (SGS map for 2035). The 
SCS map for 2035 represents what SCAG desires and believes is "likely to occur'1 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 impfemented t 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 voluntary1 the concern is that, unless the City 
indicates otherwise, the adoption of the RTP/SCS by the SCAG Regional Councll 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 Altemative.n 

Recommendation: 

The City should clarify that it Is the City that determines its own land use policy and the 
adoption of the RTP/SCS, nc!uding the land use strategy and maps, does not imply 
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that the City will implement the development pattern des~ribed 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 1 2011 City report, prepared by the Planning and 
Transportation departments, included the following comments: 

"The Sustainable Communities Strategy will include land use maps whlch will 
facilitate CEQA streamlining of development projects. According to SCAG staff, 
the CEQA relief provided by SB 375 is substantia l. 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 Prjority 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 ½ 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 declaratlon'' in the development review process. This could impact 
development review by several departments including Planning and 
Transportation. 

The City requests that SCAG provfde 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 : 

LAOOT staff has consulted with staff of OCP and the City Attorney regarding the impact 
of CEQA streamlining on the City's development review process. Input received from 
these sources 'ndicates 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 envlronmental 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 QuaHty, Biological Resources and Open Space, 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Land Use and Agricultural Resources, Public Services 
and Utilit ies, 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 jurisd ctions 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 merit1 the concern is to what extent does the "can and 
should" anguage 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 ,ican 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 AirRorts (LAWA}: 
• LAWA emphasizes that its first priority ls 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 
usecondary" 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 repo~ 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/ 
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Sustainable Communities Strategy . C 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 Project 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 LANO USE MANAGEMENT COMMIITEE 
and 

TRANSPORTATION COMMITIEE 

report as follows: 

Pl.ANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT and TRANSPORTATION COMMITIEES' 
REPORT relative to Southern California Associa ion of Governments {SCAG) proposed 
alternatives for the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainab e Communities Strategy 
(RTP(SCS), 

Recommendations for Councll 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 LADO and 
Plannlng report dated September 21, 2011 (contained In the Council file) , Inasmuch 
as the strategies rdentlfled 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 Councll and Mayor approval, as the RTP/SCS s 
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 Calif ornla 
Environmental Quality Act streamlining and thereby potentially allow development projects 
to receive mitigated negative declarations in the development review process and thereby 
Impact grov.,th in the City. 

Fiscal fmpact Statement The LADOT and Planning Departments report the potential fiscal 
Impact to the City has not b en determined. Further review and evaluation fs necessary as 
more information on the ultlmate preferred altemative 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 relatlve 
to Southern California Assocration of Governments proposed alternatives for the 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustalnable Communities Strategy. Representatives from the LADOT and 
Planning gave the Commi1tees background information on the . matter. The Committees 
requested SCAG to provide copies of the draft SCS land use maps for rev ew by the LADOT 
and Planning Departments, Council and Mayor prior to SCS adoption. 



After an opportunity fo public comment was held, e Comm tees recommended C<1u cil 
approve he recommendations contained ·n the joint report s amended This matter is now 
orw rded to he CounCJI or its consideration 

Respec ully submitted, 

PLANNING ANO LANO USE TRANSPORTATION COMMITIEE 

~p~E 
DOP 
OCT 5 2011 

LOS ANGEUS CITY COUNCIL 

Not Official Until Counetl Acts 



Attachment B 

One Gateway Plai:a 213.922.looo Tel 
lbs Angeles. CA 90011--2952 metro.net 

REVISED 
PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE 

JANUARY 18t 2012 

SUBJECT: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS' DRAFT 
2012 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN/ SUSTAINABLE 
COMMUNITIES 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 201 1, SCAG released the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS for public comment The 
RTP/SCS identifies regional transportation priorities for the six.county region th-rough 
2035. All 2009 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 
Dr-aft 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 regi'onal 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 ls 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 
his orically required for RTP development. This process yielded unprecedented levels 
of public participation and engagement, particularly among environment.al and publ!c 
health advocates championing increased funding for active transportation to reduce 
GHGe and prov de great opportunities for physical activity. The os Angeles Cou ty 
Department of Public Health was a leading voice in this advocacy. 

Reg onat Transportation Plan 

In general, the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS is a well-written documen 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 addi ·onal projects. 
regional maintenance of highway and transit facil" ies, and meeting Federal Clean Air 
Act conformity requirements. 

There are new ransportation proJects proposed In the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS, within Los 
Angeles County which are beyond revenues that the 2009 LRTP assumes to be 
avallable from traditional sources. Some of these projects are listed ln the Key Projects 
subsection below. SCAG is assuming that these new projects are funded with a 
combination of innovative funding (e.g .• container fees and public private partnerships) 
and increased revenues (e.g. gas tax charages and user-f e per mile). 

The Draft 2012 RTP/SCS proposes targeted improvemen1s In the transit network and 
increases in unding for Transporta on Demand anagement ( · OM), Transportation 
System Management (TSM), and Active Transportation beyond the levels included In 
the six county ransportation commissions' plans. includlng our 2009 LRTP. 

Funding for these improvements is anticipated from a $0.15 per gallon increase in he 
gas tax starting In 2017 and ending entirely n 2024 Aft r he gas tax phase-out in 
2024, a proposed user-tax of $0.05 per mile driven, will be phased-in starting ln 2025. 
The goal of the incremental phase-in is so that consumers will not have any large 
increases of taxes, y t also allow far 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 Co nty projects Identified n the Draft RTP that are not 
dentlfled in the 2009 LRTP 

• East-West Freight Corridor will be studied along a five mile band generally 
fotrowlng the SR-60 corridor between the 1-7 O and the 1-15. 

• Phase I of the Calrfornia Hfgh Speed Rail Authonty (CHSRA) is 1n the Draft2012 
RTP/SCS In the Constrained Plan, pending an agreement between CHSRA, 
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Metrolink and LOSSAN to iden ify funds to bring local systems up to high speed 
(11 O+ MPH) where possible. 

, A regional Exp ess/HOT Lane Network that expands our Fast Lanes pilot projec 
to include the 1-405 and SR .. 91. This ls beyond the federally funded pilot sl\Jdies 
on 1-10 and the 1-110. The Board is on record supporting these two pilot projects, 
as well as studying e feasibflity of a HOT lane on the 1-405 from he Orange 
County L ne to LAX. 

Key Issues 

There are several emerging issues that the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS addresses: 

A cordon pricing pilot project 1easibll ty 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 o replace the gas tax 
starting in 2025. 

• The exponent' al cost of deferred maintenance on highway and transit. systems, 
he need to maintain the regional system in a state of good repair, and the need 

for additional operatic sand maintenance funding, is also a key RTP concern. 

T e region ls antic pated 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 S rategv 

The Draft 2012 RTP/SCS demonstrates tha the region wll achieve the GHGe reduction 
argets established for the regfon by the State of California Air Resources Board (ARB) 

as a requirement of California's Sustainable Communities a d Climate Change 
Protect on Act, or Senate Bill (SB) 375. 

In addition to the transportatfon elements of the Draft 20, 2 RTP/SCS, the plan incJudes 
a land-use element that was developed In coordination with local jurisdictions. The 
land~use elemen responds to the region's changing demographics and housing market 
demand. It recommends a g owth 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 ravelled. 

The land-use element in combination with transportation policies, such as the user tax 
per mile fee, and transportation investments (such as TD • TSM and ac ive 
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transportation), support the region in achieving the manda ed ARB targets. The Draft 
2012 RTP/SCS provides a projec ed 8% reduction in GHGe by 2020 and a 18% 
reduction in GHGe by 2035. 

The SCS portion includes po ioles to increase the number of near-z..ero and zero 
emission vehicles operating within the reg[on 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 significan 
Increase from $1 .8 billion ln 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). ln ,cooperatio 
with SCAG, we have nitiated a oint study to develop a strategy to address first-last mile 
connections to transit ln Los Angeles County. 

The technical appendices to the Draft 2012 RTP were no available for s aff review at 
the time of the writing of this Board report. Additional technical comments on these 
appendices may be added to the draft lette . 

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY l~PACT 

The comment letter on the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS will not have any adverse safety 
·mpacts for our employees and patrons. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

There is no fmpact on the FY 2012 budget, as we are only submftting a comment letter 
to SCAG on air Draft 2012 RTP/SCS. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

The Board can modify or choose not to release a fonnal comment letter. The 
alterna ive of not sending a letter is not recommended 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 etter will be transmftted to SCAG for their 
consideration in developing their Fnal 2012 RTP/SCS. SCAG is scheduled to adopt 
their Final 2012 RTP/SCS at their April 2012 General Assembly meeting. 

ATTACHMENTS 

A Draft comment letter to SCAG 

Prepared by: Brad McAllester, Execut'lve 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, 1ih Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Re: Comments on the Orart 2012 Reglona! Transportation Plan 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the 
Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), and fs committed lo working with all 
levels of government lo address the future transportation needs of Southern 
California. As lhe operator of two or the region's commercial airports, Los Angeles 
lnternatronal (LAX) and Ontario lnternattonal (ONT), and operator of Van Nuys 
General Aviation Airport (VNY), LAWA plays an importan rote in meeting the 
region's demands for air travel and goods movement. 

LAWA, as a proprietary department o the City of Los Angeles,. ls responslble for 
operating its airports n a safe, etficlent, and flscally 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 obllgations to our tenants and partner 
agencies. It ls In thls context that LAWA provides the following comments to the 
Aviation and Airport Ground Access portion of the RTP: 

1. Use or Airport Funds 

LAWA's first priority is to maintain safe and efficient airpo,·.ts. 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 
I mp rovemen ts. 

As such 1 most airports depend on financlal support from lhe FM via grant funds for 
el!glble construction and noise mitigation projects. In return for federal grant 
monies, the FAA Includes grant assurances that limlt use of airport revenue solely 
for aviation-related uses on airport property. Using airport funds for non-airport 
functions violates federal law and Jeopardizes lhe alrport 1s abillly to receive federal 
grants. 
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Comments on the Draft 2012 
Regional Transportation Plan 

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 regfon. 

2. Use of Airport Express Buses 

The RTP includes an "Action Step" which would plar, and promote a regional system 
of alrpor.t express buses, modeled In part on the FlyAway® service currently 
operating at LAX. LAWA agrees thal express buses are a promising solution to 
certain ground access problems. However, It has been LAWA'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 erfective level of 
service. 

LAWA has spent a great deal of resources carefully studying the feasibility of 
establlst,ing new FlyAway® routes to serve LAX. However, even for LAX, with Its 
extensive market area and passenger base, II has been a challenge to find station 
local!ons that are both viable and successful. LAWA Invites SCAG to continue 
examining ways to bring simllar projects to other airports, but caut ans 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 fo'Jlowing technical clarlficatlons 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 EIR/EIS as a justification for those trip numbers. However, the 
numbers reported do not correspond to data that LAWA has previously 
reported or l'.Jsed In any environmental analysls. LAWA requests clarificatlon 
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 4-61 the following projects should be Included in the 11st of 
projects completed since the project notice of preparation Tn 2008 
(footnote 1 ): Douglas St., La Cienega Blvd., Lincoln Blvd. (all), Nash St., 

PC OC>C 29~(1/J 1 



Mr. lkhrata 
January 20, 2012 
Page3 

Comments on the Draft 2012 
Regional Transportation Plan 

Sepulveda Blvd. (bol ), lhe 1-105 westbound off-ramp at Sepu eda 
Blvd., and the 1-405 at SR-90. 

o Two other projects on Table 4·6, Arbor Vitae St. 1 and the 1-405 rrom 1-10 
to SR-101, are under cons1ructlon 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 lo as LAX-10, widening Aviation Blvd. from Century Blvd. lo 
Manhattan Beach Blvd. lo 3 lanes in each direction. 

5. 2011 Air Passenger Survey 

Lastly, the 2006 LAX Air Passenger Survey was used lo create several data points 
within this section of lhe RTP. LAWA Is hoping to unveil the results of lts 2011 Air 
Passenger Survey In February or lhis year. SCAG should consider updaling its 
Appendix with his new data as I finalizes the RTP. LAWAwllt post he results of 
this survey on our website (ht p://www.lawa.org) once the report Is comple ed. 

Thank you ror the opportunity lo review the 2012 Draft RTP. We hope that these 
comments wlll be helpful in developing a successful pla ror the region. If you have 
any questions regarding these comments, please con act Diego Alvarez, Regional 
Transportation. Coordlnalor, al 424-646-5179 or dalvarez@lawa.om. 

( 
Michael D. Feldl n 
Deputy Executive Director 
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January 30 2012 

The Honorable City Council 
City of Los Angele 
Room 395 ity Hall 

Dear Honorabl Member : 

DRAFT 2012-2035 REGIONAL TRAN P RTATION P 
COM},,f IT1ES TRA TEGY 

The Department of City Planning (DCP) has reviewed and prepared comments for your 
consideration regarding the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/ ustainabl om.munitie 
trat gy (RTP/ ) prepared by the Southern California Association of Governments A ). 

'fb 2012-20 5 RTP/ C includes land u e strat gies for addr ssing the region 's mobility ne d 
and desires for heaJthy, sustainable communities. DCP has \ orked with SCAG en ure lbat the 
City s land plans and programs are in orporated and the ity s interests addressed in Lhi 
long-range regional plan. This work has includ d collaboration with SCAG over the past two 
ye · L pr pare the population, household and employment growth forecast for the ity nsure 
that this anticipated growth is consistent with the capacity reflected in City's land use plan and 
nsure that this long-tenn growth is located according to the City's land use plans. 

D P staff has identified five issues related to land use and recommends changes to the 20 J 2-
2035 RTP/ C to better support the City's interests and role in the regional plan, presented in 
the draft l tter to SCAG attached to this report. These include: 

A. larify the definition of 'High Quality Transit Areas' where growth is fi used· 
B. larify the definition of "Urban Cent rs' where growth is focused· 

'orr ct inaccurate representation of land u es and potential growth around tation areas· 
Incorporate the 1,684 miles of bicycle facilities identified in the City's 2010 Bicycl 

Jan· and. 
. Clarify the role of recently ena ted treamlining provisions under the California 

En 1ronmental Qual'ty Act. 
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2012~20 5 RTP/ CS. 
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Th propo ed recommendations will ha e oo fi cal impact n th Gen ral Fund. 

MICHA LJ 
Director of Planning 
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Cit Planning Associate 



ATTACHMENT 

[Date[ 

Ms. Margaret Lin 
outbem California Association of Governments 

818 W. eventh t., 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 9001 7 

ear M . Lin : 

1 IO AL TRAN PORTATIO PL N/ UST 
TEGY 

ABLE 

Th purp se ofthi letter i to provide comments from the ity of Los Angeles Department of 
City Planning (DCP) regarding the Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 

oununiti tratcgy RTP/ C . DCP appreciates the collaborative relationship with AG in 
d eloping thi pJan which has included working together on the integrated gr wth forecast and 
und r •tanding the Cit s land use plan and programs. 

h following addresses five land us issues and recommend changes to the 2012-2035 
RTP/ in order o better addres the ity s land u e plans and projected growth. his 
includ 

larif lhe definition of' High Quality Transit Area ' where growth i focused· 
B. larify th definition of Urban Centers' where growth is focused; 

on·e t inaccurate representations of land uses and potential growth around station areas· 
D. lnc r rat the I. 684 mil of bicycle facilities iden ified in the City· 2010 Bic cle 

Plan~ and 
' larify the role fr ently en ted streamlining pr vi ·ions under the California 
n iron.mental Quality t. 

. Hi h uaJity roo it Are nd rowtb att rn · 

frames growth pattern in part in terms of being within or outside of 'High QuaJity 
ran ·it Area (HQ )." An I I T is defined as, 'generally a walkable transit illage or 

con-idor, c nsistent with the adopted RTP/ C that has a minimum density of20 dwelling units 
per a r nd i. within a ½ mil of a well- erviced transi top with 15-minute or less ervice 
frequency during p ak commute hours. HQT A boundaries are g,-aphically portrayed i :xhibits 
thr ughout the . For the ity f Los Angeles, the ast majority of the ity land area falls 
within II TA b undari a · een in the following Exhibits: 4.4 4.9 4.13 4.1 5 and Exhibits 1 . 
20 and 2 I in U1 • a kground ocumentation ( ee ttachment). 

b J JQT utt ari n mpa all n ighborb od within a½ mile radius and appear to 
indicate that "f wth will take place throughout the area, including low density single-family 



neighborhoods and mdustrial districts. In fact, the City is far more discriminating, and adopted 
Jand use plans reflect carefully studied areas where growth can be absorbed, Generally, land use 
changes to acconunodate 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 i accommodated, as indicated by the following underlined 
text: 

"A HQTA is generally a walkable transit village or corridor consistent with the adopted 
RTP/ CS that has a minimum density of 20 dwelling units per acre and is within a ½ 
mile of a well-serviced transit stop with 15-m.inute or less service frequency during peak 
commute hours. This was represented by the prop01tion of Greenfield versus Refill (infill 
and redevelopment) growth in each of the scenario , Within these boundaries, growth 
within a given jurisdiction is consistent with the integrated growth forecast for that 
jurisdiction and is di tributed according to the ju1isdiction's land use plans. Thus, while 
areas within ½ mile of a transit stop or corridor are walkable in relation to transit, 11ot all 
such aJ'eas are targeted for growth and/or land use changes.' 

8. Urban Centers and rowth Patterns 

The SCS frames the overall land use pattern aero s the CAG region around six factors. The 
HQT As, discussed above are one factor. Another factor is the region s urbanized core versus 
peripheral areas. Urbanized core areas, or "cor centers." are defined in the SCS as, 1'areas where 
trateg.ies such as compact community design mixed-use development, redevelopment of aging 

retail areas, greater housing va1iety and additional transit service arc more likely to succeed. ' 
E ·hibit 4.5, · rban Centers SCAG Region (see Attachment), depicts the location of these u1·ban 
centers. However, these urban centers do not appear to a1ign 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. If the two exhibits are inlended to illustrate the same w·banized areas, 
staff recommends that the color scheme used in Exhibit 4.15 also be used in Exhibit 4.5. 

C. Land ses around tation Areas 

The SCS projects higher density in urban centers, and anticipates growth in transit rich area 
tlu- ughout the City of Lo Angeles in rder to demonstrate a decrease in OHO emissions by 
2035. D P staff compared the city s General Plan Land Use to the CS Land Use Pattern Maps 
and ha found that in general the S S is con isteni with the City1s land use density and land us 
designaiions. However, in closely examining 76 rail and bus transit station areas, DCP staff has 
found instance. of inflated density, which inaccurately reflects the eneral 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. ucb ce11ter 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 Warn r enter but it is 
generally not appropriate throughout the rest of the city. 

In addition. the foll wing i sues were found in multiple station areas. 

Multi-Family neighborhood 
Deu ities up to 178 145 or 61 uni1s/acre that are t high for many sit 
Den ities too high in area adjacent to single-family n ighb rh d 

ingle-Farnily ncighborh od 
Increase ind nsity in trictly single-family areas that are abl and where no growth 
; anticipnt -
Pare Ls ·md rridor. in Historic Preservation erlay Zon ·s r fleet density 
designations that are too high· these areas are stabl with no projected chang 
Re idential use refl cted as commercial 

ommercial rrid r 
Density proje lion arc too high 

Industrial Land U e 
Indu triaJ areas that are to be preserved as indu trial are inaccurately represented as 
commercial or retail 
Industrial areas that show residential designati n are an inaccurate reflection as these 
sites are preserved 

Public · cilitics 
and u e change at chool ites that are not proj cted to chang 

High r sidentiaJ densities or ommercial uses projected on public facilitie such as 
along freeway c unty jail open space 

Recommendation: 'J11e ity recommends tha1 more appropriate repr scntations of land u e 
around tati n ar a be made, hich can be identified on detailed annotated maps of the station 
areas and pro ided und r eparate cover. 

D. Prop d Bikcwa s 

The S empha izes the importance of active transportation opti ns in meeting the mobility 
needs of the S A region, including walking and biking. While A has prop sed a regional 
bikeway network, the includes the contributions of localities in developing bicycle networks 
within the localHy and linking to other transit mode reflected in Exhi it 4.11 Propo ed Blkeway 
Network~ A cgi n e Atta hment). However it appe · lhat th· it Lo Angele 
r cemly d pted 20 IO Bicycl Plan for 1 684 mile of bike facilitie acr s Los Angeles is not 
included in thi • xhibit. ome egmeots of this bicycle oetwork are in u _. elopment and ha e 
been id ntifi d for fundin • and are therefore included in lhe 2012 RTP Ii l of transpo1tation 
investmen . In luding th full proposed hie cle n tw rk ill supp rt the J n -term c mmitment 
to pur ue re ourccs 6 rd eJopmenl of the network. 



Re ommendation: e ity recommend tJ1at the C include the bic cle facilities identifi d in 
the City's 2010 Bicycle Plan. 

. EQA Streamlining Incentives for u tainable Land Use Patt rn 

he 2012-2035 RTP/ directly addre e the pportunity for 1elief under the California 
En ironmental QuaHty ct (CEQA). Under enate Bill 375 the requirement to prepare a 

ustainable Communities trategy (SC ) was coupled with incentive to ncourage su tainable 
development and implementation of an . The incentives are compri ed f relief under 

QA, such as treamlincd documentation or exempt.ion from enviro11mental review 
requirements. for sp ific development types in pccific lo ati ns, as I ng as such dev lopmenl 
i. c n i tent with th land use reflected in the C . A any prop sed d eloproent i c n ·ider d 
b l cal jurisdictions this EQA relief is at the di cretion of local jurisdictions. Howe er as 
written the 2012-2035 TP/ C an be constru •d to iodicate that CEQA relief is part of the 
land use plan and i a: ailable by right t all de elopment that mee1 th qualification . 

Recommendation: he ity reconuncnds that the 2012-2035 R Pl better reflect the 
pportunity for C ~QA streamlining inc nti e through the following changes: 

1n the discu ion of the mandate to prepare an CS (page l 06 of the 2012-20 5 
RTP/SC ) am nd th last entence f th cond to last paragraph: 
·In additi flt m projects consistent ·ch the are ma be ligible for 
streamlined environmental re iew. ' 

2) In Exhibits 4.1 , 4.2 and 4.3 regarding p pulation, employment and household growth, 
respe tively ( ec Attachment remove th depiction of Transi"t Priority Project (TP ') 
areas. A TPP is one particular t pe of d velopment that qualifies for CEQA treamJining. 
Depicting th.is in these exhibit is confusil1g because a TPP i not defined. Furth m1orc, 
the depiction of PP boundaries d tra ts from the purpo c oftb exhibits whi hi L 

show where growth i directed o r th planning period f th 2012-2035 R'l P/. 

In the discu. i n fTransportation Analysi · Zones (TAZ ) and Development Types 
(page 122 of lhe 2012-2035 RTP/S , remove the bri f di. cussion regarding , A 
streamlining and the adequacy of T -lev l land use information. first, this point is 
difficult to Wtderstand as present d nd requires further explanation. econd this p int 
pertains to im:entives available to juri di tions and de el p r • n t to the modeling 
analysi . La tly, this point detracts from the purpose of th secti n which is to d crib 
th appr ach modeling land us and tran portation infonnation. This paragraph w uld 
thus read: 

'' o onduct required mnd ling analysis for the RTP/ CAG 
dist1ibute the growth foreca t data to transportati n analysis zones 
(TAZs) to capture localized effects f the int raction of land use and 
tr nsp nation. Ade+tiooaH , ~tta! 

A relief fer qual ifiea e~l-f)fflj~~-ftft 



adopted SGS. 8CAG- suggests that milizieg eommUB:ity types e.t the TAZ 
le·1-el efgeograpf:ty (with en average siie of 160 square acres) effers4eea:l 
jurisdictions adequale iBfenn&tioa and flec.ibility to make appropffltle 
eonsisteney findings fur projeets to be eligible to reeeive GEQA 

~ 
To further facilitate regional modeling of land use information from n arly 
200 separate jurisdictions CAG developed a simplified series of 

ommunity Types to represent the land use categories taken from the 
region many general plans ... ' 

) refer nc o the ummary of the in enti e (page 148 of the 20 12~ 203 5 
RTP/ ) sh uld be included under the s ction "RTP/ C Next tep 'and the ummar 
sh uld be m ved to follow this because the inccnti can be used to nc uragc and 
fa ilitate implementation of the and is th r fore better understood as a "ne, t tep.' 
{n dditi n, th ummaTy hould include a di cu .. i n regarding ajuri dicti 's discretion 
in certifying the environmental re i w for a project i:egardless o eligibility r r 
streamlining. 

5) In lhc ackground Documcntati n the ummary of the CEQA e, 1.:mplion (page 84) 
hould include a description of ajuri ·dicti o' di cretioo in certifying lh 1:nvironmental 

re i for a pr ~ect regardle s of cli ibility for treamlining. 

Thank ou or mi opportunity to pro ide comment . J you ha e any qu tions or w uld like 
additionaJ infom1ation, pl ase contact Naomi uth at (21 978-3307 r by email at 
Naomi. uth@lacity.org. 

incer ly 

MICHAELJ. L GRANDE 
Director of Planning 

Attachment 

CC: Ken mstein, Principal City Planner 
mj uth, ity Planning sociate 



ExH1e1r 4.4 Compass Blueprint Demonstration Projects 
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EXHIBIT 4.9 High-Quality Transit Areas (HQTA) SCAG Regior, 
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exH1en .13 Land Use Pattern SCAG Region (2035) 
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EXHIBIT 4.15 
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Land Use Pattern Los Angeles County (2035) 
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UHtlllT 1s Land Use Pattern ap - City of Los Angeles 2008 
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nH1a1r 20 Lana use Pattern Map • City o Los Angeles 2020 
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EXHIBIT 21 Land Use Pattern ap - City of Los Angeles 2035 
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EXHIBIT 4.s Urban C nter SCAG Region 
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nH1arr 4,11 Proposed Bike 
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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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City of Los Angeles Projects Requested to be added to Strategic Plan - 2012 RTP/SCS 

t 
' 

Strategic ProJ•co
.° Frosp/At To 

~ 
Widen and reslripe lo ae00mmodate two through lltlle$ rn I 

_ .b9.!,A._!!~S---1-- L_oca _ _ l fii~wa.);'·-; , Ca~>'--~.,-.... - 11th Streel'---,:_·.,.·----+l --'-A_v"""'lat~~--· ~~~!!_B_lv_d ___ _,_...,ea-==ch dlredioc-cn:---,----.,-.,..,-..,--, -,..,--,-..,...,,--.---'l,_~s ~ .e_l,es ~~, 
. Wlaen to 70 It and remove embedded rails and ties, Install 

lf!ft tum·ciiannlillzallon and widen CYrb (elumi IQ reduc.l 
L2!.f.n el_es=---+--=Locat== Hi~..!L. Ca . .E.\r__ - ~E!.':!l~a Street •· -1 •· U9'1~Q .... 1 .... F'""""--- _ .L-.:!.Q.Fwv._ _______ --'con,..~ionandlmptovetruckmo~ent 

Alameda st from 1-1 O to Se\/enlh ~t . • project lnciudes 
! rehabilitation ol lhe roadway, remo~lng enbedded rails and 
I t1e.s. instaHlng feft. tum channetlzat on, spot wldening where 
i 1 __ ,10 F • -~ needed lo accommodate tnJck traffic Lo!..~,!1!.~..8.1 

• 1 Realign Alhambra Aye'.'"'blltweo lO',Vell Me. Qfld the Cl\y or 
Alameda Street 

L-OJi An_geles City 

· I Alhambra aty11mltslo smoolh ou an exl&ilng sherp i,.eur-.e 
1-.:l..o::.::•:.;.:.:..:::lll.::;IIS::,_ __ 1i- =Loc:a=!..:iH.== "--i--==:.:<----1--!..:Alham= braAv,!IIIU~~----1-!~L~<1Ne .... · .... l~IA~v~•------+--................ ~-~-lfm_ lt_s ..,1r _ and==".,..t_o°"er,hanat_,.....,.._1ra.,,.·,..lllci,--ahd--=ca:i:':""-pacilY'°"="'·~·--,- _,.,.-------~~ ..... ele .... s_C=i"---t 

Widen Alilaheim Sl from 78' to IM' 811d reiifipe lo 
accommodate an eddttlonal I ne Ill ollCh direction; this 
would Im e \he roadw y from 4J!!!!!s:.IQ:.::.,::8;.cl= .::,' - ....... -1......;L::::os:::.:;;Ari::.:,v;e::.,;les:::.:Cl~ t~---I 
Widen and rutripe to eocommod tfl!1 lllfQClllh lanes 

las Anaholm Streel 

=-----+-,each":':=F dlredion===:;.,.--:-:'""""-,:,.,...-,---,,-,,=---,-,--,,,,...,-1-..::LO:.,S:,_,·.-'--=-=c,._--i 
Widen eaS1 skle of B !boa Blvd tOU1h of Oevonshlro Sl for 
approxunatety 500 IL, and reSUfpe lhe Int ecifoo to provide 
dual ten-tum lanes for the nortnbolsld end southbot'1d 

J alboa Boulevanl OevonSl'llre SI a aches. 
Replace tt,e exlstJno bfidgo to I~ lfall1e capacijy nd 

_ \Niden/re51ripe southbo<lnd.US-101 olt-{'li!llj) al Borhillll 81 d 

Widen west side of Bamam Blvd 10 provld a I001hboond 
r'lghl-tum only lane on Bamam Blvd. aOll to tmprove 11cct11S 

;;....i-·=,= .:..::::==.::...----1-lJS-101'-'-'~=.LC---~-·- ------1'_~ ildesouthbound doubr. left.tum Ian!!____ Los '!!!' c 

- ~.!!!.!\~a .. .!!! . .. _,_ _ Local HJS11way__ £!!p,!J .. l?!!L ._ .. .,,., .,_ee~ ~'U.,!1~!\lvllJ!!__ ,______ _!o Uoi'lersaL Stud~ to the lQ.l_~ _ .:!'.!!'.l.fL. .. ___ _ !£!~!'.!.~.9.!Y. 
, , _Widen soµth leg of Bi!lverly Glen 81\/d fo ~,al o r'lg~t tum ' 

-.'=.~.~~00 II,!!!'..,_ .-1-.22!!J:t.la~!1. ..... , ,. -· ca !e.lt: • ..--. .. ,. J!Y.!/1 t.~.o~J!!mr:!.____ ·--~u~i~~'!"X~M~~id~ op;oviile~ J1 ii'iJ~lll6ii l bq,t&JJl,elH,C(l.L.....,. 

.•. - ~J!(!.d ~!L§!.!,_L ____ Lau!!!.f!!!l.tl?!L ~""vd;._ __ ,,_..!.:/:!.'.~ ~~~__..--.. -_ y,,es~bO..'!~!Q,'!..:-.,.,-,..-·-w·•- __ ,._,___ • ....,.._....,. 
Bull grade-separated ucoeu to tartroni ran rom rall 
I nos, ax1end Broad Aile 10 Waler Sir at. o.i1i;11ns1 II bike 
1aoe! and ; ~alki!2!1_l1othalda Bro a ve -· ._ __ J.otAn@lar City 

LOS _!&l~ - ~ 0r11.., 

lm~H BIJ!bGnlc Boulav.1ra C b!K.wneAv• 
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...... ~!!! .. MIii!'!'!.!...~- . 1 L~!_HI hw! Transit __.... ..... ,,. C Veolur!.~l'IJ!,,_,_..,_,_ 

_, •. M~.!~~ .Q! I!!.! .. ,_, __ , ... J;.1!,...cal H!Jl!1!f!t ......,.Sf!e.! .. e<..._t ---.i-.... c;;;.;1!!1211 .... A 11n.~a _Jl.!l]<c?¥,-~-h,.-- --....-----~9~9!11!! Cit 

_J _O!f.t1i~..L-- - bOCll) Hl9'l..~~-- . ' :.,_.Q.l!!J.!9!~.,_- ti( C,!!,i:!Y!ln!!2UJ!M., __ .,'&,!l~I!.,r;'! .... lvd"-' ........ ---~ ·-M!ll(lO!la B'-'-'ly,..,d_~_ .-bl!!~ tes .Q.ltt.__.. 
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City of Los Angeles Projects Requested to be added to Strategic Plan - 2012 RTP/SCS 

.,.,,__ -
Jlystem. . Project Descrfptlo~ Ltu• Agency 1 

,,:/f t. 
: ... J=.\is Angeles_ ] · l:~J:i!9...hway.,.:;._ _..£!P.;!!~!1· 

Los eles ~I Hlf#~r ~e:1----t· 

·=.;:;;·1._~--+....::::Dcae..::Soto= _"-A;.:;IJ.:.:eu=l".-------+ 

Los t!.S LocalH 

Los eles 

Los etes Local H 

LOS etea Local H 

les LocalH 

Los eles Local H 

,. 
Los les· local 

LOS Iliff 

Los tes LocalHI 

Lo& .elea Local HJ hWa 

Lot eta& Local H!l!hwa . 

- ~.b!:!11. IH ~Hlhwa 

Lo Al'lgeles 

.. J::.~l~i,l~- --. -~$9.L':!!f.!hwat_ 

J..os f,11ee 11!.t..._. ; ::..~ll~.\Y!r_ 

Oe SOll?.6)!.4!!!.!~--

F _Lbf!!5)~venue 

Fl~~SIIHI 

.Foothll BoUlevard 

For LawnDt1ve 

.E. 6U!!I tn Avef_lU 

GlanoakS~ SOnland Blvd 

Cons1ruct a new bridge w~n bib ti\ (lnc)udlllQ equosinar. 
tralQ overlA Rlllef I LAec Ra-lilgh the SR-13-41'1 ,way 
01\/olf _ramps FOfMI L.-.m Or. to mprov ow and 

en ovw ·101 wytotmpm,.,1,ir,coutoUS-

Lo1 

Lo 

Gnllld .,. ieer~e . .c.----r-·--"=,.,_,....,=-.--"-------t-T--~=-"111"'Sl~------1--,-,10.,.1~s ,_.,..:!!!!'::'' l~Lll~Lllll~ llltlOOfr:'~I and~_,Gra,'id-.±-""1-'A·-," '::'·-:'."','--":'"""'---:-'+-~;..."""=a="'-......... 
Widen Iha Exlsllog brid{I to p(Ollide du t IBft·ILJn I- onlo 
111B 101 and 110 freeways on-ran,ps, Includes, end d 

---1-----------1--,ta,.,hrou,.,.,........,.lene""'" .. ari,...d..,!!i~- ~~sldow I 
Widen to PfO\I de cootlflllOUf l'ff W011Qfl la.nes n e 
cllt 

~~---- ~-.....,.___,ln1lll'&IICIJ=i:.::-=-on- w~kl- ,-n.,.ng__,.to_ad...i.Cl-.-,QU911--,-andlor-,,-,.lu_m...,...ID!l0--•"", -and-..i-

upgrado lnlfflc 11gr1aJ to lnelud new phal ng llffdod to 
_____ ,¼-.,,,1m;:F;:;.:v:.;;e..:,;l':ler10et ~ eap.c!IY.· 

Widen 1)1\11 ri!,11t1'11»to acconvnod11111 o 11\fOUgh I In 
!:1;,.l!,q!/.J!!.:.va.,.ra""'"' __ l"""""""'""'"'"=~-" ....... - ---+--'1 .... 11""1n"--st,.__ _ ___ ...._ __ +-~llach~;..;d,.,lrudJ=, ... IIO......: -

wtden al1d rutrlpe to- pr-ov"'!ld""'e_co_ rn"'lnoou--,..,.uir'einrough 

llll'llls In L~l'!!.!i!!P.!l.,.,._ • -··--~- 1:J!~.,~~l!l!,.9.11 __ 
Widen u,e we!ll side 01 L~urol nron Ivel sOIJIJ') Of 

, ,, , MIJlhOII~ Dr 10 cany two ftoulhboUrad lanoa lf1(ougl'I lhe 

-------~ --~~g With CallraM &°CAC"owiiV,1m,orovetinoo/ite1iid - !,-:2!,~! .. Q.!t ... 
between Jelferaon Bl\111 & FIJI war lrieludtng removing the 
existing boUlenoek by repl11cing/wld nlng lhe exl 111111 brldg& 
to provide an add'l lene 1ft e ch dlreotlon & 011-alie t bike 

1~!..._......,.....-..,..,.,..~--·~=,..,..w-·.- .lr£~!,.~'1ll~.!!.5 Cit 
Re(l\o\/ Ju,_.00ts on Maclay al Glads!~ Ill)~ malllll e new , 

~"-""---·--ll-'--'---------1--"tJ',=,IC"""'-"1 ~ -------.-c-... ,_ -· J ,,t!J!.,OOQ.~~l ClfL 
Widen the north 1lde ol Magnolia Blvd , to prov I e an 

Vineland Ave {nonh !.!!.!l addillon I lane I. Iha wetJ!?ovnd di• d!Ofi, .......... _____ ........ , ~-01 Al)D J~ CII ·--· 

2 or 4 



City of Los Angeles Projects Requested to be added to Strategic Plan - 2012 RTP/SCS 

Strat~gic P,.rofects 
C}»un.~ { Sys,te Clitegor:y Route Name from/At l, Project Dqcrlptlon Lead Agelfi 

I. W~anirig to ·add Elloluslve right-Wm lanes ror all 

Los A"!!e18$ :- Loqil Highw~y-rl C_!R!!_c:J!y_, __ . Mason /\Venue ' •/ Sl!,!lcoy_§_t'-------'--l· --------...--;a-pproaCh&s amj \!Nf!0...!..~.!1£..S.!1mL__ Los An eles: City 
i Widen Mission Road to provide an ddltlonal tllrough l;111e In : I , I eacll direction, ano Install new pedestrian signal at Sichel i 

~ h_a_s An~~~· l oca_ !.._ H._~_. tf'N.l!Y_J_£!P.!S~.Y. Ml$!J£!1.Road_-s-_,__,_..1-,G. riffln_f,v;a,e ______ ~~o=-S=t'--__,e-----+l--=s..,_1r~..--.--- . . _____ , ·----~~-~ eles City I . 1 I . • Wid811 Moorpai1\ Ave,, Ip nc,ea~e capacity and Install street . . .{ ... ,r i 
' Los A"l!eles I Local Highway Cap~='"----+-""==-" 00C)man Ave r ht!._~ll..11119'. '" .J,.os ~ gales CIIY, _ _j 

Grade seperate North Main Street over tne exttrng Matrollnk I 
and freight tracks; reduces de1BY1i !or vehicles and transij 1 

LosA(!Q!!J.!!!.__ LocalH!~l!L '.!!!.•city,....,._ N..!!!!!!.M.!IJ~,l!.i:!!,_1 ---~, _______ -!!.~!!!.!!:.•.'!!,lin on M~et __________ !:,0..!.,.~1!!1eles..£!!X. 
Widen R $piing SL between ROIJlldoul I. IQ Baker SI. frllffl 
44 It. t.o an 80' fOlldWay wldltl anci ni1 II landep.ape\l 

Local.Hi h~.._---.--:C:c:•,=.:::::.,.. ___ ,i--:-N._0'1!!.§.1!!.!!11§.~,!L_. -i.-;===-~--~--1--.::B;;::;ak::;:er:;..,:;S1:...-_____ ..-..:med=J!!l!! ___ ______ __ Los,- eles Ch · 
lmprov men\1 to the ln\el'!lectlon by lncre ,1119 I curb 

Los el 

return rad us of all lour comers llrd Olymplc Blvd 
a~. Rpwr~=u~lred~~....,..-------,-+.-o:~:.:.;:;=~~::.::<.-~ 

1 WIilen to Im e k movement !(ijjht-ot..wa ulred Los 
Widening curb r111M1 to mp,ov lruClk movement lhroUgh tho 

LocalHI hwaL-.~.ca_pa_cl-ty ___ ...--=01.m!E!g_Bouleva""l'd'----+--"=;:.;..~=------+----------, ..... intafHctlon, ______ Lo!....,.__... ____ '"""'.._---1 

Los eles 

osAn eltt -

Los 
losA eles 

-~~Q!!a""s_.,.....-= 

!.'i!!t~liL~!L.. ~1:!.la~ ... t __ 

__ h.!!.!.~02!.!L- • ...... hW!!I H/gh~--+-....c.-'= 

-~os AnQ_ele1.,__ ..!,~J..t!!ll~i!r._-+-_,..."" 

, __ !,(,cal Hfghwa Ca Irwin w 

Loi 

Loa 

Lot elB1 cri 

.. ~ .~-1111!!!!.!£!!1. 

~.A!J.IW!t£!!r_ 

Los 

Los 

3of 4 



System 

Los !es 

City of Los Angeles Projects Requested to be added to Strategic Plan ~ 2012 RTP/SCS 

Category Route Bame Project Desc!'lption 
Wldenlng to add northbound right tum lane end upgrade , 
trallj(: 1lg(IIII IO ,l)ci~B'4o'$$\l)QIJl1d ~ northbotlrld protected ' 

--'--- ""''"'"l~ft-tum p/laslo 1 """--'-'-~- - ' - - · ' . 
Wldanlng to acid eastbol.il'ld ltght tum lane ol'ld 1.<pgrade 

j -L~~<A ,,.e""'l"""es __ ,...11--.c..loca'-'-'-... 1 H""l'"'h-'wa-'-'---+--~ acll 

L_bos-Ange_t_es __ ~i,-· _Local_~ ... _lg_hw;i~ -.--,_~'t-----Sb!>Ue AverJUe , , 

""-"- -,-.----1---- - ------.-i--:~~c slnglgnaJ1 d ftft... ri h :..... , ______ ___,,.., ._,_l,ps A!!geles City ----l 
~·"'en q.ad ,...,, ,h~urd g u .... ,_i1ane a(ld upgrade, · ~ ~'· .,.1 

~-""'-· _, ________ traffic slg!J!I__ . ·· · . - I Los Anjleles City 

L.~.~-~)es , I ~~,t,waL 
I' Oealgn arid construction of street Improvements and slgnagei 

S!,~.IL~....fil!!!..l.le __ --:t,..1.t.111~ , ·---· --~~-~?~!_-~-;-·:-·---- _!2!,.£2.,11:).~~,!.~~l.~!~.---·~-·'l'.'-·~--l Los_NiSeles City 

[ __ Los ~~s: . J t~I .l'JlghWal 

h ho..~_f.:!Ja!lli.!!,.- -~~Jjj]gb'!!':!i 

C~ ai ~. OP.!!.\!L.a_Ci.!l!V.~!1 .. ~ ,1.~ .~r\t~~..l...:..~~.\!!!l!lPJ __ , --~-----·-

f.!i!!,~ty ___ . ...r~e.~.a!..£1'11YE!Lli!i>!!.1.!'!.!ll~ ... ~1-... B.!.>:!!~' e11d _ -·------ Los Angeles City 

i: Angeles .~ 

OJ_!.,..,!1.J!.~O!.,..__ 
' .. 

29'--Q•o,~ e~:~.~J. ===---~ ~Q;...11/d,..__....,.. .... ---....._,~..,_..,., 

Vaiel AV.!Jl...\ll:_,__, Klttr1!!9.~.§_t ------11-.-----------1---,--•-.----.,-----!'"~-__,-=-...,,,..--.,,....._,..--...... ~ ~='=-"-,s_--1 

- Los Ji..ll.' 101 Local H San Pablo St 

losAn eles LocalH Van Ne11 lwenue US-101 

los 8$ US-101 

Owen Ave 

Oxnard st 

BlVd 

L4!,.Arl !!..,,••~-+--=L.,.,Cieal=,.cr,s~i.- c. ~...)'___ _ VJ5ii2!Y.j!ou1cw!![L,_......,..._+--=owens~n-1'..Y.L....._ 

~~--+--L..,oca:;;;!Hlij~!Y....,.. 

. Loa Mgfil.•.!--.;..-""Loca= I...!:!.! ~ ,'i. 

_ LosAJ1U.11les~- .......!:..~!.!:!.!a..~~X.-.. __ c •~!X----1~.!~.!:lk* lev (.d ___ _ 

_ ,_.J:2~ ... ~lli'J!.!..____ ~!-..2e!L"i!ghl.'!!r_, ....... -.9.!P.ll...2!1'i.. _______ - ·--vt.lr:!~.!l.tk.!.!.\~!!.!.W.!.._ .. __ .. ___ ,_, 

_, Los_AnaehH_~,__\:.!!oal Hltl!.J.~!Y .. __ C .l!.!!!:!l.Y_ Wln!J. tka Av nu ·-·--- ..... 

f Boca Ave 

SunaetBl'III 

Nen\l.nl Blvd 

Mason~ vo 

US-IOISB~ s 

1-10F 

Los.AmL~--1--=L=~ """.ieL-,,1-..=·i,,::::::z.. _ _ -1-..:==:=..L==~-.:.:--i......!O~xn!!.':aid=.·~51:-_~-"'---~I-----....:..:~::..:....-:::.;; 

Los 

Los 

1'.os 

LOI 

Los 

Los eles City 

Los' ele$Cil 

eesClt 

Los~ ·r:: eleaCH 

Los elet Cl 
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Ctty ROI I tgh Ml 

Town Ft I 19h Ml 

N IQllbotllOOlf A e1 H lgh t;ti. 

Suc1i1b n R . High Mix 

Urb n Coro Emp H,gh MIX 

City Emp High Mix 

Town Emp High M 

N l!lhbomood Emp ltlo Mt 

SubtH ban Emp Hlgll M11t 

Urban Core Re, Low Ml 

City Res Low MIK 

Town Res Low M1 

Ne hbOfhOod Res lo,v Ml 

S!lburban RIIS LOw M X 

Vrb n Cor Emp Low M 

- C:t'(Em L Mi 

Town mp low MIK 

Nelgt,bo,hood Roi I Low Ml 

S11burba1'1 Rel II Low Ml 

SUbutban Olfice low Ml 

Suburban lnlfuslo Low MIJI 

Rur.itl.0vlM,~ 

N 

0 2SO 500 ,,000 A --=::::::ii--•Feet 
canario Is b1w1d "" local 11,put ,aaorvod by Jum> Wf r 

Civic Center Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2008 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTPISCS 

I Af m~1~~~iii'f::~~Amrmrs 



Urb Coro Res High MIX 

- C11y RH lli h M1 IIMI -Town Rea High Ml Suburban Emp High MIX 

N61ghborhood Res 111gh Ml~ m Urban Core Re, I uw Ml• 

9Lib11tl,an RIii High Mix City Rea Low Mix 

UlbM Core E111p High Mix Town Rea Low Mi 

- s~ G½ 0'7t ~I ~o<.ci-vtvo--f 
c,o-...J-

Suburban Ros low Milo Subutb O c:eLowMx 

- Urblln COID ·mp LCl'N M Subtut,on lndustnal Low M,x 

- Cl1V Emp Low Ml Rlll'lll Low Ml 

1 Town Emp Low Ml N 
N lgh1Jor1100d R11lllll Low Ml 

0 250 500 1,000 A Subur ri Rnt,11 low Mi Fo \ 

Sa narlo IS bas/Kl 011 ·1111,ip,,t rocetvod by Ju,10 2011 

Civic Center Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2035 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTP/SCS 
,ourl ll" u.ur XNIA 
Al10CIArlON 1111 OOVl•HM N,S 



City Rea High Mix 

Town Rltll High Mrx 

Neighborhood Res High MIK 

Suburban Res High Ml~ 

Urblln Core Emp High Ml 
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~ ASSOCIATION of GOVlRNMENTS 



CECA S1teaml1nrng Avail - City Emp High Mil< Neighbol'hood Re tow Mix Ne,ghbofhood Offlce low fwx 
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Scom,1,0 13 /J/iset.l on Ive 1 111pu1 f8Cen1fJd by Ju11e 2011 

2nd Street I Los Angeles Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2035 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Meas 20'12 RTP/SCS 
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CEOA Slreamllnmg Avail 
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Scenario is ba5od on local ,qp11! recar.ed t;y June 2011, 

Little Tokyo/ Arts District Station Area , City of Los Angeles 
2008 land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTP/SCS 
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Scmi11rlo I$ /l ~ d 011 loco/ ln;iur, corvod by Juno 2011 

Little Tokyo/ Arts District Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2035 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 201 2 RTPISCS 
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Scoosno III btJliOd 011 /acal mput receNod by June 2011 

Pico/ Aliso Station Area 1 City of Los Angeles 
2008 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTPISCS 
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• Urban Core Ree High Mix • Town Ernp High Ml 

- City Res High Mix Neighborhood Ernp High MIIC 

Town Res High MIX Suburban Emp High M1~ 
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$4..___ oo Of Mh.._ u:ill.~ ~ 
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Scemmo is bosod on tocul HIPl/111100,ved l1y Juno 2011 

Pico/ Aliso Station Area , City of Los Angeles 
2035 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTP/SCS 
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I CEOA Streamlining AVIIII - City Emp High Mix Neighborhood Ros Low Mix N lghborhood Office Low Mix 
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Sc 11er/o I& 1)(1500 otr Ioctl/ l(lput wceNed by JUflo 2011 

Mariachi Plaza Station Area , City of Los Angeles 
2008 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTP/SCS 
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- City Res High Mix 

Town Res High Mix 
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Suburban Res High Mix 
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-~ God 01s' well-I 11&-ck.~ 
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Scenario Is besud on Joe/JI 111pu/ roca/ved by JutlG 20 !1 

Mariachi Plaza Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2035 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cel l Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTP/SCS 
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Soto Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2008 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Prlorlty Project Areas 201 2 RTP/SCS. 
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ScenllflO Msed nn /oca/ lnpur rorelved by Jm,o :WI I 

Soto Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2035 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority P1·oject Areas 2012 RTP/SCS 
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Indiana Station Area , City of Los Angeles 
2008 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTP/SCS 
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Scumwo 1$ hol"fl 0 11 IOl;lll m,wt ,ooeNed by June 2011 

Indiana Station Area , City of Los Angeles 
2035 Land Use Scenario at Gr!d Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTP/SCS 
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Sa11111rkl /, based on loaol /nput racelverJ by June 2011 

Imperial/ Wilmington Station Area , City of Los Angeles 
2035 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTPISCS 
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- Urban Core Res High M,, 
- City Res Higll Mix 
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Scanarlo Is be/iod on local lr1pu1 recelvod by June 2011. 

Imperial / Wilmington Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2008 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTP/SCS 
_4 50\HllER~ CALIFORNIA 
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[ J CEOA Streamlining Avail. - City Emp High Mix Nelgl1bo1hood Res l,.ow Mix Nelghborhood Office Low Mix .. 
• Urban Core Res l~lgh Mix - Town Emp High Mix Suburban Res Low Mix Subu(ba~ Office Low Mix 
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Sc8f/ario Is based on local inpul received by June 20/'I , 

103rd Street Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2035 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Prefect Areas 2012 RTP/SCS 
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• ASSOCIATION of GOVERN/,, lNTS, 



L I CEQA Streamlining Avail 

- Urban Core Res High Mix 

- City Res High Mix 

- Town Res High Mix 
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Scenario Is /JasfJd on /oc I Input receNecl by June 2011 , 

103rd Street Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2008 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Leve/ 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTP/SCS 
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Sceoodo Is be.rod on Iota/ Input moeivad by Juno 2011 , 

Slauson Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2035 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTPISCS 
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I I CEQA Streamlin ing Avail. - City Emp High Mix Neighborhood Res Low Mix Neighborhood Office Low Mix 

- Urban Core Res High Mix Town Emp High Mix Suburban Res Low Ml,c Suburban Oflice Low Mix 
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Suburba~ Res High Mix City Res k.ow Mix Neighborhood Retail Low Mb( 
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S~enoriQ Is based 0 11 loc81 Input mceiverl by June 20// , 

Slauson Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2008 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTPISCS 
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I I CEQA Streamlining Avail. - City Emp High Mix Neighborhood Res Low Mix Neighborhood Offloe Low Mix 

• Urben Core Res High Ml~ - Town Emp High Mix Suburban Res Low Mix Suburban Office Low Mix 

- City Res Htgh Mix Neighborhood E.mp High Mix - Urban Core Emp Low Mix Suburban Industria l Low Mfx 
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Scenario is baserl ot1 local lni,111 received by Jt111e 2011 , 

Vernon Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2035 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTP/SCS 
~ SOUTHERN CALlrORNIA 
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•'. i[• rt I 

r I CEOA Streamlinrng Avail • City Emp High Mix Ne19hborhood Res Low Mix 

- Urban Core Res High Mix Town Emp High Mix Suburban Res Low Mix 

- City Res High Mix Neighborhood Emp High Mix - Urban Col'e Emp Low Mix 

IBI Town Res High Mix Suburban Emp Hlgh Mlx - Clty Emp low Mix . 

Nelghborl1ood Res High Mix - Urban Core Res Low Mix , ,. 71 Town Emp Low Mix 
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Nelghbortiood Office Low MIX 

Suburban Office Low Mix 

Suburban Ind ustrlal Low M 1x 

Rural Low Ml) 
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Scenario Is bllsed on local Input received by Juna 2011 

Vernon Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2008 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTP/SCS 
~ SOUTHERN C/l~ IFORNIA 
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- City Res High MIX I Neighborhood Em~ High MIX 
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Neighborhood Res Low Mix 

Suburban Fies Low Mix 

- U1ban Core Emp Low Mix 

- Ci ty Emp Low Mix 

. . Town Emp Low Mix 

• • Neighborhood Retail Low Mix 

Suburb;n Retell Low M!x 

Ne 19 h borhood Office Low MIX 

Suburban Offlco Low Mix 

Su~urban Industrial Low Mia 

Rural Low Mix 

N 

0 250 soo 1,000 f. 
-c::=--•Feel f'\. 

Scenario Is based on local Input m~·alv11d by Ju11a 2011 . 

Washington Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2035 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTP/SCS 
~ SOUrHE~h CAUFORNIA 
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&iona,ro IS bllsed on /Oen/ Input ,ec11/vod by Jun11 2011 . 

Washington Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2008 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTP/SCS 
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Town Emp Higl1 Mix Suburban Res Low Mix Suburban Oll,ce low Mix 

City Res 1-!igh M1)( Nelg t1borhood Emp High Mix -Urben Core Ernp Low Mix Suburban Industrial Low Mix 

Town Re.s High Mix SUbLlrban Emp High MIX -City Ernp Low Mix Rural Low Mix 

Nelghbort1ood Res High Mix - Urban Core Res Low Mix I Town Emp Low Mix N 
Suburban Rea High Mix Cily Res low Mix Neighborhood Retail Low Mix 
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Scenario Is based 011 local Input received by Juno 2011 , 

San Pedro Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2035 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cel l Level 

with Transit Priority ~rojectAreas 2012 RTP/SCS 
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- Urban Core Res High Mix Town Emp High Mix Suburban Res Low Mix Suburban Office Low Mix 

- City Res High Ml>< Neighborhood Emp High Mix • urbar, Core Emp Low Mix Suburban Industrial Low Mix 

- Town Res High MIX Suburban E111p High Mix - City Emp low Mix Rural Low Mix 

Neighborhood Res High Mix - Urban Core Res Low Ml~ , l Town Emp Low Mix 
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Suburban Rei; Hlgl1 Mix City Res Low Mix Neighborhood Retail Low Mix 
0 260 500 1,000 A - Urban Core. Emp High Mix Town Res Low Ml~ Suburban Ret II Low Mix Feet 

Scemmo 1s based on local Input received by June 2011. 

San Pedro Station Area , City of Los Angeles 
2008 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cel l Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTP/SCS 
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- Urban Core Res High Mix Town Emp High Mix Suburban Res Low Ml>t Suburban Office Low Mix 

- City Res High Mix I Neighborhood Emp High Mix - Urban Core Emp Low Mix Suburban Industrial Low Mix 

- Town Res High Mix Suburban Emp High Mix - City Emp Low Mix Rural Low Mix 

Nelghborhood Res High Mix - Urban Core Res Low Mix Town Emp Low Mix N 
Suburban Res High Mix City Res Low Mix Neighborhood Retail Low Mix 

0 250 500 1,000 A - Urban Core Emp High Mix Town Res Low Mix Suburban Relall Low Mix Fei,l 

Scenario Is based on local Input tijc11/vad t,y June 20'11 

Aviation Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2035 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTPISCS 
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J CEQA Slreamlining Avail. - City Emp Hig'1 Mix Neighborhood Res,Low Mix. Neigl1borhood Office Low Mix 

- Urban Core Res High Mix Town Emp High Mlx Suburban Res Low Mix Suburban Office Low Mix 

- Cily Res High Mix i Ne1gl1borhood Emp High Ml~ - Urban Core Emp low Mix Suburban Industrial low Mix 

• Town Res High Mix Suburban Emp High Mix - City Emp low Mix Rural Low Mix 

' - Urban Core Res Low Mix ·I Town Emp Low Mix Neighborhood Res High Mill 
N 

Suburban Res High Mix Cily Res Low Mlx Neighborhood Retail Low Mix 
0 250 500 1,000 A - Urban Core Emp High Mix I Town Res Low Mix Suburban Retail Low Mil< Feet 

Scenario rs basod on loc1,1J f11p11I received by J11ne 20'11 

Aviation Station Area , City of Los Angeles 
2008 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 201 2 RTP/SCS 
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_I CEOA Streamlining Avail, - Clly Emp High Mix Neighborhood Res Low Mix Neighborhood Office low Mix 

- Urban Core Re& High Mix Town Emp l·hgh M,x Suburban Res Low Mix Suburban Office Low Mix 

- City Res High Mix Nelghborhood Emp High MIX - Urban Core Emp Low Mix Suburban lnc!ustrfal Low Mix 
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Neighborhood Res High Mix - Urban Core Res Low Ml I• Town Emp Low Mix N 
Suburban Res High Mix City Res Low Mix Neighborhood Retail low Mix 
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Scenario is based on /oc~l lnpul 1'8cslvad by Ju11a 2011 . 

Vermont Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2035 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTP/SCS 
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• • city Res Hlgt1 Mix 

- Town Res High Mix 

) Neighborhood Res High Mix 

Suburban Res High Mix 

- Urban Core Emp High Mix 

- City Emp High Mix 

Town Emp High Mix 

Neighborhood Emp High Mix 

Suburban Emp High Mix 

- Urban Core Res Low Mix 

City Res Low Mix 

' Town Res Low Mix 

Neighborhood Res Low Mix 

Suburban Res Low Mix 

- Urban Core Emp Low Mix 

- City Enip Low Mix 
• "'3il Town Emp Low Mix 

Ne!ghborhood Retell Low Mix 

Submban Retail Low Mix 

l 

~I 

Neighborhood Office Low Mix 
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Suburban Industrial Low M,x 

Rural Low Mix 
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Scenario Is based on local Input received by June 2011 , 

Vermont Station Area, City of Los Angeles 
2008 Land Use Scenario at Grid Cell Level 

with Transit Priority Project Areas 2012 RTPISCS 
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CIT OF NEWPO T BEACH 

0 NITYD LOPME 

February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkh ata 
Executive Director 
Southern Cal if ornia Association of Governme ts 
818 West Seventh Street, 1 iti Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

Pl nnin Division 
EPART ENT 

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 llke 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 cooperaUon 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 detailed comments. 

We are aware of the review completed by the Orange County Council of Governments 
(OCCOG) and the concerns addressed in the letter from OCCOG are consistent with 
the City of Newport ea ' concerns. 

It is requested that the adoption of the growth forecast numbers by the Regional Council 
and/or Joint Pol icy Committee be at the county levee 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 wou ld limit jurisdictional control over land use. 

The OCCOG Board approved the update to the OCP-2010 dataset used in the OC 
SCS. OCP-2010 Modified was officially approved by the OCCOG Board on January 26, 
2012, and is a data amendment to the OC SGS. The dataset includes the 2010 Census 
population and housing data, along with the 2010 EDD Benchmark data , consistent with 
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SCAG's updated growth forecast dataset. The dataset was provided to SCAG staff in 
December 2011 , 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-2010 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 it. 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 0can and should '' language be changed in 
all mitigatjon 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 entities identified to implement the mitigation do have the authority to do 
so_ 

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 bwisneski@newportbeachca .gov. 

RTP/SCS and PEIR Comment Letter 
City of Newport Beach 
Page2 
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February 14, 2012 

Southern California Association of Governments 

818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

RE: Comments on 2012 RTP/SCS and PEIR 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

CALI FORNIA 91764-4105 (909) 395-2000 
FAX (909) 395-2070 

CHRIS HUGHES 

CITY MANAGER 

MARYE. WIRTES, MMC 

CITY CLEf1K 

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/ 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 itnmense 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 leve l, 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 also would like to clarify that the only use of TAZ level data to 

be used by SCAG fn 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 cohesive1 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 909-395-2.199. 

City Manager 

c: City of Ontario City Council 

Otto Kroutil, Development Director 

Jerry Blum, Planning Director 

Louis Abi-Younes, City Engineer 

Jacob Lieb, SCAG 
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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 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS and Related Program EIR 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

The City of Palmdale would like to thank the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) and its staff for preparation of the 
draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS) and related Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). 
Further, we appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on these 
draft documents and offer the following comments as discussed below. 

1. 

2. 

The City worked diligently with SCAG to develop the growth 
projections for population, housing and employment data for the 
2008 (existing), 2020, and 2035 years. These growth projections 
represent what we feel is a realistic growth rate projection based 
upon the information available to us as well as our understanding of 
City and Antelope Valley growth related issues. Further, these 
numbers also reflect our draft RHNA allocations. Therefore, it is 
our position that the adoption of the growth forecast numbers 
continue to be done at the local level and not at a larger sub
regional or county level. 

The RTP does not mention the Palmdale Energy Action Plan 
(PEAP) and we feel that there should be some type of reference 
and/or acknowledgement of the City's efforts to address GHG 
reduction. This issue was mentioned at several sub-regional 
coordinator meetings in which SCAG indicated that they would 
include this in the document but did not. 
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3. The City is concerned about the methods to be used by SCAG on 
implementing and monitoring proposed mitigation measures for the 
RTP/SCS as they apply to local agencies. The document should 
specify to what extent mitigation measures are to be complied with 
at the local level. On a project level, certain specific mitigation 
measures may not be applicable at all to a project or may only be 
applicable when the mitigation measure is achievable or 
reasonable. Further, it should be stipulated what the 
consequences are, if any, for the local governments non
compliance with the mitigation measures. 

4. The RTP/SCS identifies strategies to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions from cars and light duty trucks. The City has concerns 
related to the implementation of these proposed strategies. These 
strategies should not be required individually but with several 
discretionary options made available to the City to satisfy GHG 
emission reduction goals. 

5. The SEO disaggregation at the TIER II TAZ level does not correlate 
with the City's land use plan. Provide clarification on methodology 
used. How will our city be able to make the necessary consistency 
findings for projects that are eligible for CEOA streamlining benefits 
if the modeling results do not match our locally adopted General 
plan? This shall be clarified. 

6. Page 156 of the Aviation and Airport Ground Access supplemental 
document should be updated to reflect the California High Speed 
Rail Authority's January 12, 2012, decision to discontinue the study 
of the Grapevine alignment and to continue the final study of an 
Antelope Valley alignment and station in the City of Palmdale 
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We appreciate your review and consideration of the comments provided 
by the City and look forward to your responses on these items. The larger 
agencies and councils within the SCAG region will likely have a 
substantial amount of comments on the draft RTP/SCS plan and EIR. We 
have attempted to limit our comments to those issues having the greatest 
potential impact to the City of Palmdale. 

Please feel free to contact me at (661) 267-5293 should you have any 
further questions. 

cc: Mike Behen 

Sincerely, 

4~_, ;I 
Richard Kite 
Planning Manager 



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

February 14, 2012 

Jacoh Lieb 
Southern C:ali fomia Association of C½nvemrnents 
818 W. ih Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Transmitted via Email to fuili@.sf_i;l.g_._ca.goy 

Re: Comments on the .Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

Thank you for the opportunity for the City of Pasadena to provide comments on 
the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The City of Pasadena's General 
Plan promotes the priority of non·auto trips and sets the tone for the Mobility Element 
·with the Guiding Principle "Pasadena wlit be a city where people can circulate without 
cars." 1he Mobility Element relies upon an integrated and multi modal transportation 
system that provides choices for everyone living and working in the city. Implementing 
the projects and policies in the RTP will assist Pasadena in becoming a more livable city 
for the 21 ~t Century. 

l believe you are m>vare of the active role Pasadena has played over a long period 
regarding any freeway connection that traverses our community. The issue of the 710 
North extension, albeit being a tunnel alternative as opposed to a surface freeway, 
continues to be a sensiti vc topic among our elected oilicials, neighborhood groups and 
city residents. We request that the RTP recognize the on-going environmental study for 
this fa{;ility and not presuppose the ongoing studies hy defining a route for the 710 north 
extension project. 

The City of Pasadena supports the policies included in the RTP to encourage the 
expansion oflocal transit service to serve as feeder systems to the regional transit 
network. However the RTP does not address the limited funding resources that local 
agencies have in providing these important transit services. We would like the RTP to 
identi1)' additional funding resources lo expand local transit services and include polices 
that expand lhe availability of funding for local transit provi<lcrs. 

1()0 North Garfield Al'enue • Pasadena, CA 91109 
(626) 744-4311 Fax (626) 744-J'JZI 
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The City of Pasadena would like the regional transh connection between the 
North Hollywood Red Linc/Orange Line Station and the Gold Line in Pasadena via 
Burbank and Glendale included in the RTP. This is an important transit projcd for our 
subregion and should be included in the RTP and should be considered for 
implementation using reasonably available funding sources described in the RTP 
financial Plan. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. 

Sincerely, 

BILL BOGAARD 
Mayor 

cc: Michael J. Beck, City -~v1anager, Pasadena 
J·"rcdcrick C. Dock. Director of Transportation, Pasadena 



Ronald Bates, Ph.D. 
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February 14, 2012 

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

Email: RTP@scag.ca.gov 

CityCoundl 
Bob J.Archuleta 

Mayor 

Gustavo V, Camacho 
Mayor Pro Tem 

David W. Armenta 
Council member 

Gregory Salcido 
Council member 

Brent A.Tercero 
Counci/member 

SUBJECT: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS' 2012-2035 
DRAFT REGIONAL TRANSPORT A TTON PLAN/SUSTAINABLE 
COMMUN1T1ES STRATEGY 

Dear Ms. Lin: 

The City of Pico Rivera appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the 2012-2035 
Draft Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and 
Associated Draft Environmental Impact Report (PEIR.). The City of Pico Rivera respectfully 
submits comments on the proposaJs for the East-West Freight Corridor Program and the 
California High Speed Rail Program 

East-West Freight Corridor Program 

The City supports the proposal for the East-West Freight Corridor Program. The City agrees the 
Southern California regional freeway system represents one of the highest volume goods 
movement corridors in the United States and is of major importance to the distribution of 
consumer goods. We understand major freeways such as Interstate 605 and State Route 60, are 
impacted by high voJumes of truck traffic and truck volumes that will increase through 2035 by 
260% or more. For this reason, the City supports the East-West Freight Corridor Program as the 
solution to address the goods mo'Vement in the region. 

We recognize that the RTP/SCS identifies and recommends a corridor concept that would 
connect to the north end of the 1-710 freight corridor, roughly parallel the Union Pacific Railroad 
(Los Angeles Subdivision) before finally following a route adjacent to SR-60 just east of SR-57. 
This grade-separated concept considers the use of the Union Pacific Railroad Corridor (UPRR 
Corridor), between 1-710 and 1-605, through the City of Pico Rivera. 
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The RTP/SCS further states that the potential use of two non-roadway routes provides an 
opportunity to move the facility away from neighborhoods and closer to the industrial activities 
that it would serve. This could not be further from the truth, especially when considering the 
existing land uses adjacent to the UPRR Corridor within the City of Pico Rivera. Approximately 
80% of the existing land use along said Corridor is residential. The statement that this alignment 
provides an opportunity to move the facility away from neighborhoods is erroneous as it relates 
to the City of Pico Rivera. 

The proposed dedicated truck lanes, forecasted to carry from 58,000 to 70,000 trucks per day, 
will result in the rerouting of truck traffic from major freeways through the City of Pico Rivera. 
[n effect, the program would build a new freeway through Pico Rivera dedicated to truck traffic 
(truck dedicated freeway). 

The City of Pico Rivera opposes any corridor alignment that includes the segment of the UPRR 
Corridor between the 710 Freeway and the 605 Freeway. This proposal splits the City in half, 
requires significant residential, industrial, and commercial property acquisition, and has aesthetic 
impacts unacceptable to the City. This proposal is unacceptable to the city and we oppose it. 

The City respectfully requests that potential routes for the East-West Freight Corridor be limited 
to freeway routes only, and the non freeway routes not be further considered. The subject UPRR 
Corridor segment can be supplanted with the segment of the State Route 60, between the 
Interstate 710 and the Interstate 605. SCAG should effectively evaluate the connection between 
the two freeways to make this option feasible. 

As stated in the enclosed City Council Resolution approved on October 25, 2011, the City of 
Pico Rivera supports the East-West Freight Corridor Program and supports alternative regional 
goods movement plans that equitably distribute truck traffic between the Interstate 710 and 
Interstate 15 through the expansions of the existing freeway system. However, for the reasons 
stated above, the City of Pico Rivera opposes any SCAG proposal for dedicated truck lanes 
along the Union Pacific Railroad Corridor, in the City of Pico Rivera. 

California High Speed Rail 

The RTP/SCS includes options for high speed rail. The City is concerned about the feasibility of 
such a project in California. We understand that discussions are ongoing among SCAG, the 
County Transportation Commissions, and the California High Speed Rail Authority regarding 
levels of available funding for rail infrastructure improvements within the SCAG region. We 
look forward to further details about the specific investments that will be made in Southern 
California' s rail infrastructure under the RTP/SCS, particularly those that affect the City of Pico 
Rivera 

At this time, the RTP/SCS proposes three Passenger Rail strategies that will provide additional 
travel options for long-distance travel within the region and to neighboring regions. The City 
understands these improvements to be to the Los Angeles-San Diego (LOSSAN) Corridor, 



Letter to So. Calif. Association of Governments 
SOlITHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS' 2012-2035 
DRAFT REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (RTP)/SUSTAINABLE 
COMMUNITIES STRATEGY (SCS) 
Page 3 of 3 

improvements to the existing Metrolink system, and the implementation of Phase I of the 
California High-Speed Train project. The City would support such improvements only if to 
enhance the existing rail system through Pjco Rivera, and not add supplementary rail lines within 
new corridors that would require significant residential/industrial/commercial property 
acquisition. 

Goldline Eastside Transit Corridor Phase ll 

The RTP/SCS estimates that the Goldline Eastside Transit Corridor will be completed by 2035. 
However, the need for mass transit in the eastside area is greatly underestimated and should be 
included as a high priority project. The Goldline Eastside Transit Corridor was also included as 
a project in the regional SCS as it will greatly help to reduce the effects of greenhouse gases. As 
such, the City of Pico Rivera requests that the Goldine Eastside Transit Corridor be a high 
priority project both in the RTP/SCS and in the biennial 2011 Federal Transportation 
Improvement (FTIP) update. 

Financial Plan 

Table 3.3, New Revenue Sources and Innovative Financing Strategies of the RTP/SCS Financial 
Plan lists Mileage-Based User Fee as a replacement to the gasoline tax. This is a new fee that 
may affect lower-income residents within the Gateway Council of Governments region. Please 
advise how the fees would be implemented and how they may affect lower income residents. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter, Should you have any questions, please contact Art 
Cervantes, Director of Public Works/City Engineer, at (562) 801-4225. 

Respectfully, 

Ronald Bates, Ph.D. 
City Manager 

RRB:AC:RG:lg 

cc: Director of Public Works/City Engineer 
Assistant City Engineer 

Enclosure (Resolution No. 6646, adopted 10/25/11) 



RESOLUTION NO. 6 6 4 6 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PICO 
RIVERA, CALIFORNIA - SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION 
OF GOVERNMENTS -EAST-WEST FREIGHT CORRIDOR PROGRAM 

WHEREAS, the Southern California regional freeway system represents one of the 
highest volwne goods movement corridors in the United States and is of major importance to the 
distribution of consumer goods and in facilitating international trade; and 

WHEREAS, an important part of the movement of goods within the region is 
accomplished through a complex system of transportation infrastructure; and 

WHEREAS, the C ity Council of the City of Pico Rivera is generally supportive of 
regional transportation alternatives as Jong as they do not impact or interfere with the quality of 
life within the City of Pico Rivera; and 

WHEREAS, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) prepared an 
analysis tp e;val uate East-West freight comdor alignment alternatives between the Interstate 710 
and wes: ~~°'ID~~~te 15.., .. _.Ali~nt ~tematives ~ere evaluated base~ on proximi~ to 
current ancttii~e''tre~t markefs.'iea-sibtlity and nght-of-way constramts, and comdor 
operational characteristics which considers truck traffic volumes and frequency of truck-involved 
accidents; and 

WHEREAS, SCAG is proposing certain conceprual alignments that involve installing 
dedicated truck lanes along the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) Corridor, between the Interstate 
710 and the Interstate 605, on at-grade or elevated structures. Such alignments involving the 
UPRR Corridor severely impact the City of Pico Rivera and require s·ignifi~ant 
industrial/commercial and residential property acquisition; and • 

WHEREAS, the proposed UPRR alignment alternatives are forecasted to carry over 
57,000 trucks per day. Any alignment involving the UPRR Corridor in the City of Pico Rivera 
would result in the rerouting of truck traffic from major freeways thru the City of Pico Rivera 
thereby severely impacting the City; and 

WHEREAS, there is currently insufficient engineering and environmental review of any 
aligrunent involving the UPRR corridor to warrant the inclusion in any long-term transportation 
planning document, including the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Pico Rivera City Council does 
hereby find and determine as foUows: 

Section 1. 
Program. 

That the City of Pico Rivera supports the East-West Freight Corridor 

Section 2. niat the City of Pico Rivera supports alternative regional goods movement 
plans that equitably distribute truck traffic between the Interstate 710 and Interstate 15 through 
the expansions of the existing freeway system. 
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Section 3. That the City of Pico Rivera opposes any SCAG proposal for dedicated 
truck lanes along the Union Pacific Railroad Corridor. 

Section 4. The City Clerk shall attest- and certify to the passage and adoption of this 
Resolution and it shall become effective immediately upon its approval, with a certified copy of 
this Resolution being forwarded to the Southern California Association of Governments, Los 
Angeles County Board of Supervisors. 

APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 2 s day of October , 2011. 

ATTEST: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Camacho , Contreras Rapisarda , Salcido , Archuleta, Armenta 

None 
None 
None 



Mayor 
L. Anicony E3e2I' 

Mayor Pro 
Temporc 

Steven Gar c 

Council Members 
Caroi Gamble 
Jerry Holloway 
,Jesse Petri!la 

City Manager 
Slev·en F:. 1-layrnari 

February 9, 2012 

Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12'" Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Subject: Comments on the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SGS) and 
Program Environmental Impact Report (PElR) 

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 
3.I! 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 subregiomil, 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 
c Greenfield 
c Open space 

• The OCCOG Board approved the update to the OCP-2010 
dataset used in the OC SCS. OCP-2010 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/E nvis ion 2), and datasets 
should be updated with the OCP-2010 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 !n 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, 
... -~5-~ 

~ -) ---j 

Nate F ;rnsworth ~ <e--======:?-, 

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 
8 l 8 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Jacob Lieb 
Southern California 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 COMMUNITms STRATEGY (RTP/SCS) AND DRAFT 2011 
FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AMENDMENT #11·24 (FJ'IP) 
AND DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMP ACT REPORT (PEffi) FOR THE 2012 -
203S 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 stafrs 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 Transportatjon 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 are11- The City's 

3900 Main Street• Riverside, CA 92522 • 951 826.5371 • fa• 951 826 5981 • www.riversidec:o.gov 



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 crenting General Plan consistency. 

b. Page 148 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 Jack 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 san1e conidors. 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 lo be consistent with the SCS but cannot achieve this at the TAZ level. Is there 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 revfsed by SCAG based upon the 2010 Census. These revisions 
were presented to the Executive Committee of WR COG and approved in December of 2011 . Will the plans and 
Draft PElR be updated to reflect this new infonnation? 

3. Page 3. 13-25 of the Draft PEIR, Table 3.13-6 incorrectly reflect da1a 011 the City of Riverside Wastewater Plant 
1l1is data should be updated to reflect that the City's Plant has a current now of 34 mgd with a capacity now 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. Th.e 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 Jetter, please contact Gus Gonzalez, Associate Planner. at (95 1) 826-5277 
or by email at ggonzalez@riversidccagov. 

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. Jmerim Community Development Director 
Tom Boyd, lntenm Public Works Director/City Engineer 
Steve L1bring. Traffic Engineer 
Rick Bishop. Executive Director. WRCOG. 4080 Lemon Street. 31

d Floor. MS 1032. Riverside. CA 92501-3679 
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City of San Clemente 
City Manager 
George Scarborough, City Manager 

Phone: (949) 361-8322 Fax: (949) 361-8283 

sea rbo ro ughg@sa n-cle me nte. o rg 

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) Regiona I 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 ://sa n-c I em ente .org 
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Growth forecast numbers should be atthe 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 DC 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 QC SCS 
data has not been and will not be altered. The QC 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 ls 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. 

a 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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February 14, 2012 

Mt. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 

CITY OF SANTA ANA 
PLANNING & BUILDING AGENCY 

20 Civic Center Plaza (M- 20) 
P.O. Box 1988 • Santa Ana, California 92702 

(71 4) 667- 2700 • Fax (714) 973- 1461 
www.santa·ana.org 

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
818 West Seventeenth Street, 12'11 Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-2435 

RE: Comment on the Draft 2012 RegionaJ Transportation Plan and P1·ogram 
Envil'onmental Impact Report (EIR) 

Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 

CLERK OF THE COUNCIL 
Marla D. Huizar 

Thank you for the opp01tunity to comment on the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and related Program 
Enviromnental Impact Report (EIR). We would like to also acknowledge the signjficant effort 
made by SCAG, in cooperation wit!1 the Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG), 
in crafting the "firsf' SB 375 Sustainability Conunuruties Strategy (SCS) for incorporatio11 
into the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan. 

In review of the draft 2012 SCAG Regional Transportation 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 Transportation Plan should 
allow for reasonable mai'ket 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 
unnecessary and unintended challenges for cities and the development community to make 
reasonable adjustments to land use approvals; and potential inconsistency with the adopted 
Regional Transpo1tation Plan. 

2. The Orange County Projections (OCP) are developed every three 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 2010-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 Report 
inappropriately uses the terms "will and shaJP' in describing the measures. For example, 
Mitigation Measure 76 (M-TR76) states, "Street standards will include provisions for 
bicycle parking within the public right of way." 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 ElR 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 Planner Melanie Mccann at 
714.667 .2746 mmcca11n@santa-ana.org. 

Sincerely, 

Jay M. Trev. no 
Executive irector 
Planning and Building Agency 

MGM/ GHG/20 l2RTP/Le1terPeb M.2012 

cc: Raul Godinez, PWA Executive Directol' 
David Simpson, Orange County Council of Governments Director 
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February 10, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata, Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12111 Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

SUBJECT: 2012 DRAFT REGIONAL TRANSPORTATTON PLAN 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

On behalf of the Santa Clarita City Council, I am writing to request that the Orange 
Line Development Authority's No1thern Corridor be included within Southern 
Califomia Association of Governments' (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
Constrained Projects List. 

The Orange Line Development Authority (OLDA), of which the City of Santa Clarita 
is a member, is committed to the development of a high speed, grade separated, 
environmentally friendly and energy efficient transpo11ation system. ln recent months, 
the OLDA Nmthem C01Tidor, from downtown Los Angeles to Santa Clarita, has 
been the focus of intense review and investment. These activities position OLDA 's 
Northern Con-idor to be placed within the Constrained Projects List, as opposed to 
the RTP's Strategic Plan. 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) is currently 
conducting the Antelope Valley Line Infrastructure Improvement Strategic Plan. This 
plan anticipates the identification of specific projects, which can be undertaken in the 
corridor to enhance service and safety. This study will be completed in spring 2012. 

The Regional Council 's approval earlier this month of a Memorandum of Under
standing (MOU) with the California High Speed Rai l Authority and transportation 
commissions paves the way for placement of the statewide high speed rail project 
within the RTP Constrained Projects List, as the al ignment for the high speed rail 
project falls within the OLDA Northern Corridor. Furthermore, the$ I Billion 
included within the Memorandum of Understanding contemplates expenditures 
within the OLDA Northern Corridor during the 20 I 2 RTP horizon. It is also widely 
anticipated that some of the reconm1endations identified in the Antelope Valley Line 
study will also be incorporated into the project list that serves as the implementation 
of the MOU. 
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Finally, Lhe Ground Access Study being conducted by tJ1e Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport 
Authority and OLDA focuses on multi-modal transportation improvements that will enhance 
the linkage between the airport, the OLDA Northern Conidor, and communities, such as Santa 
Clarita. located within the co1Tidor. 

Clearly, the current study activity al.ong the OLDA Northern Corridor, coupled with specific 
inclusion of the California High Speed Rail Authority's proposed project along the same corridor, 
demonstrates that the OLDA Northern Corridor meets the criteria for being included within the 
RTP Constrained Projects Lis1. Within the foreseeable future. it is reasonable to conclude that 
significant investments will likely be made in !he corridor, in confom1ance with SCAG" s criteria 
for inclusion of projects within the Constrained Project List 

On behalf of the Santa Clarita City Council , I encourage SCAG staff and the Regional Council to 
include the OLDA Northern Corridor within the 2012 RTP Constrained Prnjects List. Should you 
or your staff require additional information regarding this request, please contact me or the City of 
Santa Clarita Intergovernmental Relations Officer, Michael MLU-phy. at (66 l) 259-2489. 

Sincerely 

Laurie Ender 
Mayor 

LE:MPM:cf 
s\ms'unprulscag\2012 RTP OLDA NC 02 1012.doc 

cc: Members of Lhe City Council 
Council Member Frank Quintero, OJ.DA Chairman 
Mayor Mario Hernandez. SCAG District 67 Representative 
Ken Pulskamp, Ci ty Manager 
Robert Newman, Public Works Director 
Michael Mu1-phy, lntergovernmental Relations Officer 
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Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Director 

City of 

SAl'\TA CLARITA 
23920 Valencia Baulevar<l • Suite 300 • Santa Clarita, Califorr:ia 91355-2196 

Phme: (661) 259-2489 • .fAX: (GGl) 259-8125 

www.santa-clarita..wm 

Southern California Association of Governments 
818 \Vest 7th Street, 12th floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Dear :.1r. 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 (RTP) 
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 blueprint for 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 demm1d 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 RTF (Chapter 3): 

Based on its identffication 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 Bill 32 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 R'lP 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 of the 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 idenfified in Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino 
counties. By comparison to those areas identffied in Ventura County, the State Route 14 (SR-
14) corridor between the cities of Santa 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 J 25, Exhibit 4.5). 

One of the three High Quahty Transit Areas referenced in the exhibit is the Downtown 
Newhall area. This area is defined by the Downtown J.Vewhall Specific Plan and is the 
primary focus of the City 'sformer 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 lvfetropolitan 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 "Measure R I !ighway Program" report released in January 2012 by 
the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro). The City bas identified 
two discrepancies between the two documents and is seeking clarification. The discrepancies are 
as follows: 

lvfetro's list of highway projects indicates completion of Interstate 5 (J-5) truck lanes (Phase 
' . ' 

1) from SR-14 to Pico Canyon Road by 2014, while the Financially-Constrained RTP Project 
List indicates completion of this same project by 2016 (RTP Technical Appendices, page 
154). 

,Metro's list of highway projects indicates completion of 1-5 truck lanes and HOV lanes 
(Phases 2 and 3)from SR-14 to Parker Road by 2025, while the Financially-Constrained 
RTF 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 of the 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 ,vill 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 ovm CAP with an anticipated 
completion date of summer 20 12 and seeks clarification on the following po in ts: 

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 G HG reductions included lo cal ly 
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 
fol_lowing point: 

The City seeks clar[fication 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 City 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 in Cal Green rather than reference a variety of independent programs. 

L"nderstanding 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: TR.59, TR.63, and TR.83: 

Vlc 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 rne\.\oman(w,santa
clarita.com. I am available at your convenience. 

e an, 
Director of Public Works 

Rl""\J :DP :lep 
S:\CD\Dovo Potoc,on\Cireen Toar:,\J 7;\1tTl' SCS Dncur.,ont 2'•1 ZIF.Tl' an:! PEIR Cum:ncnt, 1. i4 \2 REDRAFT l .~u, 

cc: Jeff Hogan, Interim Planning Manager 
Andrew Yi, City Traffic Engineer 



February 1. 2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 

CITY Of SOUTO PASADENA 
OFFI CE OF TH E CITY COUNCIL 

1414 MISS ION S T RE ET, S OUTH PASA DENA, CA 91030 

TEL: 6 2 6.403. 7 230 FAX: 626.403 .72 11 

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 Pt·ogram 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 Hjgbways Code, which 
deprived the SR-710 conidor 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 c1iteria by creating affordable and other housing in transit coffidors~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 U1e 1974-1998 EIS/EIR documents on the surface route, the project was 
characterized as the extension of the 710 no11h ofValley Boulevard. LA METRO adopted that 
terminology when the project changed from surface to tunnel and was made a subject of 
Measure R. Both the Legislature and the Bureau of State Audits continue in 2011 to refer to 
the unbuilt SR-710 project as an "extension." SCAG however continues, as it did in 2008. to 
refer to the project as a "gap closure" presumably on the premise that part of the 710 freeway 

N • 1• • • u• 
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\\a mpleted outh of the 1-21 int r hange. The 1976 judi ial or er that all ed the 
free, · y mp nent bet, ·een 1-210 and D 1 lfar B ule ard to e opene t traffic, h ,v ver. 
treated thi n tructed fr ay omponent a part f the l-_ l O pr ~ t. a it openin0 \i ·a 
fun d bv an l-210 ontract. an traffic was allowed not on the then) r Ut 7 fr ewa . but 
instead in the "Route 7 Con-idor. 11 In th \i rd of the c lilt, " nly th uthern p rti n of the 
Long B ach reewa ha been complet d and it nO\ tenninate at · Hey 8 ul var<l . ..... 
N nh of Valley t the l-210 interchang i de cri bed a the ''tm mpleted norther! · p ni n." 
( 'it 1 (?{ outh Pa adena,. Volpe (C.D. Cal. 1976) 418 F. upp. 854, 8-8. 

More v r, opening of that fr e a portion as conditioned n the pr mi that pening 
the fr e, a segment "· ill ha e n ffi ct on the deci ion as to the ultimate fre \Va location 
and will not foreclose r asonable alt rnati l th propo ed ultimat R m 7 r \: ay.'' 41 
F. upp. at 64.) 

To label (be un ompleted 710 a a r ut "gap closure" ign r the realit that the 
\.\a. con truction north of Del ar wa ne er a compli hed in complian e with the 

n ·ironrnental Poli ~ PA and th ahfornia n ir nmental uality Act 
( ' Q. . and u. e of that portion \ a only allo ed by the court a p rt f th 210 interchange 
and not to be u ed to jtt tify ompleting a 71 freewa . Th term "gap l ur ." design d to 
create a sens!! of ine ilability or priorit f r thi project o er competing n . must b . rem ed. 

ill. The Plan and DEIR do not meet the legal requiJ'ement of the lean ir ct the 
ati nal Environmental Protection Act or Title 23 of . . Code. 

G i • the fi derally de ignat d meh·opolitan planning rganization under . . ode 
Tit I 23 1 4(d ( 1) charged 'th creating th letropolitan Tran pm1ati n Pl n MTP). Thi 
plan (the R P), and an affirmation of it conforn1it with the Stat lmpl ment ti n t>lan (SIP 
for air quality. i required for the utilization f e eraJ id ftmding in th L s Angeles region. 
Regulation require that the plan be fin nciall , n trained, over at lea t n 20-y ar horizon. 
and include all projects of .. regional ignifi anc : · Th plan mu t b updated e ry .i ear and 
b r sponsibly modeled to detem1ine that the propo d n twork meet air- uality nfonnit · 
re 1uir ment . Based on our revie . , e do not belie e thi ba ic standard h, been met. 

Te t l: Financial Con traiot1 

Federal regulations require that the RTP be .financially consn·ain d and include sp ci.fic 
finan ial strategies to ensure implementation fall phases of all project in lud d in the plan to 
achie, e air-qualit conformit .J 

Proj ct for whi h th tat r regi n annot demon trat adequate anti ipat d funding 
may not be in lud d in the air-quality onformity model. To do so would re ult in. in orrect 
and p tentiall)' unattainable air-qu lit. fore asr . hicb could not rightful! e on luded to 
meet nfonnity requirements. 

The e ·tensi n of R-7 l 0, in oITe ti refer n ed a the ·· R- 71 Gap Cl ur project, 
in luded in the Draft RTP/ he pr ~ t i d cribed as an -lane toll fa ility in a tunnel 

1 2J FR Part -+50, 
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and rep rted to co t - .648 pr ~ected f r c mpleti n in 2030.1 r pre ent nly 78 1 h 
en ecured. oiling auth rity has b en raised s a potential r nue sour e. II we er, a 

r bu t financial strategy to full I s th 4.8 B finan ial gap. a i requir I by federal 
tandard , has et to be produc d. 

The finan ial bilit t impl ment th gap- lo ure project, a e rib I n m d le in 
the Plan. is p culati e at thi point. Ba d on G s own guidelin 3 su h proj ct are not 
ligible for in lusion in the constr ined plan but ma ' he maintained in a trat gic plan. 

h inclu ion of spe ulati e proj ct in the RTP doe not meet the ti ral requirement 
r a ti ·all constrained plan and re ults in the modeling of a que tionable n tv ork, thu 

f iling 10 meet federal or C requirem nt . 

Te t 2: Regional Emi, ·ion naly i 
he mi sions generate b) the pr p ed network mu t be em nstr ted t m et the 

emi ion budget pre ribed b · the tate lmplementati n Plan lP) . .i dditionall . B 375 
requir~ AG to prepare a u t inabl mmum11e trntegy that hi ves and maintains 
greenhou e ga emis ion redu tions f % per pita by 20_0 and l % p apita b · _Q.., - . A 
primar , goal of B 37- i to ignificantl redu e ehicle Miles Traveled M ) as a tool for 
gr nh us ga mission reducti n . 

Qu tionable as umption ar m de regarding the air-quality benefits and VMT 
redu ti 11s tbat ma be achieved b a net\ ork, including the R-7 l O hi0 ll\ a ex pan ion. 1 

a umed result in Jude cong stion r lief. redu ed VMT. and_ lower gr enhou g enu 1011 . 

Tbe e assmnptions are not born ur by r cent research and c mparable p er region . 
Re earch in alifomia has conclude that a I % increase in highwa apa it lead t a 9% 
in rea e in VMT. 6 r c nt and exten i e stud utilizing Fed ral Highwa_ dmini tration 
( H data also concluded that nev or ·µa nded interstate facilitie IT I te with MT 
in rease n ad n a one for one per entag basi and that the in r a e i ab ve and be nd 

MT that hifts from alternati e routes r other mode . The nev fa ilit ,,.,jlJ attract 
additional drivers. additional trip and con ert som transit rrips to driv trips. eliminating 
mo ta um d air-quality benefits. 

- CAG Draft 2 112-_035 Re0 ional Tr nspon tion Pl, n, 163. 

l C 20 12-2or RTP/SCS Drnft PEIR, 2-4. 

~ 42 c ~ ro6. 

: Rele anl llldies include: 

Fult n. Lewis et al. .. Stati tical Anal) i of lndu ed Trav I Effi c1 in the .. Mid- tlantic Region:· 
Joumal o Trtmsportmion tati. tic ·. olume 3, o. I. pril 2000. 
Lee. D uglass B .. Jr. et al. ·•lndu ed Trnfti nd induced Demand." Tr 11sp nafl II R . twrd, Re,·ord. 
16-9. [999. 68-78. 
Johnston. Roberr et aL "Appl~ in an lniegrated Model to the alu ti n f r vel Demand 
Management Policie in the a r mento R gion." lineta Transponation In ticut , 11 J e rate 

niver ify , eptember ?00 I. 
ervero. Robert. "Road :<pan ion. rban GrO\ th and Induced Tra el : Path nal) i .' Jounwl of thl! 

American Pla1111ing Asso iuti n. olume 69 No. J. June _003, 145-163. 
" Hansen, Mark. "Do New Highwa s Generate Traffic'?'' ..Jecess o. 7 Fall L 995. 16-__ , 
~ Duranton, Gille and Turner. Ma11he, . "The Fundamental La,\ of Road C nge ti n: id n e from 
Cities." . ..J1111?1·icw1 Economic Re,·ie\\'. lume l O I o. October 20 I I. 2616--" - · 
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comparable a in th Men· politau Washinc:,ton ouncil of 
( f\VCOG ) regi n had ju ( uch a re uh ith th 1991 wid ning f T-_ 7 . Thi 
in luded in the regional n t\ rk and anal zed in the regi nal air-qu lit, m el, \ hi has urned 
Lh added capa it would reduc conge tion. impr ,. 111 bilit · an pr vide air-qualit ' benefit . 
h fmih r a urned that the majorit , of t1ips n the nev., faciliry , ould be dive11ed from tbe 
smaller streets on the network and therefor a urned no change in 1T proje ti ns and no 
reduction in tran it mode har . ithin just 8 . ar of project completi n. h we er. c ng tion 
level had returned to pre\'iou le el - in me egment 10 y ar earlier than the mod I 
predicted . Dramati residential developm 111 f llo, d the facility xpansion. de pit regional 
modeling a umpti ns that I cal land-use plan could ontrol u h gr ,~ h. The corridor 
parallele the heav rail transit ··red line. '· and d pite in reas sin p I ulatioo along the tran it 
orridor, tran it ridership dropp d b · mor than 6% during th fir t tlue year after th 

additi nal lane opened. The added car and e rl , c nge tion meant air-quality imp t , re 
" orse than them del had predicted . In 200 1. IO ar · after the v. ·dening open d. for th fir t 
time e r, tJ1e regional transp rtation plan for the Washington Regi n failed to meet federal 

lean ir r quirements and all pla1ming had t be put on hold.8 

Gi en t11is re ear h and vidence, th plan has not demon trated that the regi nal 
ellll 1011 anal) ·is i rea onable and ba ed on ju ti tied and dem n trated as umpti n and 
cannot be ncluded to meet air 4uaJiL conformanc tandards. 

IV. By erroneously pecifying only one SR-710 e ·tension alternati e--a traigbt tin 
tunnel-the Piao and DEIR threaten program-le el confo1·mity and unJawfuJl prejud ice 
future pr ject-le el environmental analyse . 

The draft PEfR hould a ess impact f th pro1 ed s . tem as a whole. Ith ugh it 
d es not i olate the impacts of individual projects nor differ miat their unique impact or 
benefits to th · stem as a hole, regtdation requir onsi ten betv\'e n the proje t d rib d 
and analyzed at the program le el and analysis al tb project le el.ii 

A project design n pt and scop must n t have changed ignificantl fr m that 
included in the metropolitan tra11 portation plan for \ hich 1he det rmin tion f c nfonnil wa 
made, and pr je ts mu t b de crib din suffi i ~m detail to d t rmine emi i n . 

nc included in an appro ed plan, the le d agen ies may include, by r fi ren . lh 
program le el P JR purp e and ne d in their pr ~ t-level en ironmental clearan e cwnents 
and ma furth r u e the P IR as the ba is for their regi naJ and cumul tive impa t anal. i . 

EP an I CEQ regulations pre ribe rigorou and tran par nt pr ce that e.·pl re 
and objectivelv evaluate a numb r f project alt rnative ap ble o m etin_ th pr 1ect 
purpo e and n d. Thi pro e s for the SR-710 extension project r mains in it earl tages. 
and an agenc. -preferred alt mati e ha nor et been determined or stated, as s veral iable 
alternati e are still under consideration. The pr po ed Plan include th 1011-tunnel alt 111 ti 

8 "Clean ir I sues Put Tran ponation Planning Proce on H Id."' The Rtt um. ational Capital Re •I n 
Transportation Plann in~ Board. V lume I . _QQ2. I 0-1 • . 

g 42 s?-06. 
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n train d pJan while the tran it and .. twm I alternative·· opti 11 r main in the trategic 

. c ording . -PA. ··int rim a ti n prejudices the ultimate d i i n n th program ,, h n 
it tend to <lete1min , sub quent ti ,·el pment or Jiimt altematives:· 10 

Gi en the requirement for prog.rarn-le el onfonnit n i t nt \: 'th pr ~ t-1 vel 
anal sis, inclusion of the R-710 extension as portra ed as a straight-line tunn 1 route is not 
appropriat . L rETRO ha yet to prop e • specific nmnel alignment. r for th t matter an 
prefeIT d rrojecL in the con-id r. ~ n if LA M TRO do s ad anc a turn, I. the uaight-Jine 
r ut i lik I not to emerge as the m t favorable o the tunnel alternati e . an indeed. LA 
METR ' n · ir nmental re iew ma end up reje ting the trnmel pti n entire! . . tunnel 
option that avoid the teep gr de rising into Pa adena and that v id th Ra ~mond Fault 
ould emerge a more fa arable b th en ironmenrall and economicall •. and earn less 

commurut oppo itioo. lhan the dir t route. That routing hould pr du e di er nt traffic 
palterns and modeling outcome than a proj ct on th as urned dir ct r ut . 

Tber fore. CAG's inclu ion of a ·ingle alternative to the R-71 proje t in it , R P and 
dl'aft PEIR would prejudice th en ironmental r i w proce s. This ircum tan e d itionally 
e tablisb hy a pe ific R-710 proje t cannot be included in the con train d plan at thi 
time. 

\ . Even though the proposed RTP and it · . hift of truck traffic t th i a t- t orridor 
viti te the asserted need for an R~ 710 tunnel, th plan and draft PEJR hould 
empha ize elimination of non-local truck traffic in preference to a dir ct ra il loading at 
the port . 

In prom ting the R-710 mnnel " ' thin 1he la 1 decade, fficial have empha ized the 
n ed r truck-borne fr ight to m ve ut of the LA Basin. claiming that uch freight hauler a 
opp e to commuters or driver f Ii ht trucks) would find th proj red t II c eptable. In 
light f the draft RTP's emphasi of moving hea, , lru k traffi originating in th nn Pedro 
Bay port 1101 along the 710 conidor north of 1-l 0. but in te d by an Ea l-W st rrid r lo the 
Inland Empire. the plan and draft ELR cannot consistently maintain that an R-710 freeway 
e rt nsion des r es priority ore en inclu i n. 

A beneficial a it ma b , in compari n t e ' l tmg oudjtion , t shift tnl k-borne 
freight traffic off the northern p rtion of 1-710, rhe RTP and draft P IR mu t consider and 
adopt an even more vigorous approach that is ne essary t m et B 37 ' mandate of 
gr enhouse gas reduction. pecificall . the plan and PEIR must a se and include the benefit 
fl ading ontainers onto rail cars dfrectl ff the ships at do kside. th reb liminating e en 

furth r the c e for ne\! · high ·a con true ti n t relieve trnck-induced traffic congestion. As 
p int d ut in a re ent Th Economi I e a . t maintain their tandin6 in the fac fa wid ned 
and deepened Panama Can L "Califoruia·s port must ompet n sp e .... " The c. nnot d 
so as long a th RTP and dr ft PE[R continu t " log up stretches f the 1-7 L freewa ... ," 
·· al'ifi mia Po11s: The fickle sian Container:· The Economi t (Jan. _g_ h. ~. 2 1-. 0. 

IQ -I 'PR. ~ 1506. 
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The ity of S0uU1 Pasadena requests that the S G RTP and PEIR remo e th R-710 
nmth extension. With its inclusion the Plan has not demonstrated that it can meet two f lhe 
four requir d tests of confi nnity- ufficient finan ial resource n r th project ha e not been 
demonstrated and assumption regarding regjonal emj sions are flawed. The report d impacts 
of the planned network are b se n uspect a umptions. Inclu ion of the proje t at thi time 
will bias 1ture project-le 1 NEP and CEQA re iew if and when an R-710 tunnel alig1m1ent 
becomes A METRO's prefened alternative. Finall . whil the ircuJating draft RTP and 
PEIR itiate tbe need for any SR-710 extension that will produce toll and relieve conge tion 
S A must di card its empha is n accommodating an truck traffi fr m the p011 and redraw 
its plan and assessments to anticipate the direct ship-to-rail transport that enables air-quality 
conformity and uccessful port competition. 

Sincerely, 

/Jl'U/ -f ~ f1 j. C/1._-
Michael A. Cac ioni Philip C. Putnam 
Ma or Mayor Pro Tern 

~~~ 
Councilmernber 

Marina Khubesrian. M.D. 
ouncilmember 

Richard D . S hneider, M .D. 
Coun ilrnember 

' 23 CFR § 450.322 (b) (11) [the Metropolitan Transportation Plan shalll "lnclud a financial plan that 
demonstrates the consisten y of proposed transportation inve tments with already available and projected sources 
of r enue. The finan ial plan shall compare the estimated revenue from existing and proposed funding our e 
that can rea onably be expected to be a ailable for 'Iran ponation uses. and the e timated cost of on tructing, 
maintaining and op rating the total existing plu planned) transponation tem ver th period of the plan. he 
estimated revenue by existing revenue ource (local State, and Federal and private) a ailable for tran portation 
projects hall be detem1ined and any shortfalls identified. Proposed new revenues and/or revenue ource to co er 
shortfalls shall be identified, including trategies for ensuring their availability for pr posed investments. x.isti11g 
and proposed revenues shall cover all forecasted capital, operating, and maintenance co t • All cost and re enue 
projections hall be based on the data reflecting the exi ting in1ation and hi torical trends. For nonau inment and 
maintenance areus. the financial plan shall addres lhe pecifi finan ial sir t gie required to en ure 1he 
implemenwtion o{proiecrs and programs to reach ait qua/it)• omplicmce."' (empha is added) 

;; 42 US . 7506 Limitations on ce11ain Federal assistan e -· Clean Air Act Se tion 176(c 
Sec. 7506( ) (2) (C a tran portation proje t may be d pted or appro ed b a merr politan planning 
organization ... 01tly if it meets ... the following requirements-

(i) such a project comes from a confonning plan and program· 
ii) the design concept and scope of uch project ba e not changed ignificantl ince the confonnity 

finding regarding the plan and program from whi h the project derived; and 
(iii) the design concept and cope of such project at the time of the confonnit determin tion for the 
program was de uate to determine emission . 
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Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Associataion of Governments (SCAG) 
818 \Vest Seventh Street, Iih Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

RE: Draft RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR 

Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 

SCAO 
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 
\vould like to provide the following comments regarding the RTP/SCS and PEIR: 

It is requested that SCAG continue to utilize gnnvth projection data at the County level as it has 
done in previous RTP processes. The growth projections for the 2012 RTP identii)' 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 projce1ions can range from factors 
such as market conditions, nc,v information or data, infrastructure availability, changes in 
funding availability (such as the dissolution of redevelopment agencies statmvide), 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 ,vith 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 grov,1h projections at any 10\ver 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 bet\veen cities and counties 
as a result of the factors described above. Adoption of the data at a level ]O\ver 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 RIINA 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 Rl-11'\A allocations that were derived from the 
grmvth 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 knovm 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 SCA G's updated grov-,.'th 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 arc strategics in the Orange County SCS that arc 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 S13 375 and only \Vithin the SCAG region, subregional councils of government 
were allowed to prepare subregional SCS's that SCJ\G 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 vvhole into the SCAG SCS. SCAG has 
incorporated the QC 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 QC SCS. The OC SCS contains a set of 
strategies that were agreed upon by local governments, agencies and other stakeholders \Vithin 
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 \Vith mitigation measures through SCACi-'s monitoring efforts, 
including SCAG's Intergovernmental Rcviev.' ([GR) process." 1-Iovvevcr, it is unclear how 
SCAG intends to implement the \1itigation 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 arc 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 m 
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 O\Vn 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 1509l(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 SH 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 
nev-.' 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 ofCEQA. 

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 ofmy staff 
at (714) 890-4228. 

~l?~ 
Community Development Director 



Office of the City Council 

February 8, 2012 

Ms. Margaret Lin 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 1ih 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 Scoping Plan." Implementation of the 
AB 32 Scoping 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 O" and 
''Land Use 42" are contrary to local control. Mitigation Measure ''Land Use 1 O" is one of 
the most compelling examples. It reads "Local jurisdictions can and should provide for 
new houslng 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 lmpose 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 
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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 mif1gation 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 2010 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 ta contradict SCAG's agreement 
pursuant ta 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 ("SCStt) is recognized as a key portion of the 
2012 RTP/SCS, and serves to meet responsibilities associated with SB 375. It is clear 
the SGS "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: 



Ms. Margaret Lin 
SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS and DPEIR 
February 8, 2012 
Page 4 

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 bi/lion for FY2021-2025. Funding is increased to $7.9 bi/lion 
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 OCTNSCRRA 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 (DPE/R) 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 . 

. \ 

Sincerely, i \ 
, \ ,····-' 

, ' '·" ,· ,<c-d· .• --~- ~ ,. \i 
Jah_Jl Nielsen 
Mayor 

cc: Hasan fkhrata, SCAG 
Dave Simpson, OCCOG 
Tustin City Council 
Jeffrey C. Parker 
Doug S. Stack 
Elizabeth A Binsack 
Dana Ogdon 
Scott Reekstin 

SR:environmental etclSCAG 2012 RTP SCS and PEIR Letter doc 
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www.cleanenergyfuels.com 
Todd R. campbell, MEM, M PP 

Vice President, Public Policy and Regulatory Affairs 

Gean Energy· February 14, 2012 

Ms. M.argaret Un 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. ih Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Re: Clean Energy's Comments on the Southern California Association of 
Government's 2015-2035 Draft Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). 

Dear Ms. Lin, 

Clean Energy appreciates the opportunity to submit comments on the Southern 
California Association of Government's (SCAG) 2015-2035 Draft Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). Clean Energy considers itself a 
partner of SCAG in that we are a local company that provides a near-zero emissions 
solution to many transportation sectors that can have a direct and significant impact on 
the region's air quality. Specifically, we offer clean transportation solutions through the 
use of natural gas and renewable natural gas (i.e., biogas) for regional fleets that 
include: taxis, airport shuttles, local delivery fleets, refuse trucks, transit buses, and 
heavy-duty trucks in the goods movement sector. As you know, many of the 
aforementioned fleets made a shift over to natural gas either due to rules developed by 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District or as part other regional efforts to 
reduce air pollution such as the San Leandro Port's Clean Truck Program. 

Upon review of the proposed RTP /SCS, we felt compelled to comment on the document 
in its current form as it appears to overemphasize electric and zero emission vehicle 
strategies without any apparent back up documentation regarding the cost
effectiveness and feasibility of such strategies. Clean Energy strongly recommends that 
SCAG meet with Clean Energy to discuss our experience within the Industry and share 
with you how we, as a company, intend to help SCAG reach regional air quality 
attainment. 
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ABOUT CLEAN ENERGY 

Clean Energy (Nasdaq: CLNE) is a Southern California-based company and the largest 
Clean Energy• provider of natural gas fuel for transportation in North America. We are also a global 

leader in the ever expanding natural gas vehicle market. It has operations in CNG and 
LNG vehicle fueling, construction and operation of CNG and LNG fueling stations, 
biomethane production, vehicle conversion and compressor technology. 

Clean Energy fuels over 25,000 vehicles at 280 strategic locations across the United 
States and Canada with a broad customer base in the refuse, transit, trucking, shuttle, 
taxi, airport and municipal fleet markets. We are building "America's Natural Gas 
Highway," a network comprised initially of approximately 150 LNG truck fueling stations 
connecting major freight trucking corridors across the country. 

We own (70%) and operate a landfill gas facility in Dallas, Texas, that produces 
renewable natural gas, or biomethane, for delivery in the nation' s gas pipeline network, 
and we plan to build a second facility in Michigan. We own and operate LNG production 
plants in Willis, Texas and Boron, Calif. with combined capacity of 260,000 LNG gallons 
per day and that are designed to expand to 340,000 LNG gallons per day as demand 
increases. Northstar, a wholly owned subsidiary, is the recognized leader in LNG/LCNG 
(liquefied to compressed natural gas) fueling system technologies and station 
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construction and operations. BAF Technologies, Inc., a wholly owned subsidiary, is a 
~ ~ leading provider of natural gas vehicle systems and conversions for taxis, vans, pick-up 
~ ~ trucks and shuttle buses. IMW Industries, Ltd., a wholly owned subsidiary based in 

Gean Energy- Canada, is a leading supplier of compressed natural gas equipment for vehicle fueling 
and industdal applications with more than 1,200 installations in 24 countries. For more 
information, visit www.cle.anenergyfuels.com. 

An Abundant and Economical Domestic Resource 

Reliance on foreign oil exacts a high toll on the U.S. in terms of direct economic costs 
and indirect energy security costs. During the three-year period from 2008 through 
2010, the U.S. spent nearly $700 billion on imported petroleum. More recently, the cost 
of imported oil has been much higher as oil prices have once again exceeded $100 per 
barrel. In the coming decade, the U.S. Energy Information Agency (EIA) forecasts total 
expenditures for petroleum imports to top $3.3 trillion dollars.1 America's reliance on 
oil not only affects our trade balance but makes the U.S. vulnerable to price spikes and 
supply disruptions. And high oil prices resu lts in a windfall for regimes that may not be 
friendly to the America 

Fortunately, the U.S. has an unprecedented opportunity to displace petroleum with 
domestic natural gas. As President Obama recently declared, the U.S. is "the Saudi 
Arabia of natural gas." The EIA, the Potential Gas Committee and other expert bodies 
now estimate that the U.S. has up to a 100 year supply of natural gas. The Potential Gas 
Committee' s 2011 bi-annual report indicates that the U.S. now has a total future supply 
of 2,170 trill ion cubic feet of natural gas. This is 89 Tcf more than estimated in the 2009 
report. As was the case with the 2009 report, the 2011 report includes the highest 
resource estimate in the Committee's history. The availability of this significant 
domestic resource provides an unprecedented opportunity to solve a number of 
pressing national objectives like transforming the transportation sector. 

Increasing the use for natural gas in transportation will keep our economy growing by 
supporting new jobs and economic development. In 2008, U.S. production of 20 Tcf of 
natural gas supported nearly 3 million jobs.2 In his State of the Union remarks before 
Congress, the President indicated that new development of natural gas could result in 
600,000 new jobs in this decade alone. Thus, increasing demand for natural gas as a 

1 ~e (IA, 2011 Annual Energy Outlook, Table 11 (April 2011). 
2 '"The Contributions of the Natural Gas Industry to the U.S. National and State Economies, H tHS Global 111s gilt 2009, p,l , 
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transportation fuel will help put more people to work and ensure that we put this 
natural gas to good use. 

Clean Energy• Natural gas also benefits our economy because it is a low cost energy that helps 
businesses grow while at the same time controlling costs. Natural gas is priced much 
lower than petroleum. The two fuels no longer track one another -- and haven't for 
many years. The current contract price for natural gas (NYMEX) is trading at less than 
$3.00 per million Btu, and some analysts believe it could go below $2 per MM Btu. At 
$3.00 per MM Btu, the price of natural gas equates to a per-barrel of oil price of only 
$17.40 at a time when oil is trading near $100 a barrel. The low price of natural gas 
translates into significant savings for fleets and consumers who use natural gas to fuel 
their vehicles. In most areas of the country, natural gas sells at about a $1.50 discount 
compared to gasoline and diesel fuel. EIA's long-term forecast projects that differential 
between natural gas and petroleum fuels will remain as high as $2 per energy
equivalent unit. 

Environmental Benefits 

The same clean burning properties that make natural gas an excellent fuel for traditional 
applications like electricity generation, residential heating, and industrial applications, 
also make it an excellent fuel for transportation. Natural gas burns cleaner than 
gasoline and diesel fuel and most other transportation fuels as well. Not surprisingly, 
the first vehicles certified to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) ultra-low 
emission, super-ultra low-emission and Tier 2/Bin 2 standards were NGVs. The natural 
gas-powered Honda Civic GX has won numerous awards for its outstanding 
environmental performance. In 2011, the Civic GX was rated the "Greenest Car in 
America" by the American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy-for an amazing 
eight years in a row! It also was named the 2012 car of the year by the Green Car 
Journal. Compared to the gasoline Civic, the natural gas-powered Civic produces 95 
percent fewer emissions of volatile organic compounds and 75 percent less emissions of 
nitrogen oxides - pollutants that contribute to ozone formation. 

The environmental benefits of NGVs are expected to continue to improve as new 
automotive technologies become available. EPA's website describes natural gas as an 
Inherently cleaner transportation fuel. That means that given the same amount of 
emissions control and technological advancement, natural gas should always produce 
lower emission than comparable gasoline and diesel-fueled vehicles. As long as the 
internal combustion engine is with us and as long as refinements to it are made, natural 
gas will be the cleanest transportation fuel to use in it. A National Academy of Science 
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(NAS) report' that analyzed vehicle technologies as of 2005 and expected by 2030, ~J projected that, with further expected improvements in vehicle technology and fuel 
efficiency, natural gas powered vehicles will provide superior benefits in terms of 

Clean Energy- criteria pollutant reductions compared to nearly all other types of vehicles,, even electric 
and plug-in hybrid electric vehicles. The reason, in part, is due to the fact that the 
internal combustion engine will continue to get much more fuel-efficient and cleaner, 
and internal combustion engines can always use natural gas. Electric vehicles sometimes 
use electricity produced from cleaner natural gas but they will likely continue to use 
electricity produced from coal and increasingly natural gas, offsetting the benefits that 
otherwise would be provided by such vehicles. Electric vehicles also require more 
energy to produce them. 

Natural gas vehicles will play a key role In reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Per unit 
of energy, natural gas contains less carbon than any other fossil fuel, and, therefore, 
produces lower carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions per vehicle mile traveled. While NGVs 
do emit methane, another principal greenhouse gas, the increase in methane emissions 
Is more than offset by a substantial reduction in CO2 emissions compared to other fuels. 
The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has conducted extensive analyses on this 
issue, and has concluded that burning compressed natural gas produces about 22 
percent less GHGs than burning diesel, and 29 percent less than burning gasoline.4 The 
comparisons are based on well-to-wheels analyses, and include methane emissions. 
These reductions are equal to -- or better than -- some renewable liquid fuels. Most of 
the available studies show that given similar fuel efficiency, NGVs fueled by domestic 
natural gas will deliver about 20-30 percent improvement in GHG emissions. Another 
important benefit of NGVs is that, in addition to the tailpipe reductions, they also 
provide upstream emission reductions of greenhouse gases. 

These are real greenhouse gas benefits and Clean Energy's California operations has 
allowed the company to capture more than 9 percent of the California Air Resources 
Board's Low Carbon Fuel Credits in the first quarter of 2011. 

The Potential for Natural Gas Vehicles 

The current market for NGVs here in the U.S. is relatively small. Today, NGVs (and 
electric vehicles) are not yet economic for most owners of light-duty vehicles. The 
primary reason is that these vehicles have higher Initial purchase costs than 

1 National Research Council, "Hidden Costs of Energy: Unpriced Consequences of Energy Production ond Use.~ Washington, DC: The National 
Academies Press, 2010. 
• See California Low carbon Fuel Standard; http://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/lcfs/1214091cfs_lutables.pdf. 
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conventionally fueled vehicles, but are not driven enough mites or consume enough 
lower-cost fuel for the fuel cost savings that they offer to offset this higher purchase 
cost in a reasonable number of years. In fleet applications, however, where fuel 

Clean Energy• consumption per vehicle is much greater, NGVs can be economically attractive to an 
increasing percentage of businesses and government agencies. 

Recent events are clearly pointing to a viable domestic market for light-duty NGVs. We 
are particularly encouraged by the unprecedented Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) concerning NGVs that has now been signed by ten state governors. The MOU 
urges U.S. automakers to expand their offerings of NGVs and attempts to stimulate the 
market for such vehicles by signaling the intent of these states to purchase NGVs. As 
noted above, in just the past two years, GM and Chrysler have announced plans to 
produce NGVs for the U.S. market. Honda also has expanded its production capacity for 
the Honda NGV offering, and is now marketing the car to consumers as well as fleets. 
Another telling factor is the significant growth in the aftermarket offerings here in the 
U.S., where nearly a dozen manufacturers offer systems to retrofit light-duty vehicles to 
operate on natural gas. These offerings include systems for the Fusion, Focus, Impala, 
Malibu, Milan, Transit Connect, in addition to a variety of popular pickup truck offerings. 
Ford, while not offering a factory NGV, has been working closely with the aftermarket 
industry to ensure that aftermarket systems offered for its vehicles meet its demanding 
standards for quality. These activities clearly show that there is very strong interest in 
bringing more NGV products to the U.S. passenger car and light-duty segment. 

Clean Energy believes that there could be a substantial market for NGVs in all 
applications, including the light-duty passenger car market. The most immediate 
opportunity for displacing petroleum and increasing the use of natural gas as 
transportation fuel lies with light-, medium- and heavy-duty fleets- especially trucks, 
buses and other heavier vehicles. America currently has a large selection of medium
and heavy-duty NGVs available in the U.S. and the market for natural gas trucks is 
beginning to ramp up. As a result, natural gas fueling infrastructure development is 
once again on the rise, recently exceeding 1,000 stations. More importantly, Clean 
Energy and other major industry partners are now laying the groundwork for a national 
fueling infrastructure connecting major transportation routes across the country. 
Furthermore, President Obama's Blueprint for Energy, announced on January 26th, now 
calls for development of additional natural gas corridors. In that announcement, the 
President also called upon the Energy Department and national laboratories to focus 
their energies on bringing about technological breakthroughs in the use of natural gas as 
a transportation fuel (transcript attached). 
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These efforts will directly benefit the NGV market since increased fueling infrastructure 
is one of the key factors limiting the market for NGVs. The economic outlook appears to 
be excellent. Lower natural gas prices and lower first cost premiums (brought about by 

Clean Energy• mass production, economies of scale and more competition) mean that, in the future, 
even passenger cars could become economic. Adopting an RTP/SCS that encourage 
manufacturers to produce both NGVs and EVS are critically important. 

Conclusion 

We strongly urge SCAG to modify its current draft RTP/SES to specifically highlight 
natural gas vehicles, in addition to electric and hybrid options, amongst the near zero
emission to zero emission technologies that will help the region meet its criteria air 
emissions goals under the federal Clean Air Act and greenhouse gas emissions goals 
under the state's AB 32 - The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006. Not only does 
Clean Energy believe that NGVs will continue to be some of the cleanest options, 
particularly for medium- and heavy-duty vehicles, on the road, they will most likely will 
also benefit from hybridized platforms, biomethane and hydrogen-blending, and other 
advancements that may come to market over the next 20 years. We would like to 
formerly offer an invitation to senior SCAG staff to visit our offices in an effort to better 
understand our plans to help the region meet its clean air and greenhouse gas goals 
prior to the finalization of the RTP /SES. Please do not hesitate to contact us directly at 
(562) 546-0338. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
Office of the Press Secretary 

For Immediate Release 

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT 
ON AMERICAN-MADE ENERGY 

UPS Las Vegas South 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

10: 11 A.M. PST . 

January 26, 2012 

THE PRESIDENT: Hello, Nevada! (Applause. ) It is great to be back in Las Vegas. 
(Applause.) 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I Love you! 

THE PRESIDENT: I love you back. (Laughter.) Although I always say, when we stay 
here for the night, I've got to watch my staff to make sure that they get on the plane 
when we leave. (Laughter.) Sometimes they conveniently miss the flight. (Laughter.) 

But everybody please have a seat, have a seat. It is great to see you. Joe, thanks 
for the introduction. Scott, thank you and the folks at UPS for hosting us today. I 
want to thank all of the elected officials and the tribal leaders who took the time to 
join us. 

Before I get into the core of my remarks, I just want to mention something that I said 
to Scott and I said to Joe, and that is that UPS I think deserves just extraordinary 
credit for being the best in its space, one of the best businesses we have in the United 
States. But the reason is because it's got such outstanding workers -- (applause) -
and the relationship between its workforce and management, cooperating, constantly 
figuring out how to make things better is just an outstanding organization. And so you 
guys all need to be congratulated for everything that you do. (Applause.) 

Now, I'm here to talk a little more about what I talked about at the State of the Union 
on Tuesday night. And what I want to focus on is how we're going to restore the basic 
promise of America, something that folks at UPS understand, which is, if you work 
hard, if you do the right thing, you should be able to do well enough to raise a family 
and own a home and send your kids to college and put a little away for retirement. 
That's the American Dream. That's what most people are looking for. 

They don't expect a handout. They don•t expect anything to come easy. They do 
expect, if they're willing to work hard. to try to get ahead. If they're doing the right 
thing. then they can have a sense of security and dignity, and help make sure that 
their family is moving forward. That's what Americans are looking for. Tha.t's what 
Americans deserve. 



And today, three years after the worst economic storm in three generations, our 
economy is growing again. Our businesses have created more than 3 million jobs. 
(Applause.) Last year, businesses. created the most jobs si nee 2005. American 
manufacturers are hiring again and creating jobs for the first time since the 1990s. 

Now, we've got more work to do. But what we can't do is go back to the very same 
policies that got us into a mess in the first place. We can't go backwards. We have to 
move forward. I said on Tuesday, and I will repeat today, we will not·· we cannot· 
go back to an economy weakened by outsourcing and bad debt and phony financial 
profits. So on Tuesday, at the State of the Union, I laid out my vision for how we 
move forward. I laid a blueprint for an economy that's built to last, that has a firm 
foundation, where we're making stuff and selling stuff and moving it around and UPS 
drivers are dropping things off everywhere. (Applause.) 

That's the economy we want, an economy built on American manufacturing with more 
good jobs and more products made here in the United States of America. (Applause.) 
An economy built on American energy, fueled by homegrown and alternative sources 
that make us more secure. and less dependent on foreign oil. (Applause.) An economy 
built on the skills of American workers, getting people the education and the training 
they need to prepare for the jobs of today, but also to compete for the jobs of 
tomorrow. (Applause. ) 

And most importantly, I talked about an economy that's built on a renewal of 
American values -- hard work, responsibility, and the same set of rules for everybody, 
from Wall Street to Main Street. (Applause.) That has to be our future. That's how 
we restore that basic American promise. 

Now, part of my blueprint and what I want to focus on a little bit today is for an 
economy built to last with American energy. That's why we' re here. For decades, 
Americans have been talking about how do we decrease our dependence on foreign 
oil. Well, my administration has actually begun to do something about it. 

Over the last three years, we negotiated the toughest new efficiency standards for 
cars and trucks in history. We've opened millions of new acres for oil and gas 
exploration. Right now, American oil production is the highest that it's been in eight 
years. Eight years. Last year, we relied less on foreign oil than in any of last 16 years. 
That hasn't gotten a lot of attention, but that's important. (Applause.) We're moving 
in the right direction when it comes to oil and gas production. 

And today, I' m announcing that my administration will soon open up around 38 million 
acres in the Gulf of Mexico for additional exploration and development, which could 
result in a lot more production of dom~tic energy. (Applause. ) 

But as I said on Tuesday, and as the folks here at UPS understand, even With all this oil 
production, we only have about 2 percent of the world 's oil reserves. So we got to 
have an all-out, all-in, all-of-the-above strategy that develops every source of 
American energy -- a strategy that is cleaner and cheaper and full of new jobs. 

Now, a great place to start is with natural gas. Some of you may not have been 
following this, but because of new technologies, because we can now access natural 



gas that we couldn't access before in an economic way, we've got a supply of natural 
gas under our feet that can last America nearly a hundred years. Nearly a hundred 
years. Now, when I say under our feet, I don't know that there's actually gas right 
here. (Laughter.) I mean in all the United States. 

And developing it could power our cars and our homes and our factories in a cleaner 
and cheaper way. The experts believe it could support more than 600,000 jobs by the 
end of the decade. We, it turns out, are the Saudi Arabia of natural gas. (Applause.) 
We've got a lot of it. We've got a lot of it. 

Now, removing that natural _gas obviously has to be done carefully. And I know that 
there are families that are worried about the impact this could have on our 
environment and on the health of our communities. And I share that concern. So 
that's why I'm requiring -- for the first time ever·· that all companies drilling for gas 
on public lands disclose the chemicals they use. We want to make sure that this is 
done properly and safely. (Applause.) America will develop this resource Without 
putting the health and safety of our citizens at risk. 

But we've got to keep at it. We've got to take advantage of this incredible natural 
resource. And think about what could happen if we do. Think about an America 
where more cars and trucks are running on domestic natural gas than on foreign oil. 
Think about an America where our companies are leading the world in developing 
natural gas technology and creating a generation of new energy jobs; where our 
natural gas resources are helping make our manufacturers more competitive for 
decades. We can do this. And by the way, natural gas burns cleaner than oil does, so 
it's also potentially good for our environment as we make this shift. 

So last April, we issued a challenge to shipping companies like UPS. We said if you 
upgrade your fleets to run on less oil or no oil at all, we're going to help you succeed. 
We want to help you with that experiment. So we started out with five companies 
that accepted the challenge. And of course, UPS was one of the first. That's how 
they roll. (Laughter and applause.) 

So less than a year later, we've got 14 companies on board, and together they 
represent 1 million vehicles on the road. That's a lot of trucks. 

We should do more, though. And that's why we're here today. First, let's get 
more of these natural gas vehicles on the road. Let's get more of them on the road. 
(Applause.) The federal fleet of cars is leading by example. Turns out the federal 
government has a lot of cars. (Laughter. ) We buy a lot of cars. So we've got to help 
not only the federal government but also local governments upgrade their fleet. If 
more of these brown trucks are going green, more city buses should, too. There's no 
reason why buses can't go in the same direction. 

Second, let's offer new tax incentives to help companies buy more clean trucks like 
these. (Applause.) 

Third, let's make sure all these new trucks that are running on natural gas have places 
to refuel. That's one of the biggest impediments, is the technology. We know how to 



make these trucks, but if they don't have a place to pull in and fill up, they got 
problems. 

So we're going to keep working with the private sector to develop up to five natural 
gas corridors along our highways. These are highways that have natural gas fueling 
stations between cities, just like the one that folks at UPS, South Coast Air and Clean 
Energy Fuels are opening today between Los Angeles and Salt Lake City. That's a 
great start. (Applause.) So now one of these trucks can go from Long Beach all the 
way to Salt Lake City. And they' re going to be able to refuel along the way. 

And finally, to keep America on the cutting edge of clean energy technology, I want 
my Energy Secretary, Steven Chu, to launch a new competition that encourages our 
country's brightest scientists and engineers and entrepreneurs to discover new 
breakthroughs for natural gas vehicles. 

So we're going to keep moving on American energy. We're going to keep boosting 
American manufacturing. We're going to keep training our workers for these new 
jobs. But an economy that's built to last also means a renewal of the values that 
made us who we are: hard work, fair play and shared responsibility. 

Right now, that means, first of all, stopping a tax hike on 160 million working 
Americans at the end of next month. (Applause.) People cannot afford right now 
losing $40 out of each paycheck. Your voices convinced Congress to extend this 
middle-class tax cut before. I need your help to make sure they do it again. No 
drama, no delay. Let's just get this done for the American people and for our 
economy as a whole. (Applause.) 

But we've got a longer-run issue -- Scott and I were talking about this before we came 
out -- and that is how do we get America's fiscal house in order. And we're going to 
have to make some choices. The reason that we've got these debts and deficit is 
because we're not making hard choices. Right now, we're supposed to spend nearly 
S 1 trillion more on what was intended to be a temporary tax cut for the wealthiest 2 
percent of Americans. Supposed to be temporary. Back in 2001. (laughter. ) That's a 
long time ago. (Laughter. ) A quarter of all millionaires pay lower tax rates than 
millions of middle-class households. Warren Buffett pays a lower tax rate than his 
secretary. I know because she was at the State of the Union. (Laughter.) She told 
me. 

Now, that's not fair. That doesn't make sense. And the reason it's important for us 
to recognize that is, if we're going to reduce our deficit, then we 've got to have a 
balanted approach that has spending cuts -- and we've already agreed to $2 trillion 
worth of spending cuts. We've got to get rid of pro.grams that don't work. We've got 
to make government more efficient. I have asked Congress for authority to 
consolidate some of these agencies to make them run better. We're going to have to 
be much more effective when it comes to government spending. We all acknowledge 
that and we're making progress on that front. 

But that alone doesn' t do it. So if we want to actually deal with the deficit, we've got 
to look at the other side of the ledger. Do we want to keep these tax cuts for the 
wealthiest Americans? Or do we want to keep investing in everything else -· like 



education, like clean energy -- (applause) -- like a strong military, like caring for our 
veterans who are coming home from Iraq and Afghanistan? (Applause.) We can't do 
both. We can't do both. 

So what I've said is let's follow the Buffett Rule: If you make more than a million 
dollars a year, you should pay a tax rate of at least 30 percent -- (applause) -- which, 
by the way, is lower than you would have been paying under Ronald Reagan. Nobody 
is talking about anything crazy here. On the other hand, if you make less than 
$250,000 a year, which 98 percent of all Americans do, then your taxes shouldn't go 
up. (Applause.) I think that's a fair approach. 

And a lot of folks have been running around saying, well, that's class warfare. Asking 
a billionaire to pay at least as much as his secretary in taxes, that's just common 
sense. (Laughter.) And I promise you, if we make this change, Warren Buffett will be 
doing fine. (Laughter.) I will be doing fine. Scott will be doing fine. (Applause.) We 
don't need more tax breaks. You ' re the ones who have seen your wages and your 
incomes stall while the cost of everything from groceries to college to health care 
have been .going up. You're the ones who deserve a break. (Applause.) 

And I want to make one last point: We do not begrudge success in America. We 
aspire to it. We want everybody to succeed. We want everybody to be rich. We want 
everybody to be working hard, making their way, creating new products~ creating new 
services, creating jobs-· that's the American way. We don't shy away from financial 
success. We don't apologize for it. 

But what we do say is when this nation has done so much for us, shouldn 't we be 
thinking about the country as a whole? When Americans talk about folks like me 
paying their fair share of taxes, it' s not because they envy the rich. Just yesterday, 
Bill Gates said he agrees With me that Americans who can afford it should pay their 
fair share. I promise you, Bill Gates does not envy the rich. (Laughter.) He doesn't 
envy wealthy people. 

This has nothing to do with envy. It has everything to do with math. It's what I talked 
about earlier. We've got to make choices. Americans understand if I get a tax break I 
don't need and a tax break the country can't afford, then one of two things are going 
to happen. Either it' s going to add to our deficit or somebody else is going to have to 
make up the difference. 

A senior suddenly is going to have to start paying more for their Medicare, or a student 
is going to have to pay more for their student loan, or a family that's trying to get by, 
they're going to have to do with less. And that's not right. That's not who we are. 
Each of us is only here becau~e somebody somewhere felt a responsibility to each 
other and to our country and helped to create all this incredible opportunity that we 
call the United States of America. 

Now, it's our turn to be responsible. And it' s our turn to leave an America that is built 
to last for the next generation. That's our job and we can do it. (Applause.) We can 
do it. We can do it. And I know we can do it, because 1 've seen in states like Nevada 
and with people like you that I meet all across this country, you understand the history 
of this country, generations of Americans working together, looking out for each other, 



living by the idea that we rise or fall together. Those are the values we have to return 
to. 

I mentioned praise for our military at the State of the Union and the incredible work 
that they do. And the reason our military is so good, the reason why they' re so 
admired is because they ·· it's not like everybody in the military agrees on everything. 
You got Democrats in the military. You got Republicans in the military. You've got 
folks who are conservative or liberal •• different races, different religions, different 
backgrounds • • but they figure out how to focus on the mission. They figure out how 
to do their job. 

And that sense of common purpose is what we're going to need to build an economy 
that lasts. And if we work together in common purpose, we can build that economy 
and we can meet the challenges of our times. And we'll remind the entire world once 
again just why it is that the United States is the greatest country on Earth. 

Thank you, everybody. God bless you and God bless the United States of America. 
(Applause.) 

END 10:33 A.M. PST 



Memorandum of Understanding 

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) describes a coordinated effort between the undersigned States (States) to attract 

automobile manufacturers In the U.S. to develop a functional and affordable original equipment manufacturer (OEM) fleet 

natural gas vehicle (NGV) that will also meet publlc demand. The States recognize the benefits and unique attributes of clean 

burning natural gas and understand the significant opportunity compressed natural gas (CNG) presents to save State and 

ta)(payer dollars by encouraging an energy future that utllizes domestic energy resources to fuel our nation's transportation 

needs. Through the Joint sollcltatlon of a Multi-State Request for Proposal (Joint-RFP) that aggregates annual State fleet vehicle 

procurements, the States will endeavor to provide a demand base sufficient to support the design, manufacture, and sale of 

functional and affordable OEM NGVs by automotive manufacturers in the United States. 

In anticipation of soliciting a Joint-RFP, the Stat es will endeavor to coordinate with local agencies, municipalities, and 

companies to determine the number of NGVs each State can commit to purchase and the required specifications necessary to 

meet fleet needs. The Joint-R.FP shall require that the ultimate cost of an OEM NGV should be comparably priced to an 

equivalent gasoline powered model and that warranty and reliability concerns are not compromised. Simultaneously, the 

States understand the need for continued development and e>Cpansion of CNG fuellng Infrastructure and should endeavor to 

encourage private Investment, predicated on demonstrating an anticipated increase in State NGVs, to meet growing demand. 

Pursuant to the terms of the Joint~RFP, to be e><ecuted at a later date, the States Intend, where practical, to transition new fleet 

vehicle acquisitions, In committed volumes, to a resulting OEM NGV. Such future acquisitions should, when economically 

feasible, rely on traditional distribution channels that Incorporate toc:al businesses In procurement processes. In continued 

recognition of the benefits of CNG, the States should also endeavor to pursue fleet vehicle conversions to CNG, where 

economically compelling. based on a life-cycle cost analysis. The States will also reach out to fellow Governors to determine 

broader Interest and participation In the principles and process outlined In thls MOU. 

This MOU embodies the principle understandings of the States but shall not create any legal relationship, rights, duties, or 

obligations binding or enforceable at law or In equity. Notwithstanding the foregoing, each State shall In good faith endeavor 

to reach a mutually agreeable and economlc:ally beneficial Joint-RFP, as contemplated herein. This MOU does not create 

additional state power, enhance e><istlng state power, or Interfere with federal authority or law. This MOU shall continue to 

demonstrate the States' understanding until e)(ecutlon of the Joint-RFP, or until otherwise discontinued by either State. 

Set forth by; 

State of Oklahoma State of Colorado 

~ 
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November 9, 2011 

State of Wyoming 

,L ;,;t¾< 
Matthew H. Mead, Governor 

November 9, 2011 

State of Utah 

Gary R. Herbert, Governor 

November 16, 2011 

State of New Mexico 

Susana Martinez, Governor 

December 22, 2011 

State of Kentucky 

S~Governor 

January 2ih, 2012 

/ 

,. 

November 9, 2011 

Tom Corbett, Governor 

November 9, 2011 

State of Maine 

J~,f?.P"'-7 ~ 
December 2, 2011 

State of West Virginia 

o,/1',,- ~ l«A:." 
Earl Ray Tomblin, Governor 

January 161\ 2012 

State of Texas 

February 6, 2012 
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717 K St., Suite 330 · Sacramento, CA  95814 · 916-441-0204 · info@climateplanca.org · www.climateplan.org 
 
 

February 14, 2012 
 
 
President Pam O’Connor 
Board of Directors 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90017  
 
Re: Draft Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 2035 (RTP/SCS) 
 

Dear President Pam O’Connor and Honorable Members of the SCAG Regional Council: 

 
Congratulations on the successful completion of a draft Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). This represents the culmination of three years of hard work by your 
staff, committees, and Regional Council to understand and merge together the land use and 
transportation plans of hundreds of local governments and agencies. This is a very significant effort 
that can substantially improve the quality of life, public health, long-term economic competitiveness, 
and environmental sustainability of the region. Southern California has made some impressive strides 
in this direction, as reflected in these successes of the plan: 
 

• Meets the greenhouse gas reduction targets established by the California Air Resources Board 

• Reduces overall traffic congestion and allows residents to spend less time in their cars 

• Triples spending on bike and pedestrian projects and increases transit investments by 13% 

• Meets the projected economic market demand by planning for a diversity of housing types, 
including a more adequate number of small-lot single family homes and dwellings in mixed-use, 
walkable neighborhoods 

• Addresses habitat loss via planning for more cost-effective future environmental mitigation 
 
As organizations that work across the state, we want to recognize and thank SCAG for the enormous 
progress that Southern California has made in recent years. This is a large and diverse region that has 
long lacked a transit system with regional reach. Yet Southern California is taking actions that can be a 
model for regions elsewhere in the state. For example, Los Angeles County’s Measure R will generate 
up to $40 billion, most for transit, and an effort is now underway to accelerate those 30 years of 
spending into the early years, when jobs are most needed. SCAG has proactively engaged many 
communities to create a vision for smart growth, first through the Compass Blueprint program and now 
with the creation of this SCS. This regional plan builds on an innovative model program from Orange 
County that will address potential habitat impacts in a way that improves environmental benefits while 
reducing costs through careful, upfront planning. The success of this plan is built upon just these 
instances of great local and regional leadership. 
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However, amidst this plan’s successes, there are important ways that this plan can make additional 
strides. The plan as written reveals that on the current course, there are parts of the region making 
significant investments in transit, bicycle, and pedestrian infrastructure and thereby receiving great 
benefits, while other areas are making lesser investments, particularly those in Inland Empire counties. 
We believe SCAG should pursue additional strategies to expand transit and active transportation 
opportunities that could have great economic and health benefits for the entire region. We are also 
concerned that several vulnerabilities in this plan may cause it to not succeed at the level it intends.  
 

I. Create greater opportunity for all Southern Californians  

As noted above, the growth and investments in this plan have many benefits for the region as a 
whole. However, transit and active transportation investments are uneven, and as a result, not 
everyone in the region will receive the same opportunities and benefits. For instance, this plan 
reveals that per capita, residents in Los Angeles and Orange County will cut the time they 
spend driving by about 20%, while residents of Imperial, San Bernardino, and Riverside will 
receive reductions that are half that, or less. In addition, vulnerable populations across the 
region will face greater risks. Before finalizing the plan, we ask that the Regional Council and 
staff take some simple steps to allow the region to move forward together. 

Expand transit service in key areas: This plan expands a network of transit choices, giving 
many people easier access to multiple transportation options, and taking cars off of the roads so 
that those who do drive spend less time stuck in traffic. Augmenting these with some additional 
transit investments would provide more options in currently less-served parts of the region. 

Expanding bus service levels is the least expensive transit option, and well over 80 percent of 
those riding transit now do so on bus. The fast-growing Inland Empire counties could 
particularly benefit from this strategy. The plan shows that only 10% of Riverside County will 
be served by high-quality bus service (buses every 15 minutes during peak periods). But since 
about 40% of residents will live near bus lines with a slightly lower level of service (15-30 
minute headways), increasing bus travel frequencies would be a relatively low-cost way to 
greatly expand the number of residents within walking distance of high-quality public 
transportation. This would not only help those who choose to take the bus, but it will also 
relieve traffic for those who still need to drive.  

Rural parts of the region, such as the eastern Coachella Valley and the North Shore of the 
Salton Sea, have particularly low access to transit choices even as housing and jobs begin to 
move into those rural areas. Extending existing bus service to currently unserved rural areas of 
the Coachella Valley, or exploring options such as local circulators to meet unmet transit needs 
in rural areas, would also improve access to services and decrease vehicle miles traveled for 
farmworkers and other rural residents.  Additionally, extending planned BRT from Indio to 
Coachella would make it possible to address the needs of a growing population to access health 
care, groceries, or good jobs via public transit. 

Finally, enhancing and expanding the region’s MetroLink system, as well as the BRT and bus 
system that connect to it, can bring to the full Southern California region the world-class 
transportation network that it deserves. Such enhancements could create greater economic 
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opportunity over the long run, more well-paying jobs during the transit construction, and 
additional opportunities for creating mixed-income walkable neighborhoods.  

Expand funding and policies for bicycles and pedestrians: This plan could also take one step 
further toward providing residents with safe routes for walking and biking. While the plan does 
triple the previous expenditures, it still devotes less than 1.5% of its funds to safe streets, 
despite the fact that over 20% of all travel trips in the region are on foot or by bike. According 
to a poll of Southern California voters by Move LA, NRDC, and the American Lung 
Association last year, if given the choice, voters would spend significantly more of the region’s 
transportation dollars on bicycle and pedestrian investments. 

The L.A. Department of Public Health recently reported that the funding need could be as high 
as $40B, yet this plan currently devotes $6B and estimates another $4B is available. This gap 
should be reduced by increasing regional combined bike and pedestrian funding to at least 
$12B, in addition to the estimated additional $4B. These funds should create “first mile / last 
mile” linkages near transit, address safety problems in areas of high injury and fatality rates, 
provide sidewalks and bike lanes in places with lower car ownership rates or where basic 
infrastructure is currently lacking, and help children use Safe Routes to Schools. 

In addition, we ask SCAG to commit to working with its local governments and agencies to 
embed a "complete streets" policy in local and regional transportation project planning, to 
systematize the inclusion of pedestrian and bicycle safety features in road construction and 
maintenance projects. Doing so will make cost-effective use of these limited funds.  

Finally, we ask that SCAG undertake a regional bike/ped master planning effort, similar to the 
assessment of unmet road maintenance costs that SCAG currently manages.  Before the next 
RTP, SCAG should work with partner agencies and jurisdictions to identify local needs, 
funding strategies, and revenue sources to create a completed network of safe routes for 
walking and biking.  

Further study and aggressively address disparate exposure to air pollution and noise: While 
this plan would improve air quality in the region overall, we are greatly concerned that air 
pollution levels would still be highest in areas close to freeways, and that levels in some places 
could be higher than the “business as usual” or baseline scenario. The Environmental Justice 
Appendix to the Plan shows that 25% - 27% of households living within 500 feet of freeways 
could face greater exposures to CO and PM, with high concentrations of minority and low 
income residents disproportionately affected. The Appendix further highlights that all 
environmental justice populations except the elderly currently have higher risk of cancer and 
respiratory disease than the region as a whole, and that the “highest areas of respiratory risk are 
the segments that closely follow major freeways in the most urbanize portions of the region.” 
Non-English-speaking, foreign born populations have the highest risk. Before finalizing this 
plan, SCAG needs to study where and how disproportionate impacts will occur, by providing a 
map showing where this will be happening, and then identify a complete suite of mitigations to 
ensure that air pollution and noise impacts do not get worse for the most vulnerable while 
getting better for others. One possible tool is the list of model “Health and Equity metrics,” 



4 
 

including a methodology for calculating those metrics, created by Human Impact Partners in 
partnership with other health experts and organizations.  

Monitor the plan’s impacts on key indicators of health and equity, and improve tools for 

future planning: Addressing inequalities requires understanding them. Particular trends that 
this plan has a limited ability to project and mitigate – such as the risk of gentrification and 
displacement near transit stations, injuries / fatalities to pedestrians and cyclists, asthma 
incidence and exacerbations due to NOx, and the balance of wages to housing costs – should be 
actively monitored.  

To carry this out, SCAG should monitor these issues at a regional scale and also identify 
particular places to monitor, including areas near transit stations – where shifting demographics 
suggests that gentrification may already be underway – and also a selected group of areas 
known to have particularly vulnerable populations.  

In addition to tracking this plan’s performance, SCAG should commit to developing specific 
tools to project future plans’ impact on critical issues, such as the fit between job wages and 
housing costs; physical activity; the health impacts of the physical activity and air quality 
created by the plan; and other measures from the “Health & Equity metrics” mentioned above.  

II. Ensure the Regional Transportation Plan’s Strengths Become Reality 

This plan has much good news for the region, and the recommendations below are designed to 
help the plan’s strengths become reality. 

Ensure revenues materialize: Significant new resources are needed for the plan to come to 
fruition. We ask SCAG to take a leadership role in convening other agencies and jurisdictions 
to generate the revenues that this plan depends on for success. In developing this plan, the 
region was faced with a large funding shortfall. The Regional Council made the policy decision 
not to cut projects but to find additional revenue sources to pay for its infrastructure plans. The 
current plan assumes that these needed funds will come from state and federal governments, 
but as history shows, this is not guaranteed. We hope the region will focus on what it can do to 
raise money via a combination of regional and local fees or taxes. These new revenue sources 
should be chosen to avoid adverse impacts to the region’s lower-income populations. 

As funding gaps are likely to continue over the long run, we would also recommend that the region 
follow the example of other regions in considering how to systematically prioritize those expenditures 
that most contribute to a sustainable, healthy, and equitable region. Between now and the next SCS, 
SCAG and its partner agencies could develop a systematic method for prioritizing projects, such as the 
Project Performance Assessment conducted at the Bay Area’s Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission. 

Frontload and expand funds for transit and bike / pedestrian linkages, and for road and bridge 

safety projects: We ask that in collaboration with its partner agencies and jurisdictions, SCAG lead an 
effort to accelerate the transit, bike/ped, and road maintenance projects that are essential to meeting the 
region’s goals into earlier years when revenue is more reliable. Making transportation investments in a 
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timely way ensures that they have maximum impact. Yet, this plan accelerates road construction 
projects while delaying essential investments in road maintenance, bike and pedestrian safety, and 
transit to the late years of this 24-year plan. 

Delaying road repairs is a bad idea, because deferred maintenance leads to increasingly costly repair 
needs. Also, delay endangers road and bridge users – in a region where more drivers already cross 
structurally-deficient bridges than anywhere else in the United States.1  Delaying projects that can 
create a multimodal network with a variety of transportation options also concerns us, because future 
revenues in this plan are less certain. Transportation investments that not only support driving but also 
create convenient public transit options and safe routes for walking and biking are essential for 
achieving the region’s traffic reduction and air quality goals. 

Help local governments plan the transit neighborhoods of the future: We ask that SCAG help local 
governments plan the diverse transit-oriented or transit-ready neighborhoods that this plan relies upon 
by making a firm commitment to funds for Compass Blueprint. The draft RTP/SCS assumes that many 
of the region’s homes and jobs will grow as real estate market trends predict they will, in walkable 
neighborhoods surrounding transit corridors and light rail stations. But many cities are still in the 
process of updating land use plans to allow that kind of development. Without those plans in place, it 
is much more difficult for builders to get projects approved and begin construction. With local 
governments’ planning funds at historic lows, funds to finish this planning may not exist. That makes 
it essential that the region expands its Compass Blueprint incentive grant program to help local 
governments plan the kind of neighborhoods that this plan needs to succeed. SCAG should make a 
clear financial commitment that this will happen. 

In doing so, SCAG should use these grants first to fund those local governments that stand ready to 
create healthy, walkable neighborhoods for households at a range of income levels. SCAG should 
update its Compass Blueprint grant criteria to ensure that neighborhoods near present or future transit 
stations or corridors will have safe streets for walking and biking, and a mix of housing types to allow 
people of a range of incomes to live and work near transit. SCAG’s environmental justice appendix 
shows that areas near transit are already losing low-income populations. Lower-income households are 
more likely to utilize transit services that are available to them, so building housing affordable to those 
households near transit will maximize the benefit of the region’s infrastructure investments. As growth 
patterns become more compact, SCAG should also carefully monitor and seek resources that could 
ameliorate and improve rural housing stock. 

Address gaps in the link between growth and transportation planning: The success of all regional 
Sustainable Communities Strategies depends on a well-coordinated link between where growth will 
happen and where transportation infrastructure will be provided. In places where this link remains 
weak, SCAG should host conversations between local governments and transportation agencies that 
will better align transit planning with future growth and housing. Where growth does occur as 
greenfield development, SCAG should make sure that this habitat and farmland loss is adequately 
mitigated by ensuring regional mitigation planning includes not only critical habitat and lands within 
Habitat Conservation Plan / Natural Communities Conservation Plan Areas but all important 
undeveloped lands, through an inclusive public process. Finally, to make sure the region’s analysis 

                                                      
1 October 2011. Transportation for America. The Fix We’re In For: The State of Our Nation’s Busiest Bridges. 
http://t4america.org/docs/bridgereport/bridgereport-metros.pdf 
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rests on a solid foundation, SCAG should ensure that its High Quality Transit Area calculations 
accurately includes only the geography around bus stops, not the entire corridor adjacent to a highway 
that a bus travels along.  
 

Thank you very much for your consideration of these comments, designed to strengthen and support 
the success of your work in Southern California. We want to again express our appreciation and 
gratitude to SCAG’s Regional Council, committees, and staff. Your efforts to implement SB 375 can 
help reduce climate change and ensure that future generations of Californians have cleaner air and 
water, healthier places to live, a stronger and more resilient economy; and greater opportunity for 
people across the economic spectrum. 

 

Sincerely,

 
Matthew Baker 
Habitat Director: ECOS 
The Environmental Council of Sacramento 
 
Autumn Bernstein 
Director 
ClimatePlan 
 
Jeremy Cantor  
Program Manager 
Prevention Institute 
 
Pauline Chow and Rye Baerg 
Southern California Regional Program Managers 
Safe Routes to School National Partnership 
 
Stuart Cohen 
Executive Director 
Transform 
 
Steven Frisch 
President 
Sierra Business Council 
 
Kim Gilhuly 
Project Director 
Human Impact Partners 
 
Bonnie Holmes-Gen 
Executive Director For Air Quality and Health 
American Lung Association in California 
 
 
 

 
Chandra Krout 
Principal 
Krout & Associates 
 
Alexis Lantz 
Planning & Policy Director 
Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition 
 
Elyse Lowe 
Executive Director 
Move San Diego 
 
Patricia Ochoa 
Environment and Health Coordinator 
Physicians for Social Responsibility, LA Chapter 
 
Dr. Robert Ogilvie, PhD. 
Program Director, Planning for Healthy Places 
Public Health Law & Policy 
 
Stephen C. Padilla 
Consultant / Director 
Sustainable San Diego 
 
James J. Provenzano 
President 
Clean Air Now 
 
Shamus Roller  
Executive Director 
Housing California  
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Phoebe Seaton 
Program Director, Community Equity Initiative 
California Rural Legal Assistance, Inc. 
 
Sarah Sharpe 
Director 
Fresno Metro Ministry 
 
Jim Stone 
Executive Director 
WalkSanDiego 
 
Will Wright 
Director of Government & Public Affairs 
American Institute of Architects / LA Chapter 
 
Denny Zane 
Executive Director 
Move LA 



 
 

   

 
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 28, 2012 

The Honorable Alan Wapner 
Chairman, Regional Transportation Plan Subcommittee 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh Str1,et, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, .CA 9,0©17 .,, 

/,· \ / f ... /' 
I i\ I : I' / 

Dear Cha,i
1 

rm~~ ~6ikr-
, I~ 

As a Los'Arigeles County Supervisor, Vice-Chair of the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), and SCAG Board Director, it is my 
pleasure to request that this subcommittee recommend to the SCAG Regional Council 
the inclusion of a high speed rail study within the proposed High Desert Corridor project 
between Victorville and Palmdale as part of the Constrained Regional Transportation 
Plan. 

The importance of the High Desert Corridor has been well-noted by the federal 
government, which designated the project as a "Corridor of National Significance" with 
its "E-220" designation in SAFETEA-LU. Support for this project started with the 
Counties of Los Angeles and San Bernardino partnering to create a Joint Powers 
Authority (JPA) to oversee the development of this corridor. Since this time the project 
has also been endorsed in the constrained portions of SCAG's Regional Transportation 
Plan, the Regional Transportation Improvement Plan, and the MTA Long Range 
Transportation Plan. The potential for this corridor to divert car and truck trips from the 
heavily-populated, congested and emissions-plagued Los Angeles and San Bernardino 
basins has gained national attention as a vital solution to the confluence of local, 
regional and national car and truck traffic within the region's current freeway system. 

The High Desert Corridor JPA Board of Directors has always envisioned this corridor as 
a public-private partnership that would require multiple elements to create a multi-modal 
corridor that met the region's needs for car, truck and transit infrastructure improvement. 
Inclusion of a high-speed rail component within the right-of-way of the High Desert 

Corridor reflects the desire of the JPA Board of Directors to connect Palmdale and 
Victorville with at minimum an enhanced 110 mile-per-hour high speed Metrolink 
corridor, and potentially a 220 mile-per-hour high speed rail corridor compatible with 
both the California and DesertXpress High Speed Rail systems. Currently the JPA 
Board has not entered into any agreement with Metrolink, California High Speed Rail, 

ROOM 869 KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION, 500 WEST TEMPLE STREET. LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 
TELEPHONE (213) 974-5555 ® FAX (213) 974-1010 @ WEBSITE http'//antonovich co.la.ca us/ 
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Amtrak or DesertXpress to partner with the JPA in operating service on this high speed 
rail corridor. Rather, the JPA will remain partner-neutral until which time the Public
Private Partnership Request for Proposals process calls for a decision to be made by 
the High Desert Corridor JPA and its partners in MTA and SANBAG. 

By combining the environmental study of this high speed rail component of the High 
Desert Corridor into the current environmental work for the highway portion of the 
project, the JPA Board strives to provide a cost-effective manner of implementing this 
transit aspect of the project as cost-effectively as possible while staying within SCAG's 
envelope of $8.2 billion in the proposed Regional Transportation Plan. By including a 
vital high speed rail component, the High Desert Corridor stands poised to become a 
model public-private partnership project which captures the multi-modal requirements of 
AB 32 and SB 375 while leveraging private capital and improving the national 
movement of truck freight as encouraged by federal transportation policy. 

Thank you for your support of the inclusion of the High Desert Corridor, including the 
environmental study of a high speed rail component within its right-of-way, in the 
Constrained portion of SCAG's Regional Transportation Plan. 

ncer y, 

Ml HAEL D. ANTONOVICH 
Supervisor 

MDA:mcc 

c: Members of the Regional Transportation Plan Subcommittee 



JONATHAN E. FIELDING, M.D., M.P.H. 
Director and Health Officer 

JONATHAN E. FREEDMAN 
Chief Deputy Direc:tor 

Division of Chronic Disease and Injury Prevention 
Paul Simon, M.D., M.P.H. 
Director 

3530 Wilsh:re Boulevard, Su,te 800 
Los Angeles, California 90010 
TEL (213) 351,7825 • FAX (213) 351-2713 

www.public.health.lacounty.gov 

February 14, 2012 

Pam O'Connor, President 
Regional c'ouncil 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Dear President O'Connor: 

SOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Gloria Molina 
First Oistnct 

Mark R,d!cy-Thomas 
Scoond Dislnct 

ZevYaroslavsky 
TMd Das\ncl 

Don Knabe 
founh Dislricl 

Mlchac.l 0. Antonovich 

We thank the leadership and staff of the Sou them California Association of Governments and its Regional Council 
members for developing the agency's first-ever Sustainable Communities Sh·ategy (SCS) and 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan. This task was especially challenging given that it is the first time the region has put together an 
scs. 
The Department of Public Health supports many aspects of the RTP which will improve public health and air 
quality and lower greenhouse gas emissions by expanding public transit, promoting new development near 
transportation. and increasing investments for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. 

The following recommendations are made to strengthen the RTP!SCS this year and in future years. 

1. Target and increase investment (Or active transportation 
We applaud SCAG's proposed increased investment in active transportation, from $1.8 billion in the 2008 RTP (less 
than .5 %) to $6 biUion (1.3%) in the current draft plai1. DPH strongly encourages tllat the final plan: 

• Prioritize (i) first-mile/last-mile connections to transit stations which will help support the increased investment in 
the transit system; (ii) projects that close gaps in key bicycle and pedestrian corridors; and (iii) communities with 
high numbers of bicycle and pedestrian injuries and high rates of chronic disease. 
• Front load active transportation funding so it is available to jurisdictions to build walkable and bikcflble 
communities early on in the 25 year RTP period. 
• Provide funding and technical assistance for cities to create bicycle and pedestrian plans and city-wide safe routes 
to school plans. 
• Offer support to County Transportation Commissions (CTCs) and lo<..:al jurisdictions to adopt a complete streets 
policy so that pedestrian and bicycle improvements can be made routinely and more economically when streets are 
improved or built. 
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ln addition, the plan should include further investments in active transportation to create 1) basic bicycle and 
pedestrian infrastructure in key areas in every city in the SCAG region; 2) bikeable and walkable neighborhoods 
within 1/z mile of all TODs, existing and planned; 3) complete routes to public schools throughout the region that 
children can walk and bike to: 4) sidewalks repair throughout the region: and 5) improved continuity in county bike 
networks. 

This recommendation for additional investment is based on a recent DPH examination of cost data from local cities' 
bike and pedestrian plans and CaJTrans Safe Routes to Schools grants in LA County, cost of sidewalk repairs in LA 
City, and costs for building pedestrian and bicycle improvemen1s in Transit Oriented Districts. DPH used this data 
to estimate costs for needed bike and pedestrian improvements across the SCAG region. 

Given that cities' bicycle and pedestrian master plans have a range of costs for proposed improvements, we present 
a range for the estimated amount of active transportation funding needed to generate 1hese improvements across the 
region. from a !ow of$37 billion (7.1%) to a high of$60 billion (11.4%) over 25 years, adjusted for inflation. We 
recogni:te that there are many factors that must be considered in your resource allocation decisions and, therefore, 
do not provide these estimates as a recommendation for funding. However, given the region's long standing 
underinvestment in bike and pedestrian infrastructure, we feel this is an appropriate range or investment options for 
your consideration. 

2.Build healthy neighborhoods around transit statiom· that protect existing /ow-income residents 
The area around rail stations offers a unique opportunity to create safe access to transit and to address key 
community needs such as mixed-income housing and business/retail corridors within a walkable and bikeable 
community setting. However, without careful planning, the people in neighborhoods adjacent to rail stations can be 
displaced as real estate prices rise in response to new development, triggering corresponding increases in residential 
and commercial renLs for low-income families and small business owners. DPH encourages that the plan: 

• Prevent displacement of existing low-income residents, fund jurisdictions to create transit-oriented development 
(TOD) plans that include policies to preserve existing affordable housing and small business store fronts and to 
ensure the provision of affordable housing and small business store fronts in new developments. 
• Whenever possible, locate housing, child care facilities, schools and other sensitive~use development far enough 
away from sources of pollution to decrease exposure that can negatively affect health. 

3.Strengthen public health modeling and monitoring 
We encourage SCAG to measure the public health impacts of transportation investments. For example, the RTP 
could be analyzed fOr its potential to reduce chronic diseases in the SCAG region, such as heart disease and breast 
cancer, based on increases in walking and biking, linked to active transportation scenarios. Specifically, DPH 
encourages SCAG to: 

• Measure the health benefits of transportation plans by integrating health outcomes into SCAG's modeling 
approaches. 
• Measure and report on additional public health indicators including but not limited to: bicycle and pedestrian 
injuries and collisions by geographic areas; percentage of households that can walk or bike within 10 minutes to 
reach their daily destinations, e.g. transit, schools, childcare, parks; percent of income consumed by housing and 
transportation costs. 
• Conduct targeted analyses in neighborhoods adjaccni to rail stations to determine if displacement of existing 
residents is occurring as development occurs. 

2 



Pam O'Connor 
February J 4, 2012 
Page 3 

We express our appreciation to the SCAG Regional Council and staff for your hard work to develop this RTP/SCS 
and to guide Southern California's land use and transportation investments wisely. We look fonvard to working 
with you to make our neighborhoods and our region healthier for existing and future residents. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Simon, M.D., M.P.H. 
Director, Division of Chronic Disease and Injury Prevention 

3 



• 
County of Orange 

California 

Thomas G. Mauk 
County Executi,·e Officer 

County Executive Office 
:133 W. Santa Ana Blvd. 
Third Floor 
Santa Ana, California 
92701-4062 

Tel: (714) 834-6201 
Fax: (714) 834-3018 
\.Veb: 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 Enviromnental 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 (QC SCS) which 
will be incorporated into SCAG's 2012 RTP/SCS. The QC SCS, 
approved by the QCCQG Board of Directors on June 23, 201 l, 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 QC SCS is to be fully 
incorporated without change. Although there are several references to the QC 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 
O," contained in Chapter Three, and the "Sustainability Strategics,'' contained in 
Appendix F, of the QC 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 Bennan v. Parker, (1954) 348 U.S. 26, 32-33. 

"The attached matrix contains the collective comments of all County agencies that are impacted by the 
RTP/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 complete! y 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. 

CEOA 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 
timcframe 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" defined by 
CEQA pursuant to Pub. Res. Code§ 21065 and CEQA Guidelines§ 15378. 

6 County of Inyo 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 Endw1gered Habitats League v. Orange County (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777. 

9 Introduction, page 1-6, citing Pub. Res. Code§ 2I08I(a)(2) and CEQA Guidelines§ I5092(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 llllidentificd 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 arc feasible and effective, and 
therefore, it is reasonable to expect that local governments will actually implement them. 
The Collllty 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 Collllty agrees that mitigation measures must be adopted for significant impacts 
recommended in an EIR lUlless 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, l 519. 

12 Pub. Res. Code§ 21081.6(b); CEQA Guidelines§ 15126.4(a)(2). 

13 Tracy First v. City of Tracy (2008) 177 CA 4th 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 arc 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 Chrisrward 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 CEIID 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 arc 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 RIP consistency process 
entails. SCAG also devotes a portion of its website to an overview of the !GR process, 
but this docs 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 arc beyond the scope of SCA G's authority to examine under S 11 3 7 5 and arc 
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 OCCOC.r, the County actively participated in the 
development of and supports the comments submitted by the OCCOG Fxecutive 
Director. If you have any questions regarding this matter please call Rick LeFeuvre at 
(714) 955-0124. 

omas G. Mauk 
County Executive Officer 

Attachment 

cc: Orange County Board of Supervisors 
Alisa Drakodaidis, Deputy CEO, OC Infrastructure 
Jess A. Carbajal, Director, OC Public \.Vorks 
Rick LeFeuvre, Director, OC Public Works/Planning 

Ii Introduction, page 1-5. 
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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) 

~- ------ ------- --- ----

AREA OF CONCERN: AIRPORT OPERATIONS 

I --

I Chapter 2 -
, Transportation 

Investments 

I Page 60-62 

I 
Chapter 2-
Transportation 

' Investments 

I Page 61 

---- ----- ------- -------------- ----

Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
-,--·-·- ·- -

I 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. 

I 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 ..... " 
i 

I 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 

---1 is po_s_s_ible __ th_at par_k_ing re_v_e_n_ues_w_ou_ld b~_a_d_verse_ly_impa_c_te_d_ 
~-·· 

I 
' Chapter 2 -
. Transportation 
I Investments 

Page 61 

Chapter 2 -
Transportation 
Investments 

, 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 level~ 

I 
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 

I 
parking and rental car transactions are specifically mentioned. These funding sources L, may or may not be supported by airports in the SCAG region and should be thoroughly 

--~-----------~ 
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\ Page 62 

: Chapter 2-
1 Transportation 
· Investments 

r discussed and' as stated in the document, a consensus of the region's airports should 
be developed before proceeding with such a strategy. 

The Airport Policies and Actions Steps identify certain actions that are recommended 
by SCAG. The sub-section, Airspace Planning and New Technologies, identifies 
policies related to modifications to the regional airspace system, and airspace capacity 

\ Page 62 
, and constraints. It is suggested that the wording, "in coordination with the FAA," be 

~?ed to each of the bullet points in this s~ction. ··--- _ 
--

-------

AREA OF CONCERN: PUBLIC HEALTH 

L 
, Chapter 1 -
I Vision 

Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy __J 
-1-N-~te, via additional check, connection b~tween "Safety ;nd Health" and "Encoura~e .

1 ' land use and growth patterns th at fa ci I itate trans it and non-motorized trans po rtati on." 

I = 15, 
Table _1._3_ 

Chapter 2-
Transportation 
Investments 

Page 53 

Chapter 2 -
Transportation 
Investments 

Page 53 

I - ---~ 

! The collection of additional data on active transportation, including greater specificity in · 
destinations, geographic detail, and types of active transportation, is important in 

I ensuring data driven transportation systems. 

I The proposed expansion of bikeways represents an exciting opportunity to facilitate 
active transportation, improve air quality, and reduce chronic disease risk. The 

· connectivity of such an expanded bikeway network with transit systems, centers of 
I employment, and residential areas, particularly those most likely to use and benefit 

from such assets, is also an important part of such a plan. 

, Chapter 2 - I Th~ impr~ve~ent of sidewalk infrastructure proposed i~ the RTP/SCS- is likely t~ 

I 
Transportation , facilitate walking as sidewalk quality can be a key factor affecting walkability. 
Investments 

! Page 53 

Chapter 2-
Transportation 

! Investments 

Page 54 
i 

I Chapter 2 -
· Transportation 

Investments 

---- ---------------

Safe Routes to School: Besides their benefits in reducing congestion related to the 
drop-off and pick-up of students, Safe Routes to School initiatives can facilitate 
important daily incidental walking and biking, which can substantially increase the 
chances of children meeting daily physical activity recommendations. Though the draft 
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. 

i 
SCAG's encouragement of Complete Streets is important to the local implementation of · 
Complete Streets po I ici es consistent with AB 13 58. Augmented and exp Ii cit support in 
the RTP/SCS for physical and engineering changes that facilitate safe multi-modal, 

j 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 . local jurisdictions. 

Chapter 4 -

I
. Sustainable 

Communities 
, Strategy 

I Page 150, 
· Table 4.3 

! Chapter 4 -
' Sustainable 
, Communities 
! Strategy 

I, Page 150, 
. Table 4.3 

· Chapter 4-
[ Sustainable 
· Communities 
_ Strategy 

I 
' Page 150, 

Table 4.3 
I·····--·- ·----

1 Chapter 4 -
Sustainable 

'I Communities 
Strategy 

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/ 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 

i be implemented in concert. 

-I 

Page 150, 
Table 4.4 ---~-~- ----------- --- --- ------ ~ 
Chapter 4 - · The Action/Strategy "Develop infrastructure plans and educational programs to promote · 
Sustainable _ active transportation options" may benefit from engaging local public health 
Communities ! departments, walking/biking coalitions, and/or Safe Routes to School initiatives, who 
Strategy · may already have components of such educational programs in place. 

Page 150, 
Table 4.4 

Chapter 4 -
Sustainable 
Communities 
Strategy 

Page 150, 
Table 4.4 

1 
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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I Chap er4 ~ 
Sustainable 
Communities 
Strategy 

Page 152, 
Table 4.5 

···1--······-----···· -··· -·· ----
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 

I. appropriate, to maximize the benefits for existing communities, especially 
vulnerable populations, and to minimize any negative impacts. 

----- -----· ------

I 
We also had some additional suggested language. The additions are underlined: 

, Support work-based programs that encourage emission reduction strategies and 
· incentivize active transportation commuting or ride-share modes. 

-- -E-- -- ------- ---- ------- ---- ----
i Chapter 5 - Augment Safety and Health indicators within RTP performance measures. Consider 
I Measuring Up , measures of obesity, non-motorized commuting, walking and biking behavior, asthma 

hospitalization rates, etc . 
. Page 162, L~ able _:_2___ 

l 

--------------

I Chapter 4-
Sustainable 

,

1 

Communities 
Strategy 

1 

Page 110 

Chapter 4-
·1' Sustainable 

Communities 
Strategy 

AREA OF CONCERN: LAND USE POLICIES 
-----------

Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

I The goals and benefits of the SCS listed here go -above and beyond the requireme-~ts 
of SB 375. The provisions of SB 375 require the development of a SCS that focuses 
on a reduction of vehicle miles traveled by cars and light trucks, and greenhouse gas 
emissions. A presentation made by SCAG in January 2009 indicated that "SB 375 is 

I 
not about green buildings, energy efficiency, municipal operations, waste 
management, water, technology." However, all of these items have been incorporated 

: into the RTP/SCS and PEIR. 

SCAG indicates that the policies of its Compass Blueprint program will be used to 
determine consistency of private development and public infrastructure projects with 

: the SCS. A statement should be added that will clarify whether or not a project that is 
determined to be inconsistent with the policies of the SCS (i.e, Compass Blueprint) will 
be deemed ineligible for transportation funding 

"i 

[ Page 119 
; -- --- --- __ __j 

Chapter 4 -
Sustainable 

\ Communitles 
Strategy 

Throughout the document the RTP is described as having "growth inducing impacts." 
In past iterations of the RTP, its purpose was to mitigate the impacts of growth. If 

· transportation projects identified in the RTP are seen as inducing growth, then the lead 
agency may be required to mitigate the impacts of perceived subsequent related 
growth. 

! Page 148 , 

RTP!SCS and I There are several terms cnnta ned th nughn t th RTF/SGS 
I PEIR : clearly defined including the following: 

I • Urban Growth Boundary • Parking Cash Out 

Page 4 of 18 2/10/12 

I 



--· ---------------

• References to benchmarks • Smart growth principles 
• SCRIP • Active Transportation 
• Gentrification • Greenfield 
• Open space 

--------+--------------------- --··---· 

.
1 

RTP/SCS and 
PE!R 

The alternatives discussed in the RTP/SCS, PEIR and SGS Background Document 
i have been inconsistently named. The alternatives are labeled either: 1, 2 and 3, or A, 
; Band 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 

1 int~oductio~--1 Th~-stat~me~t "Lead agenci~s shall provide S~AG-with docu~ent~tion-of com~liance 
· with mitigation measures through SCAG's monitoring efforts, including SCAG's 

. Page 1-5 • Intergovernmental Review (IGR) process," gives the impression that these mitigation 
I I measures are mandatory and not merely a list of "menu options." This statement 

· should be revised to reflect that these measures are advisory only. 

1
• Project 

Description 

I Page 1-5, 1-7 

I Executive 
Summary 

I Pages ES-4 
· through ES-87 

i Executive 
! Summary 

. Pages ES-4 
\ through ES-87 

Executive 
i Summary 

Pages ES-4 
I through ES-87 

I Executive 
Summary 

I 
Pages ES-4 

. through ES-87 

\ The strategies listed in the Project Description section are not consistent with the I 
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 SGS. Including different language in the 

PEIR implies additional policy. 
--- --··· ---

i 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. 
I 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 
1 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 

i requirements of Proposition 218 as well as Proposition 26, and SCAG has no ability to ' 
determine the feasibility of this measure. ~ 

I 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 

I existing regulations. Please see the attached matrix that identifies these specific 
mitigation measures. 
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Executive 
Summary 

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 

. Pages ES-4 
7 

I matrix that identifies these specific mitigation measures. 

l through ES-8+ ----------------------< 

I Executive 'i Jn several mitigation measures references are made to existing guidance documents. 
Summary Guidance documents are there as information sources for consideration and do not 

, represent regulation or establish standards that are required to be achieved. For 
Pages ES-4 · example, MM-AQ19 inappropriately indicates that project sponsors should comply with 
through ES-87 I the GARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook (June 2005) which is only a guidance 

' document. 

--- --- --------------- ·l 

AREA OF CONCERN: STORMWATER RUNOFF 
-----------------------····---

I --
- Chapter 4-

.1 Sustainable 
, Communities 

Strategy 

I Page 82-83 
! 

Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

I
- 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. Jf 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 
i 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. 

i 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-
I established legal building sites situated in such settings. 

The word "any" should be removed from the mitigation measures to address these 
[ concerns. 

; Finall , the su ansion of natural flood control systems, such as wetlands 
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. Chapter 4-
1 Sustainable 

Communities 
I Strategy 

Page 11 O 

. and riparian buffers, in areas whe-re_t_h_e_y da-no-t-curren_t_ly-Eixr-st_i_s_s_upportable, as long .. I 
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. 

I One of the "Benefits to ~-~blic ~-~a Ith ~nd the Environment" re-g~rds ~unicipal ~ater 
and sewer systems. The statement "_ . concrete stormwater channels harm water 

I quality and sprawl eats into open space" is misleading, and is subject to Regional 
· Water Quality Control Board regulations that vary by region. The following alternative 
. language is suggested: 
I 

Public health and environmental protection have long been linked to the way our region 
·1 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 
·1 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 

'I 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 I 
I 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 

.. -L environme_~tal protec_t_ion. ------·------ --~ 

Draft 2012 Regi ona I Trans port at ion PI an/Su sta i nab I e Communities Strategy 

I 
Chapter 3.13 -
Water 

' Resources 

I Pages 3. 1 3-34 
' through 3.13-

I 46 

--·-- . Program Environmental Impact Report ~ 
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. ln 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 

I 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. 

I Chapter 3.13 - I 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-

1 Pages 3. 13-34 I 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 

I court has held that wetlands and riparian buffers are "utilities" for which such fees could 
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be imposed without voter approval. I' 

_ MM-W11 further provides that "any areas disturbed along the riparian corridor should , 
i be replanted with mature native riparian vegetation." This measure lacks specificity as 
_ to the boundaries or width of a riparian corridor. 

I 1n 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 Ca IT rans 
stormwater discharge permit. MM-W20 suggests local road projects both comply with 
the CalTrans 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 

I Handbook does not identify median strips as an option. 
>------------- ----------------------------< 

, MM-W13 provides that NPDES compliance requires a "Construction-Permit-Phase 
i Stormwater Supplemental Form." MM-W13 further directs "non-landscape based 

stormwater treatment measures" be compared in each individual case to landscape-
I 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 

I 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 
I 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. 
I 

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 
I 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 en ineerin . 
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I 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 I 
I 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 
I 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. 

····--· --- --t----------------------

I 

... ~ 

I

I 

Programmed 
Commitments 

Page 2, Table 
1 

Programmed 
Commitments 

, Page 3, Table 

12 
' 

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
I tolerant materials, but not necessarily native vegetation. 

, MM-W48 establishes a minimum irrigation system distribution uniformity of 75%, which 

I 
would basically prohibit the use of lower cost sprayheads, which rarely attain a "DU" 
greater than 50%. 

·1 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 
I -- ··-- --- ····-- ---- ·----·· ···--··· 

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 Pico to South 
of Avenida Vista, completion year 2020) and 1-405 (Mixed Flow Lanes from SR-73 to 1-

1

605, completion year 2018). It is presumed that Caltrans is lead on these projects and 
. there is no local match/investment requirement. 

1 
In Table 2, additional county commitments are identified. Therein, there is reference to: 

1. HOV Lanes - Reconfiguring the Avenida Pico Interchange at the 1-5 in San 
Clemente - completion year 2014. 

2. Toll Lanes - Constructing HOV/HOT con nectars for SR-91 /SR241 - completion 
year 2018. 

, 3. Mixed Flow Lanes - Reconfi Parkwa and La Paz 
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1 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. 

I 
It is presumed that Caltrans is lead on these projects and there is no local 
m atch/i nvestme nt requirement. (These projects a re not Ii sted in OC Pub Ii c Works/7 -
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, 
Federal 
Transportation 
Improvement 

Program 1· 

(FTI P) Project 2 

I List 

· (Table) 

3. 

5. 
I 

7. 

8. 

FTIP ORA 120357 - Orange County, Traffic signal Synchronization for Bus Rapid 
Transit Corridors, Route 0 
• ls funding tied to OC Public Works/Road's Antonio Parkway Corridor Traffic 

Signal Synchronization programmed for FY 2012-13? Coordination between 
OCTA and OC Public Works/Road is recommended. 

FTIP ORA120326 Route 5 and FTIP ORA000152, FTIP 120506 and ORA120507 
on Route 74 
• 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? 

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 

FTIP ORA82406 Antonio Parkway Build Out between Ladera Planned 
Communities to Ortega Highway 
• Not shown listed in OC Public Works/7-year Transportation Capital 

Improvement Program, BOS Approved on 6-28-2011. 
FTIP ORA120505 Alton Parkway Improvements - Irvine Blvd to Commercentre 
Drive 
• Not shown listed in OC Public Works/7-year Transportation Capital 

Improvement Program, BOS Approved on 6-28-2011. 
• Coordination with County required - Adjacent to James A Musick Branch Jail 
FTIP ORA120523 on Route 0, Placentia - Richfied Ave. -Atwood Channel Bridge 
Widening 
• Coordination with OCFCD required. 
FTIP ORA020826 on Route 0, Tustin Ave/rose Drive Grade Separation 
• Coordination with County and OCFCD required. 
FTI P ORA 100603 on Route O, Santa Ana River Trail 
• Coordination with OCFCD required. 

9. Financially-Constrained RTP Projects, 21 o 
10. RTP ORA120357 Orange County Traffic signal Synchronization for Bus Rapid 

Transit Corridors - see FTIP Projects above 
11 . 
12. 

I 13. 

Page10of18 

RTP ORA120326 Route 5- see FTIP Projects above 
RTP ORA120523 Richfield Avenue - see FTIP Projects above, completion FY 
2012 
RTP 2AD705 Signal Synchronization Pro ram - see FTIP ORA120357 above, 

2/10/12 
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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 QC Public Works 7 year CIP for FY 2011- , 
12 (SR-73 to 1-405 and SR-73 to El Toro Road) were not identified in the report nor was 1· 

that for the El Toro 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 - 1 Several of the- mitigation measures include actions on the part of SCAG that appear to I 
. Tran~portation, j be outside of their purview or may result in the loss of local control: 

I ~raffl\ and · MM-TR4 - Emergency repairs are under the purview of local jurisdictions. May be 
· ecun Y outside of SCAG's purview. 

I Pages 3.12-30 I MM-TR5 - Is SCAG making a commitment to provide this technology to local 
' through 3.12- jurisdictions? 

43 
1· 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-TR 10 - Purview of Federal and State authorities. May be viewed as another layer 
of bureaucracy. 

! MM-TR 13 - May be outside of SCAG's purview to plan for regional emergencies. 

I MM-TR 17 - Implementing programs to reduce employee trips should be left to the local 
· jurisdictions. 

1 MM-TR18 - Providing incentives for employee ride-sharing programs is problematic 
! given the current economy and budget realities. 

MM-TR 19 - Providing incentives for car sharing programs is problematic given the 
i. current economy and budget realities. 

MM-TR20 - Providing incentives for employee vanpool programs is problematic given 
, the current economy and budget realities. 

1 MM-TR21 - Regional transportation plans tie inter-modal systems together. SCAG 
should support revisions to Master Plans of Arterial Highways for local jurisdictions. 

I MM-TR28 - Measures relating to Transportation Demand Management plans are 
. already carried out by local entities. 
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l 

! MM-TR29 - Measures relating ta traffic management strategies are already carried out 
i by local entities. 

1 MM-TR33 - Traffic control plans required far encroachment permits are under the 
.· purview of local jurisdictions. 
I 
.

1 

MM-TR34 - What will be the consequence of a local jurisdiction not meeting and 
i de ntif ied trans port at ion-re I ated benchmark? 

I MM-TR35 - What will be the consequence of a local jurisdiction not establishing a 
parking policy that discourages private vehicle use? Haw would this be evaluated? 

MM-TR55 - Under the purview of regional transportation agencies to conduct public 
outreach regarding transportation issues. 

MM-TR60 - Impact fees an new development will increase the cast 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 far local business? May cause local businesses ta relocate elsewhere. 

MM-TR76 - Modifying development standards ta accommodate bicycle use ta this 
I extent will increase casts ta the local jurisdiction and increase casts of development. 

! MM-TR77 - Modifying development standards ta accommodate bicycle use to this 
I extent will increase casts ta the local jurisdiction and increase casts of development. 

1 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 ta provide bicycle safety 
1 training. 

MM-TRBO - Impact fees on new development to fund bicycle facilities will increase the 
cast 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 ta establish incentives to 
encourage the use of electric vehicles or to build outdoor wired facilities far these 
vehicles_ 

MM-TR92 - Local jurisdictions may not have the resources ta 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? 

I MM-TR97 - Local jurisdictions cannot be held responsible for the air travel completed 
I by employees of businesses in their jurisdictions. 

AREA OF CONCERN: WASTE AND RECYCLING 

Draft 2 O 12 Reg ion a I Transportation P la n/S usta in ab I e 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 
I landfills generate 12 megawatts-hours of electricity, enough to power 9,000 homes. In addition, there 
-~re plans to increase that energy output to 64 megawatts-hours within the next few years 

---- ~--- --- - ----- -- -- -- --- ---· - -- ··- -- ··- ··- -- ---- I 

Page 3.11-22 I 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 1 

I 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 CO2 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 

I 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 

.

1 

! implication of AB 341 is the development of new recycling programs and infrastructure 

___ _ _ L w~il~~~eservi~~th~_:ap':it~~ t~~andfills throughout the State. j 
!Page 3 .11-22 

1 
The agen~y n~me for the California Integrated Waste Management Board has changed j 

I · to the California Departm~nt of Resource,:_ Recycling a~d R~covery __ (CalRecycl~ ·j 

I 

I 

Page 3.11-24 . Under the subsection "Orange County", CalRecycle approved Orange County's 5-year 

Page 3.11-25 

1 update of the Orange County CIWMP in January 2011. !t should also be noted that 
I 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 
I Disposal. This facility accepts construction and demolition waste materials and has a i 

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 

I throughout the RTP/planning period (2012-2035). 

I 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 
I 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 
I will end in June 2016. 
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Page 3.11-26 i Table 3. _11-8: Pern:,itted Active Solid Waste Landfills in the SCAG Region: the following 1 
information regarding the Orange County landfill system should be changed to the · 

j 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 

I 266,000,000 cubic yards as of June 30, 2011, remaining landfill a"rrspace capacity of 
I 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 
I 47,700, ODO cubic yards; Prima Deshecha Landfill, total landfill airspace capacity of 
·1 172, ODO, 000 cubic yards, remaining landfill airspace capacity of 133,000, ODO cubic 

1 , yards. 
·-·-·-·-1----------------------~ 
! 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 CalRecycle's website at 
http://www. ca I recycle. ca. g av/LG Cent ra 1/G oa I Measure/Dis pos a I Rate/M ostRece nt/defa u I 

I . t.htm In 2010, California's statewide diversion rate was approximately 65% based on 

~ 
I the per resident disposal rate. 

Page 3~ 1-28 --1 ; m pacts: The waste generation and disposal projections for the 2010-2035 tim~;rame --
1 within the SCAG region should be re-evaluated. According to CalRecycle, 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 
1 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 
I 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 
1 and future waste projections. 

· Similarly, the 2035 waste projection of 105. 7 m ii lion pounds of waste per day within 
i SCAG's region appears to be inflated. This value appears to have been calculated 
i based on adding the 201 O residential and employee disposal rates Adding these 

values together double counts the quantity of waste buried since each indicator 
1 represents the same waste stream. The residential and employee disposal rate 
I established by CalRecycle was simply to normalize the data based on total statewide 
. generation and disposal Therefore, these parameters were meant to present different ; 
I ways of looking at the same data but were not meant to be additive. The amount of 1 

I waste generated and disposed in 2035 should be based on either parameter but not 
· both. 

>--------+----·--··--·-· -· -· -·· - -· -- -· - -· .. ~- ·--~··· - ---~ 

I Page 3.11-30 Mitigation Measure M M-PS37: OC Waste & Recycling does not support this SCAG 
mitigation measure which discourages the siting of new solid waste landfills. While no 

I new public or private solid waste landfills in Orange County are planned at this time, the 

I
. I siting of public or private solid waste landfills within the SCAG planning area, in the 
. I long-term, would provide a beneficial increase in solid waste landfill capacity for those L______ jurisdictions that have limited or no solid waste landfill capacity. 

I Page 3.11-301 Mitigation Measure MM-PS38: OC Waste & Recycling does not support this SCAG 
I mitigation measure which discourages the exportation of locally generated waste 
-

1 

outside of the SCAG region during the construction and implementation of projects. In 
the Ion -term, waste-by~rail landfills located outside of the SCAG region may be viable 
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~ --· 

I Page 3.11-30 

~ long-term options for jurisdictions that have limited or no solid waste landfill capacity. j 

----·--· --····-· ---~- - - ----- --·--~-· ----- ______j 

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 
imparted 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 

1 ------ - 1 ----

1 

California 1· 

Air Quality/ Department of I Federal and 
I I

- Federal law 
AQMD I Fish and Game State Law 

---------, 

Resource 
Agencies 

I {CDFG) j 

~--------!------~---+-----~-----
' MM-AQ1 j MM-BIO/OS1 _J_ MM-HM3_ JMM-LU14 _ LMM-TR3~ __ 

MM-AQ2 MM-BIO/OS3 MM-HM4 MM-LU30 j MM-BIO/OS29 

IM-;-AQ3 M~BI0/0~4 - MM-HMS ~ i---=----=-~ ~MM-BIO/OS30 ~ I 
LMM-AQ4 MM-BIO/OS8 _ _M_M-HM~ -- j_ -- ----- I MM-BIO/OS31 I 

I MM-AQS I MM-BIO/OS10 MM-HM7 I NPDES I MM-BIO/OS32 _ II 

1 MM-AQ6 1 MM-BIO/OS11 M-;-Lc:;8- - r~M-~01; - 1 MM-BIO/OS33 . 

1 MM-AQ;-· -rM-BI0/0S'.7M-N0'.8 +#-BIO/OS'.? : MM-BIO/OS34 i 
tMMAQ8 ~· j MM-810/0S'.8~ MM-PS'.3 _ --+ MM-GEOS _; MM-BIO/OS35 i 

I MM-AQ9 j__M__M-810/0S~ MM-W36 __ j_MM-W1 --- _ lMM-Bl?/OS50 -- I 

I MM-AQ10 I MM-BIO/OS22 MM-W37 I MM-W13 I MM-BIO/OS51 ] 

:MM-AQ 11 i MM-B!O/OS23 1 MM-W38 'MM-W58 l -- -- - - ·j 
L -- - t --- -- - --1- --- -- - + --- -----+------________, 

~:::::::-___ -_ ~: ::_::::_;:_::_:_i_-_---_--~:_-_Flo~_d_~ ; :- --- - -- -- . 

I. MM-AQ1~ ! MM-B!O/OS26 i MM-HM8 -- -~ __ -- _ _j 

I MM-AQ17 MM-BIO/OS27 I 

IM~-AQ~~ - -: MM-BIO/OS28 -:-- --- - - : L-ocal-A-ge-n-cies ! 

I MM-AV3 

I MM-AV6 
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i MM-BIO/OS14 

I MM-B/O/OS7 

I MM-HM10 

MM-HM11 

State Law 

MM-PS4 
I 

1 MM-PSS 

1 MM-AV11 I 

i MM-PS107 I MM-W25 

1 MM-PS113 I MM-W26 
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;I MM-AV12 -IMM-HM~-TMM-P~~ - IMM-PS119 I MM-W27 ·-1 
~M-BIO/OS;O --~-HM1:J___ 1M-PS12__ _TMM-PS1~ _--i r,;;.;_;,;;;8- -- 1 
I MM-CUL 1 'MM-HM14 'MM-PS14 --1-MM-TR29 i MM-W29 
----- - + --- -- -l-- -- --- ----t-· --- --- .. ·- -- ----- -- ! 
I MM-CUL2 ; MM-HM15 i MM-PS16 · MM-TR49 1. MM-W30 

~M-CUL3 ---- -- i. MM-HM1~ -~M-PS3-;- -- I-MM~TR55- ·-1 MM--W-31 __ _ 

------ . -----------------+---- ---,-- ----
MM-CUL4 i MM-LU10 i MM-PS36 - MM-TR75 I MM-W32 

--- ----- --·· --- ---- ---- ·----- ---- _j -- --- --- --·. --- --- --------

MM-_CUL5 j MM-LU11 _ I MM-PS37 _ ; MM-TR89 I MM-W39 --- _ 

MM-CULB j MM-LU17 I MM-PS42 ~M-W6 I MM-W43 i 

MM-CUL? i MM-LU19 I MM-PS43 ; MM-WB I MM-W~6 -
----- - --- - -- ----- -- ---. - --- -- - -- ---- --- ----r- ---- -- - -- . 
- MM-CULB I MM-LU20 I MM-PS48 I MM-W9 _ MM-W47 i 

r· ~M-CUL9-- -- -i MM~LU3-~ - j M~-PS;- -- :~M~W10- --1 MM-W48 I 

f MM-CUL 10 I MM-LU43 I MM-PS56 -~M-W11 I MM-W49 -- I 

~ ::c~ ::~-1::t~::~ k:::::: ~ ::::: ~ l : -~ : 
1 MM-CUL 13 --+;-LU58 MM-PS61 _ ! MM-W16 --1 MM-W52 · 

I MM-CUL 15 __ ~M-N01 MM-PS67 ~M-W17 --~M-W5'3___ 

I MM-CUL 16 1· MM-N04 I MM-PS69 ! MM-W18 I MM-W55 

r~M-GE01 -- __ i~~s- +MM-Ps1_2__ _ I ~M-''\1_19 ___ jMM-W56-------<
1 

r M-;-G~2- i MM-N09 ;M-PS73 :M-W?O I MM-W6_1 J 
iGEOJ I MM-POP? ~ M-PS77 -M-W21 ! MM-W6? _ J 
1--1 M_M_-_G_E_o_4 _--=---I M_M_-_P_o_P_4 _-+1-M_M_-P_s_s_s __ -+-I -M_M_-w_2_2_-==---_1 _M_M_-w_-6_4 ___ 1 

I MM-GE06 ! MM-PS1 MM-PS92 MM-W23 ', MM-W66 
I 

MM-HM9 I MM-PS2 I MM-PS97 MM-W24 MM-W68 
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Mitigation Measures Containing Policies 

1----- : ' 
, MM BIO/OS~- MM LU 56 . MM PS 2~ 

~M BIO/OS 45' MM LU 57 I, MM PS 37 

I MM BIO/OS 46 MM LU 60 ! MM PS 39 
--------···- --- ---

[ MM BIO/OS 48 MM LU 61 l MM PS 41 
; 

-----------+---

I MM GHG 3 , MM LU 64 :, MM PS 67 

·I MM ~H;-;-t LU 65 . MM PS 68 
- --- I - ~I_ - -

LMM GHG 11 1 MM LU 69 MM PS 71 
__ l __ [ ___ I 

I MM LU 9 . MM LU 71 , MM PS 95 ' 
.. -- --- -- -----+-- -· . 

, MM LU 21 I MM LU 74 _ MM PS 121 I 
~- -- . ----- --- I ------ --- . 
. MM LU 22 __ I MM_Lu 75 . MM_TR 17 __ J 
I MM LU 24 j MM LU 77 +;MTR 23 i 

I MM LU 26 i MM LU 80 I MM TR 28 I 

r MLu~zMLU81 IMMTR83 I 

I MM LU 34 : MM LU 82 I MM TR 85 . 

jMM-~41 j MM ~u 83 j MM w 34 I 

I_MM LU 42 I~ N~ 2 j--;M ~g 1 

(M LU 47 ' MM NO 6 

I MM LU 48 I MM PO 1 j MM W 65 

, MM LU 51 I MM PS 3 

I MM LU 53 I MM PS 14 
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February 14, 2012 
 
 
Ryan Kuo 
Transportation Planner 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West 7th Street 
12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA   90017 
 

RE: Comments to 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Draft 
 
Dear Ryan: 
 
DesertXpress Enterprises, LLC appreciates the opportunity to provide comments to the 2012 RTP.  
Enclosed is a comment matrix indicating the volume, page number and suggested revision.  Should 
you have any questions regarding the DesertXpress project or the comments provided, please feel 
free to contact me at (702) 739-2020.   
 
 
 
Best Regards. 
 

 
 
Andrew Mack 
Chief Operating Officer 
DesertXpress Enterprises, LLC 
 
 
Encl.  As stated

 
 DesertXpress Enterprises    ‣   6720 Via Austi Parkway, Suite 200 ∙ Las Vegas, Nevada  89119 



SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS ("SCAG") 
2012 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN ‐ DRAFT 

COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY DESERTXPRESS ENTERPRISES, LLC 
FEBRUARY 14, 2012 

 
DOCUMENT PAGE # SECTION PROPOSED REVISION 
Chapter 1:  Vision 21 Passenger and 

High Speed Rail 
Request adding a discussion of DesertXpress.  Although included in the Strategic Plan, as a 
federally licensed and approved interstate passenger railroad, DesertXpress will help to 
achieve the vision for high speed passenger rail in Southern California.   

Chapter 2:  
Transportation 
investments 

44 Strategically 
Expanding Our 
System 

Suggest adding language describing that by diverting automobiles, high speed rail increases 
the goods movement capacity of the freeway system. 

Chapter 2:  
Transportation 
investments 

50 Passenger and 
High Speed Rail 

Request adding that a connection to the DesertXpress system between Victorville and 
Palmdale would effectively expand passenger rail service providing interstate high speed rail 
connectivity.     

Chapter 2:  
Transportation 
investments 

52 Rail Policies Suggest adding language to explain that DesertXpress is committed to building an 
interoperable system and welcomes the support of SCAG in working with us to ensure that 
interoperability between systems is achieved.   
 
The MOU between SCAG, LAMETRO, CAHSRA, SANBAG, SANDAG etc. should be 
referenced.   

Chapter 4:  
Sustainable 
Communities 
Strategy 

106 Table 4.4:  
Transportation 
Network Actions 
and Strategies 

Suggest including language in table to encourage connectivity with DesertXpress.   

Chapter 7:  Strategic 
Plan 

201 Long-Term 
Emission 
Reduction...  

Suggest adding electrified passenger rail in addition to freight rail as a strategy for emission 
reduction.   
 
 

DesertXpress Comment to SCAG Draft RTP   Page 2 of 5 
 



   

DOCUMENT PAGE # SECTION PROPOSED REVISION 
Chapter 7:  Strategic 
Plan 

204 Ultimate Vision for 
a High-Speed Rail 
System 

Suggest adding more detail regarding DesertXpress. 
 
DesertXpress is a Federally approved and licensed high speed passenger railroad that 
connects Las Vegas with Southern California.   With its Southern California station initially in 
Victorville, an extension of DesertXpress to Palmdale, 50 miles West, would provide for a 
cross platform connection to the Metrolink commuter rail system with station stops 
throughout Southern California.  Fully interoperable high speed service would be achieved 
over the California high speed rail project or upgraded Metrolink system.  Environmental 
work has already begun to analyze and clear the rail connection between Victorville and 
Palmdale as part of the High Desert Corridor project.  The High Desert Corridor Joint Powers 
Authority (comprising San Bernardino County, Los Angeles County, City of Adelanto, City of 
Hesperia, City of Palmdale, and City of Victorville) passed resolutions of support for 
DesertXpress in May 2010 and June 2011. 
 
The DesertXpress project specific EIS is complete with the following Federal actions:   
 
July 8, 2011: Federal Railroad Administration Record of Decision (ROD) 
 
October 26, 2011: Surface Transportation Board issued Certificate of Public Convenience 
and Necessity.   
 
October 31, 2011: Bureau of Land Management ROD 
 
November 18, 2011: Federal Highway Administration ROD  
 
On December 7, 2011, DesertXpress executed a lease agreement with BLM for the 
alignment and facilities located on federal land. 
 
Application for a federal loan under the Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing 
program currently under review by US Department of Transportation. 

Supplemental 
Report:  Aviation 
and Airport Ground 
Access 

112 2.3.2 Role of 
California High-
Speed Rail System 
in Regional Airport 
Ground Access 

Suggest adding discussion of potential for DesertXpress connection at the Palmdale Airport.  
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DOCUMENT PAGE # SECTION PROPOSED REVISION 
Supplemental 
Report:  Passenger 
Rail 

8 Table 2:  High 
Speed Rail Matrix 

Suggest revising as follows: 
 
PROJECT:  DesertXpress 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  Las Vegas to Victorville with no intermediate stops generally 
along I-15 corridor.  Phase 2 would connect Victorville with Palmdale.  Top speed of 150 
MPH using Tier III compliant electric multiple unit trains. 
 
PROJECT READINESS:  Project specific EIS is complete and federal interstate operating 
license has been issued.  July 8, 2011: Federal Railroad Administration Record of Decision 
(ROD).  October 26, 2011: Surface Transportation Board issued Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity authorizing DesertXpress as an interstate railroad.  October 31, 
2011: Bureau of Land Management ROD. November 18, 2011: California and Nevada 
Federal Highway Administration RODs. December 7, 2011, DesertXpress executed a lease 
agreement with BLM for the alignment and facilities located on federal land. 
 
PROJECT CONSENSUS:  High - as evidenced by the completed NEPA process, 
agreements in place with the State of California, Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity from the Surface Transportation Board, support from Victorville, San Bernardino 
County, Los Angeles County, City of Adelanto, City of Hesperia, City of Palmdale, the Las 
Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority, and Clark County, NV.   
 
REGIONAL CONNECTIVITY:  Good - initially with proximity to Amtrak station in Victorville.  
Connection to Palmdale would provide for a connection to Metrolink and ultimately to 
California High Speed Rail.   
 
RIDERSHIP POTENTIAL:  Sufficient to cover all operating and capital costs.   
 
COST:  $6.5 billion. 
 
FUNDING:  Federal loan and private debt/equity.   
 
BUSINESS PLAN:  Ridership and revenue report completed for loan application but not yet 
available. 
 
COMMUTER RAIL POTENTIAL:  Extension to Palmdale would serve commuter market well.   
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  Include in Strategic Plan. 

DesertXpress Comment to SCAG Draft RTP   Page 4 of 5 
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DOCUMENT PAGE # SECTION PROPOSED REVISION 
Supplemental 
Report:  Passenger 
Rail 

18 the Strategic Plan: 
Our Ultimate Vision 
for High Speed Rail 

Suggest adding DesertXpress and connection to California High Speed Rail and upgraded 
Metrolink service as a key component of the Ultimate Vision for High Speed Rail.   

Supplemental 
Report:  Passenger 
Rail 

19 Strategic Plan 
Projects 

DesertXpress is a Federally approved and licensed high speed passenger railroad that 
connects Las Vegas with Southern California.   Travelling between Las Vegas, NV and 
Victorville, CA at a top speed of 150 MPH, DesertXpress will use next generation steel wheel 
on steel rail fully electric high speed trains.  There are no intermediate stops.  
 
The DesertXpress project specific EIS is complete:   

 July 8, 2011: Federal Railroad Administration Record of Decision (ROD) 
 October 26, 2011: Surface Transportation Board issued Certificate of Public 

Convenience and Necessity.   
 October 31, 2011: Bureau of Land Management ROD 
 November 18, 2011: Federal Highway Administration ROD  
 On December 7, 2011, DesertXpress executed a lease agreement with BLM for the 

alignment and facilities located on federal land. 
 

With its Southern California station initially in Victorville, an extension of DesertXpress to 
Palmdale, 50 miles West would provide for a cross platform connection to the Metrolink 
commuter rail system with station stops throughout Southern California.  Fully interoperable 
high speed service would be achieved over the California high speed rail project or upgraded 
Metrolink system.  Environmental work has already begun to analyze and clear the rail 
connection between Victorville and Palmdale as part of the High Desert Corridor project.  
The High Desert Corridor Joint Powers Authority (comprising San Bernardino County, Los 
Angeles County, City of Adelanto, City of Hesperia, City of Palmdale, and City of Victorville) 
passed resolutions of support for DesertXpress in May 2010 and June 2011. 
 
Application for a federal loan under the Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement Financing 
program currently under review by US Department of Transportation. 

 



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 7 th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90017 

Subject: 

Dear Ms. Lin: 

EPA Comments on the 2012-2035 Draft Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 

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 Chil.dren '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 



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/or 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. Na1ionally Consisltnl Environmtnia/ Justice Screening Approaches. Available at: 
http://www.epa.gov/compliance/ej/resourccs/publications/ncjac/ej-screening-approachcs-rpt·2010.pdf. 

1 The Envifonmental Justice Strategic Enforcement Assessment Tool (EJSEA T) is a tool for the EPA Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance to 
consisLently identify areas with potentially disproportionately high and adverse environmental and public health burdens. Mo.-e information is available at: 
http://www.epa.gov/compliance/ej/resourccs/policy/cj-seat.html. 

1 Symposium on the Science of Disproportionate Environmental Health Impacts, March 17 • 19, 2010, see th.c founccn scientific reviews commissioned by 
EPA and published in th.e American Journal of Public Health at:hup://www.epa.gov/compliance/ej/multimcdialalbums/epa/disproportionatc-impacts· 
symposium.html. 

4 Available at: http://cfpub.epa.ov/nceaJraf/recortlisplav .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.com/standards/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 1-15 in San Bernardino County. Truck-only lanes add 
capacity in congested 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. 'J'.he 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 1-10), 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 If oil 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/or 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 tenn "clean truck" in relation to current vehicle emissions standards. This 
tenn 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 environmental 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 
perfonnance outcomes and measures. the Final RTP 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 lipkages, 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 HR.A 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 terrns 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 MA TES 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-AQl 9 - 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-AQl 1 
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 perfonnance 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 htJ p:/'wv1v,:.d1s:-..:-J 11~ t Cl.2m/-:wn,J.ird ~.'u•;/n~ ff'~.WJ .J.!!}n. 

• Mitigation Measure MM-AQ15 -Also reflected in Mitigation Measures MM-TR49 and MM
TR89 (Section 3.12 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 burrt/\, """'-··ll b e r, )!n\./t11-.im i\~flrth'~ __ ·11 u1 •/;n I( I, - 1d l 111 1

• l ,1 11 . 

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, andMM-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 involve-din 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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RE: SCAG’s draft Regional Transportation Plan 2012-2035 

February 14, 2012 

Dear Ms. Lin, 

The Four Corners Coalition has a 20 year history of supporting regional solutions to the transportation 

challenges that occur in the heart of Southern California. The jurisdictional coordination where four of 

your six counties come together can be a challenge. We are very pleased with the cooperation that has 

occurred in the region over the past several years and the continuing efforts that are represented in the 

Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). For example:  the Universal Transit Fare Cards (Smart Cards)are the 

exact type of regional alignment that is necessary for increasing the overall effectiveness of our 

transportation system.   

 We would suggest that the various TSM strategies capture the essence of this by adding such 

phrases as:  

o Multi jurisdictional traffic signal synchronization, and 

o Region wide advanced traveler information,  

o Multi agency improved data collection, 

We also support the principles outlined by the Global land use and Economics committee of SCAG: 

 •    Provides Positive Economic Impacts – Pro Economic Growth and Job Creation 

•    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 and transportation 

•    Is CEQA Compliant and Defensible – The RTP/SCS is built to withstand a CEQA Challenge 

•    Is Balanced – The plan’s call for New Revenue is balanced with Performance Measures, Reforms 

and Guarantees that assure the RTP is Effective, Efficient and Responsible 

 Align the plan investments and policies with improving regional economic development and 

competitiveness. Avoid costly projects like a light rail desert connect that helps move money out 

of the southern California region to Nevada and does not address the immediate needs of the 

region’s existing transportation needs. 

 Maximize the productivity of our transportation system. Look at peak time pricing and 

transportation demand management (TDM) cost recovery approach. 



 

 

 Encourage land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and non motorized transportation. 

Efficient use of transit and transient oriented development will help balance the jobs/housing 

disparity among communities in the Four Corners Region. 

 

 

We continue to support the improvements to those freeways that carry significant intra-county 

traffic flow:  

 SR 71 

 SR 57 up to and including the SR 60 / SR 57 intersection 

 SR-91 

 I-15  

 I-10 

o SR-71-Addition of  one HOV lane in each direction from  I-10 to SR-60 

o SR-91-Addition of  one HOV lane in each direction from  Adams to SR-60/21 

o I-10-Addition of one HOV lane in each direction from Haven to Ford 

o Addition of HOT lanes on I-10 

o SR-91-Convertion of HOV lanes to tolled express lanes and addition of direct connector 

o SR-91-Addition of one eastbound mixed-flow lane from  SR-91/55 connector to SR-241 and one 

westbound mixed-flow lane from SR-241 to Imperial Highway 

o SR-91-Addition of  one mixed-flow lane in each direction at various locations from SR-241 to  Pierce 

Street 

o  I-15 Construction of New Schleisman Rd IC and ramps  with a NB/SB Auxiliary lane between 

Schleisman Rd IC and Limonite Rd IC. 

o SR-71- Pine Avenue connector from the SR-71 off-ramp to Pine/Schleisman Road for convertibility to 

the I-15, through Chino and Eastvale 

 

 

If you have any questions regarding the comments, please feel free to contact me at any time. 

Sincerely, 

 

Gwenn Norton-Perry 
Chairperson 
Four Corners Coalition 

 

 



 

 
Feb. 10, 2012 

 
Margaret Lin 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
RTP@scag.ca.gov 
Via email 
 
Re:   Comments on the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR 
 
Dear Ms. Lin: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2012 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS). Friends of Coyote Hills is based in 
Fullerton, and our mission is to permanently protect all 510 acres of West Coyote Hills, one of the last remaining 
natural open spaces in north Orange County, from development through acquisition, to ensure a lasting public park 
for recreation and enjoyment. Our organization includes support from 20,000 residents in Orange and Los Angeles 
Counties.  We are writing to provide comments on the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS and the Draft Program Environmental 
Impact Report (PEIR). 
 
We are so pleased to see an advanced mitigation component in the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS.  This is a remarkable first 

step to creating a program that thoughtfully mitigates impacts to our natural environment from transportation 
projects.  As you know, Orange County and San Diego have similar programs that have met great success.  By 
incorporating this strategy into your policy document, the many benefits of this large-scale conservation approach 
will be realized.  Thank you for your leadership. 
 
Under the Endangered Species Act, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service have defined critical habitat as areas 
that support endangered or threatened species that are essential to the species’ conservation.  The description in the 
Conservation Planning Policy section (page 76 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS) states “large-scale acquisition and 
management of critical habitat to mitigate impacts related to future transportation projects” [emphasis added].  We 
believe there are other habitat areas in the SCAG region worth considering for acquisition and management and 
therefore SCAG should not limit the mitigation opportunities to only critical habitat.  We suggest expanding the 
language to incorporate all “important habitat lands.” 
 
Because this program is directly tied to the implementation of transportation projects there is a clear connection to 
the County Transportation Commissions (CTCs).  We do however, respectfully request that conservation-focused 
organizations and conservation focused state agencies, conservancies, and joint power authorities be included in the 
discussions regarding setting priority conservation areas.  For example, Friends of Coyote Hills has specific knowledge 
about lands and linkages in and near West Coyote Hills.  We offer our expertise to you during this process.  In 
addition, we also believe targeted outreach efforts in each of the SCAG counties would create an open and 
transparent process for setting priorities.  This recommendation also applies to the limited scope of “agencies” in the 
Resource Areas and Farmlands section (page 128 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS).   
 
Locations for Mitigation (pg. 78 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS) 
On page 78 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS , the document mentions the 2008 Regional Comprehensive Plan that 
inventoried protected and unprotected areas in relationship to wildlife linkages, linkage designation areas, park and 
recreation areas.  We were pleased that SCAG completed this Plan showing what areas are protected and critical to 
maintaining functioning habitat reserves.  We agree that the planning efforts SCAG undertakes in the future should 
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involve updating the maps, but recommend expanding the language in this section to include all forms of protected 

lands.  By limiting the acquisition and management opportunities of conservation lands to just Natural Communities 
Conservation Plan (NCCP) or Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) areas, decisions about priority conservation areas will 
be misinformed. In fact, it no longer demonstrates a comprehensive plan because of the limited scope (of pre-
established mitigation sites, which are likely unrelated to transportation projects). Protected areas (e.g., National 
Forests, State Parks, Regional Parks, etc.) not in an NCCP/HCP are excluded from the big picture, yet they have 
extensive benefits to the entire open space system and often times link important habitat areas throughout the 
region.  Consequently, we recommend having this updated map and mitigation site locations expanded to include 
more than just NCCP/HCP areas and instead include all levels of protected lands (federal, state, regional, and local).   
 
We hope you utilize the experience and expertise of already-established programs in both Orange and San Diego 
Counties.  The language, as it exists now (“achieved through already-established programs”) implies no other 
transportation agency in the region can adopt or implement an advanced mitigation program.  We recommend 
rephrasing this sentence to be more clear about the eligibility of transportation agencies and utilizing the experience 
existing regional programs.  
 
On page 79 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS we were encouraged to see SCAG recognize the benefits of reducing 

transportation impacts to sensitive lands and encouraging smart land use decisions.   We believe landscape level 
advanced mitigation will become a statewide planning policy.  Planning future transportation projects with a 
comprehensive mitigation program ensures our open space infrastructure can continue to function and maintain 
viable habitats, linkages, and species populations in perpetuity.  Unfortunately, we noticed the lack of inclusion of 
wildlife linkages in this section.  Orange County’s transportation measure language included wildlife linkages and we 
recommend SCAG include linkages as well. 
 
Renewed Measure M in Orange County incorporated language that demonstrates a net environmental benefit in 
conjunction with a net benefit in the delivery of transportation improvement projects.  Some of the environmental 
benefits include: landscape level acquisition, restoration, and management.  Some of the transportation benefits 
include: streamlined permitting, involvement of the resource and permitting agencies, and reduced project delays.  
We believe there is an opportunity to incorporate similar “net environmental benefit/net benefit of transportation 
projects” language in the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS.  To that end, we recommend the language from the Orange County 
Transportation Authority’s Ordinance #3 Section 2, Item A.5.iii (page B-5) as a starting place. 
 
We appreciate SCAG’s effort to create a strategic planning process that would document important conservation 
lands in the region.  We believe there is an important opportunity with this concept to also create a Southern 
California Greenprint.  By completing a Greenprint a comprehensive view of our open space land attributes would be 
documented.  Such attributes include: recreation priorities, agricultural lands, scenic values, historic preservation, 
and more.  A Greenprint would give a more complete picture of both opportunities and challenges, while at the same 
time respecting property rights. 
 
Thank you for reviewing our comments and we look forward to working with SCAG on the implementation of this 
policy.  Should you need to contact me, I can be reached at 714-870-9777. 
 

    In addition, we request to be included on any notifications (electronic or otherwise) about this policy’s creation 

and implementation, please send information to sgregg411@roadrunner.com 
 
Sincerely, 
Friends of Coyote Hills 
Shirley Gregg, Secretary 
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February 7, 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 2012 RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR 
 
Dear Ms. Lin: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS).  
Friends of Harbors, Beaches, and Parks (FHBP) is based in Newport Beach and we work to protect 
the natural lands, waterways, and beaches of Orange County.  Our organization includes support 
from more than 80 conservation and community groups in the regional and thousands of Orange 
County residents.   
 
FHBP would like to applaud SCAG’s efforts to include a regional advanced mitigation component in 
the RTP/SCS.  This letter serves to offer suggestions mainly to strengthen this component, which 
closely links with the sustainability principle listed in the document’s vision statement.  We do, 
however, offer a few other suggestions as it relates to other projects we are interested in. 
 
Active Transportation (p. 21 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS) 
In 2011, FHBP completed a study documenting the Walk Score for the city hall of each Orange 
County city as well as the city-wide average. Walk Score measures how easy it is to live a car-lite 
lifestyle—not how pretty the area is for walking. According to its website, WalkScore.com uses 
Google maps to compute the distance between residential addresses and nearby destinations.  The 
algorithm looks at 13 categories and awards points for each between ¼ to 1 mile. Amenities within 
¼ mile receive maximum points, while no points are awarded for amenities further than one mile. 
The categories include, grocery store, coffee shop, movie theatre, park, bookstore, drug store, 
clothing and music store, restaurant, bar, school, library, fitness, and hardware store.1  See 
attachment #1 for the results of this Walk Score study. 
 

Recommendation #1 
We recommend utilizing this tool as a measurement of how and where walkable, bikable 
communities may be most relevant.  This information may serve SCAG well in determining 
or prioritizing funding for more active transportation opportunities.  Of course, we 
understand that many factors are at play including site development, existing stable 
neighborhoods, transit areas and more, but including as a metric how communities are 
doing already is helpful information to have in the overall analysis. 
 

Regional HOT Lane Network (p. 58 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS) 
We disagree that the Toll Road Agencies proposed extension of the 241 South be included in the 
Regional HOT Lane Network.  The RTP includes the proposed 16-mile Foothill-South Toll Road 
extension, which would run through the heart of San Onofre State Beach Park, a beloved and 
popular recreation spot in south Orange County that serves more than 2.4 million visitors each year.  
Both the California Coastal Commission and the U.S. Department of Commerce have rejected the 
Foothill-South project on the basis of its devastating projected impacts on coastal resources.   
 

Recommendation #2 
The continued inclusion of this unbuildable project as a baseline roadway changes the 
transportation modeling for southern Orange County transportation projects.  The Foothill-
South should be eliminated from the baseline scenario and removed from the RTP, 
especially since it is in the unconstrained plan of the Orange County Transportation 
Authority’s Long Range Transportation Plan. 

 
Conservation Planning Policy (p. 76 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS) 
While we wholeheartedly support the concept of the conservation planning policy, which helps 
demonstrate progress and safety in SAFETEA-LU requirements, however we do not agree large-scale

                                                 
1
 Walk Score. Retrieved 2 Feb 2012 from the WalkScore website: http://www.walkscore.com. 
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acquisition and management of critical habitat be the only type of mitigation opportunity utilized.  We note however, 
this may simply be a word choice issue.  According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: “when a species is proposed 
for listing as endangered or threatened under the Endangered Species Act (Act), we must consider whether there are 
areas of habitat we believe are essential to the species’ conservation.  Those areas may be proposed for designation 
as “critical habitat.”2  Essentially, we firmly believe there are other important natural lands deserving of 
conservation/preservation, but do not or may not contain a “critical habitat” designation (as defined by the Service).   
 

Recommendation #3 
With this in mind, we suggest changing the reference from critical habitat to important natural lands.  This 
comment also applies to the Resource Area and Farmland section (pg. 128 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS). 

 
Engage in a Strategic Planning Process 
We would also like to offer that it may be an important first step to create a regional Greenprint in addition to a map 
of regional priority conservation areas. According to Oregon State University:  “A Greenprint is a non-regulatory 
vision to help communities make informed decisions about land conservation, scenic values, and recreation priorities. 
Components include: 

 A comprehensive overview of important natural resources, wildlife habitat, historic sites, scenic values, and 
potential/existing trail connections in the region 

 Maps that highlight the ecological and recreation priorities of the region, while respecting property rights 
and creating awareness around public access 

 An inclusive vision to foster discussion of the diverse conservation and recreation needs of the region.”3 
 

Recommendation #4 
We request a region-wide Greenprint be conducted to document the natural, recreational, agricultural, and 
other resources in the SCAG jurisdiction as part of the conservation policy planning. 

 
Identify Map Priority Conservation Areas and Engage Various Partners 
While we understand the RTP is directly related to County Transportation Commissions (CTCs) we would respectfully 
request that conservation organizations and other related agencies, conservancies, and joint power authorities, like 
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 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, FHBP would 
like to offer its assistance with Orange County’s potential conservation lands as we’ve created a county-wide map, 
the Green Vision Map, that documents important conservation lands and existing privately or publicly protected 
lands.  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).   

 
Locations for Mitigation (pg. 78 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS) 
We are pleased that SCAG has already inventoried the locations of the protected and unprotected areas in 
relationship to wildlife linkages, linkage designation areas, park, and recreation areas.  We agree the maps should be 
updated as a function of the post-RTP planning efforts but qualify this statement with the caveat that not all of the 
protected, or undeveloped unprotected lands, in Southern California are within a Natural Communities Conservation 
Plan (NCCP) or Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) area.   
 
 

                                                 
2
 United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). “Critical Habitat: What Is It?” Retrieved 1 Feb 2012 from the USFWS website: 
http://www.fs.fed.us/r9/wildlife/tes/docs/esa_references/critical_habitat.pdf. 
3
 Oregon State University Libraries. “What is a Greenprint?” Retreived 1 Feb 2012 from the Deschutes Basin Explorer Natural Resources Digital 
Library website: http://oregonexplorer.info/deschutes/Greenprint/WhatisaGreenprint.  
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Recommendation #6 
We recommend not only updating the maps to include more recent acquisitions in the NCCP/HCP areas, but 
also recommend including preserved lands not in the NCCP/HCP areas.  For example, most of Chino Hills 
State Park is not included in an NCCP/HCP but this park offers more than 14,100 acres of natural lands to 
the inventory.  To exclude non-NCCP/HCP lands would misinform decisions about conservation priorities and 
exclude an entire network of preserved lands outside of, but often times critical to the functioning of, our 
entire open space system. 

 
In addition, the Orange County Transportation Authority has created a county-wide NCCP/HCP for its Environmental 
Mitigation Program.  This new NCCP/HCP is above and beyond the existing NCCP/HCP areas (Central/Coastal and 
Southern).  By limiting the view of where mitigation can occur (to only existing NCCP/HCP areas), SCAG is 
considerably reducing its potential mitigation sites especially in light of the broad and expansive nature of the RTP.  
Freeways crisscross the entire SCAG region and have impacts that cannot or may not be able to be mitigated in an 
existing NCCP/HCP, nor may SCAG or CTCs be able to add themselves as a partner this late in the NCCP/HCP 
process.   
 

Recommendation #7 
Instead of dictating the conservation mechanism or program to be used by the individual CTCs, we 
recommend allowing the implementing CTC determine the best conservation mechanism for its region with 
appropriate public input and guidance from the resource and permitting agencies.   

 
We agree SCAG does not have the authority to purchase or manage these conservation lands, but disagree that the 
conservation areas will be “achieved through already-established programs.”  This statement limits the opportunities 
for conservation to just Orange County as it is the only transportation agency in the SCAG region to have an 
advanced mitigation component.  Should you mean you will use already-established programs to build upon SCAG’s 
efforts, we agree with this approach, but it is not clearly stated and should be revised. 
 

Recommendation #8 
We recommend augmenting the statement to include not only already-established programs, but also 
programs that may be developed in the future or created within existing transportation measures (where 
appropriate).  Additionally, it may be a good exercise to understand what modifying existing transportation 
measures to incorporate a regional advanced mitigation program would entail. 

 
Types of Mitigation Activities (pg. 79 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS) 
By reducing transportation impacts to sensitive lands and encouraging smart land use decisions SCAG is moving in a 
direction that we believe will become the norm and an adopted policy at the statewide level–planning our 
transportation projects with a comprehensive mitigation program that ensures our open space infrastructure can 
continue to function and maintain viable habitats, linkages, and species populations in perpetuity.    
 

Recommendation #9 
We did notice the lack of mention of wildlife linkages in this section and based on our experiences in Orange 
County recommend their inclusion.  Wildlife linkages are also an important conservation component to 
ensure the health of our open space areas. 

 
We are pleased to say that the Renewed Measure M Ordinance defines Programmatic Mitigation as “permanent 
protection of areas of high ecological value, and associated restoration, management and monitoring, to 
comprehensively compensate for numerous, smaller impacts associated with individual transportation projects.  
Continued function of existing mitigation features, such as wildlife passages is not included.”4  In other words, if 
freeway projects impact existing wildlife corridors, funding to ensure its continued function may not come from the 
programmatic mitigation component.  In addition, the 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].5     
 
 
 

                                                 
4
 Orange County Local Transportation Authority. “Ordinance No. 3.” 24 July 2006. Section I, Item P, page B‐2. 
5
 Orange County Local Transportation Authority. “Ordinance No. 3.” 24 July 2006. Section II Item A.5.iii, page B‐5. 
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Recommendation #10 
We do, therefore, recommend that maintaining existing and future wildlife corridors or linkages be included 
as a type of mitigation activity and that the advanced mitigation program incorporates language to ensure a 
net environmental benefit as there will be a net benefit in completing the transportation projects. 

 
Recommendation #11 
While we recognize there are many options to how the mitigation program gets developed, we do 
recommend that the summary language acknowledges that the list of types of measures is not exhaustive. 

 
Farmland and Agricultural Resources 
We urge you to consider adding farmland and other agricultural resources to the conservation policy.  In comparing 
acreages of farmland in the SCAG region, there was a loss of nearly 64,000 farmland acres because of its conversion 
to urban uses between 2002 and 2008.  There was also a 47,000 acre decline in prime statewide important and 
unique farmlands (as designated by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program classification system).6  Urban 
uses generally equate to additional greenhouse gas emissions due to auto-centric developments and therefore go 
against the mandate of SB 375.   
 
We believe existing agricultural lands play into the larger network of open spaces.  Farmlands, like natural lands, 
create opportunities for natural recharge of the groundwater, reduce the effects of urban heat islands, and provide 
refuge and foraging areas for wildlife. Of course, agricultural lands also provide food production (worth $4.6 billion 
per year in the SCAG region) and jobs (67,000 with an annual payroll of $800 million), while producing many times 
less greenhouse gases than the urban development that has been supplanting them.  
 
General Mapping  
It unfortunately seemed to be a trend that the maps in the RTP/SCS were illegible in both printed and digital form.  
It would be helpful to revise the maps contained within the documents so that the public can accurately read and 
understand what the maps are trying to show.  We were particularly interested in the following maps but our 
comments are limited due to readability (pixelation) issues: the projected population growth (Exhibit 4.1), housing 
growth (Exhibit 4.2), employment growth (Exhibit 4.3), natural resource areas (Exhibit 4.6), open space (Exhibit 4.7), 
and farmland maps (Exhibit 4.8). 
 
Forecasted Growth 
We applaud your goal of the RTP/SCS to focus on (among other goals): A land use growth pattern that 
accommodates the region’s future employment and housing needs, and protected sensitive habitat and natural 
resource areas.  We agree land use, transportation AND habitat protection can all be achieved through innovative, 
smart and new programs like the proposed advanced mitigation policy. 
 
We also appreciate that the land consumption of the greenfield areas consumes 408 square miles less than the 
baseline.  And yes, we agree it is more expensive to develop in greenfield areas because of the lack of infrastructure 
and services. We are pleased to see SCAG promoting infill projects and protecting our remaining greenfields through 
compact development and improved land use planning. We believe these concepts are all moving in the right 
direction toward achieving our mutual goals and the goals outlined in the RTP/SCS for mobility, economy, and 
sustainability. 
 
Rapid Fire Model 
Rapid Fire Model Regional Scenarios Summary which outlines the results of the impacts of varying land use patterns, 
transportation investments, and policy directions on greenhouse gas emissions, air pollution, water and energy use, 
land consumption, and infrastructure cost is an excellent method to evaluate how decisions will impact the region.  
We are pleased to see SCAG utilizing this tool.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
6
 U.S. Census of Agriculture; Cal Farmland Mapping & Monitoring Program. 
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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. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Melanie Schlotterbeck 
Green Vision Outreach Coordinator 
Friends of Harbors, Beaches and Parks 
714-779-7561 
 
cc: Jacob Lieb, SCAG 



Orange County Walk Scores

Walkable Neighborhoods
Imagine living in a community that’s design and 

layout allowed you to get to the bank, the grocer, and the 
post office without your car.  Imagine not only asking 
your realtor about the number of bedrooms and baths, 
but also what the Walk Score is for the property.  

“Walkable neighborhoods offer surprising benefits to 
the environment, our health, our finances, and our 
communities,” according to Walk Score, a consortium 
of planners and environmental experts whose mission 
is to promote more walkable neighborhoods. It further 
explains that towns that have walkable neighborhoods 
experience reduced pollution, increased public 
health, higher property values, and more community 
involvement. 

ORANGE COUNTY’S TOP 3 
MOST WALKABLE CITIES

  1. Costa Mesa (76)
  2. Stanton (74)
  3. Cypress (70)

Measuring Walk Scores
Walk Score measures how easy it is to live a  

car-lite lifestyle—not how pretty the area is for walking. 
“Walk Score uses Google maps to compute the distance 
between residential addresses and nearby destinations.”  
The algorithm looks at 13 categories and awards points 
for each between ¼ to 1 mile. Amenities within ¼ mile 
receive maximum points, while no points are awarded for 
amenities further than one mile. The categories include, 
grocery store, coffee shop, movie theatre, park, bookstore, 
drug store, clothing and music store, restaurant, bar, 
school, library, fitness, and hardware store.

For a detailed description of the algorithm, please see the 
Walk Score Methodology white paper found at:  
http://www.walkscore.com/professional/methodology.php.

Walkable Neighborhood Features
 

•	 They have a “center,” be it a main street or public 
space

•	 There are enough people to allow businesses to thrive 
and transit to operate frequently

•	 Mixed income and mixed uses are near businesses
•	 People have nearby places to recreate in
•	 Buildings are close to the street and parking is in the 

rear
•	 Residents can walk to work and school
•	 Streets accommodate bicyclists, walkers, and transit 

Friends of Harbors, Beaches, and  
Parks works to protect the natural  
lands, waterways, and beaches of  
Orange County. 

www.FHBP.org

Orange County Walk Scores
For our purposes Friends of Harbors, Beaches, and 

Parks looked at the Walk Score for the city hall for each 
Orange County city because it is often in the “downtown.” 
And then we looked at the average that was calculated by 
the Walk Score website.  Interestingly, these numbers may 
be very different numbers.  For each city’s Walk Score 
(both city hall and the city’s average) see the reverse side 
of this flyer.
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City Walk Score of City Hall Average Walk Score 
for the City

Aliso Viejo 85 52
Anaheim 94 63
Brea 82 63
Buena Park 63 68
Costa Mesa 71 76
Cypress 63 70
Dana Point 51 61
Fountain Valley 72 65
Fullerton 86 69
Garden Grove 71 69
Huntington Beach 72 67
Irvine 72 60
La Habra 82 68
La Palma 72 67
Laguna Beach 98 53
Laguna Hills 80 59
Laguna Niguel 72 53
Laguna Woods 55 52
Lake Forest 35 53
Los Alamitos 68 49
Mission Viejo 75 53
Newport Beach 100 63
Orange 92 63
Placentia 51 60
Rancho Santa Margarita 91 46
San Clemente 78 55
San Juan Capistrano 74 47
Santa Ana 82 65
Seal Beach 95 52
Stanton 71 74
Tustin 88 64
Villa Park 65 49
Westminster 78 66
Yorba Linda 83 46

City Hall and City Average Walk Scores

Note: These Walk Scores were calculated via the www.WalkScore.com website tool.
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February 9, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata, Executive Director 
Southern Californla Association of Governments 
818 West 7th Street, 1ih Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

Gateway Cities Comment to SCAG on Draft 2012 RTP/SCS 

Thank you very much for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft 2012 
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and 
associated draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). It is clear that a great 
deal of hard work and successful stakeholder involvement have gone into creating 
these very impressive documents. SCAG has done an extraordinary job of meeting 
multiple planning requirements and has produced an innovative and visionary p!an. 

The Gateway Cities respectfully submits the following comments and questions for 
Norwalk your consideration and response: 

Pnmmrn,nf 

1'1co Rivcw 

Sonia /-e Springs 

Signal /-i,•il 

Sout!, Gate 

Vernon 

County of Los Angei'es 

Port of Long Beach 

• 

• 

Growth Forecast 
o We understand that SCAG staff is recommending that the growth forecast 

be adopted at the city level rather than at the county level, which has been 
the practice in the past We request that SCAG continue the past practice 
of adopting the growth forecast at the county level to allow for much-needed 
flexibility as local jurisdictions implement their general plans. 

Financial Plan 
o The draft Financial Plan includes over $110 billion to come from new 

mileage-based user fees that would be implemented to replace and 
augment gasoline taxes. This is the largest single element of the overall 
new revenue sources anticipated for the RTP. We would like additional 
information on how these fees might affect lower-income residents of the 
SCAG region, particularly since many such residents are concentrated 
within the Gateway Cities. 

16401 Paramount Boulevard• Paramount, California 90723 " phone (562) 663-6850 fox (562) 634-8216 

wvvw.gatewaycog org 
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o The Financial Plan envisions a future split among local, state, and federal 
funding sources that is quite different from the current split, in which over 
70% of all transportation funding is of local origin. In the future, the Plan 
shows 22% from federal and 25% from state, leaving only 53% from local 
sources. Can SCAG present a chart or plan showing how and when this 
transition would occur between 2012 and 2035? 

o Table 3.4.1 presents Core and Reasonably Available 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? 

• Major Highway Projects 
o Exhibit 2.1 and Exhibit 4.12 show major highway projects under the 

Regional Transportation Plan. Some major Gateway Cities projects -
notably those along 1-5 between 1-605 and the County line - are not 
indicated on these exhibits. We understand that this is because the exhibits 
show only Plan projects and do not show projects in the current Federal 
Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP). We suggest that the exhibits 
be amended to include FTI P projects over a certain cost threshold so as to 
show a more complete picture of regional highway infrastructure 
investments. 

• High-Speed Rail 
o We understand that discussions are ongoing among SCAG, the County 

Transportation Commissions, and the California High Speed Rail Authority 
regarding levels of available funding for rail infrastructure improvements 
within the SCAG region. We look forward to further details about the 
specific investments that will be made in Southern California's rail 
infrastructure under the 2012 RTP, particularly those that affect the 
Gateway Cities. 

• Express/HOT Lane Network 
o Table 2.6 lists several potential routes for Express/HOT Lane development. 

Two of these run through the Gateway Cities: 1-405 from 1-5 to the LA/QC 
County line; and SR-91 from 1-110 to SR-55. What is the anticipated 
timeframe or years of construction and completion for these projects? Will 
mixed-flow lanes be added or removed in order to provide the HOT lanes? 

• Goods Movement 
o Exhibit 2.8 displays "rising truck volumes in the SCAG region." However, 

the assumptions underlying the data in this exhibit are not clear, and should 
be explained in the text. For example, how do these figures relate to the 
cargo forecast being projected by the San Pedro Bay Ports or the figures 
assumed in the 1-710 Corridor and 91/605/405 Corridor processes? Are the 
figures in the exhibit based on SCAG's revised truck model? Also, would 
different truck volumes be found under different RTP alternatives? 
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o To avoid local impacts to member cities, the Gateway Cities respectfully 
request that the potential routes for the East-West Freight Corridor be 
limited to freeway routes only, and that non-freeway routes not be further 
considered. 

o The tables relating to the proposed East-West Freight Corridor present a 
confusing picture of the plan for implementing reduced-emissions vehicles 
on the corridor. Table 2.8, Benefits of an East-West Corridor Strategy, 
mentions "50% clean truck utilization" under Environment, but also lists 
"Zero-emissions technology" under Community. Table 2.11, Environmental 
Benefits, shows an "East-West Freight Corridor with 100% Zero-Emission 
Vehicles." It would be helpful to clarify the timeline on which SCAG 
anticipates low- or zero-emission trucks would be phased ln specifically on 
the East-West Freight Corridor. This implementation timeline should be the 
same on the East-West Corridor as on the 1-710 Corridor through the 
Gateway Cities, and both should employ 100% zero-emission vehicles. 

• Sustainable Communities Strategy 
o Page 79 of the SGS Background Documentation report states that 

"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)." Since the PEIR alternatives are 
designated by number (1, 2, 3) rather than by letter (A, B, C), please clarify 
whether this statement refers to Alternative 3, called the "Envision 2 
Alternative" in the PEIR. Also, we would appreciate having specific 
information on where, if anywhere, revisions may have been made to the 
Gateway Cities' jurisdictional input as reflected in our subregional SGS. 

We thank you again for the opportunity to review and comment on these draft 
documents. We also remain especially grateful to the SCAG staff for all the support 
they provided to the Gateway Cities as we developed our subregional SGS. 

Sincerely, 

Raymond Dunton, President, Board of Directors 
Gateway Cities Council of Governments and 
Council Member, City of Bellflower 



Februaiy 14, 2012 

Honorable Pam O'Connor, President 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

KE: Global Land Use and Economic (GLUE) Council Comments to the Soutl1crn California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) Regional Council on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportatim1 Plan & Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) mid the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). 

Dear President O'Connor: 

In April of 2009, the Global Land Use and Economic Council was formed to advise SCAG staff on the economic 
implications ofSCAG's planning activities and to belier engage key public and private stakeholders. 

At its formation, the focus of the GU JE Council was centered on the implementation of SB 3 75 and how Southern 
California could reduce greenhouse gas (GhO) emissions and establish economic co-benefits through better planning 
for land use, transpoiiation and l1ousing throughout Southern California. 

Nearly three years later, the rn ,lJE Council's contributions l1ave grown beyond SB 375 and the patinership has 
yielded some great success: 

• In December 2009, partnering with the Southern California Leadership Cuundl (SCLC) and 
SCJ\.G, we successfully brought together key business leaders and public officials to voice 
Southern California's need for flexibility in SB 375 implementation. 

• fn September 2010, GLUE Council helped miiculalc lo the California Air Resources Board the 
importance of linking GhG reduction targets for SB 375 to state commitments that will be critical 
to cnsuri11g goals arc met. 

• In December 2010, the Southern California Road to Economic Recovery was a great success and 
the first public step in the development of Southern California's first Economic Growtl1 Strategy. 

• fn May 2011, the Southern California Economic Recove1y and Job Creation Strategy was unveiled 
and subsequently adopted with great supp01i from ULUE Council. 

As Southern California's top four industries are transp01iation dependent -- trade, technology, tourism and 
entertainment-- ULUE Council recognizes that investing in the region's transpo1iation system is critical to its 
economic prosperity. 

Over the last several months, GLUE Council has been actively engaged in the 2012-2035 RTl'/SCS and applauds 
the tremendUL1s effort SCAG has put into the process behind this Drn.ft 2012 RTP/SCS & Pb[R. 

For almost three years, and including hundreds of meetings with its local government constituents and private sector 
btakeholders, SCAG has honored an inclusive 11pproach to the development of this RTP/SCS. 

GLUE Council Thoughts and Recommendations: 
As a body representative of Southern California's broader business community, the GLUE Council recognizes the 
crucial roles that transportation and infrastructure pl11y in maintaining this region's economy and quality of life. 
That is why throughout the RTP/SCS process the GLUE Council has focused on the plan's ability to deliver 
economic recovery, jobs recovery, and CEQA streamlining to the region. 
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The following key policies and principles are recommended by the GLUE Council for evaluating the plan as they 
represent the qualities ofa good and sound RTP/SCS: 

1. Provides Positive F.conomic Impacts 
• A plan that is pro economic growth and pro job creation~ The RTP/SCS must undergo a true 

economic cost/benefit analysis so that economic impacts arc understood and known by SCAG 
Regional Council members (and stakeholders) before making a final decision on 1hc RTP/SCS. 

2. Provides Local Control 
• Any new transpo1tation revenues or foes collected must be under the conh·ol of the local 

transpottation agency/authority in order to assure local accountability. 
• Cities, counties and local transportation agencies must maintain appropriate control and llcxihilily 

in managing decisions and resources related lo land use and tnmspoitation. 

3. Assures Revenue Sources are Fair, Understandable and Good for the Economy 
• Transportation revenue concepts within the RTP/SCS must undergo cost/benefit and other 

appropriate analysis to assure that they are good for a recovering economy and future growth. 
They must also be fair and understandable, meaning that an appropriate nexus exists between 
who/what is being taxed and what is being paid for to assure that new revenues are drawn fairly 
and proportionally from those who benefit from the related transpo1tation infrastructure or 
improvement. 

4. Is Balanced and Accountable 
• Revenues sl1ould he balanced with performance measures, reform~ and guarantees that assure the 

RTP is effeeti vc, efficient and rcspm1 sih le to the citizens and taxpayers of Southern California. 

5. ls CEQA Compliant and Defensible 
• The RTP/SCS is processed correctly from an environmental impact perspective, complies with 

appropriate legal requirements, and is able to withstand litigation challenges. 
• Provides for CEQA streamlining and protects against CEQA abuse 

Economic Analysis-·· Throughout the RTP/SCS process, the GLUE Council has asked for and enco11rnged SCAG to 
focus on the plan's benefits and impacts on the regional economy and job creation. The GLUE Council has argued 
that, done right, the RTP/SCS can be a major catalyst for the region's economic and jobs recovery. Likewise, if not 
done right, the RTP/SCS could delay recovery or possibly even worsen the region's struggling economy. With this 
in mind, early on the GLUE Council called for a complete economic analysis of the RTP/SCS, inclusive of a true 
cost benefit analysis. 

GLUE Council appreciates SCAG's dedicating resources to fully articulate the net economic benefits.of'the)OJ2: 
2035 jft'ii/scs a11d supports the findfogs: ................ . 

• Every $1 spent on lnfrastructure investments yields a return of$2.90 
• The projected cost per day/per capita is less than $2.00 
• The projected benefit per <lay/per capita exceeds $5.00 
• The plan generates an average of I 66,000 jobs per year from construction and maintenance 

expenditures 
• Improved tra11spm1ation benefits in commuting, accessibility and congestion relief yields 354,000 

annual jobs 

GLUE Council has reviewed the work ofSCAG's economic team and their analysis of the RTP/SCS and finds thal 
it does show the plan to he one that "provides positive economic impacts", whicl1 is one or GLUE Council's key 
qualities of a good plan. 
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Phase I I of the Economic Reeove ry Strategy - As part of the adoption of the RTP/SCS, the GLUE Council 
recommends that the SCAG also adopt Phase II of the Economic Recovery Strategy. The adoption could happen 
simultaneously with the adoption of the RTP/SCS or at the adoption of the RTP/SCS, SCAG could commit to a 
subsequent adoption of the Phase II Strategy (within six months). 

The Phase n Economic Strategy would be a way for SCAG to take business community concerns with the R.TP and 
turn them into a positive partnership. Working together, SCAU, GLUE and other stakeholders could develop the 
Phase If Strategy as a way to focus SCAG and local government on critically necessary regulatory reforms and 
strategics for new out of the box financing, especially in light of the dissolution of redevelopment agencies. The 
Phase II Strategy would a !so give SCA G and GI .U E 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. 

Upon adoption of the RTP/SCS and the Phase TT Economic Recovery Strategy, GLUE Council looks forward to 
partnering with SCAG on actions to encourage increased business investment in Southern California, in order to 
retain the current business base, to identify opportunities for expediting project delive1y, to reduce costs and to 
realize accelerated plan benefits. 

Respectfully, 

~· 

Greg Mc Williams 
Chair, GLUE Council 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH 

EDMUND G. RROWN JR. 
GOVERNOR 

February 14, 2012 

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

Dear Mr. lkhrata, 

KEN ALEX 
DIRECTOR 

The Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) appreciates this opportunity to 
provide input on the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2035 
Draft Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). This letter highlights aspects of SCAG's 
RTP that we think could inform other Metropolitan Planning Organizations' (MPOs') 
RTPs, and includes some suggestions for possible improvement. Additionally, we 
enclose comments shared with us by the California Department of Public Health. 

Our comments highlight a number of achievements of the plan, and point to some 
opportunities for further improvement. The plan is grounded in empirical data, using 
performance measures to guide investment. These metrics are based on transparent 
modeling, and are broad enough to capture a number of factors important to decision
making. We also point to some opportunities to calculate other important metrics that 
could be added to even better inform decision-making. The plan also proposes a VMT 
fee for revenue generation; we suggest that in future analysis SCAG broaden 
discussion of its benefits and impacts. By showing a path of regional growth in a 
smaller urban footprint, it makes possible substantial habitat preservation and emissions 
reduction. We commend SCAG for the extensive technical analysis, policy 
development, and public outreach process which informed this document, achieving a 
16 percent reduction of greenhouse gas emission (GHG) reductions by 2035, among 
the largest of any MPO's over that timeframe. The RTP estimates a reduction in 
congestion and an increase in active mode share as well. We look forward to working 
with SCAG as it proceeds with implementation of this plan. 

1400 10th Street P.O. Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044 
(916) 32Z~2318 FAX (916) 324-9936 www.opr.ca.gov 



Performance Based Planning 

We are encouraged by SCAG's efforts to develop a plan based on quantitative 
measures of projected outcomes, or "performance metrics". In this RTP, SCAG 
provides data and discussion that covers a broad range of stakeholder interests, 
enabling broadly informed decision-making. We encourage SCAG to continue to 
develop its capacity to employ sophisticated scenario modeling, and to use that 
information to enable even better-informed decision-making. 

Models used in regional transportation planning are increasingly important in informing 
transportation and land use decisions. These decisions direct billions of dollars in 
infrastructure investments and influence regional and local growth patterns. 
Transparency of models is therefore a prerequisite to transparency in the planning 
process and decision-making. The 2010 California Regional Transportation Plan 
Guidelines require MPOs to "disseminate the methodology, results, and key 
assumptions of whichever models it uses in a way that would be useable and 
understandable to the public." 

We encourage MPOs to display as much information as possible, including model 
inputs, to help members of both the lay and technical public understand and compare 
model assumptions and results. Similarly, the model code itself should also be made 
available to members of the technical public for analysis. Consistent with the Regional 
Transportation Plan Guidelines, SCAG has appropriately made its modeling work 
available for public review. We appreciate SCAG's efforts in providing this information. 

Applying Performance Metrics to Inform Policy 

SCAG's RTP also relies on and discusses useful metrics, and provides clear 
descriptions of their meaning. One example of a clearly portrayed and useful metric in 
the SCAG RTP is "reliability." Figure 5.8 and Table 5.2 (p. 172) along with the 
accompanying narrative convey clearly the concept of reliability and its importance to an 
efficient transportation system. To explain reliability, the table relates variability in travel 
time to the time one must leave for a trip in order to have confidence in reaching a 
destination on time. This demonstrates the time lost by users of an unreliable facility. 

Another useful metric in SCAG's RTP is "lost productivity" which measures the 
reduction in throughput resulting from congested roadways (Figure 5.5, p. 170). Use of 
this metric allows consideration of the potential benefits to the transportation system of 
transportation demand management measures. This presents an opportunity to discuss 
the potential effect of a VMT fee on the transportation system. 

We suggest that SCAG provide additional context when using some metrics. For 
example, death rate listed per VMT (p. 19, fig 1.2) captures factors such as roadway 
design, but masks the safety benefits of reducing VMT. Similarly, metrics of delay (pp. 
164-165) do not distinguish between long and short trips. Such metrics can penalize a 
short commute in traffic as compared to a long commute on the open highway. 
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Congestion metrics therefore do not capture the benefits to the transportation system of 
land use planning strategies that shorten trip lengths. While we believe the RTP would 
benefit from inclusion of trip length in the metrics used to describe the functioning the 
transportation network, we note that the RTP captures these by using separate land use 
metrics. 

The RTP also uses safety and health metrics, such as collision rates by severity and by 
mode and tons of air pollutants emitted. The document provides important information 
by monetizing potential health benefits of air quality improvement (p. 30). We 
encourage SCAG to include another key metric, health benefits resulting from active 
transportation, such as walking and bicycling, in the evaluation. Please see the section 
"Quantify the Benefits of Active Transportation" below for further discussion. 

SCAG's RTP appropriately describes several key co-benefits in the RTP (pp. 175-176). 
Further, the RTP also quantifies and monetizes those benefits so that they can be 
considered in cost benefit analyses. We encourage SCAG to clarify how those co
benefits are factored into the decision-making process, and also to expand the scope of 
co-benefit analyses in its future planning processes. 

A Vehicle Miles Traveled Fee: a Funding Source with Potential Additional Benefits 

The SCAG region has been a pioneer in the use of roadway tolling in California. 
Studies suggest that roadway tolling can provide a combination of revenue 
enhancement, system performance enhancement, human health benefit and 
environmental benefit. We appreciate SCAG's efforts in modeling and evaluating a 
VMT Fee as part of the RTP-SCS analysis. 

As described in the RTP-SCS (p. 170), overloading a roadway substantially reduces 
vehicle flow. This in turn reduces the capacity of the roadway at exactly the time that 
capacity is most needed. One short-run solution is to build additional capacity, but 
building capacity is costly and the congestion relief is usually temporary. SCAG's 
consideration of effects of a well-administered VMT fee, including reducing congestion, 
and possible co-benefits to human health and the environment (e.g. reducing GHG 
emissions, improving air quality, and reducing collisions), is beneficial for decision
makers and the public. We appreciate SCAG's work in this area. 

Quantify the Benefits of Active Transportation 

In a letter commenting on RTP-SCS development, the California Department of Public 
Health points out that " ... the potential for reducing chronic disease and greenhouse 
gases appears to be large on an absolute scale, and far larger than co-benefits from 
fine particulate matter reductions, which are a traditional focus of health effects" (letter 
enclosed). 

We note that the RTP highlights the link between active transportation and human 
health (p.30). We recommend that future planning efforts quantify health benefits of 
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active transportation, so those benefits can be more specifically factored into the 
transportation planning process. We note that the RTP includes discussions delineating 
active mode share and accident/fatality rate for cyclists and pedestrians, and elsewhere 
in the document the expenditure share on active transportation. We recommend that 
these factors be considered together with active mode health benefits for a 
comprehensive analysis of this component of transportation plan. 

System Preservation 

In an era of dwindling transportation budgets, some agencies are deferring roadway 
maintenance. But doing so leads to more serious wear and damage, and the repairs 
that are needed as a result are much more expensive than proactive maintenance 
would have been. For long-run fiscal health, it makes sense to fund full upkeep of 
existing roadway and highway infrastructure before building more capacity. In this light, 
we appreciate SCAG's commitment of $217 Billion (nearly half of total expenditures) to 
system preservation, maintenance, and operation. 

Protecting the Natural Environment 

The RTP discusses the direct impact of roadway construction and operation on 
sensitive species via road wildlife strikes (p. 78). We note that the development that will 
be served by these roads could have a much greater geographic footprint than the 
roads themselves. As a result, the RTP should consider the potential the indirect 
impact roadway construction can have on land development, and [n turn the impact of 
development on habitat. We encourage SCAG's continued engagement and facilitation 
in implementation of regional conservation plans. 

On page 174, the RTP presents the following definition of sustainability: "A 
transportation system is sustainable if it maintains its overall performance over time with 
the same costs for its users." The RTP should use a broader definition of sustainability 
that encompasses the environmental, social and economic metrics used elsewhere in 
the plan. 

Implementation Monitoring Tracks Results of the Planning Process 

The RTP anticipates substantial achievement that will be measured by a number of 
metrics. In order to determine whether these anticipated achievements occur, we 
suggest SCAG employ an implementation-monitoring program. Such a program would 
assess the extent to which local jurisdictions within SCAG approve development in 
accordance with the plan. It would test the assumptions used in the planning process, 
allowing for corrections to the plan so that it can continue to track a course towards 
stated targets. Also, it would check the assumptions made in the planning process, 
allowing calibration with empirical results. 
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OPR again commends SCAG for developing a high quality RTP-SCS. We hope that 
our comments are helpful. We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments, 
and to offer our assistance in RTP-SCS development and implementation. If you have 
any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 916-324-9236 or 
chris.ganson@opr.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

-----
Chris Ganson 
Senior Planner 

For: Ken Alex 
Director 

cc: 
Heather Fargo, SGC 
Linda Rudolf, CDPH 
Doug Ito, GARB 
Terry Roberts, GARB 
Garth Hopkins, Caltrans 

Attached: Comments by the California Department of Public Health on the 
Sustainable Community Strategies (SGS) Process and Plan Content 
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State of California-Health and Human Services Agency 

California Department of Public Health 

RON CHAPMAN, MD, MPH 
Direclor & SI ate Health Oflicer 

January 19, 2012 

Christopher P. Ganson, Senior Planner 
Office of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Mr. Ganson, 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR. 
Govemor 

We welcome the opportunity to comment on the Sustainable Community Strategies (SCS) that 
have recently been presented in draft or final formats by the large Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations. Although the California Department of Public Health does not have a regulatory 
role in the SB375 process, there are a number of compelling public health interests in the SCSs 
because of the documented health impacts of housing and transportation in combination with 
economic development, education, and their interactions to create healthy community 
environments. As the convener of the Strategic Growth Council's Health in All Policies Task 
Force, CDPH is working with other State agencies to optimize opportunities to improve public 
health and sustainability. CDPH staff has also played an educational and technical advisory role 
in some MPOs' discussions of performance targets and methodologies to assess project 
performance. CDPH also routinely interacts with local public health departments around the 
state, many of whom have become involved in regional SCS planning. 

Our general and specific comments are detailed in the attached pages. We do note, however, 
that there are several health issues that fall outside of the current framework of SCSs but are 
concerns CDPH believes needs more attention. Although greenhouse gas reduction is a goal of 
the SCSs, climate change will increase risks from higher temperatures on the backdrop of an 
increasingly urbanized California. We feel there is a critical need to integrate urban heat island 
(UHi) mitigation strategies into regional and local plans that will implement transit oriented 
development (TOD) and in-fill development so that UHi risks are reduced as new development 
takes place. Access to health-promoting features of the built environment, including food 
systems, parks, and green space also should be integrated into planning. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or comments. 

Sincerely, 

. ~~ 
.,,,-:'''--

Linda ~~g§lpb,-M .n,.,..M.f.!:I. 
Deputy Director, Center for Chmnic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion 

Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion, 1616 Capitol Avenue, Suite 74.420, Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 445-0661 FAX: (916) 445-0688 
Internet Address: www.cdph.ca.gov 
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Comments by the California Department of Public Health 
on the Sustainable Community Strategies (SCS) Process and Plan Content 

General Comments 

Health is a critical component of sustainable communities. The California Department of Public 
Health encourages regional planning organizations to embrace the concepts outlined in the 
Healthy Community framework developed by the Strategic Growth Council's Health in All 
Policies Task Force. 1

·P
21 Many strategies that increase community sustainability can also 

support improved health outcomes. For example, policies that support active transportation 
help Californians incorporate more health-promoting physical activity into their lives, while also 
advancing goals to achieve greenhouse gas emission reductions. Infill development can help to 
reduce urban sprawl, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and support location~efficient housing 
that promotes active transportation and allows workers to reap both economic and health 
benefits. Good health is critical for economic sustainability, increasing workforce participation 
and productivity, and slowing the ongoing rise in medical care expenditures, which diverts 
resources from other State priorities such as education or investments in green energy. 

CDPH staff has reviewed the drafts and final versions of SCSs updates to the Regional 
Transportation Plans of the 4 large MPOs and the following comments represent a high level 
synthesis. First, we must laud the MPOs for the diligent work that has gone into these 
documents, and each represents an improvement from the original RTPs. We note an 
increasing number of performance measures that go beyond the traditional health focus on 
traffic injuries and air pollution. We refer to physical activity from active modes of travel, 
including bicycling, walking, and public transit that includes active transport from and to transit 
destinations. Noise and other physical hazards are also getting more attention as health 
performance measures. We also note that discussions of equity increasingly recognize that 
health inequities are caused and exacerbated by built environment factors and the uneven 
distribution of community resources. We are supportive of these developments which will 
deepen the appreciation of how public health is embodied in the many actions outside the field 
of health or health care. 

Specific Recommendations 

We have several recommendations that are based on existing trends in the SCSs and recent 
scientific developments in the transportation and public health fields. 

1. Activity time in active transport (walking, bicycling, etc.) is indispensable as a health~related 
transportation performance measure (e.g., mean daily minutes per person of walking and 
bicycling). Health co-benefits of active transport in one of the large MPOs (Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission, MTC) has recently been quantified2 and the potential for 
reducing chronic disease and greenhouse gases appears to be large on an absolute scale 
and far larger than co-benefits from fine particulate matter reductions, which are a traditional 
focus of health effects. These findings are consistent with emerging evidence from studies of 
other regions of the United States, London, Barcelona, and the Netherlands_ 3

-
7 Attempts to 

monetize health co-benefits from active transport suggest savings of billions of dollars in 
health care costs and the value of statistical lives saved. 6 



Page 3 
January 19, 2012 

2. MPOs should consider new tools that have recently become available to quantify the health 
co-benefits of active transport in SCS scenarios and projects. This fills a gap in project 
performance assessment at most MPOs. One such tool co-developed by the COPH, MTC, 
tho Bay Arca Air Quality Management District and other researchers is called the Integrated 
Transport and Health Impacts Model (ITHIM), which was used to quantify the health co
benefits of active transport and low carbon driving in the San Francisco Bay Area. This tool 
could function as a post processor to travel demand models that generate miles traveled and 
activity times by mode. Modelers at several large MPOs are already exploring how it can be 
used to complement their methods for project performance assessment. 

3. As tools such as ITHIM become available to MPOs, health co-benefits can be used as a 
criterion for a unique project category that a priori could get a high priority score in the 
project assessment methodologies used by MPOs. 

4. Likewise, using these tools, health co-benefits can be used as a criterion to screen projects 
for cost-benefit and other in-depth analysis. In some MPOs current practice is to screen 
projects based on cost, so that only high cost projects get quantitative assessment. This 
would allow projects with large health co-benefits to also get additional scrutiny in cost
benefit analyses. 

5. Equity/inequity in RTPS is currently framed using title VI of the Civil Rights Act, concepts of 
"no disparate impacts" and "increase access (to affordable housing/transit) to poor people", 
participation of communities of concern, environmental justice. ln the development of SCSs 
some MPOs have been exposed to a health-based approach which explicitly calls for ways 
to narrow existing differences in health status and of determinants of health. The Sustainable 
Transportation Council (LEED-like approach to rating transportation systems) is considering 
a goal area in its transportation rating system that explicitly considers reducing health 
disparities.8 This is a promising approach that deserves more attention. 

6. Local health departments are highly interested and would benefit from mechanisms that 
enhance their participation in SCS development and follow-up. We noted with interest that 
SANDAG has a standing Public Health Advisory Committee in which the San Diego County 
Health Department is a partner, and our staff was able to attend one of their meetings. 
National organizations like the Transportation Research Board have recently created 
standing health subcommittees with an expanded focus. It is worth exploring ways local 
health departments and others interested in public health and equity can stay engaged on an 
on-going basis. 

This is particularly germane to a multidisciplinary approach to address the multiple health 
issues and the complexity of health impacts. In this setting expertise could be leveraged to 
explore the potential consequences of different scenarios and SCSs in the context of health 
risks and benefits, addressing air quality, physical activity, access to health promoting 
resources (e.g., transportation, food, employment, education), noise, injuries, social 
networks, etc. for the regional population and vulnerable subgroups. 
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FROM: David J. Alba 
Project Designer GRID/ECSTC Systems 
Davidalba1@gmail.com 
February 13, 2012 

TO: Margaret Lin 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
RE: Official Public Comments made to the 2012-2035 RTP addressing; concerns 
involving conventional freeway/intermodal/port expansion projects related to goods 
movement emanating from the San Pedro Bay Ports Complexes. 
 
Greetings, 
I am a native Southern Californian and have had a professional background in 
commercial logistics for over 20 years, 7 of which involved the tri-modal (vessel, 
container yard, and on-dock) operations involving container terminals.  
 
In the span of my experience and research seeking solutions to great challenges involving 
goods movement, the first and most profound discovery emerging obvious and opportune 
is that over decades of industrial growth, container logistics is no longer “port centric”.   
 
Rather today, goods movement has shifted to become “region centric”.  That is to say 
logistics activity at consolidated warehousing, use of freeway networks and surface 
freight rail has exploded to support the volumes (in millions of containers each year) 
emanating from the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach.  The region now bears the 
brunt of goods movement and with this brunt comes negative environmental impacts. 
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This image on the previous page was taken from page 3 (exhibit 1) from the SCAG 
Goods Movement Supplemental Report illustrating warehousing locations (in blue dots).  
We have added the 15 mile radius red rings to illustrate where the vast majority of local 
truck deliveries emanate from the ports.  Ideally, if containers could be delivered in a new 
method of freight transmission to the center of these areas of delivery density, the 
freeway trucking component could be completely eliminated decongesting freeway 
traffic measured in the millions of truck trips and in the hundreds of millions in truck 
vehicle miles travelled (VMT).  The idea of a 100% freight dedicated right of way 
connecting the ports to the Inland regions is the core motivation of the proposed GRID 
Freight Pipeline system and transportation network. 
 
Among the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan’s (RTP), by far, the most ambitious 
proposed projects specific to goods transportation is the proposed elevated or double 
decked, East West Freight Corridor.  This project calls for a freeway network dedicated 
to truck drayage from the 710fwy connecting to the IH-15 ultimately linking to areas in 
the Inland Empire where a high density of container deliveries to consolidated freight 
service (CFS) warehousing and intermodal yards. 
 
This image on the previous page justifies the central argument for the critical need for a 
freight dedicated corridor crossing the region through the areas where the highest 
frequency of port truck deliveries are occurring by the thousands every day here and now.  
Therefore, this public comment is to agree and concur with SCAG’s determination that 
an east west freight corridor is critical to reduce traffic congestion on surface freeways 
where our commuter cars use our freeway network. 
 
However, the proposed conventional project solution, connecting forty miles, estimated 
to cost $15B, is to build an entirely new freeway network for the purpose of decongesting 
another parallel freeway network.  To some elected officials this project proposal leaves 
causes for concern.  In fact, this proposed mega-project has already received pushback 
from elected officials whose cities run through these proposed new freeway routes. 
 
To begin, fifteen billion dollars to fund this single project in an RTP involving literally 
thousands of projects represents 10% of the $155B dollars SCAG proposes to raise 
revenues in the form of a future gas tax increases at $0.30 per gallon or impose a vehicle 
miles travelled (VMT) tax.  These gas tax increases will fill the current gap of budgeting 
within the RTP’s total $450B plan. The certainty that passage of a national gas tax or 
VMT is imminent as a solution is considered by some to be somewhat optimistic. The 
following link referencing these specific issues is an article from the San Gabriel Valley 
Tribune. LINK: http://www.sgvtribune.com/news/ci_19327611 
 
Another significant issue that rapidly growing concern and in some cases firm opposition 
from elected and city staff officials of cities, especially those positioned within or nearing 
the route to the proposed surface solution that describes the proposed design of the E/W 
Freight Corridor.  The following link describes the aligning opposition beginning with 

http://www.sgvtribune.com/news/ci_19327611
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the cities of Diamond Bar, Walnut, West Covina, Chino Hills, Montebello, South El 
Monte, and Pico Rivera. Article from the Whittier Daily News. 
LINK: http://www.whittierdailynews.com/news/ci_19261687 
 
The central motivation of this public comment is to reach out to SCAG strongly urging 
staff to take bold forward thinking steps, shifting its regional plan with focus to gravitate 
towards environmentally superior alternatives that actually have superior efficiency and 
platforms using 21st Century thinking to solutions specific to streamlining, even 
potentially undergrounding the transmission of millions of containers from the 5th largest 
container trade gateway on planet earth significantly decongesting freeway networks on 
our urban surfaces where human multi-modal transportation is given precious space.   
 
The GRID Project is now participating in its 3rd public comments on proposed major 
transportation infrastructure where one project replaces not one, rather multiple projects.  
Among the most appealing facets of GRID is that the project pays for itself 
(economically sustainable). The first three projects GRID has addressed in comment are; 

1. Public Comment on the Port of Long Beach Pier S DEIR/DEIS where the 
SuperDock makes this billion dollar project obsolete 

2. The BNSF Southern California International Gateway (SCIG) Project DEIR/DEIS 
making this controversial development having significant community and 
environmental justice group and NRDC opposition (saving railroad companies 
$500M) with a superior operating facility called GRID SuperDock). 

3. The SCAG 2012-2035 RTP where GRID proposes a “Freight Pipeline” 
connecting the ports to inland areas where containers would emerge from this 
network of freight tunnels emerging at the center of where the highest 
concentration of containers are delivered. 

 
 

Referencing the earlier SCAG image on page 1, the pipeline follows a route were freight 
warehouse volume density is most concentrated.  To date, the GRID Project has been 
presented to SCAG senior staff.  Also GRID proposers were recently invited to present at 

http://www.whittierdailynews.com/news/ci_19261687
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the Arroyo-Verdugo SCAG Subregion meeting where the central agenda involved issues 
pertaining to the 2012-2035 RTP.  
 
We submit for SCAG and committee members consideration a conclusion from a recent 
CARB/CEPA sponsored study entitled; “Development of a California Geospatial 
Intermodal Freight Transport Model with Cargo Flow Analysis” Contract no: 07-314 
(PDF available on CARB website).  The Conclusion of the report states the following; 
 
“The Case Study provides two primary insights. First, the Case Study quantifies port-
related intermodal goods movement through the state of California and beyond. Second, 
the idealized use of least-CO2 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 CO2 emissions is achievable by a modal switch from road to 
rail. Both of these insights have relevance for consideration of system-wide improvements 
that may achieve energy savings, CO2 reductions, and associated benefits for air 
quality”. 
 
We urge committee members to please consider ensuring that SCAG staff will agree to 
draft language within the E/W Freight Corridor section in the 2012-2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan clearly communicate that the East/West Freight Corridor description 
within the RTP; 
  

1) Consist of other design alternatives beyond those of only truck with 
road and freeway expanding solutions.   
2) Include rail guideway systems infrastructure to carry freight from the 
same point to point destinations that define the East/West Freight Corridor 
even in the form of superior environmental alternative.   
3) Include rail guideway systems having an underground component 
consisting of tunneling and/or “freight pipeline” networks included in the 
RTP language. 
4) Include design alternatives that appear to have superior environmental 
alternatives to consider as required by CEQA and NEPA legislation as 
expressed under section 101 of the National Environmental Policy Act. 

 
In this most perfect storm of economic, environmental, and political drive to create new 
jobs and industries, SCAG can create a Goods Movement RTP squarely focused on 
sustainable alternatives both green and economic.  We hope that leaders in the region will 
join other leaders in further investigating the GRID project and grow inspired to its 
purpose in redefining transportation, smart urban use and economic benefits to the region.   
 
Always Looking Forward, 
Dave Alba 
Project Designer GRID/ECSTC Systems 
Davidalba1@gmail.com TEL: 626.513.3650 
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Richard I. Mueller 

President       

 
 
 
February 5, 2012 
 
Mr. David Alba 
GRID Logistics, Inc. 
 
Via email:  davidalba1@gmail.com 
 
Subject:  Constructability of Proposed GRID “SuperDock” and Freight Pipeline 
 
Dear Mr. Alba: 
 
I have been involved in the design, manufacture, installation, operation and maintenance of 
pipelines made of steel, concrete, and fiberglass, and of diameters from 10” to 252” in diameter.  I 
have been involved in the development of pipelines systems for transfer of solid freight for more 
than two decades.  I was also involved in the design and installation of rail siding and rail loading 
systems for rail delivery of the wind towers which Ameron International Corporation fabricates at 
our plant in Fontana, California. 
 
I have discussed the GRID proposal with many of my engineer colleagues, both regarding basic 
constructability and particularly in regard to maintaining system reliability while crossing southern 
California’s seismic faults even in the event of substantial differential ground movement.  Based 
upon my background and evaluation, and that of the pipe and rail experts with whom I have 
discussed the GRID project, it is our determination that the GRID freight pipeline is buildable using 
current technologies.   
 
Ameron International Corporation is now a wholly owned subsidiary of National Oilwell Varco, 
(NOV).  NOV also owns AmClyde, a designer and manufacturer of the most demanding crane 
systems, including those used for stevedoring.  AmClyde engineers have reviewed the proposed 
design concept for the GRID “SuperDock” and agree it can be designed and built to function as 
intended for the GRID system. 
 
These engineers and I look forward to building this project for the benefit of southern California 
and for the reduction of transportation costs for and environmental impact from all freight moved 
through the ports at San Pedro Bay. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ameron International Corporation 
Water Transmission Group 
 

 
Richard I. Mueller, P.E. 
President 

Ameron International Corporation 
Water Transmission Group 
10681 Foothill Blvd., Suite 450 
Rancho Cucamonga, CA  91730 
Telephone: 909/944-4100. Ext. 192 
Fax:  909/980-7865 
Email: Richard.Mueller@nov.com 
 

mailto:davidalba1@gmail.com
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Index of information given to SCAG for Regional Transportation Plan Jan. 18, 2012 

1. Colored map of proposed I Iighgrovc Metro link Station location 
2. Description of map and supporting information 
3. Enlarged view of proposed parking lot showing 725 spaces 
4. 5 pages of comments over the la<it 8 years 
5. Letter from Supervisor Ashley 10-14-2009 
6. Letter from Transit Coalition 9-19-2009 
7. Resolution from City of Grand ·rcrrace12-13-2001 
8. Petition from Project Area Committee 1-08-2002 
9. Resolution from City of Loma Linda 1-24-2002 
10. Letter from Assemblyman Bill Emmerson 8-14-2006 
11. Letter from Supervisor Bob Buster 7-17-2006 
12. Comments from Buster, Ashley and Haley 10-11-2006 
13. Letter from Eric Haley about Hi-Rail tour 11-28-2006 
14. Agenda from La Quinta Workshop 9-15-2006 
15. Article from San Bernardino Sun 1-1-2007 
16. Letter from Riverside Land Conservancy 10-18-2005 
17. Letter from''Melanie Zimmermatlll 10-09-2006 
18. Letler from Wendy Eads 3-15-2006 
19. Letter from University Neighborhood Association 10-21-2005 
20. Letter from Byron Matteson 6-23-2006 
21. Letter from Tony Petta 6-23-2006 
22. Letter from Maryetta Ferre' 3-15-2007 
23. Letter from Hugh Grant 6-2[-2006 
24. Letter from Asst. City Mgr.of Grand Terrace 5-15-2003 
25. Letter from Franklin Carpenter Jr. 5-28-2001 
26. Letter from JoAnn Johnson l 1-04-2006 
27. Letter from Bixby Land Co.12-12-2005 
28. Letters from Carol Williams and Clifford Berger 3-30 & 3-31-2007 
29. Letter from Dom !3etro 3-21-2006 



www.highgrovehappenings.net 

R.A. "Barney" Barnett e-mail: highgrovenews@roadrunner.com 



Highgrove Metro link comments over the last eight years! 
Please look at the dates of the following statements: 

ExcerptspreparedJan.14,2010 (Not in sequence) 

Ann Mayer, current Executive Director RCTC: (Press Enterprise, Feb. 15, 2009) 
"We have to put stops where they will serve the most people". 

Marion Ashley, Riverside County Supervisor: (Letter, Oct, 14, 2009) 
"Over the course <~lmore than a decade, the Riverside County Transportation Commission has 
considered and repeatedly rejected the request ofllighgrove residentsfhr Metrolink service. 

Bob Buster, Riverside County Supervisor: (Statement Oct. 11, 2006) 
"Highgrove is at the fulcrum, the pivot point of"transportation between the 2 counties. You can 
not ignore the geographic reality that both the.freeway and major rail lines and there is 
available land that will soon be snapped up for other uses. This is a key sight fhr the future of the 
Inland Empire" 

Bob Buster, Riverside County Supervisor: (Letter July 17, 2006) 
"Highgrove is the right place jrJr a regional, inlermodal station, al the junction of the main lines 
and the 215ji-eeway. Highgrove still has ample land and the community and Grand Terrace 
want the station". 

Mary Crayton, RCTC Commissioner from Canyon Lake: (RCTC meeting Feb. 11, 2009) 
Stated that she "was not satisfied why Highgrove has not been considered and that they never 
went to Highgrove to look at the property". She stated: "they should consider the property in 
Ilighgrove ". 

Roger Berg, RCTC Commissioner from Beaumont: (RCTC meeting Feb. 11, 2009) 
"The Highgrove station may have some merit, more parking is needed and gridlock will only get 
worse " 

James Potts, RCTC Commissioner from San Jacinto: (RCTC meeting Feb.11, 2009) 
"ft is the right project for the right time und it would open up other areas where seniors could go 
instead o_fjust driving locally". 

Robin Low, RCTC Commissioner from Hemet: (RCTC meeting Feb. 11, 2009) 
·'Recognized the amount of work that has been done on this project and said they need to revisit 
this idea" . 

.Jeff Stone, Riverside County Supervisor: (RCTC meeting Feb. 11, 2009) 
Was sympathetic to the concerns of those living near the track and said that Lhe 1-215 is reach;ng 
capacity and that people need to get out of their cars, onto the trach and to their destinations. 



Bill Emmerson. California State Assembly- Dist. 63: (Letter Aug. 14, 2006) 
"I am very supportive of bringing a Metro/ink Station to Highgrove because I agree that it is an 
appropriate location to help solve traffic congestionfhr this fast growing area". 

Mark Hanson, UCR Professor (emeritus): (Letter Feb. 22, 2009) 
"For us the "no brainer" aspect of"the sitting decision comes down to which station could 

provide the greatest service to commuters of the region when the Metro/ink trains come on line. 
That has lo be Hi1;h1;rove where one station could serve in three directions: San Bernardino, 
Riverside and the PVL'' 

University Neighborhood Association: (Letter Oct. 21, 2005) 
"Our meeting was standin?; room only and by a unanimous show (~j"hands, we voted to support a 
train stop in llighgrove ". 

(Four years later) 

University Neighborhood Association: (Letter Nov. 17, 2009) 
"Our community continues to support this concept because that location seems to offer r;reater 
overall flexibility. In addition to servicing Metro/ink trafficfi-om the PV/,, the Highgrove station 
establishes services to existing Riverside and San Bernardino traffic, and opens opportunities to 
increase the number of potential riders throu1;h the expanded capacity and the flexibility tu serve 
them". 

Riverside Land Conservancy: (Letter Oct. 18, 2005) 
"At this time we see no objection to development qf" this parcel jhr such a Afetrolink Station, hut 
want you to be aware early on, that the development and any crossing of the Springbrook Arroyo 
should provide reasonable protection for the natural habitat and an undercrossingfor the 
Regional Trail as well as habitat usage" 

City of Loma Linda: (Letter Jan. 24, 2002) 
"This is to advise that the City Council al the regular meeting of.Jan 22, unanimously supported 
your efforts and the Riverside County Service Area 126 Advisory Board's recommendation to the 
Riverside County Transportation Commission to site a Metro/ink station stop in Highgrove ". 

San Bernardino Sun Newspaper: (Article Dec. 31, 2006) 
"San Bernardino County Supervisor Dennis llasnsberger believes there is enough demand for a 
Metro/ink station in the Highgrove area. "fl 's a very worthwhile objective". Hansberger said. 
"Unfhrtunately, the people in Riverside County who have jurisdiction have not shown a lot(?/. 
interest. But we are 1villing to try to get that discussion going''. 

City of Grand Terrace Resolution: (Passed unanimously Dec. 13, 2001) 
'\VOW. THERFFORE, BH IT RESOJ,Vt,'/J that the City Council qf"the City (?f'Grand Terrace, 
does hereby recommend that the Riverside County Transportation Commission grant a 
1.\.fetrolink Station stop at llighgrove when planningjhrfuture track upgrading/or Metro/ink 
service on the San Jacinto Industrial Spur". 



(Eight years later) 

City of Grand Terrace: (Letter Dec. 29. 2009) 
"The City of Grand Terrace continues to helieve that a Metro/ink stop in Highgrove would 
benefit the city and its residents". 

Tony Petta, First Mayor of Grand Terrace 1978: (Letter June 23, 2006) 
"I encourage you and your staff to seriously consider building a .lvfetrolink Station in 
Highgrove ". 

Tony Petta, Retired Grand Terrace Mayor: (Public comments Dec. 11, 2009) 
"It's ahsolutely favorable to our community" 

Hugh .J. Grant: Former Chairman San Bernardino L.A. F. C. 0., Former S. A. N. B. A.G. 
and Omnitrans Boards: (Letter .June 21, 2006) 
"I have hecome aware of the important need lo situate a lvfetrolink stop in our neighboring 
community of Highgrove, in Riverside County. Due to thefClct that the nearest stops al this lime 
are in San Bernardino and Riverside, servicing the transportation needsfOr the large population 
in heflveen, with valid predictions lf sizable increases in the nearfUture, seem to me to he se!l
evident" 

Southern California Association of Governments (S. C. A.G.): (Aug. 30, 2007) 
"In the latest S'tate of the Region Report, Southern CalifOrnia received an "F"for transportation 
mobility. The region has been the most congested in the country/Or the past two decades". 

JoAnn Johnson Manager Grand Terrace Senior Center: (Letter Feb. 23, 2009) 
"l strongly support a ]t1etrolink Station in Highgrove and I know that many others in Grand 
Terrace do also " 

William A. Shopoff, The Shopoff Group: (letter Feb. 23, 2009) 
"Since Highgrove is a natural railroadjunction point where two railroad lines meet hetween 
Riverside and San Bernardino, a commuter train stop in Highgrove would benefit the entire 
region. This location is only ½ mile east of the congested 1-215 Freeway that has exits al Center 
Streel. it is also only about one mile northeast o.fthe new $381 million dollar 60/91/215 
interchange that was just completed, and about 3 miles south of the !-21511-10 interchange. Both 
major interchanges are between Riverside and San Bernardino and the Highgrove location is 
also hetween Riverside and San Bernardino". 

Anthony Mize, Builder: (Letter Feb. 24, 2009) 
"It is our opinion that the junction point r~fthe .Metro link train traffic between the City of 
Riverside and the City of San Bernardino and the Perris Valley Line is a very logical location for 
a new station. In this day of "J.VL\1RY" on just about everything, ii would seem to us that (( a 
community wants to work together to revitalize itse(fby embracing something like this then 
RCTC should give it careful, though(fitl consideration" . 



Kirk Wallace, Builder: (Letter Oct. 21, 2009) 
"We feel this station would he very beneficial to the community not only because of the 
established residents but with the future development that will impact the area of Highgrove" 

Bobbie Kay Forbes, Terra Loma Real Estate: (Letter Feb. 25, 2009) 
"As a local Realtor I believe the area would benefit having a }.1etrolink Station in Ilighgrove. 
There are many people in our community that use the Metro/ink a few times a week to get to I.A 
for work. When I am showing property to people from out of the area they will ask about the 
location of Metro/ink stations. And as more people in the area are financially stressed by the 
economy and the price of commuting they will he more encouraged to use .i\1etrolink {lit is closer 
to home". 

Byron Matteson 14 year Mayor of Grand Terrace: (Letter June 23, 2006) 
"l think the commuter trains will gain even more popularity in the near future as our area 
continues to experience rapid growth and our.freeway .<,ystems become more and more 
congested. Proper planning is essential in being able lo handle these future transportation need~· 
and I hope the new Highgrove Station will he approved soon, to help alleviate some of these 
ongoing traffic problems". 

Highgrove CSA 126 Resolution: (Nov. 27, 2001) 
"Highgrove community adopted a 15 point resolution outlining the benefits of a 1'vfetrolink 
station stop in Highgrove ". 

Highgrove Project Area Committee: (Petition Jan. 8, 2002) 
"The Project Area Committee (P.A. C.),for the redevelopment of the Highgrove area, hereby 
submits this recommendation that a A1etrolink Station stop be implemented at Highgrove when 
the tracks are upgraded.for commuter service on the San Jacinto branch". 

Robert and Nancy Rice, Retired Highgrove residents: (Letter Feb. 20, 2009) 
"We are in our Seventies, and don't like to drive very far. With a station near home, we could 
go, go, go, and not have to worry ahout traffic". 

George Saunders, commuter from Grand Terrace to Orange County for 7 years: (Letter 
Feb. 20, 2009. 
"'With the ever expanding usage of the train it has become increasingly difficult to get to, and to 

find parking at Downtown Riverside station. An additional stop on the route between Riverside 
and San Bernardino would he helpful". 

William H. Addington, Civil Engineer since 1975-Retired: (Public comments Dec. 11, 2009) 
"It is really important tn Grand Terrace, J,oma J.indu and Jlighgrove to have a station. 1he 

opportunity is there now and 1fpassed by, ii won't be available The site is well located and the 
problems could be mitigated with good engineering This is the time to act!" 



We also have additional letters of support from: 

Terry and Lori Carlstrom, G. T. 
James Lasby, Highland 
Ron and Cynthia Cruz, Highgrovc 
Melanie Zimmermann, J-Iighgrovc 
Barbara McCoy, Highgrove 
Ardie Barnett, Highgrove 
Ron and Geri Barnett, G. T. 

2-23-2009 
2-20-2009 
2-26-2009 
2-23-2009 
2-23-!009 
2-26-2009 

The above information does not include residents who have signed the circulated petition for a 
High.grove station nor does it include names of those who signed the on-line petition on the weh 
site: \VW\V.highgrovehappenings.net 

Our requests consist of J items: 

I. Build a Metrolink station stop next to the BNSF main line at Highgrove. 

2. Build the Highgrove station first. 

3. Name the station "Highgrove". 



The Honorable Bob Magee, 

St:PERVISOR MARIOX ASHLEY 
Ftfl H DISTRICT 

Chairman Riverside County Transportation Commission 
4080 Lemon St., 3rd Floor 
Riverside, CA 92520 

Dear Chairman Magee: 

October 14, 2009 

I am enclosing recent correspondence which I have received from a number of residents in the 
1-Jighgrove community regarding RCTC's future Metrolink plans. 

Over the course of more than a decade, the Riverside County Transportation Commission has 
considered and repeatedly rejected the request ofHighgrove residents for Metrolink service ... 
Most recently, the Commission spent considerable amounts of time and money to identify 
potential hurdles to constructing a station in the area. 

My goal is to ensure that the residents of Highgrove's receive a fair hearing and careful 
consideration of their desire for infrastructure investment in their community and the provision 
of public transit service. 

I am requesting that the Perris Valley Line Ad Hoc Committee schedule a meeting within the 
next few months to review the history of the Commission's actions regarding Highgrove from the 
day it was first mentioned. During the past fow years we have seen new members join RCTC and 
some of the decisions predate my tenure as a County Supervisor. 

As v.'e embark on the investment of the Perris Valley Line, I want to ensure that we arc making 
prudent investments with Measure A and federal dollars. While I believe that the Commission 
has made wise decisions up to this point, we need to continue to challenge ourselves to 
accomplish more and improve. 

With that thinking in mind, I hope that we can revisit Highgrove's issues once again. lfwe can't 
provide a station and direct rail service to the community, l want our Commissioners to clearly 
understand the reasons which will only make our project better. On the other hand, if there is 
way to provide additional transit (either bus or rail) service to Highgrove, this could be an 
important opportunity to consider it. 



Most importantly, I want to come away from this effort with a cooperative relationship with the 
Highgrove community. I would hope that Mr. Barnett could attend the ad hoc meeting with a few 
of his neighbors so they can interact v.rith our committee members and staff, express their 
interests and concerns, and then accurately report on the matter with the rest of the community. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. 

Very truly yours, 

Marion Ashley 
Riverside County Supervisor, 5th District 

Cc: Bob Buster, Vice-Chari, Riverside Com1ty Transportation Commission: 
Barney Barnett, Chainnan, Highgrovc Community Council 



R. A. llarnetl, Chairman 
Highgrovc Area Redevelopment 
4 7 4 Prospect A venue 
Highgrove, CA 92507 

Re: Metrolink Station in Highgrove 

Dear Mr. Barnett: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review your proposed Metrolink station stop 
in Highgrove. The Transit Coalition (TTC) is an organization that works to 
improve public transportation and mobility in conjunction with land use 
planning in Southern California. 

We have noted that it is within the coalition's interest and mission that a 
station stop be placed in the Highgrovc area given the local support. 

W c have posted a conceptual rendering of the Highgrove Metro link station 
wilh a link to your video presentation to the Riverside County 
Transportation Commission on our "A Herter Jnland Empire" Project Wch Site: 

http ://wwv,.,•. the trans i tcoal i tion. us/ a better in land em pi rc/i mages/pd DPVL-Rai I -high grove. pd f 
http://v,,'\V\/./.thetransitcoalition.us/a better inland empire/proj coachellatrainssta.html 

As an organization that works to improve public transportation and mobility 
in conjunction with land use planning, we appreciate your advocacy for 
better public transportation in Highgrove and thank you for your support. 
Please feel free to use our maps as part of your work. Please keep us 
updated of the status of your campcUgn. 

Sincerely, 

Nicholas Ventrone, 
Community Engagement Director 
The Transit Coalition 
www. transi tcoalition. o rg 



RESOLUTION NO. 2001- 28 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
GRAND TERRACE, CALIFORNIA, RECOMMENDING 
THAT THE RIVERSIDE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION 
COMMISSION GRANT A METROLINK STATION STOP AT 
HIGHGROVE 

WHEREAS, Highgrove needs a Metrolink Station Slop; and 

WHEREAS, Highgrove is already a railroad junction point connected to the BNSF Main 
line; and 

WHEREAS, a railroad signal bridge is already functional to allow trains to enter or depart 
from the San Jacinto Industrial Spur onto the BNSP railroad that already has Metrolink 
service; and 

WHEREAS, the track and right of way are already owned by the Riverside County 
Transportation Commission between San Jacinto and Highgrove; and 

WHEREAS, the distance of the- existing track between Marlborough Ave. and 
Highgrove is only one and one half miles of straight track; and 

WHEREAS, track upgrading would be more, economical to go from Marlborough Ave. to 
Highgrove rather than from Marlborough onto the SP/UP Railroad and then to Riverside and 

WHEREAS, the Riverside County Transportation Commission would have to purchase the 
SP/UP track instead of using track they already own; and 

WHEREAS, the SP/UP track is also in need of upgrading and has many more curves than 
going straight to Highgrove; and 

WHEREAS, Metrolink trains coming into Highgrove could proceed eastward to San 
Bernardino without going into Riverside and 

WHEREAS, the San Bernardino Mctrolink Station currently has commuter service into the 
greater Los Angeles area; and 

WHEREAS, westward trains could also proceed from Highgrove into Riverside and points 
bcyond;and 

WHEREAS, the San Bernardino and Riverside Mctrolink. parking lots are near capacity and 

WHEREAS, Highgrovc is approximately half way between San Bernardino and Riverside; 
and 

WHEREAS, vacant land adjacenl to the track is already owned by the Riverside County 
Transportation Commission and could be used for parking at Highgrove; and 



WHEREAS, a Mctrolink stop in Highgrove would also be the closest access for commuters 
from Grand Terrace, Loma Linda and the 1520 new homes to be constructed in Pigeon pass 
plus other proposed residential development; 

NOW. THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Grand 
Terrace, does hereby recommend that the Riverside County Transportation Commission 
grant a Metrolink Station stop at Highgrove when planning for future track upgrading for 
Metrolink service on the San Jacinto Industrial Spur. 

PASSED. APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 13lli day of December, 2001. 

AITEST: 

~·~. (,..; . ~/ 
City Clark of the cityof and 
Terrace 

0~:tf?L~ ' 
Mayor of the City of Grand Terrace 

I BRENDA STANFILL, City Clerk of the City of Grand Terrace, do hereby certify 
that Resolution No. 2001-28 was introduced and adopted at a regular meeting of the City 
Council of the City of Grand Terrace held on the 13th day of December, 2001, by the 
following vote: 

AYES: Councilmember's, Hilkey, Larkin and Ferre: Mayor Pro Tern Garcia 
and Mayer Buchanan 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: None 

ABSTAIN: None 

Approved to form: 

VU?tuc,, . '&(Jt ~ 
Brenda Stanfill, City Cfen? 

2 
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January 24, 2002 

City Of Loma Linda 
25541 Barton Road, Loma Linda, California 92354-3160 ~ (909) 799-2800 • FAX (909) 799-2890 
Sist~r City - Manipal, Karnataka, India 

R.. A. Barnett, Chairman 
Highgrove Area Redevelopment 
474 Prospect Avenue 
Highgrove, CA 92507 

Dear Mr. Barnett: 

Subject: Metro link Station Stop In Highgrove 

This is to advise that the City Council, at the regular meeting of January 22, 1manimously 
supported your efforts and the Riverside County Service Area 126 Advisory· Board's 
recommendation to the Riverside County Transportation Commission to site a Metrolink station 
stop in Highgrove. 

Councilman Christman serves as president of the SA.t"\TBAG Board and noted that Board's interest 
in a station stop in Highgrove. 

Please keep us apprised of the status of the project. 

Sincerely, 
/f 

6;:.,, .,u_/4j -~:v, Uk) - tJ L,:"7--c;;.,t 
Pamela ByrnesNO'Camb 
City Clerk 

Raycted paper 
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August l .'.l, 2006 

R.A. ''Barney" B,1rnett 
4 74 Prospect Ave. 
Highgrove, CA 92507 

Dear Mr. Bc1rnell" 

J\,sseruhl].l 
filalifurnill 14:egislafnr:e 

BILL EMMERSON'.,. 
ASSEM\3LYMEMBER. SIXTY· THIRD DlSJf:iC'f • 

···r 

S1ANOING COMMITTEES 

LOCAi. GOVERf~iVIE:NT, VICE ,:i-: \Iii 
i\PPROP1-11ATIONS 
'wArrn. PAMl(S /\ND WILDLII·[ 

l Wllnt to thank you for providing me w1ih'infonnation on the H1ghgrove Metro link 
Slation. I 2m very supportive of bringing a Metro link Station to Highgrove because l 
agree that it is c111 apprnpri,ite loc~rtion to help solve traffic congestion for this fast 
grnwmg Hrna. 

l apprecrnle all of your efforts in this matter. Please ;;ontact me at my Dislnct or Capitol 
office lo advise me on how 1 may assist you to ensure that this Metrolmk Stnlion is built. 

Smcerely, 
1 ,-· .. 

: ,-71/ \ /,~•,,/ I n{ )"(J-V>-;// I' L /,c,. 

BILL EMMERSON 
Assemblyn:.zin, 63"\l District 

BG/lt 



Ardie Barnett 

From: Buster, Bob [BBUSTER@rcbos.org] 

Sent: Monday, July 17, 2006 3:13 PM 

To: Robert Philtlps 

Subject: RE: METROLINK 

fVlr. Phillips: 

The second part of my proposal, which ! will spell out in another op-ed soon, is to provide Perris-Riverside 
commuter service for the next five to ten years by Bus Rapid Transit or BRT. These are the i1igh-tech, high
speed, attractive coaches that are jammed with commuters now on Wilshire and Ventura boulevards in LA and 
San Fernando Valley. Separate lanes next to the median on the 2-15 Freeway here are already planned to be 
co11st1·ucted. which BRT can use. BRT is completely flexible as to routes and schedules and operates at less than 
half the cost of Metro/ink t1·ains. BRT improvements on a Perris Line cost only $10 million. BRT obviously has 
minimal noise or safety problems for existing communities. !f BRT takes University Ave. or Martin Luther King off 
the free,,vay to go to the Downtown Metrolinlc Station, it will serve UCR much better. 

Train service on the Perris Line should not be started until grade separations are in place in the highest priority 
Riverside and all grade crossing in the University and Hunter Park areas. Indeed this line should be completely 
retl1ought as a San Bernardino-Riverside-Perris (with side service to Hemet-San Jacinto)-Temecula mass transit 
corridor. BRT can se1ve it best first. Train service would commence only when, hopefully, tvm-way ridership 
justifies it and grade separations and other noise reduction and safety improvements are in place. Rather than 
luring future residents to live in the mid-county and attempt 100 minute to 130 minute commutes each way to 
Orange County and L.A., we should be reinforcing our own inland ai-ea transportation to provide closer local trips 
to woi-k. 

That 'Nould also cancel any need for stations in the already cramped University and Hunter Park areas. svhere 
impacts 011 existing neighborhoods will be severe. Highgrove is the right place for a reglonal, interrnodal station, 
at the junction of the main rail lines and 215 Freeway. H!ghgrove stm has ample !and and the community and 
Grand Terrace want the station. 

l've been meeting with every City of Riverside Councilmember, the Chambers of Commerce, UC Riverside reps. 
from the Chancellor's Office. and our State Assemblymen and Senators about my proposa!. I've still got a few le-ff 
to talk to, but, so fa1·, everyone is vel'f favorable. Getting Mayor Loveridge and Supervisors Tavaglione and 
Ashley "on board'' is important. I think it's possible to build enough support to turn Mr. Haley around and then go 
and lobby our Congressional reps. (Calvert mainly) to make some sense of how ample federal transportation 
dollars are spent here. 

Your-writ111g tl1e Mayor. both Supervisors. and Cong. Calve1i to tell them 1.,vhat you told me will help a great deal. 

Bob Buster. Supv., 1s\ District 



Supervisor Bob Buster's comments 10-11-2006 

"A dcfacto decision has been made here apparently that has not been discussed by the 
commission and we arc the policy body". 

"'Highgrove is at the fulcrum, the pivot point of transportation between the 2 counties. 
You can not ignore the geographic reality that both the freeway and m3:jor rail lines and 
there is available land that will soon be snapped up for other uses". 

"This is a key sight for the future of the Inland Empire" 

Supervisor Marion Ashley's comments 10-11-2006 

"Logically there should be a Metro link stop in the I-lighgrove area for a lot of reasons but 
it is not just that simple. That doesn't mean that the residents can't continue to pursue this 
until we come up with some solution that will please as many people as possible but we 
need the cooperation of San Bernardino County in order to do this. 
Direct staff to arrange a tour of the Perris Valley Linc and look at the Highgrove sight" 

Eric Haley's comments 10-11-2006 

"Recognize that it (a Highgrovc station) would trigger an $85 million dollar obligation to 
build the Colton crossing". 

''There are complicated legal issues, complicated timing issues very complicated cost 
negotiations that have never been seriously addressed by our San Bernardino neighbors" 



THIS MESSAGE IS l3EING SENT ON BEHALF OF ERIC HALEY. 
A hard copy of this letter will be included with your agenda packet. 

Dear Commissioners: 

During our September retreat in La Quinta, staff was directed to set up a tour of the proposed 
Perris Valley Linc project. The tour would give Commissioners an opportunity to sec the 
proposed line on a first-hand basis and to also visit the locations of proposed stations. 

The best way to travel the rail line is through a Hy-Rail vehicle, which is an SUV that is equipped 
with steel wheels that allows it to travel on the actual rail line. Hy traveling in this type of 
vehicle, you will be able to travel the line much like a Metrolink car would. 

Hy-Rail vehicles arc owned by the railroads and Metrolink and obtain access to one takes time to 
reserve. After a few weeks of working with the railroad, staff has been able to secure the 
availability of two Hy-Rail vehicles for Tuesday, November 28. The tour will begin with breakfast 
and a brief presentation at RCTC's offices at 8:15 a.m. We will then drive to the Highgrove area 
for the I ly-Rail part of the tour. 

Space is limited so please call Jennifer Harmon to reserve a place on the tour as quickly as possible. We arc 
also aware that this last week of November is an especially busy one with Conunittee meetings scheduled 
for the 2ih and our special workshop on the 30th . For that reason, we will also schedule another Hy-Rail 
tour in the future, but thought it would be important to offer this one as soon as the vehicles were made 
available 
Thank you for your interest in the Perris Valley Line project. Please contact me if you have any questions 
regarding the tour. 

Sincerely, 
Eric Haley Executive Director 



RIVERSIDE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
www.rctc.org - ~ 

HOP A GE/J!l)_A.~-.. ···") 
.:,. Actions m v nany7te-;,, listed on the agenda 

9:00 a.m. 
Friday, September 7 5; 2006 

MEETING ROOM 
Embassy Suites Hotel la Quinta 

50-777 Santa Rosa Plaza, la Quinta 

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act and Government Code Section 54954. 2, if 
you need special assistance ro participate in a Commission meeting, please contact the Clerk of the 
Board at (95 1) 7 8 7- 7 141. Notification of at least 48 hours prior to meeting time will assist staff in 
assuring that reasonable arrangements can be made to provide accessibility at the meeting. 

9:00 - 9:15 a.m. 

9:15 - 9:45 a.m. 

9:45 - 10:30 a.m, 

10:30 - 10:45 a.m. 

WELCOME AND WORKSHOP OVERVIEW 
Marion Ashley, Chair 
Eric Haley, Executive Director 

BOTTOM UNE REPORT ON GOODS MOVEMENT 
-·~~----··'· ---------~-·-~---- --~---···----··-~-~ 

Stephanie Wiggins, Regional Programs Director 

This item is for the Commission to: 

1) Receive and file the presentation of the RCTC 
Goods Movement Bottom Line Report; 

2) Approve the Southern California National 
Gateway Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
No. 07-67-041-00; and 

3) Authorize the Chair, pursuant to legal counsel 
review, to execute the MOU on behalf of the 
Commission. 

GRADE CROSSING FUNDING STRATEGY 
Stephanie Wiggins, Regional Programs Director 

BREAK 
. .--:-::=-- ---~ . - " -- --·-·-.. ·--·-·--· --

,,.~··· ------
( 10:45 -5 a.m. PfRRIS VALLEY LINE PROJ UPDATE -., 
..._____ Stephanie Wiggins, Regional Programs Director // 

----.;~~.-~ f~a~~~- °,!.r.e_c_~.?~ . ____ ... · · ·· · ·· 



December 31, 2006 
Section: News 

Sun, The (San Bernardino, CA) 

Wanted: New Metrolink station 

Stephen wall, Staff Writer 

R.A. "Barney" Barnett thinks he has a solution to clear up some of the traffic mess on 
local freeways. The 68-ycar-old is leading an effort to build a Metrolink station jusl 
south of Grand T erracc. 

Barnett is pushing transportation oflicials in San Bernardino and Riverside counties to 
make the project a priority. 

The biggest obstacle, he says, is finding someone to buy about 35 acres of vacant land to build 
the station. 
More than 2,000 homes are slated to be built starting next spring in Highgrove, an unincorporated 
Riverside County area bordering Grand Terrace that Barnett has called home since 1947. 
"AH this development is going to bring a lot of traffic to Highgrove," said Barnett, who publishes 
the Highgrove Happenings monthly newspaper with his wife, Ardie. "If we don't do something, the 
whole area is going to be jammed." 
But Riverside County transportation authorities question if there would be enough riders to 
warrant a station. 
"We're doing a thorough analysis to determine if it's feasible," said John Standiford, spokesman 
for the Riverside County Transportation Commission. "If only a few people are going to ride it, it's 
not worth the investment." 
The commission on Jan. 10 is scheduled to hear a report on the feasibility of a station. 
In addition, San Bernardino Associated Governments' Commuter Rail Committee is expected to 
discuss the project on Jan. 18. 
Barnett said there are now 48 Metrolink trains a week that pass through Highgrove between 
Riverside and San Bernardino on the Inland Empire-Orange County line. 
The proposed stop is seven miles from the Metrolink station in San Bernardino and 3.5 miles 
from the Riverside station, he said. 
Standiford said he doesn't know if the land proposed by Barnett ls for sale. The pie~shaped 
parcel, which is owned by a land trust, is bordered on two sides by different sets of railroad 
tracks. 
Barnett said the site is large enough for shops and restaurants to serve rail commuters getting on 
and off trains_ Bus riders would have close access to the station from a route that goes through 
Highgrove between Riverside and Loma Linda, he said. 
Barnett has received support from elected officials in Grand Terrace and Loma Linda. Both cities 
have passed resolutions in favor of the station. 
"If it does anything to alleviate traffic on the freeways.! think that's a good thing," said Grand 
Terrace Mayor Maryetta Ferre. 
San Bernardino County Supervisor Dennis Hansberger believes there is enough demand for a 
Metrolink station in the Highgrove area. 
"It's a very worthwhile objective," Hansberger said. "Unfortunately, the people in Riverside County 
who have jurisdiction have not shown a lot of interest. But we're willing to try to get that 
discussion going." 
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Eri:c H.aley, ('~ M.a.~ar 
Rjy,.;;3,kJ),:: Cvu.'"rt'y TraMp,OrtaaiOn Cummis(t0iii 

?.O. Boi.: !-2008 -
iti'vern:iae, CA 9250'1 

O'elilf Mr. Haley, 

Tlre Riv=ide Llmd Co""""'4!1Cy (RLC) is aware the! there ill iuter,,,I 
ru>d rus,;..,.i<,"" ""l"'tential development ofa llig.bgro~tmlmk 
:n:stioa en a 3 5 m,--rc triruig..l.u ~} vf open- lan.1 just nrn-<.h of Citt-'.i!! 
S~ :witMn tbt, ruve:ii~-City limits,~ tt... the cw-tll:'.fr.;1..:ii'ty of 
Higl)grovi:. '!'bis J)lll'C<l is biJected by iii< Sprn,j!brook W..,, Arroyo; 
Olly development fur this pu,pose woul<hloost certainiy "'!ill"' 
cro:wing, oftlle am,yo with a rail spur, pedestnan ct0'8lll!l iroru • 
;~ area, a:nw'oc new sttwt ~ 

Wt !ill'C writing to n::mkc you aware of exteosive pituu.\Wg &:ld 
coord.iruiiIDn efl:Om the Rte has been doing with the City cffuvenirle, 
~j;.;.,rsi;fo Co.u.my, fut ~of Fish ;md G~-~ ct.~ m 
f,'-i'E,SCfVitig the Spri:Jgbrook Arroyo IDii long term Opeu s~ BaDiwt 
aft.ii Reg~ T1'1lli uses. 

Pr,1 this time, we ~ oo objecuon to development of this ~i fu;r :rucb 
a Mlotrolink Sltarion. but wm you to be 11WBre early on,. tmt tlw: 
-lopm<nt ooo any cro,sin,g, oftlle Springtrnok Arroyo s!>suld 
P,'lfivHie i-'OU:BOfl!Wjt protection of the natunaI habitat aod M ~r-
0>"'0~L.-i,g for 1ht- RegioOO Tmil a!.we.l! ~ fur Mbit& tffla~_ 

Sp.iifr.1g~JGk w~:m Trail 
3':.:lht-0:i1llrurn.:>t; '\~ 



November 9, 2006 

Highgrove Metro Link Station 

Riverside County Transportation Commission 
4080 Lemon St. 
Riverside, CA 92502 
Attn: Chairman Marion Ashley 

San Bernardino Associated 
Governments 1170W 3rd St. 
San Bernardino, CA 
Attn: Chairman Dennis Hanshurger 

Dear Gentlemen: 

I WOULD IJKE TO HAVE REPRESENTAT!Ol\l 

·l attended my first Riverside County Transportation Commission meeting on November 9, 2006 and l was so 
impressed will how really large the board was. It shows how large of a -county Riverside is. And how many 
people live here, with just one person to represent all the cities they really have a big reasonability. 

As I was waiting for my time to address the Riverside County Transportation Commission on the subject of 
supporting a \1etro Link Station in Highgrove I was able to observe them in aG1ion. Very interesting, but I have 
some concerns that "with some of the commissioners, they were not listening to our voice. My biggest concern 
was with Mr. Eric Jlayley. I have never met this man or even heard him speak bnt he made me think, why is he 
.so against this? ls he mad at someone, or ~omething? It ~ecmed like he wants to shut this idea down \Vith out 
even trying to view the possibilities. 

I know I ~ound !ike a broken record, but this \1ctro Link Station is just too big ofa good idea just to toss out. We 
all know its going to cost a lot of money and why worry about who owns the land at this point. It really nced5 to 
be looked into 5ctiously and with out bias .. Riverside and San Bernardino are growing too much to fa5t and j!J5t 
putting this on the hack burner and let this pa~s by will not help the public transportation issues. 

The out come of this issue ,~as that the Riverside County Transportation Commission will meet with the San 
Bernardino Associated Governments. To represent the people from Riverside County on this matter is to be .Eric 
Hayley, after hearing him speak, seeing his actions I'm afraid that he is not informed enough to present this issue 
unbiased and will not speak seriously about it. 

So I am asking that you plea~e invite Mr. Barney Barnett of Highgrovc, to speak about the Highgrove Metro 
Link Station to the San Bernardino Associated Government when they meet with the Riverside County 
Transportation Commission and to a!! future meeting. By doing this Mr. Barney Barnett can answer questions 
and keep other supportive group~ informed. 

cc: !lCTC Executive Director', Eri.; Haley 
SANBAG Executive Director, Tony Gra~so 
SA~BAG Grand Terrace Representative, Bea Cortes 
SAJ\i:BAG Loma Linda Representative, Robert Christman 
SAKBAG Colton 'Representative, Deirdre Hennett 

MRS .l\.1EIANJE 
ZIMMERMA!\:'J 411 
MICHIGA!\ AVE. 
HJGHGROVE. CA 507 



Ne;ghborhood 
1".!!iSudation 

W<§rN-!lV Cads, Co-Chair 

I' ,0, """ 55543 
ltivetsiide, Ca. 92517 

,- i c:. _, 

March 15th, 2006 

M~mo To: River:1idde. County 'fran~portatlon Commission, 
iUver5ide cm.mty Superw;s-cra, R!v-ere:lde -CHty ·Councn.,. 
City M/Onager ana Pl11nning Director, all other Interested partie• 

"'""'' W<lndy Ea,(15, UNA Co-Chair ·--w.J',Ml~ [.o_d...<i_) 
Re: Location of prcpos:ed" n-ew Metro·Link· -St~.tion !n Ward One 
oi """"'"Ide, ro, Perri~ I/alley Line Project 

rnt5', ~w to again Inform you that the membership .of the Unive~sity , . 
ilieiglli>orhood Assoc,ation, acting upon the greatly researched reGommem:l!!t,on 
oif it'aii :BtancUng advts,ory committet:t on tralna, has by an overwheimtng majority 
vote oecided to offlciaily oppose the placement of either of the ,wo propos_e_d 
"''"'' ,11;,;itro I.ink stations In our residential University Heights/University H1l1• 
nelgi'lborhood, at either proposed location, on the corner of Spruce Street and 
Watidns Drive , or on Watkins Drive at Valentia Hm. In addition, we wish to 
lnf<>rm you that we in•tead support placing the location of a new Metro Unk 
Sta,tion in Hlghgrove (If one should be ever be built anywhere nearby our 
neig,,tmrhood), to serve UCR, and the surrounding area comprl$lng both wards 
<>ai" ~m:l two, and the city's sphere of influcence In nearby locations. isarnev 
!'larciert ha~ identified II pilme site on a ro.ughly 35 acre parcel that is alreill!IV 
apn>n,,>r!ately zoned, and is d"velopable land without the multitude of 
!e;5urmountable obstacles that exist In our neighborhood, IJCRcan n.m lt'.<i 
Highi.,nder Hauler the roughly two miles to and from the site d@lly, as It 
c""""iiV does to the downtown Metro Unk stati,m, and "claim" the station as 
lls ow,,. Cilll It. the UCR·North Riverside Station, Barney Barnett, ~ member of 
UNA '""'" Committee, has been appointed our official representative on this 
~s-&~iti f@f potenthsi- new staUOA- loratiof'lr u he is an expert on It., ,1:u1d has tun 
@wareness and understanding of our overwhelming concerns and opposltl<m to 
pl~uiment of ,i station anywhere In our nelghborhd, He i11 our 11pol<esman to aU 
offk~l ;;artles on the sOJbject of the proposed new Metro Link Station location in 
Hl1,!ri;,ro11e, which we suppgrt, l'le111e give his plan anci his suggestu,m~ your full 
!lft~e,,~lor. and a,!! do.," consider11tlon. This letter does not In any w11y Imply any 
$W~~ort by our membership of the Metro Unk Perris Valley Line f::w:tenslon 
~-~'·-··'" ,.. , <w>JilC<.,'i;,, 

l!;an,.,y Hi,s already $!)Oken to mo11t of you, but you ma-y """'" Mm l:>y phone at 
{9'51) 6113-4494, by FAX at (951) 6113·7258, and by email at 
h~gh'll!!r@venew!i@adeiphia.net 



UNA 
University Neighborhood Association. 

October 21, 2005 

John Standiford. 
Riverside County Transportation Commission 
4060 Lemon St. 3'd Floor Riverside CA 92502-2208 

Dear Mr. Standiford: 

RE: Perris Valley Line 

l illTI writing to update you on the results of a discussion about Metrolink at our October 13th 

meeting. As you know, there is a ,b'TCat deal of interest about the locations of the Metrolink. train 
stops planned for our area. 

While there is great community support for high quality public mass transit, there is also a 
growing resistance to having a stop at UCR on Watkins Dr. 

We believe a better location for a second stop would be in Highgrove where there is more room 
for parking and would prnvide a significantly smaller impact to existing residential areas. 

Our meeting was standing room only and by a unanimous show of hands, we voted to support a 
train stop in Highgrove. We remain committed to the Perris Valley Line setting the standard for a 
workable transportation solution and to enhancing our community's assets. I offer this feedback 
for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Gurumantra Khalsa 
Co Chair-UNA 

4108 Watkins Dr. Riverside, CA 92507-4701 951-784-7500 



_/une 23, 2006 

S1,9;et~visor .Jvla:ri.on. _71..sfiie:y 
Cfiairman 
:R.rve-vsid'e Cm1nJ·y Th:rns_portat-ion. Com:mission 
4-olJo .Lonon St. 
Rhie·rsidr!, Ca. 92502 

'J<Rne·wed-int.eresl in a Jfigfigrove :.~A.elrolinli station fias af}ain come to our 
attenJion Fi.er{' in ~Jrancf'levrace. It fias Geen severa[years since our 0·ranJ 
Ti2rracc. Ci.Ly Cmrncilflrst enlforscr,{lfie focation in Jfigfigrove for a station stc'.p 
1,tru/ tfie new wrrk-end-trairl_\- are a vpry ·1,ve{com,e a,ddltion. 

..'.-\ .1vlct-ro[f:nk:_ stc~p in 3-figfigrove wou(cf prevent us fro-m fiaving to drive to San 
'BernarJino or R.iversid"e. to fioard-th{'_ comm.uter trains a.nd-tfie idea of6eing a6[e 
!:o rid/? to San 13crnl"rrdlno_for adi.filiona( clesliJullim1S &elween San :Bernanfino 
and Los Angefos ur to Riversid"e, Orange County, or tfie beach,frmn near6-y 
J{ipfigrove, is a benefit that 1viff he apyreciated.6y mlln't.-J of tfie residents of ou;r 

. . . 

cit1I n would- afro fie[p a.llE:viate some of the anticiyated· traffic prob(ons tfi.rough 
(q'rand Terrace as.sociateclwitfi. the new fiomes to be. 6ui(t in the .~pring .'Mountain 
'.lL: nch 'Projl?cf:. 

r have Eieen very acti've in tfie City of (j}rand-Terrace anc£ first servei:f as Mayor 
Pro-'Jem in 1980 u.ncf 1981. In 1982 1 was efccted-:Mayor of (grancl-Jerrace and" 
sr;"ver[ consecutive terms c:s :.r.tayor {or the next 14 \/ea.rs un.ti(1996. 

. . 

.r think tfie co·m·muter trains wi{{gui.n eyen more_po_pu{'arity in tfie near future as 
our area conlinue.s to exyerience rapii£ aro1vth ani£ our freeway systems 6ecmne 
nw.ve anrfmore congested: 1.)roper y{Clnning is essentia[ in !3eing able to fi.andfo 
if!f!se fui"LiYP I ransporlation ne.Pd.i: an£I fioye Lfr.2 ne·w .'J-li[Jfigrove Station wiffbe 
a_pproved soon, /"o fie(p affe.,viatP some of tfi.ese ongoing i.rafficyro6Cems. 

i/ ! z--- ·--- ' 
' ;/,;:;, . ./f,/ -,,11/,ri, 

'.:.i_yron )V!.atte:;c/h 
1:c,175 :Jvtichigan .Jl-ve. 

L 

n2313 
i"cr)1' i .... 3,, 7c;,5, 1_1, ,); I ,5 -,, .. , 



Jtrrie 23, 2oori 
Jvlr. '.Eric :Ha.[ey 
'RCTC 
4080 Lemon SI. 
T' .d· (' _,,J,versi e, _a. 
92502 

't7-e{: :Jfigfigrove Jvlctrortnf~ Stat-ion 

'Dear _1\Ar .. 1{afey, 

As tfie Ji:Ysl :Mayor in tfie City of Cjrana·Terrace 6ack in 197H I fiave 
seen" lvt of ciianges and.I fiave watcfiea our city grow and 
continuC' to h(: a cfesiYab[e residentia{conrm.·1,rniJy. 
·witfi a[{ of llie EJYOWtli tfial lias liappene,[smce tlien, we loo are 
feeling tfie impact oj more vefi.icle traffic on our 61c,y streets. 

'The iJea of liaving :Metrolinli service near6y will6e a great asset 
to tfie resldCnt5, of<;.ira.Jr£·Terrace. There is an u£eaI£ixation nearb~f 
in J-iigfiEJrove tfiat wou.{daccommoJate riJersjrom (jrancf'Ti,rrace, 
tfie current :--1-figligrove residents, an£ tlie future ones co·m,inf! in the 
ne"w housiny l!i:vefr?pm.ents. 

)Ve were also nappy to liear tfzat tliere wi[{ 6e adi£ililrnuiwee/i. end· 
trains adl{ed-next montfi .6ut commuter trains that pass by tfi-is 
u,calion each day withou.t stopying is not in tli.e 6est interest of the 
residfnts of the entire area wfi.o want this service. 

I encourage you and your staff to seriousfi1 consider 6uildJng a 
.'M.etro!lnk Station in :Hi[ihfJY<YVe. 

Tlianli ym1 Vf!Y\i 7nuch, 

' UYk1 
A 
(j 

Ton.,y 'Pettu 

1187.7 'Eton 
1jrand T(?rrc1cc, Ca. 
l''Y>j'~ 
_:)-.'.) _) 

{go9) 783 06S8 



22795 Barton Road 
Grand Terrace 

California 
92313-5295 

Civic Center 
(909) 824-662 l 

Fm;: (909) 783-7629 
Fax (909) 783-2600 

Maryetta Ferre 
Mayor 

Lee Ann Garci:, 
Mayor Pro Tempore 

Council Members 
Bea Cortes 

Jim T. Miller 
Dan Buchanan 

Thomas J. Schwab 
City Manager 

March 15, 2007 

Tony Grasso, Executive Director 
SA ... 1'a3AG 
4 72 N. Arrowhead 
San Bernardino, CA 92401 

Dear Mr. Grasso: 

Re: SCAG's request to study the proposed Metrolink Station in 
Highgrove before S.A.NBAG makes their decision. 

Dear Mr. Grasso: 

C'mmd Terrace is very interested in the proposed Highgrove Metrolink 
Station. It is my understanding that SCAG has requested SP..u'7BAG to 
wait on making a decision regarding the Highgrove Metrolink Station 
until they have had time to do a regional study on. the issue. It would be 
our hope tha1 SANBAG would grant SCAG's request. 

TI1ank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

rn~>~· 
Maryetta Ferre 
Mayor, Grand Terrace 

xc: Barney Barnett 



June 21, 2006 

Eric llaley 
Executive Director 
Riverside County Transportation Commission 
4080 Lemon Street 
Riverside, CA 92502-2208 

Dear Eric: 

You may or may not remember me from the distant past, so Twill re-introduce myself 
am Hugh J Grant, a resident of Grand Terrace, California. I served on the City Council 
of our Community, beginning as a Charter member, for fourteen years, from 1978 to 
1992, wilh four years tucked in there as Mayor, from l 980 to 1984. 1 finally decided to 
retire from the Council at the completion of my final term, due to the location of my new 
employment position. 1 represented Grand Terrace on the SanBag and Omnitrans Boards 
for many years, as well as San Bernardino County LAFCO as the Chairman. 

I have become aware of the important need to situate a Mctrolink stop in our neighboring 
community ofHighgrove, in Riverside County Due to the fact that the nearest stops at 
this time are in San Bernardino and Riverside, servicing the transportation needs for the 
large population in between, with valid predictions of sizable increases in the near future, 
seem to me to be self-evident. 

I therefore respectfully request that you and the Riverside County Transportation 
Commission seriously consider a viable solution to the transportation needs of the people 
ofT-Iighgrove, Grand Terrace, Loma Linda, and the surrounding areas, a Metrolink 
Station stop in Highgrove, California. 

Sincerely, 

Hugh J. Grant 

22560 Eton Drive 
Cirand Terrace. CA 92313-5133 
909 783-1067 
hughjgrant@sbcglobal net 

/ Cc. R_A. "Barney'' Barnett 



From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Sent: 
Attacih: 
Subject: 

Steve Berry <SBERRY@cityofgrandterrace.org> 
<swlggins@rcte.org> 
<ardtebarne@aol.com> 
Thursday, May 15, 20031:2oPM 
Steve Berry. YCf 
San Jacinto Branchnne Corridor Study 

I . 

,1, • 

•' . ,..~ 

Thank you for brovidi.qg the info~ation concerning the proposed 
alternatives for the Sati'Jacinto Branchline. 

t'age 1 or 1 

The City of Grand Terrace would like to see a Metrolink station built 
closer to High.grove that will service our 12,500 residents> Loma Linda's 
, 40,000 residents and the expected new grQwtlrin Highgrove. 

Although we are in a different county,-:.-it is important that we take a 
360 degree look when it comes to transportation issues. · 

Steve Berry 
Assistant City Manager 
City of Grand Terrace 
909-430-2226 
909-783-7629 FAX 

5/20/03 



'.2, 
Mr. R.A. "Barney" 'Arnett 
47 4 Prospect Ave. 
Highgrove, CA 92507 

Dear Mr.~rnett, 
May 28, 2001 

We spoke by phone a few weeks ago, and you suggested that I write a letter to you 
regarding my thoughts on the proposed Metrolink Park and Ride stop in Highgrove 
which I was delighted to read about in your column in the Highgrove Happenings 
Newsletter for May 

I work in North Hollywood. My commute is as follows: l drive from my home in Grand 
Terrace to the Metrolink Station in Riverside (sometimes to San Bernardino). I ride to 
Los Angeles and then transfer to the Metro Red Line to the North Hollywood terminus 
where I then transfer to a bus to complete my journey. The time spent commuting is 
usually 2 - 2 5 hours. 

A MetroHnk Station in Highgrove would certainly ease my commute. I have a few 
suggestions regarding it: 

1. It should be a courtesy service extension of the Riverside and San Bernardino lines. 
That is, much like the 'feeder' service to Glendale and Burbank from Los Angeles, it 
should not be a separate fee from the ticket I pass purchased to ride those lines. 

2. Metrolink should consider working with the San Bernardino and Riverside County 
Transportation Authorities to market the addition as new service between the two cities 
As such, I would suggest adding a station stop in the Colton shopping area too. 

3. Service needs to be as frequent as possible, not just tied to the Inland Empire -
Orange County Line Schedule. A train that can shuttle in - between would be ideal, 
perhaps running once an hour.. 

Done properly, this would not only be great for those of us Jiving in the Highgrove area, 
but for others who live and work in the greater Riverside - San Bernardino "central" 
corridor. 

a 
/ ; l'ha7k You, 

/j '' / . __ ,,,/ /. !; ; i ,:, 

~:J{·~ ,;; -i· ;,,,, ·- . / ~ ' }J , ...... ' ' \.. / v·i, 1 , 

__ .,Frank!~- c·;rpe~"fer Jr. 

22725 Raven Way 
Grand Terrace, CA 

(818) 509 - 5423 Days 
(909) 873 - 1916 Eves 



12723 Mt.: Vernon Ave,. .. ·.· .. 
Grand Temtee. CA 92313-6109 

909-783~0244 
November 4, 2006 

Rivenide County Transportation Dept. 
4080 Lemon Street 
Riverside, CA 925?? 

Dear Sirs: 

It is my understanding that the issue of a Metro Link Station in Highgro¥e is on the 
Agenda for the Board of Supervisors ntceting on November 8th at 10 o 1cfock. 1 am 
not abfo to attend that meeting, but I do want to go on record as supporting this 
issue. 

f am with the Senior Center in Grand Tercace .. Speaking for myself and for some 
othen;I want you to know bow much a Metro Link Station in Highgrove or Grand 
Terrace would help greatly. For seniors who are not comfortable driving out of 
town as well as for commuters. I personally think a Station in our area would be a 
definite; plus. 

Please consider very carefully. 

Most Sincerely, 

JoAnn Johnson 

... ·······- ···········--·-----··---······· ·-·-·---------·······-··- -------



BIXBY LAND COMPANY 

December 12, 2005 

Mr. Barney Barnett 
Publisher, Highgrove Happenings 
474 Propect Avenue 
Highgrove, CA 92507 

Re: Highgrove Area Transportation Plan Proposal 

Dear Barney, 

This letter is in support of your efforts to assist in the creation of a Metro!ink station to 
serve the Highgrove area. A Metrolink station would benefit our property by providing a 
nearby alternative to automotive transportation and may ease traffic on the 215 freeway, 

Bixby Land Company would also be supportive of the East-West road connecting Spring 
Street to the proposed Metrolrnk station location you pictured in the December 2005 
issue of Highgrove Happenings. This route could also ease traffic along Center Street 

From our discussions, we agreed that if a North~South road were determined to be 
necessary and feasible to connect the Hunter Park tech area through to Highgrove, that 
we would not object to an alignment along the California Street right-of-way, currently a 
dirt road. However we would not support an alignment through the middle of the 65 
acres of land we are in the process of developing. 

Thank you for your efforts to improve the Highgrove area. lt takes involved citizens to 
ensure the best results are achieved for all the owners and residents of Hlghgrove. 

Sincerely, 

Mark L. Bixby 

C. Terry Dickens 

P.O. Bo,, 2,188 ~-52.'i Alhc:1·wn Strcc'l 
l.u:1g Ba,lh. C,\ (j()80l-2..\g8 l ong B~JLh. C \ 908 ! 5-171:11 

1.'i(l2) 494-82)() 
(~(,2) ~9..\-/l.'.'75 t AX 



From: Carol Williams [carolinekisch@hotmail.com] 

Sent: Friday. March 30. 2007 6:14 PM 

To: highgrovenews@adelphia.net 

To Sanbag, c/o Barney Barnett 

I would like to \vrite in support of two new metro stations being placed in Highgrove as opposed to any metro 
station being placed on Watkins Drive in Riverside. 

The site in Highgrove has plenty of room for parking, etc. and future expansion. The proposed site on Watkins 
Drive does not have enough room to house a station, not to mention, room fi)r expansion. ln addition, \X/atkins Drive 
now turns into a virtual parking lot during morning and evening rush hours as commuters use it as a short cut from the 
60 frce\.vay to the 215/91 freeways in the morning and vice versa in the evening. 

Even to discuss the addition of metro traffic (which would certainly peak at lhe same rush hours) to an already over
congested residential street indicates that decisions are being made without regard to the real world conditions and 
consequences. 

Sincerely, 
Carol Williams Kisch 

From: CLIFFORD BERGER [nebr32@sbcglobal.net] 

Sent: Saturday, March 3.1, 2007 9:22 AM 

To: highgrovenews@ade!phia.net 

Subject: Metro link station in Highgrove 

SANBAG 
c/o Barney Barnett 

To Whom It May Concern: 

lam in favor of the Metro Station being located in Highgrove where there is adcquaate space for the station and 
parking and any expansion at a later date. Metro stations on Watkins Drive in Riverside would be located near two 
elementary and one middle school, and several child care facilities. These trains \Vould add particulates to the air and 
this would be hannfol 10 the children and to senior citizens living in the area. If a transit village is constrncted in this 
area. homes would be taken for the space required to buil<l ::,uch a facility. 

Sincerely, 

Clifford and Margaret Berger 



Riverside City Council Member 

Dear Dom Betro, 

March 21, 2006 

Please set aside the 35 acres shovm on the accompanying map for a future Metrolink 
Station and Transportation Center. This location is in the Hunter Business Park area 
beh.1/een the BNSF railroad main line that runs between Riverside and San Bernardino, 
and the Perris Valley Line that runs between High grove and San Jacinto. 
This important location is ideal because the west side of the property is bordered by 
railroad tracks that currently have 8 commuter trains that go past this location without 
stopping because there is no station, and the east side of the property that is bordered by 
railroad tracks already owned by the Riverside County Transportati011 Commission for 
the Perris Valley Linc. 
If the City of Riverside is planning for the year 2025, it is importru1t to realize now that 
this city owned property should be reserved for future transportation uses instead of 
allowing more large buildings to be built. A Metrolink station, park and ride and bus 
service and a new road is needed to acconunodate the future grovvth of the area where 
grading is currently underway for 2, l 00 new homes. In addition, other developers are 
planning new construction of businesses and homes where citrus groves used to flourish. 
There are resolutions of support from Highgrove, Grand Terrace and Loma Linda for a 
Metrolink station in llighgrove. Also, the members of the University Neighborhood 
Assot:iation in Canyon Crest agree that they do not want a station stop at liCR or Spruce 
and Watkins in their community but prefer a station in Highgrove. 
·l'hc boundaries of the Hunter Park location mentioned above are: Villa St. on the north, 
Citrus St. on the south, the Perris Valley Linc Railroad on the east and the BNSF 
Railroad on the west. 
Please include this area as a Metrolink Station and Transportation Center in the 2025 
General Plan. 

Thank you, 

R,A,/3~ 
R. A. "Barney" Barnett 
4 7 4 Prospect Ave. 
Higbgrove, Ca. 
92507 
(951) 683 4994 
(95 ! ) 683 7258 Fax 
highgrovenews@adelphia.net 



Additional Support for Highgrove Metrolink Station 
Prepared Feb. 10, 2012 

Here are some additional requests for a Highgrove Mctrolink Station to add to the: ''8 years of 
Comments" and "Supporting Docs" that arc displayed on the website: 
WW\V.highgrovehap12..enings.nct 

Received via e-mail: 
Name 
Dan Lindholm 
Bobbie Benson 
Bill Holland 
Betty Crossno 
Kevin and Karen Collier 
Tammy Matteson 
Greg April 
Lloyd Spiker 
Marilyn Denney 
Kelly Keough 
Jim McKee 
Terry Reagan 
Riverside Press: letter to editor 
Letter of support from City of Loma Linda 
Dale Crossno 
Virginia Washburn 
Dave Mathers 
Marie "J'homas 
Patricia Kinion 
Ken and Karen Hughes 
JoAnn Johnson 
Steve Dav\·son 
Gary Laesser 

Date 
1-11-12 
1-12-12 
1-12-12 
1-13-12 
1-13-12 
1-13-12 
1-14-12 
1-14-12 
1-17-12 
1-18-12 
1-18-12 
1-21-12 
1-23-12 
1-26-12 
1-28-12 
2-2-12 
2-2-12 
2-2-12 
2-2-12 
2-2-12 
2-3-12 
2-3-12 
2-7-12 

The City of Loma Linda has supported the Highgrove Metrolink Station for 10 years. 
Their first letter of support was dated Jan. 24, 2002. 

It is unfortunate that the 1-Iighgrove location continues to be downplayed for such a long period 
of time. For over 10 years, surrounding cities, civic organizations and local residents have 
requested a Metrolink station at Higl1f,'TOve. But city resolutions, letters, and the public comments 
made at the RCTC meetings continue to be ignored. 
RCTC now owns the property at Highgrove and according to Ann Mayer, Executive Director of 
the Riverside County Transportation Commission, RCTC bought the 17.22 acres of vacant land 
to enable the Perris Valley Line railroad track to connect to the BNSF main line track. 
The excess land that RCTC does not need would be an ideal location filr the SCAG Regional 
Transportation Plan for commuters between San Bernardino County and Riverside County. 



On Jan.18, 2012 I spoke at the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan meeting in San 
Bernardino under public comments and submitted ,vritten documentation that contained 29 items 
that included a colored map, city resolutions and letters of support from elected officials and 
local residents. Some of these items date back to 200 I. This information was given to Justine 
Block who is SCAG's Deputy Legal Council in Los Angeles. 
Copies of the above e-mail have been sent to SCAG, prior to the Feb. 14, 2012 deadline for 
public input for their Regional Transportation Plan. The above list is also being sent to RCTC 
and SANBAG representatives. 
Please look at the new map and the related information on: www .highgrovehappenings.net that 
shows the Highgrove Metrolink Station north of the proposed curved track. RCTC's property at 
Highgrove should be use for the SCAG Regional Transportation Plan due to the ideal location, 
existing commuter trains, and grmvth potential due to hundreds of acres of nearby lots ready fi)r 
homes. This location is way too important to continue to be ignored! 

f,,!J,f3~ 
R. A. "Barney" Barnett 
Chtnn.: Highgrove Municipal Advisory Council 
Editor: l{ighgrovc Happenings Newspaper 
474 Prospect Ave. 
1-Iighgrovc, Ca. 
92507 
(951) 683 4994 
highgrovcnews@roadrunner.com 



January 24, 2002 

City Of Loma Linda 
25541 Barton Road, Loma Linda, California 92354-3160 ~ (909) 799-2800 • FAX (909) 799-2890 
Sist~r City - Manipal, Karnataka, India 

R. A Barnett, Chairman 
Highgrove Area Redevelopment 
474 Prospect Avenue 
Highgrove, CA 92507 

Dear Mr. Barnett: 

Subject: Metrolink Station Stop In Highgrove 

This is to advise that the City Council, at the regular meeting of January 22, unanimously 
supported your efforts and the Riverside County Service Area 126 Advisory Board's 
recommendation to the Riverside County Transportation Commission to site a Metrolink station 
stop in Highgrove, 

Cotmcilman Christman serves as president of the SANBAG Board and noted that Board's interest 
in a station stop in Highgrove. 

Please keep us apprised of the status of the project. 

Sincerely, 
/] 

~/ _,/ .,,fl , ' ' ' './" / 
.,,£}:,-.,,,,.,:..Ca,/ /"'7'!,,c,1....ifd - () L,:J.-N,.,f-

Pmnela ByrneshO'Cmnb 
City Clerk 

Rn.ycfrd pripa 



City of Loma 
2554 ·1 f3arton Road, Loma Lindo, California 92354°~1_;()©_._§- (909) 799-2800 e FAX (909) 799-2890 

- --- - ---· .,_ . ------ ----· 

Sister Cities: Manlpal, Karnatako, India - Ubertador San Martin, Argentina • www.lomal1nda-c.a.gov 

January 26, 20 ! 2 

R. A. llamctt, Chairman 
Municipal Advisory Council 
474 Prospect Avenue 
Highgrovc, CA 92507 

Subject: Metrolink Station Stop In Highgrove 

Dear Mr. Barnell: 

Thank you for providing the City Council with an update on not only the Spring Mountain Ranch 
!lousing Project, but also the potential for a Metro link station stop in I1ighgrove. 

The Loma I.inda City Council reaffirms its previous support of your cff011s and the Municipal 
Advisory Council's recommendation to the Riverside County Transportation Conunission to site 
a Metrolink station stop in Highgrove. 

Please keep us apprised of the status of the pn~jcct. 

Sincerely, 

' ' 
(2 -;j__ .(G,_-cj.,2J~ .. -/Vl/v--C) 

' 0 

Rhodes Rigsby, Mayor 

l.'1'• ·,1i,\,l"Ci,'''' 



Ardie/Barney Barnett 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Ardie/Barney Barnett 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject 

.. 

RooferDan@aol .com 
Wednesday, January 11, 2012 10:46 PM 
highg rovenews@roadrunner.com 
We want a Highgrove Metro!ink station 

TrnBrat1@aol.com 
Thursday, January 12, 2012 6:21 PM 
hig hg rovenews@roadrunner.com 
RR Stop 

,.,, 

With the traffic jams all over the freeways it would be a perfect place to get off and park and get on the train and leave the 
driving to the hoghead. Also you'll be more rested at the other end since your not a jumble of nerves from the drive. Also 
coming from Palm Springs or San Diego area it would be a break to just take a train the rest of the way and know your not 
going to be stuck in traffic for several hrs. Bobbie Benson 

Ardie/Barney Barnett 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Bill Holland /biJlybyu@gmail.com] 
Thursday, January 12, 2012 9:51 AM 
Ardie/Barney Barnett 

Subject: Fwd: Metro/ink station 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Hill Holland <billvJ\\'.l!{q)JQ!:!ail.com> 
Date: January 12, 2012 9:47:49 AM PST 
To: "b n1 m yg_@}scgg, ca. gov" <2,.111_n!Y@c@sq1&._ca. gov> 
Subject: Metrolink station 

We need a Metrolink station here in Highgrove .... More and more people .... New schools & 
churches ... Highgrove is growing, Freeways are congested ..... 
Thankyou for your attention to this matter.. .. 



Ardie/Barney Barnett 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Betty Crossno {boop01@pacbell.net] 
Friday, January 13, 2012 11: 14 AM 
Amatya@scag.ca.gov 
Barney Barnett 
METROLINK STATION IN HYGROVE 

WE NEED A METROLINK SAION IN HYGROVE. MOST CONVIENT AS I LIVE IN GRAND 
TERACE AMO IS BEST FOR MY NEEDS AS I HAVE TO DEPEND ON PUBLIC 

TRANSPORAION. 

Ardie/Bamey Barnett 

From: 
·sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Kevin and Karen [co!liernitro@gmail.com] 
Friday, January 13, 2012 8:21 AM 
Amatya@scag.ca.gov 
Ardie/Barney Barnett 
Highgrove Metrolink Station 

WE WANT A HIGHGROVE METROLJNK STATION! 

As guardians of taxpayer transportation funds, SCAG must consider the BEST POSSIBLE usage of those funds 
for tbe community they serve. As clearly explained numerous times by Mr. Barnett and other members of this 
and the surrounding conununitics, a Mctrolink Station in Highgrove, where there is ALREADY existing 
railroad tracks, existing Metrolink trains, existing acreage suitable for construction of the station and parking 
accomrnodalions, and hundreds of up and coming home sites (Spring Mountain Ranch), it is imperative that the 
members of this agency decide WISELY to construct the MFl'ROLINK STATTON IN HTGHGROVE. 
Thank you, 
Karen and Kevin Collier 
235 Goldfinch Lane 
IIighgrove, Ca. 92507 

Ardie/Barney Barnett 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

WONDERFULTAMMY@aol.com 
Friday, January 13, 2012 9:04 AM 
Amatya@scag.ca .gov 
highgrovenews@road runner.com 
"We want a Highgrove Metrolink station" 

Highgrove is a perfect location because it already has the existing railroad tracks, existing Metrolink trains 7 
?ays a week, plenty of room for parking, and hundreds of acres of fonner orange groves have been converted 
mto pads for future homes. 

'···-···--.. -····--·· .. -· ··---·------.. ----------·---·--·----·--·-.. ·--··-·-·-"·-----· ---
Tammy Matteson 

95 I -203-7467 

·····,,-· .. .:... 



Ardie/Barney Barnett 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

1/13/2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 
SCAG 

Greg Apprill [highgrovepony@yahoo.com] 
Saturday, January 14, 2012 9:34 PM 
lieb@scag.ca. gov; amatya@scag.ca. gov 
h ig hgrovenews@road runner. com; h ighgrovepony@yahoo.com 
Highgrove, CA- "We want a Metrolink station" 

818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Dear Mr. Lieb, 

''\VF. WANT A METROLINK STATION" in Highgrove, CA. 

Our community would support and embrace a station. This is the type of economic development and land 
usage we arc looking for. 

Thank you, 
Greg Apprill 
Presi.dent 
Higlfauro1.1e Pony Baseball League 

:l1I~oYeptH:rr(@vaho o. rn m 
higm.'£TD"'f·epon, · lea211e. com 

From: Lloyd Spiker [mailto:lloyd.spikerQJ)gmail,com] 
Sent: Friday, January 13, 2012 2:25 AM 
To: Amatya(dlscag.ca.qov 
Cc: _bjg_l]grqv_enews_@road ru 11,ner. com 
Subject: Highgrove Metrolink Station 

\Ve want a Highgrovc Metrolink station. As a senior citizen, I feel this would be a vital asset to our community 
and he1p boost the economy of Riverside. 

thanks 
Lloyd Spiker 
Highgrove 



Ardie/Barney Barnett 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

MARILYN MARILYN [marilyndenney@sbcglobal.net] 
Tuesday, January 17, 2012 3:45 PM 
amatya@scag _ca.gov 
highgrovenews@roadrunner.com 
METROLINK STATION WANTED IN H!GHGROVE! 

PLEASE! See to it that a Metrolink station is provided in HighGrove, CA 

Thank you,! 

Marilyn Denney 
Resident of Grand Terrace, CA 

Ardie/Barney Barnett 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

kelly keough [g.t.c.2004@sbcglobal.net] 
Wednesday, January 18, 2012 11 : 08 AM 
amatya@scag.ca.gov 
highg rovenews@roadrunner.com 
Metrolink Station 

Just a note ro let you know that I am in supporl of a Highgrovc Station 
. __ Ihimks 
· fit. Ktl.~- p _ Keough 

~arney Barnett 

;Fl'ont: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jim McKee Umnatural@netzero.net} 
Wednesday, January 18, 2012 6:51 AM 
amatya@scag.ca.gov; Barney Barnett 
metro-link station in highgrove, ca. 

\-..-e want our Federal and State tax money to benefit residents in both counties by building a Mctrolink Station in 

Highgrove 



Ardie/Barney Barnett 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

To All Concerned: 

Terry Reagan [realtor.reagan@gmail.com] 
Saturday, January 21, 2012 6:22 PM 
amatya@scag.ca.gov 
highgrovenews@roadrunner.com 
JE Metrolink Station 

We support having the proposed Metro!ink Station built in Highgrove. It just makes sense! 

Margaret and Terry Reagan 
Local Residents 

Ardie/Barney Barnett 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dale Crossno [dcrossno@pacbell.net] 
Saturday, January 28, 2012 3:01 PM 
Amatya@scag.ca.gov 
Highgrove Metrolink station 

To the responsible board or person, 

! have followed the many discussions in regards to the Metrolink rail from Riverside to Perris. There 
is no way I can understand any reason to not have a station in Highgrove. I have seen many 
resolutions from varies cities and requests from residents asking for this station. lf I understand all of 
this correctly this station will be very convenient for many residents in both Riverside and San 
Beranardino counties who can use the Metrolink service form the Highgrove station but would 
essentially have very little use of this service from the Hunter Park proposal. I believe us tax payers 
funding this project deserve the route that will serve the most people. Thank you for any 
consideration for us tax payers in your decision regarding this project. 

Dale Crossno 
22668 Arliss Dr. 
Grand Terrace,Ca. 92313 
909 825 6963 

Ardie/Barney Barnett 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Virginia Washburn [wash burn_ virgin ia@yahoo.com] 
Thursday, February 02, 2012 8:42 AM 
highgrovenews@roadru n ner. com 
WE SUPPORT METRO UNK STAT/ON AT HIGHGROVE,CA 

WE SUPPORT METROLINK STATTON AT HIGHGROVE, CALIFORNIA Thank you 



Ardie/Barney Barnett 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Marie Thomas [mgdmarie11@yahoo.com] 
Thursday, Februaiy 02, 2012 10:37 AM 
amatya@scag.ca.gov 
highgrovenews@roadrunner.com 
Metrolink Station 

We support a Metro!ink Station at Highgrove! 

We respectfully request a true consideration of this proposal. 

Thank You, 

David Mathers 
Marie Thomas 

Ardie/Barney Barnett 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Patricia Kinion {patkin32000@yahoo.com] 
Thursday, Februaiy 02, 2012 9:08 AM 
highg rovenews@roadrunner.com 
metrolink at Highgrove 

We supporl a metrolilnk station at Highgrove. 

Ardie/Barney Barnett 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Ken Hughes {kenhughes997@yahoo.com] 
Thursday, Februaiy 02, 2012 12:35 AM 
amatya@scag.ca. gov 
Ardie & Barnie Barnett 
Metrolink Station 

"We support a Metro/ink Stati<Jn at Highgrove" 
Ken & Karen Hughes, 232 Cliffhill Place, 
Riverside, Ca., 9250 I 

.·:-:.;,:·: 

.. ·- .-· ... :: ;, ....... ~- ,i ......... '',. 



Ardie/Barney Barnett 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

JoAnn Johnson [kg6nsdjoann@yahoo.com] 
Friday, February 03, 2012 12:41 PM 
amatya@scag.ca. gov 
Highgrove Happenings 
Metrolink and Highgrove 

I have long been an advocate for a Metro Link Station at Highgrovc. 
I believe it would be a distinct advantage to a large area, including Grand Terrace. 
Please consider seriously. 
JoAnn Johnson 
Grand Terrace 

Ardie/Barney Barnett 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Stephen Dawson [stdawson@charter.net] 
Friday, February 03, 2012 2:17 PM 
amatya@scag.ca .gov 
highgrovenews@road runner. com 
Me!rofink Highgrove 

It is imperative that Highgrove have a Metrolink station easily accessible to the citizens of Highgrove. The proposed 
Marlborough station does not service the Highgrove area and is very difficult for the Highgrove residents to access. 
Please assist the residents of Highgrove to achieve the long sought Metrolink station in Highgrove 
Thank you for assistance. 
Stephen T. Dawson 
5020 Sepulveda Avenue 
San Bernardino, CA 92404 

Ardie/Barney Barnett 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Gary Laesser [garylaesser@att.net] 
Tuesday, February 07, 201211:11 AM 
amatya@scag.ca. gov 
h ighgrovenews@roadru n ner. com 
Metro Link Station 

tfiis emaif ls concerning a :Metro Lin/(,Stati.on in Hfefigrove1 C.9l. It wouU 6e nia to fiave tliis sta#on. 

6ecause it would cut traveling for tfie citizen of (jrmuf 'Terrace ani otfier focal communities to easer San 
13emanfirw or !l{iverside. 

%e train is already going tfiru tft.ere1 wfiy can't it stop. 

'Iliantyou for your cot1.SUUration in tliis matter. 



,:est in kmnl'ing how J1e state_.s 
prisons operate, -without any orn
cial filtering of information. In
mate interviews :orovide trucial 
insights into the ·,~m,'kings of the 
criminal jus.lice system. Such 
scrutiny is ess8ntial tD prm·iding 
public accountability for the cor
rections svstem and the officials in 
charge o(it. 

And (axpavers h,:ve a legiti·· 
mate need LO keep cloS,' watch on 
the state's prisons. The Legisia
tufe'$iloi1g history of negligence 
andit,resj_fonsibility let p1·ison rns 
fester; with dismal pl!blic conse-
q'dbfrces. ' 

Corrections C()sts acceieratcd 
c,yeF the pm;t i~ y~;1i:s, adding to 
state budget \\·oes: Galifdmia wm 
2))end ail.out S9 billion on cGn-ec
•kms thls f'is(:a] year - more th,1.n 
·:~'.}'.:! state gcnL:/al f-i.1n=:~ v.-'Jl: c~onLri~J
,;Le to the C11iversity of Cs:ifornfa 

~i{~~;ld.-~v~ii:l ·gl~~~iz~;g· ~i'.i~-1 ·· ·.. .· .· 
n~ls, 'Iba~ ar~ment wa_s always I Votes add up to 'same oh:r 
flimsy, mmdlessly equating news .•· · · 
reports with public relations. ! Dennis Mackey rightly con-

The media restrictions are If demns the California Legislature's 
more likely an effort to control outra<>eous salaries, perks and per 
negative publicity. Corrections of- i diemt and its cuts in aid to the old, 
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Points made at SCAG public hearing in San Bernardino on Jan. 18, 2012 by R. A. “Barney” 
Barnett: 

1. Location efficiency: The Highgrove Metrolink Station will be an ideal and efficient 
location for SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan for commuters between Riverside and 
San Bernardino counties and beyond. 

2. Land use:  The vacant 17.22 acre property at Highgrove is already owned by the 
Riverside County Transportation Commission. 

3. New Station Location: The request for a station platform has been moved north of the 
proposed curved track that will connect the Perris Valley Line to the BNSF main line. 
This location is still on the same property owned by RCTC and will not interfere with 
their plan to run future trains between Riverside and Perris. 

4. Vacant 1,555 acres: Highgrove has 1,555 acres of vacant buildable land for future 
homes and businesses including the Spring Mountain Ranch project. 

5. $250 Million: One mile east of the Highgrove Metrolink station location is the Spring     
Mountain Ranch housing project where $250 Million dollars have already been spent on 
infrastructure for 2,500 new homes. 

6. Existing residents: Even before any new homes are built in the Spring Mountain Ranch 
area there are already 30,777 residents within a 2 mile radius of the Highgrove location 
that could have been using the existing Metrolink trains. (Riverside EDA figures) 

7. Existing trains: On July 15, 2006 Metrolink trains through Highgrove went from 5 days 
a week to 7 days a week. Each year 3,224 commuter trains pass through Highgrove 
without stopping. All that is needed is to have parking on RCTC’s property next to these 
existing trains and a station platform to buy tickets. The construction of the Colton 
Flyover will allow even more future commuter trains through Highgrove but RCTC has 
no plan to stop any of the existing or future trains at Highgrove! 

8. Location: The Highgrove location is ½ mile from the Center St. exit of the I-215 freeway 
and ¼ mile south of the Riverside/San Bernardino county line. 

9. Website: Please look at our website: highgrovehappenings.net   
There is a map and 10 years of written support for a Metrolink Station at Highgrove but 
this location has been opposed by RCTC for 10 years. 
 
 
R. A. “Barney” Barnett 

 
Highgrove, Ca. 

 
(951) 683 4994 
highgrovenews@roadrunner.com 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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   

 
 



wn 
.... t; 

Ol 

-Pro1c.rt1on C.11torn1,1 tul• Albers, aADlt..J 

Wildfire C:auses 

"'""" 
Blolc Fkt 

'fl{\ cnran, 
Car 

/ Rrew0rk·S 

" gaJCampli'• 

~ ughlnlng 

..,. Plano Cruh 

TI Power Lion 

? Unkoown 

over1appfng F res 
1·2 
3 • 4 

- 5·6 -1~ 
D PrOtette!I PUDIIC Lan<IS 

Q lilndfl ll 

__ countv line 

,_,_ -· 



 
 
    
 

Tuesday, Feb. 14, 2012 
 
Hasan Ikhrata, Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90017  
 
Dear Hasan: 
 
On behalf of the American Lung Association in California and Human Impact Partners, we would 
like thank you and your staff for your leadership to improve the health and equity benefits of 
the Sustainable Community Strategy/Regional Transportation Plan. We appreciate the hard 
work and broad community and stakeholder outreach that you and your staff have undertaken 
and congratulate you on developing a plan that meets the 2020 and exceeds the 2050 
greenhouse gas reduction targets as well as reduces air pollution and vehicles miles traveled. 
 
A broad-based coalition of health, transportation, academic, environmental, environmental 
justice and housing advocates participated in the development of recommendations for health 
and equity performance measures that should be incorporated in the development of RTP/SCS 
plans. While we are pleased that SCAG has incorporated some of those metrics, there are many 
others that we continue to urge you to include in future SCS/RTPs.  

To aid SCAG in measuring and monitoring these health and equity targets and determinants, we 
have attached the original Health and Equity Metrics for Sustainable Communities Strategies 
and a commentary table specifically addressing the performance measures that SCAG has 
included in the 2012 RTP/SCS. 

We look forward to working with you to support a truly health protective, equitable and 
sustainable plan for Southern California, and urge you to consider these additional measures to 
best achieve this goal.  
 
 

Signed, 
         

 
 
Bonnie Holmes Gen      Kim Gilhuly 
Executive Director for Air Quality and Public Health  Project Director 
American Lung Association in California   Human Impact Partners 

 



 Health and Equity commentary on SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS performance measures 
and Environmental Justice performance measures 

 
A broad-based coalition of health, transportation, academic, environmental, environmental justice 
and housing advocates spearheaded by Human Impact Partners participated in the development of 
recommendations for health and equity metrics that should be incorporated in the development of 
RTP/SCS plans. The chart below provides a commentary of how SCAG’s performance measures 
compare to the Health and Equity Metrics:  
 

SCAG RTP/SCS 2012 
Performance Measure 

Health and Equity commentary 

Asthma incidence and 
exacerbation 

 

We were glad to see this included but believe the data point could be 
strengthened by using NOx as an exposure measurement to better tie 
this outcome to vehicle emissions and monitor over time. SCAG is 
currently measuring exposure to NOx and has an accepted 
methodology to enable this analysis and quantification. 

Analysis of percent of 
environmental justice 
households living within 500 
feet from high-volume 
roadways.  

We request analysis of the percent of environmental justice 
households and potential health outcomes  within 1,000 feet to better 
reflect research demonstrating health impacts within that area, 
particularly in environmental justice communities.  Protocols for 
addressing impacts are also needed.  We also would request a 
measure of how many households are below market rate (BMR)  vs. 
market rate (MR), as with the analysis in the EJ appendix.   

Premature deaths due to PM 
2.5 

Thank you for including this performance measure. 

SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS 
Environmental Justice 
Performance Measure 

Health and Equity commentary 

Jobs-housing imbalance 
 

SCAG was responsive to stakeholders in measuring a jobs-housing 
imbalance, but the measurement could be improved by using 
methodology that UC-Davis and the Sacramento Council of 
Governments has developed.  Theirs is a relatively simple methodology 
to do a jobs-housing fit by creating a 4-to-5-mile buffer zone around 
major job centers, and comparing wages provided by those jobs to cost 
of housing within the buffer zone to see if there is a good fit.  UC-Davis 
is developing this tool to be able to project the jobs-housing fit into the 
future, which would enable SCAG to show how the Plan will impact 
this performance measure.   

Gentrification & displacement 
 

We applaud this measure and request ongoing monitoring and 
development of mitigation measures.  SCAG’s analysis indicates that 
with ongoing concentration of new housing in High Quality Transit 
Areas (HQTA),  gentrification and displacement will happen.  While this 
can be discerned from the analysis of what has happened with the 
indicators historically, they do not project change with these 
indicators.   It would strengthen this EJ analysis to see how many 
market-rate vs. below-market rate units are planned for each TAZ, and 
the EJ Toolbox could be strengthened by suggesting displacement 



mitigation measures. 

Access to employment and 
services (45-minute auto 
access) 
 

Kudos for measuring this, but we would like to see measurements for 
walking and biking access and recommend using a 30-minute walking 
or biking travel time. An alternative method would be  to map ½ mile 
access to employment and services for walking and cycling.  The cut-off 
choice of 45- minute auto access time does not show, from a health 
lens, how people could be more likely to use active transport methods 
to access jobs and services.   

Access to parks 
 

Similar comments to access to employment and services, above.  It is 
not clear for either measure what “average” access is.   

RTP project investment share 
 

This analysis does not detail what kinds of investments are targeted for 
each quintile, i.e., will there be more rail investment in higher or lower 
income quintiles, for example.  This analysis was a step in the right 
direction but more detail would help determine if the type of 
investment is targeted for the mode usage of each income level and/or 
ability/disability. 

Air pollution and noise 
exposure 

The analysis showed clearly that risks are higher for EJ populations, 
and that more current and future housing near freeways and busy 
roadways is targeted for lower-income residents and minorities.  We 
were pleased to see that a mitigation measure in SCAG’s toolbox is to 
do a corridor-level analysis for proposed projects in areas where 
roadway air quality impacts are concentrated among EJ communities.  
We request more indicators that measure actual health outcomes.  
Respiratory risk was not well-defined.  Also, mapping in smaller 
geographies would be useful as the maps were unable to show much 
at the regional level.   
With regard to noise, we see that highway noise reductions will not 
benefit EJ communities as much as non-EJ communities.  We 
appreciate the noise mitigations suggested in the Toolbox.  

Share of household and 
employment growth in High 
Quality Transit Areas (HQTA) 

Would like to see household growth, job growth, and population 
growth.  Would also like to see how many large (3-4 bdr) units, how 
much senior housing, and below market rate (BMR) units projected for 
HQTA. 

 
SCAG stated that the following recommended metrics would be targeted for a future RTP/SCS if data 
became available. We would encourage SCAG to continue researching ways to measure and report 
out these indicators earlier than in the next RTP/SCS.  
 

SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS 
Performance Measure 

Health and Equity commentary 

Percent of households with 
walk access to neighborhood 
services  

SCAG states further research is needed.  SANDAG has pioneered 
mapping strategies for this, and SCAG has laid the groundwork for this 
analysis in the Environmental Justice appendix. 

Percent of existing and new 
BMR rental housing units in 
TOD areas 

SCAG states further research needed, yet has measured a similar 
indicator above as “Share of growth in High Quality Transit Areas”.   

Percent of jobs within 15 SCAG states that this is pending available data, but it is unclear why 



minute walk of transit  
 

this is not included since they are measuring growth of jobs and 
households in high quality transit areas.    
Also we are interested in proportion of jobs and households within ¼ 
mile of local public transit (bus and rail) and within ½ mile of regional 
public transit.  

Percent of population within ½ 
mile of high frequency transit 
stop 
 

SCAG states that this is pending available data, but we note that SCAG 
has assigned this task to their GIS team, which is a great sign.  It is 
unclear what data is needed beyond what SCAG has access to since 
they have measured the share of household and employment growth 
in high quality transit areas. 

Percent of residents within ½ 
mile walk to parks and open 
space (pending available data) 
(new research measure) 

SCAG states this is pending available data but did perform a distance to 
parks analysis in the EJ appendix, so it appears this data is available. 

Percent of households living 
with >65 decibels of noise 

SCAG states that further research is needed, but this data is collected 
for the EJ appendix and appears to be available. 

 
We encourage SCAG to incorporate these additional performance measures, which were not included.  
 

SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS 
Performance Measure 

Health and Equity commentary 

Daily amount (in minutes) of 
work and non-work trip 
related physical activity 

Methodology exists to predict this as the MTC has done. 

Chronic disease resulting from 
changes in physical activity 
due to transportation project 
expenditures 

Methodology exists to predict this via the California Department of 
Public Health. 

SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS 
Environmental Justice 
Performance Measure 

Health and Equity commentary 

Injuries and fatalities from 
motor vehicle collisions, 
including from trucks, for 
pedestrians, bicyclists, as well 
as motor vehicle operators 

While this is measured for performance measures, there is no EJ 
analysis. 

Premature mortality from 
PM2.5 emissions from mobile 
sources, for EJ communities 
 

SCAG looks at air quality and some EJ respiratory health issues, but the 
health effects of changes in air quality due to transportation 
expenditures would be clearer if premature mortality were measured 
and reported specifically in environmental justice communities. SCAG 
measures particulate matter, and so could do the calculation to 
attribute premature mortality to mobile sources of PM2.5. 

Physical activity gained from 
active transport for EJ 
communities.  
 

SCAG considers accessibility to parks, employment and services, which 
all tie into why someone would walk/bike/take public transit to get to 
these services.  We request that the health benefits from 
transportation decisions be made explicit by measuring them. 
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SB375	  Health	  &	  Equity	  Metrics	  

SB375:	  Sustainable	  Communities	  Strategies	  for	  
Regional	  Transportation	  Planning	  
With	   the	   goal	   of	   reducing	   greenhouse	   gas	   emissions,	   SB375	  
requires	   that	   California’s	   Metropolitan	   Planning	   Organizations	  
(MPOs)	  prepare	  a	  Sustainable	  Communities	  Strategy	  (SCS)	  as	  part	  
of	  their	  Regional	  Transportation	  Plan	  (RTP).	  The	  SCS	  process	  is	  an	  
opportunity	  to	  improve	  the	  health	  of	  all	  communities	  in	  the	  state,	  
truly	  ensuring	  our	  sustainability.	  

SB375	  &	  Health	  
As	  California	  continues	  to	  grow	  over	  
the	  coming	  years,	  we	  will	  need	  to	  
accommodate	  millions	  of	  new	  
households	  and	  jobs.	  	  
	  
Currently,	  the	  cars	  and	  trucks	  we	  drive	  
account	  for	  almost	  40%	  of	  our	  
greenhouse	  gas	  emissions.	  How	  will	  
further	  growth	  impact	  our	  climate?	  	  	  
	  
Transportation	  and	  land	  use	  decisions	  
impact	  our	  health	  by	  changing	  air	  
quality,	  noise	  levels,	  physical	  activity	  
rates,	  pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  injury	  
rates,	  and	  access	  to	  the	  goods	  and	  
services	  we	  need	  to	  live	  healthy	  lives.	  	  	  
	  
Children	  born	  today	  are	  expected	  to	  
have	  a	  shorter	  life	  span	  than	  their	  
parents	  due	  to	  obesity	  and	  respiratory	  
illnesses.	  How	  will	  further	  growth	  
impact	  our	  health?	  
	  

• American	  Lung	  Association	  in	  
California	  

• Bay	  Area	  Regional	  Health	  
Inequities	  Initiative	  

• Climate	  Plan	  
• Fehr	  &	  Peers	  
• Healthy	  Places	  Coalition	  
• Move	  LA	  
• Nelson	  &	  Nygaard	  

	  

• PolicyLink	  
• Public	  Health	  Institute	  
• Prevention	  Institute	  
• Public	  Advocates	  
• Public	  Health	  Departments	  

in	  Shasta,	  Marin,	  San	  
Mateo,	  &	  	  Los	  	  Angeles	  

• Public	  Health	  Law	  &	  Policy	  
	  
	  

• Public	  Law	  Center	  
• Public	  Policy	  Institute	  of	  

California	  
• Raimi	  &	  Associates	  
• Reconnecting	  America	  
• Safe	  Routes	  to	  Schools	  
• TransForm	  

	  

Starting	  with	  metrics	  proposed	  by	  many	  organizations	  and	  agencies,	  we	  developed	  a	  final	  list	  of	  13	  metrics.	  For	  each	  
proposed	  metric,	  we	  also	  provide	  a	  review	  of	  its	  links	  to	  health	  and	  a	  description	  of	  how	  it	  can	  be	  measured.	  
	  

Performance	  Metrics	  and	  Planning	  
MPOs	  use	  a	  variety	  of	  performance	  measures	  to	  assess	  different	  
scenarios	   for	   land	  use	   and	   transportation	   changes.	   	   As	  we	  have	  
seen	  in	  the	  past,	  if	  those	  metrics	  don’t	  include	  health	  and	  equity	  
measures,	   it	   is	   unlikely	   that	   the	   final	   selected	   plan	   will	   lead	   to	  
healthy	   and	   equitable	   outcomes.	   For	   example,	   if	  MPOs	   use	   the	  
indicator	  “Automobile	  Level	  of	  Service	  (LOS)	  on	  Roadways,”	  their	  
decisions	  will	  focus	  on	  making	  driving	  easier,	  which	  might	  not	  be	  
the	  best	  for	  health	  given	  the	  many	  ways	  driving	  can	  harm	  health.	  
If	   instead	   they	   use	   “Premature	   Death	   due	   to	   Traffic-‐Related	  
Pollution,”	   then	   their	   plans	   are	   more	   likely	   to	   decrease	   traffic-‐
related	  pollution	  by	  promoting	  alternate	  forms	  of	  transportation.	  
Our	   goal	   is	   to	   provide	  MPOs	   a	   set	   of	  metrics	   that	  will	   promote	  
health	  and	  equity	  as	  well	  as	  sustainability.	  

Developing	  the	  Health	  and	  Equity	  Performance	  Metrics	  
To	  develop	  a	  list	  of	  health	  and	  equity	  metrics,	  Human	  Impact	  Partners,	  an	  Oakland-‐based	  non-‐profit	  that	  strives	  to	  
transform	   the	  policies	   and	  places	   people	   need	   to	   live	   healthy	   lives,	   received	   funding	   from	   the	  Resources	   Legacy	  
Fund	  and	  worked	  in	  collaboration	  with:	  	  
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SAFETY	  
1. Map	  annual	  number	  of	  pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  collisions	  (and	  

severity	  of	  injury/fatality):	  	  per	  capita,	  per	  geographic	  area,	  by	  
daytime	  population.	  

2. Total	  number	  of	  vehicle,	  bike	  and	  pedestrian	  collisions	  per	  
capita,	  broken	  down	  by	  injury	  type:	  fatalities	  and	  injuries.	  	  
	  

ACCESS	  TO	  GOODS,	  JOBS	  &	  SERVICES	  
3. Proportion	  of	  households	  that	  can	  walk	  or	  bike	  (10	  minutes)	  to	  

meet	  at	  least	  50%	  of	  their	  daily	  needs.	  	  Public	  daily	  needs	  
defined	  as:	  schools,	  parks,	  healthcare	  institutions	  and	  transit.	  
Private	  daily	  needs	  defined	  as:	  restaurants,	  grocery	  stores,	  food	  
markets	  and	  childcare.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  

4. Proportion	  of	  households	  and	  proportion	  of	  jobs	  within	  1/4	  
mile	  of	  local	  public	  transit	  (including	  both	  bus	  and	  rail)	  or	  1/2	  
mile	  of	  a	  regional	  public	  transit,	  that	  has	  less	  than	  15	  minute	  
frequencies.	  

5. Proportion	  of	  daily	  trips	  less	  than	  3	  miles	  and	  less	  than	  1	  mile	  
by	  mode	  (walking/biking/transit	  (bus	  and	  rail)/driving).	  
	  

GENERAL	  TRANSPORTATION	  
6. Daily	  amount	  (in	  minutes)	  of	  work-‐trip	  and	  non-‐work	  trip	  

related	  physical	  activity.	  
7. Work	  and	  non-‐work	  trip	  mode	  share	  (including	  biking,	  walking,	  

transit	  (bus	  and	  train),	  carpooling	  and	  SOV)-‐	  Both	  at	  peak	  times	  
and	  all	  day.	  
	  

FUTURE	  GROWTH	  
8. a)	  Share	  of	  housing	  growth	  in	  transit	  priority	  areas,	  targeting	  

measures	  of	  how	  many	  large	  (3-‐4)	  bedroom	  units,	  senior	  
housing,	  low-‐income	  units	  will	  be	  built;	  	  
b)	  Proportion	  of	  projected	  population	  growth	  located	  in	  transit	  
priority	  areas;	  
c)	  Proportion	  of	  projected	  jobs	  in	  transit	  priority	  transit	  areas.	  

	  
ECONOMIC	  
9. a)	  Percent	  of	  household	  income	  consumed	  by	  housing	  and	  

transportation	  combined;	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
b)	  Percent	  of	  income	  going	  towards	  housing	  costs;	  
c)	  Percent	  of	  income	  going	  towards	  transportation	  costs.	  

	  
	  

ENVIRONMENTAL	  POLLUTION	  
10. For	  all	  daily	  trips,	  per	  capita	  miles	  traveled	  by	  mode	  (walking,	  

biking,	  transit,	  vehicle).	  
	  

11. Working	  with	  a	  local	  public	  health	  department,	  university	  or	  air	  
quality	  management	  district:	  Estimate	  pre-‐mature	  mortality	  
attributed	  to	  traffic	  related	  ambient	  PM	  2.5,	  and	  estimate	  
asthma	  incidence	  and	  asthma	  exacerbations	  attributed	  to	  
traffic	  related	  NO2.	  

	  
12. Proposed	  housing	  near	  busy	  roadways	  will	  require:	  

a) Assessment	  by	  local	  air	  district	  or	  public	  health	  department	  
of	  the	  need	  for	  environmental/health	  impact	  analysis	  
when	  housing	  is	  proposed	  near	  (within	  1,000	  feet)	  busy	  
roadways	  (over	  100,000	  Average	  Annual	  Daily	  Traffic	  
(AADT)	  or	  other	  significant	  pollution	  sources	  (e.g.,	  rail	  
yards,	  port	  terminals,	  refineries,	  power	  plants,	  etc);	  and	  

b) Best	  practice	  mitigation	  requirements	  by	  local	  
governments	  when	  the	  above	  assessment	  determines	  that	  
environmental	  quality	  is	  below	  standard	  for	  such	  proposed	  
housing,	  and	  if	  such	  housing	  is	  determined	  to	  be	  safe	  by	  
local	  air	  districts	  and	  public	  health	  departments	  with	  
identified	  mitigation.	  	  

	  
For	  MPO	  representing	  highly	  urban	  regions,	  we	  suggest	  an	  alternate	  
metric	  due	  to	  the	  ongoing	  concern	  about	  the	  lack	  of	  developable	  
land,	  the	  need	  for	  housing,	  and	  equity	  concerns	  about	  placing	  low-‐
income	  residents	  near	  polluting	  emissions	  of	  cars	  and	  trucks.	  	  
	  
Alternate	  Metric	  12:	  Working	  with	  a	  local	  public	  health	  department,	  
university	  and/or	  air	  quality	  management	  district:	  

a) Estimate	  the	  number	  of	  sensitive	  sites	  (homes,	  schools	  
daycares,	  parks,	  etc.)	  within	  1,000	  feet	  of	  freeways	  and	  
other	  major	  pollution	  sources,	  based	  on	  standards	  such	  as	  
Bay	  Area	  Air	  Quality	  Management	  District’s.	  

b) Estimate	  proportion	  of	  affordable	  housing	  units	  vs.	  market	  
rate	  units	  within	  above	  identified	  areas.	  	  

	   	  
EQUITY	  
13. Measure	  and	  stratify	  all	  indicators	  by	  race/ethnicity;	  income;	  

geography	  (neighborhood,	  Census	  block	  or	  tract	  level,	  or	  
Community	  of	  Concern);	  age;	  disability.	  

Ways	  You	  Can	  Advocate	  for	  Health	  and	  Equity	  
	  

Through	   letters	   to	   and	  meetings	  with	  MPO	   staff	   and	  Board,	   through	   testimony	   at	   public	  meetings,	   and	   in	   letters	   to	   local	  
press,	  you	  can	  advocate	  that	  health	  and	  equity	  be	  considered	  when	  your	  MPO	  is:	  
	  

 Developing	  performance	  metrics	  to	  assess	  proposed	  growth	  scenarios.	  	  
 Proposing	  scenarios	  about	  future	  transportation	  and	  land	  use.	  
 Conducting	  its	  Environmental	  Impact	  Review	  (EIR),	  which	  technically	  requires	  an	  analysis	  of	  health	  impacts,	  but	  often	  

doesn’t.	  You	  can	  do	  this	  when	  the	  agency	  announces	  that	  it	  is	  starting	  the	  EIR	  at	  the	  Notice	  of	  Preparation	  stage,	  
when	  it	  is	  Scoping	  the	  EIR,	  and/or	  as	  comments	  on	  the	  Draft	  EIR.

The	  Health	  and	  Equity	  Metrics	  

Contact:	  Kim	  Gilhuly	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Email:	  kim@humanimpact.org	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Phone:	  (510)	  452-‐9442	  ext.	  104	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Website:	  www.humanimpact.org	  
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February 14, 2012 

Margaret Lin 

AIR POLL 

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

DISTRfCT 
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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) bas 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. 

Section: Executive Summary 

• The list of transportation investment projects fow1d 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 lmperial County. As 
indicated in Table l.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 PM IO and PM2.5 standards which is why it is very important and crucial that projects 
such as the hjgh speed rail system are built and tied into the Imperial County to alleviate 
the san1e 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 $ 11 0.3 bill ion revenue 
source from a proposed mileage-based user fee beginning in 2025. lf this revenue source 
is ultimately approved and implemented, Imperial County residents will be at an 
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enormous disadvantage and end up paying more into this funding source due to the 
county"s geographical location and Jack 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 lmperial County region. 

Section: 02 - Transportation Investments 

• TI1e Air Quality section on page 79 provides several measures that are necessary to 

address air emjssions 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 
turnover of higher emitting engines from tbe in-use fleer' 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 turnover of higher emit1ing engines wi ll 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 California to be upgraded to reduce 
emissions. Heavier trucks must be retrofitted with PM filters beginnjng January l , 2012. 
and older trucks must be replaced starting January I. 20 15. By January I. 2023, nearly aJI 
trucks and buses wiJl 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 (2012) VS Plan (2035) have been 
approved by CARB and will be included in their emjssions inventory. 

DPEIR 

• On Page 3.2-12, it is stated that the entire portion of the Imperial County is maintenance 
for 8 hour ozone. This statement is inconect, the Imperial County is in attairm1ent of the 
1997 8-hour ozone standard however it is in non-attainment of the 2008 8-hour ozone 
standard. 

As stated on the DEfR, it is important to note that future projects within the Imperial County 
geographical area wiJl be required to comply with local rules and regulations to minimize 
construction and operational emissions. The Imperial County CEQA Air Quality /landbook 
provides guidelines which assist in identifying when an air quality analysis is necessary, the type 
of analysis that should be performed, the level of signjfjcance 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 constructjon 
and operations which assist in determining whether the prqject may have a significant air qual ity 
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 

J ( ~ 
~ 11\...,t._.~ 1 ~ 
Brad Poiriez 
Imperial County, APCO 

CC: Mark Baza, Executive Director, ICTC 
APCD Board of Directors 



February 14, 2012 

Yiargaret Lin 

KOrIL RANCJ-1 COMPANY. LLC 
KOFfl RANCI-1 IT. LlC 

11990 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 200 
! .os Angeles, California 90049 

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

Re: Comments on Draft 2012-2035 Draft RTP/SCS 

Dear \1s. [ .in: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on SCAG's Draft 2012-2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy ("Draft RTP/SCS" or "SCS''). We 
understand that this is an enormous undertaking and appreciate SCAG's efforts in this process. 
We look forward to playing a constructive role in the further development of the SCS. 

As explained bclO\v, we arc concerned that the drafl RTP/SCS as proposed would result 
in an inappropriate use of the regional growth forecast planning effort to encroach on local land 
use authority and jurisdiction. V./c therefore request that SCAG (1) extend the comment period 
and make transportation analysis zone (TAZ) data available for public reviev,r and comment; (2) 
correct the TAZ data and maps to accurately re11ect current local planning decisions including 
entitled projects; and (3) revise the SCS so that consistency determinations are made not at the 
small-scale scale level of a TAZ, but at the jurisdictional level to allow reasonable flexibility and 
appropriate land use decision making authority at the local level. 

1. The SCS does not appear to account for projects already in process 

Kohl Ranch owns over 2,200 acres of land in Southern California. However, we arc 
concerned that the SCS process has not fully accounted for projects that are already in process. 
Regent has several projects in the area that arc fully entitled and approved for build-out, as well 
as proposed projects with pending applications that represent a substantial investment of 
resources to design, plan and communicate with the community and responsible agencies. While 
the SCS itself states that it was created with input from local jurisdictions (sec, for example, 
Draft RTP/SCS p. 111), we are concerned that the growth projections contained in the SCS and 
Land Lsc Pattern Maps do not in fact rei1ect the land use decisions that have been made by local 
jurisdictions. More specifically, while the Draft R-1-P/SCS indicates that it has shifted projected 
densities from Jess developed areas to the urbanized core, nowhere docs the SCS clearly state 
that those shifts in density take into account development projects that are either already 
approved or that are reasonably foreseeable projects which local jurisdictions have already spent 
considerable rcsotrrccs processing. 



2. Lnderlying TAZ data must be released to allow meaningful public comment 

\1oreover, the SCS's treatment of approved projects is impossible to determine from the 
information that SCAG has made available to the public. The 2035 Land Use Pattern :viaps, 
which are intended to depict projected density and land use, are at such a large scale, with such 
slight color gradations, that they cannot be interpreted in any meaningful way. The SCS itself 
docs not seem to contemplate that these maps wiJJ be important to future transportation and land 
use decisions. Instead, the SCS focuses on the projected density contained in the data that 
underlies the maps -- data that SCAG has not released to the public. The SCS states that the land 
use projections contained in the SCS are based on the distribution of growth forecast data to 
transportation analysis zones. (RTP/SCS, p. 122.) According to the SCS, the TAZ data contains 
forccastcd housing, population, and employment data, which the SCS used to create 
''Community Types" and more refined "Development Types" that contain average use 
designations, densities, and building intensities. The SCS states that a Development Type, 
including an average residential density, has been assigned to each TAZ for purposes of creating 
the SCS. (Draft RTP/SCS, p. 123.) However, it cannot be determined whether this assignment 
was made in a manner that takes existing conditions (including approved and reasonably 
foreseeable projects) as a baseline for these projections, nor can it be determined how the 
forecasting was done or how it ,vas distributed across the T AZ. 

Despite the critical role of the TAZ data in developing the SCS, we are not aware that 
SCAG has made this data available for public review and comment in any meaningful way. We 
were able to obtain partial data, showing housing densities only, from other agencies involved in 
the SCS process. These data do not contain employment or population forecasts, and do not 
contain any CommLmity Type or Development Type designations which, according to the SCS, 
have been assigned to each TAZ. It is not possible for the public to provide meaningful 
comment on the SCS without access to the underlying data on v,rhich density and land use 
projections arc based. In the absence ofthc underlying data and modeling supporting the 
proposed plan, we are substantially impaired in our ability to provide meaningful public 
comment on the technical and legal adequacy of the plan. In particular, we cannot assess 
whether the underlying data adequately reflects all developments as approved. Lnder the 
federal (5 C.S.C. § 500 et. seq. ) and California Administrative Procedures Acts (Gov. Code 
§§11340 et seq., including§ 11346.2(b)(6)), the opportunity for public comment must include 
disclosure of the data and technical studies in time to provide meaningful public comment. 5'ee, 
e.g Solite Corp. v. EPA, 952 F.2d 473, 484 (D.C.Cir.1991) (per curiam). 

\Vhilc we arc not confident that the data is either accurate or complete, we have reviewed 
what data we were able to obtain. Based on our review \VC conclude that the forecasted housing 
densities do need to be corrected, as the numbers clearly do not reflect either existing 
entitlements or pending, reasonably foreseeable projects. 

3. Implications of consistency with underlying TAZ data 

The importance of the TAZ data is not limited to understanding how the SCS was 
created. In addition to being the basis for creation of the SCS land use projections, according to 
the SCS, the TAZ data is to be relied on in future determinations as to whether a project is 
consistent with the SCS. fhe SCS states: 
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"SCAG suggests that utilizing community types at the TAZ level of geography 
(which an average size of 160 square acres) offers local jurisdictions adequate 
information and flexibility to make appropriate consistency findings for projects 
to be eligible to receive CEQA streamlining benefits." (Draft RTP/SCS p. 122.) 

"One way of determining consistency [_with the SCS] is if a proposed 
residential/mixed use or TPP [Transit Priority Project] conforms with the 
Development Type designated for a TAZ." (Dran RTP/SCS, page 148.) 

Despite these explicit statements that the existing TAZ data will be critically important to future 
decisions affecting projects, SCJ\G has not provided the public the opportunity to review and 
comment on the TAZ data in any meaningful way. 

Significantly, a project's consistency with the SCS -- \Vhich is to be dctcnnincd at the 
TAZ level according to the SCS -- affects not only the availability of CEQA streamlining 
incentives, but can have adverse consequences for the availability of federal funds for transit 
improvements that would serve the project. Transit improvement projects relying on federal 
funding must be consistent with an approved RTP, and with the adoption of SH 375, that 
includes consistency with the Sustainable Communities Strategy portion of the RTP as \Vell. (40 
(TR 93.102; 42 C.S.C. 7506.) Thus, if the Dral\ RTP/SCS has shifted density away from 
approved or pending projects, those projects stand to lose critical transit improvements. The loss 
of transit improvements could impair project feasibility, or create new unmitigated impacts if 
traffic mitigations become unfunded, which could result in an unlawful taking of private vested 
property rights for those projects that have already been approved by local jurisdictions. In many 
cases, approved projects also involve executed development agreements, which means that 
violation of contractual rights could also result, causing difficult situations for developers and 
local jurisdictions. 

We are concerned that a project's inconsistency with the grov...-th projections contained in 
the SCS may have broader implications as well. Local jurisdictions will be under considerable 
pressure to conform their general plans to the density, intensity, and land uses contained in the 
SCS, or risk losing transportation funding throughout their jurisdictions. While all the 
implications of a project's inconsistency with the SCS have yet to be determined, we arc 
concerned that by shiiling density away from locally approved and pending projects, the SCS is 
creating land use policy in violation of SI3 3 75's mandate that the SCS must not supersede the 
land use authority of cities and counties. (Gov't Code 65080(b )(2)(.J).) 

4. RTP/SCS consistency should be determined at the jurisdictional level. 

The TAZ maps arc a modeling tool for engaging in a regional planning and evaluation 
process. The feasibility of achieving the precise results in any particular TAZ area has not been 
evaluated or confirmed by any city council or board of supervisors, and as explained above it 
appears that the TAZ data and maps for 2035 do deviate from general plans and vested 
entitlements that have been approved by these elected officials. While we understand elected 
bodies or senior administrative stafE; of local jurisdictions may have approved local input for the 
overall population and household numbers within their respective jurisdictions, we believe they 
have not approved the TAZ data or maps. Accordingly, requiring consistency determinations 
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concerning use designations, density, and building intensity at the small scale of each TAZ 
would be inappropriate and overly-prescriptive. 

A gain, SB 3 7 5 s peci fi cal 1 y precludes SCA G from i ntcrf ering with 1 o cal 1 and use 
decisions. 1 S 13 3 75 requires 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). Thus there is no legislative mandate that SCAG identify 
the location of land uses, densities and building intensities within the region more precisely 
down to a TAZ level. Instead, SCAG should appropriately identify these characteristics at a 
level consistent with the need for reasonable flexibility and local control. At the lowest, the level 
of comparison should be at a jurisdictional level -- particularly given that there arc nearly 200 
jurisdictions within the SCAG region. Accordingly, we urge SCAG to identify such 
characteristics at no finer a scale than at the lesser of (i) the jurisdiction, and (ii) the sub-region 
(i.e., where unincorporated county land is divided into sub-regions). 

Despite SB 3 75's mandate that the SCS not regulate land use, the draft RTP/SCS "shifts'' 
households "from the periphery into the urbanized core" stating that much of this shift "will 
occur naturally in the marketplace,'' and that this ''shift" v,,as done "per consultation with the 
local jurisdictions.'' (Draft RTP/SCS p. 128.) However, this shift does not "occur naturally,'' nor 
through a ''consultation'' process between agency staff that excludes the public. 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 
in some local jurisdictions, and away from housing density already approved by other 
jurisdictions, unless and until the local land use jurisdictions adopt the requested discretionary 
approvals. 

1 SH 375 provides in pertinent part: 

• ">Jeither a sustainable communities strategy nor an alternative planning strategy regulates 
the use of land ... '' 

• "Nothing in this section shall be interpreted as superseding the exercise of the land use 
authorities of cities and counties within the region." 

• "Nothing in this section shall be interpreted to authorize the abrogation of any vested 
right whether created by statute or by common law.'' 

• ' 11\"othing in this section shall require a city's or county's land use policies and regulations, 
including its general plan, to be consistent with the regional transportation plan .... " 
(Govrt Code section 65080(b)(2)(J) 
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4. Conclusion 

The draft RTP/SCS represents a substantial and important regional planning effort. We 
believe the current dra1l needs to be corrected to reflect current local land use planning decisions, 
and to ensure that the regional gro-wth projection process is not implemented in a manner that 
infringes on either vested property rights or the land use authority of local jurisdictions. We 
appreciate SCA G's consideration of the comments provided in this letter and look forward to 
your responses. If you should have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

KOHL RA'ICII COYIPANY, LLC, 
a California limited liability company 

By: KF Master Investments, LP, 
a California limited partnership 
Its: :\1embcr 

By: KfO Capital Management, LLC, 
a California limited liability company 
Its: General Partner 

By: 
1-f i 

J/4; J ta1w, /v 
Stepha ic S. Cohen 

Its: Secretary 

KOHL RANCH II, LLC, 
A California limited liability company 

13y: Kr Master Investments, LP, 
a California limited partnership 
Its: Member 

13y: KFO Capital Management, Ll.C, 
a California limited liability company 
Its: General Partner 

By: ·,///. ;1 ;,; f/' / "<- ',!,.---/:.( 
/ 'i--'""-·f'J, c.-?'v'-_''_' ____ _ 

·stcphahie S. Cohen 
Its: Secretary 

cc: Supervisor Jeff Stone, Riverside County Supervisor District 3 
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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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Fcbrn~ry 8, 2012 

I fasan fkhmta 
Sou them California t\ssocrntion of Governments (SCAG) 
818 West 7th Sti 12th Ploor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

RE: Dra ft Region al Transportation P lan com ment letter 

Denr J\.ft lkhrnta: 

Thank you for the opporlunity to comment on the 2012 Drnfl Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP /SCS). We have 
specific concerns regarding stateincnts and recommcndntions made in the document 
regarding how trnusportation improvements can increase economic competitiveness 
in the SCAG _region. 

LAA.NE is an advoci\c}' orgnnization dedicated to building a new econom)' for all. 
Combining dynamic resenrch, innovative public policy :rnd the organi?.ing of broad 
alliances, LAANE promotes a new eco11omic apprnnch based on good jobs, thriving 
communities and a healthy environment. 

\Y/c stxongly believe thnt infrastructure investment is ci:ucinl to our region's 
economic recovery and to increase mobiJfry option~ for workers. flowever, at the 
same time families should cam middle-class wages, with health and pension benefits, 
as it also essential to stimulaling our economy. Solid infrastructure inv~stmcnt and 
good jobs go hand-in-hand in being able to maximize public investment. 

We find it very Lroubling that an agency, such as SCJ\G, would recommend or 
suggest that lowering workers' wages would make the region more economically 
competitive, :is stn ted in the Economic and Job Creation Analysis Appendix. Public 
investment that is tied to increasing worker standnrds; workforce txaining programs 
an<l targeting conummities <lisproportionntcly affected by poverty ,u1d 
unemplo)'ment will make us more econ<>mically competitive. SC1\G should look 
towards models already existing, for exiunplc in Los Angeles County, to guarantee 
efficiency in infrastructure projects nod put people back to work. 

Draft Analysis Comments 

1. On pnge 8, the drnft Economic nnd Job Creation analysis states: 

"/ /JC R'J"P l'/111 /Joos! e111plro·111C11/ ;,, //JI() l/lt!)'S- proflidi11gjo/Js/orpe;:.-o,u ill highlltt!)' t111d mil 
t"o11stmdio11, opcmlio11, tllld 111t1i11te111111c,r:, cwd hoost,itg the eto1101J1ic co111J;cli/i,1cmu ef the SCAG 
reg/011 ~)' 111,,k,i,g it a n;orc11rllmdi11c plat'e to do b11si11es.r. " 
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SCAG could take this recommendation one step forward by identif)•ing str:uegies 
,vhich ensme the creation of good-middle class job creation and project delivecy. 
One such tool nre Project Labor Agreements (PI.As), in wluch public agencies cnn 
use to attract a highlr-skilled workforce to complete construction projects on-ti.me 
and ou-budget. PLAs, used in both the public and p1·ivnte sector, are pre-bid, 
coUectivo-bargai.ning agrecmeilts between a developer (or ngency) nnd the 
consu:uction trade unions to set out wages, standards nnd benefits for workers on n 
constrnclion project. In cxclrnngc, both parties agree to refrain from strikes or lock
outs. Because they are traditional!)' used on large-scale, mulli-year projects, they 
provide excellent opportunities lo develop jobs programs for communities. 

Lr\ANE hns pushed for n more comprehensive approach by ndvoc.1ting for 
Consttuci-ion Careers Policies, which combine a PLA and a rnrgeted hire program, 
which requires co11tractors to set :isi<le n percentage of construction jobs to 
imlividuals who live in communities most affected by high unemployment and 
poverty, 1111J with barriers to employment. 

PLJ\ are i111 increasingly populiir project delivery tool in the SCAG region. 
Constmct.ion Careers policies hnve bee11 apptoved nt the following agencies; 

• City of Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency (CHA-LA) 

• City of Los Angeles Dep:irtmetlt o[Public Works 

• Port of J .os Angeles 

Recently, Construction Cnreers PoUcics h,wc been applied to transportntion-related 
consu:uclion projects. In March 20'l 1, the Exposition Line Const1uction Authoi-il)' 
p:issed such n policy for Phase Il of the light mil project. In Jnnuary 2012, the Los 
Angeles County 1ktropolitan Trnnsportation 1\uthority (Metro) Board ofDfrectors 
nnnnimously approved an iigency-wide policy tlrnt includes a Pl.A and targeted hire 
program for projects greater thnn S2.5 million, which includes many ptojccls fonded 
by Measure R. lvletrn is the first trnnsit agency in the counuy to approve such n 
policy. Thjs apptonch can setvc as :i valuable tool for transit agencies throughout the 
SCAG region that arc dealing with the twin problems of congestion and 
unemployment. In rebruaty 20·11, the rederal Transit Administrntion (FTA) 
approved tbc use of targeted hire on projects recei,,ing fc<lernl dollars. The 171'1\ 
npproval sets a national ptecc<lent for targeting disndvantiigcd workers on transit 
projects. 

2. "I low Trnnsportntion Improves .Economic Competitiveness" Section (P. 8) 

This section of the <lmft nn:ilysis "outlines five paths through whicl1 transportation 
imprnvements can increase regioniil economic competitiveness." \\'le find it 
troubling that SCAG s11ggests tlrnl, under number 3, "Rcducc<l Coogestion Reduces 
Employees' Asking (or Reservation) \'{tage." It states, "!vletropolitru1 areas, all else 
equnl, Jure more migmnts into the region due the 11mcnity Ynlue of lower traffic 
congestion. This i11crcnses the supply of available fabor, dlivi1Jg 1J1nges do11111." 

111esc stntcments suggest thnr congestion reduction alone would encourage people 
to move into the SCAG region, as opposed to other more essential factors such ai. 

major indu~tries that are rooted in the local economy-goods movement, tourism, 
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constmcci:011, entertainment, etc. We should be looking to sttengthen industries that 
arc vital to our economy, not crenLing low-road carcc1· options for residents. 

lt is also liighly problematic to bovc as a policy objective to loJ11er 1wws whe11 the 
SCAG region has h igh levels of poverty, unemployment, sluggish growth, nn I high 
levels of income iJ1equnlity. SCAG has provided an ana lysis that essentfaUy implies 
that lowering wages ate a bcnefir to the region, and that the agency can help achicYc 
that tlu·ough th 2012 RTP congestion reduction jnteiventions, projects nncl 
policies. 

Por example, the SCAG Rcgi n: l 

• Ranked last in :wcrage wage per job at nbout S'-14,379 
among the nine hitgcst metropolitan areas 

• Has the highest poverty rate among the nine largest mct.ropoliton regions in 
the nation 

• In 2006, had the highest housing cost burden among the ti.inc larges t 
metropolitan regions in the nation, with 53 percent of own · household 
paying 30 percent or more of l11e.it incomes on housing 

Th seven counties that ,arc pru:t of the SCAG regioa n1·c grnppling with significant 
challenges that have been further e.xacerbnteJ by tbc recession. \Vhen workers 
spend less on transportation costs, n bcne!it of reduced congestion, they ai·c able to 
spend their e:irnings in other ,vays, stimulating th regional economy. Given that 
hou u1g prices in tbc SCAG region, especially in Los .r\ngele~ County, are ve111 high, 
congestion reduction nlone will not nddt:ess affordability and supply and how 
cmrent income cnmings pl:,y a role in where workers choose to live. 

\V/c suggest the followi ng tecomme11dntions be c nsidetcd in revising the RTP: 

• Delete ln11gllage in the 2012 RTI) /SCS or appendices that suggest tlrnt 
lower wngc t:ntcs in the SCJ\G tegion arc n benefit f the cot1gcstion 
reduction strategics iucluded in the plan; 

• Include tools, such as project lnbor agreemen ts with t:irgcted hire, that 
allow government ngencics to ensure that i.iwc·tinent in transport:ition 
in frnst.ructure ll lso creates middle-class c:ircers, especially in construction; 

• Jncludc an analysis on what the economic benefits of congestion reduction 
in improving the gualil)' of life of workers in the SG\G reg1on, which 
includes how the diversion of earnings from transportation costs to otbct 
vital services :rnd industries can help stimulate m11· economy. 

W/c hope that the agency takes these recommendations seriously and d velops a 
bJucptinr for the region thnt improves the c1uality oflife of wockfog fomilies tluough 
effective i11frnstruCL1.1te investment and the creation of good middle-class rnreet 
opportunities. If you have :iny questions or would like to discuss please feel free to 
calJ us a t 213-977-9400. 

1 Southern California .-\ssociation of Governments (SC.AG). St:ite of rbe Region 2007. 
hltp:/ /scng.cn.gov/ pnblications/pdf /2007 /SOTH.07 /S01'R07 _Ful! Rcport_lorcs.pdf 
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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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February 14, 2012 

Hasan lkhrata 

Los Angeles County 
Department of Regional Planning 

Planning.for the ha/lenges Ahead 

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

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

Richard J. Bruckner 
Dir ctor 

We want to commend you and your staff for the years of hard work In preparing the 
Draft 2012 RTP/SCS for the region. As we are undergoing a General Plan Update for 
the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County, it is an exciting time to be coordinating 
our local land use planning efforts with SCAG's regional efforts to meet our State 
climate change goals. 

The Department of Regional Planning has worked with your staff to provide the 
County's local input for the growth forecast for the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles 
County. The County's recommendations have been largely been based on policies from 
the existing General Plan, knowledge of the unincorporated areas, alternative 
projections prepared by the County's Urban Research section, and proposed policies in 
the General Plan Update. 

We are concerned that the Draft RTP/SCS states that the growth forecast is based on 
local input. The Overall Land Use Pattern Maps for Los Angeles County (Part A of the 
SCS Background Documentation appendix of the Sustainable Communities Strategy 
Chapter) reflect land use patterns that are not part of the County's local input. In 
particular, the land use pattern for the northwest corner of the unincorporated Antelope 
Valley reflects significant growth by 2020. A review of the TAZ-level socioeconomic data 
for that area shows projections of over 10,000 new households by 2020, and over 
22,000 new households by 2035. The area is a greenfield designated Non-Urban by the 
Antelope Valley Area Plan . The area also consists of environmental and hazard 
constraints. Another concern is the land use pattern in unincorporated Rowland Heights 
and unincorporated South Diamond Bar along SR-57, particularly the designation of this 
area as a High Quality Transportation Area by 2035. This area is vacant, designated 
Open Space or low density, and also consists of hazard and environmental constraints. 

It is our understanding that SCAG assumed growth within these areas based on 
knowledge of pending large-scale projects through the CEQA Intergovernmental 
Review (IGR) process. The assumption of growth based on pending individual projects 
is not explicitly described .in the Draft RTP/SCS as part of SCAG's growth forecast 
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methodology. In addition, assuming growth based on individual and pending projects is 
of concern given the uncertainty of projects that have not been considered by a 
decision-making body and the public, and the significant time and complex issues 
entailed in processing large-scale projects. The projects mentioned above will require 
legislative acts by the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors and this action should 
not be assumed. In addition, assuming a pending project in the growth forecast puts 
local governments in a difficult position and causes confusion when the project is 
actually considered for public hearing. Furthermore, as large-scale projects are often 
built in phases, assuming full build-out for an individual project within the horizon of the 
RTP may not always be appropriate-in particular, assuming over 10,000 new 
households by 2020 and over 22,000 new households by 2035 in one particular TAZ. 
These projections are not consistent with historical data. The Antelope Valley absorbs 
less than 200 new units per year. Even if 100% of the growth were in this one area, 
these projections would far exceed historic patterns. 

Given the outlined concerns, we recommend the following amendments to the Draft 
2012 RTP/SCS: 

• Amend the Overall Land Use Pattern maps and adjust the associated TAZ-level 
socioeconomic data to redistribute the growth assumed to occur due to pending 
large-scale !GR projects to areas where the County encourages growth in the 
General Plan Update, such as Transit Oriented Districts; and 

• As an alternative to using pending large-scale IGR projects to inform growth 
distributions in the Draft RTP/SCS, add a separate section to the Draft RTP/SCS 
that acknowledges pending large-scale IGR projects throughout the SCAG 
region and their potential to impact future growth forecasts upon approval and 
adoption by the local jurisdiction. 

Consistency between the General Plan Update and Draft RTP/SCS is an important part 
of advancing the goals of the RTP/SCS at the local level. We acknowledge that several 
large projects are in the entitlement process, and at the time projects are approved it 
would be appropriate to amend the RTP/SCS. We look forward to continuing to work 
with you to rea!ize our shared vision to create a socially, economically, and 
environmentally sustainable region. 

Sincerely, 

Richarc:l J·. Bruckner 
Director 

RJB:cc 

C: Board of Supervisors Planning Deputies 
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Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

Metro 

February 14, 2012 

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

Dear Mr. Ikhrata: 

One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952 

Arthur T. Leahy 
Chief Executive Officer 
213,922.6888 Tel 
213.922.7447 Fax 
metro.net 

TI1ank you for the opportunity to comment on the Southen1 California Association of 
Governments' (SCAG) Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP /SCS). 

We would also like to compliment SCAG on the immense stakeholder outreach 
process that was undertal<en to develop the RTP /SCS in conjunction with the 
Sustainable Commtmities Strategy (SCS), in order to develop this draft RTP /SCS. 
We find the docwnent to be well-written in identifying many of the key challenges 
ow· region faces. 

Attached for your consideration are our comments on the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS. 

Again, SCAG has made an exceptional document from a challenging set of 
requirements , and we commend you. 

0 rthur T. eahy 
Chief Executive Officer 

Attachments 



Comments on Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan 

• We commend SCAG for the significant and unprecedented outreach to MTA, 
sub-regional agencies, and the public in the development of the 
Draft 2012 RTP /SCS. We also acknowledge the extensive and dedicated effort 
on the part ofSCAG to craft a Southern California approach to the new SCS 
requirements of SB 375. We are pleased that the Draft 2012 RTP /SCS has 
been able to meet both the air quality conformity requirements of the federal 
Clean Air Act, and green house gas emission (GHGe) reduction requirements 
necessary to comply with SB 375. 

• We appreciate the working relationship between SCAG and MTA staff 
necessary to integrate our 2009 Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) 
projects, programs, and financial assumptions into the Draft 2012 RTP. It 
appears that the Draft 2012 RTP includes all projects and programs funded by 
MTA in the 2009 LRTP. We note that SCAG has identified a number of 
projects and programs that are beyond funding levels of the LRTP. We 
assume that these projects and programs will be funded through new or 
innovative funding programs that SCAG has identified in the Draft 2012 RTP 
as "reasonably available" funding sources over the life of the RTP. Examples 
of projects beyond the funded LRTP include: 

• East-West Freight Corridor between the 1-710 and the 1-15. 

• Phase I of the California High Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA), pending an 
agreement between CHSRA, Metrolink and LOSSAN to identify funds to 
bring local systems up to high speed (110+ MPH) where possible. 

• A regional Express/HOT Lane Network that expands our Fast Lanes pilot 
project to include the 1-405 and SR-91. 

• Various modal programs, including bus and rail expansion, TOM, TSM, 
bicycle, pedestrian, and operations and maintenance. 

• MTA has proposed and is advocating a program known as America Fast 
Forward (formerly known as the 30/10 Initiative) to look at federal loan and 
bonding mechanisms which could accelerate the completion of12 transit 
projects in 10 years instead of30 years. We believe that such a program is 
beneficial to Southern California counties that have a tradition of self-help 
local sales tax mechanisms, and that those self-help traditions should be 
rewarded through new federal bonding or loan assistance programs. Clearly 
this program would assist the region in the earlier attainment of federal and 
state air quality conformity and GHGe reduction requirements. We would 
recommend that a section be included in the Draft 2012 RTP regarding 
America Fast Forward, and that this section include SCAG policies and 
actions to partner with MTA and other cormty transportation commissions to 
support and advocate for federal enactment of this program. 

2 



Additional Technical Comments on SCAG Draft 2012 RTP /SCS . 
• We note that page SO, paragraph 3 states that "our region has virtually no bus 

lanes, especially compared to other major metropolitan areas." We would 
suggest that this reference be revised to acknowledge that MTA has opened 
the highly successful Orange Line busway, has federal approval of a Very 
Small Start Grant to implement bus lanes on Wilshire Boulevard, and that the 
MTA Board has recently directed staff to conduct a countywide transit study to 
identify a minimum of five additional bus lane candidate projects. 
Additionally, we have been operating dedicated bus services for some time on 
the El Monte Busway and on the Harbor Transitway. 

• The Transit Policies on page SO and the SCS chapter make reference to High 
Quality Transit Opportunity Areas (HQTAs). We would encourage SCAG to 
identify in the Draft 2012 RTP the specific areas that will be designated as 
HQTAs and the benefit of this designation. 

• On page 66, in the paragraph on "Logistics activities - including warehouse 
and distribution facilities", we would suggest adding that warehouses and 
distribution centers also perform value-added services to prepare goods for 
retail sale, such as packaging and adding of accessories. These services also 
create jobs for the SCAG region. 

• On page 67, in the section "Components of the Regional Goods Movement 
System", we would encourage SCAG to add rail intermodal facilities (ICTF, 
Hobart, etc.) as a separate bullet point for two reasons. First, they play a 
significant role in the goods movement system, while also generating traffic 
and environmental impacts. Second, they are mentioned as a component of 
the rail improvement strategy (ICTF and SCIG are specifically mentioned). 

• On page 71, it should clarify in the text that even though the specific 
alignment has yet to be determined, the east-west freight corridor would 
generally parallel the UP Los Angeles subdivision/SR-GO between the 1-710 
and 1-605, San Jose Creek/SR-60 between the 1-605 and SR-57, and the SR-60 
east of the SR-57. 

• On page 71, the text states the benefits of an east-west corridor, but SCAG 
may also want to state why this corridor was selected over the 210, 91, and 10 
using information contained in the Comprehensive Goods Movement Study. 

• On page 71, SCAG may want to highlight that the east-west freight corridor is 
envisioned to be a clean freight corridor similar to that which would be built 
on the 1-710. 
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• On page 72, we suggest that the bottleneck relief strategy report should be 
included in the technical appendix and footnoted in the "Bottleneck Relief 
Strategy" section. 

• On page 72, SCAG may want to add another paragraph on smaller-scale, near
term goods movement improvements, such as truck climbing lanes on the 1-5 
and arterial improvements throughout the region. 

• On page 74, under Key Rail Projects in the Draft 2012 RTP, we encourage 
SCAG to highlight the ACE San Gabriel Trench, as it is the largest and most 
significant ACE grade separation project ($498 million). 

• We concur that the Orangeline High-Speed Transit corridor improvement 
from Union Station to Palmdale is in the Strategic (unfunded) portion of the 
Draft 2012 RTP /SCS. 

• On page 207 of the main RTP /SCS document, in the last paragraph, that 
refers to America Fast Forward, please add "and 14 highway projects" in the 
third sentence after the phrase "to build 12 key mass transit projects". 

Passenger and High Speed Rail Comments Starting on Page 51 

• We suggest that SCAG add a definition of the acronym "LOSSAN". 

• To clarify which draft CA HSR Business Plan is being referred to, SCAG may 
want to add the 2012 date. 

• SCAG may want to indicate that the CA HSR is estimated to reach our region 
with the Initial Operating Segment (!OS) in 2021, and the Bay to Basin phase 
in 2026. Furthermore, it should be clarified in other locations in the 
document, that the !OS will connect to southern California's network in 2021. 

• Since the actual speeds for the system will vary by location, SCAG may want to 
remove the reference to the definition of 110 MPH for the CA HSR system. 

• On page 51, subsection "Implementation of Phase 1 of the California High
Speed Train (HST) Project", SCAG may want to define which "Authority" is 
being discussed. 

• We request that SCAG clarify that Prop. lA will allocate $9.95 billion in 
funding for the project (the current Draft reads almost $1 billion less: "$9 
billion"). 

• We suggest that SCAG state that the $950 million in funding needs to be 
allocated by the State. Furthermore, a Memorandum of Understanding is 
anticipated between the CAHSRA and southern California agencies to identify 
funds for the region for advance investment in high speed rail corridors and 
connections. 
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• On page 52, we suggest that SCAG provide a definition or description of 
"grade closures". 

• We suggest a source of where the LOS SAN strategies are from, to provide 
clarity. 

• Starting at the bottom of page 52, in the section "Improvements to the 
Existing Metrolink System", we note that positive train control is not a 
"strategy", it is mandated by Federal law. SCAG may want to add that 
Metrolink will incorporate this developing technology two to three years ahead 
of the rest of the nation's passenger railroads. 

• The term "speed capacity improvements" needs to be clarified: either it is a 
"speed improvement" or a "capacity improvement". 

• 1he second paragraph on page 53 suggests that Metrolink will be connected in 
2035 when the HST reaches the Central Valley. We suggest rewording the 
paragraph to be in accordance with Metrolink's operational area and the 
California High Speed Rail Authority's Business Plan. 

• Furthermore, the final sentence in this paragraph implies that it is known 
what would be needed for travel times of one hour. This is under study 
regarding the feasibility for Metrolink operations. We ask that SCAG state 
that there may be significant costs and impacts of such an option. 
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Addendum to Comments on the Draft 2012 RTP /SCS 
Comments on the Technical Appendices 

• It appears that all strategic projects from the Supplement #1 Strategic Plan to 
the 2009 LRTP were added, but the original strategic projects from the 
2009 LRTP were not added. Please add the 2009 Strategic Projects on pages 
31 and 37. 

• In the Transportation Safety Appendix, we suggest using the term "people [or 
persons] with disabilities" for describing members of the public for whom the 
Americans with Disabilities Act applies. 

• The Sustainable Communities Strategies (SCS) Background Technical 
Appendix should include the methodology for calculating G HG emission 
reductions associated with the RTP /SCS alternatives, including assumptions 
and discussion of off-modeling analysis. 

• The SCS Background Technical Appendix should provide some discussion of 
the relative benefit of various transportation and land-use strategies toward 
reducing regional greenhouse gas emissions. For example, how much of the 
reduction is attributable to the VMT fee, TDM measures, TSM measures, etc. 
Moving forward. this information would be useful for cities and other 
agencies seeking to reduce GHGs in local Climate Action Plans and 
transportation planning efforts. 

• In the Aviation and Ground Access Technical Appendix: on page 126, on 
Table 4-8, under the Exposition Light Rail Phase II, the description currently 
reads that it will "connect" to the Exposition Light Rail Phase I, and it should 
be corrected to say that it will "extend the Exposition Light Rail Phase I"; and, 
the same Table 4-8 should include the Slauson Light Rail: Crenshaw Corridor 
to Metro Blue Line Slauson Station (RTP # 1120003) because it provides 
additional access to LAX. 

• On page 7 of the Executive Summary, and on pages 95 and 100 of the Draft 
2012 RTP /SCS, we request that SCAG replace the word "tunnel" and replace 
it with "transportation improvement options". 

• In the Project List Appendix please make the following changes: 

o On page 27, delete the description for the 13"' entry and replace it with, 
"Route 710: Study to evaluate transportation improvement options and 
prepare alternatives analyses, engineering and environmental studies" 
(EA #187901 and PPNO# 2215). 
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o On page 162, delete the description for the fifth entry and replace it 
with, "Route 710: Study to evaluate transportation improvement 
options and prepare alternatives analyses, engineering and 
environmental studies" (EA #187901 and PPNO# 2215). 

o On page 163, in the first entry, delete the description and replace it 
with, "Develop transportation improvement options". 

o On page 430, the fifth entry, delete the alternatives to the SR-710 
tunnel option and replace it with, "SR-710 transportation improvement 
options". 

o On page 432, the sixth entry, delete the description and replace it with, 
"SR-710 transportation improvement options". 

• In the Highways and Arterial Appendix, on page 3, the first entry under Toll 
Lanes heading, delete the description and replace it with "Develop 
transportation improvement options". 

• Regarding the Passenger Rail Appendix: 

o On Page 1, reference is made to Amtrak service. It should be stated 
that all Amtrak service other than the Pacific Surfliner are intercity and 
long distance routes that connect Los Angeles County and adjoining 
counties with destinations throughout California and the United 
States. Also, the Antelope Valley Line is part of the LOSSAN Corridor 
between Burbank Junction and Los Angeles Union Station. 

o The Passenger Rail document should eliminate reference to Maglev 
and the SCAG HSRT as this creates confusion and appears to indicate 
that the technology and the proposed corridor are still under 
consideration. As written, it appears as if the Maglev technology and 
the California High Speed Rail program are in competition with each 
other. It is unclear why this is heavily covered in this document when 
the conclusion is that the project is no longer planned. 

o The vision for rail service in the Southern California region should 
provide a stronger emphasis on intennodal linkages at the three 
regional airports that will be physically or temporally linked to the 
California High Speed Rail. These airports include Palmdale, Bob 
Hope and Ontario. Each of these airports already has passenger rail 
accessibility, but this will be strengthened as a result of current 
planning and system development efforts. 

o The document should amplify on the role of regional rail integration 
and service/operating improvements in meeting regional greenhouse 
gas reduction and vehicle miles traveled/vehicle trip reduction goals. 
Further, the document should identify the passenger rail station areas 
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as candidate locations for land use intensification that address the 
regional jobs/housing imbalances. 

o The discussion of the statewide HST system and what it means for 
southern California is fragmented. There should be a clearer 
definition of the technology, routes, and what it means for regional 
connectivity. 

o The document should make clearer the desired effect of the Early 
Infrastructure Investment initiative both to develop the way for High 
Speed Rail and to incrementally upgrade existing infrastructure to 
support higher speed, more efficient and safer passenger rail service 
linking the region to the High Speed Rail system. This could include 
reference to the use of shared corridors and shared corridor /shared 
track scenarios that will help improve existing passenger service and 
enhance service integration across the region. 

o The discussion of the Pacific Surfliner should refer to the recent efforts 
to develop the business plan for the corridor and the addressing of 
short term improvements. Also, the discussion should include the 
efforts to create synergy in the corridor and the efforts to move towards 
local governance. The discussion should include the advantages of 
this. 

o The discussion of Metro link should include capital studies in Los 
Angeles County that are underway. Specifically it should include: 

• Antelope Valley Line Study - this is a comprehensive study of 
the Antelope Valley Line (AVL) for capital improvements and 
enhancements to the overall safety. The study will address 
capacity and travel time issues as well as grade crossing 
upgrades and grade separations. The proposed improvements 
will be modeled and from that a prioritization and funding 
strategy will be developed for implementation of the 
improvements. 

• CP Raymer to CP Bernson Double Track - this is Preliminary 
Engineering and Environmental work (PE/NEPA) to double 
track this segment of the Ventura Line. This project will 
complete the double tracking of the LOSSAN Corridor from 
Chatsworth to Orange County. Metro received an ARRA grant 
for this work and is partnering with Metrolink to complete it. 
Metro is pursuing funding for construction. 

• Van Nuys Station - The Van Nuys station on the LOSSAN 
Corridor is used by Amtrak and Metrolink. This is a single 
platform station that is an operational bottleneck in the system. 
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Metro received an ARRA grant to perform PE/NEPA work for a 
second platform at this station. 

• Strategic Studies - Metro is moving forward with strategic 
studies of the other Metrolink lines in Los Angeles County. 
Metro will be working with the other member agencies on 
shared lines to develop overall strategic priorities. 

o On Page 15, regarding the discussion of decision points after 
construction of the Initial Construction Segment (ICS); there will not 
be a decision to continue the project. That will be an ongoing 
discussion prior to that. Prior to the completion of that segment there 
will be discussion regarding proceeding north or south. The docwnent 
should not disruss decision points for the system. This will be an 
ongoing process for the CHSRA and will be based on business models 
and funding opportunities. Also, on this page the various stages 
should use the term "extend" rather than "build". 

o Note that the CH SRA has decided to move forward with a Palmdale 
station and not move forward with the 1-5/Grapevine alternative. This 
should be mentioned and the discussion should include what this 
means for the Palmdale area. 

o Page 17 refers to the "Authority's draft 2011 Business Plan". This may 
be the California High Speed Rail Authority but it is noted within the 
Metrolink disrussion and can confuse the reader. We suggest stating 
the specific Authority involved. 
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January 20, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh Street, 1i11 Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

Re: Comments on 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 

LAVVA's first priority is to maintain safe and efficient ai1po;is. 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 FAA 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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Mr. lkhrata 
January 20, 2012 
Page 2 

Comments on the Draft 2012 
Regional Transportation Plan 

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 LAWA'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 EIR/EIS 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., 

l'C GUC 2~~Gs· 



Mr. lkhrata 
January 20, 2012 
Page 3 

Comments on the Draft 2012 
Regional Transportation Plan 

Sepulveda Blvd. (both), the 1-105 westbound off-ramp at Sepulveda 
Blvd., and the 1-405 at SR-90. 

o Two other projects on Table 4-6, Arbor Vitae St., and the 1-405 from 1-10 
to SR-101, 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://vwi1w.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. 

Sincerely, 

Michael D. Fel an 
Deputy Executive Director 
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February 14, 2012 

Margaret Lin 
SCAG 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

SUBJECT: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT RTP/SCS 

Dear Ms. Lin: 

The March Joint Powers Authority (JPA) is pleased to submit conunents on the 20 12-
2035 Draft RTP/SCS. We recognize that SCAG has put a significant amount of time and 
energy into the creation of this document. March JPA has the following comments after 
reviewing the Draft document: 

1) Chapter 4 - Sustainable Commwuties Strategy: Exhibit 4.18, Land Use Pattern 
Riverside County (2035) identifies a "High Quality Transit Opportunity Area" 
located along Alessandro Boulevard in proximity to Interstate 215, within the City of 
Riverside, City of Moreno Valley, unincorporated Ri verside County and March Joint 
Powers Authority. The concentration of high density residential and/or high intensity 
commercial uses along portions of Lhe Alessandro corridor would conflict with the 
airport Accident Potential Zones as defined in the 2005 March Air Reserve Base Air 
Installation Compatibility Use Zone (AICUZ) study, and further conflict with the 
recommended airpo1i compatibility provisions identified in the draft Joint Land Use 
Study currently undergoing environmental review by the Riverside County Airport 
Land Use Commission. While transit is encouraged by these plans, the proposed 
increase in densities/intensities in this area of high noise and airport safety concerns 
necessitates detailed analysis, best performed by the Riverside County Airport Land 
Use Commission and March Air Reserve Base. 

Again, we thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. Should you have any 
questions please contact me at (951 ) 656-7000. 
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cc: Ed Cooper, Executive Director, Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission 
Pamela Hann, March Air Reserve Base Civil Engineer 
Steve IIayes, Interim Planning Director. City of Riverside 
John Terrell, Planning Official, City of'.\.iorcno Valley 

attach: 2005 March Air Reserve Base J\ir Installation Compatibility Use Zone Study 
2010 draft March Air Rcs..::rvc Base/Inland Port Joint Land Use Study 



 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
February 13, 2012 
 
 
The Honorable Pam O’Connor 
President 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
 
 
Subject: SCAG 2012 Regional Transportation Plan 
 
 
 
Dear President O’Connor: 
 
Mobility 21, Southern California’s transportation advocacy coalition, respectfully submits 
these comments as part of the ongoing efforts of Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) to produce a comprehensive 2012 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP).  Mobility 21, being comprised of both business and government entities is 
uniquely positioned to provide insight into the RTP process. We recognize SCAG staff’s 
diligence in crafting an RTP that will meet the requirements of the federal process and of 
the newly-required SB375 legislation.  Mobility 21 also appreciates the open process and 
intensive outreach SCAG has undertaken during the development of the 2012 RTP. 
Nevertheless, we share these ideas regarding the RTP as currently laid out and thoughts 
on reforming the RTP process for future success.  
 
First and foremost, our goal is to assist SCAG with ensuring the final adopted RTP is 
both comprehensive and defensible, provides flexibility to the county transportation 
agencies responsible for delivering projects under the program, and supports a strong 
private sector economic engine.  We have five recommendations to provide to SCAG at 
this time: 
 
Protect Locally-Approved Sales Tax Measures 
The program of projects submitted to SCAG by the county transportation commissions 
consist in part of projects promised to voters as part of locally-approved sales tax 
measures. Mobility 21 reminds SCAG that these projects individually and together 
constitute a contract with the taxpayers that must be respected and implemented as 
voters approved.  Local taxpayers have prioritized the distribution of funds in their 
respective sales tax measures to a complete, multi-modal program of projects to meet 
local needs.  Changes cannot and should not be made without taxpayer approval. The 
RTP should strengthen and enhance the ability of the counties to deliver these projects, 
while at the same time supporting their efforts to deliver non-sales tax projects that will 
provide greater mobility, congestion relief, and air quality benefits.  The RTP needs to 
bolster the efforts of local transportation agencies, and the business community that 
supports them, to protect this essential covenant with voters and taxpayers.  Failure to do 
so will make approval of future funding measures nearly impossible. 
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Thorough Economic Analysis 
As yet, the impact of the elimination of redevelopment agencies is unknown in terms of 
the delivery of transportation projects.  Some business groups have also expressed 
concern over the feasibility of several of the proposed financial options and mitigations 
included in the RTP.  Mobility 21 strongly urges SCAG to incorporate a thorough 
economic analysis into the development and approval of the RTP so that all elements of 
the final approved plan support the economic growth of this region. 
 
Locally Sensitive Context 
This RTP is the first of its kind.  SCAG has done a yeoman’s job of working to produce 
Sustainable Community Strategies, housing analysis and transportation projections in the 
RTP.  However, Mobility 21 remains concerned that intensifying development in the 
urban core may impact future housing availability, choices and affordability.  
Recommendations regarding land-use should take into account the region’s disparate 
communities, geographies, market forces, and take a flexible approach to protect the 
diversity of the region.      
 
Protect Region’s Economic Competitiveness 
A large share of our regional economy is dependent upon the flow of goods from our 
ports, through the counties and to the rest of our nation. Infrastructure improvements 
related to goods movement are vital for Southern California to remain economically 
competitive. As other options become available both nationally and globally for cargo 
movement, Mobility 21 is concerned that components of the RTP could put the region at 
a disadvantage, such as implementing new technologies before they are feasible or 
imposing fees on businesses operating in the SCAG region. New revenue sources 
should be developed and implemented at the federal level, not the local and regional 
level. 
 
Reform the Process 
Mobility 21 recognizes that federal and state transportation planning processes are 
imperfect and that SCAG must work within the proscriptive requirements of existing laws 
and regulations.  We therefore propose to identify systemic weaknesses in the process 
and work to reform the flaws in the RTP process that consume substantial resources, but 
add little or no value. Our intent is to help reduce the time and cost expended on the 
process and to remove regulatory hurdles that inhibit the development and delivery of 
effective, efficient, and timely transportation projects and services. Specifically, Mobility 
21 encourages changes in state legislation that would enable MPO’s to use low and no-
cost alternatives to reach out to the public in lieu of resource-heavy public meetings.  
Additionally, since 83% of the funding for projects in the RTP comes from non-federal 
sources, Mobility 21 believes that empowering the federal government to veto a locally-
approved financially constrained RTP unnecessarily jeopardizes federal funding needed 
to complete projects. Mobility 21 therefore will seek modifications to federal legislation 
that would enable MPO’s with over 75% local funding to self-certify that an RTP is 
financially constrained.  
 
Again, Mobility 21 applauds SCAG for the open and transparent process used to develop 
the 2012 RTP.  We look forward to working with SCAG staff in the final stages of RTP 
implementation to ensure the strongest possible document is delivered to the Regional 
Council in April.   If you have any questions or would like to follow up on any of our 
comments, please contact me at mprimmer@mobility 21.com or 949-288-6884. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Marnie O’Brien Primmer 
Mobility 21 Executive Director 
 
CC:  SCAG Regional Council 
 Mobility 21 Board of Directors 
 
 



February 14, 2012 
 
 
 
Pam O’Connor, President 
Regional Council 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
Dear President O’Connor, 
 
We congratulate the leadership and staff of the Southern California Association of 
Governments and its Regional Council members on the agency’s first-ever 
Sustainable Communities Strategy and Regional Transportation Plan that meets 
the 2020 and exceeds the 2035 greenhouse gas reduction targets, achieves Clean 
Air Act conformity, and reduces vehicle miles traveled and traffic congestion— 
despite projected population growth of about four million residents by 2035.  
 
We applaud SCAG staff for their leadership and for their collaboration with local 
governments, county transportation commissions and a wide range of non-
governmental organizations. This effort was particularly challenging given it is the 
first time anyone in the region has put together an SCS. In the spirit of creating a 
stronger RTP/SCS this year and in future years we offer these recommendations. 
 

Key changes to strengthen the RTP/SCS 

Although the draft RTP/SCS meets the SB375 targets, changes in four key areas 
would make the plan even stronger in terms of moving the region closer to 
sustainability. 
1. Ensure adequate, achievable funding to carry out the RTP/SCS  
2. Expand funding for transit, Metrolink, bus rapid transit, bicycling, pedestrian 

travel.  
3. Make a tighter link between transit and land use throughout the region. 
4. Take greater measures to reduce GHG and other emissions from freight.  
5. Improve public health monitoring and benefits, especially in environmental 

justice communities. 
 
 

1. Ensure adequate funding to carry out the RTP/SCS.  

We applaud SCAG’s goal of bringing all roads to a “state of good repair,” and 
understand the policy decision to look for new revenue sources rather than to 
eliminate transportation projects in order to address the RTP’s projected $200 
billion shortfall. We understand that it may be more politically palatable for the 
Regional Council at this time to project reliance upon expanded federal sources, 
such as indexed gas tax or a transition to an equivalent VMT fee, but that does not 
make it more achievable.  

Bonnie Holmes-Gen 
American Lung Association 

of California 
 

Neil Richman 
BREATHE California of  

Los Angeles County 
 

James Provenzano 
Clean Air Now  

 
Jonathan Parfrey 
Climate Resolve 

 
Luis Cabrales 

Coalition for Clean Air 
 

Lars Clutterham 
downeygreen 

 
Jocelyn Vivar Ramirez 

East Yard Communities for 
Environmental Justice  

 
Jane Block 

Endangered Habitats 
League 

 
Cesar Covarrubias 

Kennedy Commission 
 

Victor Griego 
Latino Business  

Association Member 
 

Alexis Lantz 
Los Angeles County  

Bicycle Coalition 
 

Denny Zane 
Move LA 

 
Patty Ochoa 

Physicians for Social 
Responsibility 

 
Jessica Meaney 

Safe Routes to School 
National Partnership 

 
Darrell Clarke 

Sierra Club 
 

Paul Zimmerman 
Southern California Assn. of 

Non-Profit Housing 
 

Rev. Earl W. Koteen 
Unitarian Universalist 

Legislative Ministry 
California 

 
John Longville 

Former Mayor of Rialto & 
former SCAG President 
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a. Emphasis should be on more achievable revenue sources such as local voter approved 

fees or taxes rather than more speculative federal sources 

The recent history of voter response to county-based transportation funding measures in the SCAG 
region suggests a more promising local direction.  The experience with Measure R in LA County 
and the recent extension of sales tax measures in other SCAG counties demonstrates to us that 
regional voters are not as tax-averse as some believe, especially when voting on measures to fund 
well defined local transportation investment, if they have confidence in the agencies and are clear 
about investment priorities. Voters in Los Angeles County approved sales tax measures by 54% in 
1980, 50.4% in 1990, and 67.8% in 2008. This suggests an increased willingness, not reluctance, to 
support transportation investments by LA County voters. In San Bernardino, Riverside and Orange 
sales tax extensions were easily approved: Riverside voters approved Measure A in 2002 with 69% 
of the vote; San Bernardino County approved Measure I in 2004 with 80% of the vote; and Orange 
County approved a sales tax extension in 2006 with almost 70% of the vote.  In each case the 
original sales taxes had been originally approved with narrow majorities. 

The point is that, with the exception of Ventura County, voters throughout the SCAG region have 
consistently voted to approve new or extended sales tax measures for transportation improvements 
by substantial and increasing majorities in excess of 2/3.  If a county or the region needs more funds 
for transportation investments, local voters seem a more promising opportunity of first resort than a 
contentious State Legislature or the Congress. 

We urge SCAG to work to challenge its member transportation commissions to go to voters in the 
near future for local and regional funding solutions instead of “punting” this problem of a regional 
funding shortfall to the federal government. In other words, let’s make the funding of regional 
planning more achievable, and thus more real. 

 
b. Recommendation: Develop regional revenue sources to fund regional projects.  

There are a number of transportation systems that are vital to the welfare of the Southern 
California region as a whole, rather than specific counties.  This includes the 450-plus-mile regional 
commuter rail system operated by Metrolink and the regional goods movement system. Region-
wide investments in each of these systems could yield enormous economic, environmental, and 
equity benefits.  We urge SCAG and its Regional Council to consider taking a truly regional 
approach to an investment strategy for each of these regional systems by including in the RTP 
projected additional revenue from a region wide revenue source. 

We recommend a broad-based uniform regional tax or fee increase, such as a 1/8 – 1/4 cent 
increase in sales tax or equivalent parcel tax, that can raise between $15- $30 billion over the 25 
year life of the plan to invest specifically in regional transportation needs such as meeting the 
needs of our goods movement infrastructure, modernizing and electrifying the regional commuter 
rail system, providing expanded BRT and bus service as well as first-mile-last-mile bike-pedestrian 
infrastructure that would connect to that regional commuter system. 

We would pledge to work with you to build support for such a funding measure.   
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c. Recommendation:  Develop strategies to provide adequate funding to modernize freight 

transportation projects. 

The goods movement industry is a vital component to the Southern California economy but is also 
a major reason for our poor air quality and various health impacts affecting the region. Developing 
and investing in both the zero and near-zero emission goods movement technology and the 
operational efficacy of the goods movement infrastructure would significantly benefit the region and 
the many communities of concern that are directly affected by emissions and congestion from 
transportation and rail activity. Estimates of the regional investment needed could be up to $25 
billion over the life of the plan.  

Ensuring that funding mechanisms are in place to expedite the implementation of the zero and 
near-zero emission freight and truck strategies as well as the infrastructure needed for operational 
efficacy should be a central component of the regional strategy.  

For these reasons, we recommend that SCAG include the following strategies: 

 Develop a clear assessment of funding options available, including various models of public-
private partnerships that could make zero-emission and near-zero emission freight technology 
options possible and ensure an efficient goods movement system in the region.  

 Recommend pursuing legislation seeking a $30 per twenty-foot container fee for moving either 
into or out of the ports. This strategy could generate as much as $441 million in revenue from 
loaded containers in its first full year of implementation, when applied equally to imports and 
exports and more in subsequent years as cargo activity grows at our ports.  Such a program 
could generate over $10 billion over the life of the plan.1 Previous legislative efforts have 
created a broad coalition to support this measure.  Such legislation has been approved twice 
by both houses of the state legislature only to be vetoed by the previous governor. 

 As previously stated, we recommend a broad-based uniform regional tax or fee increase, such 
as a 1/8 – 1/4 cent increase in sales tax or equivalent parcel tax that could raise between $15- 
$30 billion over the 25 year life of the plan to invest specifically in regional transportation needs 
such as goods movement infrastructure needs, as well as modernizing and electrifying the 
regional commuter rail system and related infrastructure.   

 Prioritize spending on projects that deliver maximum health benefits for residents of the region.  

 Include public health as an overarching priority and goal in the $2.1 billion annual freight 
program included in the Environment and Public Works Committee. 

 
d. Support national efforts to create a strategic plan for the freight system.  

 Encourage SCAG to include language that clarifies the current federal funding restraints and 
alter the RTP to reflect that these revenues are assumed but not assured and are contingent 
upon passage of the MAP-21 program on page 95 and 100. As a revenue source the inclusion 
of this funding is still in doubt as the current iteration of the House American Energy and 
Infrastructure Jobs Act does not include a national freight program or any dedicated freight 
funding.  The establishment of this program is contingent upon a freight program making its 
way into the final federal transportation reauthorization and that legislation passing through 
both Chambers. 

                                            
1 Haveman, Jon, and Thornber, Christopher, Container Fees and Commercial Benefits of Improved Waterborne Goods 
Movement Infrastructure in California. Beacon Economics, August 2007. 
http://www.coalitionforcleanair.org/images/stories/Haveman_Report_Final_Aug2007.pdf  

http://www.coalitionforcleanair.org/images/stories/Haveman_Report_Final_Aug2007.pdf
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 Actively support the passage of a federal freight program that would deliver these revenues 

and clearly establish improving public health on the freight network and adjacent communities 
as an overarching priority and goal of the federal freight program. 

 Support the inclusion of Senator Lautenberg’s Freight Act of 2011 in the final federal 
transportation reauthorization with the competitive grant program and the goals and objectives 
as written. 

 
e. Champion increased Compass Blueprint funding to help local governments update their 

general plans to implement the SCS.  
While the RTP/SCS shows a significant shift in household growth toward HQTAs, this will in most 
cases require changes in General Plans and community plans — and ensuring that this will happen 
is likely to require incentives and other resources. SCAG’s Compass Blueprint program was 
successful in helping many communities move in the direction of smart growth and urban infill 
years before SB 375. With additional funding, the Compass Blueprint Demonstration Project 
Program could fund the SCS implementation and ensure that growth happens in an equitable way 
with minimal displacement, in addition to updating plans. SCAG should also work with the other 
MPOs to advocate for a statewide “infill first” package of incentives to promote development near 
transit. SCAG should also consider working with the CTCs to find sources of funding for land use 
planning in HQTAs.  

 

2. Expand proposed funding for transit, Metrolink, bus rapid transit, bicycling, and 
pedestrian travel into the RTP constrained plan. 

We need increased investment for bus and rail transit, bicycle and pedestrian systems. This is 
especially true in the Inland Empire where over-dependence on a spreading highway infrastructure and 
dispersed land use pattern has made residents in these counties very vulnerable to just the kind of 
economic calamity witnessed in the 2008 – 2012 Great Recession.   

In addition, residents of agricultural areas, especially in the eastern Coachella Valley, the North Shore 
of the Salton Sea and similar communities, remain disproportionately underserved by transit, which 
makes it very difficult for residents without a car to access health care, groceries, or good jobs.  
Improvements to bus headways, especially in these areas, could create new HQTAs. 

Building transit infrastructure is one of the best ways to create good, “green” jobs that enhance the 
health and wealth of the region and its residents. Construction work can provide a career path to 
middle-income jobs through apprenticeship programs that provide young workers with formal training. 
Agencies that adopt project labor agreements and requirements ensuring that jobs will go to local 
workers — and/or those who live in areas with high unemployment — help make the local economy 
more robust because workers’ earnings will be spent at local businesses, creating additional jobs and 
local tax revenues. 

a.  Move enhanced Metrolink investments into the Constrained Plan.  

The Metrolink commuter rail system is a regional gem that could become a major source of VMT 
reduction, congestion relief and economic development.  It links many communities in every county 
in the region.    
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We recommend moving into the Final Plan (the Constrained Plan) the upgrading of the Metrolink 
commuter rail system region-wide to make a planned transition to an all-electric system capable of 
providing zero-emission high-speed service (up to 110 mph) and enabling expanded express 
service in select corridors with double tracking, grade separations and other modifications needed.  
Such an upgrade may cost the region as much as $8 to $10 billion, but would be well worth the 
investment in terms of congestion relief, emission reductions and economic opportunity created.  
This RTP Constrained Plan enhancement could be funded by new resources, such as the regional 
sales tax proposed above.  

Specifically, we want to highlight opportunities for enhanced investments on several key lines that 
we believe will create exceptional regional connectivity.   

 The Antelope Valley Line, which is the focus of current planning efforts to dramatically reduce 
the time it takes to travel over 76 miles from Lancaster to Union Station by more than fifty 
percent - from nearly two-hours to about one-hour.   

 The San Bernardino Line’s success with limited express service from downtown San 
Bernardino to Union Station indicate express service on a regular basis is possible, especially 
if a direct link into Ontario Airport is created.   

 The Ventura County Line and the Orange County Line present the possibility of a 
continuous, high speed, electric express system from Ventura to Union Station to Orange 
County to San Diego. 

 LA Union Station Run-Through Tracks project would significantly enhance regional trip 
potential of all Metrolink corridors serving Union Station by improving efficiency and throughput 
capacity. 

 We recommend additional corridor infrastructure enhancements and improvements in 
Appendix A. 

 
Each of these Metrolink corridors and projects, if funded and enhanced, will create opportunities for 
new BRT and enhanced bus service, as well as smart growth infill with first-mile-last-mile bicycle 
and pedestrian infrastructure in multiple communities and will create enhanced access to the jobs 
corridors throughout the region. 
 

b. Expand Bus Rapid Transit and provide more frequent bus service on high-performing 
routes linked to Metrolink to give more people alternatives to driving alone. 

Well over 80 percent of transit ridership in the region now uses bus service.  While our rail transit 
system is expanding dramatically, we should expect that heavy reliance on bus service is likely to 
continue as far out as 2035.  

However, while there is a lot of growth projected for the Inland Empire, much of it will not be near 
existing or planned bus or rail service.  For example, in Riverside County, about 40% of residents 
live near bus lines with some service (15-30 minute headways) but presently only 10 percent of the 
population is served by high-quality transit (with 15-minute headways). By expanding the Bus 
Rapid Transit (BRT) system in the Inland Empire, especially where proposed lines would connect 
with the potentially enhanced Metrolink lines and by bringing up service on select higher 
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performing lines to 15- minute headways we could increase high-quality transit at a much lower 
cost.  

Our recommendations in Appendix A are limited to improvements to investment in Bus Rapid 
Transit infrastructure (BRT) and enhanced bus service with connections to the Metrolink Regional 
Rail network or regional airports.  Each of these Metrolink corridors and projects, if enhanced, will 
create opportunities for new smart growth infill and TOD investment in multiple communities.  
These corridors could be served as well as by first-mile-last-mile bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure opportunities, and will help create enhanced access to jobs throughout the region. 
 
See Appendix A below. 
 

c. Increase funding for active transportation to at least $12 billion for bicycling and pedestrian 
improvements.  

SCAG has received an outpouring of support for increased investment in bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure and projects at workshops and hearings across the region, as well from members of 
SCAG’s Regional Council.  As was often repeated at the hearings, according to the 2009 National 
Household Travel Survey of California, 14 percent of all trips in the region are pedestrian while 6 
percent are on bikes, and 25 percent of all roadway injuries and fatalities affect pedestrians and 
bicyclists, yet only 1 percent of the regional investment is identified as going to non-motorized 
modes. A poll of Southern California voters sponsored by Move LA, NRDC and the American Lung 
Association late last year found that voters would make bicycle and pedestrian investments a much 
higher priority. 

While we applaud the SCAG staff for recommending that funding for active transportation be 
increased from $1.8 billion to $6 billion, we believe funding should be at least $12 billion. We 
believe investments should prioritize first-mile/last-mile connections to transit stations, which will 
help support the increased investment in the transit system. Investments should also be prioritized 
for areas of disproportionate high injury and fatality rates and in areas with lower car ownership 
rates.  

Safe Routes to School strategies and investments to improve the safety of students as they walk 
and bike to school should also be promoted because statewide cuts in school transportation 
budgets make getting to and from school more difficult for K-12 kids — especially in rural areas 
where there are no sidewalks or safe bike routes.  

We recommend SCAG work with the CTCs to identify funding sources that are flexible and that 
could be used to prioritize accelerated transit, bike, pedestrian and other traffic-reducing projects.  
It is our judgment that one appropriate source of funding for this program could be the regional 
sales (or parcel) tax we have suggested earlier. 
 

d. Encourage CTCs and local jurisdictions to adopt “complete streets” policies. 

We believe that SCAG should encourage CTCs and local jurisdictions each to adopt a complete 
streets policy so that bike and pedestrian improvements can be made routinely and more 
economically when streets are improved or built. For example, counties in the SCAG region, 
especially outside of LA County, often include funding for arterial capacity enhancements for 
streets which largely run between and through community centers.  These stretches of boulevards 
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seem very good opportunities for implementation of “Complete Streets” programs.  We recommend 
that SCAG identify such opportunities and call them out for special programming efforts. 
 

e. Work with CTCs to develop a methodology for quantifying the unmet need for bicycle and 
pedestrian investments to improve safety and increase active transportation.  

SCAG should work with the CTCs to develop a methodology for quantifying the unmet needs, 
particularly safety needs, for cyclists and walkers.  Because concerns about safety may discourage 
people from walking and biking entirely, surveys may be required, especially in rural areas, to 
accurately assess the needs of residents. We recommend that SCAG work with the CTCs to 
develop active transportation budgets and to identify existing and potential local and regional 
funding sources. One idea, for example, would be to create guidance that would be used to 
allocate funding in each CTC’s Call for Projects.  

 
f. Work with CTCs to ensure full participation of all counties in the funding and 

implementation of regionally significant transit and goods movements systems that achieve 
regional objectives like cleaner air, reduced greenhouse gases, expanded access to high 
quality transit, and mode shift away from driving alone. 

SCAG should encourage county transportation commissions to place a higher priority on 
investment in transit services and active transportation projects and seek to ensure a fair share 
investment in these projects among counties either by identifying new revenues locally, shifting 
funds out of other programmed projects, or participating in the creation of regional revenue 
sources, and encouraging infill development strategies that keep our momentum toward a higher 
regional sustainability strong.    
 

3. Create a tighter link between transit and land use throughout the region.  

The draft SCS takes into account changes underway in the regional real estate market including the 
shift in new housing development away from the construction of single family homes on large lots and 
toward the development of multifamily housing -- apartments, townhomes and condominiums -- in more 
urban environments with easier access to jobs, service and transit systems. The fact that half of all new 
homes and new jobs will be located near transit under the plan will be a boon to the region’s efficiency, 
economy and sustainability.  

 
The demographic and real estate trends, more transit opportunities and healthier, active lifestyles, 
portend a new, and better, version of the American Dream in Southern California. By focusing 
development in transit areas and downtowns, the draft SCS plan would consume 408 square miles less 
“greenfield” land than in the 2035 Baseline, which assumes current land use trends.   

 
a. SCAG should identify to local jurisdictions adjustments in land use policy that would 

ensure each county is contributing its fair share to meeting regional goals of cleaner air, 
reduced greenhouse gas emissions, expanded access to high quality transit, and mode 
shift away from driving alone. 

Although the region as a whole will achieve reductions in vehicle miles traveled sufficient to meet 
the targets for reducing greenhouse gas emissions, the reductions are not evenly distributed 
across the region. These outcomes are the result of both past decisions and future actions 



Comments on SCAG Draft 2012 RTP/SCS 
February 14, 2012  page 8 of 14 

 
reflected in this draft SCS and RTP. The maps in the RTP/SCS suggest that in some areas, 
especially Riverside County, significant growth is projected in areas with little or no transit 
investment.  

 
b. Limit High Quality Transit Areas, especially along freeways in low-density areas, to within a 

1/2 mile of the stop with frequent services, as opposed to including the entire corridor. 

It is unclear how SCAG defines high-quality transit areas.  Under SB 375, a HQTA is a place that 
has bus service with headways of 15 minutes or less during commute hours. Several freeway 
corridors are designated as HQTAs presumably because they have express bus service. But, there 
is not currently frequent bus service along the I-10 east of I-215, I-15 north of I-10, I-15 south of the 
61, and the 33 (Ventura County) which are all designated as HQTAs. Only the area within ½ mile 
of the stop should be regarded as an HQTA.  

 
c. Include a snapshot of the current jobs-housing fit and develop a methodology for projecting 

the jobs-housing fit as a result of transportation investments and land use changes for the 
2016 RTP/SCS. 

The current mismatch between the location of jobs and housing is at the root of our transportation 
problems. SCAG should set a baseline for a jobs-housing fit by taking a “snap shot” of 4-to-5-mile 
buffer zones around major job centers, and then comparing the wages provided by those jobs to 
cost of housing within the buffer zone to see if there is a good fit. UC-Davis and the Sacramento 
Council of Governments have developed a relatively simple methodology to do a jobs-housing fit, 
and are now developing a tool to project the jobs-housing fit into the future. Continuing to monitor 
the jobs/housing fit over successive RTP/SCSs will be an important tool for transportation planning 
in rural, urban and suburban areas.  
 

d. Strengthen Conservation Planning Policy 

We commend SCAG for including an advanced mitigation strategy for land conservation. This 
strategy is an important step forward. We recommend the following changes to strengthen the 
Conservation Planning Policy section:  
 change “critical habitat” to important natural lands because of its limitation to the federal 

designation and its relationship to endangered and threatened species;  
 create an inclusive process for agencies, conservancies, and non-profits to help map and 

prioritize priority conservation lands;  
 include all unprotected undeveloped lands in the inventory of potential mitigation location sites 

instead of limiting opportunities to just Natural Communities Conservation Plan and Habitat 
Conservation Plan areas; 

 expand the conservation activities to include existing and/or future programs instead of simply 
already-established programs; and  

 Advocate for the advanced mitigation policy to result in the environment ending up better than 
it started as opposed to no gain (a net environmental benefit) from the standpoint of natural 
resource lands after construction activities. 
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4. Take greater measures to reduce greenhouse gases and other emissions from freight.  

We are deeply concerned that the projected increase in freight volumes and traffic will undermine the 
gains of the RTP in other areas. In particular, CO2 emissions from trucks would increase at least 30% 
by 2023 and at least 60% by 2035. Even more dramatically, CO2 emissions from rail would increase at 
least 50% by 2023 and at least 123% by 2035. To mitigate goods movement related emissions, we 
recommend that SCAG take the necessary steps to: 

a. Ensure the ports augment the Clean Air Action Plan by creating GHG reduction plans. 
 
b. Devise a set of strategies that account for the differences among local freight service and 

that of port origin/destination. Similarly, the sector of medium duty trucks may be targeted for 
technology improvements, given that it is the sector’s 2nd largest emitter of NOx. 

 
c. SCAG should identify and promote a sequence of projects that maximizes on-dock rail and 

that reduces constraints on the expansion of on-dock capacity in advance of projects that expand 
off-dock capacity. Without appropriate sequencing, efficiencies could be lost. 

 
d. Clean up existing freight corridors, not just the proposed new projects. 

While we welcome zero emission technology by the year 2035, more short term gains should be 
implemented.  SCAG should further analyze what can be done until a majority of truck traffic is 
zero or near zero emissions and consider using currently available technology while working to 
demonstrate future technology applications (such as maglev technology).   

5. Improve public health monitoring and benefits, especially in environmental justice 
communities. 
We applaud SCAG for adopting a number of performance “outcomes” — in particular, those measuring 
public health and affordability — that will be monitored during RTP/SCS plan implementation. We 
believe that these additional performance metrics should be reported to the Regional Council as a way 
to help encourage implementation of the RTP/SCS. While we understand that SCAG has no authority 
over local land use or county transportation planning and funding, we do believe that it’s critical that 
SCAG find ways to incentivize RTP/SCS implementation.  

a. Evaluate the impact by geography of RTP/SCS investments on environmental justice 
communities by increasing monitoring over successive RTP/SCSs. 

The disparate impacts of transportation investments and land use planning — especially noise and 
pollution — on lower-income communities is lost in the county-wide or region-wide averaging that 
SCAG uses. It would also be informative if SCAG monitored a number of geographic areas where 
environmental justice populations are overrepresented. The Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission in the Bay Area, for example, does “snapshot” analyses of 44 geographic 
communities to focus on key transportation-related indicators such as transit service frequency, 
walkability, access to essential destinations by a 30-minute transit trip, housing and transportation 
affordability, bike and pedestrian collisions, diesel PM2.5 emissions, etc.  For example, the EJ 
appendix reports that air quality will be worse for 23-29% of the population with no indication of 
where they live, making  it difficult to design and evaluate the effectiveness of mitigation measures.  
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SCAG is planning to track characteristics in 125 transit stations. We recommend instead that 
SCAG analyze 125 places where environmental justice populations are overrepresented. The 
analysis could be used to monitor progress over successive RTP/SCSs, and goals could be set 
and strategies identified to reduce disparate impacts. Where there are disparities, SCAG should 
propose mitigations and work with the CTCs to improve conditions.  

Because the EJ analysis also suggests that low-income people are being displaced from station 
areas, we also recommend that rail and possibly BRT stations be monitored for the impacts of 
gentrification — by checking income levels, housing costs, transit usage and car ownership, etc. 
SCAG could also develop a toolbox of policies, implementation measures and funding sources that 
could be used to help low-income people continue to live near stations. 

b. Improve the discussion around performance outcomes and alternatives analyses. 

One of the best ways that SCAG can do this is to help make the outcomes of land use planning 
and transportation investment choices clearer to Regional Council members and the general public 
— through reporting on performance outcomes. While the Alternatives 1, 2, 3 & 4 presented at the 
summer workshops illustrated the impacts of particular policy choices, the Alternatives A, B, C & D 
were different in ways that were hard to understand. We recommend that in the next RTP/SCS, 
SCAG should give stakeholders more time and more information to evaluate the different 
scenarios. We also recommend that SCAG set targets for performance measures and outcomes, 
and to evaluate the scenarios against these targets early and continuously in the planning process.  

 

c. Develop new tools for measuring health & equity impacts in future RTP/SCSs. 

We also believe that SCAG should develop new tools for measuring health and equity impacts in 
future RTP/SCSs. In particular: 

 SCAG should enhance efforts to measure the daily amounts of walking and biking related to 
work and non-work trips.   

 SCAG should also measure chronic disease rate changes based on transportation decisions 
and resulting physical activity (based on the work of Neil Maizlish of the California Department 
of Public Health’s work with the MTC in the Bay Area and ongoing work with MPOs across the 
state). 

 SCAG will monitor premature mortality due to PM2.5, which is important since the region 
contributes 53 percent of premature deaths in the state of California due to PM2.5. We 
recommend SCAG report improvements every two years, and develop a more precise goal in 
collaboration with the LA County Department of Public Health and the American Lung 
Association in California. 

 SCAG should monitor asthma incidence and exacerbations due to NOx (an emission that is 
being measured) in collaboration with the California Department of Public Health, the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District, academic institutions, and others who are focusing on 
communities most impacted by air pollution, as well as communities located near high volume 
roadways.  
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We want to express our appreciation to the SCAG Regional Council and staff for all your efforts in putting 
together this ambitious plan to make Southern California a better place to live for present and future 
generations. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Bonnie Holmes-Gen 
American Lung Association of California 
 
Neil Richman 
BREATHE California of Los Angeles County 
 
James Provenzano 
Clean Air Now  
Jonathan Parfrey 
Climate Resolve 
 
Luis Cabrales 
Coalition for Clean Air 
 
Lars Clutterham 
downeygreen 
 
Jocelyn Vivar Ramirez 
East Yard Communities for Environmental 
Justice  
 
Jane Block 
Endangered Habitats League 
 
Cesar Covarrubias 
Kennedy Commission 
 
Victor Griego 
Latino Business Association Member 
 

Alexis Lantz 
Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition 
 
Denny Zane 
Move LA 
 
Patty Ochoa 
Physicians for Social Responsibility 
 
Jessica Meaney 
Safe Routes to School National Partnership 
 
Darrell Clarke 
Sierra Club 
 
Paul Zimmerman 
Southern California Association of Non-Profit 
Housing 
 
Rev. Earl W. Koteen 
Unitarian Universalist Legislative Ministry 
California 
 
John Longville 
Former Mayor of Rialto & former SCAG 
President 
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APPENDIX A 
 
Metrolink, bus rapid transit and bus corridors proposed to be enhanced and 
considered for inclusion in the RTP Constrained Plan.  
 

1. METROLINK 

Specifically, we want to highlight opportunities for enhanced investments on several existing lines that will create 
exceptional regional connectivity:  

 The Antelope Valley Line, which is the focus of current planning efforts to dramatically reduce the 
time it takes to travel over 76 miles from Lancaster to Union Station by more than fifty percent - from 
nearly two-hours to about one-hour.  Projects to improve its speed and efficiency and avoid 
unnecessary delays in service, including eliminating unnecessary curves, providing grade separations 
and double tracking where needed, will make this goal possible. 

 The San Bernardino Line has already shown great success with limited express service from 
downtown San Bernardino to Union Station in Los Angeles.  Investments to provide double-tracking for 
some segments of the line, grade separations could enable this line to provide express service on a 
much more regular basis.  A direct link into Ontario Airport would create an exceptional economic 
development opportunity.  Imagine the enhanced investment interest there would be for any community 
east of LA if it had high-speed express access to Ontario Airport and to Downtown LA via Union 
Station. 

 The Ventura County Line also offers the opportunity for high speed express access from Ventura 
through the North San Fernando Valley with links to the Orange Line at Chatsworth, Northridge and 
Van Nuys, potentially connecting directly to Burbank Airport, Glendale, on to Union Station. 

 Orange County Line continues from Union Station to Norwalk, Fullerton, Anaheim, Irvine and beyond 
to San Diego County.  Together with the Ventura County Line it presents the possibility of a continuous, 
high speed, electric express system serving 25 stations from Ventura to Union Station to Orange 
County to San Diego, connecting to 4 other Metrolink lines and the entirety of the LA Metro Rail system 
at Union Station. 

 LA Union Station Run-Through Tracks project that would significantly enhance regional trip potential 
of all Metrolink corridors serving Union Station by improving efficiency and throughput capacity, 
enabling more frequent regional service within LA County.  

 
In addition to the existing corridor infrastructure enhancements and improvements we recommend: 

 Extension of 91 Line from Riverside to Palm Springs/Coachella Valley, connecting the resort 
communities in Palm Desert to LA and Inland Empire. 

 Extension of San Bernardino Line to Redlands and San Bernardino Airport.  

 Harbor Subdivision Service from Union Station to South Bay Region via LAX, utilizing existing 
Railroad Right-of-ways to provide Commuter Rail service to an underserved transit region.  

 Additional infill stations along Metrolink Corridors to support activity centers such as Universities and 
Major Employment Centers such as Perris Valley Line - UC Riverside Station; San Bernardino Line – 
Ontario Airport Station branch; San Bernardino Line – LAC/USC Medical Center; Riverside Line - Cal 
Poly Pomona Station. 
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2. ORANGE COUNTY 

 

Proposed BRT Enhancements in Orange County 
Proposed BRT Link to Metrolink, Activity Center or Airport Peak  

Headway 
Off-Peak  
Headway 

Westminster Avenue -17th Street   
(Long Beach – Santa Ana) 

Metrolink / CSULB/VA 10 15 

Harbor Boulevard   
(Fullerton – Newport Beach) 

Metrolink /Disneyland 8 15 

Bristol Street/State College 
Boulevard  
(Brea – Irvine) 

Metrolink / John Wayne Airport 8 15 

Source: Orange County Transit Authority 
 

           Proposed Bus Enhancements/BRT Conversions beyond current funding in Orange County 
Lines Project Type Communities/Corridors Link to 

Metrolink 
Peak 

Headway 
Off-Peak 
Headway 

29 Convert to BRT  Beach Boulevard  
(Huntington Beach – La Habra) 

X 10 15 

38 Convert to BRT La Palma Avenue   
(Buena Park  - Anaheim) 

X 10 15 

50 Convert to BRT Katella Avenue 
(Long Beach – Orange) 

X 10 15 

53 Convert to BRT Main Street  
(Orange – Irvine) 

X 8 12 

54 Convert to BRT Chapman Avenue  
(Los Alamitos – Orange) 

X 10 15 

70 Convert to BRT Edinger Avenue 
(Huntington Beach – Tustin) 

X 10 15 

 Local Bus  GoLocal Bus Shuttles beyond current 
funding projections 

X 15 30 

 Local Bus  Station Link to Metrolink Stations beyond 
funding projections 

X 15 30 

Source: Orange County Transit Authority - LRTP 

 

3. SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 

 
Proposed BRT Enhancements in San Bernardino County 

Proposed BRT Link to Metrolink  
or Airport 

Peak  
Headway 

Off-Peak  
Headway 

E Street sbX Redlands Extension  Metrolink  5 10 

Foothill East sbX  Metrolink /San  Bdo Int AP 5 10 

Foothill West sbX - Foothill  Metrolink  10 15 

Euclid sbX  Metrolink  10 15 

San Bernardino Avenue sbX   10 10 

Holt/Fourth sbX  Metrolink / Ontario AP 10 15 

Grand/Edison sbX   10 20 

Sierra sbX  Metrolink  10 20 

Riverside sbX  Metrolink  10 10 

Haven sbX  Metrolink / Ontario AP 10 15 

Source: San Bernardino County LRTP 
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Proposed Bus System Enhancements 
Best Bets in San Bernardino County 

Lines Type Communities Peak 
Headway 

Off-Peak 
Headway 

1  Local Bus  Colton-Del Rosa  10 15 

4  Local Bus  Baseline-Highland-San Bernardino  20 20 

8  Local Bus  San Bernardino-Mentone-Yucaipa  15 30 

10  Local Bus  Fontana-Baseline-San Bernardino  15 30 

15  Local Bus  Fontana-Rialto-SB-Highlands-Redlands  10 15 

19  Local Bus  Redlands-Colton-Fontana  20 20 

65  Local Bus  Montclair-Chino Hills  15 30 

80  Local Bus  Montclair-Ontario-Chaffey  15 30 

Source: San Bernardino County LRTP 

 

4. RIVERSIDE COUNTY 

 
Proposed BRT/Bus System Enhancements in Riverside County 

Lines Project Type Communities/Corridor Link to 
Metrolink 

Current 
Headway 

Enhanced 
Headway 

19 Local Bus, 
Convert to BRT  

Perris Boulevard Corridor  X 60 20 

20 Local Bus  
Convert to BRT 

Allessandro Corridor   X 60 15 

24 Local Bus Temecula – Pechanga Corridor  70 20 

206 Commuter 
Express Bus 
(Convert to BRT)  

Corona-Temecula I-15 Corridor  X 4 trips each 
direction 

(RH Only) 

20 

208 Commuter 
Express Bus   
(Convert to BRT) 

Riverside-Perris-Temecula via SR-60/I-215 
Corridor  

X 4 trips each 
direction 

(RH Only) 

30 

210  Commuter 
Express Bus   

Riverside-Banning via SR-60 Corridor  X 4 trips each 
direction 

(RH Only) 

30 

212 Commuter 
Express Bus   

Riverside-Perris-Hemet via SR-60 Corridor  X 4 trips each 
direction 

(RH Only) 

30 

Source: Riverside Transit Agency 
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COMMERCIAL RC:AL ESTATE 
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 

S<>CAL CHAPTER 

Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 

February 14, 2012 

Southern California Association of Governments 
S 18 West Seventh Street 1 i1i Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Re: Comments on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation PlarJSustainablc 
Communities Strategy, and Program Environmental Impact Report 

Dear .\1i'. lkhrata: 

NAfOP, 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 
sl'n'e 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 \Vith the review of the just released Program 
Environmental Impact Repmt (PETR). 

NAIOP SoCal fully understands the enormity of the undertaking to create the 
RTP, particularly with the nev.'ly 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 rhe 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 
crnbracc 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 PEfR. 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 th~ PblR. The 642 page complex document with 
approximately 550 supposed mitigation measures was released the afternoon of 
r ri day December 3 0, 20 11 , 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 costi has been undc11aken to try to 
111 eet the February 14 end of comment period. It is very obvious the comment 
period for the PbIR is not sut1icient to allow for a thorough; thoughtful analy8is 
of the very belatedly released PETR. Unfortunately, SCAG has repeatedly 
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indicated they would not extend the comment period. NAIOP docs request that the comment period be 
extended. 

To compound the problem, the PEIR is going to be rushed to approval. NAlOP 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 PEI R be approved, which is 5 days 
before the response to comments will be released on March 26. Then, the Regional Council is 
~upposed to approve all the documents on April 4. 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 arc 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 arc supposed to 
be a ''tool-hox" to choose from, the actual verbiage of the documents does not so indicate. The 
statement of the feasibility, eilieiency, and "can and should" language should be deleted. Furthermore, 
SCAG should at a minimum clearly state that the PETR 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 tht: above so SCAG's stated intention is clear to all. 

Next there are nearly 200 "mitigation measures'" that arc irn.:omplete references io 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 arc 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 haseline, and are not used as mitigation measures. By trying to re\.vor<l 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. 1f 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 PETR, 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 purviev.' 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 \Vere 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 puhlic, MPOs are to 



develop long range transportation plans and transportation improvemenl programs that promote a 
multi-modal transportation system. The RTP should solely be focused on that objective. and the SCS 
is only lo fit the requirements of SB 375. Yet, the documents go in to things such as paleontology, 
,.vastewatcr, utilities, and many other areas that arc beyond SCA G's scope. There arc numerous areas 
in the PETR 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 he addressed in any final 
RTP/SCS and PETR. 

The funding for the RTP is also of great concern. Federal lavv does require that the plam be fiscally 
constrained such that any funding is available or reasonably expected tn become available. Yet. the 
draft RTP claims to he an approximate S524 billion program, hut has a shortfall of $219 billion in 
revenues; nearly half. There is a reference to about $127 billion of the shmifall being reliant on major 
State and/or Federal actions, which seem awfully speculative. NAIOP has a m~jor concern over the 
numerous rd'crenccs in the documents to pushing local jurisdictions to adopt new fees or taxes. The 
commercial/industrial development industry is already heavily burdened vvith 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. Y ct, 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 ncv,; fees and taxes. fhis 
would clearly he a huge hinderance, if not paralyze, any type of economic recovery in the regions. 
NAlOP did not see any type of analysis in the documents that would lead one to believe such foe and 
ta'< increases are reasonably possible, especially in light of Proposition 22, nor an analysis of the 
economic impacts. Such analyses arc needed before any of the documents arc finalized. 

The RTP/SCS and PEIR arc incredibly complex documents that are very important and far-reaching. 
NAlOP 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 PElR so that the final product is credible and truly benefits all of Southern California. NA[OP 
SoCal looks forward to SCAG's responses to the ahove 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, 
---.,_'\ 

James V. Camp 
Director 
Chair, I .egislative 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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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 2012-2035 RTP/SCS—Need for Amendments to Freight Element 
 
Dear President O’Connor: 
 
 On behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council and the Coalition for Clean Air, 
we write regarding the need for a near-term clean freight project in the Regional Transportation 
Plan (“RTP”).  Specifically, we are concerned that there is not an emphasis in the RTP on near 
term projects that will help the region achieve its technology goals of creating a zero or near 
zero emission freight movement system.  Accordingly, we respectfully ask that the RTP be 
amended to include short term projects in the constrained plan that will help advance cleaner 
technologies in the short-term.      
 

 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, the ports committed to 
develop and implement a zero emissions container movement system.  In pertinent part, the 
Port boards declared that — 

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 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.1

Here we are six years later, and we are no closer to actual implementation of a zero emissions 
system.  While there are a lot of discussions about these technologies, there is an imperative 
need for SCAG to be leaders on this issue. In that vein, SCAG needs to provide more support 
for this concept in the near-term.  

 

  

                                                 
1 San Pedro Bay Ports, 2006 Clean Air Action Plan, 141 (November 2006) available at 
http://www.polb.com/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=3451.  
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 The RTP should be amended to include a project or projects that will help spur 
technology.  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 constrained portions in the plan.  In the same vein, the RTP could also include 
other similar projects, including a catenary system along Alameda Street in the harbor area.  At 
least one of these projects must be pushed forward in the near-term (e.g. next two years).  The 
cost of such a system is estimated to be between 5 and 6 million dollars per mile on the high 
end.  Furthermore, dollars should be allocated to procure trucks that can use this system.  
Accordingly, we recommend an initial allocation of 35 million for the entire project with the 
creation of a plan to increase the percentage of trucks that use this facility.  Funding for this 
project could come from some combination of the ports, agencies responsible for clean air 
locally and statewide, and private industry.  The key is to develop and implement the catenary 
system in the short term to help progress in actually achieving zero emissions goals.  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 an enforceable measure to push progress 
towards a true zero emissions system. 
 
 Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have questions about this recommendation. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Adriano L. Martinez 
Staff Attorney 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
 
 
Luis Cabrales 
Deputy Director of Campaigns  
Coalition for Clean Air 



January 30, 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

Who We Are
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. Our 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 710-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-710 Extension Toll Tunnels would not improve our 
regional mobility and air quality, but would actually worsen them, we recommend alternative 
solutions.



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 710) 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-710 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 / 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 I-710, I-5, and I-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 
I-15, SR-14, SR-138, and I-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-710 North Extension Project

The SCAG 2035 RTP assumes a route of the SR-710 along the old surface freeway route from the 
I-10 to the I-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-710 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-710 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 
10+ 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-710 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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February 13, 2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 
Ms. Margaret Lin 
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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. 
\Vhile 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 
AQ:tvm's region, according to Adrian Martinez, an attorney for the Natural Resources 
Defense Council."l 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 arc 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 (CARE) 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, fine 
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. Envirorunental 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 Ill) shows that diesel 
particulate matter is the ovenvhclming 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 a'i the J. 710, 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 
ovcrwhehning 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 Janes from the Ports of 
LA·Long Beach to the rail yards and 10 general lanes from the Ports to SR-60. While the 
upper 1-710 is listed as a study (EIR/EIS) 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 I-710 North project is also described as an 8 lane toll facility in a tunnel (2~ 13). 
While new schools cannot be built v.rithin 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 1 000 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 1·710 extension. 5 

Health Risk Assessments (HRA) and Health Impact Assessments (HIA) 

The RTP must consider formal Health Risk Assessment and Health [mpact Assessments 
for all of the f-710 corridor communities and I lot 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 IO 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, 2009 lctter regarding I-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 J.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 CEPA 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
CO2 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 CO2 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, 
busscs, 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 I-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 '''''1-'"W.sgc.ca.gov/workgroups/hiap.html. Community 
engagement is not demanding you build more and they arc the ultimate stakeholders and 
the ones who bear the costs and health burdens. 

Funding an Undefined Project 

We are distressed to see the enormous dollars that might go to a new infrastructure 
project such as the I-710 north tunnels (11.8 billion, 2007 SCAG figure), No project is 
actually defined yet. The EIR/EIS 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 undefined 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 fmward to seeing the revised plan. 

Sincerely, 

- I. "Dirty freeway air puts Southern California health at risk, say activists" Melissa 
Pamer, LA Dailynews.com, 1/16/12 

2. SCAQMD letter dated february 17, 2009 to the 1-710 Technical Advisory Committee 
re: I-710 Project EIR Alternatives 

3. SCAQMD letter dated February 17, 2009 

4. 1-710 Missing Link Truck Study, TraHic Analysis for the Arroyo Verdugo Subregion 
With and Without the 1-710 Gap Closure, Preliminary Drail Final Report, submitted to 
SCAO 
5. Tunnels Concentrate Air Pollution By Up to 1,000 times, ScienceDaily, materials 
provided by Queensland University of Technology, (Aug. 30, 2009) http://x
journa!s.com/2009/tunnels-concentrate-air -pol!ution-by-up-to-1 000-times/ 

6. SCAQMD letter dated February 17, 2009 

7. Development of a California Gcospatial Intcrrnodal 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, ct.al. 
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SCOPING COMMENTS ON HEALTH AND AIR POLLUTION 710 TUNNELS PROJECT 

Ron Kosinski 
Deputy Director 
Division of Environmental Planning 
Ca!trans District 7 
100 S. Main street, MS 16A 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Kosinski, 

RE: SR-710 Environmental Impact ReporU 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 71 O 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 (<100nm) 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 tor 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 u!trafine 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 arc almost 5 times as likely to have clinically ahnunnally lung 

function compared to those in less po!luted communities. A~ alarming as thi~ 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 vol 351: 1057-67 Gaudemian) 

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 7i0 ACTION COMMITTEE MEMBERS SUPPORTING THIS REQUEST: 

NAME ADDRESS DATE EMAIL 



No 710 ACTION COMM!TIEE MEMBERS SUPPORTING THIS REQUEST: 
---------------,------------ --~--~-------~ 

NAME ADDRESS DATE EMAIL 
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Attachments: 

Appendix A: Bibliography of Health/Pollution Jmpacts links 

Appendix B: Outline of Health Concerns for 710 Tunnels Scoping 

Appendix C: 
http://departments.oxy.edu/uepi/Global%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 ://t4america.org/docs/blueprint_summary .pdf 
Page 7, National Transportation Objectives and Targets 

http : // coa litio nforclea n air. org/ air-poll utio n-pollutant. htm I 
http : / / coa I ltionforciea na i r. org/ air-poll utio n- lOfacts. htm I 
http : // coa I itio nfo rclea na i r. org/ au r- prog ra ms-transportation~ facts. htm I 



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 Al! 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. aqmd. gov I 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 AQ}/10 commenting on the air quality analysis. PDF 
files require the use of a reader. 

http: //www.agmd.gov/ cega/ igr / 2009 /February/ EtSE!Rl • 71 O. 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 District FEBRUARY 22. 2009 

http: / /www.greenenvironmentnews.com/ feed images/2b08292e-73 79-4 373-9ba8-0f2324b4f956. 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 

http: I !WWW. ictf-jpa. org/ publicc;omment/ Letters/ NaturalResourcesDefenseCouncil-022609. pdf 
Re: Notice of Preparation / Initial Study - ICTF Project 
Natural Resources Defense Council American Lung Association !n California Coalition For A Safe Environment Coalition 
For Clean Air Communities For Clean Ports East Yard Communities For Environmental Justice Harbor Watts Ede 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. Wa\lerstein 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%20lmpact%20Project%20Report%20-
%20June%202009%20FI NAL 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:/ /eprints.gut.edu.au/27536/ 
On-road ultrafine particle concentration in the MS East road tunnel, Sydney, Australia 
Knibbs, Luke 0., deOear, Richard, Mengersen, Kerrie, & Morawska, Lidia (2009) On-road ultrafine particle 
concentration in the MS 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 DOI: 10.1021 /es062590s Publication Date (Web): February 23, 2007 
Copyright © 2007 American Chemical Society 



http: / / cfpub. epa. gov/ ncer abstracts/index. cfm/ fuseaction /display. abstractDetait I abstract/ 8977 / 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: //www.mendeley.com/ research/ sources-fine-organic-aerosol· 3-road·d ust- tire-deb ris·organometall ic ·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, DOI: 10.1021 /es00046aD19, 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,* Bo G. Bergback, and Agneta V. Hiiggerud, School of Pure and Applied Natural Sciences, 
University of Kalmar, Sweden, Environ. Sci. Technol., 2007, 41 (15), pp 5224-5230, DOI: 10.1021/es070198o, 
Publication Date (Web): June 22, 2007, Copyright© 2007 American Chemical Society 

http: / / pu bs.acs.org/ doi /full/ 1 0. 1 021 / es0618797?prev5earch=freeway%2Bpollution&search HistoryKey= 
In-Cabin Commuter Exposure to Ultrafine Particles on Los Angeles Freeways 
Yifang Zhu, Arantzazu Eiguren-Fernandez, Wit!iam C. Hinds, and Antonio H. Miguel*, Department of Environmental 
Engineering, Texas A&M University-Kingsville Environ. Sci. Technol., 2007, 41 (7), pp 2138-2145 DOI: 
10.1021 /es0618797 Publication Date (Web): February 27, 2007 Copyright© 2007 American Chemical Society 

http: / / artides. latimes. com/201 OJ jan / 08/ nation/ la-na-epa-smog-rules8-201 Ojan08 
EPA proposes nation's strictest smog limits ever 
It wants to toughen the ozone limit adopted in 2008 by cracking down further on vehides, 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://eprints.gut.edu .au/27536/ 
On-road ultrafine particle concentration in the M5 East road tunnel, Sydney, Australia 
Knibbs, Luke 0., deDear, Richard, Mengersen, Kerrie, & Morawska, Lidia (2009) On-road ultrafine particle 
concentration in the MS East road tunnel, Sydney, Australia. Atmospheric Environment, 43(22-23), pp. 3510-3519. 

http: / / latimesb!ogs. lati mes. com I green space/ 2009 / 08/ air -pollution- nitrogen-dioxide .html 
Cough! Cough! EPA's new effort to clean the air 
LA Tiimes, August 4, 2009 I 3:53 pm 

http://hydra.usc.edu/st;ehsc/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 Uttrafine Particles near a Major 
Highway 
Yi 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: / /www.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: / / www.sciencedaily.com/ releases/ 2006 / 03 / 060302175906. htm 
Researchers To Scrutinize Megacity Pollution During Mexico City Field Campaign 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by National Center for Atmospheric Research, (Mar. 3, 2006) 



Miscellaneous 

http: / /www.who.int/ heli /risks/urban/ transpdirectory /en/index.html 
Directory of resources on transport, health and environment in developing countries 
Health and Environment Linkages Initiative - (HEU), World Health Organization (WHO), united nations environment 
programme (UNEP) 

Children's Health and air pollution 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/reieases/2008/01 /080107094944.htm 
Air Potlution 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 
ScienceDai/y, materials provided by Karolinska lnstitutet., (Apr. 10, 2008) -

http: / / www.sciencedaily.com/ releases/2009 /06 /090625100625. htm 
Tiny Levels Of Carbon Monoxide Damage Fetal Brain 
ScienceDai/y, 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 Poltution 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/files/lnfant Death Syndrome Ritz.pdf 
Ambient Air Pollution and Risk of Birth Defects in Southern California 
Seate 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 I 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 Avol, Duncan Thomas, and John Peter 
Environmental Health Perspectives• VOLUME 114 J NUMBER 5 I 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. sciencedail y. 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: I lwww.sciencedaily.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 gauderman eta! traffic1 .source.prod affiliate.4.pdf 
Effect of exposure to traffic on tung 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 Aval, 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.htmt 
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 /12/071214094057 .htm 
Heavy Traffic Makes Breathing A Burden In Children 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by American Thoracic Society, (Dec. 17, 2007) 

http: / /www. scpcs. uc!a .edu I news/ CHSPol icyBrief. 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· 
\a.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 Aval, 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. use. ed u / scehsc I pdfs/ D· 1 · 3%20Healthy%20Air%20Qual ity%20So!utions%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: //pubs. acs. org/ doi / full/ 1 0. 1021 / es0618797?prevSearch=freeway%2 Bpollution&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. Technol., 2007, 41 (7), pp 
2138-2145 
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http:/ /journals.ametsoc.org/doi/abs/ 10. 1175/1520-0450( 1999)038%3C1049%3AT0APPT%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 
-nµlds<i N<PdhfunAs,ex<a!EdWilhGocdslhMrrent 
Physicians for Social Responsilbility- Los Angeles 

http: / /www. coal itionforcleanair. org I 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 / 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:/ /www.sciencedaity.com/releases/2009 /08/090827101241.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. 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by Queensland University of Technology, (Aug. 30, 2009) 

http://aagr.org/YOL10 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/ 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 Garcia-Esteban, B Jacquemin, I Aguilera, U,Ackerman, R de Marco, B Forsberg, T 
Gislason, J Heinrich, D Norbiick, 5 Villani and, N Kunzli 
Occup. Environ. Med. 2006;63;836-843; originally published online 17 Jul 2006; 
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.story?page=2 Part 2 
http://www.latimes.com/ news/local/la-me-air-pol!ution24-2009sep24,0,4461184.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 dean air a priority. By Margot Roosevelt, LA Times Local, 
September 24, 2009 

http://www.vaHeynet.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 
SdenceDaily, materials provided by Federation of American Societies for Experimental Biology, (Apr. ZB, 2010) 

http:/ I www. sclencedaily. com I rel eases/ 2005109 I 05092 1081644. 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 
ScienceDai/y, materials provided by University Of California, Los Angeles, (Aug. 27, 2007) 

http: / / ehp03. niehs. nih. gov/ article /fetchArticle. action ?artideU RI "'info:doi / 1 0. 1289 / eh p. 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: / /btogs.sacbee. com I capitolalertta test/2009 / 12/ heavy-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-ta.org/files/Cardiovascular Miller. pdf 
Long-Term Exposure to Air Pollution and Incidence of Cardiovascular Events in Women 
Kristin A. Miller, M.S., David S. 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 vol. 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 ln Men 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by American Heart Association, (Nov, 10, 2007) 

Goods Movement and Health 

ftp: / /ftp. arb. ca. gov/ carbis/ planning/ gmerp / slides2. pdf 
Developing California's Emission Reduction Plan for Goods Movement 
2005 California Air Resources Board 

http://www.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. sciencedail y .com/ releases/2006 / 09 / 060927201220. htm 
Study Of Toxins In Houston Air Warrants New Standards 
ScienceDaity, 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. ntm. nih. gov I pmc/ articles/ PMC2265058 / 

Environ Health Perspect. 2008 March; 116(3): A110. 

http: / /www.nrdc.org/ air/ pollution/ ports/ 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 

http://arb.ca.gov/gmp/comments/mar05!trs.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: / / thepumphandle. wordpress.com/ 2008/02 / 06/ harm-to-communities-from-goods-movement-system/ 
Harm to Communities from "Goods Movement" System 
by Celeste Monforton, The Pump Handle, February 6, 2008 

http: / / www .steelinterstate. erg/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 RTPUpdatefifthDraftFioal.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 I technologies/ coa \power/ ewr /pubs/AAA.RI 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 Canference: Particulate Matter, Supersites Program & Related Studies February 7-11, 
2005, Atlanta GA 

PM and Ultrafine Particles and Lungs and Inflammation 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2010/07 /100701131209 .htm 
Ultrafine Particles in Air Pottution May Heighten Allergic Inflammation 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. 
ScienceDaily, 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 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by University of North Carolina at Chapel Hilt, (May 10, 2007) 

http: //a jplung. physiology. org/ content/ 299 / 3 / L3 7 4 
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 April 2010. accepted in final form 17 June 2010. 
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http:/ /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 CalderOn-Garciduefia~ Anna C. Solt..,__Carlos Henriquez-Roldiin, Ricardo Torres Jard6n, Bryan Nuse, Lou Herritt, 
Rafael Villarrea\-Calder6n, Norma Osnaya, Ida Stone.._Raquel Garcia, Diane M. Brooks, Angelica Gonziilez-Maciel, Rafael 
Reynoso-Robles, Ricardo Delgado-Chiivezz 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/research/ heat th/ heal thup/ j u!y06. 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 .sciencedai ly .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 
U\trafine 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. Nel, Jack R. Harkema, Ryan P. Lewandowski, Meiying Wang, Lori A. Bramble, Glenn 
Gookin, and Zhi Nlng, UCLA 

http://www.gnest.org/journal/Vol10 No3/439-452 579 POLITIS 10-3.pdf 
ULTRAFINE PARTICLES (UFP) AND HEAL TH EFFECTS. DANGEROUS. LIKE NO OTHER PM REV!EW 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. PILINJS 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=ArticleURLl:t udi=B6VH3-4XNNSNM-
2& user=10& rdoc=1& fmt=& orig=search& sort=d& docanchor=&view=c&. acct=COOOOS0221& version"'1& ur!Version 
-Oft 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 Chen\ Chuen-Jinn Tsaia· · , Charles C.-K. Choub, Gwo-Dong Roamc, Sen-Sung Chengd and Ya-Nan Wangd 
Volume 44, 1ssue 4, February 2010, Pages 533-540 

Air pollution and Cardiovascular Health and Mortality 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2010/05/ 100510161244.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 ctots 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by Northwestern University, (Sep. 26, 2007) 
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http: I/ psr-la.orglfilesl Cardiovascular Pope.pd( 
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, 1001 /jama.287.9.1132) 

http:/ /www.plosone.org/article/info%3Adoi/10.1371 /journal.pone.0009096 
Ambient Air Pollution and the Progression of Atherosclerosis in Adults 
Nino KUnzli1,2*, Michael Jerrett]., Raquel Garcia·Esteban.f., Xavier Basagaflaf, Bernardo BeckermannJ, Frank Gilliland1, 
Merce Medinaf, John Peters1,, Howard N. Hodis2_, 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, Schoo! 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://ehp03.niehs.nih.gov/ article/fetchArticle.action?articleURl=info%3Adoi%2F10. 1289%2Fehp.11 SJJ 
A Cohort Study of Traffic-Related Air Pollution and Mortality in Toronto, Ontario, Canada 
Michael Jerrett, 1 Murray M. Finkelstein,2 Jeffrey R. Brook,3 M. Altaf Arain,4 Patvos Kanaroglou,4 Dave M. Stieb, 5 Nicolas 
l. Gilbert,5 Dave Verma,6 Norm Finkelstein, 4 Kenneth R. Chapman/ and Malcolm R. Sears8 

Environ Health Perspect. 2009 May; 117(5): 772-777. 
Published online 2009 January 5. doi: 10.1289/ehp.11533. 

http: //articles. la times. com/ 201 0 / feb/ 14 /Local/la-me-freeway-pollution 14-201 Ofeb 14 
Study finds traffic pollution can speed hardening of arteries 
February 14, 20101By Margot Roosevelt, LA Times 

http:/ /theweekly.usc.edu/ detail.php?recordnum=16882 
New USC study !inks air pollution to progression of atherosderosis 
By Meghan Lewit HSC Weekly 2010-02-26 

http://articles.iatimes.com/2007 /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, 20071Marla Cone J Times Staff Writer 

http://www.time.com/time/health/ article/0,8599, 166131 3,00.html 
Poltution: Dangerous to Joggers 
By Alice Park Wednesday, Time, Sep. 12, 2007 

http://articles.latimes.com/2009/ jun/23/opinion/ oe"critser23 Part 1 
http://articles.latimes.com/2009/jun/23/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, 
2009iGreg Critser 

http: / /www. sciencedai ly. com/ releases/ 2008/05 / 080529162856. htm 
Even Low levels Of Air Pollution May Pose Stroke Risk 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by Witey·Blackwell, (June 2, 2008) 

http: I Jwww .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://www.sciencedaily.com/ releases/2005/ 10/051028142356.htm 
Study Establishes Link Between Air Pollution, lschemic Strokes 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by Beth Israel Deaconess Medical Center, (Oct. 28, 2005) 

http: / /www. sciencedail y .com I 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: / / latimesb!ogs. lati mes. com/ green space/ 201 0 / 02 /heart-disease-air-pollution-freeways. html 
Live near a freeway? Heart disease risk may be higher 
Margot Roosevelt, LA Times, February 13, ZQ10 

http:/ /www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/07 /080721102807 .htm 
Beijing Pollution May Trigger Heart Attacks, Strokes 
ScienceDaily, 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 
ScienceDai/y, materials provided by JAMA and Archives Journals, (May 12, 2008) 

http: / /www.sdencedaily.com/ releases/201 0 / 05 / 1 00516195542. htm 
Higher Blood Pressure Found in People Living in Urban Areas 
ScienceDaily, 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 neivous system, 
according to a study published this month in the journal Inhalation Toxicology. 
ScienceDaly, 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 
ScienceDai/y, materials provided by Journal of Clinical Investigation, (Sep. 23, 2007) 

Air Pollution Impact on Seniors 

http: / / www.sciencedaily.com/ releases/2009 / 12/ 09122307 4703. htm 
Air Pollution Linked to Hospitalizations for Pneumonia in Seniors 
ScienceOaily, materials provided by McMaster University, (Dec. 23, 2009) 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2006/03/060309081531. htm 
Elderly Have Higher Risk For Cardiovascular, Respiratory Disease 
ScienceDai/y, 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 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by Yale University, (Sep. 1, 2009) 

Air Pollution is associated with death in people with other diseases 

http: / /www. sciencedail y .com/ releases/ 2006 /05 / 060523000408. htm 
Air Pollution Increases Death Risk In People With Certain Diseases 
ScienceDaily, 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 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by BMJ-British Medical Journal, (Apr. 16, 2008) 
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Economic Costs and Externalities 

http:// blogs. edf .org/ transportation/2010/ 03 /01 / we-gotta-dean-up-f reight-transportation%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 I Posted by Transportation Team This post was co-authored by Camille Kustin 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/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/ 061 017084420. 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: / I www. sciencedail y. com/ releases/ 2006/05/ 06050217 4 350. 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://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:I/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 
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http:/ /www.sciencedaily.com/reteases/2007 /07 /070731085554.htm 
Air Pollution Linked To Early Death 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by BMJ Specialty Journals, (Aug. 1, 2007) 

http:/ /www.sciencedaity.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 .sciencedai ly .com/ releases/ 2009 / 05 /09051714 3218. htm 
Environmental Exposure To Particulates May Damage DNA In As Few As Three Days 
ScienceDaily, materials provided by American Thoracic Society, (May 18, 2009) 

Misc Health Effects Due to Diesel Exhaust 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/ releases/2008/03/080311075339. htm 
Diesel Exhaust Jnhalation 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/ 201 0 /03 / 1 003231 0594 3. htm 
Diesel Exhaust Associated With Lethargy in Offspring 
Breathing diesel exhaust during pregnancy is associated with sluggishness in offspring. 
ScienceDai/y, materials provided by BioMed Central, (Mar. 24, 2010 

http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2007 /07 /0707301 nB04.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 
ScienceDai/y, 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: I lwww.sciencedaily.com I releases/2009 / 03 / 09031220522 4. 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.sciencedaity.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 / 10/071030150952. 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: I I www .springer\ ink.com/ content/ j5528307123w 31 v3/ 
Coccidioidomycosis D. A. Bronnimann and J. N. Galgiani European Journal Of Clinical Microbiology 6: Infectious 
Diseases, May 1989, Volume 8, Number 5, 466-473, DOI: 10.1007 /BF01964061 CURRENT TOPIC: REVIEW 

http;//www.medscape.com/viewarticte/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. Panackat; 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: / / arizonapubl icrecordsearch.org/ 3 5 3/ valley· fever-2/ 
Valley Fever 
There is no doubt that construction companies contribute significantly to Valley Fever. According to the MayoC!inic 
By ADMIN, Arizona Public Record Search, on December 27, 2010 

http: //WWW. thefree!ibrary. com/ PROJECT +STl RS+FEARS+OF+ VALLEY +FEVER%3 b+RESI DENTS+SA Y +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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APPENDIXB 



OUTLINE of health concerns for 710 Tnnnels 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, CO2 

Brake and tire lining emissions; tire rubber, fine organic aerosols 

Temperature and season a! 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 

Misce!laneous: 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 for 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~ 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 

tmpact on regional air quality 



APPENDIXC 



.Particulate matter 

·p/,'fand elemental 
·:c~rfi'oh- (EC) 

-~itfllgel1 dioxide -
precursor to ozone 

Living dose 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 

·-C::oriimunity nolse 
;_jffe~UUNon 

·--f1ev{lted levels of 
-noiSe in-workplaces 

Contingent employment -
e.g., warehouse workers 

Misclassification as 
independent contractors 
rather than employees 

Diesel exhaust 

Heat 

Injuries/fatalities 

.-'.industrial blight 

:-Traffic Congestion 

_(ars __ traveting in 
same lanes and on 

,Same highways 

,-24-llour lighting 

iij~~: r~µairs 

/i;:ffiihen~-domain 

·Ete"'.aied-~~~_c9t.'P!P,'.?_jn thi/a,ir_;· -... ·.,.,;< .. ;•.· :, ;'J: __ ardiovascular disease, COPD (e.g., emphysema) 

~p ~~-f~(~~~,-~~t~;:t~;-~_.;-~~~:~~~~~~if~\~:~:;;1 ~JJl;~~~~:~~~~~~~en to reduction 

· · --·--~ · · · ., ""'.. :·· · · -<;:::·_ ~Jni:rease in school absences is linked 
Qie5eLe'niis_ii1~_nS-i:<1n"t;li[JS _high"le\felS_'O{-Nt>,,:·'" · ·:· :·fo illcreases in ozone levels 

Children 

Children 

Pregnant women 

Adults 

Women 

Women 

Men and women 

Increased asthma; exacerbation of <1sthma (e.g., 
wheezing) ,ind use of more ,isthma medication 

More likely to develop new cases of asthma 

More likely to have premature or low birth weight 
babies or miscarriages, or develop prccclamp~i,i 

Thickening of tile artery walls th,it can 
lead to heart dise,ise ,ind stroke 

More likely to develop mild cog11it1vc decline as they age 

More likely to develop new r11ses of di,ihetes 

More likely to develop stroke ,ind 
new cases of heart disease 

At risk: those UyJng n~r bl}Sy high"Wffi, , , .. ~ ;.ll,e·si_dents near airports. and highway:; show (for adults) 
hs, . ,-.. ~. -"r ,.,;;,-M,,. ,.~, d .:""'· ·-_:',;.'.;'. ,ao -increase in cardiovascular disease and stroke, 

·marine «<=[Flma ... ,'8,lll!O, "", .. ~1>• 'J',«tu~3!_n u e1}!:t , ·.,•.=" ..... 'difficulties and arnciety·, and (for children) 
::tradci/-arid"lor:C-O.nsttuction Otthe'abtive·. vs- ... .,..:'-'., , _--·:· - ---< , ,, .. ,.,.--;-,,- · , - .. , -, ,._.- · \::_:::~·-. ,._ .. :_,,< .< _ ;,_pf~t_em_s with school behavior and anxiety 

A.t r.isk: d.c:;-&-.~~-, · iiiltr~.i:d 
worker!ia"M'tfl.u'.:k-tfriverk· 

. -- ... · .. ---

... 

.-.- ·' 
1 

\· ~iOrig ~erm exposure can cause hearing 
': ;-ktis, ·stress and high blood pressure 

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" 

fn:.ipty_ i:{l_ntairieJ'.s, i~- tots ryear h6rnes; 
-vieWS:OfJ_nduS_tri~t.tranes --

.Cars l)l_lfst ·t~,i'(~L;_~th.Qig0_r'i"g,~d<s;-~)(j)WJ'9!9}( ,. 
nutl]:bef'bt_~vv,ifut.Y trU$ ha"!itinj-_¢:Ofl~ir\eB;_
tiu(k driving·5tli0Q_Cropefating in nt>ig!'!borhObd.s 

E:xPa:t!di~g--~~m~t-Othea'(y-duty trll.~-_tii,:µ,citri{' 

Stressful, insecure jobs without benefits 

L,ick of basic: worker protections, such as hourly 
wage, overtime, health insurance, unemployment 
benefits, tight to organize - and OSHA p1·otect10ns 

lncre,ise in lung c,incer in all thre€ occupations; increase 
in COPD {e.g., emphysema) ,imong railroad workers 

lf outdoor temperatures are extremely high 
and there is no relief or mitigation, workers 
can suffer from heat stress illnessc~ 

E.g. The 2009-2010 California OSHA 
highest hazard industry list included 
warehousing ,ind truck transport,ition 

':Decreases home values and quality of tife 

.Stress from congestion; increased commuting 
'time means longer times on the road breathing 
ilir pollution in exhaust from cars ,ind trucks 

--, :·1hjuries and fatalities in car-truck accidents. 

iOifficu!fy steeping at night 



lmprDve Economic Competitiveness, 
Trans p() rlat b ,, System Eff ic ie,,cy and Workforce 
Develcipme,,i Oppon:unities 

lrnpr:ve '12ris po,tatiu,1 S'i,;terr1 c~,11Jitio,,s ;s1 ,,_: 

G:in ,e:1'-. it,' 

... .:.. : :·..:. ' .. ··:;. .. -. :;c-::=:_=:::::;. : ~ . :.:" ··, '"'."·. ·: .':: . ;."·:x; . ;~=:.~·; :·.-:::.. 

Pro m:ito Fnen::r,· Efiic ie re y ana /-c hiew F ne igy 

S2curit)" 

Ens _ ·e [r ,, 10, me r,ta P rote::; 11~1 r, Resto ·e C Ii rn;ite 
2,;;;, >-, ii ity and R e:;o !ve Pe rs ste rrt [ r,,,i re, ,,mental 

E.ns111;c; Safety for Ail Trans po ·taiio,; Users an::i 
I mp ro,,,e Fu:::. I~ He,;,lt h O utc,::,cries 

PrD-.cide Eq,Jal a.rd Equitable i',cc:ess ic 

Suburbar, oU1ci 

Triple walkirg, bikirg and pubic 
trac:.:;porta!ion us~e 

Reduce trans po rtat ion-genera.too 
r:arbon doxide levels by40% 

Reduce delay per capita. by 10 % 

I mp rove p ub lie safety and bwe r congestion 
costs by redu:: irg traffi.: etas hes by 50% 

I re rea-;e share of rTBjo r highways, region.al tranGi! 
: fl= ts 5!!1d la:: ii it ieG' a rd b icyc Ii ngl p ooestr ian 

irrftast ru:: t ure in good state of condition by 20% 
', ... ---------.. ---,-'i·-.,•c. ____ ,,.,,,,,,_,..,...., ____ _ 

F:muce average household combined housing+ 
trar,sporfalion cos!G 25% (use 2000 as base year) 

. ·_._ ·. __ ,. ~' ~~ . .,._ 

I re re;;se by 50% essential des:tiratiJ ns accessibE 
within 30 min. by public transit, or 15 min. walk for 
hw-'rcorre, senior and disablccd populaliorn 
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· AIR POLLlfflON 

Go str'oight lo the 
tated Action Ahlm._ 

Top 10 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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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 /Sth 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 tung 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.S 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 tung cancer mortality rates, and accelerated Jung 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 toxics. 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 burn 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 !ong~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 rad 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 em·1ssion 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. 
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Air toxics, which are also known as hazardous air pollutants, are 188 toxic and potentially toxic 
compounds listed by the Federal Clean Air Act. Air toxics are generally organic chemicals, 
including some hydrocarbons that are highly evaporative in nature. Sources for air toxics 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 
toxics. Air toxics 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 toxics 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 toxics have impacts on the 
reproductive system by causing chromosomal aberrations or mutations. The nature of air 
toxics 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 toxics that are adsorbed to the 
particles. These small particles penetrate deeply into the lungs, and are the perfect vehicle for 
delivering air toxics into the body. 
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Transportation Facts 

• - Select Topic or Scro/I Down -- ... : . 

• California population (2003): 36,363,502 

Go :..'roight io tlw 
!ates! Action Alertt. 

• Registered cars and trucks in California: 24 million 
• Miles driven every day in California: 825 million 
• Mites 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. 

• Ca!ifornia'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 uGreen 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 mode! 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, NRDC, 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. lt 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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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 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, 12'h 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 recommendations 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. 

Or rng Count Coaf'l(;J/ of Govemm ts 
550 South Mam Street I PO 8011 , 1 S.: Orange Cltllfornia 92863-1584 I (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. 



 

  Page 7 of 32 

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 



 

  Page 8 of 32 

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 time tine 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 
46-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. 

Sincerely, , 

~4=J-! 
Peter Herzog l / 
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 
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 



 

  Page 15 of 32 

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…” 
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February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
81 8 West Seventh Street, 12'h F !oar 
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 ldentified 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. 

~>',u,,.,H11p1,,n Innovative Financing and New Revenue Sources 

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. After.that, 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 Tii:lnspor!Jtion A(ilho.,Hy 
SSO Sou!/1 Main S!meti PO Box 1411:/4 /Orangc/Ca!ifnmia 92B6.'J-1Sii4i (714) 560-0CTA (62B2j 
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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 Metrollnk 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 ta timely use criteria 

• The updated schedule should account far 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 p!an 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 

ln 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 Boa rd approved the Express Lane Planning 
and l mplementation Principles (Attachment B ). OCT A requests that these 
principles be incorporated into the assumptions for segments of the regional 
HOT Jane 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 co1Tidor 
would aid the movement of goods between the ports and warehouslng 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. 

OCT A supports the East-West Corridor as it appears in the Draft 2012 RTP. 
OCTA 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 P!an (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. 
OCTA will only conslder 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. !n 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 OCT A, 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 PElR, 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 inf I u en ce growth through the development of the RT P. OCT A 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 PEJR 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 mitigatlon 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. 

• Severa! 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. 



Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
February 14, 2012 
Page 7 

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 ("!GR"} 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 !GR 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 PEJR (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. !f you have further questions, please contact Gregory Nord, 
Senior Transportation Analyst, at (714) 560-5885. 

Sincerely, 
/---;: !; () 

/,..,-.-'<:'.:._ /Q .lf ~---
"-·•••-•"::ZM -• • -
Paul G. Glaab 
Chairman 

WK:gn 
Attachments 

c: OCTA Board of Directors 
Executive Staff 
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Chairman Thomfls J. Um berg 
Board of Dircc1ms 
California ~-1iqh·-Speed Rail Authority 
770 L Street, Suitf:l 800 
Sacrarrnanto, CA 95814 

Dear Chairmi:m Umberg: 

On behalf of the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), wn 
appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the California High-Speed 
Rall Draft 2012 Business Plan {P!an). As the only public agency to provide a 
finandal contribution to the environmental clearance effort, OCTA has a vested 
interest in the CaHfomia 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, ihe PBer 
Review Group, tr1e Legislative Analyst's Office (LAO), and affeded 
communities. We are pleased that the Plan includes the blended approach ns 
requested by OCTA and Las Angeles County MetropoHtan Transportation 
Authority (Metro) in spring 201 0. The pr an recognizes the importa nee of 
existing passenger rail service providers and the need to link those systems 
with the CHSR project. We believe this is the key ta the successful 
implementation of CHSR in Southern California, and the retention of federal 
support for this project. Linking into the existing successful rai\ services win 
provide the needed connectivity to regional transit systems to enable the full 
potential of the CHSR system. 

Whife 1he Plan represents a more realistic assessment of the CHSR project, 
there remaln 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 de!lvery 
model and includes the blended operations approach as requested by 
OCTA and LA Metro; however, this approach begins w·1th construction in 
the Central Va!iey instead of the Anaheim to San Fernando Valley and 
San Francisco to San Jose segments, often referred to as the bookends 

Oranl}8 Coumy Han$p01ta/ian Authoril)' 
550 south Main Slroetl P.O. fkrl/ i4 t84 I Orange / caJitomia 928fi:H584 I /714} 560·0CTA (6282) 
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of the sy:Acm, which snnw much higher ridr.,rship ancJ revcmH~ ,,-;; w,::;.dl as 
pruviding (:c,nned1v1t/ k the n1ct:t url.lanved "1reas cit' the state. Whil/:; 
ti-inn mt;y be n:-:qumiments w!w:h Jw,tify- initial E·Xpf:ndi!tm=),; en th1:o 
Centr~;I V,,!ley, we bdf,ve it more, prudent for the Cn!ifow1-;: f-li[Jh~;_)pricd 
Rail f,.uthurity (Cf-bHA\ to h;;qin w:U1 project irm.1\ett1c-nL.Lun .:,t trw 
boo~:,: ·1cl s of the '.':-y~-tf,r,; This ,1ppronc! 1 will ma~irni::·r· th1, in ·Jc'.'irtT.c· r-, t nf 
the sr,ircE state ard if:derai funds and providu cnticnl cormeci,nns to the, 
e>:istinp passenger r:ii! syshcrn,; in southern ,inti northern C.-difurnia. If 
m;W ;Fl.Gk iB constructed oubi(h,:, of the bookends [1'1 southun and 
northern California, it :;hou(d be ac,.:kd hetween the, San Fem;1ndo Valley 
and B;;il<ersfieltJ to connect the Pacific Surfliner and San Joaquin intercity 
n,1i/ corridors. Tnis imDort2nt infrastruc1u,e would fill thf, gao in pnssenner 
rail SE:rvice which now exists between Los Angeles and Bekersfield . 

., Project Schedule: We understand that the updated schedule aliqns 
with the phased delivery approach, add1ng 13 years to the lull Phase 1 
project Unfortunately, this chtmge in schedule leads to sigrnfiuint cust 
increases due to kiflaflon and escalation and it puts the existing funding 
sources in jeopmdy due t::.i 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 
avaHabilfty of construction matel'ia!s and qualified technical resources. 

o Cost tncrease: While we are aware that the previous cost esiimate was 
in base year dollars and the updated cost estimate now includes normai 
escalation and inflation, tlie cost increase is significant. As stated in the 
business plan, the increased cost also does not addrE::ss v:orst cuse 
scenarios for mitigations that may be required through the environmental 
process nor "ts it based on t ha high end of the range presented in 2 O i 0 
dollars. These potential cost changes could be significant and should be 
addressed through contingency planning, 

• Fundtng/Financia/ Plan: The funding pfan is largely speculative and 
lacks any firm commitment of funding beyond the initial construction 
section. The current secured funding is not adequate to buiid either of 
the Initial Operating SecUons, which the Plan states are the dr'1ving force 
behind attrac1lng any private funding and futurn public funds. 
Additionally, the Plan reties heavily on scarce pubfic funds on the front 
end ot the project and could place the CHSRA in direct compe1ition with 
existing rail servlce providers given the identified potential fund sources. 
This is of great concerr, to OCTA as it will directly impact existing and 
future planned programs. Specifically we are very concerned about the 
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assurnntions on the use of federal Congestion Mitiqation m,d Air 
Quc1litv :ind Regional Surface Tr:msportat1on Program funds that OCT A 
utilizn'. for hiohwny and trzrnsit rirnjnct~~- In ciddition. the use of fcdor;il 
New ~:;tcirts funds for thf, lligh~spced rail (HSf·:) program presr!nts direct 
corripdition to OCTA ;:ind ohc: !ocal transp<J1;Jtion r.ii;JHiCies t!:dt rdy un 
this pro9 ram tu thn development nf new fixed -ouic!cvvay projsctf< 

11' Compliance with Proposition ·1 A. Propo;;ition 1 A Suct:c,n /70:L iJH( c )() l 
specilicc:,!lv si,JtE:c; thd ;my fundinq plan ~-ubrn:Hcd to [he Lcq1~:idturc 
"srl'i1\\ rno\udr, . . id\ ()1 \he lcil\owing," ;;;,mi itorns A ~hmuqh K ~,ri:; \bteu 
Subch.rision H requires that, ··rhc corridor or usr,b!e segm(,nt tr-if,rnof 
would be suitable auj rr,udy for hi~ih··Llpeed train operation.·' ·corridor" is 
spHcifiutily defined in Sec~ion 2704.01 and mfors to a ''hign-~;peed train 
system," which is drliried in Subsection (e) of 2704.01 as c1 '':c-,yste.m with 
high -speed trains and lndud es . ,. power system, rolling sloe I·: ... ·• among 
other items. Additionally, Subsection K of 2704.0B(c)(?) requires that, 
"The Authonty has completed al! necessary project-level environmentai 
clearance~ necei;smy to proceed to construct:on." As noted by the 
LACYs No·1cmbcr 29, 201-: report an the Plan, it would appear that there 
are. serioLs questions that need to be fully analyzed as to whether the 
funding plan truly complies with the requ:rements set out in 
Proposition 1A. 

• Operational Assumptions: The operating assumptions include some 
very aggressive service levers of up to nine trains per hour. This is !ike!y 
to result in unnecessary frequency. The projected opmating 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 capaclty. More concr:rning is that the 
Plan does not include a build vs. no.build option for HSR and ignores 
existinfJ capacity and other tools for managing congestion; in addition, 
the Plan compares a $98 billion investment in HSR to a S 17 i billion 
future investment in airports/roadways for equivalent capacity, but does 
not account for the roadv,ray/airport work investment that w1JI be required 
both with and without HSR. 

The CHSR pmject represents the single !argest public works project in 
California h ! story, requiring ext ens rve coordination and in vestment OCT A is 
pleased to see the enhanced level of coordinatlon betvveen tr;e CHSRA and 
existing service providers and railroad owners. However, we have grave 
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cum crn over what appear<; to be missinq E!lement::-: 2nd unrealistic cornponenh 
cit tli~: Plan, We d!so urge the CHSf<A to address the c;erious concerns 
!T:ga~cJirHJ the Plan mised by the LAO pnor to :::ubrnission of this Plan to the 
Lrr11s\ature. OC1 A woulrl further appreciate adt,Olhlt.t; r1%ponses to the issue 
ra 1 '.Tr:! in t!H:· lettc r Th is pmjr.ct ha i:- th E, pnte n fi :1 I tn provide sign if i c ;1 n t 
irnrn (JVement~ to California's tra11sportc:1tion infrasliucture, but must be done 
with prudent planning mid judicious use of public funcls. 

Sincerely, 

~¢14=-
---Patricia Bates 

Chairman 

PB:jlb 

c: Board of Directors 
Executive Staff 



Express Lane Planning ang lmpiem_!'!.ntation 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 wltll existing 
freeway, high-occupancy vehicle, and express facilities shall seek to achieve a 
consistent, seamless user experience. 

Existing System 

4. Express lane projects shal! not be implemented 1o replace committed projects 
to be funded with local transportation sales tax revenues. 

5. Although Ca!trans 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 we!! 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 
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Comments on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan -
Prograrn Environmental impact Report 

OCTA Comroent #i 
MM-/>.01 - n-ds 1ritig~tion rr-;pa,,-rn;,, ,;\CJkf tt·,At :::;c,'\Ci sk=.ill irnoiern.:}nt Tranwor+c1k-n Control 
Meas,mh (TCMs) HowevH, pane ?6 cf th1c, T,-iincCptlitatic,n Confonnity supplem2ntal rupurt tc 
the d-;.ifl 2(<2 PTP states that "Althcuqh prnJect 1rnplc-montation rE,nKtins an enforccabl1', 
comrrntment by proiect sponsor r,genc1e"· SC.1\C, is rc,;pons1bi1'" for assuring the titnely 
impl2orncnlation of TCf\,i 0; '' CCT /1 recommPnd~: r".Wdifying tt11:s rniti~Jation measure to dHscribe 
SC.A,Gs role u~, bein9 l:rrnted 1o r•onilo(ng '.lie tunely imp!ernentation of TCM5, con:s1st1:.:-nt w,th 
the language from the franspott8tion Contormi:y supplemental report. 

1----------·r-i\:~t:··--.~h·::1-~-- be -i;1-ip1,:;:;1er\lccf-2~~-z:~i~;>pu,te hy SC/\G. or·,d cinand Stl()Uld ~ 
I ! irnpler':e11ti·.!d by- 1occJI ,rq1-'rn.f,,,, und pruji;d "ponsors as dppror,riate TCMs ir:cluded 11--, I 
; ! the Plan ,w.:: idcnt1f1ed 1n tiK Tr2nsport.Gtion Conforni1ty Appendix to ttie 2.012-20'.''.5 _, 

I
; HTPISCS ( st'.1rtin9 ori pdge '.:'6). CAA Section 108(f)\ 1 )(A) lists the following sixteen 

rne8sUrec0 as illus!r:.niVf! cf TCM'.,: 
I. ProgrcmF tor 11,1prcwed use cf public transit; 

i IL Restrict,on of cerhin roJds or lam:,s to, or cons,ruction of such roads or lanes for use 
I by, p,ciss2nger busEs or HOV; 
i !l I. En 1 ploy er -based trnnsponation rnanagem ent plans, in cl ud ing incentives; 
J IV. Trip-re::luct:on ordincinces: 
! V. Traffic /low irnproveniF.:nt program:.; that achieve emission reductions; 

I. VI. F rirnJe and t1·a ns portation corridor parking facflities, serving multiple occupancy 
vehicl0 programs or traM-it service: 

VII. Progr;ims to limit 01 restnc.t ve!1icle use in downtown areas or other areas of emission 
con cei:trn t ion, pa, tic ul"r\ y curing periods of psak use; 

Vlll. Profirams for the provision of all forms of high-·occup.:incy, shared-ride services, such 
as th,, ponied use of vans: 

IX. Progr<';rns to limit por1ions of road surfaces or c1cortain sections of the metropolitan area 
MM-AQ1 to the use of 11on-motori;:ed vehicles or pedestrian use, both as to Hine and piace; 

· X. Prograr,1s for secure bicycle storage facilities 8nd other facilities, includino bicycle 
lanes, tor the wnvcnience and protection of bicyclists, in both pul)lic and private areas; 

XI. Programs to control extended idling of vehicles; 
Xll. Programs to reduce motor vehicle emissio11s, consistent with Title II of the CAA 

which are caused by extreme coid start conditions; 
XIII. Ernployer .. sponsored programs to ponn:t flexible work scheduies; 
Xl V, Programs ;; n d ordinances to facilitate non-automobile travel, provision and utilization 

of ff1ds'.; trans:t, and to generaily reduce the need for single-occupant vehicle travel, 
as part of transportation planning and development efforts of a locality, including 
programs and ordinances app!icab!e to new shopping centers, special events, and 
other cente~- of vehicle activity; 

XV. Programs for new construction and major reconstruction of paths, tracks or areas 
solely for tr,c use by PEcdestrian or otr,er ncr,~motorized means of transportation, when 

I economically fea~lb!e and in t:ie public interest; and · 
1 XVI. Programs to e11courage the voluntary removal from use and the marketplace of pre-
i i 980 model year light duty vehicles and pre-· 1980 model light duty trucks. 

. ! The Plan has been prepared to facilitate lmpk,m1entation of TC Ms and they also serve as 
i _______ ._JaiLquajfil~_cnitjg_ation measures l'or the _purposes.of _the PUR. ___________ _ 

1 



QC TA Comment #2 
MM 8!01DS4~, -- OCTA rccnmrnc·Nls rcv1,)il[J ihL rniti{,Fifion n1c:;1t,ure to indicde UH! E<: .uD wilt 
Jccent CTC .c:c!opted u1nservaticri eind rnn;1T3fion sir ategies for detr-,1 rn,ninfJ pi od\t cons crvat1or; 
awe:,'.::: :ind 1n r:iev2lopw,q 'eg:onal rrnhgafic,n pclkies 

\CA(; ~Juli deJel0[1 .'-; ,:,;11s!:'r~aUCti strdtc9y Fl C)r;rdmaunn with lc:r.:-il .1ur1,c:·_i1.J1r::,rF ~,nd 
, ;c;gencic·, incluciina C res to determine pnc,rrty r:-onc;er-J::iticn :irc:i:: ,,rid C:.::vclc;:.; rcuir,n,:;I 

MM- · rr:;itig:'ltion polic1e,i· SCAC., ~fo,il pu..,d!!(Y :-;nd m;;;ntain a ii,:t/m:-1p d put'":'n'J/ cr;ri,P,:;,;~1c;.11 
BIO/OS45 opport,_mil',I .Jre2s bo.scd ,>r1 rnoi,t cecu,t land use date::. These conscrvat1cn e;~,pnrtunity i 

i' ;;reds rnay be used by loc.c,I jL'risa1rtinns an<: project spunsors as priority &re.is flY :' 
mitigating impacts to open ~,pac.: resources. SCAGs forthcoming regional cow:J.<,vation ' 

----~~ _; P,(icl_flr 11ng policl:'.__~i!U'..1~~l_!~f' a9_tiiti~rnal_1 nkrmatigp nr.. con_S_E:lr_1:::di?n opp~1rju nity_a_rf:;:, :;_ ---

OCT A Comment #3 
MM-LUD - SCAG has no !ancl-USL authority to implement this mitigation measure. OCTA 
recommends removing any referrnce to SCAG implementing the coordinated mitigation 
programs. 

,---.•-••------• ""I .------••••-•••••-• "•• ------•••••,~ •• -----•--•~•••••••••~---••••••-•••••• ....................... ~~---·--·--••• 

:

1 

MM-LLJg --- SCAG - shall develop and imp!ement coordinated mitigation programs for regional 
._ ___ , -·~ojects, with an Ecmphasis on regional transportation project~_-__ _ 

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 thls mitigation 
measure 1hat affect fundrng for transportation projects are not supported by OCTA. 

----- ----------------
MM-PS34 ' :;CAG s~all consider· consiste_nc.y .with ongoing regional open space planning in funding 

~---· c2_portun1t~5=s and __ programs_ aam:rnslered _by SCAG. ----·--------------~-------- ______ J 

OCT A Comment #5 
MM--PS118 - OCTA recommends revising the language in this mif1galion measure to read as 
~o!lows: 

"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~~------,.---------------···-- ---·-··-··------------ -------.---------------- ----
i SCAG shall continue to develop energy efficiency and green building guidance to provide 

: MM-PS 118 I direction on specific approach es and mode Is and to specify levels of perform a nee for 
! ! regionally significani projects to be consistent with regional plans. 
~ I -·-.~---···"·••··'-····-----------

2 



OCTA Comment #6 
MM-TRG -·OCTA recommends revising thi)~ mitigation measure to indicate that SCAG wil\ defer 
to the CTC:::, to plan and coordinate at the poJecl leveL 

-·-·-·-·,--~---·--·-· ··h·~-~---·------··-· -·· ··- _,,.,., ........... -- ··--· .. '·'······-······ 
' SCt,G sh.·cJH 2stnbii'.:,h transport;:it1on infrastructure pract,c<::s th;:if promc,tc and enhance 
, security '.'-oCA.G shsll work with iranc:::,oriat1on uper,1tnrs to plan 2nd uvirdinat6 
·1 !ransport.c.Jion projects. as approp,i2tc· w:th DHS gr3nt project,:., to enhance the regional 

tr2tF,it c'.ecurity s(rntegy (RTSSI SCAC; snsll es:;,:,b!ish transport3tion infr;Ltrtivture : 
MM-TR6 1 pr2ctk.e:0• that idr,ntify and priorit:z2 the (Jesign, relrofit hardcninq. and stabiiization of , 

l c riric:-n I trans po rta tic n inlrastructu re to prt-verit fail unc1, to minim iJ f' ,os s of life- and pmpe rty, ' 
j injurie_s, .;:ind c'.\Void l:•ng term .::conomic disruption. sc:v? '.'h2I! '.:;tabl6~ a Trar:~portati~rn 
! S<ecur:ty </\forking Group (TSWG) with goals of 2012-/rui... RI ,-'!SC'., cons1£tf"ncy with 

~--i _ RT_§? . ...§1 nd to fl 11 d ways -~CAC:. p£Q9r~ms.__sa_t".1_§:1"1.~..§.0.9~~)3I,SS. --------·-· ··------............................. _ 

OCT A Comn1ent #7 
MM-TRi5 -- OCT.I:¾ recommends revising the language to indicate that SCAG wiil coordinate 
closf,!y with C:TCs and local agencies when developing advocacy strategies regarding 
congestion pricing. 

[~~-~~~1 S [~~;~~:~~~~(~~~~~~ ~~~~::~~.~~~~~~-t-~--f~r a re~-~~-~aL mar~et··bas-~~-syste=-~~~~-~~-~~~_j 

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". 

E Transport~tion-P-fa-n-~i~g: SCAG sha/( -~n-d-/o-c,;/j L;~i;-d-ic-tio-ns -~-an-a-nd.sh~~ld;ns~;e-ih~ 
MM-TR--2-1 _,__ne_w_d_e_v_elopments incorporate both local and regional transit measures into the project I 

design that promote tr,e use of alternative modes of transportation. i 
---"··-------- ---····-·----• .... ,, .. , .... -.-----········--·~----- ,, ______ ,.J 
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OL 
February 7, 2012 

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

Re: DRAFT Regional Transportation Plan and the OLDA Northern 
Corridor 

Mr. Ikhrata: 

On January 11, 2012, the Orangeline Development Authority (OLDA) Board 
of Directors voted to communicate to you its support for including the OLDA 
Northern Corridor In the Constrained Projects List for the 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan. This addition provldes connectivity necessary for the 
success of the OLDA Southern Corridor (West Santa Ana Branch), which Is ln 
the constrained list. The OLDA Northern Corridor coincides with much of the 
list of improvements being studied by Metro as the Antelope Valley Line 
Infrastructure Improvement Strategic Plan and the current ly planned 
alignment of the California High Speed Rail project. The likelihood that funds 
would be available for these set of Improvements are enhanced by the 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) being negotiated for use of 
Proposition lA (High Speed Rail) funds . 

The Orangeline Development Authority (OLDA) is a joint powers authority 
consisting of 14 members connecting the West Santa Ana Branch and 
Antelope Valley Line from the City of Cerritos to the City of Santa Clarita. It 
Includes members in the Gateway Cit ies Council of Governments and San 
Fernando Valley Council of Governments. 

OLDA is committed to the development of a high speed , grade separated, 
environmentally friendly and energy efficient transit system. Currently, 
OLDA Southern Corridor is in the constrained plan (West Santa Ana Branch) . 

Recent events and planning efforts have focused attention on the 
OLDA Northern Corridor from Downtown Los Angeles to Santa 
Clarita. Based upon these efforts, OLDA would like to suggest that the OLDA 
Northern Corridor be included in the constrained plan (Antelope Valley Line). 
Speci fic planning efforts in the corridor include : 

16401 Paramount Boulevard · Paramount• Callforn a 90723 · (562) 663-6850 · www.olda.org 
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OLDA 
• Bob Hope Airport - The Burbank Glendale Pasadena Airport 

Authority and OLDA are conducting a $5.4 million Ground Access 
Study. The grant provides planning and construction funds for 
improvements on the Antelope Valley Line and has become a catalyst 
fo r OLDA Northern Corridor improvements. The study focuses on 
multimodal transportation improvements linking to the regional 
system, Including the feasibility of a new North Station on the Antelope 
Valley Line at Hollywood Way and San Fernando Road. The study has 
led to additional planning efforts that can lead to significant 
lmprovements linking Santa Clarita to Downtown Los Angeles. Further, 
the Airport ls going to break ground on a Regional Intermodal 
Transportation Center (RITC). More details are In the SCAG RTP 
appendix entitled "Aviation and Airport Ground Access." 

• Antelope Valley Line Infrastructure Improvement Strategic 
Plan - Metro Is conducting a study to upgrade the Antelope Valley 
Line. The 75 mile corridor runs at-grade from Los Angeles Union 
Station to Lancaster and includes plans for several capita l 
improvements. The Antelope Valley Line Study is prov iding the plan to 
create a shared corridor involving not only current Metrolink service 
but also part of the High Speed Train system. Results of this study 
should be available in March 20 12 and are expected to Include 
recommendations that meet many of the OLDA goals and objectives. 

• Memorandum of Understanding - In January 1 2012, a 
Memorandum of Understanding has been developed between the 
California High Speed Rail Authority, Southern California Association of 
Governments, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority, Southern California Regional Rail Authority and many other 
local transportation agencies. The MOU addresses advance investment 
of up to $1 billion in Southern California as part of the CHSRA's 
commitment to a "Blended Approach" to the construction of the high 
speed train (H ST) system in California. As you are aware, this MOU is 
a significant document that allows for this work to now be included in 
the Constra ined portion of the Draft Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP). This can lead to the planning and funding necessary to Include 
OLDA's Northern Corridor In the Constrained portion of the RTP. 
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Again, on beha lf of the OLDA Board, we would like you to work with us on 
how we can include the OLDA Northern Corridor in the Constrained 
Project list for the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan. 

If you have any questions or need further information, please contact 
Michael Kodama, OLDA Executive Director at 562 663-6850. 

Sincerely yours, 

~#~ 
Frank J. Quintero 
Chairman 

16401 Paramount Boulevard • Paramount• California 90723 · (562) 663-6850 · www olda .org 



February 14, 2012 

Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
VIA E-MAIL 

Re: Comments on Regional Transportation Plan 

To Whom It May Concern, 

~~ 
&CIVICASSOOATION ~ 
84"1 E. ~ 51_ Su~e 208 
f'asac:!ena. CA '.II IOl-5436 
'626) 795-3355 
FAX (626) 795-5603 

The Pasadena Chamber of Commerce has reviewed the Regional Transportation Plan and appreciates 
the time, effort, thought and work that went into the document. While we appreciate that a regional 
approach to traffic management, transportation and goods movement we also want to be sure that 
plans and implementations are truly regional and economics and impacts to local economies are given 
due consideration. 

For example, we would be very concerned about user-based fee proposals to fund transportation 
projects. For us, we could not support any program or plan that would put the Pasadena area at a 
competitive disadvantage economically. Traffic, transportation, goods movement and customers need 
to be able to access Pasadena as easily, simply and cost-effectively as our neighbors in the region. Plans 
for programs that will charge vehicle drivers a fee to get to Pasadena should be implemented region
wide, not piecemeal, and certainly not in the San Gabriel Valley first. If, for example, congestion pricing 
schemes or toll roads are proposed, we would want those implemented region-wide, not in a way that 
puts our area at a disadvantage economically as increased costs to travel to, through or pc1st Pasadena 
that do not exist in other places, put Pasadena at a competitive disadvantage compared to those places 
in the area that would not see those same programs implemented and those additional costs imposed. 

Likewise, any program or plan to assess fees to mitigate development impacts need to be approved by 
the local government and funds generated need to be used by those local governments to reduce 
impacts in their area and existing local fees should exempt businesses within those jurisdictions from 
any additional costs. 

We are also concerned that an agency with little understanding of the Pasadena economy, our local 
business community or community needs is proscribing programs, mitigations and measures that may 
be inappropriate or unworkable in our local jurisdiction. It is certainly prudent for SCAG, through the 
RTP, to set goals for everything from pollutants in the air to the time it should take to travel between 
cities in the region, but SCAG should not be determining what programs will achieve those goals, not 
what local costs will be to achieve them. 



We also appreciate the linking of land use policies with transportation planning, however, we do not see 
how many local jurisdictions could achieve the goals, especially given the elimination of redevelopment 
agencies by the State of California. Quite simply, there is no mechanism for localities to support 
development of any kind, especially not more dense development in our downtowns that would likely 
require consolidation of properties. How is that to be accomplished when there is no mechanism to 
capitalize such endeavors? 

In fact, we are very concerned that the funding mechanisms identified to finance projects will be very 
short of anticipated levels, and that some of these mechanisms may never be available as they are not 
currently implemented in California. 

We are also concerned that, while it is important to move goods, vehicles and persons easily through 
the region, we should be very mindful of impacts to local streets and local economies. Putting in a 
freeway does no good if the resulting overflow traffic stifles local streets and strangles local business 
districts. 

Finally, the Pasadena Chamber of Commerce cannot stress enough the importance of our local 
economies. Transportation planning, like every other government endeavor, needs to fully, accurately 
and appropriately take impacts to the local, regional and state economy into consideration. The best 
transportation plan imaginable is worthless of it stifles job and economic growth and puts our region, 
and its cities, at a competitive disadvantage. 

President and Chief Executive Officer 

cc: B. Bogaard, M.Beck, F. Dock, 
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February 14, 2012 
 
Attn: President Pamela O’Connor  
Southern California Association of Governments  
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
Re: 2012-2035 Draft Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
 
Dear President O’Connor and Southern California Association of Governments Regional Council 
Members: 
 

The undersigned appreciate the dedication and efforts of the staff at Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) in completing the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2012 RTP/SCS). We are encouraged by the 
recommendations in the plan that moves the region towards an improved transportation system 
while improving public health and air quality.  
 

The 2012 RTP/SCS includes many smart growth strategies that will increase mobility, public 
health and environmental health standards.  As advocates for improving public health and equity, 
we are encouraged to see SCAG’s recommendations to: 
 Increase investment in active transportation strategies.  
 Acknowledge that a regional zero emission freight system is needed in the region.  
 Discuss gentrification issues as part of Environmental Justice.  
 Monitor premature mortality due to PM2.5.  

 
Though SCAG has shown commitment to improving the region’s mobility, economy and 

sustainability by including public health analysis in transportation planning policies, more can still 
be done to improve air quality, increase equity and improve our goods movement system.  
 

The SCAG region faces immense public health and environmental challenges, and the 
RTP/SCS must be enhanced to address these issues. The SCAG region continues to have the worst 
air quality in the nation and contains “14 non-attainment and maintenance areas in four air 

 

http://ccair.org/
http://www.seaca-la.org/
http://www.elacc.org/index.html
http://www.saje.net/site/lookup.asp?c=hkLQJcMUKrH
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basins”1.  Additionally, SCAG recognizes that 25% to 27% of the population “within the freeway 
adjacent areas are projected to see increases in their emission exposures to CO and PM”2. 
According to Figure 46 in the Environmental Justice Appendix, close to 60% of the population 
residing within 500 feet from the buffer area are Hispanic and in Quintile 1 (The Lowest Income  
Household).  The issues of air pollution are even more acute in the SCAG region given the 
rampant prevalence of diesel equipment used in the freight industry.  Residents in close proximity 
to highways, particularly those with high levels of diesel trucks, will experience increased rates of 
cardiovascular and respiratory disease, premature mortality, increased lung cancer incidence, 
decreased life expectancy, reproductive health problems, and increased asthma symptoms 3 4 5 6.  
While we recognize that the goods movement sector is an economic driving force in the region, 
we cannot sit by idly and allow the immense damage to the health of our most vulnerable 
communities persist. 
 

Given these challenges, we recommend several improvements that must be made to improve 
the RTP/SCS.   
 

I. The RTP/SCS Must Do More To Promote Public Health Protections, Active 
Transportation and Equity. 

The RTP/SCS is the blueprint for years to come.  As such, it must be designed to promote 
public health through choosing better transportation alternatives and making sure we spread the 
benefits of these investments to all residents in the region, regardless of race, income, or other 
social status.  Moreover, we must make sure we minimize exposure to environmental harms.   
 

II. The RTP/SCS Must Invest and Include Healthy and Equitable Policies. 
Implementing this recommendation requires addressing the following critical public health 

issues: 
 

A. Mitigate PM and CO exposure in high quality transit areas. 
The 2012 RTP/SCS will redirect 51% of new housing near High Quality Transit Areas 

(HQTA) providing an opportunity for healthy communities. Redirecting the growth of new 
housing closer to busy roads and freeways could violate the California Air Resources Board’s 
recommended 500 feet freeway buffer, and potentially increase CO and PM exposure and noise 
impacts. SCAG has acknowledged that 25% to 27% households living within freeway adjacent 
areas will see increases in their emission exposure to CO and PM. In addition to monitoring these 
areas for PM and CO, we recommend that SCAG also project and map out the areas that may be 
impacted as a result of the redirected growth up to the year 2035. We also recommend for SCAG 
to include current mitigation strategies in the EJ Toolkit and work with the local communities, 
health advocates and stakeholders to continue developing policies that will be included as part of 
the mitigation strategies for HQTA.  

 

                                                 
1 Pg. 18, VISON APPENDIX 
2 Pg. 122,  EJ APPENDIX 
3 California Air Resource Board. Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective. 2005. http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse.htm. 
4Brunekreef B, Janssen NA, Hartog J. 1997. Air Pollution from truck traffic and lung function in children living near motorways. Epidemiology 8:298-303. 
5 VennAJ, Lewis S, Cooper M, Hubbard R, Britton J. 2001. Living near a main roadand the risk of wheezing illness in children. Amer J Resp and Critical Care Med 
164(12):2177-80. 
6 Various studies: 
Gauderman, W. James, Ph.D, et al., N Engl J Med 2004; 351:1057-1067. 
Jun Wu et al., Environmental Health Perspectives 2009; 117: 1773-9. 
McConnell, Rob MD et. al., Lancet 2002; 359:386-391. 
Arden, Pope C III, PhD et al., JAMA 2002; 287; 1132–1141. 
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B. Mitigate highway noise areas in communities of concern. 
Highway noise areas are also disproportionate to environmental justice communities with 22% 

of the affected population residing within roadway noise areas and 14% of the households below 
the poverty line7. Noise impacts have been associated with hearing impairment, hypertension and 
ischemic heart disease annoyance and sleep disturbance8.  Further noise impact mitigation studies 
should be utilized in future 2012 RTP/SCS plans.  
 

C. Monitor and develop tools to avoid gentrification and displacement in TODs. 
SCAG’s current analysis of 125 HQTA around rail stations found that the demographics of 

HQTA/TOC are changing. Poverty rates are declining in these areas when compared to the rest of 
the region9. These results show that displacement and gentrification may be occurring in these 
areas.  As such, gentrification should be acknowledged and policies need to be put in place to 
avoid this from happening. In addition to tracking the 125 rail stations, SCAG should: 
1. Track commute time by race and income in Communities of Concern (COCs) and compare it 

to the region. 
2. Set a baseline for jobs-housing fit by taking a “snap shot” of  4-to-5-mile buffer zone around 

major job centers, and compare the wages provided by those jobs to cost of housing within the 
buffer zone to see if there is a good jobs-housing fit. Continuing to monitor the jobs/housing fit 
over successive RTP/SCSs will be an important tool for transportation planning in rural, urban 
and suburban areas.  

3. Use the Compass Blueprint Program to advance a policy toolkit that highlights and 
recommends anti-displacement and anti-gentrification policy options in TOD areas, as an 
eligible subject for a Compass Blueprint grant proposal. 

 
III. The RTP/SCS Must Ensure That the Region has a Complete Network of 

Transportation Strategies that Connect Travelers to a Wider Range of 
Transportation Options.  

This entails implementation of the following recommendations: 
 

A. Increase investment in active transportation.  
In order to achieve true walkable and healthy communities we recommend for SCAG to 

increase its investments in Active Transportation strategies beyond the $6 billion currently 
recommended.  
 

B. Increase investment in public transportation.   
Prioritize investment in bus rapid transit and taking existing infrastructure to include bus-only 

lanes instead of expanding highway to accommodate for additional capacity. 
 

C. Access, mobility and safety. 
In order to better connect the region that depends on non-motorized modes of transportation, 

first-mile/last-mile strategies should also include close-the-gap strategies that integrate active 
modes of transportation to allow for accessibility to employment and services. To better do this, 
SCAG should identify geographic areas with high concentrations of communities of concern and 
track their transportation access, cost, mobility, rent, and gentrification and displacement patterns 

                                                 
7 Pg. 127, EJ APPENDIX 
8 Passchier-Vermeer, W. and Paschier F.,W. Noise Exposure and Public Health. Environmental Health Perspectives, Environmental Health Perspectives 108(1):123-131, 
March 2000. 
9 Page 93, EJ APPENDIX 
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(using the seven indicators to track early signs of displacement or gentrification) 10. The data can 
be used in future RTP/SCS and determine where close-the-gap strategies would best serve the 
region and address any adverse impacts that transportation projects can cause to communities of 
concern. SCAG should also use the data to determine what communities are underserved by 
transportation projects and connect those underserved communities to high opportunity areas.  
 

IV. SCAG Must Support Federal Policies That Benefit Active Transportation. 
Given the current state of the federal transportation bill and efforts to strip dedicated funding 

from MAP-21 in the Senate and the House American Energy and Infrastructure Jobs Act in the 
House, we are concerned that expected federal revenues for bicycle and pedestrian enhancements 
may not materialize. 
 

To this end we request that SCAG fully support an amendment offered by Senator Lautenberg 
in the EPW Committee to ensure that total funds available in the “additional activities” reserve 
fund in MAP-21 for Recreational Trails, Safe Routes to School, and bicycle and pedestrian 
investments are equal to those currently in SAFETEA-LU. Additionally, this amendment would 
ensure that regions within states are able to have direct and first access to these funds so that cities 
throughout the SCAG region are able to directly apply for and receive funding for important 
bicycle and pedestrian projects. As the Senate bill progresses to the floor there will be 
opportunities for Senator Boxer to incorporate these provisions into the final bill and it is 
important for SCAG to make clear it supports them.  
 

V. The Freight Strategies in the RTP/SCS Must Be Improved. 
We remain deeply concerned about the freight elements of the RTP/SCS.  While the plan 

acknowledges the need to move to zero emissions technologies, it provides little substance on how 
it will actually happen.  The RTP must be more rigorous.  To support this, we suggest the 
following improvements to the freight elements of the plan. 
 

A. The RTP/SCS must actually require creation of a zero-emission truck and freight goods 
movement for the region. 

Several issues must be addressed in the 2012 RTP/SCS before it is adopted with regard to how 
freight is moved through the year 2035.  Goods movement strategies must ensure that the South 
Coast Air Basin meet federal air quality standards set forth in the Clean Air Act.  Currently, the 
plan provides little detail on this issue, including how black box reductions will be achieved from 
the substantial portion of emissions from freight.  While we agree with the many experts who 
“question the long-term viability of continued reliance on fossil fuels,”  the RTP/SCS lacks details 
on how best to actually achieve this goal11.  The “uncertainty of a petroleum-based future” needs 
to be at the forefront of the 2012 RTP/SCS where any expansion plans that increase a petroleum-
based roadway system and raise Vehicle Miles Travel (VMT) must be curtailed12.  The RTP/SCS 
needs to do more than just put words on paper about the need for this system.  Future projects 
must be required to incorporate these technologies or they should not be built. 
 

Financing these cleaner technologies is an important consideration for SCAG. Ensuring that 
funding mechanisms are in place to expedite the implementation of the zero and near-zero 

                                                 
10 Pg.  93, EJ APPENDIX 
11 Pg.  29, DRAFT 2012 RTP/SCS   
12 Pg.  29, DRAFT 2012 RTP/SCS 
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emission freight and truck strategies should be a central component of the strategy. For these 
reasons, we recommend that SCAG consider including the following funding strategies: 
1. Develop a clear assessment of various financing options including various models of public-

private partnerships that could make zero-emission technology options possible. Recommend a 

$30 per twenty-foot container fee for moving either into or out of the ports. This strategy could 

generate as much as $441 million in revenue from loaded containers in its first full year of 

implementation, when applied equally to imports and exports
13

. 

2. Use currently available clean truck technology and incentivize it through funding and or by 

way of preferential access lanes at terminals. 

3. Reinstitute the diesel truck fee to incentivize clean, alternative fuel trucks. 

4. Improve fee structure to give preference to clean alternative fuel trucks. 

 
B. The RTP/SCS must implement near-term solutions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 

from freight.  
We are deeply concerned that the projected increase in freight volumes and traffic will 

undermine the gains of the 2012 RTP/SCS in other areas. In particular, CO2 emissions from trucks 
would increase at least 30% by 2023 and at least 60% by 2035. Even more dramatically, CO2 
emissions from rail would increase at least 50% by 2023 and at least 123% by 203514.  
 

Given that “This RTP Goods Movement Environmental Strategy was developed to address 
community concerns, federal attainment requirements, and climate change issues,” it is 
problematic that near-term solutions are not more fully articulated15. Near-term strategies to clean 
up goods movement must be fully integrated into the 2012 RTP/SCS. We would like to work with 
you before the final version of the 2012 RTP/SCS to resolve this deficiency. Indeed as stated “For 
trucks, an aggressive program to bring more currently available, clean fuel trucks and hybrid 
trucks into service represents the best near-term strategy” 16. Yet no such program is identified for 
either trucks or rail. 
 

The ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach have left a gaping hole in clean air planning by not 
establishing targets and reduction plans for greenhouse gases (GHGs). SCAG and the 2012 
RTP/SCS should demand that the Clean Air Action Plan be augmented with GHG reduction plans. 
Both ports have in the past promised to have such plans but neither has released one17. Such plans 
should complement and accelerate SCAG’s vision for increased efficiencies and the deployment 
of cleaner technologies. 
 

While we commend the steps to evaluate and seek funding for longer-term zero and near-zero 
emissions technologies, the severity of the pollution and congestion from freight activities merits 
additional attention in the near-term. And while the 2012 RTP/SCS rightly considers heavy-duty 
trucks and rail emissions, it would be worth devising a set of strategies that account for the 
differences among local freight service and that of port origin/destination. Similarly, the sector of 
medium duty trucks may be targeted for technology improvements, given that it is the sector’s 2nd 
largest emitter of NOx18. 
 
                                                 
13 Haveman, Jon,  and Thornber, Christopher.  Container Fees and Commercial Benefits of Improved Waterborne Goods Movement Infrastructure in California. Beacon 
Economics. August 2007. http://www.coalitionforcleanair.org/images/stories/Haveman_Report_Final_Aug2007.pdf  
14 Pg. 33, GOODS MOVEMENT APPENDX   
15 pg. 33, GOODS MOVEMENT APPENDIX, emphasis added 
16 Pg. 39, GOODS MOVEMENT APPENDIX 
17 POLB has initiated a GHG mitigation fund to attempt to offset some of its increased emissions 
18 Pg. 32, Figure 8, GOODS MOVEMENT APPENDIX 

http://www.coalitionforcleanair.org/images/stories/Haveman_Report_Final_Aug2007.pdf
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In the section On-Dock/Near-Dock Rail Capacity Enhancements, the 2012 RTP/SCS 
appropriately expresses preference for on-dock rail “By allowing more on-dock rail, truck traffic 
between the San Pedro Bay Ports and distant rail yards can be reduced. Use of on-dock rail 
eliminates truck vehicle miles of travel (VMT) and associated emissions”19. SCAG should demand 
a sequencing of projects that maximizes on-dock rail and that reduces constraints on the expansion 
of on-dock capacity in advance of projects that expand off-dock capacity. Without appropriate 
sequencing, efficiencies could be lost. 
 

VI. The RTP/SCS Must Remove the East-West Corridor Route Project.  
Recommending to build an east-west corridor without analyzing the health, housing and 

demographic impacts of the project on the neighboring communities can have severe 
environmental, health and justice implications for the region and particularly for local 
communities of concern (COC). Additionally, if the east-west corridor project goes forward, an 
increase in truck traffic per day (from 58,000-78,000) could increase noise pollution and air 
pollution20.  
 

The Goods Movement Environmental Strategy and Action Plan schedules full operational 
deployment of zero and near zero-emissions for trucks in 201821. This plan prematurely predicts 
that the infrastructure, market and technology will be available for use without taking into 
consideration funding shortfalls and without putting in place earlier interventions.  In the 
meantime, east-west corridor adjacent communities will be adversely impacted by displacement, 
or over-burden suffering from adverse health and quality of life impacts associated with the 
construction of the project and the trucks that will eventually utilize the route. SCAG must go 
beyond investing in research and guarantee that all lanes classified as zero-emission truck-only 
lanes only be used by zero-emission trucks.  

 
Before considering adding this project to the RTP/SCS, SCAG must address the following: 

 
1. Provide health and community demographic data on impact on the east-west corridor project. 

Specifically data that shows potential neighborhoods which may be displaced, noise and air 
quality impacts on surrounding communities, race, class, socio-economic status of the 
communities that will be impacted and how many of them are COCs. 

2. Develop an analysis of the local roadway systems that trucks will utilize once they have 
reached their destination. 

3. Develop an analysis of the total number of on-ramps and off-ramps planned for the east-west 
corridor, an approximation of where they will be (i.e. which streets will be used for entering 
and exiting the east-west corridor), and the configuration/style of each on-ramp and off-ramp. 

4. Define the performance measures that would outline how success would be measured for the 
proposed east-west corridor, including anticipated truck traffic counts. 

5. Set outreach and communication guidelines that allow for greater public participation from the 
general public and pertinent partners and timely feedback to questions asked. 

6. Include an outreach and engagement plan that includes impacted COCs, stakeholders and 
health advocates, as part of the Goods Movement and Environmental Strategy Action Plan. 
 

                                                 
19 Pg. 27, GOODS MOVEMENT APPENDIX 
20 Pg. 20, GOODS MOVEMENT APPENDIX 
21 Pg. 21, GOODS MOVEMENT APPENDIX 
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VII. SCAG Must Support National Efforts to Create a Strategic Plan for the Freight 
System.  

Given the limitations with funding our goods movement and particularly the zero emissions 
and near zero emissions freight strategy, we encourage SCAG to include language that clarifies 
the current federal funding constraints and alter the 2012 RTP/SCS to reflect that these revenues 
are assumed but not assured and are contingent upon passage of the MAP-21 program on page 95 
and 100. As a revenue source the inclusion of this funding is still in doubt as the current iteration 
of the House American Energy and Infrastructure Jobs Act does not include a national freight 
program or any dedicated freight funding and the establishment of this program is contingent upon 
a freight program making its way into the final federal transportation reauthorization and that 
legislation passing through both Senate and House. 

 
SCAG should actively support the passage of a federal freight program that would deliver 

these revenues and clearly establish improving public health on the freight network and adjacent 
communities as an overarching priority and goal of the federal freight program, and support the 
inclusion of Senator Lautenberg’s Freight Act of 2011 in the final federal transportation 
reauthorization with the competitive grant program and the goals and objectives as written. We 
support the addition of this language as offered by Senator Lautenberg and the inclusion of 
Senator Lautenberg’s FREIGHT Act of 2011(Focusing Resources, Economic Investment, and 
Guidance to Help Transportation) in the Commerce Committee bill S. 1950 the Commercial 
Motor Vehicle Safety Enhancement Act of 2011 which would create a national strategic plan for 
the freight system, a competitive grant program, and establish clear goals and objectives including 
reducing emissions, improving safety and efficiency, enhancing economic competitiveness, use of 
innovative technologies, and improving the state of repair of existing infrastructure.  
 

VIII. The RTP/SCS Must Focus Attention on Cleaning Up Existing Freight Corridors, 
Not Just the Proposed New Projects. 

While we welcome zero emission technology by the year 2035, more short term gains must be 

implemented.  SCAG should incorporate what can be done until a majority of truck traffic is zero 

or near zero emissions and consider using currently available technology while working to 

demonstrate future technology applications (such as maglev technology).  Additionally, SCAG 

member governments must include a zero emission corridor from the ports to the ICTF or along 

Alameda Street and strengthen specific requirements in new projects beyond “bare minimum” 

standards used in current projects. 
 
IX. The RTP/SCS Must Include Public Health as an Overarching Goal of the Goods 

Movement Element.   
More and more research is associating air pollution with asthma prevalence, poor lung 

function and a series of other health impacts. The California Air Resources Board states that the 
“prevalence of asthma in the U.S. has increased by more than 75% since 1980” 22. Furthermore 
results from the USC Children’s Health Study, a ten year study, show that children in Southern 
California’s more polluted communities “suffer reduced growth of lung function, asthma 
exacerbations, more school absences, and new onset asthma”23.  The public health evidence is 
growing. Our built environment plays a direct impact to our health and the transportation sector 
must take into consideration the public health implications to the region, and not just the region’s 
economic growth. SCAG must: 
                                                 
22 California Air Resources Board. Asthma and Air Pollution. http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/asthma/asthma.htm, May 25, 2010.  
23 Hricko, Andrea M. Road to An Unhealthy Future for Southern California’s Children. University of Southern California Urban Initiative, Urban Policy Brief, 2004. 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/asthma/asthma.htm
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1. Include public health as an overarching goal in the Goods Movement Element and include 
performance standards to measure improvements.  

2. Include public health as an overarching and priority and goal in the $2.1 billion annual freight 
program included in the Environment and Public Works Committee. 

3. Prioritize spending on projects that deliver maximum health benefits for residents of the 
region, especially in low income communities of color overburdened by air pollution and 

higher rates of uninsured residents. 
 

X. Public Participation Failures Must Be Remedied. 
Outreach and education to the public, especially on the onset on this process, was not 

sufficient to ensure that an adequate representation of members from impacted communities 
participate and give meaningful input.  There were not enough public meetings or an adequate 
outreach strategy to ensure that there was more community involvement in this important process.  
Furthermore, a Goods Movement Steering Committee was established under SCAG to provide 
guidance and recommendations to SCAG’s 2012 RTP/SCS, however, no formal process was 
established to receive formal recommendations from this group on the 2012 RTP/SCS.   
 

We commend SCAG for completing the first Sustainable Community Strategy for the region 
and look forward to working with SCAG to ensure that it truly is a successful SCS by prioritizing 
health and equity.  
 

If you have any questions about our recommendations, please do not hesitate to contact Patty 
Ochoa at 213-689-9170 or via email at pochoa@psr-la.org.  
 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Patricia Ochoa, Environment and Health Coordinator 
Physicians for Social Responsibility- Los Angeles 
 
Luis Cabrales, Deputy Director of Campaigns 
Coalition for Clean Air 
 
Jocelyn Vivar Ramirez, M.P.H., Research and Policy Analyst 
East Yard Communities for Environmental Justice 
 
Ruben Cantu, Program Director  
California Pan-Ethnic Health Network 
 
Barbara Lott-Holland, Co-Chair of the Bus Riders Union  
Bus Riders Union 
 
Maya Golden-Krasner, Staff Attorney  
Communities for a Better Environment 
 
Sissy Trinh, Executive Director 
Southeast Asian Community Alliance 



 

 9 

 
Isela Gracian, Associate Director 
East LA Community Corporation 
 
Cynthia Babich, Founder and Executive Director 
Del Amo Action Committee 
 
Penny Newman, Executive Director  
The Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice 
 
Janette Robinson Flint, Executive Director 
Black Women for Wellness  
 
Gisele Fong, PhD, Executive Director 
End Oil / Communities for Clean Ports 
 
Jesse N. Marquez, Executive Director 
Coalition for a Safe Environment 
 
Paulina Gonzalez, Executive Director 
Strategic Actions for a Just Economy 
 
Gabrielle Weeks, Executive Director 
Long Beach Coalition For a Safe Environment 
 
Drew Wood, Executive Director 
California Kids IAQ 
 
Ricardo Pulido, Executive Director 
Community Dreams 



 

 

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 – 



Ms. Margaret Lin 
February 3, 2012 
Page 2 

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 
 
 



 

 

February 10, 2012 
 
 
Ms. Margaret Lin 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 
 
Re:  Additional Comment on the Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
 
Dear Ms. Lin: 
 
In addition to the comment that the Port of Long Beach provided dated February 3, 2012, 
the Port has one additional comment on the draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). 
 

California Coastal Trail 
 
Please revise the map shown as Exhibit 19 to reflect the Coastal Trail route 
connecting San Pedro and Long Beach via Terminal Island. This is consistent with 
recent plans to include a Class 1 Bike Path as part of the Gerald Desmond Bridge 
Replacement Project, including Coastal Commission’s condition of approval on the 
Harbor Development Permit for the project. The Class 1 Bike Path is also consistent 
with both the cities of Los Angeles and Long Beach Bicycle Master Plans.  

 
Thank you for your consideration of this comment. 
 
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 
 
 



 

Puente-Chino Hills Task Force 

245 Verbena Lane 

Brea, CA   92823 

 
February 13, 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 2012 RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR 
 
Dear Ms. Lin: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Community 
Strategy (SCS).  The Puente-Chino Hills Task Force of the Sierra Club is based in Brea but our 
members come from the four counties that touch the Puente-Chino Hills.  We offer hikes, 
sponsor educational events and provide input on projects that threaten the biological and 
recreational integrity of this important region.  We are writing to provide comments on the Draft 
2012 RTP/SCS and the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). 
 
We are so pleased to see an advanced mitigation component in the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS.  This is 
a remarkable first step to creating a program that thoughtfully mitigates impacts to our natural 
environment from transportation projects.  As you know, Orange County and San Diego have 
similar programs that have met great success.  By incorporating this strategy into your policy 
document, the many benefits of this large-scale conservation approach will be realized.  Thank 
you for your leadership. 
 
Under the Endangered Species Act, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service have defined 
critical habitat as areas that support endangered or threatened species that are essential to the 
species’ conservation.  The description in the Conservation Planning Policy section (page 76 of 
the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS) states “large-scale acquisition and management of critical habitat to 
mitigate impacts related to future transportation projects” [emphasis added].  We believe there 
are other habitat areas in the SCAG region worth considering for acquisition and management 
and therefore SCAG should not limit the mitigation opportunities to only critical habitat.  We 
suggest expanding the language to incorporate all “important habitat lands.” 
 
On page 79 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS we were encouraged to see SCAG recognize the benefits 
of reducing transportation impacts to sensitive lands and encouraging smart land use decisions.   

3435 Wilshire Boulevard 

Suite 320 

Los Angeles, CA  90010-1904 

(213) 387-6528 phone 

(213) 387-5383 fax 

www.sierraclub.org 



We believe landscape level advanced mitigation will become a statewide planning policy.  
Planning future transportation projects with a comprehensive mitigation program ensures our 
open space infrastructure can continue to function and maintain viable habitats, linkages, and 
species populations in perpetuity.  Unfortunately, we noticed the lack of inclusion of wildlife 
linkages in this section.  Orange County’s transportation measure language included wildlife 
linkages and we recommend SCAG include linkages as well. 
 
We appreciate SCAG’s effort to create a strategic planning process that would document 
important conservation lands in the region.  We believe there is an important opportunity with 
this concept to also create a Southern California Greenprint.  By completing a Greenprint a 
comprehensive view of our open space land attributes would be documented.  Such attributes 
include: recreation priorities, agricultural lands, scenic values, historic preservation, and more.  
A Greenprint would give a more complete picture of both opportunities and challenges, while at 
the same time respecting property rights. 
 
Thank you for reviewing our comments and we look forward to working with SCAG on the 
implementation of this policy.  Should you need to contact me, I can be reached at (714) 524-
7763.  In addition, we request to be included on any notifications (electronic or otherwise) about 
this policy’s creation and implementation, please send information to ericsj@mindspring.com. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Eric Johnson, Chair 
Puente-Chino Hills Task Force of the Sierra Club 
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Carol Barmer, Chairman 
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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. 
ln fact , mandatory point-of-sale programs are I.be 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 weatherlzation 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 ho.mes, but we strongly object to tws 
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. ln an extended slow market like the 
current one, properties change hands less frequently , which wi ll further delay 
implementation of energy efficiency through property transfers. Programs 
that incentize all homes, notjustthose 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$ I 00 apiece. 

• Inappropriately Shifts Responsibility. PoinL 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 lhe real estate 
industry are not accountable to local jurisdictions, and have no certification in 
energy efficiency or appliance operation or installation. lf carried out as 
proposed, Local point of sale ordinances and enforcement could impose new legal 
liabilities on real estate indusuy professionals that to do not relate to their 
expertise or function in property sales. 

lncomplete 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 aU 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 PotentiaJ 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 
Lhousands 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 fo11owing language for the final PEIR: 

• 

• 

MM-PS91: Local jurisdictions can and should work with utilities to incentivlze 
FeEft*lFe the performance of energy audits for residential and commercial buildings pFieH8 
oompleton of sale, and that audit results and information aeout opportunities for energy effloienoy 
lmpro .. •ements be presenteEi to the bl:l)'ef: 

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 tamps, 
AElopt an orElinanoe requiring energy t:lpgrades at t+me of ,:iroperty sale. 

Separate Mitigation from Advice. We also note that the voluminous mitigation 
measures aimed at locaJ jurisdictions and project sponsors- both outside SCAG's 
authority - place a counterproductive burden on new housing needed to expand and 



RCAQ Comments 
Page4 

refresh our housing supply. The measures will reduce housing opportunities because 
they impose significant new implementation costs that wi II 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 I.hem '·feasible.'' 

Recommended Revision: We urge SCAG to remedy these problems by restricting 
mitigation measures to I.hose things that SCAG itself can irnplemenL 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 I.hat the Draft Plan does not 
discuss or quantify the impact of the Plan on the affordability and availability of housing 
in the region. Th.is information is of the utmost importance to the public and to elected 
officials in order LO 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 tbe region. The impact that these strategies will 
have on housing affordability, and home ownership rates musl be explained. At present, 
the Draft Plan discusses the changlng population composition and a shift to multifamily 
housing in only the most general terms. Tbe Scenario Outcomes on page 116 look at 
energy costs and water cost - but fail to examine housing costs. The Economic Impact 
Technical Rep011 is silent on the housing cost and affordability impacts of the proposed 
major shifts in the hotLc;i11g supply. 

Reconunended Revision: We request that the final 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 PETR 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. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Carol Banner 
Chairman 
REALTORS Committee on Air Quality 



0 REGENT PROPERTIES 

JEFFREY A. DIIIIKIN 

February 14, 2012 

\1argaret Lin 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. 7th Street. 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Re: Comments on Drail 2012-2035 DraH RTP/SCS 

Dear Ms. Lin: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on SCA G's Draft 2012-2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy ("Draft RTP/SCS" or "SCS"). We 
understand that this is an enormous undertaking and appreciate SCA G's efforts in this process. 
\Ve look forward to playing a constructive role in the further development of the SCS. 

As explained belo\V, we are concerned that the draft RTP/SCS as proposed would result 
in an inappropriate use of the regional gnm1h forecast planning effort to encroach on local land 
use authority and jurisdiction. We therefore request that SCACi- (1) extend the comment period 
and make transportation analysis zone (TAZ) data available for public review and comment; (2) 
correct the TAZ data and maps to accurately reflect current local planning decisions including 
entitled projects; and (3) revise the SCS so that consistency determinations are made not at the 
small-scale scale level ofa TAZ, but at the jurisdictional level to allow reasonable flexibility and 
appropriate land use decision making authority at the local level. 

1. The SCS docs not appear to account for projects already in process 

Regent Properties v.vns over 1,000 acre:, or la11d in Southern California and cuntrols au 
additional 2,500 acres of land in Southern California and has a long history of quality 
developments in the SCAG region. However, we are concerned that the SCS process has not 
fully accounted for projects that are already in process. Regent has several projects in the area 
that are fully entitled and approved for build-out, as \Veil as proposed projects with pending 
applications that represent a substantial investment of resources to design, plan and communicate 
vvith the community and responsible agencies. While the SCS itself states that it was created 
with input from local jurisdictions (sec, for example, Draft RTP/SCS p. 111), vve are concerned 
that the growth projections contained in the SCS and Land Csc Pattern '.\.1aps do not in fact 
reflect the land use decisions that have been made by local jurisdictions. More specifically, 
v.:hilc the Draft RTP/SCS indicates that it has shilled projected densities from less developed 
areas to the urbanized core, nO\vhere does the SCS clearly state that those shifts in density take 
into account development projects that arc either already approved or that are reasonably 
foreseeable projects which local jurisdictions have already spent considerable resources 
processmg. 



2. Underlying TAZ data must be released to allmv meaningful public comment 

\tforeover, the SCS's treatment of approved projects is impossible to determine from the 
information that SCAG has made available to the public. The 2035 Land Lse Pattern Maps, 
which arc intended to depict projected density and land use, arc at such a large scale, \vith such 
slight color gradations, that they cannot be interpreted in any meaningful way. The SCS itself 
docs not seem to contemplate that these maps will be important to future transportation an<l lan<l 
use decisions. Instead, the SCS focuses on the projected density contained in the data that 
underlies the maps -- data that SCAG has not released to the public. The SCS states that the land 
use projections contained in the SCS arc based on the distribution of growth forecast data to 
transportation analysis zones. (RTP/SCS, p. 122.) According to the SCS, the TA/. data contains 
forccastcd housing, population, and employment data, which the SCS used to create 
"Community Types" and more refined "Development Types" that contain average use 
designations, densities, and building intensities. The SCS states that a Development Type, 
including an average residential density, has been assigned to each TAZ for purposes of creating 
the SCS. (Draft RTP/SCS, p. 123.) Hovvever, it cannot be determined v,,hether this assignment 
was made in a manner that takes existing conditions (including approved and reasonably 
foreseeable projects) as a baseline for these projections, nor can it be determined how the 
forecasting was done or hovv it was distributed across the TAZ. 

Despite the critical role of the TAZ data in developing the SCS, we arc not aware that 
SCAG has made this data available for public reviev., and comment in any meaningful way. We 
were able to obtain partial data, showing housing densities only, from other agencies involved in 
the SCS process. These data do not contain employment or population forecasts, and do not 
contain any Community Type or Development Type designations which, according to the SCS, 
have been assigned to each TAZ. It is not possible for the public to provide meaningful 
comment on the SCS v,,ithout access to the underlying data on which density and land use 
projections arc based. In the absence of the underlying data and modeling supporting the 
proposed plan, we arc substantially impaired in our ability to provide meaningful public 
comment on the technical and legal adequacy of the plan. fn particular, we cannot assess 
whether the underlying data adequately reflects all developments as approved. Under the 
federal (5 C.S.C. § 500 et. seq.) and California Administrative Procedures Acts (Gov. Code 
§§11340 et seq., including§ 11346.2(b)(6)), the opportunity for public comment must include 
disclosure of the data and technical studies in time to provide meaningful public comment. See, 
e.g. Solite Corp. v. EPA, 952 F.2d 473,484 (D.C.Cir.1991) (per curiam). 

While we arc not confident that the data is either accurate or complete, we have revie\ved 
what data we were able to obtain. Based on our review we conclude that the forecasted housing 
densities do need to be corrected, as the numbers clearly do not reflect either existing 
entitlement:'> or pending, reasonably forcsccahlc projects. 

3. Implications of consistency ,vith underlying TAZ data 

The importance of the I AZ data is not limited to understanding how the SCS was 
created. In addition to being the basis for creation of the SCS land use projections, according to 
the SCS, the TAZ data is to be relied on in future determinations as to whether a project is 
consistent with the SCS. The SCS states: 
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"SCAG suggests that utiliLing community types at the TAZ level of geography 
(which an average size of 160 square acres) offers local jurisdictions adequate 
information and flexibility to make appropriate consistency findings for projects 
to be eligible to receive CEQA streamlining benefits." (Draft RTP/SCS p. 122.) 

"One way of determining consistency [ with the SCSJ is if a proposed 
residential/mixed use or TPP [Transit Priority ProjectJ conforms with the 
Development Type designated for a TAZ." (Draft RTP/SCS, page 148.) 

Despite these explicit statements that the existing TAZ data will be critically important to future 
decisions affecting projects, SCAG has not provided the public the opportunity to review and 
comment on the TAZ data in any meaningful way. 

Significantly, a project's consistency with the SCS -- which is to be determined at the 
TAZ level according to the SCS -- affects not only the availability ofCEQA streamlining 
incentives, but can have adverse consequences for the availability of federal funds for transit 
improvements that \vould serve the project. Transit improvement projects relying on federal 
funding must be consistent \vith an approved RTP, and with the adoption of SB 375, that 
includes consistency with the Sustainable Communities Strategy portion of the RTP as \Vcll. (40 
CFR 93.102; 42 U.S.C. 7506.) Thus, iflhe Drall RTP/SCS has shifted density away from 
approved or pending projects, those projects stand to lose critical transit improvements. The loss 
of transit improvements could impair project feasibility, or create new unmitigated impacts if 
tranic mitigations become unfunded, which could result in an unlawful taking of private vested 
property rights for those projects that have already been approved by local jurisdictions. In many 
cases, approved projects also involve executed development agreements, \Vhich means that 
violation of contractual rights could also result, causing difficult situations for developers and 
local jurisdictions. 

\Ve arc concerned that a project's inconsistency with the grmvth projections contained in 
the SCS may have broader implications as well. Local jurisdictions will be under considerable 
pressure to conform their general plans to the density, intensity, and land uses contained in the 
SCS, or risk losing transportation funding throughout their jurisdictions. While all the 
implications of a project's inconsistency with the SCS have yet to be determined, we are 
concerned that by shifting density away from locally approved and pending projects, the SCS is 
creating land use policy in violation of SB 375's mandate that the SCS must not supersede the 
land use authority of cities and counties. (Gov't Code 65080(b )(2)(1).) 

4. RTP/SCS consistency should be determined at the jurisdictional level. 

The T,\Z maps are a modeling tool for engaging in a regional planning and evaluation 
process. The feasibility of achieving the precise results in any particular T AZ area has not been 
evaluated or confirmed by any city council or board of supervisors, and as explained above it 
appears that the TAZ data and maps for 2035 do deviate from general plans and vested 
entitlements that have been approved by these elected officials. \Vhile we understand elected 
bodies or senior administrative staffs oflocal jurisdictions may have approved local input for the 
overall population and household numbers within their respective jurisdictions, we believe they 
have not approved the TA/. data or maps. Accordingly, requiring consistency determinations 
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concerning use designations, density, and building intensity at the small scale of each TAZ 
would be inappropriate and overly-prescriptive. 

Again, SH 375 specifically precludes SCAG from interfering with local land use 
decisions. 1 SB 3 75 requires 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). Thus there is no legislative mandate that SCAG identify 
the location of land uses, densities and building intensities vvithin the region more precisely 
dovm to a TAZ level. Instead, SCAG should appropriately identify these characteristics at a 
level consistent \Vith the need for reasonable flexibility and local control. At the lowest, the level 
of comparison should be at a jurisdictional level - particularly given that there arc nearly 200 
jurisdictions within the SCAG region. Accordingly, we urge SCAG to identify such 
characteristics at no finer a scale than at the lesser of (i) the jurisdiction, and (ii) the sub-region 
(i.e., where unincorporated county land is divided into sub-regions). 

Despite SB 375's mandate that the SCS not regulate land use, the draft RTP/SCS ''shifts" 
households "from the periphery into the urbanized core" stating that much of this shift ''will 
occur naturally in the marketplace," and that this ''shift" was done "per consultation with the 
local jurisdictions." (Draft RTP/SCS p. 128.) However, this shift docs not "occur naturally,'' nor 
through a ''consultation" process betv1'ccn agency staff that excludes the public. 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 
in some local jurisdictions, and away from housing density already approved by other 
jurisdictions, unless and until the local land use jurisdictions adopt the requested discretionary 
approvals. 

4. Conclusion 

The draft RTP/SCS represents a substantial and important regional planning effort. \Ve 
believe the current draft needs to be corrected to reflect current local land use planning decisions, 

1 SR 375 provides in pertinent part: 

• ''Keithcr a sustainable communities strategy nor an alternative planning strategy regulates 
the use of land ... " 

• ''l\othing in this section shall be interpreted as superseding the exercise of the land use 
authorities of cities and counties within the region." 

• ''Nothing in this section shall be interpreted to authorize the abrogation of any vested 
right whether created by statute or by common law." 

• "Nothing in this section shall require a city's or county's land use policies and regulations, 
including its general plan, to be consistent with the regional transportation plan .... '' 
(Gov't Code section 65080(b)(2)(J) 
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and to ensure that the regional gmwth projection process is not implemented in a manner that 
infringes on either vested property rights or the land use authority of local jurisdictions. \Ve 
appreciate SCAG's consideration of the comments provided in this letter and look fonvard to 
your responses. If you should have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Regent Properties, LLC 
a Delaware limit d liability company 

cc: Supervisor Jeff Stone, Riverside County Supervisor District 3 
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l I .,; "\.,~ Susan D. Harrington, M.S., R.D. 

Riverside County 
Community Hea/lh Agency 

Depectment ,:pu6lic +{,(/,/',lttl, 

February 14, 2012 

Pre::.idcnt Pam o·connor and Members 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 \V. Seventh Street. 12th I· I nor 
Los Angele,-. CA 90017 

Dear President O'Connor and Regional Council Mcmhcrs: 

Director 

The Riverside County Depa1iment of Public Health thanks the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) staff for their hard work on the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and for recognizing that the decisions made in the planning 
process ultimately affect Public Ilcalth. While we believe the draft plan under review has many 
positive elements, we also believe strengthening measures are needed to assure that strong public 
health benefits arc achieved through the plan. 

The serious air pollution and health problems experirnced 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. The Inland Lmpire continues to bear the brunt of this pollution due to 
weather patterns that concentrate pollution in the area leading to more 5evere health impacts. 

The research by the American Lung Association in California shows 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. 

We offer the follov.-'ing comments and recommendations to ensure that the Sustainable Communities 
Strategy and future 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 arc imbedded in the decision making process for this plan and future 
planning efforts. 

Key Health Recommendations for SCAG SCS 
• Improve Assessment of health henefits through new modeling approaches. LJtili/e the 

nevi California Department of Public Health I-Tl II M screening tool to analyze the potential 
chronic disease reductions that can be achieved in the SCJ\G region based 011 increased 
transpmtation-related physical activity such as walking and biking. This mode! was used in 
the San Francisco Bay Arca region to determine reductions in hcatt and respiratory disease. 
breast cancer and other health effects linked to active transpmtation scenarios. We urge 
SCAG to incorporate this tool in regional planning aud decision making for transportation 
investments. 

• 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 

4065 County Circle Drive, Riverside, California 92503 
phone 951.358.5074, fax 951.358.5120, tdd 951.358.5124 



Manage1nent District, academic researchers and community based organizations_ 
Improvements to the targets should he monitored and reported to the public every two years. 

• 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 I "-mile-last-mile investments near Mctrolink stations 
o Doubling the bicycle network to 24.000 miles and improving pedestrian environment 

• Increase transit and transit oriented planning in Inland Empire. Because so much of the 
planned growth in the Inland Empire ls relatively low density and remote from transit, SCAG 
should work closely with Inland Empire governments to accelerate expansion and frequency 
of transit and rail to the area and focus more growth around transit corridors. 

• Front load active transportation fonding. <.;CAG 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 to prioritize 
bicycle and pedestrian pn~jects and ensure the 1m~jority 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 arc in place to expedite the implementation of the zero and near-zero 
emission freight and truck strategies and infrastructure. Prioritize srending 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 lhe 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. 

We appreciate the opportunity to be part of the RTP/SCS procec.c. and look forward to working with 
SCAG in the future. Ir you have any questions regarding this letter. please contact me at 
95 J-358-5074 or email rno~ur@rivcocha.org 

Michael Osur. 
Deputy Director of Public Health 

Cc: Bonnie Holme, Gen, American Lung Association in California 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Carolyn Syms Luna 
Director 
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“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. 



RTP/SCS 2012 - Comment Letter 
02/14/2012 
 
 
 
 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 
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Riverside County Tronsportotion Commission 

February 14, 2012 

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

DearM7"~) 

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). Specifically1 the RTP SCS component contains Transportation 
Demand Management strategies, which is a required element for County Congestion Management 
Programs (CM P) to meet fed era I CMS gu ida nee. The individual county CM Ps, Caltrans CSM Ps, 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' TOM 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 lntercounty 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 of these 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 ta 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 !evel 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 "SCAG 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 " ... 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, 

Executive Director 

cc: RCTC Commissioners 



 

 

 

Per our  correspondence  to Mr.  Ikhrata dated 2/14/2011  regarding  the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP), we would like to request modifications to the draft RTP project list for the following projects: 

Page  Agency  RTP ID  Requested Change 

Page 238  RCTC  3CR0702  Revise project description to remove PVL station at 
Hemet Airport and replace with station near new 
SR‐79 alignment and Stetson Rd.  

Page 239  RTA  3TC04TR6  Change the project description to “Construct new 
Hemet Transit Center (with approximately 4 bus 
bays) in the vicinity of State St  and Devonshire Ave 
near the future courthouse location. Change the 
project location from Menifee to Hemet.  Change 
the completion year from 2027 to 2015, and 
update the total project cost from $5,926 to 
$1,442. 

Page 240  RCTC  3C01MA03  Change project description to “CETAP – Riverside 
County to Orange County – Construct new 
intercounty transportation Corridor A – 2 toll each 
dir on new facility parallel to SR‐91, from from SR‐
241 to I‐15, with IC at SR‐241, SR‐71, I‐15”.  
Network year remains 2035.  Update total project 
cost to $2,720,000. 

Move balance of project description “CETAP – 
Corridor B – 2 toll each dir on new facility from I‐
15/Mid‐County Pkwy to SR‐241/SR‐133” to 
Strategic Projects Section. 

Page 266  Coachella  3A07094  This is currently programmed as FTIP ID RIV071246.  
Network year should remain 2018 (previously 
requested to change to 2020).  Update total project 
cost from $4,853 to $22,290. 

New 
Project 

RTA    Regional transit center for mass transit service in 
central western Riverside County along I‐215 
corridor.  Network year is 2030 and the total 
project cost is $10M. 



We would  like to request modifications to the project  list that we have submitted  to SCAG staff through the 
standard RTP long‐range project list modification and FTIP database update processes: 

Major project modifications have been submitted for the following RTP projects: 

3A07262 
3A07205 
3A07207 
3A07024 
3A07040 
3A07069 
3A07088 
3120008 
3A01CV047A 
3A01CV047B 
3A01CV049 
3A01CV048 
3A07074 
3A07031 
3ITS08 
3A01CV123 
3A01CV111 
3A07018A 
3A01CV104 
3A01CV105 
3A01CV103 
3120010 
3A01CV060 
3A01CV059A 
3A01CV061 
3A01CV063 
3A04A25 
3A07266 
3A04WT165 
3A01CV067 

3A01CV068 
3A07001 
3120014 
3A01CV071 
3A07101 
3A07292 
3A01CV076 
3A01CV075 
3A01WT210 
3A04WT187 
3A01WT045 
3A04WT046 
3A01WT218 
3A04A22 
3A04WT198 
3A01CV085 
3A01CV086 
3A07097 
3A07244 
3A07079 
3120012 
3A04WT078 
3M01CV01 
3M0715 
3M0702 
3M01CV03 
3M0716 
3M0708 
3M0722 
3TL504 

3TR04C 
3TR04A, 3TR04B 
3ITS09 
3TL1507 
3TL1607 
3TL1107 
3TC04TR1 
3TC04TR10 
3TC04TR6 
3TC04TR8 
3TC0702 
3A01CV098 
3120007 
3A01CV002 
3A04CV113 
3A01CV004 
3A01CV014 
3A07094 
3A07164 
3A07165 
3A01CV017 
3A07011 
3A01CV018 
3A01CV016 
3A01CV023 
3A04CV027 
3A07078 
3A07137 
3A07029 
3120004

 
Major project additions have been submitted for the following RTP projects: 

3120015 
RIV111201 
3120016 
RIV111131 
3A04WT198B 
3120017 
3120018 
3120019 
3120020 

3120021 
3120022 
3120023 
3120024 
3120025 
3120026 
3120027 
3120028 
3120029 

3120030 
3120031 
3120032 
3120033 
3120034 
3120035 
RIV071250B 
RIV050531 
RIV071241

 



 

 
Major project deletions have been submitted for the following RTP projects: 
 
3A07109 (project complete) 
3A04WT070 
3A01WT036 (project complete) 
3A01WT035 (project complete) 
3A07076 
3M01WT021 
3TK04MA13 (programmed as RIV120201 in 2011 FTIP A24) 
3M04WT009 (programmed as RIV091012 in 2011 FTIP A24) 
 
Major project changes were submitted as part of 2011 FTIP A24: 
 
RIV071247 
RIV031209 
RIV071253 
RIV071267 
RIV050532 
RIV071250 
RIV090902 (3M0803) 
RIV520109 
RIV091007 (removed from A24) 
RIV090622 
RIV071252 (3A07020) 
RIV071254 (3A07022) 
RIV62034 
RIV120201 (3TK04MA13) 

RIV62029 
RIV091008 (3A07131) 
RIV060111 
RIV100107 (3M10WT03) 
RIV091012 (3M04WT009) 
RIV100104 (3M0725) 
RIV060114 
RIV110825 
RIV031218 
RIV080917 (3A07155) 
RIV080918 (3A07156) 
RIV031209 
RIV050535 
RIV120202 (replaced with RIV090902) 

 

Additional Comments: 

Page  Agency  RTP ID  Comment 

Page 83  Lake Elsinore  RIV091007  This project is not reflected in the Financially‐
Constrained RTP Projects list – please confirm 
project is modeled. 

Page 90  Palm Springs  RIV090402  This project is not reflected in the Financially‐
Constrained RTP Projects list – please confirm 
project is modeled. 



 

Page  Agency  RTP ID  Comment 

Page 243  Riverside 
County/Indio 

0  Programmed as FTIP ID 47520 (I‐10/Jefferson IC). 

Page 250  Moreno Valley  3M0712  Programmed as FTIP ID RIV080902. 

Page 251  Moreno Valley  3M0801  Programmed as FTIP ID RIV080904. 

Page 252  Coachella  3M0717  Programmed as FTIP ID RIV071274. 

Page 255  RCTC  3M0738  Programmed as FTIP ID RIV110122. 

Page 272  Moreno Valley  3A10WT01  Programmed as FTIP ID RIV091004. 

Page 272  Riverside County  3A04WT137A  Programmed as FTIP ID RIV090903.  Verify that 
project is modeled. 

Page 280  Moreno Valley  3A01WT053  Programmed as FTIP ID RIV080908. 

Page 286  Moreno Valley  3A04WT056F  Programmed as FTIP ID RIV080915. 

Page 287  Moreno Valley  3A0805  Programmed as FTIP ID RIV080917.   

Page 291/2  Rancho Mirage  3A07116/3A07128 Programmed as FTIP ID RIV091010. 

 



 
SUNLINE TRANSIT AGENCY ‐ COMMUTER BUS SERVICE 

RTP ID 3TL907 – COMPLETION YEAR 2012 
 
 

Weekday 
Service    Westbound     
         

         

Palm Desert 
Thousand 

Palms 
Morongo 
Casino 

Banning 
Ramsey & 

Sunset 
Beaumont-City 

Hall Nason & Fir 

Moreno 
Valley 
Mall 

Downtown 
Riverside 
MetroLink 

Station 

Downtown 
Riverside 

Transit 
Terminal 

4:45 am 5:00 5:33 5:54 6:05 6:25 6:36 7:06 7:19 
5:45 am 6:00 6:33 6:54 7:05 7:25 7:36 8:06 8:19 

 

Eastbound          
          
          

Downtown 
Riverside 

Transit 
Terminal 

Downtown 
Riverside 
MetroLink 

Station 
UCR Lot 

30 

Moreno 
Valley 
Mall 

Nason & 
Fir 

Beaumont-
City Hall 

Banning 
Ramsey 

& 
Sunset 

Morongo 
Casino 

Thousand 
Palms 

Palm 
Desert 

          
          

5:19 pm 5:27 5:41 5:56 6:11 6:35 6:47 7:05 7:35 7:57
6:35 pm 6:45 6:59 7:14 7:27 7:51 8:03 8:21 8:51 9:13

 
 



February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan lkhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street, 1 zlh Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435 

RYA 
Riverside Transit Agency 

1825 Third Street 
P.O. Box 59968 
Riverside. CA 92517-1968 
Phone: (951) 565-5000 
Fax: (951) 565-5001 

Subject: Comments on the Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy 

Dear Mr. lkhrata: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft 2012-2035 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) for the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) region. The Riverside Transit Agency 
{RTA) is submitting formal comments on the Draft RTP/SCS as follows: 

• Transportation Investments, Chapt~r 2,-. P?.ges 49 and 50, under Transit 
Po!icies=, .. RTA supports th"e need for)ncrea:sef5 ,in.- s;ta:te, and federal funging for 
Sl.isfafriihff the operation. of transit services:. and. infr~structu re . inci0cHng: 'futu·r~ 
blJS, rapid transit and express bus s.ervice proJects a_s i~clude?;:· i:n: the Draft 
RTP/SGS. In addition, as our region's population continues to age, increased 
operational funding support to provide paratransit services will be a continued 
need moving forward. 

• Transportation Investments, Chapter 2, Pages 50 and 51, under Passenger and 
High~Speed Rail, the RTA requests that short term commuter rail service 
improvements be made in Riverside County. .At this time of record ridership 
growth on RTA's services, these near term improvements would promote further 
bus and rail integration resulting in region~wide reductions in congestion due to 
reduced automobile traffic. 

• Transportation Investments, Chapter 2, Page 41, under Transportation Systems 
Management, the RTA suggests that more emphasis be placed on developing a 
wider variety of capital funding source~ to support. and maintain Transit 
·Automatic Vehicle-Location (AVL) and Advar,9,ed. Traveler lnforrnatiqn system$. 
, In this time of soda 1: media applicattons, thi~ is hig~iy important )n attr~qtirig;arid 
retaining revenue to support the transit system,'. : · -- · ·. · .. :·: .... ·.,: ,,. < 

SCAG 
FEB 1 !i 20\2 

MA1L RECEIVED 
. -..:.. ~ ... ~-~ ...... -.. :• . 
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• With school districts continuing to lose state transportation funding, the RTA will 
be expected to provide additional service to schools throughout western 
Riverside County without the provision of additional operating funds, The RTA 
desires to work close!y with SCAG and other regional agencies to develop 
funding solutions to accommodate this growing trend. 

• Ensure modeled RTA transit projects included in the Draft RTP/SCS are 
accurately depicted based on system-wide high ridership results in 2011, 
continued reductions in unemployment within western Riverside County and 
forecasted gas price changes. 

The RTA thanks and :appreciateti SCAG 5taff fer their effe,rts in coordir,ating ar:d 
conducting extensive public outreach meetings while developing the six-county 
comprehensive Draft RTP/SCS, 

Sincerely, 

~/~ 
Larry Rubio 
Chief Executive Officer 

cc, Doug McAllister, Chairman, RTA Board of Directors 
Anne Mayer, Executive Director, Riverside County Transportation Commission 



 
February 14, 2012 
 
Attn: Honorable Pam O’Connor, President of SCAG and Regional Council members
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017
 
RE: Active Transportation in SCAG’s 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
 
Dear Honorable O’Connor, Regional Council members and Policy Committee members:
 
On behalf of the Southern California Safe Routes to School Network and the signatory 
organizations and individuals to this letter, we would like to thank Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) staff, Regional Council and Policy Committee members 
for the opportunity to participate in the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). We recognize 
the multitude of efforts required to develop the long range plan and are appreciative of all of the 
hard work that has already been done.
 
The Safe Routes to School National Partnership is a national advocacy group representing over 
500 organizations and professional groups that works to improve conditions for children to walk 
and bicycle to school. 
 
Per 2009 National Household Travel Survey, 21 percent of all trips in the SCAG region are 
currently being done via walking and bicycling.  And tragically, per SCAG 2012 Draft RTP, 25 
percent of all roadway fatalities in the SCAG region are pedestrians and bicyclists.  These are 
critical and dangerous trends that require our regional leaders to change the way transportation 
planning has been done for decades in Southern California.  We encourage all regional 
leaders to implement this change starting with the 2012 RTP.  The region does not need a 
plan that allocates $22 billion on road widening and only $6 billion on active transportation.  It 
is imperative to change funding allocations to improve safety and public health throughout our 
region.
 
 
We ask that SCAG amend the Draft RTP/SCS to include the following:
 



1. Increase the overall percentage of RTP funds dedicated to active transportation from 
1.3 percent of the 2012 RTP to 5-8 percent of the total 2012 plan. The request for 5-
8 percent reflects the region’s current mode split, collision trends, community interest 
and support, as well as current bicycle and pedestrian planning and implementation 
requirements, based on projections by the Los Angeles County Department of Public 
Health (LAC DPH) Methodology (released 12/2011). The LAC DPH determined in a 
rigorous study that the unmet regional funding need for a walkable and bikeable SCAG 
Region was close to $40 billion.  This represents roughly 8 percent of the total RTP 
budget, which is significantly larger than SCAG’s proposed $6B to address regional 
needs. 
 
As local governments contribute resources to the construction of active transportation 
projects, all other funding sources for active transportation, such as the amount of RTP 
local (county sales taxes and other local revenues included in the 2012 RTP), state, and 
federal programing dollars, should be increased to aid these efforts.  Additional state and 
federal funding will help cities do more with their local dollars, especially since often local 
funding is tied into federal funds. 
 
As it stands in the draft 2012 RTP, eighty percent of the SCAG funds dedicated to 
active transportation investments in the 2012 RTP are not programmed until after 2026.  
Between 2016-2025, the funding for active transportation will be only one-half of the 
current annual 2012 budget.  We encourage SCAG to prioritize active transportation 
funding and distribute these funds evenly over the 25 year period, which will bring the 
benefits of active transportation to fruition sooner for all communities.  
 
While we encourage SCAG to increase funds to support Active Transportation, we 
recognize the constraints and importance of working with County Transportation 
Commissions (CTC’s) to fast-track active transportation funding. We request the 
2012 RTP include development of an Active Transportation Finance Strategic Plan by 
2014 that identifies how each CTC is spending funds and the opportunities available 
for increasing funding for active transportation in each county during the next ten 
years.  This plan ideally is developed by convening a Regional Active Transportation 
Early Action Transportation Program in which SCAG brings together each County 
Transportation Commission (CTC), elected officials and other stakeholders to discuss 
and prioritize what each County is doing regarding active transportation and funding 
areas which may be leveraged for the needed funding, for walking and bicycling and first 
mile/last mile projects, in the earlier stages of the 2012 RTP.   We request that this Early 
Action Program have be adopted and include a 2014 implementation plan.
 
We have seen tremendous - and still growing - support and action from throughout the 
six-county region calling for policy makers to support and build walkable and bikeable 
neighborhoods. We encourage SCAG leaders to respond by supporting the impressive 
efforts underway throughout the region to create healthy and active communities for all.
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2. Allocate Funding for Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning and Usage Counts:  Improving 
the walking and biking environments in our region cannot be done without adequate 
planning at the local level. Unfortunately, many SCAG cities do not have bicycle 
or pedestrian master plans and project lists; in Los Angeles County, for example, 
only approximately 11 of 88 cities have bicycle master plans and only 4 cities have 
pedestrian plans. This lack of planning is a grievous impediment to improving 
infrastructure for cyclists and pedestrians. In addition, we must increase documentation 
of bicycle and pedestrian travel usage and demand by regularly assessing numbers of 
people walking and biking. Without such figures, it is difficult to forecast mode share and 
usage or measure the positive benefits of investments in these modes.

● Identify funding sources in order to set aside at least $19M in the 2012 RTP to 
support SCAG cities in developing bicycle and pedestrian master plans, safe 
routes to school plans and required, but overdue ADA transition plans. It is 
estimated that approximately $200,000 per city is required to develop these plans 
(95 cities at $200,000). Establish a goal of 50 percent of SCAG cities having 
completed at least one plan by 2016 in order to prepare for the 2016 RTP.

● Create and fund a regional bicycle and pedestrian count program at SCAG 
establishing yearly usage counts at key locations in cities throughout the SCAG 
region. Use the data collected to establish trends, set performance goals, 
evaluate fund requests for facility improvements, prioritize improvements, and 
show the impacts of recent improvements. Set aside funds in SCAG’s 2012/2013 
OWP to create program and maintain this program in future years. (See links:  
Nashville Metropolitan Planning Organization’s program, Technical Memorandum 
on Regional Pedestrian and Bicycle Count Procedures)

 
3. Adopt a Regional Complete Streets Plan by 2014:  This plan will incorporate input 

from local jurisdictions to prioritize complete streets projects in programing efforts and 
dedicate a portion of system preservation and maintenance funding for improving the 
road conditions of all users.

 
4. Adopt a Safe Routes to School Regional Strategic Plan by 2014:  Such a plan would 

be similar to the plan currently being adopted by SANDAG.  In our region 14 percent 
of all morning congestion is caused by private car drop off at schools (Traffic Injury 
Prevention, August 2011).  It is critical that transportation agencies look at the needs 
of the entire network when planning resource investments.  SANDAG’s Regional Safe 
Routes to School Strategic Plan works to establish a critical needs assessment for their 
Region on how students and their families currently go to and from school, creates 
data standards and guidelines, considers school siting and closures as possible land 
use strategies, bridges the gap between transportation planning agencies and school 
districts, and works to provide much needed technical assistance to local jurisdictions - 
with skill sets such as  how to obligate federal Safe Routes to School funds in a timely 
manner.

   
5. School Siting and Joint Use Policies as land use elements of the SCS:  School siting can 

often determine whether or not it is possible for children to walk and bicycle to school.  
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When schools are placed on the outskirts of urban areas it becomes necessary for 
children to be driven to school.  As noted above, 14 percent of all morning congestion 
is caused by private car drop off at schools (Traffic Injury Prevention, August 2011).  
Therefore schools should be located within residential neighborhoods whenever possible 
and equitable to reduce congestion and increase opportunities for bicycling and walking. 

 
Joint Use Policies allow school facilities such as playgrounds and recreational facilities 
to be used by the community when schools are not in session. This can open up 
recreational activities in neighborhoods that lack parks and open spaces.  When 
schools are located within neighborhoods, community members can access these 
locations without the use of a private automobile which can lead to further reductions in 
congestion.  

 
6. Set measurable safety and health goals for all users:  Goals are set for the reduction of 

green house gases in the draft 2012 RTP/SCS.  Active transportation plays a pivotal role 
in the reduction of these green house gasses.  Similar measurable goals should be set 
for reducing crash rates for active transportation and for reducing the health impacts of 
obesity.  These could include a report on the number of children walking and bicycling 
to school across the entire region as well as a report detailing access to parks, open 
spaces and quality active transportation networks.

 
7. Monitoring detailed population data and metrics in environmental justice communities: 

The analysis conducted by SCAG in the Environmental Justice Supplementary Report 
(“EJ Supp. Report”) provides detail on existing inequities in all modes of transit, housing, 
employment, environmental impacts, and health risks. The historical analysis in the 
Environmental Justice Supplementary Report confirms the challenges faced by the 
environmental justice population, as defined by SCAG:

○ longer commute times and distances than average,
○ vulnerability to gentrification and displacement from high quality transit areas 

(HQTA) or transit oriented communities (TOC),
○ higher proportional use of non-automobile travel, such as bus, rail, walk, and 

bicycle, and growth patterns concentrated within geographies of poor quality 
transit, lower housing costs, and fewer employment opportunities.

 
Concerns arise in the inconsistencies of the environmental justice analysis. SCAG’s 
analysis of travel time and travel distance savings shows “fairly similar and close” rates 
for all ethnic groups, including non-white Hispanics. Yet, the increase of transportation 
and infrastructure projects in HQTA/TOC will increase gentrification and displacement 
of environmental justice populations. The forecasted benefits for environmental justice 
populations are likely negated or overridden by predicted geographical shifts. 
 
In order for SCAG to properly mitigate disparities in transportation, housing, and land 
use impacts in low-income and minority communities, it must monitor population 
changes by more detailed population segments (i.e. neighborhoods, census tract) 



because root factors of inequities play out at these population segments. It is difficult 
to illustrate short-term impacts and long-term benefits on the environmental justice 
population without such details. For example, the continued poor job housing fit and 
balance in the SCAG region leave lower-income populations with no public or active 
transportation options in their daily commute. Metrics need to demonstrate immediate 
changes to transportation usage from ticket pricing, placement of rapid bus transit 
stops in high concentrations of lower-income and elderly groups, and safety programs 
for walking and bicycling. (see link: Health Equity and Prevention Primer, Prevention 
Institute)

 
Additionally, SCAG should provide the tools and policies for local jurisdictions to develop 
strategies to reduce commute distances and relieve sedentary lifestyles for lower 
income and communities of color. Healthy, sustainable, and accessible place-making is 
crucial to the environmental justice population because geography and socioeconomic 
structure are influential predictors of obesity in the United States. Environmental justice 
populations must be ensured the opportunity to go to school, live, work, and play in all 
neighborhoods through land use strategies, incentives for businesses and developers, 
infrastructure and non-infrastructure programming, such as Complete Streets, first/last 
mile to transit, density bonus, parking reductions, safe and secure bicycle parking and 
street crossings, and affordable and work force housing in HQTA/TOC.  (see link: Why 
Place & Race Matters, Policy Link) 
 
SCAG does not adequately link RTP/SCS active transportation funding to its 
environmental justice obligations. The lack of active transportation funding 
disproportionally affects immigrant, lower-income, and minority populations because 
these neighborhoods have greater barriers to physical activity and transit access, higher 
numbers of busy regional arterial, poor pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, unsafe 
neighborhoods, and lack of safe storage for bicycles and safe crossings. Thus, these 
neighborhoods would benefit from an increase in funding allocations (in order for SCAG 
to meet its Title VI obligations) and from a detailed strategic plan. (see links: Do All 
Children Have Places to Be Active, Active Living Research; Low Income Resource 
Guide, Safe Routes to School National Partnership)

 
Our policy requests are important commitments for creating robust networks for bicycles and 
pedestrians in the SCAG region, where walking and bicycling can be enjoyed by all with safety 
and ease irregardless of age or ability. Compliance with the SCS requirement of SB 375 and 
the well-being, safety, and health of citizens within the SCAG region will depend on the future 
development of our multi-modal transportation network, jobs, housing, education and healthy 
environments for families to live in.  
 
We sincerely appreciate this opportunity to provide feedback for the 2012-2035 draft RTP/SCS.   
Please feel free to contact us with any questions or concerns; our contact information is listed 
below. 
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Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Pauline Chow, Esq. Southern California Policy Manager
Safe Routes to School National Partnership
pauline@saferoutespartership.org 312-685-1685
 
Rye Baerg, Southern California Policy Manager
Safe Routes to School National Partnership
rye@saferoutespartnership.org  818-542-6478
 
Organizational Endorsements: 
1. Deborah Murphy, Founder and Director, Los Angeles Walks
2. Alexis Lantz, Planning and Policy Director, Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition
3. Jonathan Lopez, Southern California Coordinator, California WALKS
4. Wendy Alfsen, Executive Director, California WALKS
5. Rachel Morris, Executive Director, VCCool – Ventura Climate Care Options Organized 

Locally
6. Ventura Bicycle Union
7. Wes Reutiman, BikeSGV, bikesgv.org
8. Cynthia Rose, Director, Santa Monica Spoke, Regional Chapter LACBC
9. Mark Elliot, Campaign Organizer, Better Bike Honcho & Bike Beverly Hills, betterbike.org
10. Samantha Ollinger, Editor, Bike San Diego, BikeSD.org
11. Ruben Cantu, Program Director, California Pan-Ethnic Health Network
12. Pete Van Nuys, Executive Director, Orange County Bicycle Coalition
13. Mark Vallianatos, Policy Director and Adjunct Professor, Urban and Environmental Policy 

Institute, Occidental College 
14. Richard Risemberg, Bicycle Fixation, Los Angeles
15. Eric Yesayan, Interim Executive Director, Walk Bike Glendale
16. Kara Sergile, RN, MPH, KWS Consulting 
17. Lars Clutterham, Partner, downeygreen
18. Jeremy Cantor, Program Manager, Prevention Institute
19. Seth Strongin, Assistant Director, The City Project
20. Cesar Covarrubias, Executive Director, Kennedy Commission
21. Eric Weinstein, Member, LACBC Planning Committee
22. Anthony Tróchez, Higher Education & Organizational Change, UCLA
23. Kevin Burton, Cofounder, West Hollywood Bicycle Coalition
24. Martha Cortes, Health Policy Coordinator, Alliance for a Better Community
25. Herbie Huff, Bike Coalition at UCLA
26. Barbara Lott-Holland, Co-Chair of the Planning Committee, Bus Riders Union
27. Andy Au, member, People for Bikes & BikeSGV
28. Madeline Brozen, Program Director, UCLA Complete Streets Initiative
29. Gwendolyn Flynn, Policy Director, Community Health Councils, Inc.
30. Josef Bray-Ali, Founder, Bike Oven
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Individual Endorsements: 
31. Alice Strong, San Gabriel
32. Alex Budiman, Upland
33. Ivy Dulay, Manhattan Beach
34. Ray Shofler, North Hollywood
35. Mable Everette, RD, Inglewood 
36. Ezequiel Gutierrez, Adelanto
37. Arye Gross, Glendale
38. Ryan Johnson, Glendale
39. Nathalie Winiarski, Glendale
40. Elise Kalfayan, Glendale



Governments 

N8POATATION 
MEABUREJ 

• Son Bernardino County Tronsportotfon Comml$$1on • Son Bernardino County Transportallon Authority 
• San Bemardlno County Congestion Management Agency • Service Authority tor Freeway Emergencies 

February 14, 2012 

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

Dear Mr. Jkhrata: 

This letter transmits San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG's) comments on the 
Southern California Association of Governments' (SCAG's) draft 2012 RegionaJ 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: 

I. The RTP/SCS growth forecasts shouJd 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 (T AZ) 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 ol: Adelanto, Barstow, Btg Bear Lake, Chino, Chino HIiis. Collon, Fontana, Grand Terrace, Hesperia, Highland, Loma Linda, Monlclalr, 
Needles, Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga, Redlands, Rlallo, Son Bemo1dlno. Twentynine Palms, Upland, Vlclorvllte, Yucaipa 

Towns of: Apple Volley. Yucca Volley County of Son Bernardino 



Mr. Hasan Ikhrata 
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3. Please confinn that the East-West Freight Corridor (dedicated truck lanes) will continue from 
SR-60 northerly on the 1-15 and tenninate just to the north of 1-10, with appropriate connector 
ramps to and from I-10 east of I-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. 

Hll20214-lm 
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Maior proiect modifications include: 
• 1830 - I-10 Cedar interchange - Schedule Change 
• SBD413 3 9 - 1-10 Pepper interchange- Schedule Change 
• 200152-I-15 Arrow Rte. Interchange - Schedule Change 
• 0Hl300 - I-15 Duncan Canyon Interchange - Schedule Change 
• 20061201 - I-15/2 15 Devore Interchange- Schedule Change 
• SBD031279 - 1-15 Ranchero Interchange - Schedule Change 
• 35556 - 1-15 VV-Barstow - Schedule Change 
• 200451 - US 395 from 1-15 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: 
• SBD3 l 808 - I-10 Riverside - Completed Project 
• OH930-I-10 Waterman-Completed Project 
• 43320 - 1-10 Live Oak - Completed Project 
• 47221-1-15 Etiwanda(rehab. SHOPP)-CompletedProject 
• 34041 and 34042 - US 395 New Expressway - Deleted Combined Projects 
• 400117-LR- Safety Upgrade - Milliken Ave. - Delete Project 
• 4A07039-LR- Valley from Cherry to Alder (2-4 lanes)- Delete Project 
• 4H010I I-LR -HOV Connector(l-10/I-15 North to West)-Delete Project 
• 4H01010-LR-HOV Connector (I-10/1-15 South to West)-Delete Project 
• 4H01009-LR-HOV Connector (I-1011-215 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, 

· ~~ 
~cCallon f ~~ ;~~. San Bernardino Associated Governments 
Mayor, City of Highland 

Hll20214-lm 



 
 

 

 

 

 

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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San Fernando Valley Green Team 
4335 Van Nuys Boulevard, Unit 296, Sherman Oaks, California 91403 

Phone 818‐512‐0512, Fax 818‐322‐1343 
www.valleygreenteam.org

 
 
 
February 14, 2012 
 
 
 
Ms. Margaret Lin 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
Re:  Draft SCAG 2012‐2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
  San Fernando Valley Green Team Comments 
 
Dear Ms. Lin, 
 
This  letter  presents  our  comments  on  the  Draft  SCAG  2012‐2035  Regional  Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable  Communities  Strategy.    The  San  Fernando  Valley  Green  Team  is  a  non‐profit 
organization made  up  of  business,  academic,  legal,  regulatory,  financial, marketing,  and  government 
experts and community leaders committed to bringing green practices, jobs and business opportunities 
to  the  region.   We  strongly  support  the overarching  goal of  the  SCAG 2012‐2035 RTP/SCS  to  reduce 
Greenhouse  Gas  (GHG)  emissions  through  transportation  and  land  use  planning.   We  also  support 
strategies that meet this goal while improving regional conditions and quality of life.   
 
It is apparent that a great deal of time and effort have gone into the preparation of the Draft 2012‐2035 
RTP/SCS  and  the  interactive  version  provided  on  the  website  provides  an  excellent  format  for  the 
community to access and comment on the plan.  That being said, this is the first time that we are seeing 
all of this work pulled together and we believe that the public needs more time to effectively comment 
on the plan.  We strongly recommend extending the comment period by 30‐60 days. 
 
The  following  are  our  initial  comments  regarding  the  Draft  2012‐2035  RTP/SCS.    A more  thorough 
analysis and response will be prepared if the comment period is extended. 
 

1. Increase investment in and give higher priority to mass transit projects, especially local projects 
that improve the accessibility, frequency, and convenience of public transportation for getting 
around within and between local cities.  As can be seen from the Orange and Red Lines, people 
will use public transportation that meets these standards.  We need more projects that reach 
more locations.  We need to increase the capacity of existing projects, such as the Orange Line, 
to meet growing demand.   And we need to improve access to other projects such as the Red 
Line. 
 

2. Focus funding for highways and streets on maintenance rather than expansion.   It is better to 
reach our goals through reductions in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) than through expansion of 
vehicle access.   We don’t even have enough money to maintain our existing streets and 
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highways.  Why would we add more lane miles to these conditions?  Let’s focus on improving 
what we have before building more. 
 

3. Integrate  transit  stops  and  bicycle  racks/storage with  local  communities.    Consider multi‐use 
parking  facilities  that  accommodate  complementary  parking  needs,  such  as  transit  and  high 
density  residential.   Enhance  linkages between  transit  stops  and nearby  commercial districts.  
Considered preferred parking at rail stations for carpool and/or vanpool. 
 

4. Develop tourism and entertainment oriented transit.  Provide rail service between cities and 
tourism destinations with weekend schedules that enable day and weekend trips (i.e., early 
morning and evening service).   Configure bus routes and transit schedules on weekends to 
connect restaurant and entertainment districts in the City of Los Angeles and enhance these 
linkages with shuttle and pedicab services between transit stops and entertainment districts, 
such as between the North Hollywood transit station and the nearby North Hollywood 
commercial district.  
 

5. Change the mileage based fee for vehicles to a GHG based fee collected as part of the vehicle 
registration process.  Paying this fee as part of registration rather than as fuel taxes, raises 
individual awareness of vehicle related GHG emissions and the fee can be tiered to further 
incentivize fuel efficiency and reduced VMT.  The fee can be based on vehicle miles traveled 
times the miles per gallon rating of the vehicle to determine GHG emissions.  For many 
automobiles the actual gas usage is already available in their navigation systems.  For others, 
vehicle mileage can be reported annually and trued up at time of sale.   
 

6. Increase funding for Active Transportation, First Mile/Last Mile, and Transportation Systems 
Management. 
 

7. Determine the cost effectiveness of high‐speed rail relative to GHG reduction, congestion 
reduction and number of passengers served and compare to the cost‐effectiveness of other 
transit projects.  Set a standard for cost‐effectiveness and design projects to meet this standard 
or withhold funding. 
 

8. Set a goal to reduce vehicle miles traveled within the region rather than facilitating driving. 

 
9. Plan  for  the  retention  and  expansion  of  manufacturing  capabilities  in  the  region.    Local 

manufacturing  is a critical component of sustainability.   It  is essential to providing good paying 
jobs  for  skilled  workers  and  supports  the  regional  economy  by  retaining  capital  in  the 
community and contributing to a more stable tax base, it reduces GHG emissions resulting from 
transportation related to  importing goods from overseas,  it showcases the resources and skills 
of the region, and it stimulates innovation by providing an outlet for new ideas.  The purchase of 
regional materials/labor is good for the economy and good for the environment.  Encourage this 
type  of  development  by  enhancing  rail  transit  to  and  from  local  manufacturing  centers, 
protecting  industrial  areas  from  encroachment  of  incompatible  land  uses  and  developing 
strategies to facilitate the growth of sustainable local manufacturing. 
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The San Fernando Valley Green Team is committed to the economic and environmental sustainability of 
the region and is looking forward to actively participating in the implementation of the final plan.  Thank 
you for this opportunity to comment. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 

Carolyn Casavan 
President 
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San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 

February 23, 2011 

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

RE: SCAG's Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS) 

Dear :<.1r. Ikhrata, 

cq 

At its Governing Board meeting on February 16th, the San Gabriel Valley Council of 
Governments (SGVCOG) Governing Board adopted a position of "support" for the above 
mentioned alternative for the SCAG Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP)/Sustainab]e Communities Strategy (SCS). 

The draft RTP/SCS includes four alternatives. The San Gabriel Valley Council of 
Governments supports Alternative B as this Alternative best addresses future 
transportation needs and anticipated changes associated with future growth . 

Should you have any questions, please contact Kicholas Comvay at (626) 457-1800. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

a / / /1/,; 
(k-_c;ue a <-:-t:g: 
Angel Carrillo 
President 



 

 

 

 

 

Fostering the success of business to enrich the quality of life in the greater San Gabriel Valley 

4900 Rivergrade Road, Suite B130, Irwindale, CA 91706    Phone (626) 856-3400  Fax (626) 856-5115 

www.valleyconnect.com    www.VisitSanGabrielValley.com 

  

San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership Regional Transportation Plan Comments 
December 1, 2011 

 

SGVEP applauds the ongoing leadership of the Southern California Association of 

Governments and the Regional Transportation Plan. 

 

The San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership would like to make the following comments on 

the Draft RTP Alternative B. 

 

 The Partnership supports the Gold Line Foothill Extension the Montclair as a part of the 

RTP constrained plan. 

 

 The Partnership supports the completion of the Alameda Corridor East in the 

constrained plan. 

 

 America Fast Forward (30/10 initiative) addresses the need for improving the Los 

Angeles County transportation infrastructure quickly.  Specifically, projects that the 

Partnership continues to support that are included in the 30/10 initiative are the Goldline 

Eastside Extension SR 60 alignment as well as the Goldline Foothill Extension, and the 

Regional Connector. We support leveraging the voter approved Measure R funds to 

complete the above projects in an expedited manner. 

 

 Adding express bus service as a part of the proposed High Occupancy Toll Lanes 

network is imperative if the project is to be successful.  Additionally, we ask SCAG to 

evaluate the Metro Express Lanes Project before committing to a regional High 

Occupancy Toll network. 

 

 Addressing increased east west truck traffic in the San Gabriel is important.  However, 

the East West Freight Corridor proposed in the RPT has not had sufficient public input.  

Many of our member cities are opposed to the project as they understand it today.  We 

ask that SCAG take the time necessary to consult with the community before moving 

forward. 

 

 The Partnership recognizes that declining gas tax will impact the maintenance of our 

highway system unless alternative revenue sources are available.  We support studying 

evaluating other revenue options including one based on vehicle miles traveled to 

replace gas tax.  However, we are aware that other agencies are evaluating new 

transportation fees as well such as the traffic mitigation fee proposed by METRO.  

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY 
ECONOMIC PARTNERSHIP 



 

 

 

 

 

Fostering the success of business to enrich the quality of life in the greater San Gabriel Valley 

4900 Rivergrade Road, Suite B130, Irwindale, CA 91706    Phone (626) 856-3400  Fax (626) 856-5115 

www.valleyconnect.com    www.VisitSanGabrielValley.com 

During these difficult economic times, any new tax or fee could result in additional job 

loss.  Economic impacts need to be considered before asking voters for any additional 

transportation funding. 

 

 The Partnership supports SCAG evaluating the impact of using funds earmarked for 

High Speed Rail to improve the current regional Metrolink service. 

 

 Highway 71 in Pomona is a bottle neck point in the San Gabriel Valley.  The Partnership 

supports SCAG in their plan to change the highway from an expressway to a full 

freeway between I-10 and SR-60 with the addition of 1 mixed flow lane and 1 HOV lane 

in each direction as part of the constrained plan.  

 

 The Partnership recommends the RTP include carpool lanes on the I-10 Freeway from 

Route 57 to downtown Los Angeles.  

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY 
ECONOMIC PARTNERSHIP 
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                                    4079 Mission Inn Avenue, Riverside, CA 92501    (951) 684-6203         
 

Regional Groups Serving Riverside and San Bernardino Counties:  Big Bear, 
Los Serranos, Mojave, Moreno Valley, Mountains, Tahquitz, Santa Margarita 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Margaret Lin          February 8, 2012 
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 2012 RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR 

 
Dear Ms. Lin: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2012 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS).  The San Gorgonio Chapter – Sierra 
Club is based in Riverside, California.   
 

Our mission is:  To explore, enjoy, and protect the wild places of the earth; To practice and promote the 
responsible use of the earth's ecosystems and resources; 
To educate and enlist humanity to protect and restore the quality of the natural and human 
environment; and to use all lawful means to carry out these objectives.  
 
Our organization represents approximately 5000 member/residents in San Bernardino and Riverside Counties. 
We are writing to provide comments on the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS and the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report 
(PEIR). 
 
We are pleased to see an advanced mitigation component in the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS.  This is an excellent first step 
to creating a program that thoughtfully mitigates impacts to our natural environment from transportation projects.  
As you know, Orange County and San Diego have similar programs that have met great success.  By incorporating 
this strategy into your policy document, the many benefits of this large-scale conservation approach will be realized.  
Thank you for your leadership. 
 
Under the Endangered Species Act, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service have defined critical habitat as areas 
that support endangered or threatened species that are essential to the species’ conservation.  The description in the 
Conservation Planning Policy section (page 76 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS) states “large-scale acquisition and 
management of critical habitat to mitigate impacts related to future transportation projects” [emphasis added].  We 
believe there are other habitat areas in the SCAG region worth considering for acquisition and management and 
therefore SCAG should not limit the mitigation opportunities to only critical habitat.  We suggest expanding the 
language to incorporate all “important habitat lands.” 
 
On page 78 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS, the document mentions the 2008 Regional Comprehensive Plan that 

inventoried protected and unprotected areas in relationship to wildlife linkages, linkage designation areas, park and 
recreation areas.  We were pleased that SCAG completed this Plan showing what areas are protected and critical to 
maintaining functioning habitat reserves.  We agree that the planning efforts SCAG undertakes in the future should 
involve updating the maps, but recommend expanding the language in this section to include all forms of protected 
lands.  By limiting the acquisition and management opportunities of conservation lands to just Natural Communities 
Conservation Plan (NCCP) or Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) areas, decisions about priority conservation areas will 
be misinformed. In fact, it no longer demonstrates a comprehensive plan because of the limited scope (of pre-
established mitigation sites, which are likely unrelated to transportation projects). Protected areas (e.g., National 
Forests, State Parks, Regional Parks, etc.) not in an NCCP/HCP are excluded from the big picture, yet they have 
extensive benefits to the entire open space system and often times link important habitat areas throughout the 
region.  Consequently, we recommend having this updated map and mitigation site locations expanded to include 
more than just NCCP/HCP areas and instead include all levels of protected lands (federal, state, regional, and local).   

mailto:RTP@scag.ca.gov?subject=2012-2035%20Draft%20RTP/SCS


On page 79 of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS, we were encouraged to see SCAG recognize the benefits of reducing 
transportation impacts to sensitive lands and encouraging smart land use decisions.   We believe landscape level 
advanced mitigation will become a statewide planning policy.  Planning future transportation projects with a 
comprehensive mitigation program ensures our open space infrastructure can continue to function and maintain 
viable habitats, linkages, and species populations in perpetuity.  Unfortunately, we noticed the lack of inclusion of 
wildlife linkages in this section.  Orange County’s transportation measure language included wildlife linkages and we 
recommend SCAG include linkages as well. 
We appreciate SCAG’s effort to create a strategic planning process that would document important conservation 
lands in the region.  We believe there is an important opportunity with this concept to also create a Southern 
California Greenprint.  By completing a Greenprint a comprehensive view of our open space land attributes would be 
documented.  Such attributes include: recreation priorities, agricultural lands, scenic values, historic preservation, 
and more.  A Greenprint would give a more complete picture of both opportunities and challenges, while at the same 
time respecting property rights. 
 
 
Thank you for reviewing our comments and we look forward to working with SCAG on the implementation of this 
policy.  In addition, we request to be included on any notifications (electronic or otherwise) about this policy’s 
creation and implementation, please send information to kimffloyd@fastmail.fm  . 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Kim F. Floyd 
Conservation Chair 
San Gorgonio Chapter – Sierra Club 
760-680-9479 
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Printed on Recycled Paper.         ....To explore, enjoy and preserve the nation’s forests, waters, wildlife, and wilderness. 
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·san Afanue[ 'Band of 'Jvfission Indians---

February 14, 2012 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 

Southern California Association of Governments 

818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floo,r 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Re: San Manuel ·Band.of Mission Indians - Comments to Draft SCAG 2012·2035 
Regional Transpmtation Pl~ Sustainable Commun-itles · Plan and associattxi 
Preliminary Environnienta1 Impact Report 1 

. ' 
: ...._, 

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

The San Manuel of Band of Mission Indians ("Tribe'"), a foderally recognized Tribe, 
wishes to express its appreciation' to the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) and Mr._Arnold San Miguel for the Februa..ry 8, ·2012 b1iefing qn the Draft SCAG 2012-
2035 Regional Transportation Plan Sustainable Communities Plan (RTP/SCP)' im.ct associated 
Preliminary Environmental Impact Repmt (PEIR) .. The, Tribe appreciates ·the opportuni!Y to 
comment on SCAG's Regional Tra11~portation Plan as S.an Manuel actively participates in and 
supports community and regional economic and social initiatives. The Tribe supports Jong"range 
planni,ng that employs a sustainable-community approach to ·transportation projects and in.land 

-use, open space and preservation of biological and cultural resources. ~s ii Serrano people whose 
ancestors inhabited a large area-of San Bernardino County, the-Tribe maintains a close spiritual 
relationship to many important cultural plac'es jn_ the landscape and feels a keen stewardship for 
the protection and preservation of these places. It is- with this obligation in mind ~hat the Tribe 
actively engages in consultation and pre~ervation efforts for cultural resources: throughout San 

-- Bernardino and other Southem-C--alifomia counties. · · 

The Tribe believes that it is essential that SCAG and other regional agencies establish a 
meaningful and timely consultat_ion process w:itb the Tribe in a~cordarice with the u_nique legal 
relationship existing between the United States aud Indian Tribal governments set forth -in the 
Constitution of the United States,,treaties. statutes, -Executive Orders-and·c.ourt decisions and _the 
trust relationship of the United S~ates and Indian tiibes. The Tribe looks forward to working wjth 
SCAG in order to implement this consultation. ' /• ' ' ' ' ' ', ' 

TI1e Tribe's experience has _shown th13:t· regular and meaningful consultation, including a 
meaningful and timely process for' seeking, discussing and ' considering carefully the -views of ' 
others and seeking agreement when possible in a manner that is cognizant of the cultural values 
and legal 1ights of all parties is most effective. Moreover, whenever ·appropriate; the use of 
''certified Native American monitors" (persons who are certified by a recognized institution ,to 

1 ' 
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monitor archaeologic-al rcsoufccs with specific knowledge m local ancestral California Native 
American village sites and cultural practices), may prevent costly delays and offer unique 
opportunities to contribut,; to all parties· efforts to preserve and promote an important part-of 
cultural histo_ry. 

The Tribe offers the followillg comment~ and langu~ge to the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Draft 
PEIR 3 A-22 Mitigation Measures, which strengthen the processes for protection of cultural 
resources: 

MM-CULS. Language' aQded as follows: .... NAHC to deterinine wheiher_known sacred sites are 
in the project area a11:d identify the Native American(s) and Native American tribes (added) to 
contilct to obtain information about the --.prOject site. Add: It is strong(y recommended that 
federiil "and state lead age1icies qnd cities' and counties' require that a check qfthe N~HC sacred 
lands files be undeftaken :in all projects and that the Native American tribes or individuals 
identified by the f/~Gi}':;.Mil,be ~:ontacted by,P,roject proponent for further info'rmati9n and 
cor.suitation on the project. · · 

MM-CUL6. Add: It is strongly recommended that state and federal lead agencies "and citieS and 
counties reqUlre that a qual{fied archaeologist conducl a record search at the qppropriate 
Information Center in all projects. 

MM.cCUL7. Add: It is strongly recommended {hat state and jf!dera1 agencies and citie.s and 
counties conduct a phasi? 1 archae_ological or historic architectUTal surveyfor-all projects that 
have not been previously sunieyed or.haw been surve;:ed-within the last :JOyc:ars, 

.M:11-CL"L-8. Ad~; It is s:trongly recommended that state andfederallead agen;ies "and cities and 
counties require that a ce1:tified Native Alllerican monitor_be employed ~v th~ project proponent 
or tribe to monitor the· suhsuiface operations or any earth movement in it/I prrljects. If is alw 
strongly ·recommended that a pre-excavation agreemen_[ be impl~mented wit&. cultu:~lly affiliti.ied 
tribes. 

MM-CUL9. Add: Al'oidance is the preferred alternatii'e. If avoidance is not feasible, it is 
strongly recommended that sf ate and federal lead age[lCies and cities and counties require that 
the pnlject sponsors consult wi_th culturtil!y affiliated Native American Tribes in the 
determination ofimportance ofthe resource. 

MM-CULJ 0. Add: It_ is strongly recommended that state and federal lead agencies and cities 
and coumies require that the project s_ponsors consult with culturally affiliated Native American 
Tribes fn the determination of importance of the resource. 

MM-CULI 7: Add: SCAG shall engage hi government-to-government co!1sultation ·with Indian 
m·hes in development OJ the 2012~2035 Regional Tram:pOrtation Plan/Sustainable-Communities . . 
Strategy, per the laws set out in -3.4.-1 3.4-5, California Senate Bill 18 (Government Code 
65300 et_ seq) and in accord with the unique legal rPlo,tionship existing between the United 
States and Indian Tribal governments set fort!1 in the Constitution of the United States, treaties, 
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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 policy language as presented above as 
well as the opportunity to continue thf: goverrunenMo~govenunent dialogue. Please do not 
hesitale to contact me if you have any_questions. . . 

Very truly yolrrs, 

SAN MANUEL BANDOF MISSION INDIANS 

~--/?~ 
Jerry J. Parcsa -
Chief Adrriinistrative Officer 

' ': 

JP:AM:cjt 
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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.
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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



2012 RTP Comments 

Walter Siembab, Siembab Corporation 

February 14, 2012 

 

Comments:  Telecommuting in the 2012 RTP 

 

Despite its relative low capital cost and high cost-effectiveness, telecommuting remains 
in 2012 a marginal strategy for reducing GHG emissions and congestion.   

The 2012 RTP could lay out the path by which telecommuting could reach its potential, 
particularly in an RTP with such a gigantic revenue shortfall.  But it doesn’t. 

Table 4.5 of the SCS lists only one specific telecommuting action/strategy, and it will do 
nothing to change the marginal role of telecommuting over the next 4 years.  
“Encourage the development of telecommuting programs by employers through review 
and revision of policies that may discourage alternative work options.”   

The discussion of Telecommuting/Work-at-Home in the TDM Appendix is equally 
unhelpful, focusing on barriers to telecommuting and mentioning a few policies to 
overcome those barriers, none innovative nor likely to make a difference. 

One of the basic problems with telecommuting in the 2012 RTP (and previous RTPs) is 
that the strategy is treated as a member of the TDM family of policies.   

However, among all the TDM options, only telecommuting mimics land use.  
Telecommuting, like other network applications associated with “distributed 
organizations” (such as tele-medicine, e-retail, distance education, etc), can affect the 
location of destinations.  For example, portions of auto-oriented employment centers 
can be strategically re-located into walking neighborhoods.  In other words, 
telecommuting can impact the spatial distribution of functionality.  It is really a way of 
implementing “location efficiency.”   

Beyond that conceptual revision, there are a number of strategic options that should be 
added to the 2012 RTP. 

Goal should be for every employee except for those involving physical materials-
handling or other hands-on activity (like truck driving) to expect some to be offered 
some telecommuting option; with every employer expected to authorize an alternative 
work site within 4 miles of every eligible employee’s home.  This is consistent with 



existing travel patterns to other destinations; is compatible with short-range electric 
vehicles; and will reinforce the “neighborhood oriented development” (NOD) strategy.  

Four initiatives are required to reach that goal.   

1.  Regional Telework Facilitator 

Public agencies trying to encourage the telework strategy tend to do so through 
corporate demonstration programs.  The AQMD recently funded such a program which 
is in process today.  Demonstration programs have been repeatedly found to produce 
short term but not long term results.  When the funding goes away, the active 
teleworkers begin to decline back to pre-demonstration levels.  

Establishing the institutional infrastructure that will support telework in the long run is the 
most effective step that could be taken.  Similar to the old “Commuter-Computer” for 
ride sharing, this regional organization would market the telework option (in all of its 
varieties – home based, satellite, shared work center, network access center, etc.) to 
employers.  Other tasks include maintaining best practices, offering first line technical 
assistance, and making referrals to implementation consultants.   

A five year public commitment would be best, giving the organization the opportunity to 
develop a business plan in order to continue operating with a minimal public subsidy.  
Technology firms with products used in telework are good candidates to serve as 
private partners. 

 

2. Opinion Leaders 

Elected officials, public sector executives plus leading private CEOs committing their 
own organizations to an aggressive telework program is also essential.  The 
organizations and their commitments should have a high profile.  The practice should 
also include the full range of distributed applications such as distance education, 
telemedicine, e-retail, etc.  The Regional Telework Facilitator should organize and 
maintain this public-private leadership council. 

 

3. Telework Facilities Exchange 

The Telework Facilities Exchange (TFX) was a work-station sharing program for 
government employees that I designed and implement in the mid-1990s, sponsored by 
the League of California Cities and funded by the SCAQMD.  Government employees 
(city, county, state, federal) were matched to a vacant work station in another 
government building near their residence.  It was, at the time, the largest multi-



jurisdictional telework program in the nation.  The planning and advocacy function of the 
project was the prototype Regional Telework Facilitator.   

 

4. Network Access Centers 

Network Access Centers (NAC) are a new type of public facility that will contribute to 
transportation access, economic development, and education.  A NAC is a multi-
function, multi-user facility that provides technical assistance, fast network connections, 
information technology, work stations, meeting space, and special programs that 
include distance education classes, tele-medicine consultations and so forth.   A NAC is 
essentially a programmable building whose functionality can be changed hour by hour, 
day by day  to satisfy community need for travel. 

NACs should be added to transit stops (especially multi-mobility hubs), public schools, 
public libraries, neighborhood centers, and downtown districts. 

The Blue Line TeleVillage in Compton, funded by Metro in the late 1990s, established 
proof of concept in LA County.  Yet it was not replicated.   

 

With institutional infrastructure like the Regional Telework Facilitator, physical 
infrastructure like NACs, and programs such as the TFX, telework will become a 
significant employment option throughout the region. 
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April 20, 2011 
 
SANDAG Board of Directors 
 
Via E-mail: pjo@sandag.org (Phillip Johnston) 
 
Re: California Air Resources Board (CARB) Greenhouse Gas (GHG) 
Reduction Targets, Issued to SANDAG, in Accordance with SB 375, for the 
Year 2035 
 
SANDAG Board Chair Jerome Stocks and Members of the Board: 
I appreciate the opportunity to communicate with you concerning this important topic. 

The subject targets were issued on September 30th of 2010. On September 20th, I sent a letter to 
CARB1 asking them to issue targets that would uphold the Executive Order S-3-052 GHG reduction 
trajectory, for cars and light-duty trucks. CARB’s Scoping Plan gives no reason to not apply the 
straight-line trajectory, implied by the S-3-05 reductions, to the GHG emissions from cars and light-
duty trucks. S-3-05 names CARB as one of the agencies that must create plans and progress reports 
to ensure that the reductions in S-3-05 are achieved. 

Unfortunately, CARB gave you (SANDAG) the Year 2035 reduction that you (SANDAG) 
requested, which is only a 13% reduction, for year 2035.  

“GHG” is really “VMT” and Other Important Details on the Reductions 
These reductions are per capita, with respect to driving in 2005. This can be understood by 
carefully considering the following two items: 

1.) Page 8, of http://arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/staffreport_sb375080910.pdf, which says, “The RTAC 
recommended that targets be expressed as a percent reduction in per-capita greenhouse gas 
emissions from a 2005 base year”; and 

2.) The first footnote in the table of CARB calculations, 
http://arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/mpo.co2.reduction.calc.pdf, which says: “The CO2 emissions 
presented in this table do not include reductions from Pavley and LCFS regulations.” 

“Greenhouse gas (GHG)” emissions are used as equivalent to the more accurate “C02 
emissions.” In the second item, “Pavley” (named after Senator Fran Pavley) refers to a lowered 
average C02 per mile driven. Also in the second item, “LCFS” refers to the “Low Carbon Fuel 
Standard”. Both “Pavley” and the “LCFS” reduce the emissions per mile driven. Since these 
reductions are not being counted, the reductions shown come only from per capita, percent 
reductions in driving, or “vehicle miles travelled”, VMT. Therefore the so-called GHG 
reductions are really VMT reductions. 
                                                
1 The letter is Reference 1, listed at the bottom of this letter and attached in the email with this letter. 
2 S-30-05 is shown in Reference 2, listed at the bottom and attached in the email with this letter. 

San Diego Chapter 
8304 Clairemont Mesa Blvd., Ste 101 

San Diego, CA 92111 
http://www.sandiego.sierraclub.org 

858-569-6005 
 

mailto:pjo@sandag.org
http://arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/staffreport_sb375080910.pdf
http://arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/mpo.co2.reduction.calc.pdf
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More Background Information 
In 2007, you (SANDAG) adopted your current Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). It includes a 
38% increase in the total number of freeway-lane miles, in San Diego County. My job as 
Transportation Chair for the Sierra Club is to stop all freeway expansions, as specified in our 
National Policy. Our Chapter has commented extensively on the I-5 expansion Draft Environmental 
Impact Report. As you know, it would add either 4 or 6 lanes, to an eight-lane freeway, over a length 
of 27 miles.  

You (SANDAG) are now in the process of approving a new RTP, with even more freeway 
expansions. However, your staff now claims that by Year 2035, they will reduce GHG (really VMT, 
as explained above) from cars and light-duty trucks by 19%. You (the SANDAG Board) and staff 
can therefore claim, correctly, that you are going to exceed your CARB target, for Year 2035. 

However, the GHG reductions of S-3-05 must be achieved by mankind, if we are to have any 
reasonable chance of stabilizing our climate. A destabilization will likely have disastrous 
environmental and human consequences. 

The purpose of this letter is to show you that the GHG (really VMT) reduction achieved must be at 
least 35%, not the 13% given by CARB and not the 19% that your staff now claims they can achieve 
by 2035. 

Overview of Relationships and Derivation of Key Formula 
The S-3-05 net reduction in GHG emissions, from cars and light-duty trucks, expressed as a 
fraction of 2005 emissions, is obtain by multiplying four factors together. The definitions of 
Table 1 apply. 

 
 Table 1 Factor Definitions, with Respect to Year 2005  
 

Factor Definitions
All are for for the year of interest, with respect to year 2005 values.                               

Except for Population, all are for cars and light-duty trucks.  
f

f_Pavley

f_Fuel

f_Population

f_PerCapitaVMT

 net factor of the emissions of Greenhouse Gas

 factor of the average statewide mileage  

 factor of the reduction of GHG due to fuels that burn less carbon

 factor of the population in the region of interest 

 factor of per capita driving  
 

The following equations apply. 

 Eq. 1 f = F_Pavley x f_Fuel x f_Population x f_PerCapitaVMT 

Eq. 2 is derived from Eq. 1. 

 Eq. 2 f_PerCapitaVMT = f / ( F_Pavley x f_Fuel x f_Population ) 
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Figure 1 is from http://www.nrdc.org/globalWarming/sb375/files/sb375.pdf, a widely-respected 
report on SB-375. Note that all of its values are in the units of factors (same as fraction) of their 
values in year 2005. Figure 1 will supply all of the needed values, except for the factor of 
population. (Neither the red line nor the blue line are used.) Its gold line is the S-3-05 trajectory that 
CARB ignored when it issued the driving reduction values for year 2035.  

 
 Figure 1 GHG Reductions from Pavley (AB 1493, in Green); the Low Carbon  

 Fuel Standard (in Purple); the Predicted Driving (VMT, in Red); the 
 Net Result of GHG (C02, in Blue); and & the S-3-05 Trajectory (in Gold) 

 
Getting the Net Factor of the Emissions of Greenhouse Gas in 2035, with Respect 
to 2005 Values 
To get the net factor of the emissions of GHG, for year 2035, and with respect to year 2005, it is 
necessary to extrapolate the Governor’s Executive Order target values (the gold line of Figure 1), 
out to year 2035. The gold line shows that this factor is 0.87 in 2020 and is 0.64 in 2030. 
Therefore, in year 2035, the factor will be 

0.64 + [(.64 - .87) / (2030-2020)] * (2035-2030) = 0.525 

Getting the Factor of the Average Statewide Mileage in 2035, with Respect to the 
2005 Value 
To get the Pavley reduction factor, for Year 2035, it is necessary to extrapolate the average 
statewide mileage factor data, which is Figure 1’s green line, out to Year 2035. It is 0.82 in 2020 
and it is 0.73 in 2030. Therefore, in year 2035 the statewide mileage factor data will be  

0.73 + [(.73 - .82) / (2030-2020)] * (2035-2030) = 0.685 

Pavley 1 ends in Year 2017. It is widely assumed that it will be replaced by what is often called 
“Pavley 2”. The extrapolation computed here is based on the assumption made by the author of 

http://www.nrdc.org/globalWarming/sb375/files/sb375.pdf
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Figure 1, as shown in the slope of the green line from year 2020 to 2030. Based on the 
authoritative credentials of the authors of Figure 1, this is the best assumption that can be made. 
Assuming that the California fleet will continually get more efficient, in terms of C02 per mile 
driven, relies on an assumption that a significant fraction of our car owners will be able to 
purchase newer-model cars. 

Getting the Factor of the Reduction of GHG Due to Fuels that Burn Less Carbon  
Looking at the purple line of Figure 1, it is clear that this factor will be 0.9 in 2035. 

Getting the Factor of the Increase in Population  
The factor for population in San Diego County is computed using the populations estimated in 
CARB’s http://arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/mpo.co2.reduction.calc.pdf, namely 3,034,388 people in 2005 
and 3,984,753 people in 2035. So the factor, from 2005 to 2035 is 3,984,753/3,034,388 = 1.313. 

Computing the Required Driving Reduction, for 2035 
The 4 values computed above are used in Eq. 2 to compute the required factor. 

 Eq. 2 f_PerCapitaVMT = .525 / ( .685 x 0.9 x 1.313 ) 

Therefore, f_PerCapitaVMT = .649. This corresponds to a 35.1% reduction in per-capita 
driving, in year 2035. 

In Conclusion 
You must not conspire with CARB to violate S-3-05. Your RTP must achieve a 35% reduction. 
Reference 1 shows how this can be done. You have a responsibility to get CARB and SANDAG 
back on a path of moral and responsible leadership. The current 2035 targets undermine S-3-05. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
Mike Bullock, 760-754-8025 
Chair of the Sierra Club San Diego Transportation Committee 
 
References Attached with Email 
 
Reference 1: PROPOSED REGIONAL GHG EMISSION REDUCTION TARGETS FOR 
AUTOMOBILES AND LIGHT TRUCKS PURSUANT TO SENATE BILL 375 (Released: August 
9, 2010, for a September 23, 2010 Consideration) and the Failure of Its Proposed SANDAG GHG 
Reductions to Protect Health, Support S-3-05, and be Just and Reasonable 
Reference 2: S-3-05, with additional comments 
Copies: C. Chase, P. Epstein, Richard Miller 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

The San Diego Chapter of the Sierra Club is San Diego’s oldest and largest grassroots 
environmental organization, founded in 1948.  Encompassing San Diego and Imperial 
Counties, the San Diego Chapter seeks to preserve the special nature of the San Diego and 
Imperial Valley area through education, activism, and advocacy.  The Chapter has over 
14,000 members.  The National Sierra Club has over 700,000 members in 65 Chapters in all 
50 states, and Puerto Rico. 



Sierra Club Toiyabe Chapter/Southern Nevada Group 
Motion for Support Environmentally-Sound Road-Use Fees 
DRAFT May 2 with Oct. 4th, 16th, Nov. 9 & Jan21, 2011 Revisions 
Chapter Leads: Mike Bullock, San Diego 
Transportation Chair (assigned by Jane Feldman) 
and Energy Task Force Chair Joe Johnson 
Sponsor (if not SNG): 
Topic Area: Conservation, Transportation 
Desired Effective Date: March 2011, if possible 
Time Sensitive: ASAP, due to global warming 
Reason for Time Sensitivity: NDOT wants 
comments 
Approved by Conservation Committee: Date  

Brief Description of Proposed Position: Support for an 
Equitable and Environmentally-Sound Road-Use Fee 
Pricing and Payout System, to be submitted to our state of 
Nevada, as it considers what NDOT is currently calling a 
“VMT” fee. 

 

 
Resolution 
WHEREAS, unchecked Green House Gas (GHG) emissions will destabilize our earth’s climate, causing a 
human catastrophe; 27% of Nevada’s GHG emissions are caused by on-road transportation; in order to 
keep GHG levels below 450 PPM, it will be necessary for the world to reduce emissions to 1990 levels by 
2020 and 80% below 1990 levels by 2050; to obtain these reductions in on-road emissions, Nevada must 
significantly reduce driving; and 

WHEREAS, the current gas tax cannot provide the money needed for road repairs; Nevada has not 
raised its gas tax in 18 years and there is no known significant support for such an action; the gas tax is 
effectively our only road-use fee; better mileage and more electric vehicles will reduce gas tax 
revenue; a gas tax cannot account for time, place, driver’s income, vehicle weight, vehicle pollution 
levels, vehicle noise levels, or roadway congestion level; Sierra Club national policy opposes subsidized 
road use, even for battery-powered cars; and 

WHEREAS, road expansions are promoted using fear of current or predicted congestion; the Toiyabe 
Chapter currently has no viable, low-cost, short-term strategy to alleviate congestion; reducing driving 
through full-cost pricing and congestion pricing is a proven, short-term, free-market strategy to 
alleviate congestion; the under pricing of road use contributes significantly to air pollution, congestion, 
sprawl, and GHG emissions; revenue from taxes that are unrelated to driving are used to support roads; 
on July 11, 2009, the California Nevada Regional Conservation Committee of the Sierra Club passed a 
resolution supporting a “comprehensive road-use fee pricing system”; the Nevada DOT is accepting 
comments on a “VMT Fee” proposal; Article 9, Section 5 of the Nevada constitution requires that any 
charge, with respect to the operation of any motor vehicle, be used exclusively for the construction, 
maintenance, and repair of the public highways of the State; and, finally, while sprawl-supporting 
schemes, consisting of in-project road building and “development fees” to widen existing access roads, 
are better than subsidies from the general public, they are still a hidden and unfair subsidy to driving, 
that increases driving, because the ultimate payers of these costs pay an amount (for example in the 
cost of a home or in the cost of some other consumer item or service) or at a rate (for example a 
reduced wage or increased rent), which is unaffected by how often they personally chose to drive on 
the constructed, in-project roads or added lanes on access roads. 
 
THEREFORE LET IT BE RESOLVED, that the Sierra Club Toiyabe Chapter/Southern Nevada Group 
supports a comprehensive road-use fee pricing and payout system, along with the required amendment 
to the Nevada constitution, provided that the pricing and payout system (1) would pay for all road-use 
costs, including the environmental and health costs caused by driving; (2) would pay out to cover all 
costs and repay all those losing money because of such things as road construction and operation; (3) 
could still include a fuel tax or fee; (4) would have a vmt fee (price-per-mile) that would vary by such 
things as the weight (to account for road wear), pollution level, noise level, and safety record of the 
vehicle (to reduce insurance rates, if it is shown that such payments are needed, as described in Item 
(2) of this paragraph; (5) would have a vmt fee (price-per-mile) that would vary by such things as road, 
road segment, date, and time of day; (6) would include instantaneous congestion pricing when that 

 



technology becomes feasible; (7) would keep the per-mile price incentive to drive energy-efficient cars 
at least as large as it is with today’s fuel excise tax; (8) could be accompanied by tax reductions sized 
to achieve either net-revenue neutrality or near-net-revenue neutrality; (9) would adjust the green-
field development road-building and development-fee-assessment scheme so that a fair share of road-
use revenue is paid to those that lost or are losing money, due to the scheme; 10) may be used to fund 
such things as bicycle facilities, bicycle education, bus pullouts, bus stops, sidewalks, and landscaping; 
11) would mitigate impacts on low-income users by, for example, giving low-income drivers price 
reductions, especially for necessary driving; 12) would have ACLU-approved privacy protections that 
would include a prohibition of government access without court approval and would also include 
periodic and random software and hardware checks by ACLU-approved experts, to prevent the creation 
of infrastructure for routine surveillance. 
 
THEREFORE LET IT BE ALSO RESOLVED, that the Sierra Club Toiyabe Chapter/Southern Nevada Group 
will communicate this position to the Nevada Department of Transportation 
(vmtfeestudy@vmtfeenv.com), the Governor, the state legislative bodies, our federal representatives 
for use in climate protection legislation, the media, our local government officials, other interested 
environmental and/or civic-minded groups, all interested political parties, and our membership 
through website and newsletter communication, as our limited resources will permit. 
 

Supporting Data  

 National Sierra Club policy on transportation, 
http://sierraclub.org/policy/conservation/trans.aspx, is opposed to all subsidies to road use, 
saying, “These subsidies should be publicly scrutinized and eliminated”. 

 According to a State website, http://www.vmtfeenv.com/questions.html, “The current federal 
and state fuel taxes were last increased in 1992. During the last 18 years, inflation has eroded 
the purchasing power of fuel taxes by approximately 52%. Whereas, during the same time, 
construction costs have gone up significantly.” 

 Also (same website), “Vehicle fuel efficiency increased from an average of 11.8 miles per 
gallon in 1970 to nearly 20 today. Fuel-efficient vehicles now entering the marketplace will 
further increase the average miles per gallon. While beneficial from an environmental and 
energy conservation perspective, and something the state wants to encourage and reward, 
fuel-efficient vehicles alter the ability to fund the maintenance, preservation and 
modernization of our roads.” 

 Also (same website), “If a VMT fee were to become law, the legislature could determine a per-
mile rate. The rate could be flat, treating everyone the same, or it could be varied to consider 
other state policies like environmental issues, time of day and congested roads, type of 
vehicles, or urban/rural issues. Options might include charging a lower rate-per-mile for 
vehicles that achieve a certain level of fuel efficiency, for motorists that avoid rush hour 
zones, or for those making other environmentally-friendly decisions.” 

 According to Table ES-1 of the Nevada GHG Inventory and Reference Case Projections, 1990-
2020 (http://www.wrapair.org/ClimateChange/NV_GHG_I&F_Report_WRAP_08-20-07.pdf) the 
MMT C02e fraction of emissions due to on-road transportation, of the gross total emissions, is 
14.4/53.7 = 26.8%. 

 The CNRCC Resolution of July 11th, 2009, in support of a “comprehensive road-use fee pricing 
system”, and its “Reference Document” are attached. 

Supporting References 

 Club's national policy on transportation, http://sierraclub.org/policy/conservation/trans.aspx 

mailto:vmtfeestudy@vmtfeenv.com
http://sierraclub.org/policy/conservation/trans.aspx
http://www.vmtfeenv.com/questions.html
http://www.wrapair.org/ClimateChange/NV_GHG_I&F_Report_WRAP_08-20-07.pdf
http://sierraclub.org/policy/conservation/trans.aspx


 Club's internal site 
http://clubhouse.sierraclub.org/login.aspx?ReturnUrl=%2fca%2fcnrcc%2findex.asp, then, after 
typing in the password and getting the home page of the CNRCC, within the “Records and 
Archives” box, seen on the left side after scrolling down; select the “Resolutions Archives” and 
then the “July 2009” link to see both the Resolution and the “Reference Document” for all of 
the background information. (Dr. Stewart will make this final link active.) 

 The other references are given above in the “Supporting Data” section 

Description of Club Policy (or references) 
 
These are given in the Resolution, Supporting Data, and Supporting References sections. 

 
Counter-Arguments and Response  
1.) We can meet our responsibility to oppose subsidized driving by simply being in favor of increasing 
the gas tax, even though this does subsidize cars that are electric and there is no discussion of this 
option currently.  

2.) Talking about the cost of driving will make us unpopular, or, in more sophisticated language, this 
will “spend our political capital” that we need for more important battles. 

3.) If we send a letter to the Nevada DOT, they will misuse our support to claim we support a flat-fee 
VMT charge regardless of weight, mileage and so on. 

Chapter Commitment Required Resources (time, money, etc) 

a. This resolution will be meaningful if the only action is an email to the Nevada DOT. Since all actions 
can be accomplished by email, the only resource needed is volunteer time. b. The second “Therefore 
let it also be resolved” lists the actions in the approximate order in which they should be taken. 
However, the actual order will also depend on volunteer choice. 

Next Steps 

Upon approval, begin work on a letter to the Nevada DOT. 

Campaign Planning Matrix 

If we want to educate our members and get them to also send emails of support, this could be done. 

From the Sierra Club's publication Grassroots Organizing Training Manual, 1999 

Available at 
http://clubhouse.sierraclub.org/leaders/training/training_manual/index.htm 

1. Issue focus 

What's the environmental problem you are seeking to address?  

This work seeks to address our climate crisis and all the other impacts from automobiles. 

How does it relate to the Club's national conservation priorities? 

http://clubhouse.sierraclub.org/login.aspx?ReturnUrl=%2fca%2fcnrcc%2findex.asp


This work advances the Club’s national policy goals regarding transportation, land use, and climate 
change. 

2. Campaign goals 

Increase community respect by submitting constructive principles into an important, on-going 
debate. The goal is to make a better environmental outcome more likely. This work will increase 
our profile and may therefore increase our membership and funding. This will establish working 
relationships into government that currently do not exist. 

Conservation goals 

Reduced driving and a more sophisticated understanding of economics and how it drives 
environmental outcomes. 

Organizational goals 

A functioning Transportation Committee to respond to all stages of relevant decision making in 
Nevada. 

3. Lay of the Land 

Nevada citizens are opposed to a VMT fee. They worry about privacy. They underestimate the 
danger of climate change. The Nevada DOT website on this issue however shows a rational 
approach to a serious funding and political problem. 

Organizational Strengths and Weaknesses 

The chapter has leaders that are open-minded, dedicated, and frankly brilliant. They know the 
important environmental issues in their area and are in touch with Nevada politics. However, it has 
no one with a long-standing interest in the economics of transportation. 

Allies and Opponents 

The Universities should appreciate our help. There will be a considerable amount of interesting 
mathematical work to achieve all goals. The University may come to see a different aspect of 
Sierra Club concerns. Elements within the Nevada DOT may appreciate our efforts. Those who 
benefit from ever-increasing VMTs and sprawl may be opposed to this work. All citizens that 
understand global warming will want to help us. This may include some religious groups, Unitarian 
Universalists, for example. Groups that fear government and change may oppose this effort. 

4. Strategy 

As communications go out, it would be best, if time permits, to schedule meetings and establish as 
many long-lasting relationships as possible. 

Strategic vehicle 

Targets 

 Decision makers (primary targets): DOT 

 Decision makers (secondary targets): elected officials 



 Public groups: civic, political (Democrats, Republicans, Greens, Etc) and including our own 
membership 

5. Campaign communication 

Message and slogan: start with resolution title “Equitable and Environmentally-Sound Road Use” 

Story: start with resolution 

Media outlets: use chapter members that have experience with media. 

6. Tactics and timeline 

The Nevada DOT needs input this year. Start there and work down the list as time permits. 

7. Resource management 

Budget: none 

Donors/fundraising: none needed 

Volunteer recruitment and stewardship: Transportation Committee Membership and others as 
needed 
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A Plan to Efficiently and Conveniently Unbundle Car 
Parking Costs 
Paper 2010-A-554-AWMA 
Mike R. Bullock 
Retired Satellite Systems Engineer (36 years), 1800 Bayberry Drive, Oceanside, CA 92054 
Jim R. Stewart, PhD 
University of the West, 1409 N. Walnut Grove Avenue, Rosemead, CA 91770 

ABSTRACT 
The Introduction shows documented driving reductions due to the pricing of parking. It notes 
that although the benefits of priced and shared parking are known, such parking has not been 
widely implemented, due to various concerns. It states that a solution, called “Intelligent 
Parking,” will overcome some of these concerns, because it is easy to use and naturally 
transparent. It asserts that this description will support a “Request for Proposal” (RFP) process. 
Eight background information items are provided, including how priced parking would help 
California achieve greenhouse gas reduction targets. A story demonstrates some of the key 
features of Intelligent Parking. Arguments for less parking, shared parking, and priced parking 
are made. Barriers to progress are identified. The fair pricing of parking is described.  New ways 
to characterize transportation demand management are presented. Seven goals of Intelligent 
Parking are listed. Eleven definitions and concepts, that together define Intelligent Parking, are 
described. This includes a method to compute a baseline price of parking and how to adjust that 
price instantaneously to keep the vacancy above 15% (“Congestion Pricing”). An 
implementation strategy is described.  

INTRODUCTION: 
It has been well established that appropriately priced parking will significantly reduce driving1. 
Most case studies presented in Table 1 are evaluations of the most general type of “car-parking 
cash-out”: a program that pays employees extra money each time they get to work without 
driving. They show that a price differential between using parking and not using parking will 
significantly reduce driving, even when transit is described as poor. Since driving must be 
reduced2, the pricing of parking is desirable.  

Shared parking is also recognized as desirable because it can sometimes result in less parking 
being needed. 

Although the advantages of pricing and sharing parking have been recognized for many years, 
these practices are still rare. This paper identifies some of the reasons for this lack of progress. 
The pricing and sharing method of this paper has a natural transparency and ease of use that 
would reduce many of the concerns. This paper also suggests that those governments that have 
the necessary resources can take the lead role in developing and implementing the described 
systems. These governments will recover their investments, over time. 

This paper describes how parking facilities could be tied together and operated in an optimum 
system, named Intelligent Parking. The description of Intelligent Parking is sufficient to support 
a “Request for Proposal” process, leading to full implementation.  
There are two distinct parts to Intelligent Parking. The first is how to set the price. The second is 
how to distribute the earnings. Briefly, the earnings go to the individuals in the group for whom 
the parking is built. 
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Table 1 Eleven Cases of Pricing Impact on Parking Demand 

Location Number of Workers 
@ Number of Firms 

1995 $’s 
Per Mo. 

Parking Use 
Decrease 

Group A:  Areas with poor public transportation 
West Los Angeles 3500 @ 100+ $81 15% 

Cornell University, Ithaca, NY 9000 Faculty & Staff $34 26% 

San Fernando Valley, Los Angeles 850 @ 1 $37 30% 

Costa Mesa, CA Not Shown $37 22% 

Average for Group  $47 23% 
Group B:  Areas with fair public transportation 

Los Angeles Civic Center 10,000+ @ “Several” $125 36% 

Mid-Wilshire Blvd, Los Angeles 1 “Mid-Size” Firm $89 38% 

Washington DC Suburbs 5,500 @ 3 $68 26% 

Downtown Los Angeles 5,000 @ 118 $126 25% 

Average for Group $102 31% 

Group C:  Areas with good public transportation 
U. of Washington, Seattle, WA 50,000 employees, students $18 24% 

Downtown Ottawa, Canada 3,500 government staff $72 18% 

Bellevue, WA 430 @ 1 $54 39%* 

Average for Group, except Bellevue, WA Case*    $45 21% 

Overall Average, Excluding Bellevue, WA Case* 25% 
* Bellevue, WA case was not used in the averages because its walk/bike facilities also 
improved and those improvements could have caused part of the decrease in driving. 

 
PERTINENT BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) are a major cause of global warming and pollution2, 3. 

 California‟s Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) will need to adopt strategies that 
reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT), in order to meet SB375 GHG reduction targets, to be 
issued by the California Air Resources Board in late 2010, for years 2020 and 20352. 

 The appropriate pricing of parking is one of the least costly documented tools to reduce 
VMT. 

 New technologies, such as sensors feeding computer-generated billing, offer the potential to 
efficiently bill drivers for parking and alert law enforcement of trespassers. 

 Reformed parking policies can increase fairness, so that, for example, people who use transit 
or walk do not have to pay higher prices or suffer reduced wages, due to parking. 
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 Methods to unbundle parking cost are inefficient unless they support the spontaneous sharing 
of parking spaces. Shared parking with unbundled cost would ultimately allow cities to 
require significantly less parking. 

 Typical systems of timed parking and metered parking are far from ideal. Parking has no 
automated record keeping, so it is difficult to know where there is too much or too little.  

 Good policies will eventually let cities turn parking minimums into parking maximums. 

A GLIMPSE INTO A POSSIBLE FUTURE 
Jason is driving to work for the first time in several years. He has decided to save money by 
carrying home a new 3-D, big-screen computer, which he plans to purchase at a store near his 
office after work. He wanted to avoid paying delivery charges.  

Things have been changing around his office development since they unbundled the cost of 
parking at the near-by train station. Many people who caught the early trains and lived close to 
the station stopped driving and parking in the best parking spaces; demand for housing close to 
the station went up; and wealthy riders, who insisted on driving, did so, confidant that they could 
always find parking as close to the platform as their schedules required, due to congestion 
pricing. Who would have guessed how much those people were willing to pay? It was shocking. 
Parking-lot earnings, paid to round-trip train riders, meant that the net cost to ride the train went 
significantly down. Ridership and neighborhood vitality both went significantly up. All Jason 
knew was that the price to park at his office had been going up yearly because of increased land 
values. His parking-lot earnings from his office had been increasing almost every month, due to 
the ripple effect of train riders parking off-site at cheaper parking. Some of them were using his 
office parking. 

As he pulls out of his driveway, he tells his GPS navigation unit his work hours (it already knew 
his office location), the location of the store where he plans to buy the computer, and his 
estimated arrival and departure times at the store. He tells the GPS unit he wants to park once, 
park no more than 1 block from the store, walk no more than 1 mile total, and pay no more than 
an average of $2 per hour to park. He is not surprised to hear the GPS tell him that his request is 
impossible. He tells the GPS he will pay an average of $3 per hour and learns that the GPS has 
located parking.  

It guides him into a church parking lot. He hopes the church will use his money wisely. The GPS 
tells him the location of a bus stop he could use to get to work and the bus‟s next arrival time at 
the stop.  With automatic passenger identification and billing, the bus has become easy to use, 
except that it is often crowded. Jason gets out of the car and walks to work, with no action 
required regarding the parking.  

Three weeks later, when Jason gets his monthly statement for his charges and income for 
automotive road use, transit use, parking charges, and parking earnings, he finds that the day‟s 
parking did indeed cost about $30 for the 10 total hours that he parked. He notes that the 
parking-lot earnings for his office parking averaged about $10 per day that month. He then 
notices the parking lot earnings from the store, where he spent about $1000 dollars. He sees that 
the parking-lot earnings percent for the store that month was 1.7%, giving him about $17. So for 
the day, Jason only spent a net of about $3 on parking. Then he realized that he should have had 
the computer delivered after all. If he would have bicycled that day, as he usually did, he would 
have still gotten the $27 earnings from the two parking facilities and he would have paid nothing 
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for parking. So the choice to drive cost him $30. He remembers that the delivery would have 
only been $25 dollars. Oh well. He enjoyed his before-work and after-work walks. 
THE CASE FOR LESS PARKING 
Less parking will support more compact development.1 This makes walking and biking more 
enjoyable and less time consuming. There would certainly be less “dead space”, which is how 
parking lots feel to people, whether they arrive by car or not, after they become pedestrians. 

Since parking can be expensive, less parking can reduce overhead costs significantly, such as 
leasing expense and parking-lot maintenance cost. Less overhead means more profit and less 
expense for everyone. A need for less parking can create redevelopment opportunities at existing 
developments and reduce project cost at new developments.  

At new developments, car-parking costs could prevent a project from getting built.2 

THE CASE FOR SHARED PARKING 
Shared parking for mixed uses means that less parking is needed. For example, shared parking 
could be used mostly by employees during the day and mostly by residents at night. 

Fully shared parking means that very little parking would be off limits to anyone. In a central 
business district with shared parking, drivers would be more likely to park one time per visit, 
even when going to several locations. Pedestrian activity adds vitality to any area. 

THE CASE FOR APPROPRIATELY-PRICED PARKING 
To Reduce Driving Relative to Zero Pricing 
Traditional Charging or Paying Cash-out Payments 
As shown in the Introduction, this relationship (pricing parking reduces driving) is not new.3  

Using results like Table 1, at least one study4 has used an assumption of widespread pricing to 
show how driving reductions could help meet greenhouse gas (GHG) target reductions. Dr. Silva 
Send of EPIC http://www.sandiego.edu/epic/ghgpolicy/ assumes that all work locations with 100 
employees or more in San Diego County will implement cash-out, to result in 12% less driving 
to work. Currently, almost all employees in San Diego County “park for free”, unless they 
happen to work in a downtown core area. 

                                                 
1 This is especially true of surface parking, which only accommodates 120 cars per acre. 
2 On September 23, 2008, a panel of developers reviewed the Oceanside, Ca. “Coast Highway Vision” 
http://www.ci.oceanside.ca.us/pdf/chv_finalvisionstrategicplan.pdf. Parts of this plan were described as smart 
growth.  

At the review, developer Tom Wiegel said, “Parking is the number 1 reason to do nothing,” where “do nothing” 
meant “build no project.” The other developers at the meeting agreed. 
3 For many years the Victoria Transport Policy Institute (VTPI) has been recognized as a source of reliable 
information on “Transportation Demand Management”, or TDM. 

From http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm72.htm#_Price_Parking: 

Even a relatively small parking fee can cause significant travel impacts and provide significant TDM benefits. 

“TDM Benefits” refers to the many public and private benefits of having fewer people choosing to drive. 

 

http://www.sandiego.edu/epic/ghgpolicy/
http://www.ci.oceanside.ca.us/pdf/chv_finalvisionstrategicplan.pdf
http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/tdm72.htm#_Price_Parking
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Current, Best-Practice “Unbundling” 
The “best-practice” use of the phrase, “unbundled parking cost”, is to describe the case where 
either the cost of parking, for the case of a condominium, or the rent for parking, for the case of 
an apartment, is separated from either the purchase price and common fees or the rent of the 
dwelling unit. 

This gives the resident families the choice of selecting the number of parking spaces they would 
like to rent or buy, including the choice of zero. This would tend to reduce the average number of 
cars owned per dwelling unit and, in this way, would also tend to reduce driving. Its major 
drawback is that this method does not encourage sharing. 

To Increase Fairness and Protect the US Economy 
It is stated above that almost all employees in San Diego County “park for free”. Of course there 
is really no such thing as “parking for free”. So-called “free parking” always reduces wages or 
increases costs. At a work site, it reduces everyone‟s wage, even those employees that never 
drive. At an apartment complex, so-called “free parking” increases the rent. Therefore, “free 
parking” at work or at apartments violates the fundamental rule of the free market, which is that 
people should pay for what they use and not be forced to pay for what they do not use. Parking 
should at least be priced to achieve fairness to non-drivers. 

The US economy would also benefit. Reductions in driving would lead to reductions in oil 
imports, which would reduce the US trade deficit.4 

BARRIERS TO PROGRESS 
Given all this, it might seem that the widespread pricing of parking should have happened by 
now. However there are barriers. In 2007, a majority of the City Council of Cupertino, Ca. 
indicated that they wanted their City Manger to negotiate reduced parking requirements with any 
company that would agree to pay sufficient cash-out payments. To this date, no company, 
including Apple Inc., has expressed an interest. Most companies probably perceive cash-out as 
expensive. Even if they realize they could get a reduced parking requirement in exchange for 
paying sufficient cash-out amounts and even if the economics worked in support of this action 
(quite possible where land is expensive), they want to stay focused on their core business, instead 
of getting involved in new approaches to parking, real estate, and redevelopment.  

On the other hand, simply charging for parking and then giving all the employees a pay raise is 
probably going to run into opposition from the employees, who will feel that they would be 
losing a useful benefit.  

In addition, neighbors fear the intrusion of parked cars on their streets. Permit parking, which 
could offer protection, is not always embraced. City Council members know that a sizable 
fraction of voting citizens believe that there can actually never be too much “free parking”, 

                                                 

4 From http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Balance_of_trade#Warren_Buffett_on_trade_deficits, Warren Buffet wrote in 
2006, 

“The U.S. trade deficit is a bigger threat to the domestic economy than either the federal budget deficit or 
consumer debt and could lead to political turmoil. Right now, the rest of the world owns $3 trillion more of 
us than we own of them.” 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Balance_of_trade#Warren_Buffett_on_trade_deficits
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Professor Shoup‟s famous book5 notwithstanding. Some Council members probably feel that 
way themselves. 

It doesn‟t help that current methods of charging for downtown parking are often very 
inefficient.5 For example, downtown Oceanside, California has parking meters that will only 
accept coins. Besides this, all their on-street, downtown parking is timed, with maximums from 
10 minutes to 4 hours. These time limits are enforced by a city employee, who applies chalk 
from a tire to the street and then records the time. However, by watching the time and moving 
their car soon enough, drivers can avoid getting a ticket. Of course, they could instead drive to 
the mall and not have to worry about having coins or elapsed time since parking. It is not 
surprising that downtown merchants often object to charging for parking. 

In summary, those that resist charging for parking, based on their perceptions, include  

 Companies, who fear the complexity and expense of paying cash-out payments; 

 Employees, who fear of losing a current benefit;  

 City leaders, who fear the political repercussions;  

 Downtown patrons, who dislike the inconvenience and worry; 

 Downtown business owners, who fear that it will drive away customers. 

THE COST, VALUE, AND FAIR PRICE OF PARKING 

Estimated and Actual Capital Cost 
Surface Parking 
One acre of surface parking will accommodate 120 cars. Land zoned for mixed use is sometimes 
expensive. At $1.2 million per acre, the land for a single parking space costs $10,000. 
Construction cost should be added to this to get the actual, as-built cost of each parking space. 
Estimated cost can be determined by using appraised land value and construction estimates. For 
new developments, after the parking is constructed, it is important to note the actual, as-built 
cost.  

Parking-Garage Parking  
One acre of parking-garage will accommodate considerably more than 120 cars. The 
construction cost of the garage and the value of its land can be added together to get the total 
cost. Dividing that total cost by the number of parking spaces yields the total, as-built cost of 
each parking space. Adding levels to a parking garage may seem like a way to cut the cost of 
each parking space, for the case of expensive land. However, there is a limit to the usefulness of 
this strategy because the taller the parking garage, the more massive the supporting structural 
members must be on the lower levels, which increases total cost. Parking-garage parking spaces 
are often said to cost between $20,000 and $40,000. The actual costs should be noted.  

Underground Parking 
In order to compute an estimate for the cost of a parking space that is under a building, it is 
necessary to get an estimate of the building cost with and without the underground parking. The 
difference, divided by the number of parking spaces, yields the cost of each parking space. The 

                                                 
5 According to Bern Grush, Chief Scientist of Skymeter Corporation http://www.skymetercorp.com/cms/index.php, 
often two-thirds of the money collected from parking meters is used for collection and enforcement costs. 

http://www.skymetercorp.com/cms/index.php
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cost or value of land plays no role in the cost of this parking. However, it does not follow that 
this parking is cheap. Underground parking spaces are often said to cost between $60,000 and 
$90,000 dollars each. Although there will be an “as built” cost of the building with the parking, 
there will never be an “as built” cost of the building without the parking. However, after the 
construction is done, the estimate for the cost of the underground parking should be reconsidered 
and re-estimated if that is needed. The final, best-estimate cost should be noted. 

Value 

Initially, value and cost are the same. For surface parking and parking-garage parking, the value 
would initially be the same as the as-built cost. For underground parking, the value would 
initially be the same as the best-estimate cost. However, over time, the value must be updated. 
Both construction costs and land-value costs will change. The value assigned to a parking place 
should always be based on the current conditions. 

Fair Pricing 
Parking space “values”, as described above, must first be converted to a yearly price by using a 
reasonable conversion factor. This conversion factor could be based on either the “cost of 
money” or the “earnings potential of money”. It is expected that this conversion factor would be 
2% to 5% during times of low interest rates and slow growth; but could be over 10% during 
times of high-interest and high growth. For example, if the surface parking value is $12,000 and 
it is agreed upon to use 5% as the conversion factor, then each parking spot should generate $600 
per year, just to cover capital costs.  The amount needed for operations, collection, maintenance, 
depreciation, and any special applicable tax is then added to the amount that covers capital cost. 
This sum is the amount that needs to be generated in a year, by the parking space. 

The yearly amount of money to cover capital cost needs to be re-calculated every year or so, 
since both the value and the conversion factor will, in general, change each year. The cost of 
operations, collection, maintenance, depreciation, and any special applicable tax will also need to 
be reconsidered. 

Once the amount generated per year is known, the base price, per unit year, can be computed by 
dividing it (the amount generated per year) by the estimated fraction of time that the space will 
be occupied, over a year. For example, if a parking space needs to generate $900 per year but it 
will only be occupied 50% of the time, the time rate charge is $1800 per year. This charge rate 
per year can then be converted to an hourly or even a per-minute rate. The estimated fraction of 
time that the parking is occupied over a year will need to be reconsidered at least yearly. 

NEW DEFINITIONS TO PROMOTE AN OBJECTIVE VIEW OF PRICING 
 The “fair price” means the price that accounts for all costs. 
 The “baseline amount of driving” means the driving that results from the application of 

the fair price. 
 “Zero transportation demand management” (“zero TDM”) is the amount of demand 

management that results when the fair price is used. It will result in the baseline amount 
of driving. 

 “Negative TDM” refers to the case where the price is set below the fair price. This will 
cause driving to exceed the baseline amount. Since TDM is commonly thought to be an 
action that reduces driving, it follows that negative TDM would have the opposite effect.  

 “Positive TDM” refers to the case where the price is set above the fair price. This would 
cause the amount of driving to fall below the baseline amount. 
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Clearly, so-called “free parking” is an extreme case of negative TDM. The only way to further 
encourage driving would be to have a system that pays a driver for the time their car is parked. 

THE GOALS OF INTELLIGENT PARKING 
 There is only one agency operating all parking. (“All parking” does not include 

driveways and garages in single-family homes.) Intelligent Parking is designed and 
installed by regional or state government, using low-bid contractors, with design and 
start-up costs covered by the overhead portion of collection fees.  

 Nearly all parking is shared. Almost always, anyone can park anywhere. Those who want 
exclusive rights to parking will pay “24/7” (all day, every day). 

 Parking is operated so that the potential users of parking will escape the expense of 
parking by choosing to not use the parking. This characteristic is named “unbundled” 
because the cost of parking is effectively unbundled from other costs. 

 Parking is priced and marketed to eliminate the need to drive around looking for parking. 

 Parking at any desired price is made as easy as possible to find and use. 

 Records of the use of each parking space are kept, to facilitate decisions to either add or 
subtract parking spaces. 

 The special needs of disabled drivers, the privacy of all drivers, and, if desired, the 
economic interests of low-income drivers are protected. 

DEFINITIONS & CONCEPTS OF INTELLIGENT PARKING 
Parking Beneficiary Groups 
There are at least 7 types of beneficiary groups. Note that in all cases, members of beneficiary 
groups must be old enough to drive. 

1.) People who have already paid for the capital cost of parking. An example of this type of 
beneficiary group would be the owners of condominiums, where parking has been built and 
the cost is included in the price of the condominium. Note that although they have 
technically already paid for the parking, if they borrowed money to pay for some portion of 
the price, the cost is built into their monthly payment. This illustrates why the value of 
parking and the cost of borrowing money (rate of return on money) are key input variables 
to use to compute the appropriate base, hourly charge for parking. 

2.) People who are incurring on-going costs of parking. An example of this type of beneficiary 
group is a set of office workers, where the cost of „their” parking is contained in either the 
building lease or the cost of the building. Either way, the parking costs are reducing the 
wages that can be paid to these employees.6  

3.) People who are purchasing or renting something where the cost of the parking is included in 
the price. Examples of this beneficiary group are people that rent hotel rooms, rent an 
apartment, buy items, or dine in establishments that have parking. 

                                                 

6 Such parking is often said to be “for the benefit of the employees”. Defining this beneficiary group will tend 
to make this statement true, as opposed to the common situation where the employees benefit only in 
proportion to their use of the parking. 
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4.) People who own off-street parking as a business. They could be the individual investors or 
could be a government or government-formed entity. 

5.) People who are said to benefit from parking, even though the money for the parking has 
been supplied by a source that may have very little relationship to those that are said to 
benefit. An example of this group would be train riders that make round trips from a station 
which has parking that is said to be “for riders”. Students at a school with parking would be 
another example. 

6.) People who are considered by many to be the logical beneficiaries of on-street parking. 
Owners of single-family homes are the beneficiaries of the parking that is along the 
boundaries of their property. The same status is given to residents of multi-family housing. 

7.) Governments. Since they build and maintain the streets, they should get a significant benefit 
from on-street parking. 

Unbundled Cost and Spontaneous Sharing 

“Unbundled cost” means those who use the parking can see exactly what it costs and those who 
don‟t use the parking will either avoid its cost entirely or will get earnings to make up for the 
hidden parking cost they had to pay. This conforms to the usual rule of the free market where a 
person only pays for what they choose to use. Unbundled cost is fair. 

“Spontaneous sharing” means that anyone can park anywhere at any time and for any length of 
time. Proper pricing makes this feasible. 

How to Unbundle 
The method of unbundling can be simply stated, using the concept of “beneficiary group” as 
discussed above. First, the fair price for the parking is charged. The resulting earnings7 amount is 
given to the members of the beneficiary group in a manner that is fair to each member. Methods 
are described below.  

Why this Supports Sharing 
Members of a beneficiary group benefit financially when “their” parking is used. They will 
appreciate users increasing their earnings. They are also not obligated to park in “their” parking. 
If there is less-expensive parking within a reasonable distance, they might park there, to save 
money. This is fine, because all parking is included in the Intelligent Parking system.  

Computing the Earnings for Individuals 
Intelligent Parking must be rigorous in paying out earnings7. For a mixed use, the total number 
of parking spaces must first be allocated to the various beneficiary groups. For example in an 
office/housing complex, 63.5% of the parking might have been sold with the office. If so, the 
housing portion must be paying for the other 36.5%. For this case, it would follow that the first 
step is to allocate 63.5% of the earnings to the workers and 36.5% to the residents. 

                                                 
7 The earnings amount is the revenue collected minus the collection cost and any other costs that will have to be paid 
due to the implementation of Intelligent Parking.  The costs associated with the parking, paid before the 
implementation of Intelligent Parking, should not be subtracted from the revenue because they will continue to be 
paid as they were before the implementation of Intelligent Parking. Therefore, these costs will continue to reduce 
wages and increase the prices of goods and services. 
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How the monthly earnings are divided up among the members of the beneficiary group depends 
on the beneficiary group type. For each member, the group‟s total monthly earnings amount is 
always multiplied by a quantity and divided by the sum (the sum is the denominator) of that 
quantity, for all members.  

For example, for each employee, the multiplier is the number of hours that the employee worked 
over the month while the denominator is the total number of hours worked by all employees over 
the month. At a school, for each student, the numerator is the total time spent at the school, over 
the month, while the denominator is the sum of the same quantity, for all the students.  

For a train station with parking being supplied for passengers that ride on round trips of one day 
or less, the numerator is the passenger‟s monthly hours spent on such round trips, over the 
month; while the denominator is the total number of hours spent by all passengers on such round 
trips, over the month. Radio Frequency Identification (RFID) units on passengers could support 
an automated calculation of monthly charges for fares, as well as monthly hours on round trips. 

At a shopping center, the numerator is the sum of the money spent by the shopper, over the 
month, while the denominator is the total amount of money spent by all shoppers over the month.  

At a condominium, the numerator is the number of parking places that were paid for (directly or 
indirectly) by the resident family and the denominator is the total number of parking places at the 
condominium project; similarly, for apartment complexes. 

Where Earnings Are Low 
The goal is that if someone doesn‟t park, they don‟t pay, either directly or indirectly, because the 
earnings that they get will balance out their losses (like reduced wages, for example). However, 
charging for parking that few want to use will not sufficiently compensate the people that have 
been forced, or are being forced, to pay for such parking.  The only remedy in this case is to 
redevelop the parking or lease the parking in some other way, for storage, for example. The 
earnings from the new use should go to those that are in the beneficiary group that was 
associated with the low-performing parking. 

Why This Method of Unbundling Will Feel Familiar to Leaders 
Developers will still be required to provide parking and will still pass this cost on, as has been 
discussed. There will be no need to force an owner of an exiting office with parking to break his 
single business into two separate businesses (office and parking). 

Parking beneficiaries are identified that conform to traditional ideas about who should benefit 
from parking.8  

Unbundling the Cost of On-Street Parking 
The revenue from on-street parking in front of businesses will be split evenly between the city 
and the business‟s parking beneficiaries. All of the earnings from on-street parking in front of 
apartments or single-family homes will be given to the resident families.9  

                                                 

8 Showing exactly where parking earnings go will reduce the political difficulties of adopting pay parking in a 
democracy where the high cost of parking is often hidden and rarely discussed.  
 
9 Although governments own the streets, often, back in history, developers paid for them and this cost became 
embedded in property values. Admittedly, how to allocate on-street parking earnings is somewhat arbitrary. With 
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Special Considerations for Condominiums 
Unbundling for a condominium owner means that, although their allocated amount of parking 
has added to their initial cost, their allocated amount of parking also earns money for them. 
Unbundling for a condominium could also mean that an owner can choose to have control over a 
single or several parking places. Such parking spaces could be equipped with a red light and a 
green light. If the red light is lit, this will mean that the space is not available for parking, except 
for the person who is controlling the spot. If the green light is lit, it will mean that the space is 
available to anyone. A space that is being reserved with a red light is charged at the full price to 
the condominium owner that has control over the space. The owner that controls these spaces can 
change the state of the parking space (available or not available) by either a phone call, on line, 
or at any pay station system that might be in use for the system. After condominium owners 
experience the cost of reserving a space for themselves, they might give up on the idea of having 
their own, personal, unshared parking space; especially since Intelligent Parking will give most 
owners and their guests all the flexibility they need in terms of parking their cars.  

Some people think that condominium parking should be gated, for security reasons. However, 
parking within parking garages needs to be patrolled at the same frequency level as on-street 
parking, which is enough to ensure that crime around either type of parking is very rare. Cameras 
can help make parking garages that are open to the public safe from criminal activity. 

Special Considerations for Renters 
Unbundling for renters means that, although their allocated amount of parking increases their 
rent, their allocated amount of parking also earns money for them. Therefore, their traditional 
rent (includes parking) is effectively reduced by the money earned by those parking spaces 
allocated to them. Renters will be motivated to either not own a car or to park in a cheaper 
location. Parking in a cheaper location is not a problem because all parking is part of the 
Intelligent Parking system. Renters will welcome anyone to park in “their” parking, because it 
will increase their earnings. 

Special Considerations for Employers 
At first, companies may want the option of offering “free parking” to their employees so as to be 
able to compete with traditional job sites. This means giving employees that drive every single 
day an “add-in” amount of pay so that the sum of the add-in and their parking-lot earnings equals 
their charge, for any given monthly statement. The operator of the parking, which sends out 
statements, can pay out the “add in” amount, in accordance with the company‟s instruction. The 
company will then be billed for these amounts. There could be no requirement for the company 
to provide any such “add-in” amount to the employees that don‟t drive every day. This would 
allow the company to treat its every-day drivers better than other employees and so this would be 
a negative TDM. However, this economic discrimination would be substantially less than the 
current, status-quo, economic discrimination, where drivers get “free” parking and non-drivers 
get nothing. 

Clusters of Parking 

Clusters are a contiguous set of parking spaces that are nearly equal in desirability and thus can 
be assigned the same price. They should probably consist of from 20 to 40 spaces. For off-street 

                                                                                                                                                             
congestion pricing and efficient methods, governments may earn significantly more than they are under current 
practices. 
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parking, they could be on either side of the access lane to the parking spaces, so that an observer 
could see the 20 to 40 cars, and get a feel for the vacancy rate. At a train station, clusters will 
normally be organized so that their parking spaces are approximately an equal distance from the 
boarding area. On-street clusters would normally conform to our current understanding of what a 
block is, which is to say from one cross street to the next cross street. The width of the street and 
the length of the block should be taken into account in defining on-street clusters of parking and 
in deciding if the parking on either side of the street should or should not be in the same cluster 
of parking spaces. 

Examples of Good and Bad Technology 
Parking Meters or Pay Stations 
Parking meters are a relic of an earlier period, before computers. Pay stations do not add enough 
usefulness to merit their inclusion in Intelligent Parking, except as a bridge technology. Once 
good systems are set up, pay stations should cost additional money to use because of their 
expense. It would be best to devise an implementation strategy that will minimize their use when 
the system is first put into effect and will take them out of service as soon as possible. 

Radio Frequency Identification Backed Up by Video-Based “Car Present” and License 
Recognition 
Government will eventually enter into an RFID (Radio Frequency Identification) age. Organizers 
of large athletic events already have. Organizers that put on large open-water swims, foot races, 
and bike rides have routinely used RFID for many years.10 An RFID vendor in San Diego11 
states that passive RFID units cost less than $5, are reliable, are durable, and they could be used 
to identify cars as well as people. He also sees no problem in implementing most of the features 
of Intelligent Parking.12 

Automatic Data Collection and Sending Out Statements 
Note that the “back end database” of Dr. Carta‟s written statement12 refers to the ability to send 
statements of earnings and billing to students.13  

                                                 
10 For example, over 20,000 people ran the 2008 Bay-to-Breakers foot race in San Francisco. Each runner had a 
“chip” in their shoe lace. Each runner‟s start time and finish time were recorded and all results were available as 
soon as the last runner crossed the finish line. 
 
11David R. Carta, PhD, CEO Telaeris Inc., 858-449-3454  
12 Concerning a Final Environmental Impact Report-approved and funded new high school in Carlsbad, California, 
where the School Board has signed a Settlement Agreement to consider “unbundled parking”, “cash-out”, and 
“pricing”, Dr. Carta wrote, in a January 13th, 2010 written statement to the Board, 

I wanted to send a quick note discussing the technical feasibility of tracking cars into a lot without impacting 
students or requiring the need for gates. Mike Bullock and I have discussed this project; it can be accomplished 
straightforwardly by utilizing Radio Frequency Identification and/or Video Cameras integrated with automated 
license recognition systems. The cars would need to register with the system at the start, but it would be fairly 
painless for the users after the initial installation. The back end database system can also be implemented both 
straightforwardly and at a reasonable price. 

This is not necessarily a recommendation of the proposal for unbundled parking. Rather it is strictly an unbiased 
view of the technical feasibility of the proposal to easily and unobtrusively track cars, both registered and 
unregistered, into a fixed lot. 

13 In an earlier email on this subject, Dr. Carta wrote,  
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Putting it Together 
Certainly, government, and in particular transit agencies and parking agencies, could use RFID-
based technology. For example, when a person with an RFID unit which is tied to a billable 
address or a credit card with an open account gets on a bus or a train, they should not have to pay 
at that time, visit a pay station, or “swipe a card” that has a positive balance. Utility customers 
that pay their bills are not required to pre-pay. The same courtesy should be extended to transit 
riders, people that drive on roads, people that get parking-lot earnings, and people that park cars. 
There should be one monthly bill or statement, for all four activities. 

Global Positioning Systems GPS 
An alternative model is to have GPS systems in cars that would detect the car‟s parking location, 
that location‟s current charge rate, and would perform all of the charging functions in the car. 
The only information the parking-lot-enforcement system would need is whether or not a car 
being parked is owned by a bill-paying owner. The car owner‟s responsibility would be to pay 
the bills indicated by the box in the car. The box would need to process a signal that a bill had 
been paid. It would also need to process pricing signals. 

Not Picking Winners 
The purpose of this report is to describe what an ideal system would do, not how it is done. How 
a proposed system works is left to the systems, software, and hardware engineers that work 
together to submit a proposal based on this description of what an ideal system does. 

Privacy 
Privacy means that no one can see where someone has parked, without a search warrant. Also, 
the level of the detail of information that appears on a bill is selected by the customer.14 

Ease of Use for Drivers 
For credit-worthy drivers that have followed the rules of the system, pay parking will not require 
any actions other than parking. Paying for all parking fees over a month is then done in response 
to a monthly billing statement. Parking will feel to the consumer like a service provided by a 
municipality, such as water, energy, or garbage. One important difference is that users belonging 
to a “beneficiary group” will get an earnings amount in their monthly statement. Those that earn 
more than what they are charged will receive a check for the difference. This ease of use will 
make all parking less stressful. 

Base Price 
Off-Street 

                                                                                                                                                             
This is not too tough - we probably would integrate with a service that already sends physical mail from an 
electronic submission instead of re-inventing this wheel. 

 
14 License plates that have no RFID tags fail to use the best technology to accomplish the primary purpose of license 
plates, which is to identify and help intercept cars used in a crime. Identifying cars is a legitimate government goal. 
Protecting privacy is also a legitimate goal. Both goals can be realized with good laws, good enforcement, and good 
systems engineering. 
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Off-street parking is priced so that even if demand does not threaten to fill the parking beyond 
85%, the money generated will at least equate to an agreed-upon return on the parking value and 
pay all yearly costs. Equation 1 shows the calculation of the hourly rate. 

                 
                            

                   
  (Eq. 1) 

 where: 

                 = the computed baseline hourly rate to park 
             = yearly return on investment, such as .06 
          = value of a parking space, such as (parking garage) $40,000 
       = yearly operations15 plus depreciation, per space, such as $100 
               = number of hours per year, 24 x 365 = 8760 Hours per Year 
     = fraction of time occupied, such as 0.55. 

For the example values given, the base hourly rate of parking, to cover the cost of the 
investment, operations15, and depreciation is $0.519 per hour. This could be rounded up to $0.52 
per hour. This price could also be increased to result in positive TDM, to reduce driving more 
than the fair-price, zero-TDM amount. 

On-Street 
If on-street parking is located within walking distance (one-quarter mile) of off-street parking, its 
base price is set equal to the closest off-street parking‟s base price. Otherwise, it is set to some 
agreed-upon value, like fifty cents per hour. However, on-street parking has a special meaning 
for downtown merchants and for neighborhoods, two powerful political forces in any city. 
Merchants that have few cars parking on their street, even though it is permitted, are probably 
failing in their businesses. They would like free parking to help draw visitors to their store front. 
Neighborhoods that are not impacted by parking would probably prefer no pricing. For these 
reasons, for any on-street parking cluster, no price is charged until the cluster occupancy reaches 
50%. (Time of day is irrelevant.) 

Congestion Pricing 
The time-rate price of parking is dynamically set on each cluster of parking, to prevent the 
occupancy rate from exceeding 85% (to reduce the need to drive around looking for parking). An 
85% occupancy rate (15% vacancy) results in just over one vacant parking space per city block5. 
If the vacancy rate is above 30%, the price is left at the baseline hourly rate. If vacancies fall 
below 30%, the price can be calculated in a stair-step method, such as shown in Table 2. 

Equation 2 is an alternative method. 

In either case, the total charge is time parked, multiplied by the time-averaged, time-rate price. 
The base multiplier would be adjusted to be just large enough to keep the vacancy rate from 
falling below a desired level, such as 15%, so it is always easy to find parking. 
 

 

                                                 
15 This includes money for policing, cleaning, maintenance, any applicable parking tax, and all collection costs. 
Collection costs will need to include an amount to recover the development and installation costs of Intelligent 
Parking.  
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Table 2 Hourly Rates for 2 Base Multipliers and a Baseline Hourly Rate of $0.52 

Vacancy 
Rate 

Base Multiplier = 2 Base Multiplier = 2.5 
Multiplication 

Factors 
Hourly 

Rate 
Multiplication 

Factors 
Hourly 

Rate Formula Value Formula 
Rate 

Value 
Above 30%    1 $0.52      1 $0.52 
25% to 30%    2 $1.04      2.5 $1.30 
20% to 25%    4 $2.08      6.25 $3.25 
15% to 20%    8 $4.16      15.625 $8.13 
10% to 15%    16 $8.32      39.0625 $20.31 
5% to 10%    32 $16.64      97.6563 $50.78 
Below 5%    64 $33.28      244.1406 $126.95 

 

                                                                               (Eq. 2) 

 where: 
             = the congestion-priced hourly rate to park 

                 = the baseline hourly rate to park, such as $0.52 per hour (taken from 
from Eq. 1.  

   = the base of the multiplier being computed, such as 2.50 
   = the vacancy rate percent, such as 17.5, for 7 vacancies in a cluster of 

40 spaces, 100*(7/40) = 17.5 

For the example values given, the hourly rate of parking would be $9.88 per hour. 

Pricing Predictions and Notifications 
Drivers will develop strategies for their routine trips. The computer system that keeps records of 
parking use will also provide help for users.  The Intelligent Parking website will direct a user to 
an appropriate cluster of parking if the user provides the destination location or locations, the 
time and date, and the hourly rate they wish to pay. If the walk is going to be long, the website 
could suggest using transit to get from the cheaply-priced parking to the destination. In such 
cases, the website may also suggest using transit for the entire trip. 

Another user option is to specify the time, location, and the distance the user is willing to walk. 
In this case, the computer would give the cheapest cluster of parking available at the specified 
walk distance. The price prediction would be provided. 

All price predictions would also have a probability of correctness associated with them. If a user 
can show that a computer has predicted a much lower price than what actually occurred, with a 
sufficiently high probability, it would be reasonable to charge the user the predicted price rather 
than the actual price. 

Websites could routinely inform viewers when occupancy rates are expected to be unusually 
high, due to a special event (for example, a sporting event). The parking system website will 
always give current and predicted hourly rates for all locations. The hourly rates of parking will 
also be available at a phone number and possibly at pay stations. The base-price hourly rate, for 
any parking cluster, would be stable and could therefore be shown on signs. Parking garage 
entrances could have large video screens showing both predicted and existing price. Users will 
also learn to look at parking and judge whether congestion pricing applies, or could apply, while 
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their car is parked. It would not be long before these capabilities are added into GPS navigation 
systems. 

Prepaid RFID 
To be inclusive, pay stations or convenience stores will offer a pre-paid RFID that can be set on 
the dashboard of a car. This will support drivers with poor credit or drivers who have not 
obtained the necessary equipment to support the normal, trouble-free methods. This will also 
work for drivers that do not trust the system to protect their privacy for a certain trip (by 
removing or disabling the permanent RFID) or for all trips. No billing would occur. 

Enforcement 
The system would notify the appropriate law enforcement agency if an unauthorized car was 
parked. Authorized cars would need either a pre-paid RFID or equipment indicating that their 
owners had Intelligent Parking accounts and were sufficiently paid up on their bills. 

IMPLEMENTATION 
This description of Intelligent Parking will help to implement efficient parking systems. Parking 
at train stations, schools, and government buildings could introduce many of these concepts. This 
description of Intelligent Parking is sufficient to support a “Request for Proposal” process, which 
could lead to full implementation. Widespread installation should be done by a government 
agency, to minimize actions required on the part of the private sector. Laws would simply 
require the cooperation of all private-sector and government entities. 

SUMMARY 
A parking plan, Intelligent Parking has been described. 

1. Technology will make it easy to use for most drivers. 

2. Its parking is almost always shared, to support mixed uses. 

3. It unbundles cost by charging and having earnings go to the parking beneficiaries. 

4. Traditional groups, such as single-family home owners, employees, tenants, train riders, 
and students benefit from parking. The benefit is equal for drivers and non-drivers. 

5. Baseline prices are computed primarily from the value of the parking and an agreed-upon 
rate of return. On-street parking is free until it is half full, at which time its base price 
often matches that of the closest off-street parking. 

6. For all parking, price is dynamically increased to guarantee availability. Earnings are 
therefore only limited by what people are willing to pay. 

7. Technology helps drivers find parking and decide if they want to drive or use transit.  

8. Prepaid RFIDs provide service to those who have poor credit or don‟t want to be billed. 

9. Disabled and perhaps low-income drivers will have accounts that allow them to park at 
reduced prices and perhaps avoid congestion pricing. Specially designated spots might 
also be required for disabled drivers. 

10. The system will provide reports showing where additional parking would be a good 
investment and where it would be wise to convert existing parking to some other use.  
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11. Privacy will be protected. Law enforcement officials would need a search warrant to see 
where someone‟s car has been parked. The level of detail on billing would be selected by 
the car‟s owner. 

12. Implementations could begin in carefully selected locations and expand. 

Global warming, air pollution, trade deficits, and fairness are some of the significant reasons that 
governments have a responsibility to implement Intelligent Parking.  
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FEB 1 5 2012 
SOUTI-IERN CAUFORNIA ASS1N. 

OF GOVERNMENTS 

On bchalf ofthc South Hay Cities Council of Governments (SBCCOG), I would like to 
congratulate you and your staff for the excellent v.'ork preparing the complex 2012 RTP including 
the region's initial SCS, associated Appendices and Program Environmental Impact Report 
(PEIi{). 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 revicw·ed the comments being submitted by the Orange Colmty and Gateway Cities 
Councils of Governments and are in general support them. 

In particular, we want to rcinfilrcc the following: 
• Gateway COG's question regarding the Financial Plan - Table 3.4.1 which presents Core 

and Reasonably A vailabl c 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 I ,os 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 adopi 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 RTP. 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 Hil Is Estates Torra nee 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 \Vithin \Valking distance of 
residential neighborhoods 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions 

l.ipdate local zoning codes, General Plan and other regulatory policies to accelerate adoption of 
land use strategies that v..rill 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 strategics 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: I ,ocal 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 m1d regulations to protect resource areas, such as natural 
habitats and farmland from future development; and support prqject, programs, policies, and 
regulations that lead to development of "complete communities·· on greenfi.e!ds. ( A diversity of 
housing choices and educational opportw1ities; 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 Neffi'ork Actions and Strategics, Table 4.4 
Add the following new options: 
Promote the use of range-limited batter) electric vehicles through land use policies that bring 
origins and destinations closer together such as tbc 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: J ,ocal 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 (DR I') 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 hcing a candidate for development into a multi-mobility hub (MMH). 
Responsible parties: CT Cs and local .i uris<lictions 

I ,obby the state to provide funding for complete streets planning and implementation in support of 
reaching sn 375 goals. 
Responsible parties: SCAG, State 

Amend the following existing options (as indicated in italics): 
Explore and implement innovative strategics and projects that enhance mobility and air quality, 
including those that increase the walkability of communities, accessibility to transit via non-auto 
modes and :tEV modes, and accessihility via ZEV modes. 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, COGs, SCAG, and CT Cs 

Collaborate with local jurisdictions to plan and develop residential and employment development 
around current and planned transit stations and neighhorhood commercial centers. 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, SCAG 

Collaborate with local jurisdictions to provide a network of local community circulators that serve 
new TOD, I !QTAs, and neighhorhood commercial centers providing an incentive for residents and 
employees to make trips on transit and/or stay in the local communities. 
Responsible parties: l.ocaljurisdictions, SCACi-, and CTCs 

Develop first mile/last mile strategies on a local level to provide an incentive for making trirs hy 
transit, bicycling, walking or driving neighborhood electric vehicles or other ZEV options. 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, COGs, SCAG, and CTCs 

Encourage the development ofa Complete Streets policy, explicitly accommodating slow speed· 
and other :tEVs. 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, COGs, SCAG, and CTCs 

Develop infrastructure plans and educational programs to promote active transrortation and ZFV 
options. 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, COGs, SCAG. and C:TCs 

Emphasize active transportation projects and slmv speed 7,J;;V mode., as part of complying \Vith the 
Complete Streets Act 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, COGs, SCAG, and CI Cs 
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Collaborate with local jurisdictions and sub-regional COGs to develop regional policies regarding 
TSM 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, COGs, SCA.G, 

Collaborate with local jurisdictions and sub-regional COCis to update the ITS inventory. 
Responsible parties: Local jurisdictions, COGs, SCA.G 

Collaborate V..'ith the State and Federal Government and sub-regional COGs to examine potential 
innovative TDM strategies 
Responsible parties: SCA.G, 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 hO\vcver 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, SHCC:O(i Chair 
Councilmember, City of Palos Verdes Estates 

cc: Pam O'Connor, SCA.Cr President 
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South Coast 
Air Quality Management District 
21865 Copley Drive Diamond Bar, CA 91765·4 l 78 
(909) 396-2000 • www.aqmd.gov 

ebruary 21, 20L 

Mr. Jacob Lieb 
outhern alifomia Association of Governments 

818 W. ev nth tre t, 12'11 Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 9 017- 435 

ebruary 21, 2012 

Comment on the raft 2012-2035 Regional Tran p rtation Plan, 
u tainable Communities trategy, and Draft Prouam Environmental Impact Report 

The outh Coast Air Quality Management ( MD taff appreciate the opportunity to 
omment on the Draft Program En ironmental Impac1 Report ( raft P IR) and the Draft 20 l 2-

2035 Regional Transportation Plan and ustainable ommunities trategy raft RTP/, C ). 
QMD staff appreciates the inclu ion of trategies in the Draft RTP that will reduce ehicle 

mile travelled MT). These trategie are a fundamental aspect of the plan and are needed to 
achie e transportation conformit requirement under the federal Clean Air ct. However, 
additional pollutant reduction beyond tran p rtation conformity requirements must be found for 
the outb Coast Air Basin (SCAB to achieve NationaJ Ambient Air Quality tandards 

AAQS . Pursuant to the Clean Air ct, ifth CAB does n t meet NAAQ on time the 
re ion c uld lose federal transportation funding. Thi J s of funding could hinder achieving the 
g al of the Draft RTP/ . In addition, newt ls and funding ourc s for impl mentati n 
wiJI be required to overcome the additi nal hurdle that local jurisdictions face with the rec nl 
loss of rede elopment agencie . Therefore, we look forward to CA s continued significant 
in ol ement in the d elopmenl fthe 2012 ir QuaJit Management Plan in rder to ensure 
that the transportation system contribute it fair hare f pollutant redu tion in our ba in. 

Tb AQMD staff appreciates that th lead agency has worked with our staff and the California 
Air Resources Board staff to develop an aggressi e plan containing tran portation p licies that 
promote zero emission technologies. The e policies and projects will provide r gional and locaJ 
air quality benefits. For example, as a art of th plan g ads movement strategy, the lead 
agency has included full deployment of zero emi sion tran port for all container dra age 
between the ports and near-dock rail yards by 2020 Goods Movement Appendi to RTP page 
34). Further, the Draft R P has includ d zero emission freight corrid r that could yi Id 
significant regional emission reductions and reduce near r adway emis ions exposur in a timely 
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manner. AQMD staff looks fonvard 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 2.11 ). The Final RTP/SCS and PElR 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 (SCIG) 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 ofup 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 detennines that the potential impacts 
to future residents in these areas are insignificant. 

Specifically, page 3.2-31 in the Draft RTP/SCS PElR states that Mitigation Measure-AQ19 
(MM-AQl 9) 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. 

lmplementation 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. 

Funding of the 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(!)(10)]. The plan includes financial 
resources that are "reasonably expected to be available" to carry out the plan 
[§450.322(!)( I O)(ii)]. However, about $2 I 9.5 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(!)(1 O)(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 ofliving 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 inA/R v. EPA were to become final [632 F.3d 584 (9" Cir. 2011)]. The 
conformity section of the Draft R TP acknowledged in a footnote that the R TP 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 (TC Ms) 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 
asswnptions 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 1, 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 of201 land 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 Infonnation 

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,BBJM,SLDG 
ALL 121229-0 l 
Control Number 

Sincerely,\ 

Elaine Chang, DrPH 
Deputy Executive Officer 
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources 
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BUILDING AMERICA' 

RF: 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 viev,'points - have unforeseen 
negative consequences. 

In light of our ongoing participation and understanding, we appreciate the tremendous effort that SCA G'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 perfonned 011 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 South em Cali fomia' s broader business commilllity, 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). 
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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 arc consistent with a sound and reasonably 
accommodating RTP/SCS. 

Despite our overall appreciation for the work put in by SCA G's staff, there are important aspects of the Drafl 
2012 RTP/SCS and Draft PETR 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 suh8tanlial clarifications - arc needed in 
order to bring the .Final 2012 RTP/SCS and PElR back into line with the principles set forth above. 

Stated here in the most general lcrms, SCAG's staff and ultimately its Regional Council should address the 
follov,ring concerns and correct the final 2012 RTP/SCS and the accompanying PEIR. 

1) The Drafl 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 project8 in the region. :\1any 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 al 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 PETR invokes mitigation measures ranging from low-flow toilets to green roofs. Such mitigation 
measures have nothing to do with the regional disper,;ion of future development and redevelopment or its indirect 
effects on emissions from vehicular use (which is the proper focus of the RTPiSCS). 

3) The Draft PETR 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 1.vatcr 
management to energy efficiency standards to fire protection to landscaping to wcitcr supply analyses all matters that 
arc highly regulated and subject to dynamic standards that either are now or are bound to be: at odds \Vith the PEIR. 

In light of the abme-stated problems with the Draft PETR, we believe that it needs to be substantially rewritten to 

clarify what we understand was intended by SCA G'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 v,·ould 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 undcrgirdcd by analysis which shows the dispersion of populations and employment shown and 
categorized at the level of sub-jurisdictional "transportation analysis zones" (T A7s). The T J\Z 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 c,hould 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. Kew 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 (sec 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. Tn particular, we need clarity and assurar1ce regarding the following: 

a. The new revenue concepts assumed within the RTP/SCS must be fair, equitable and economically soW1d, 
meaning that an appropriate nexus exists to assure that new revenues arc 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 diiciently and responsibly allocated so that there is the best possible return 
on investment for the expenditure of these nc\V transportation funds. SCAG needs to shmv that it \Vill be a 
responsible, accountable and innovative steward of the new revenues that it is proposing. 

7) Kew revenues from _tees 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 arc imposed on a national scale, the region's compctivcness ,.,,.-ill be 
compromised. 

8) In the RTP, SCAG should identify nnd 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 \Vork 
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. lt 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 Emissiom Contamer .Ylovement System" 
(ZECMS). If SCAG chooses to pursue such a fundamental shift in nc\v technology, it vmuld need to work with all 
goods movement stakeholders to clearly establish whether and, if so, ,vhen 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 fa.cl, since the 
passage of SB 375, the State of California has stripped local governments of funds that were prcvmusly available for 
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Lransit, 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 
3 7 5 levels in order to speed the attainment of mandated goals. 

\Vhile 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 Di.rector 
Apartment Association of Greater T .os 
Angeles (AAGLA) 

,', !'. 
~

. 'J'',Vi • '· ,, \:U '- jC-·1.r,1<.-., 

1/, .:·L 
,/ 
'• 

Hilary Norton 
Executive Director 
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Gene Hale 
Chairman 
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American Chamber 

Andrew R. Henderson 
Vice President and General Counsel 
Building Industry Association of 
Southern California, Inc. 

Elizabeth Warren 
Executive Director 
futurePorts 
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Paul C. Granillo 
President & CEO 
Inland Empire Economic 
Partnership 

Heidi L. Gallegos 
Executive Director 
Eastvale Chamber of Commerce 

John Kclsall 
President & CEO 
Greater Lakewood Chamber of 
Commerce 
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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 

Kate Klimow 
Vice President of Government Affairs 
Orange Counly 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 :Vlanagemcnt 
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 Oijas 
President & CEO 
Regional Hispanic Chamber of 
Commerce 

Stuart Waldman 
President 
Valley Industry & Commerce 
Association (VICA) 

Michael W. Lewis 
Scmor Vice-President 
Construction Industry Coalition on 
\l•/ater Quality (CICWQ) 

John Guerra 
Director, Regional Public Affairs 
SoCal(Jas 
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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 
B:\!SF Railway 

Eric Sauer 
Vice President Policy and Regulatory 
Affairs 
California Trucking Association 

\1adamc \1 C Townsend 
President & CEO 
Regional Black Chamber of 
Commerce - San Fernando Valley 

Jay McKccman 
Vice President, Government 
Relations & Communications 
California Independent Oil 
\1arkctcrs Association (CI0\1A) 

Lupe Valdez, 
Director of Public Affairs 
Union Pacific Railroad 

Bob Amano 
Executive Director 
Ilotel Association of Los Angeles 

Christina Davis 
President & CEO 

C ) 

LAX Coastal Chamber 

'Frea Johring 

frcd 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)/Sustainab1e Communities Strategy (SCS) 

Mr. lkhrata: 

On behalf of the 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, lronworkers, 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 
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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 $219.58 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 has 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,---;-,\ ;;]'\ .. . . 

\ ~\~{) 
Larr . Russell 

Executive Vice President 
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February 14, 2012 

Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Director 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CJ\ 90017 

Re: Comments on the Drafts of the 2012 Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCA(-i-) Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the 
Prngram l'.nvironmental Tmpact 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, SCL understands the importance of 
long-term planning to ensure safe, reliable and affordable service. SCE recogni?es SCA G'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 vvill 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 fonvard to its 
continued partµei:,ship with SCAG in building a more sustainable transportation system. 

) 7 ' . 
Sinccrcty_ _ .- // , · 

~-; .,,__~------
Alexander n5~gh' 
Senior Project Manager 
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CC: Chainvoman Pam O'Connor 
Jacob Lieb 
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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 Arca 
Governments, Ventura County, and Cities (Ventura County Regional Energy Alliance) and ,vith 

the County of Los Angeles. 

Growth in the Use of Electric V chicles 

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 Califi:Jrnia to update the older 1990's paddle chargers to the ne,v Jl 772 standard. 

Moreover, there are a number of charging station installers and equipment manufactures in 
Southern California, which means both a direct positive envirornnental and economic impact 

comes from electric vehicle growth. 

Rene,Yable 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 lOMW. This is one of many programs that SCF offers to distributed rencwables. 
A more complete listing ofSCE incentives can be found on the SCE website: 
http://www.sce.com/PowerandEnvirorunent/Rcnewablcs/Solar/default.htm 

Thresholds of Significant Impacts to Utilities 



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 arc 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 arc 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 .\ttctro '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 1-710 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 SC.E 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: 

:VIM-PS33 -SC E's primary responsibility is to provide safe, reliable and affordable service to 
customers. Trails, parks, and other open space may not he 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 - I ,ocal jurisdictions should also consider EV readiness education for residents and 
businesses. There arc 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 Huilding 

Standard Codes. 

MM-PS70 - Similar to PS6 I, before installing renewable energy generating equipment, project 
proponents should maximize energy efficiency upgrades. 

M.M-PS 112 For all mitigation measures related to local jurisdiction energy elTiciency planning, 

SCE encourages participation in municipal energy efficiency partnerships as mentioned in 
PS122. 

MM-PS 120 -- SCE encourages SCAG to expand this mitigation to pursue infrastructure planning 

for PE Vs throughout the region in partnership with stakeholders in the private sedor, local 
government, and with planning and regulatory agencies. 

Section 3.2 Air Quality and 3.6 Green !louse Gas Fmissions 

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 draVlrn. for heavy-duty vehicle use. 

SCE comments on specific mitigations in these two sections are as follows: 

:vtM-AQl - 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 witb 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 conilicts with identified viewshcd, 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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METRDLINI<,., 

February 14, 2012 

Mr. Hasan Ikhrata 
Executive Director 

-· . .:.---

Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West 7th Street, 12th floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Dear Mr. Ikhrata, 

. ·- .t__ .. :· ~ .. 

Southern California Regional Rail Authority 

Subject: Southern California Regional Rail Authority Comments on the Draft 2012 RTP 

Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) appreciates the opportunity to comment 
on the 2010 Draft Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) prepared by the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG). The document identifies key challenges facing the region, 
and underscores the need for continued investment in our transportation infrastructure. We 
would also like to commend SCAG for its extensive stakeholder outreach, and thank SCAG staff 
for their cooperation and assistance during the R TP preparation process. 

The attached table contains SCRRA's comments on the draft RTP. If you have any questions, 
please contact Karen Sakoda at (213) 452-0264, or sakodak@scrra.net. 

·1 Authority 

Attachment 

Cc: K. Sakoda - SCRRA 
P. Torres-Bruno - SCRRA 
0. Yero - SCRRA 

One Gateway Plaza, Floor 12 Los Angeles, CA 90012 T (213} 45 2.0200 metrolinktrains.com 
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Southern California Reg,011a.l Rail Authority 

SCRRA Comments on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 

-
Document .... Pag~-- Comment 
RTP 5 We understand that Metrolink's list of constrained projects is included in 

the $3.9 billion Transportation Investment cost for Commuter Rail, along 
with other commuter rail projects submitted by the County Transportation 
Agencies. 

RTP 21 In addition to the four routes mentioned that share portions with the 
LOSSAN corridor, the Antelope Valley Line shares a segment between 
Los Angeles Union Station and Burbank Junction. We also recommend 
removing the reference to the Dodger trains, and replacing the team name 
with a more general reference to trains for sporting events, and other 
special events. 

" ............................. 
RTP 51 Recommend modifying wording that states existing rail service will 

eventually meet 110 mph. Speeds will vary considerably depending on 
track configuration and geography, and 110 mph may be attained where 
~-~fely possible. 

RTP 53 Improvements to the LOSSAN Corridor section contains a sentence 
" ... A VL travel time between Palmdale and LAUS can be shortened by 
33% simply by skipping less used station stops." Recommend revising 
A VL express train wording to state, "travel time could be shortened by 

................... ___2_5% by skipping selected station stops ..... 
RTP 73 Goods Movement Rail Strategy - We support expansion of the rail system 

to accommodate anticipated increases to freight and passenger rail services. 
Funding capacity expansion, safety improvements and grade separation 

........... ... P!!Jjects will be crucial to meeting regional goals . 
RTP 84 For new projects that result from implementation of the RTP, noise 

mitigation measures should be addressed through associated project 
environmental reviews. .... ....... 

RTP 184 Environmental Justice Mitigation Toolbox - Rail Related Impact 
mitigations pose some challenges. We cannot support the recommendation 
that rail operators improve the acoustical insulation of dwelling units where 
setbacks and sound barriers do not sufficiently reduce noise. Also, 
recommending speed limits and limits on hours of operation to mitigate 
noise inhibits Metrolink's ability to operate and expand. 

'"""""""'..,.,u~H-woHHHHHH . .......... 

One Gateway Plaza, Floor 12 Los Angeles, CA 90012 T (213} 45 2.0200 metrollnktrains,com 
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Southern California Regional Rail Authority 

Document Pae:e Comment 
RTP 197 Greater Vision for our Commuter Rail System - Text states that Metrolink 

operates 164 trips on weekdays. Currently, Metrolink operates 163 trips 
per weekday. Also, the document states, "With the investments proposed 
within the Constrained Plan, we expect to achieve more than double the 
ridership by 2035." Recommend adding investments proposed in the 
Strategic Plan which are also necessary to achieve the stated ridership 
growth. 

Passenger 5 Text states that Metrolink operates 164 trips on weekdays. Currently, 
Rail Metrolink operates 163 trips per weekday. 
Passenger 10 Recommend clarifying which "Authority" is being discussed. It is 
Rail sometimes not clear whether the Authority is the HSR Authority, or 

SCRRA. 
Passenger 20 Recommend adding wording to include investments in the Constrained 
Rail Plan and the Strategic Plan to achieve a doubling of ridership by 2035. 

One Gateway Plaza, Floor 12 Los Angeles, CA 900 t 2 T (213} 45 2.0200 metrolinktralns.com 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
January 18, 2012 
 
City of Redlands 
Development Services Department, Planning Division 
210 East Citrus Avenue 
Redlands, CA  92373 
Attn:  Robert D. Dalquest, AICP (e-mail:  rdalquest@cityofredlands.org) 
 
 
Subject:  DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR) FOR 
REDLANDS CROSSING CENTER (SC# 2007081111), dated 11/21/11 
 
Dear Mr. Dalquest: 
 
The following comments are offered herewith, pertaining to the subject document, 
reserving the right, however, to make additional comments in writing, or during 
the public hearing process, when the project and associated entitlement 
applications are presented to the Redlands Planning Commission and City 
Council: 
 

1. The project description as published with the original Notice of 
Availability (NOA) refers to applications for associated documents that 
have not been made available to the public for review at this time, and in 
conjunction with a review of the project DEIR; to include, but not be 
limited to: Super WalMart Conditional Use Permit (CUP) and Tentative 
Parcel Map.  CEQA requires all associated entitlement applications 
needed for project approval be processed concurrently, and not to be 
processed in a piecemeal fashion. 

2. The project with the proposed mitigation measures identified in the DEIR, 
is not compatible or consistent with the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP), the Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/ 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) and Program Environmental 
Impact Report (PEIR), or the San Bernardino County Congestion 
Management Plan (CMP) and RTIP.  Especially troubling is the response 
letter to the 2007 Project NOA from the Southern California Association 
of Governments (SCAG), dated September 11, 2007 indicating, “We have 
reviewed the Redlands Crossing, and have determined that the proposed 
project is not regionally significant per SCAG Intergovernmental Review 
(IGR) Criteria and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Guidelines (Section 15206).” 
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3. The traffic study in the appendix, as prepared by Urban Crossroads for 
Michael Bradman Associates, is technically deficient and has not been 
properly prepared pursuant to the San Bernardino County Congestion 
Management Plan (CMP) Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) standards and 
guidelines.  See the attached “Exhibit A” listing regarding specific 
shortcomings and concerns.  Especially troubling is the wording contained 
on page 17, under Analysis Overview:  “It should be noted that consistent 
with the requirements of Measure “I”, formal compliance with the CMP 
traffic impact analysis guidelines is no longer required with the City’s 
adoption of a development impact fee (DIF).” 
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Exhibit A 
 
 
The following clarifications are requested pertaining to the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared 
by Urban Crossroads for the Redlands Crossing Center: 
 
1)  Reason why AM peak analysis was not completed (esp. considering proximity to Citrus Valley 

High School). 
 
2)  Tennessee St / Lugonia Avenue - disagree that there is room for WB right turn lane as the 

lane is only 20' wide for about 2 car lengths 
 
3)  Alabama Street / San Bernardino Avenue- disagree that there are 2 EB through lanes as the 

receiving lanes merge less than 125' from the intersection 
 
4)  Many of these intersections are close together. Was a coordinated analysis done to see if the 

traffic from one intersection would back up into another intersection?  
 
5)  Exhibit 3-1 The number of existing lanes on Lugonia Avenue is wrong in several locations. It 

nears to 1 lane eastbound in several places. Nowhere is it 4 lanes in each direction as 
noted between Alabama Street and Tennessee Street. If the author meant 4 lanes total, 
then it has 4 lanes in several locations that are shown on the exhibit as 2.  

 
6)  Table 3-2 It looks like the number of mainline freeway lanes includes auxiliary lanes and ramp 

lanes and they should not be included. The auxiliary lanes and ramps should be analyzed 
separately. Miles between the segments were not included so the density calculation 
could not be checked. 

 
7)  The traffic level of service on San Bernardino Ave. between Alabama Street and New York 

Street does not operate properly today. The project TIA should analyze how the 210 
ramp/ San Bernardino Avenue signalized intersection area could be enhanced in order to 
operate appropriately with project traffic.  

 
8)  Did the improvements at the SR-210 and the San Bernardino Avenue Interchange area take 

into consideration the Caltrans 210 PSR dated April 2008? Both construction alternatives 
include realigning Tennessee Street between San Bernardino Avenue and Lugonia 
Avenue, and ramp improvements that impact the subject development project site. 

 
9)  Did the cumulative projects include the major development proposed in Highland east 

of Wabash Avenue?  
 
10)  Did the traffic study include any improvements anticipated under the Congestion 

Management Plan NEXUS program? 
 
11)  Page 6-1 indicates that the methods used for the 2013 traffic forecasts are discussed 

in Section 6. Where in Section 6 are they discussed?  
 
12)  Is East Valley Traffic Model the correct model to model this area?  With number of 

project trips, why wasn’t a model prepared for this project TIA. Since the 2030 
without project volumes are based on 2030 model volumes less the project trips, 
this would assume the project was included in the 2030 EVTM. Was the Redlands 
Crossing (incl. Super WalMart) included in that model?  
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13)  Who is reviewing the traffic study on behalf of the City of Redlands? 
 
14)  Is the choice of 2030 for the future year scenario appropriate?  Should the analysis 

instead be based upon 2010 (current) traffic data and a future year scenario for 
2035 (at least 20 years past proposed opening year 2013)?  
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
February 21, 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: 

FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
(FTIP) PROPOSED AMENDMENT #11-24, 20 FOR 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, and Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) 
Proposed Amendment # ‘s 11-24, -20: 
 
The following highway projects in the City of Redlands area of San Bernardino 
County, have been mistakenly left out of the identified FTIP projects lists and 
associated RTP/SCS documents: 
 

1.  Redlands Boulevard/ Colton Ave./ Alabama St./ RR-X’s (SanBAG) 
Intersection(s) reconstruction 

2.  San Bernardino Avenue/ I-210 Freeway Interchange Upgrade (impacting 
proposed Redlands Crossing (super WalMart) development (see comment 
letter pertaining to Redlands Crossing Draft Environmental Impact 
Report, attached.) 

3. Alabama Street/ I-10 Freeway Interchange Upgrade 
 
C:  San Bernardino County Board of Supervisors 
 City of Redlands City Council 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
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 
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February 14, 2012 
 
President Pam O’Connor 
Board of Directors 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90017  
 
Re: Draft 2012 – 2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
 
Dear President Pam O’Connor and Honorable Members of the SCAG Regional Council: 
 
On behalf of the Los Angeles chapter of the American Institute of Architects (AIA|LA), I am writing to 
express our thoughts on the draft 2012 – 2035 Regional Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (RTP).  With great respect for the process to draft such a comprehensive plan, we commend you 
on the progress made so far. 
 
As AIA|LA supports smart growth policies that facilitate infill development projects and concentrate our 
investments in areas that sustain the vibrancy of the urban core, we encourage you to adopt Alternative 3 
(Envision 2 Alternative) of the draft plan.  This option will foster smart growth land use and housing 
patterns to achieve superior environmental results in air quality, aesthetics, open space and farmland 
preservation, water conservation, greenhouse gas emissions reductions, mobility, and land use. 
 
Transit projects and active transportation investments should take precedent over highway expansion 
projects.    Infill development and transit-first policies are natural allies of each other. Accelerating transit 
infrastructure and associated joint-use, mixed-income development also helps our region achieve its social, 
economic and cultural development goals. 
 
AIA|LA is concerned that the current draft plan provides for a disproportionate share of funds towards 
highway capacity improvement that will facilitate greenfield development. The consequence of additional 
freeway lanes will be more VMT and more sprawl, with the associated air quality and infrastructure 
maintenance requirements. Environmentally and economically, facilitating more compact urban 
development and design conserves our natural resources and our tax dollars.  In short, adopting the 
Envision 2 Alternative Plan will help S.C.A.G. emphasize its leadership role to shape emerging land-use 
and transportation plans.   
 
Moving forward we invite the S.C.A.G. Board of Directors and staff to work with AIA|LA to shape an 
environmentally healthy and economically compelling vision for the future of Southern California. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
Will Wright 
Director, Government & Public Affairs 
 



February 14, 2012 
 
Attn: President Pamela O’Connor  
Southern California Association of Governments  
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
Re: 2012-2035 Draft Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
 
President O’Connor and Southern California Association of Governments Regional Council Members: 
 
The Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice appreciates the efforts of the  Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) in completing the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2012 RTP/SCS). We are encouraged by the concerted efforts 
put forth in the draft towards improving the transportation system which also includes some measures 
to address Public Health and Air Quality in our region.  
We have joined with other concerned organizations to outline comments on the plan and incorporate 
those comments with ours, however we do have some specific concerns which we feel will directly 
impact our communities in the City of Jurupa Valley (formerly known as unincorporated Mira Loma 
community in Riverside County) and the City of San Bernardino Westside communities.  
 
The communities in the Jurupa area have for many years seen an influx of warehousing slowly 
encroaching into our neighborhoods. Many of these projects are at the fence line of homes and 
schools.  Residents in close proximity to highways, and busy streets with high levels of diesel truck 
traffic, will experience increased incidents of asthma, cancer risks, cardiovascular and respiratory 
disease, premature mortality, decreased life expectancy, reproductive health problems.   
 
Components of the Regional Goods Movement System 
SCAG has addressed the fact that the Inland Valley is already home to (2008) about 837 million square 
feet of warehousing space with another 185 million square feet in developable land.  An estimated 15 
percent of the occupied warehouse space served port-related uses while the remaining 85 percent 
supported domestic shippers. National and regional distribution facilities tend to be located in the 
Inland Valley and concentrated in the Jurupa Valley/Fontana area. The impacts to the surrounding 
communities from the diesel spewing trucks drawn to these warehouses create severe health 
outcomes and disruption of the quality of life for local families.  SCAG must address these impacts in a 
significant manner as to minimize to the furthest extent possible the environmental and health risks 
posed from exposure to diesel exhaust.   
 
The implementation of specific truck routes to keep truck traffic away from communities of concern as 
project specific strategies tend not to address specific impacts to these communities.  Other measures 
such as establishment of  green zone/buffer area between diesel sources and residents of at least 1000 
feet are necessary to be protective of residents in close proximity.  Additional mitigation measures of 
trees and foliage that help to trap many of the ultra fine particles to lessen the impacts to communities 



of concern, sound walls to lessen the noise pollution from residential areas that are too close to 
freeways and heavily traveled thoroughfares. 
 
Regional Clean Freight Corridor System 
The truck corridor that SCAG has proposed will heavily impact the inland valley communities as SCAG 
has indicated the increase of truck traffic to our area will grow from 58,000 to 70,000 trucks per day 
although these trucks would be removed from general purpose lanes when they get to Interstate 15 
and State highway 60.  That traffic will then be dumped into our communities at a rate that will create 
an even greater health crisis for our communities.  The disregard for the impacts of the plan upon the 
Inland Valley communities south of the 15/60 interchange must be addressed.  The residents can’t wait 
until 2035 for a solution to this huge impact. Goods movement strategies must ensure that the South 
Coast air basin meet federal air quality standards set forth in the Clean Air Act.  The technologies 
mentioned must be required for future projects and incorporate these technologies or they should not 
be built.  The RTP/SCS must remove the East-West Corridor Route Project.  
 
Recommending building an east-west corridor without analyzing the health, housing and demographic 
impacts of the project on the neighboring communities can have severe environmental, health and 
justice implications for the entire region, and particularly for local communities of concern as 
previously stated.  
 
Communities like the City of San Bernardino Westside are an example of one of the worst impacted by 
the BNSF Intermodal Railyard which after a health risk assessment conducted in 2008 found that 
residents living in close proximity faced an increased cancer risk from diesel emissions as much as 15 
times higher than the Union Pacific Railyard UP in Colton and 3 times higher than any other railyard in 
the region. To these residents the point of maximum impact is 3,300 people in a million are at greatest 
risk. 
  
The RTP/SCS must focus attention on cleaning up existing freight corridors. Rail companies should not 
expand until rail yards like San Bernardino’s BNSF Facility implement zero emissions technology.  These 
communities with the highest health risk cannot wait until 2030 for solutions.  As freight transport 
increases, SCAG must encourage the incorporation of evolving technologies to specific high risk areas 
first and not just for proposed new projects.  SCAG should use the highest polluting facilities for testing 
and evaluation, as well as for the use of advanced technology locomotive demonstrations.   
 
The public health evidence is insurmountable to deny. Our built environment plays a direct impact to 
our health and the transportation sector must take into consideration the public health implications to 
the region, as well as those communities of concern and not just the region’s economic growth.  
 
 
The Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice  
 Penny Newman Executive Director  



February 14, 2012 

Attn: Honorable Pam O'Connor, President of SCAG 
RegionaJ Council Members 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG} 
818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

RE: Comments on SCAG's Draft 2012 RTP/ SCS 

Dear Honorable O Connor, 

www.kennedycommi~ion.org 
17701 Cowan Ave., Suite 200 

Irvine, CA 92614 
949 250 0909 

f.u' 949 263 064 7 

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 wiJI 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 wil1 effectively address the goals of SB 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 regjon 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 thjs type of development does not necessarily 

1 Regional Transportation Plan 2012 RTP ustainable Communrties Strategy Towards a Sustainable Future. p. 12 , December 
201 I. 

Working to , systemic change resulting in the production of housing for Oran9e Cour!y 's extremely lo•iv income households 



Honorable O'Connor 
February 14, 2012 
Page 2 of3 

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 provide 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, December201 I. 
3 Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy, p. 
3.8-21, December 2011. 
4 Draft Program Environmcnta.l Impact Report, 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy, p. 
3.8-22, December 2011. 
s 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 oftime) 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 bettel' 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 $CAO 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@kennedycomrnission.org. 

Sincerely, 

Cesar Covarrubias 
Executive Director 

cc: Hasan lkhrata, SCAG 

6 Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy, p. 
3.10-11, December 2011. 
1 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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RE: Comments on SCAG DRAFT 2012 RTP and the Plan EIR 

Dear Ms. Lin: 
 

We wish to express our concerns on elements of the draft SCAG RTP, as we don't see 
the AB32 and SB375 goals being achieved, without some modifications to the document, 
as our comments outline. 
 

Identify the Measure R Van Nuys and Sepulveda Pass transit projects as corridors rather 
than designating them as 'busways,' which could improperly preempt and prejudice the 
environmental clearance process. Note that neither Measure R nor Metro have chosen 
the mode for either corridor; “Rapidways” describe rapid transit corridors regardless of 
mode. 
 

Converting existing High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) carpool lanes to High Occupancy 
Toll (HOT) must allow carpools to have access to these lanes free of charge and without 
mandatory transponders. Otherwise, the intent of the RTP/SCS will be undermined and 
its outcome will underperform the potential of these lanes due to a reduction in both the 
number of carpools and the average number of passengers per vehicle.  
 

Converting loading and unloading activities at the ports to direct ship to rail (excluding 
any intermediate truck sorting steps) will enable greater capacity at lower cost and 
environmental impact. Creation of a freight pipeline from the Ports to the Inland Empire 
with an underground alternative to the 60 Truck Freightway should be an alternative. 
 

In addition to a regional gas tax for transportation, SCAG should implement a diesel fuel 
tax that accounts for both the wear and tear on roadways as well as pollution. Receipts 
from both taxes should be kept together in a regional transportation matching fund. 
 

We recommend that you include these modifications in the RTP. 
 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Bart Reed 
Executive Director 

 

Southern California's Leading Transit Advocacy Group               

                                                    P.O. Box 567 * San Fernando, CA 91341-0567 
Voice: 818.362.7997 * Fax: 818.364.2508 

www.transitcoalition.org 
 

The Transit Coalition (a project of LACBC) is a nonprofit 
public charity exempt from federal income tax under 

Section 501[c](3) of the Internal Revenue Code 
 

 



                  
 

Thomas E. Margro,  Chief Executive Officer 
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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:   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


February 14, 2012 

Att11: President Pamela O'Connor 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. 71h Street, 1211, Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
Re: 2012-2035 Draft Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Dear President O'Connor and Southern California Association of Govemrnc:nts Regional 
Counc il Members. Thank you for seeking public input on the drafi Regional Transportation 
Pinn and Sustainable ommunities Strategy. The Urban and Environmental Policy Institute at 
Occ idental College suppo1is tra nsportation and land use policies and spending to make the 
region more j ust, green, and livable. We are pleased that the draft RTP and SCS have a 
number of positive elements expanding clean turnsportation, encouraging more sustainable 
land uses, and reduci11g greenhouse gas emissions: 

• The planning process took account of the relationship between transportation, 
land use, sustainability, environmental justice and economic development. 

• The draft plan calls for significant inveslrnenls in lransit construction, operations 
and maintenance. 

• The cl.raft plan increases investments in active tra11Sp01iatio11 compared to previous 
RTPs. 

• The draft plan anticipates that vehicle miles traveled will increase less than 
population growth. 

• Tl1e sustainable co11ummities 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 technologies towards the end 
of the plan ti me frame. 

• The draft plan supports higl1 speed rai l. 
• The draft plan anticipates a red uction in greenlrnuse gas emissions from 

transportation in line with the goals of SB 375. 
• The single largest anticipated fundi ng source in the draft plan is implementation 

of a fee on driving or an increase in the gas tax, either of which would disco urage 
driving. 

• Much of the new highway space proposed in the draft plan is toll roads, HOV 
lanes, or HOT lanes (open to HOV or Tolls) and therefore may lead to less new, 
induced driving than the provision of free, nrnltiuse lanes . 

We however believe that the plans can do mo re 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 tl1e goods movement industry. 



Recommendations 

A. Rapidly create a more balanced transportation system. The SCAG region has 
21,638 center-line miles of road (55,890 lane miles of roads), 4315 miles of bikeways of 
varied quality (almost zero ofit protected lanes on streets), and 470 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 bow to get around. 

l. Significantly increase investments in active transportation from tbe $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 infrastructure near trnnsit stations. 
http://saferoutescalifornia.fi les.wordpress.com/2011/1 l/dph-cost-methodology
presentation decl4 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 fondi.ng should convert existmg 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.rnodelst:reetdesignmanual.com/ recently developed with 
funding from the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health. 

o Most cities iJ1 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 h·affic by a 
painted line). In the developed world, every nation with high rates of 
cycEng 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 Sou them California, like the Dutch did beginning in the mid 
1970s. http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XuBdf9jYj7o Budget at least 
$1 billion for the construction ofl 000-2000 niiles of protected bike 1 ines 
to increase rates of cycling among non traditional cyclists (protected lanes 
recently constructed in Long Beach 
http://www.bikelongbeach.org/News/Read.aspx? Articleld=85 cost 
approximately $580,000 per mile). 

2. Expand and accelerate transit investments so all plaru1ed transit projects in the 
RTP are constructed by 2022. Existing and new h·ansit services should be funded 
so as to be affordable with frequent service. Rapid buses should serve aU major 
streets in urban areas so that buses become the default motorized transportation 
choice. http://www.humantransit.org/?O 10/ l 1/ los-an geles-some-thoughts-on-the
chal !en ge-for-the-source. html 



B. Pay for additional active transportation and transit investments by defunding 
harmfu l highway projects and by identify ing local revenue sources that tax 
harmful transportation. Moving people by ca.rs and materials by tmcks 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. use. edu/scehsc/web/Reso urces/Key%2 OResearch %20S tud i es/Resomces
%,20Key%20Research %20S tudi es.html obesity and diabetes 
hllp://desi gningheaJthyconununities.org/ and climate change 
http://www.pnas.org/content/early/2010/02/02/0906548107 .full .pdf?with-ds=yes 
with a disparate impact on residents oflow income neighborhoods bisected by 
llighways and living near ports, warehouses, railyards and intennodal facilities. 
SCAG should projects that increase ham1ful transportation and tax driving and freight 
transporl 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 freight corridor ($15 .2 billion), Riverside to 
Orange County CET AP ($13 bi11ion), high dese1t corridor ($6.9 billion), 
710 conidor expansion ($6.l billion), 710 gap closme ($5.6 billion), 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 bill ion 
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 externalities 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/20 l 2dRTP 03 Financial.p 
df higher gas taxes, carbon taxes, charges based on miles driven, 
appropriately and dynamically priced parking http://sfpark.org/, and 
congestion charges aimed at commuters ente1ing central city areas 
http://www. tfl. gov. uk/ roadusers/congestionchargi ng/ 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 arterials. The SCAG region 
currently (base year 2008) has 21,638 miles of road and 55,890 Jane miles of 
roads. The draftRTP anticipates adding 948 centerline miles/ 7419 lanes 
miles which would be a 4.4%/ 11. l % increase. As Duranton and Turner have 
shown, "For interstate highways in the densest parts of metropolitan areas we 



find that vkt increases in exact proportion 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 patts of metropolitan areas." 
hllp://ideas.repec.org/p/tor/tecipa/tecipa-370.html Converting mixed flow 
lanes to toll, HOV or HOT lanes or converting HOV lanes to toll or HOT 
Janes would still be acceptab le. 

2. Set a target to reduce vehjcJe miles travelled from the baseline year of 2008. 
Velucle Miles travelled in the baseline year 2008 was 445,844 daily, 
approximately half on freeways, half on ruierial roads. SCAG calculates that 
this number will rise to 546,806 dai ly by 2035 without any changes to roads (a 
22.6 % increase). Under their plan, VMT will sti ll 1ise, 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/Doctm1ents/20 l 2/draft/SR/2012dRTP Highways an 
d Arte1ials.pdfinstead of plaiming 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/freewayswithoutfutures2012 , 
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 chmmeJ excessive 
traffic into neighborhoods. Freeway stubs such as the 710 N above the 10 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 ruversity http://www.amazon.com/Life-Between
Buildings-Using-Public/dp/1597268275/ref=sr 1 1 ?ie=UTF8&qid=1328728803&s1=8-l 
in the built environment http://www.amazon.com/ American-Cities-Anniversru·v-Modem
Library/dp/0679644334/ref=sr 1 2?s=books&ie=UTF8&qid=l 328728897&sr=l-2, so 
municipalities should increase interesting, mixed-use neighborhoods by focusing growth 
near trans it and altering zoning rules that restrict mixed use development to a small 
fraction of cities' land ru·ea. 

1. Adopt alternative 3 (the envision 2 alternative) smart growth land use and 
housing patterns) rather than the p lanned project. 
http:/ /rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/peir/2012/draft/2012dPEIR 4 0 Alte 
matives.pdf This alternative version of the plan relies on smrut growth 
land use and housing patterns to achieve superior environmental results in 
air quality, aesthetics, open space and fru111land preservation, water 
conservation, greenhouse gas emissions reductions, mobility, and land use. 

2. Fund localjurisdictions to allow them to update their general plans and 
zonjng 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 inR-1 zones. 

4. Encomage all jmisdictions to eliminate mandatory parking minimums for 
existing and new buildings. 
http://shoup.bol.ucla.edu/Prob1emsWithParkingReguirementsinZoning0rd 
inances.pdf 

E. Clean up goods movement industry before planni11g 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 rusproportionately from pollution from 
good movement. hllp://departments.oxy.edu/uepi/publications/GlobalTrade.pdf 

1. Require widespread adoption of zero emissions trucks and rail in the region as 
a precondition for funding any expansion of goods movement infrastructrn-e. 

2. Reconunend 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 alternatives. This sh·ategy could 
generate as much as $441 million in revenue from loaded containers in its first 
full year of implementation, when applied equally to impo1ts and exports. 

3. Require maximum development of on dock rai l before funding any off dock 
projects. 

We look fo1ward to working with you to improve the plan and create a more just, green 
and livable region. 

Mark Vallianatos 
Policy Director 
Mvalli@oxv.edu 
323 259 1458 



 
 
February 14, 2012 
 
Margaret Lin 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
SUBJECT: 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan 
 
Dear Ms. Lin, 
 
On behalf of the Valley Industry and Commerce Association (VICA), thank you for your commitment to 
the transportation needs of Southern California.  
 
While we appreciate the inclusion of a handful of major San Fernando Valley-centered projects in the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), we are disappointed by the insufficient appropriations for these 
projects and the lack of investment overall in the San Fernando Valley. Specifically, no funding is 
directed to renovations of I-101 between downtown Los Angeles and the city of Calabasas or 
improvements to I-405 north of the I-101 interchange. Furthermore, I-134, I-170, and the major arterials 
of the Valley receive minimal investment. 
 
Despite $40 billion in financing secured for Measure R projects in the greater San Fernando Valley, the 
only Valley projects in the Federal Transportation Improvement Plan (FTIP) are the renovation of the 
Interstate-101 off-ramp at Van Nuys Boulevard; the freeway connector at the I-101 and I-405 
interchange; the I-405 Corridor Mass Transit project through the Sepulveda Pass; the studies of the 
Van Nuys corridor and Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport intermodal ground access; and expansion 
of transit centers at Pierce and Mission Colleges. These projects are of vital regional significance to the 
Valley, but they are only the tip of the iceberg. 
 
Key sections of the I-101 freeway need to be renovated to relieve bottlenecks and increase roadway 
safety between the Valley and downtown Los Angeles. These sections include the I-101 interchanges 
with the I-170 and I-134, which connect commuters and clients with the north, east and west San 
Fernando Valley. The roadway degradation along this I-101 corridor requires immediate attention and 
should be included in the RTP. 
 
The north and west Valley also depend heavily on I-405. To reduce traffic and enable quicker, more 
efficient transportation between the Valley and West Los Angeles, mass transit solutions are 
necessary. The I-405 Mass Transit project through the Sepulveda Pass is the first step. A planning 
process and full financing must be put into place without delay. 
 
While renovation of I-101 and I-405 are pressing, their effective use will not be possible without proper 
maintenance of the transportation system that serves these freeways. While the Financially-
Constrained RTP Projects and Strategic Plan lists contain a few projects along major Valley arterials, 



this system requires immediate restoration and improvement. Van Nuys Boulevard, Sepulveda 
Boulevard, Riverside Boulevard, Ventura Boulevard, Mulholland Drive, Laurel Canyon Boulevard, 
Victory Boulevard, Sherman Way, Burbank Boulevard, Reseda Boulevard, Topanga Canyon 
Boulevard, De Soto Avenue, Vineland Boulevard, Hollywood Way, Canoga Avenue, Vanowen Street, 
Nordhoff Street and Lankershim Boulevard are just a few of the several roadways critical for employees 
and clients to access the Valley using I-101 and I-405. The City of Los Angeles recently submitted a list 
of additional “Local Highway” projects, the majority of which target major Valley arterials. We ask that 
you review this list and include several—if not all—of the identified projects in the Strategic Plan. 
 
The sections of I-170, I-134 and I-5 freeways connecting the east San Fernando Valley cities of 
Burbank and Glendale to the rest of Los Angeles County also receive only minor attention in the RTP. 
Roadway repair and mass transit options along these routes are necessary for Bob Hope Airport 
access and mobility into and within these east Valley cities. We ask that you increase investment in the 
Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport intermodal ground access study and add renovations of the East 
Valley arterials to the Strategic Plan.  
 
Thank you for considering our recommendations. We look forward to full funding of the San Fernando 
Valley projects on the Federal Transportation Investment Plan and Financially-Constrained RTP 
Projects lists, as well as expansion of the Strategic Plan to include critical Valley projects. 
 
Sincerely,  

    
David Adelman    Stuart Waldman 
Chair      President 
 
CC:  Hasan Ikhrata 

Southern California Association of 
Governments 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor  
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
Arthur Leahy 
Los Angeles Metropolitian Transit 
Authority 
One Gateway Plaza, USG: 99-25-15 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

  
Jaime de la Vega 
Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation  
100 S. Main St., 10th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

  
 
 
 
 
 

Borja Leon 
 Office of Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa 
 200 N. Spring Street, Room 300 

Los Angeles, CA  90012 
 

Robert Scott 
San Fernando Valley Council of 
Governments 
14410 Sylvan Street 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
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Rachel Morris

From: Rachel Morris [rachel.earth@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2012 4:50 PM
To: 'rtp@scag.ca.gov'; 'lin@scag.ca.gov'; 'John Procter'
Subject: Signatures supporting increased funding for Active Transportation

Dear SCAG and Margaret, 

 

I am the executive of a Ventura local non-profit started in 2007 that works to reduce climate change. VCCool (Ventura Climate Care 

Options Organized Locally), can be found at www.vccool.org.   

 

First thank you for all you’ve done to engage the community in the RTP and SCS effort for 2012. I especially appreciate the 18 

Workshops in the SCAG region because that help our organization to learn of SCAG and the critical effort of the Regional 

Transportation Plan.  We would also like to thank the Safe Routes to School Partnership for helping us to become engaged. 

 

Our concern is that a large body of the population is not currently represented in your 2012 RTP draft. These are the people who 

bicycle, who walk, or who would like to use Active Transportation but are too afraid because of the real threat of them or their 

children being killed or injured inadvertently by people in automobiles. 

 

To this end we have collected 1,241 signatures from people across the SCAG region urging you to reconsider the small, and delayed 

funding for a clean, green, economical form of transportation who is now receiving 25% of traffic fatalities in the SCAG region.  Our 

on-line petition and video can be found out www.active-transit.org 

 

We will post the signature files to Drop Box so you can download them. 

 

Here is the break down, and what you will find in our SCAG dropbox folder: 

• 775 online signatures, including name, zip, e-mail, plus comments from many of the signers 

• 355 paper petition signatures including name, zip, and e-mail address 

• 111 youth/student signatures – including name of student. 

 

Concerning files, I am including: 

• The composite of the online signatures,  

• Jpg files of scanned adult signatures that came in on paper 

• A letter explaining the youth signatures from one of the teachers. 

• An excel with the unique signatures. (The kids signed multiple times for emphasis, so we went through and typed a list of 

the unique names, deleting any duplicates.  

 

I would also like to include this link to a front page article in our county-wide newspaper. It was on the front page of the Ventura 

County Star, with the printed version headline “Bicyclists Demand Respect.” 

http://www.vcstar.com/news/2012/feb/12/petition-drive-for-more-bicycle-safety-in-scag/ 

 

We urge you to rethink the delay in funds for Active Transportation, and we urge you to increase funds budgeted in the RTP. Please 

do not hesitate to call me if you would like to meet, or if you have any questions about our petition, our effort, or anything else. 

 

To find the actual petition information please go to www.dropbox.com in VCCool’s SCAG RTP Petition 12, and download the files 

therein. 

 

Warmly Yours, 

 

 

Rachel Morris 

VCCool Executive Director 

www.vccool.org 

office (805)648-1267 
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cell (805)258-9369 

VCCool is a Climate Change Action Group dedicated to engaging the people of Ventura to reduce greenhouse gasses. We strive to 

influence policy, provide tools and expertise for lifestyle change, support a localized green economy, and foster a grass-roots 

community that supports sustainable living. 

 

 



Fullname E-mail Age Address Country Post Code Note Created IP

Rich Reid 93022
2012-
02-15 
00:45:10

Heidi Buccola 93003
2012-
02-15 
00:31:37

Lisa Myers 93022
2012-
02-15 
00:13:55

Laurie Walters 93023

I would use my bike much more 
often if there were safe bike lanes! 
There are MANY of us who want to 
reduce our carbon footprint - help 
us create a culture of active 
transportation in Ventura County!

2012-
02-15 
00:10:23

david comden d 93003

In Copenhagen, Amsterdam and 
Davis, California, riding a bicycle is 
an important way to move around. 
Why not in western Ventura 
County? In part, because it's 
dangerous. Let's do something 
about that - let's put a small amount 
of funding towards Active 

2012-
02-15 
00:05:51

Chad Ress 93001
2012-
02-15 
00:01:59

curtiss montague 93003
2012-
02-14 
23:51:09

Stephanie 
Washburn

93001
2012-
02-14 
23:49:55

Noel Douglas-
Roth

93023
2012-
02-14 
23:46:32

7

Brian Nilsen 90024

I've just started commuting by 
bicycle in the past 8 months. My 
health has improved drastically, I've 
saved a ton of money on gas and 
insurance, and I no longer get stuck 
in horrible westside LA traffic. The 
only downside to my commute is 
the road inf

2012-
02-14 
23:30:14

9

John Roger 
Essick

93023
2012-
02-14 
22:50:42

3

walker ferguson 93001
2012-
02-14 
22:36:24

Ruth Farnham 93023
2012-
02-14 
22:35:36

Barbara 
Washburn

93023
2012-
02-14 
21:59:54

David Newman 91362
2012-
02-14 
21:55:53

Maile Schulbach 93001
2012-
02-14 
21:51:15

1

David Crowell 92057

When I lived in Ventura, I had a 
roommate that had been hit 6 times 
on his bike. One restaurant wouldn't 
even let him use their phone to call 
for help while he stood with a 
broken bike and a bleeding head.

2012-
02-14 
21:41:37

Jan A. Sovich 93001
Please allow for people to walk and 
ride safely.

2012-
02-14 
21:40:13

Rylan Swift 93035
I've got hit by a car before due to a 
poorly defined bike lane. I don't 
want to get hit again.

2012-
02-14 
21:37:05

Bill Hickman 93003
2012-
02-14 

Page 1 of 36
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21:35:35

Nick Bobroff 93013
2012-
02-14 
21:24:00

Michael Weaver 93023

As a society, we need to rationalize 
the best forms of transportation to 
the appropriate travel purpose. As 
an example, it makes no sense to 
take an airplane from LAX to John 
Wayne Airport in Orange County. 
We need efficient and comfortable 
public transpo

2012-
02-14 
21:22:17

7

Andrea Kish 93001
2012-
02-14 
21:08:25

Dianne Bullard 93023
We need public transit and weill 
maintained bike lanes throughout 
this area.

2012-
02-14 
21:07:24

Justin Buswell 92058
2012-
02-14 
21:07:11

Debra Barringer 93001
2012-
02-14 
21:07:02

Matthew R. 
Sayles

93001

25 years is a long time to wait if we 
don't get this right. Let's take the 
steps now to create the 
infrastructure that the future will 
require!

2012-
02-14 
21:06:04

Brian Stark 91360
2012-
02-14 
21:05:59

Marc Wilde 93001
2012-
02-14 
21:01:38

Elizabeth 
Bachman

93023
2012-
02-14 
20:42:45

Cheryl Frei 93001
2012-
02-14 
20:41:05

sergio guizar 91390
2012-
02-14 
20:36:55

Charles Slosberg 93001
2012-
02-14 
20:26:07

Alex Laine 93022

With more and more people riding 
bikes and looking to ride bikes 
because of high gas prices, 
PLEASE fund that part of 
transportation to make it safer and 
more inviting.

2012-
02-14 
20:20:59

1

Robert Stanley 93001
2012-
02-14 
20:19:32

Catherine 
Stanley

93001
2012-
02-14 
20:18:55

michael j. 
shapiro

93023

Any dent in our dependency on 
fossil fuels - i.e. use of our cars and 
freeways - is crucial if we are to be 
able to evolve as a species.

2012-
02-14 
20:11:49

Susan 
Williamson 

93023
2012-
02-14 
20:05:19

Derek Poultney 93023
It would be criminal not to increase 
the amount for Active 
Transportation to 5%-8%

2012-
02-14 
20:01:12

Cheryl Endo 93001 More bike paths please!
2012-
02-14 
19:49:54

mark shimahara 93001
2012-
02-14 
19:49:39

Page 2 of 36
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sacha halenda 80306
There is NO downside to improving 
cycling & running infrastructure. 

2012-
02-14 
19:30:29

Vanessa Frank 
Garcia

93003
2012-
02-14 
19:30:10

1

David Romero 93003

Any and all cyclists in Ventura 
County can attest to the severely 
degraded state of the roadway 
infrastructure we currently have. 
Please allocate more funding to bike 
lane improvements!

2012-
02-14 
19:29:02

Patricia Leavitt-
Pagaling

93023
Together, we can create a healthy, 
sustainable Ventura County!

2012-
02-14 
19:28:11

Robert A Perks 93001

As a resident who has built my life 
and business around walking and 
cycling for my primary 
transportation I find it imperative 
that we as a community devote a 
greater portion of out tax dollars to 
these modes of transportation, the 
current allotment in th

2012-
02-14 
19:26:32

9

Amanda Happle 93003
2012-
02-14 
19:24:25

1

Karen Bednorz 93004 Critical need
2012-
02-14 
19:20:36

Gina Jaramillo 93010
2012-
02-14 
19:19:51

Alison Perks 93001

We need Bike lanes for people who 
want to commute and stay fit for 
exercise purposes. Please consider 
this money well spent on a useful 
infrastructure!

2012-
02-14 
19:16:15

1

Eric Unmacht 93001
2012-
02-14 
19:12:48

Terri Laine 93022
2012-
02-14 
19:12:45

1

Tom Herrell 93001
More bike lanes will decrease the 
traffic. Make it safer for cyclist and 
pedestrians please!

2012-
02-14 
19:12:13

John Dutton 93110
I work in Ventura and bike in twice 
a week from SB. I'm very interested 
in making my ride in safer.

2
0
1

Diane French 93001
Let's make Ventura a GREAT place 
to ride a bicycle, every day of the 
year, from families to tourists!

2
0
1

Danielle Egge 93001 stoked!!!!
2
0
1

Irvin Fox-
Fernandez

93003

Bicycling with my family is good 
exercise. More bike lanes and safer 
bike routes would be great around 
Ventura.

2
0
1

Susan Trinidad 93012
2
0
1

jim little 93023

It's far cheaper to take some cars off 
the road, rather than enabling more, 
by creating new, safer and improved 
opportunities to walk and cycle.

2
0
1

Anne Leis 93023
2
0
1

David M. Denio 90266

Let's make LA County the country's 
PREMIER LOCATION for biking 
and pedestrian friendly 
neighborhoods!

2
0
1

Mark Trinidad 93012
2
0
1
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Sadie Iverson 93003
2012-
02-14 
18:50:53

BAYARD 
CHANNING 
HILLWAY

93001-1477
The importance of this issue cannot 
be overemphasized.

2012-
02-14 
18:50:40

Scott Wilson 93023
2012-
02-14 
18:50:16

Anthony 
Ferguson

93001

Please help in making non-
motorized modes of transportation a 
safer way to travel and a focus for 
our future.

2012-
02-14 
18:49:30

Paul Jenkin 93001
2012-
02-14 
18:39:23

dana swanson 93010
2012-
02-14 
18:32:00

Claire Johnson-
Winegar

93036
2012-
02-14 
18:09:54

Ed Bialack 91367
2012-
02-14 
17:54:54

Chon Torres 93003
2012-
02-14 
17:40:18

Daniel Herzog 93003
2012-
02-14 
17:39:50

Steve Messer 90041
I rely on a bicycle as my primary 
transportation. 

2012-
02-14 
17:24:25

Matthew Meyer 93003
2012-
02-14 
16:52:34

Michael Craig 
Johnson

93003
My son is 9 years old. Please don't 
turn his hometown into a 
pedestrian-free, bike-free wasteland.

2012-
02-14 
16:43:23

Steve Branch 93065
2012-
02-14 
16:29:13

Carolyn Blount 
Brodersen

93003
2012-
02-14 
16:26:37

Wendy Darling 93001-3106
2012-
02-14 
15:54:23

Saydie Grewe 93003
2012-
02-14 
15:23:29

Weston Grewe 93003
2012-
02-14 
15:23:03

Tammie Grewe 93003
2012-
02-14 
15:22:36

William Grewe 93003

I, my spouse and four kids cycle in 
Ventura County roads making, on 
average, between 25 to 30 trips 
weekly. 

2012-
02-14 
15:21:47

Janet Marie Fort 93001

I walk and ride my bike all the time! 
Please help us have safer roads and 
areas for bikes and walkers to be 
safe!

2012-
02-14 
15:05:18

Joseph Sesto 93041
2012-
02-14 
07:14:44

Mario A. 
Aguillon Jr.

91311
2012-
02-14 
05:09:40

Robert F 
Anderson

93004 2012-
02-14 
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05:06:32

Hope Bowles 93030

we should be ashamed of the 
condition of our bike lanes in 
Ventura county. They have been 
neglected and as a result pose a real 
danger to cyclists who ride these 
roads 

2012-
02-14 
05:05:44

7

Jonathan Lopez 93021
Please add me to all your email lists 
and meeting notifications.

2012-
02-14 
04:59:47

2

Joey Marquez 93004
2012-
02-14 
04:58:16

1

Karen Randall 91320
I am a bike commuter and pleasure 
rider for 35 years.

2012-
02-14 
04:43:13

1

Gene Evans 90041
2012-
02-14 
04:12:49

7

Geoffrey H. 
Parker, Jr.

93003
2012-
02-14 
04:08:28

1

Zachary 
Pritchard

91360
2012-
02-14 
04:06:36

7

David Sanchez 91106
2012-
02-14 
03:47:33

7

Daniel Paul 
Githens III

93010 We need this funding now. 
2012-
02-14 
02:44:13

7

Linwood Howe 93003-2141
2012-
02-14 
02:40:56

7

Erica Wolchuck 93003
2012-
02-14 
02:22:36

7

Eileen Marie 
Tracy

93030
We have more and more bicycle 
riders, in spite of the lack of safety 
on our streets.

2012-
02-14 
00:49:10

9

James Hickey 91320
2012-
02-13 
23:14:21

7

Alex Purves 90405
2012-
02-13 
23:10:57

1

Bret Katz 91311
2012-
02-13 
23:05:24

6

john weldon 
eliot jr

93003
2012-
02-13 
23:05:13

2

Ronald DeMarco 33065
2012-
02-13 
22:09:17

1

Joel Angel 
Juarez

93030
2012-
02-13 
22:08:54

1

Ville Maanpaa 92629
Limit right turn on red to rural 
areas, not cities.

2012-
02-13 
21:57:53

1

Laura Murphy 91362
2012-
02-13 
21:39:57

7

Henry E. Riley 91343
Please recognize all the benefits that 
come from sharing the road with all 
the users.

2012-
02-13 
21:37:18

1

Jerry Hicks 93010
2012-
02-13 
20:55:34

6

Steven Herbert 90230
2012-
02-13 
20:46:33

2

2012-
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Roy Rodriguez 93030
02-13 
19:47:27

Jim Trout 93030
2012-
02-13 
19:46:40

Nestor Albances 93030 Riding is healthy and fun
2012-
02-13 
19:44:28

Justin McClure 93065
2012-
02-13 
19:32:41

Jessica DeLacy 90254
Biking in LA is awful, but the city 
is perfect for it! Lets make it safer 
and more accessible to all! 

2012-
02-13 
19:19:47

Thomas J 
Privitelli

93003
2012-
02-13 
19:14:25

Thomas M. 
Jakowczyk

91311
Livable communities for cycling 
and walking must be a priority. 

2012-
02-13 
19:08:17

Steven 
Robertson

93063
2012-
02-13 
19:07:59

Gerard J Fontes 93010

As a rider, and a former Obese 
individual - we need to get people 
out of their cars and moving under 
their own power.

2012-
02-13 
19:05:48

Lindsay 
Nordberg

02139
I am signing this to support 
increased safety for my mother who 
rides her bike. Thank you.

2012-
02-13 
18:58:02

Marck Aguilar 93101

Please increase the percentage of 
the draft budget alloted to bicycles 
and pedestrians. Expenditures 
aimed toward encouraging people 
who's schedules and life 
circumstances would allow them to 
walk or bicycle will pay off. I 
know, because I used to be a "d

2012-
02-13 
18:50:13

Mark E. Capron 93033

Or work with vehicle 
manufacturer's to deploy electronic 
technology providing virtual force 
fields of protection for pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and motor vehicles at a 
fraction of the all other safety 
measures.

2012-
02-13 
18:46:14

Sonia Kroth 93001
2012-
02-13 
18:42:53

Tom Amick 93010

If the roads were safer more people 
would ride bicycles. This increase 
in funding is desperately needed to 
help achieve the goal of safer 
streets. Thank you for considering 
my opinion. 

2012-
02-13 
18:33:26

Tom Berube 93063
2012-
02-13 
18:32:14

Alfredo Aldaco 93033
2012-
02-13 
18:19:05

Claudia Armann 93001

As a pedestrian, I often feel unsafe 
on the streets of Ventura and Santa 
Barbara and feel that much more 
safeguards are needed in our 
neighborhoods. I'm also a transit 
user, and every transit trip, also 
involves walking and/or biking. 
Safety for those who

2012-
02-13 
18:16:16

David Jason 
Lamon

91390

Pedestrians and cyclists are dying 
every day in traffic accidents....We 
need safer infracture to be healthy 
reduce pollution / oil dependance.

2012-
02-13 
18:13:34

Rafael Olivares 91362 I fully support this petition
2012-
02-13 
18:09:51

2012-
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Patricia Powell 93063
02-13 
18:06:23

Wes Parsel 92620 I Bikes! 
2012-
02-13 
17:27:53

Loretta Baker 91326

Please take a proactive, forward 
thinking approach to transportation 
planning. We must increase public 
funding for active transportation 
now in order to have adequate 
transport options in place for our 
future generations. It must happen 
or we will suffe

2012-
02-13 
17:20:16

Arthur E. Flynn 93003

spending more on pedestrian and 
bicycle safety will have a cascade 
effect on popularizing these forms 
of transportation in Southern 
California. Better and safer 
bikeways will certainly increase 
usage which will in turn increase 
awareness of these alterna

2012-
02-13 
17:17:57

Jessica M. 
Chiang

93012
2012-
02-13 
17:12:43

Tristan Borgeson 93004 Yes
2012-
02-13 
16:51:28

Charles Bertok 93010
2012-
02-13 
16:43:41

Steve Lai 91307
2012-
02-13 
16:19:24

Kevin Clerici 93001
2012-
02-13 
16:05:58

Emilio Plaza 93041
2012-
02-13 
15:55:52

Eric Pham 93030
2012-
02-13 
15:54:11

Mike Shaffer 93004
2012-
02-13 
15:49:12

Jeri Edwards 91361
2012-
02-13 
15:39:50

David Harris 93036
2012-
02-13 
15:36:45

patrick pascal 90027
2012-
02-13 
15:30:31

Allan S. Gottlieb 93010-1650

Please allocate more funds for 
cycling and pedestrian safety. Too 
many health conscious citizens are 
being needlessly injured and killed 
while doing their part to stay 
healthy and reduce pollution and 
global warming. Thank you.

2012-
02-13 
15:20:43

Patrick Kennedy 93001
2012-
02-13 
15:17:11

Peter 
Dzewaltowski

91204
2012-
02-13 
15:02:02

Christopher E. 
Botti

93023
2012-
02-13 
14:45:32

Lorelle Dawes 93001
2012-
02-13 
14:37:16

Marla Cohn 93010
2012-
02-13 
13:54:00
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Max Hogan 93010
2012-
02-13 
05:52:15

Fred Eubanks 93036
2012-
02-13 
05:17:05

Ginnette M 
Waterman

93001
I want safe routes for walking and 
riding my bike every day. 

2012-
02-13 
05:14:46

jose vertin 93001
2012-
02-13 
04:37:14

Nick Steel 91360
2012-
02-13 
04:01:35

Chris Rokusek 93004-1388
2012-
02-13 
03:32:04

Kelsey 
McMahon

91320
2012-
02-13 
02:57:34

Steve Hobbs 91362
2012-
02-13 
02:48:21

Karen 
Armstrong

93065
2012-
02-13 
01:54:30

Chris Armstrong 93065
2012-
02-13 
01:53:52

Stephanie 
Ramirez

90016
2012-
02-13 
00:56:08

Richard 
Risemberg

90036
2012-
02-13 
00:28:19

Vanessa Gray 90026
2012-
02-12 
21:26:39

Joel Garfield 91356

cyclist use of the roads is NOT less 
important than automobiles. as 
citizens, we pay taxes for these 
roads through our own auto use and 
other local taxes.

2012-
02-12 
21:19:38

Christine Robert 91359 This is very important to me!
2012-
02-12 
17:16:55

Daniel Martinez 
Jr. 

90042
2012-
02-12 
16:50:03

Daniel Gerlach 91362
2012-
02-12 
16:37:31

Gary Ammirati 90065
2012-
02-12 
15:38:06

Eric Polin 91325
2012-
02-12 
06:36:07

Yariv Donde 92629
2012-
02-12 
04:58:44

Edward Earl 
Cable

92128
2012-
02-12 
03:17:49

Brian C. 
Hammer

91362
2012-
02-12 
01:39:36

Sy Einstoss 93003 We need wider road shoulders
2012-
02-12 
01:02:15

Please increase the 2012 Regional 
Transportaion Plan from 5% to 8% 
for Active Transportation. we need 2012-
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John Banks 91361

more infrastructure for bicyclist and 
walkers. Southern California is a 
beautiful area but it caters to a car 
culture. Please increase areas for 
walking 

02-12 
00:44:02

Michael 
Ursprung

91304
2012-
02-12 
00:07:57

Michelle Harden 91343
2012-
02-12 
00:04:04

Kathleen Kassie 
Rae Ambrose

91320
2012-
02-11 
17:49:30

Andrew Miliotis 90036
2012-
02-11 
17:41:49

Michael 
Hallahan

93001
2012-
02-11 
17:17:47

Laura Healy 91320 Make cycling safe!
2012-
02-11 
15:33:04

Ronald Partridge 93063-6409
2012-
02-11 
15:27:00

William Honnef 93012
2012-
02-11 
15:18:32

Lynda 
Thompson

91362
2012-
02-11 
14:56:43

Ben Riker 91361
2012-
02-11 
14:46:48

Brian Davies 93063
2012-
02-11 
14:37:02

William 
Capelaci

91362 Its just good common sense
2012-
02-11 
14:35:56

Frances T. 
Muzio

91304
2012-
02-11 
14:34:17

Robert J. Muzio 91304
2012-
02-11 
14:33:29

Andy Au 91030
Bikes and Pedestrians for an obese 
population. What else makes sense?

2012-
02-11 
10:50:52

gary J. Mellinger 93065 We need more funds for cyclists.
2012-
02-11 
07:38:11

James Doane 91361
2012-
02-11 
07:08:52

Jeff Mayeda 93021
2012-
02-11 
06:48:45

thomas e. 
friedman

93001
2012-
02-11 
04:48:09

Douglas O'Brien 93003 Get the priorities straight! 
2012-
02-11 
03:40:28

Ed North 91362
2012-
02-11 
03:25:30

Peter Ippel 93001
I am 100% making bicycles an 
active part of life in Southern 
California. We need safety.

2012-
02-11 
02:22:47

Kate Faulkner 93001
Let's get people out of their cars and 
solve several problems at the same 
time.

2012-
02-11 
01:46:46
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harlan demuth 93023
2012-
02-11 
01:39:34

Richard I Light 91406-5640
2012-
02-11 
01:36:37

Ryan Locante 90029
2012-
02-10 
21:29:30

Jesse Kretschmer 90036
2012-
02-10 
21:10:22

Douglas Johnson 93003
2012-
02-10 
20:24:23

Arthur Scotti 90046
2012-
02-10 
19:47:06

Jessica Vergara 90045 I am a proud Female cyclist
2012-
02-10 
19:35:41

Scott Newton 91364

I disagree with the Global Warming 
bit and I do not stand with Barbara 
Boxer. I agree with the rest of the 
petition

2012-
02-10 
19:14:39

Steve Heinold 91364
2012-
02-10 
18:56:23

Kyle Lawrence 93001 Healthy is Sexy Ride a Bike
2012-
02-10 
18:32:59

Carlos Sandoval 90242

I feel that is very important to have 
bike lanes for many reasons. 1- do 
to gas prices more people are riding 
to school and to work like myself. 
2) There are people like my parents 
that have diabetes and cholesterol 
that need to go out and walk 
everyda

2012-
02-10 
18:28:31

Martin Lopez-Iu 90034
2012-
02-10 
18:15:19

Edgardo Paredes 90240
2012-
02-10 
17:45:22

Kristina Fukuda-
Schmid

90230
2012-
02-10 
17:28:46

Gerardo Ramirez 91367

Every dollar spent on active 
transportation will save thousands 
that would need to be spent on other 
types of transportation. It is also 
good to establish new habits for our 
future generations.

2012-
02-10 
17:16:12

Michelle Craven 90401
2012-
02-10 
17:15:28

Barry C Nicholls 90278
Save fuel ,stop polution.increase 
health .what other program has 
similar benifits?? 

2012-
02-10 
17:05:39

Carl Wurtz 91505
2012-
02-10 
16:42:10

sharon nemec 91356
2012-
02-10 
16:10:21

Jessica Howen 90639
Please support alternatives to the 
car!

2012-
02-10 
14:16:00

Bryan Florer 93060
2012-
02-10 
08:15:08

Kristin Bruun-
Andersen

91436
2012-
02-10 
07:45:24
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JC Olsson 91042
2012-
02-10 
07:42:31

Derek Vilmos 91042

Ride for health. Ride for 
companionship. Ride to enjoy the 
air, the sun and the sky. Ride for 
life. 

2012-
02-10 
07:41:54

Kelly Wolschon 90278
2012-
02-10 
07:39:30

Mark Wolschon 90278
2012-
02-10 
07:38:50

Aaron Lipstadt 90068
2012-
02-10 
07:13:11

Robyn Shultz 90029
2012-
02-10 
07:03:27

ralph Q smith quincypics@aol.com
2012-
02-10 
06:50:41

Ivan I. Light 90048
2012-
02-10 
06:30:55

Bruce Wilkoff 91320
2012-
02-10 
06:14:24

John Koerber 91304-4455
2012-
02-10 
05:01:29

Craig Rettig 90046
2012-
02-10 
04:56:05

Yuki Kidokoro 90004
2012-
02-10 
04:53:09

Christian 
Schrader

90005-3996

There are a lot of us out here. Please 
don't ding us for not always driving 
a car. I am trying to teach my 
daughters to ride bicycles, but am 
afraid there will be no place for 
them to ride when they learn. 
Thanks for your time and 
consideration.

2012-
02-10 
04:09:30

Holly Miller 92869
2012-
02-10 
03:45:15

Stephen Turk 90045

I walk, I ride, and I drive. Our 
infrastructure needs to support all 
modes of transportation and 
recreation, and help us build 
communities.

2012-
02-10 
03:39:28

Karen Canady 90019
2012-
02-10 
03:38:18

Rachel Cushing 90034
2012-
02-10 
03:36:34

Jazmin Luna 90019
2012-
02-10 
03:12:47

Joshua Stanley 90278
2012-
02-10 
02:57:59

Dan Hanasono 90293
2012-
02-10 
02:34:40

Chi Nghe 90041
2012-
02-10 
02:29:43

Laura Edith 
Rivas

90201
2012-
02-10 
02:27:59

2 bikes, 1-100% electric car, solar 
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Byron Head 91607
panels to charge the car and run the 
house...I'm doing my part. Please 
contribute.

2012-
02-10 
02:22:11

Michael Nilsson 90069
2012-
02-10 
02:06:25

David Hartson 91040
Funding = safety & less motor 
vehicle use

2012-
02-10 
01:56:22

bonnie freeman 90065
2012-
02-10 
01:54:01

jonathan kim 90278

We desperately need more funding 
for bike lanes so people can actually 
be safe when they want to be more 
active and lose weight. 

2012-
02-10 
01:39:47

James 
Cadenhead

93109
2012-
02-10 
01:38:10

Yolanda 
Brandick

91320
2012-
02-10 
01:19:06

Charles 
Bankston

91361
2012-
02-10 
00:20:11

Eugene 
Jacobowitz

91321
2012-
02-09 
20:35:55

WILLIAM 
CHEYNE

90045
2012-
02-09 
20:05:28

Mary Smith 90045
2012-
02-09 
20:04:11

Steven Brandick 91320
2012-
02-09 
18:40:23

Michael Bass 91360
2012-
02-09 
18:40:18

Sharon 
McMahon

91320 Please hear us. 
2012-
02-09 
18:34:52

Paul Rabinov 91214
2012-
02-09 
17:18:33

J.C. Simmons 91320

An incremental increase in public 
investment in bicycle infrastructure 
will make huge paybacks in overall 
public mobility and health for our 
citizens. Bicycles are such an 
obvious solution to so many of our 
major problems: obesity, diabetes, 
traffic cong

2012-
02-09 
16:18:40

Derek Brauch 90266
2012-
02-09 
16:03:04

Theresa Sanchez 91745
2012-
02-09 
15:30:34

David Feuer 90034

As a motorist, bicyclist & 
pedestrian; I'm sick and tired of the 
inadequate, substandard & 
hazardous conditions of our public 
street infrastructure. The problems 
are most evident when I choose to 
commute by bike, bus or on foot. 

2012-
02-09 
07:44:21

Brendan Lewis 91001
2012-
02-09 
05:11:56

Mike 
Leszczynski 

90650
2012-
02-09 
04:59:32

Robert Neiuber 91730 2012-
02-09 
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04:09:57

Peter Komfolio 91776
2012-
02-08 
23:19:28

Dee Cappelli 90401
2012-
02-08 
22:48:59

John Kessler 90274
2012-
02-08 
22:38:27

Francie Stefan 90034
2012-
02-08 
21:11:55

Laura Matthews 90401 Make the roads safer for cyclists!
2012-
02-08 
19:32:00

Warren Bowman 90291
2012-
02-08 
19:13:55

Daniel Dabek 90042
A small investment in bicycling and 
walking will have large public 
health savings in the future. 

2012-
02-08 
19:04:48

Kyle Hutmaker 90024
2012-
02-08 
18:41:12

Asuka Hisa 
Kawasaki

90019
Think globally, act locally. It is time 
for this type of vision. 

2012-
02-08 
18:36:11

Amar Natt 90025
2012-
02-08 
18:31:43

Chase Covello 90025
2012-
02-08 
18:31:06

Cynthia Rose 90404

many government agencies still 
cling to a transportation vision that 
is focused on motor vehicles- we 
must look to a safer more 
sustainable future with people as the 
main interest not cars. Biking & 
Walking deserve more equitable 
funding- increase their b

2012-
02-08 
18:15:58

Lucy Dyke 91604
2012-
02-08 
18:11:35

Robert G 
Trowbridge

90034 Please help spread the word!
2012-
02-08 
18:02:30

Russell B 
Sydney

r 93060

Imported oil has been destroying 
our economy and our health for way 
to long. Please increase funding for 
bicycle and pedestrian safety for the 
health of our people and the 
prosperity of our future.

2012-
02-08 
17:10:40

Pauline Chow 91786

More resources for bicycle and 
pedestrians. I want to get out of my 
car and walk to the store/lunch/post 
office. Make it happen!

2012-
02-07 
17:57:23

Kraig Dunehew i 91320

Drivers are completely unaware of 
bicyclists. They are so distracted 
when they drive and are driving too 
fast. CARS are COFFINS anyway! 

2012-
02-06 
20:12:36

marcus pollitz 91768
We have thousands of miles of side 
walks and cross walks, why can't 
we get a bike lanes. 

2012-
02-06 
06:20:35

Patricia De La 
Riva

91365
2012-
02-04 
16:27:02

Peter Weal 93003 more bike paths please!
2012-
02-02 
21:05:02

Nicholas Nguyen 92683
2012-
02-01 
23:41:59

2012-
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Marion Weil 93024
02-01 
17:13:21

Chris 
Sonnenberg

93021

I used to ride my bike to work often 
having to ride in the street and 
crossing freeway on-ramps. A few 
months later a cyclist was hit by a 
car and killed 2 blocks from my 
house.

2012-
02-01 
01:25:40

Fern Wildflower 90505
2012-
02-01 
00:44:14

Colleen Cortez 90805
2012-
01-31 
01:39:28

Jeff MacDonald 90275 Please pass! Thank you...
2012-
01-30 
18:31:28

Brian Bennett 91750

Interest in walking and cycling has 
mushroomed in recent years, both 
as a practical form of transportation 
and as part of a healthy lifestyle. 
Unfortunately many government 
agencies still cling to a 
transportation vision that is focused 
on motor vehicles,

2012-
01-30 
18:14:28

Juan Juarez 90814
2012-
01-30 
18:12:40

Quinn Rollen 93101 Needed.
2012-
01-30 
02:01:57

Dale Capewell 91301
2012-
01-29 
13:49:42

Alison Kendall 90403

I work on Safe Routes to School 
and bicycle and pedestrian safety 
issues and assure you that $1 spent 
on these issues returns huge 
dividends in cleaner air, safer streets 
and healthier Californians.

2012-
01-29 
03:59:36

Margaret B. 
Yeager

92501
2012-
01-28 
21:28:12

Linda van Ligten 90066
I strongly urge SCAG to increase 
the RTP budget for safer bicycle 
and pedestrian routes to 5% - 8%. 

2012-
01-28 
02:06:36

ryan beau alan 
bjorkman

93612
2012-
01-28 
00:14:51

Don Howard 91362
2012-
01-27 
23:31:48

Dee Falasco 91791
2012-
01-27 
05:12:28

Keith Peters 93023
2012-
01-27 
02:25:14

Douglas Littell 93003

biking is usually faster than driving 
if the distance is less than 2 miles, 
especially if the infrastructure 
encourages it!

2012-
01-26 
21:18:07

Barbara Paton 
Gardner

92506-1437
Help encourage people to ride bikes 
or walk with additional funds.

2012-
01-26 
19:21:42

Janine Schoncite 92211 More public transit
2012-
01-26 
17:12:27

ALFONSO 
MITRA

93012
2012-
01-26 
16:17:50

Joseph Chaikin 92840
2012-
01-26 
06:46:07

2012-
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Dennis Esguerra 93012
01-26 
06:31:30

Catherine M. 
Gentile

90405
2012-
01-26 
05:40:24

LORI DUFFY 92203
2012-
01-26 
03:09:44

Sandra E. Kroll 90815
2012-
01-26 
02:56:31

Evelyn 
Carpenter

91387

Protecting those who can choose to 
walk or use a bicycle for 
transportation shoulod be seen as a 
logical first priority.

2012-
01-26 
02:00:58

gaynor willmott 90291
2012-
01-26 
01:27:35

Mark Maxwell 93003
Biking from the government center 
to the beach is miserable.

2012-
01-26 
01:12:17

patricia kovner 92260
2012-
01-26 
00:36:16

Michael Soprano 93003
2012-
01-26 
00:34:33

Clarice Turney 92507
2012-
01-26 
00:17:20

Grace Lorentzen 90807 Walking and biking need to be safe.
2012-
01-25 
22:36:31

Frances Goff 91607
Bicyclists deserve way more respect 
than they get from motorists.

2012-
01-25 
20:22:26

Joyce Block-
Miller

90274 THIS IS VITAL!
2012-
01-25 
20:11:06

Karen Anderson 92612
This is an important issue for the 
future of our children and their 
children.

2012-
01-25 
18:53:44

Marleen 
Luckman

93023
We need more funding to create 
safer streets for bicyclists and 
pedestrians.

2012-
01-25 
17:42:18

Eloise B. 
Peterson

06880
2012-
01-25 
17:24:22

KIM 
HUFFMAN 
CARY

M 90020
2012-
01-25 
17:04:45

Jim Wallis 91307
2012-
01-25 
16:39:51

Lesley Mahaffey 92831
2012-
01-25 
15:29:26

Adela 
Dimitrijevich

91351
2012-
01-25 
15:18:03

Debbie 
Langenbacher

92832
2012-
01-25 
14:17:18

Richard Fortune 91360

We must foster physical activity 
and fitness for all ages. Providing 
adequate funding to create safe 
bicycle and pedestrian experiences 
will help to encourage this 
endeavor.

2012-
01-25 
07:30:48

Ronald Wayne 
Hearn

92646
2012-
01-25 
06:30:26

Having lived in Europe, I miss the 
safety of justified paths for walkers 2012-
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Tamara 
Casanova

90815

and bicyclists. If there were safer 
routes, more people would choose 
to use them and multiple benefits 
would result.

01-25 
05:41:41

Jeff Fylling 92627 Must be done!
2012-
01-25 
05:30:35

Bob Davidson 92503
2012-
01-25 
04:42:48

Earl W Kluth 92626
2012-
01-25 
03:55:00

Sharon Miller 92260

Safe walking and biking lanes and 
paths will encourage more 
excersiez, better health, and a 
reduction in green house gases.

2012-
01-25 
03:33:26

brian d hatcher 92647 I support the safety of all cyclists.
2012-
01-25 
02:00:56

Michael Lee 92691 Yes for safe biking on the streets
2012-
01-25 
01:44:34

Marjorie E. Hunt 92501
2012-
01-25 
00:53:24

Tom Stapleford 91360
2012-
01-25 
00:43:44

Daniel Noel 92627

I shall not hold my breath. Not 
much can be expected from public 
servants who took part in the 
censorship of the 9/11 false flag.

2012-
01-25 
00:14:55

russell mullin 91320 make safer roads please
2012-
01-24 
23:46:51

Patricia A. 
Lindenauer

91302
You have the power to make an 
intelligent difference here, and I 
trust that you will choose to do so.

2012-
01-24 
23:46:50

Eryn Stinzel 91001 Plan for the future
2012-
01-24 
23:38:22

Frank Neal, Jr 91773
2012-
01-24 
22:57:30

James DiModica 93001
2012-
01-24 
22:38:35

Barbara 
Cogswell

91387
2012-
01-24 
22:30:52

Kathleen Nolan 93023
2012-
01-24 
22:19:03

Joan Padduck 92201
2012-
01-24 
22:15:24

Leonard Polan 91361
I find the lack of support for cyclists 
and pedestrians reprehensible. 

2012-
01-24 
21:30:25

Duane Dillman 90048
2012-
01-24 
21:29:32

vicki 
kirschenbaum

91506
2012-
01-24 
20:39:31

Martha P Kazlo 92501
2012-
01-24 
20:34:55

Lenore Arab 91362
This is important for our health and 
quality of life. Please pass it!

2012-
01-24 
20:25:05

Roselva Ungar 91350 2012-
01-24 
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20:24:43

Richard Silva 92571
2012-
01-24 
20:24:35

Katy Kroll 90815
2012-
01-24 
20:14:38

Rev. Hannah 
Petrie

91103
2012-
01-24 
19:50:24

Adair Small 92612

One reason we live in Irvine is 
because bicycling and walking is 
relatively easy. We need to increase 
this throughout southern California

2012-
01-24 
19:45:13

Arline S. 
Dillman

90048
2012-
01-24 
19:32:17

sekubamewe

You could use cloud computing to 
host a whole range of software 
solutions. In addition to the child-
friendly design, it doesn't negatively 
affect your child in any way. Some 
situations that no longer have 
reason to exist in your life will 
undergo profound

2012-
01-24 
19:19:55

Carol Bennett 91207
2012-
01-24 
19:11:30

Sylvia Flores 
Johnson

91320
2012-
01-24 
18:56:32

Sandra Briggs 92506
2012-
01-24 
18:55:49

Carol Rudisill 91024
2012-
01-24 
18:54:06

Wayne Leggett 93060

More Type-2 bike and walking 
trails that connect cities, 
neighborhoods, and business 
centers, would result in healthier 
and safer communities.

2012-
01-24 
18:49:38

George Yenoki 91030
2012-
01-24 
18:49:23

Wesla Kerr 90815
2012-
01-24 
18:41:18

Marilyn 
Schroeder

92692
2012-
01-24 
18:36:40

Jennie Roberson 91201
2012-
01-24 
18:31:46

Lauren Eaton 91001
2012-
01-24 
18:29:40

Andrea Greene 91320
2012-
01-24 
18:24:42

Ed Llorca 91320

clearly from the statistics, biking 
and walking is not about a small 
minority of the population anymore. 
It is time that bike/walk safety be 
folded into and thius funded into the 
everday operations of the county 
traffic commision.

2012-
01-24 
17:24:16

Denise Marie 
Goodman

91377
2012-
01-24 
17:11:12

John Goodman 91377
2012-
01-24 
17:08:50

in my community, the majority of 
pedestrians and bicyclists are lower 2012-
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Mark DI Cecco 93021
income and farmworkers. They 
need safe ways to get to work and 
services too.

01-24 
17:00:24

Matthew Polk 91320
2012-
01-24 
16:19:53

Edward 
Polyakov

91316
2012-
01-24 
15:38:53

Ryan 
VanOmmeren

91320
2012-
01-24 
13:30:13

Justin Williams 93012
2012-
01-24 
12:40:52

Trent Plyler 93065
2012-
01-24 
06:35:23

James N 
Paterson

91362
Please work on making our streets 
safer for bikes of all kinds.

2012-
01-24 
06:15:13

Doug James 
Herrick

93405
2012-
01-24 
05:24:18

Brad Bordon 93003
2012-
01-24 
05:05:52

Mariana Medina 91362
2012-
01-24 
04:58:58

Scott Sowers 91320

I know we have to reduce 
expenditures, but this can be an 
great investment, keeps people 
healthy, reduces car traffic etc.

2012-
01-24 
04:53:36

James 
Yarbrough

91320 More bikes, less CO2.
2012-
01-24 
04:38:18

Ashley Beckwith 91320
2012-
01-24 
04:12:06

Jennifer Schlecht 93012
2012-
01-24 
03:57:30

Donna Kelly 91320
My nephew was hit & runover this 
week on nhis bike..in the bike lane, 
he is now a parapalegic!

2012-
01-24 
03:46:23

Joseph Keays 91360 Great idea
2012-
01-24 
03:42:04

LeGrand Velez 92264
2012-
01-23 
23:44:54

Catherine Des 
Lauriers

90046
2012-
01-23 
22:23:46

Roslyn 
Scheuerman

93121
2012-
01-23 
06:37:50

Susan 
Brinkmeyer

93035

Supporting Active Transportation 
will help our health and the 
environment. Ideally, we'll become 
much more like Amsterdam, where 
bicycles far outnumber cars, and the 
air is crystal clear.

2012-
01-23 
06:04:24

Michael 
Hoberman

91356
2012-
01-22 
18:13:49

John Anthony 
Wog

90814
2012-
01-21 
00:09:03

TRACY 
HUDAK

93001
2012-
01-20 
05:08:40

2012-
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David Walker 93101
01-20 
02:32:56

Mack Gooding-
Waldron

93001
2012-
01-20 
01:39:37

Daniel Barr 91101
2012-
01-20 
00:43:55

Stephen 
Meichtry

91307
2012-
01-20 
00:01:30

Sarah Caine 91325

I would love better transit and more 
bike friendly streets! I would make 
good use of them in order to not 
deal with traffic and I know many 
people who cannot afford cars.

2012-
01-19 
23:42:43

robin gerber 93023
2012-
01-19 
23:10:48

Mike Harmanos 92627
2012-
01-19 
20:11:33

Amy Bernhard 91011 Please pass this!
2012-
01-19 
18:18:26

Adrienne 
Bernhard

10023
2012-
01-19 
13:55:21

Willow 
Clearwater

93001

Please take bike and padestrian 
safety seriously! I watched a 
woman walking get hit by a car 
today and it broke my heart!!

2012-
01-19 
08:04:43

ROBERT G 
SAMPLES

90505

As a highly active voter, who is also 
highly active in life, it's time to 
invest where the return is long term 
and benefits the most people, and 
the ROI is the highest. 

2012-
01-19 
06:18:36

Mary Button 90068 Safety for Cyclists, please!
2012-
01-19 
06:07:50

Jacques 
Brosseau

92653

As a bicyclist and a walker in the 
community, I see a need for an 
increase in the budget for Active 
Transportation. 

2012-
01-19 
04:44:47

MaryJane 
Mitchell

91042
2012-
01-19 
04:15:07

Fernando Roth 91011
2012-
01-19 
03:41:03

Robert Craig 
Hoover

92626

I ride a lot for training and 
transportation. Please be mindful of 
safety for bikers of all ages in all 
neighborhoods.

2012-
01-19 
03:27:52

Trish Kertes 91011
2012-
01-19 
02:50:15

Joe Kertes 91011
2012-
01-19 
02:49:16

Richard 
Newmark

91320
2012-
01-19 
01:56:08

Mark Bernhard 91011
We need a coordinated,dedicated, 
integrated bike lane system in 
SoCal.

2012-
01-18 
23:46:40

Richard Louis 
Hummel

93105
2012-
01-18 
23:43:03

scott m gardner 90713
2012-
01-18 
23:36:24

Please, please raise the budget for 
bicycle and pedestrian safety. As it 
is I now load my bike in the car to 
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Charles OShea 90814

get somewhere safe to ride. This 
makes no sense from and economic 
view only from a safety point of 
view. Would much rather be able to 
ride from

2012-
01-18 
23:11:56

gerry hans 90068
2012-
01-18 
22:46:14

Craig Olsson 91042

Let's make California bicycle savvy. 
Were there secure bicycle parking 
available everywhere, I'd ride my 
bike many places. However, drivers 
need to be educated about cyclists 
and cyclists need to obey traffic 
laws, which may need to be 
changed to accommo

2012-
01-18 
22:26:26

Jo Baxter 91942
2012-
01-18 
17:55:47

Tom Mann Jr 91355

Safer bicycling zones / routes 
clearly benefit all Southern 
Californians. Bicycling is gaining 
popularity for many people and for 
a multitude of reasons. 

2012-
01-18 
17:24:46

Susan W Reed 85718
2012-
01-18 
16:07:32

John P. Hoppe 60538

I will be relocating to So. California 
within 2 months and would like to 
see these improvements to set the 
standard in the United States

2012-
01-18 
15:51:32

Scott Desposato 92024 Please, share the road!
2012-
01-18 
14:32:41

Brian T. Cottrell 60641
2012-
01-18 
14:04:20

Martin Lyons 95628

I commute on my bike 
approximately 250 miles a week. In 
my working community, many 
children have been killed by cars 
because of the lack of 
pedestrian/bike paths. We need 
more than a white line separating us 
from cars. PLEASE build separated 
bike/pedestri

2012-
01-18 
12:48:18

Max 93021
2012-
01-18 
12:17:33

Wolfgang 
Hofmann

D-40470
Though I live in Germany, I support 
this petition, since it is a basic issue 
of mankind.

2012-
01-18 
10:45:38

Thomas Michael 
Lauderdale

92705
PLEASE make our steets safe. 
Teach the drivers.

2012-
01-18 
04:38:59

Andrew Fisher 95336
2012-
01-18 
04:05:12

Gary Kanaby 91915
Need bicycle lane on Otay lake road 
and Honey Springs road

2012-
01-18 
03:59:27

Wendy Ann 
Jung

92108
2012-
01-18 
03:52:09

anthony patrick 
martinez

92223 k, get er dun, already. right?
2012-
01-18 
03:46:08

Ted DeFrank 92024
2012-
01-18 
03:12:48

Chester Scott 
Harris

90275
I bike commute to work so this is 
critical.

2012-
01-18 
02:44:51

G Baierl 92630
I know too many cyclists that have 
died on the road due to accidents.

2012-
01-18 
02:36:31
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Jim Pettigrew 93546
2012-
01-18 
02:21:17

steven f. ring 92122 important for our future
2012-
01-17 
23:56:35

Bret Gross 92672 Now is the time for action
2012-
01-17 
23:29:49

Doug Humber 92129
2012-
01-17 
23:04:26

John Jeffrey 
Conery

92065
2012-
01-17 
22:11:04

Simone 
Kleinschmidt

93110
2012-
01-17 
21:52:50

Marie Jung 
Bloomquist

92129

More people would ride if they did 
not need to worry about road safety. 
I know people that love to ride but 
due to unsafe road conditions elect 
not to for fear of injury. Walking 
and cycling is great for personal 
health as well as better for our 
environ

2012-
01-17 
21:14:32

Kevin Roy 92110
2012-
01-17 
20:35:17

Gloria Nafel 92648

It would be nice to use some of the 
funds to educate drivers and law 
enforcement about the rights of 
bicyclists and require stricter 
penalties for those that hit a 
bicyclist or pedestrian. 

2012-
01-17 
20:18:32

Charles Smith 92101
2012-
01-17 
20:15:01

Les Medlin 92106
2012-
01-17 
19:41:07

Paul Bloomquist 92129
Please help make biking and 
walking safer by funding 
appropriately! Thank You

2012-
01-17 
19:26:18

Alex Zhigimont 92373
2012-
01-17 
19:22:02

Michael J 
Simpson

93463 I ride to live... 
2012-
01-17 
19:20:51

John Long 95688
I ride bikes in SOCAL but have a 
NORCAL Zip Code.

2012-
01-17 
19:16:18

Nathan Adams 92629
Please invest and plan in alternative 
transportation, including better 
access to safe bike paths.

2012-
01-17 
19:10:47

timothy n black 83422
2012-
01-17 
19:08:52

Uyen Tam Ngo 90066
2012-
01-17 
18:47:55

Steven Burns 90277
2012-
01-17 
18:41:30

Jon Beeson 93108
2012-
01-17 
18:39:10

ELAINE 
BERNAL

85627
2012-
01-17 
18:25:52

Joel Thomas 
Sothern

91362

Bicycles are the most efficient 
means of transportation - their use 
should be encouraged via public 
policy and funding.

2012-
01-17 
18:25:34
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David Gibbs 92344

I use to ride my bike to work and 
had to stop when things became to 
dangerous. I believe that as a 
taxpayer I deserve safer streets!

2012-
01-17 
18:09:42

charles r duffy 91006
2012-
01-17 
18:00:10

Russell East 92373
2012-
01-17 
17:55:25

Daniel J. Eitman 92620
2012-
01-17 
17:47:43

Christopher 
Scott Haddakin

92544-5543
2012-
01-17 
17:47:12

Chris Crescioli 93401

The status quo is not sustainable. 
Show some leadership and move 
the masses towards a sustainable 
and healthy future.

2012-
01-17 
17:36:45

Michael Gray 92014
2012-
01-17 
17:09:15

Christine Latham 93101
2012-
01-17 
17:04:30

Linda Shishino-
Cruz

93021
And whereas CHP officers assume 
that all accidents involving bicycles 
are caused by the bicyclist.

2012-
01-17 
17:04:27

D Steven Fox 90265
I have had too many close calls with 
cars due to poor roadway design. 
Act on this now please!

2012-
01-17 
17:04:18

Kerin Huber 91107
Let's really encourage non-
polluting, healthy methods of 
transportation!

2012-
01-17 
17:01:48

Daniel Norwood 92029
Please keep San Diego and the 
surrounding cities bicycle friendly!

2012-
01-17 
17:00:42

Brook 
Henderson

91367
2012-
01-17 
16:53:08

David Parker 93110 Bike lanes ++
2012-
01-17 
16:49:07

Isabelle Drake 92651
2012-
01-17 
16:45:03

Jonathan 
Woodbury

93021
2012-
01-17 
16:38:48

Robin Ann Nash 92011
2012-
01-17 
16:38:35

William Hunt 92708
2012-
01-17 
16:38:24

david michael 
nash

92011
2012-
01-17 
16:37:01

Sharlene Wills 90035
2012-
01-17 
16:35:08

Daniel Carey 92120
2012-
01-17 
16:31:49

Alex Amerri 90049
2012-
01-17 
16:26:07

Shaun Lang 90035
The impacts of this petition are far 
reaching...let's get it done!!!

2012-
01-17 
16:25:25

Michael 
Goodman

91311
2012-
01-17 
16:20:45

Page 22 of 36

3/12/2012file://M:\P&P\TransPlanning\Transportation\RTP\2012 RTP\Public Participation\Public C...



Julie Stokes 92692
2012-
01-17 
16:18:01

scott verwolf 85202
2012-
01-17 
16:17:24

David Browning 92108
2012-
01-17 
16:15:16

Barbara Mau 92673
More people would ride for health 
and commute to work on bikes if 
they thought the roads were safer.

2012-
01-17 
16:14:41

Margaret Nelson 90621
2012-
01-17 
16:09:54

David Nelson 90621
2012-
01-17 
16:09:11

K. Cameron 
Campbell MD

92101
2012-
01-17 
15:59:11

Brian Garcia 91361
2012-
01-17 
15:49:04

Scot Harvey 91740
2012-
01-17 
15:40:10

buy cialis

Hi. I like your post. I have been 
searching information on this issue 
for long time, so thanks for 
blogging. cialis to buy

2012-
01-16 
21:40:45

Ryan Johnson 90041

Please help make our streets safe, 
and allocate more funds to bicycle 
and pedestrian infrastructure and 
programs.

2012-
01-15 
23:53:31

Brent Everett 
Butterworth

91303
2012-
01-14 
22:28:55

bulet otavon 90017 I need more bikes
2012-
01-14 
21:36:36

gerry duttweiler 93003
2012-
01-14 
18:19:39

David Erickson 93535
2012-
01-14 
17:52:44

Mandi Lyons 93222
2012-
01-14 
05:41:17

Sarah S Forth 90039
2012-
01-14 
04:00:16

Judy Farris 92203
2012-
01-14 
02:59:11

Hilda Bolden 90295
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION 
COMBATS GLOBAL 
WARMING.

2012-
01-14 
02:09:19

Kevin Egan 90034

Crowded SoCal roads leave very 
little room for bikers. The 
prevailing options aren't good 
enough - either being in the middle 
of a lane of busy traffic or being on 
the sidewalk.

2012-
01-13 
23:52:52

Jorge A Ruiz 91701
2012-
01-13 
21:08:22

Adam Rodger 
Pacal

92131
2012-
01-13 
21:04:08

Jesse Fuller 91311
2012-
01-13 
18:55:59
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Carmen L. 
Matthews

92109
Please amend the 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan.

2012-
01-13 
18:43:37

Stephen Svete 93003
I support balancing transportation 
funding for more sustainable 
communities.

2012-
01-13 
18:16:16

Erik Mar 90232

Let's get our funding priorities right 
- end tax deductions, aka subsidies, 
for fossil fuel industries, and divert 
the money to non-private auto 
transportation 

2012-
01-13 
17:33:54

Jay Nadeau 91001

Bicycle commuter in downtown 
LA. We need to increase bicycling 
and walking downtown and create 
safe corridors.

2012-
01-13 
17:17:32

David G Burrell 93536
2012-
01-13 
16:20:25

Mavis Irwin 84108
2012-
01-13 
12:45:53

Lanette 
Marmolejo

92116
2012-
01-13 
07:49:04

John Kessler 90274
2012-
01-13 
06:22:33

Connie Spears 92004
2012-
01-13 
06:18:06

Marissa Strebler 92116

Make roads safer for cyclists and 
pedestrians to encourage people to 
use alternate forms of 
transportation! 

2012-
01-13 
05:18:19

William Osborn 92029
Walking and cycling needs to 
recieve a much larger portion of the 
budget foe so many resons

2012-
01-13 
05:00:45

Barbara Filet 90404 My bike is my main transportation
2012-
01-13 
03:50:07

Arid Roman 90210
2012-
01-13 
02:21:17

Darcie Loth 91011
2012-
01-13 
02:20:50

Joseph Henry 92024
Allocate 10% of the budget and you 
will see a 50% drop in 
bicycle/pedestrian casualties

2012-
01-13 
02:17:37

John m clare 90808

I rode my bicycle 20 miles each 
way to work for three years, rain or 
shine. I stopped because I had too 
many close calls including being hit 
by a car on two seperate occassions. 
I would love to be able to ride to 
work again but it is just too crazy.

2012-
01-13 
02:13:57

kelly thompson 90065
Encourage people power a great 
way to travel and live. 

2012-
01-13 
01:56:35

Chris Kostman 91364
Please do the right thing and 
promote a healthier, saner mode of 
transportation.

2012-
01-13 
01:37:32

Alexandria 90048
2012-
01-13 
00:48:09

Bronwyn Beck 90027
2012-
01-13 
00:36:04

Elisabeth 
Kraycik

92116
2012-
01-13 
00:34:31

April Lemly 90004 More money for safe streets please. 
2012-
01-13 
00:21:58

2012-
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Charlie Furman 90007
01-13 
00:00:26

Lacey Harris 90065 help us out! 
2012-
01-12 
22:52:30

Camille dieterle 90026
2012-
01-12 
22:31:19

Anthony C. 
Stein, Ph.D.

91011

As a pedestrian, cyclist, and 
transportation researcher, I know 
the need for increased funding is 
warranted.

2012-
01-12 
22:04:53

Todd Wexman 90026 Right on!!!
2012-
01-12 
21:47:27

Wesley High 90026
2012-
01-12 
21:45:28

Jim Martin 92630
2012-
01-12 
21:36:44

Siobhan Dolan 90039
2012-
01-12 
21:36:37

luis d. gamboa 90805
2012-
01-12 
21:31:06

jcy 94118
2012-
01-12 
21:09:49

William Ashe 90403
2012-
01-12 
21:01:20

Jennifer Tso 90266
2012-
01-12 
20:57:43

George Cook 90026
2012-
01-12 
20:56:25

Andrew albino 90260

My bike is my main source of 
transportation, to school to work or 
just riding for fun. I try to be as safe 
as i can but drivers dont make it that 
easy. More bike routes and bike 
lanes would help alot . 

2012-
01-12 
20:51:57

Lawrence 
Schuster

93536

Time to apply some common sense 
to problem solving instead of 
listening to the vested interests of 
the energy industry. Here's an 
excellent chance to choose a better 
way.

2012-
01-12 
20:45:53

Matthew 
Ruscigno, MPH, 
RD

92107

Infrastructure for pedestrians and 
cyclists leads directly to increased 
non-motorized trips which are better 
for the health of everyone in the 
region. Thank you. 

2012-
01-12 
20:42:25

Reggie Alcazar 91205
2012-
01-12 
20:42:24

Christopher F 
Wilson

90275
Active transport helps free up roads 
and improves health. Needs more 
attention.

2012-
01-12 
20:35:35

Aimee Suen 90094
2012-
01-12 
20:35:31

Claudia Chaufan 94122
2012-
01-12 
20:33:36

Erik Yesayan 91206
2012-
01-12 
20:25:25

Marlo 
Wamsganz

90039
2012-
01-12 
20:05:35

2012-
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Max Duck 90065
01-12 
20:05:11

Aurisha 
Smoarski

90004
2012-
01-12 
20:02:15

jason venzor 90007
2012-
01-12 
17:42:44

Sarah Nicole 
Peters

93010
2012-
01-11 
11:57:28

Douglas 
Johannes

93004

Please amend the transportation 
plan to add funding for bike paths 
and other human powered 
transportation for the health of our 
citizens and for the environment.

2012-
01-11 
04:59:29

Afausto J 
Astillero

93041
2012-
01-11 
04:04:49

Jessica M. 
Chiang

93012
2012-
01-11 
04:04:17

Stefan Goehring 91362

As an avid cyclist in Ventura, LA, 
and SB Counties it is important to 
improve cycling/walking 
opportunities for all residents. 
Better and safer opportunities will 
help to encourage alternative 
transportation, which can improve 
our health as well. "40 perc

2012-
01-11 
02:45:25

Kyle Christian 
Jorgensen

93010
2012-
01-11 
01:58:10

Briana Linares 93010 Let's do THIS!!!
2012-
01-10 
23:22:52

Michael 93004
2012-
01-10 
23:19:22

John J. Griffin 91362 I'm happy to help make biking safe!
2012-
01-10 
23:06:41

Trevor Culhane 91604
2012-
01-10 
22:43:59

Dustin Brooks 93003
2012-
01-10 
04:49:44

William Strand 93101 You go girl
2012-
01-10 
01:48:00

Ashlee Buhler 90405
2012-
01-09 
20:32:49

Rod C. Wood 90638
2012-
01-09 
19:03:11

Frances Aubrey 94707
2012-
01-09 
04:00:56

Phillip D 
Whitworth

90266
2012-
01-08 
22:57:34

Leticia Gome 91791
2012-
01-06 
19:21:40

John Gomez 91791
2012-
01-06 
19:20:58

Kent Strumpell 90045
2012-
01-06 
18:49:53

To have liveable communities we 
need to have people centric 
transportaion. This is a win win 2012-
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Barbara Torres 91343
situation for all of us: businesses, 
real estate values, and a clean 
environment.

01-06 
16:30:06

Carl Kloos 91030

Please improve funding for 
pedestrian and bicycle oriented 
transportation. Traveling without an 
automobile is very dangerous in our 
region, and funding is necessary to 
improve our pedestrian/cycling 
oriented infrastructure. This will 
save lives!

2012-
01-06 
04:55:05

Rachel Wing 91106
2012-
01-06 
03:52:15

Valerie Watson 90014
2012-
01-06 
03:36:22

Leslie Frederika 
Kline Capelle

93041
2012-
01-05 
18:21:07

Ashley 
Heatherly

93003
2012-
01-05 
17:47:03

MJ Looby 93001
2012-
01-05 
17:25:08

Carina Downing 93015
2012-
01-05 
15:38:19

Frank Nilsen 93036

Cities built with a primary focus on 
dealing with automobile traffic and 
storage have no future. Cities built 
on a human scale, with public 
spaces that are pleasant, safe, 
convenient and rewarding will be 
better positioned to deal with future 
realities of

2012-
01-05 
07:04:23

lucy cartagena 93041 yeah
2012-
01-05 
04:51:33

Nancy Shuman 93035
2012-
01-04 
22:03:59

Matt Korner 92405

Pedestrian-friendly places that are 
well-connected by high-
quality /fixed-guideway 
transportation is absolutely essential 
for the region's economic 
sustainability. How can we improve 
land-use and transportation patterns 
when SCAG, itself, isn't trying to

2012-
01-04 
16:07:20

daria cross 92373
2012-
01-03 
04:12:39

jewel willard 93001
2012-
01-03 
02:15:54

Maria E Ramirez 91364
2012-
01-02 
07:43:38

Glory Bautista 91101

As someone who chooses not to 
own a car for environmental and 
health reasons I strongly urge you 
to increase the amount! 

2012-
01-01 
21:39:07

jon portera 9
2011-
12-31 
19:02:28

David Gist 91103

The percentage of the plan 
addressing cycling and walking is 
woefully low. Please prioritize 
Active Transportation.

2011-
12-31 
18:56:34

Annika Buxman 91030
2011-
12-30 
23:31:44

I have used a bicycle as my primary 
source of transportaion exclusively, 
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Loretta Lynn 
Scott-Poole

93001

for half of my 54 years, here in 
Ventura and Santa Barbara 
Counties. The funding percentage 
of State moneies must be increased 
to accomodate the needs of the 
constituants of these co

2011-
12-30 
19:40:28

steve offerman 93003 Ride on!
2011-
12-29 
03:21:44

Linda Ramirez 93030
Cycling and walking are the best 
ways to admire nature!

2011-
12-28 
07:13:10

Bryan P Long 93001
Love out doors, lets keep fun for the 
kids!

2011-
12-28 
07:11:09

Mary Heather 
King

93022
2011-
12-28 
05:03:58

Gordon Clint 91320-5227
2011-
12-27 
23:34:17

Richard Moss 93023

Invest more in cycling and walking. 
Make it safer. Encourage behavior 
that is excellent for health and 
ecologically wise

2011-
12-27 
21:21:08

Tracy Lopp 93003
2011-
12-27 
16:58:42

Sarah Dinkler 93004
2011-
12-27 
15:59:42

mark donovan 01027
2011-
12-27 
12:02:08

jeannie Willard 93003
2011-
12-27 
07:57:06

Stacey Ozuna 93004
2011-
12-27 
07:42:24

Chris stallings 94402
2011-
12-27 
06:51:40

deborah al-saleh 93004
2011-
12-27 
06:37:30

Robert W 
Anderson

93004
2011-
12-27 
04:48:03

Wendy Francke 93003
2011-
12-27 
01:53:57

Patricia Danner 93004

We are way behind the times for 
providing safe means for cyclists. 
Our transpotation system really 
needs revaling. Please, let's start 
here. Patti Danner

2011-
12-27 
01:42:42

ADAm Story 93010
2011-
12-27 
00:35:16

Rachel Sears 
Casanta

93001
2011-
12-27 
00:26:04

Eve Sanford 91766
2011-
12-25 
15:55:08

Molly Arevalo 90027
2011-
12-25 
15:26:40

Richard C. Loy 93001
2011-
12-25 
11:20:03

We must have safe cycling and 
funds dedicated to improve 
alternative modes of transportation. 
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Donna Chazanov 90035

Car is NOT king. I am 58 years old 
and ride my bicycle down a very 
dangerous and busy boulevard to 
work - just 5 miles. I am not the 
only one risking my life on 

2011-
12-24 
19:55:54

9

Patrick Micallef 90068
We need safer bike roads to get to 
work..please.

2011-
12-24 
16:36:39

7

scott cameron 91105
2011-
12-24 
00:04:57

9

Gloria Newton 91101

I am a 45-year-old woman. I can't 
tell you how much my quality of 
life has improved since I got out of 
my car and started walking, biking, 
and taking public transportation. 
Yet I still feel a level of anxiety 
while traveling by foot or bike 
because I do

2011-
12-23 
23:59:40

7

Tanya Torst 93065

Great bicycle cities like Amsterdam 
and Copenhagen didn't just happen, 
they were planned by the local 
government! It can happen here too 
and bring great benefits to our 
communities by bringing up 
property values and being a great 
place to live.

2011-
12-23 
21:59:55

7

Colin Bogart 90027
2011-
12-23 
20:47:59

6

Edward Beres 91101
2011-
12-23 
19:53:44

1

karen hasson 90278
Many people do not cycle because 
they feel it is too dangerous. Safety 
is a huge issue for most people.

2011-
12-23 
16:13:21

9

Samantha 
Ollinger

92105
2011-
12-23 
01:24:41

7

Ian H. Besler 91030
2011-
12-22 
03:27:32

7

Paul Meyer 93022
2011-
12-22 
00:08:49

7

John Mirk 93023

As a bicycle commuter and avid 
recreational cyclist one of my 
biggest concerns is a collision with 
an automobile. These statistics are 
sobering. Let's put the money where 
the problems are!

2011-
12-21 
22:53:27

7

Ron Parker 93033
Walking and biking need your 
support.

2011-
12-21 
20:52:09

7

Stevn foster 93023

walkability and bycycling is 
fundamental to economic, social 
and environmental health. This 
needs to be a priority.

2011-
12-21 
19:03:11

6

Elise Kelley 93003

I see more and more people on the 
roads cycling to work and just to get 
around. With gas prices expected 
only to increase, significant funding 
needs to be dedicated to safer bike 
routes, bike paths, and pedestrian 
options. 

2011-
12-21 
18:23:02

7

Charlie Snyder 93023
2011-
12-21 
17:09:47

6

Julie Fontes 93003
2011-
12-21 
16:16:38

7

Bret Bentzen 93003
2011-
12-21 
16:05:59

6

Fawzi Philip 
93022-9522 It is healthier, cleaner, and reduced 

car traffic if we bike and walk. This 
2011-
12-21 

7
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Emad is where we ought to increase 
spending...

15:48:10

Lana Hester 93023

Supporting infrastructure for 
cycling is a smart strategy and 
should be followed. It is more 
economical use of funds than more 
blacktop for cars. Cycling impacts 
our community in many positive 
ways including health benefits and 
environmental improvements.

2011-
12-21 
14:53:41

DEBBIE 
WITTMAN

91345
2011-
12-20 
16:58:20

Patrick E. 
Gallagher

93003
2011-
12-19 
04:56:03

Phillip 
Hernandez

93065

Please pass this so we can jeep 
others from losing loved one the 
way i lost my father and younger 
brother

2011-
12-19 
02:21:08

Josh Smith 74855
2011-
12-19 
00:21:45

Jolene Smith 74866
In loving Memory of Anthony 
Hernandez and ALL others who 
have lost their lives. God Bless 

2011-
12-19 
00:14:56

Linda E. 
Martinez

91331
Please people, share the road and be 
cautious when it comes to bicyclist 
and motor cyclists. 

2011-
12-18 
19:13:51

Marjorie Bashaw 93065
2011-
12-18 
18:10:49

sasha wolfe 93023

I'm 69 yrs. young. My 
rheumatologist told me to keep 
walking, for my health. It's no 
longer possible to run so I 
appreciate the new "Yield to 
Pedestrians - It's the State Law" 
sign installed on Matilija Street in 
Ojai across from the Farmer's 
Market. 

2011-
12-18 
17:50:01

ashley farrell 93536
2011-
12-18 
06:56:18

Kristi Jones 93023 walk and bike !
2011-
12-18 
06:38:22

Linda Righetti 93065
2011-
12-18 
06:36:27

Roberta 
Sheppard

93023 biking is good for people.
2011-
12-18 
05:54:58

sheila mccue 93023
2011-
12-17 
23:06:01

Sean Fahle 90024
2011-
12-17 
21:56:54

Maryann Short 93024
Bikes and walking should be 
primary transport. Cars should be 
used only rarely. 

2011-
12-17 
19:57:25

Leonard Miller 90066
Forcing people to drive cars 
because it is the only safe way to 
travel is foolish.

2011-
12-17 
19:18:13

Juliene O. 
Hartman

93003
2011-
12-17 
19:10:04

Marie A. Abato 93004 We need mor e safe bike paths
2011-
12-17 
19:05:48

Justin Resnick 90401
2011-
12-17 
18:05:15

2011-
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oracio casillas 93121
12-17 
17:44:23

Paul Barrera 91106
2011-
12-17 
17:28:57

Pritti Barrera 91106
2011-
12-17 
17:25:57

Brenda Mercado 93023 Let there be bikes.
2011-
12-17 
16:20:03

samuel spencer 90024
2011-
12-17 
15:44:29

Barbara J. 
Gibson

93023
2011-
12-17 
06:23:49

Suza Francina 93023

Please amend the 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan and help make 
every City in Southern California a 
model bicycle pedestrian friendly 
community. --Suza Francina, 
former mayor, City of Ojai, 
Member, Ojai Complete Streets sub 
Commitee

2011-
12-17 
05:59:30

Brian H. 
Yamaguchi

93552
2011-
12-17 
05:11:01

Kristofer Young, 
DC

93023
We need more funding for safe 
biking and walking.

2011-
12-17 
04:46:03

James Thompson 93001
The more people who ride, the safer 
it is to ride!

2011-
12-17 
01:37:15

John H. 
McConnell

93041-1926
Don't waste funds by sending me 
mail by pot.

2011-
12-17 
01:31:32

Crystal D Garcia 92821 If you build it they WILL ride.
2011-
12-16 
22:20:40

Michele Chavez 93551
2011-
12-16 
17:29:48

Rye Baerg 91020
Please make our streets safer for all 
users.

2011-
12-16 
17:04:08

Stacy Kline 92661
Please promote cycling in Southern 
California!

2011-
12-16 
07:37:18

Jessie Holzer 90029
2011-
12-16 
06:44:02

Laura Gulovsen 93003
2011-
12-16 
06:37:42

Alex Kenefick 90026
2011-
12-16 
05:04:38

Gil Solomon 91307

As a daily bike commuter, I am 
aware of the need to make biking in 
Southern California easier and 
safer. 

2011-
12-16 
05:04:33

Minerva 
Heppenstall

90027
2011-
12-16 
05:04:02

Noah Mercer 90027
My wife bikes seven miles to work 
through downtown LA and I want 
her to be safe doing it.

2011-
12-16 
04:55:12

Wesley 
Reutimann

91106
2011-
12-16 
04:42:09

Thomas Weisel 93003 We need safe bike routes!
2011-
12-16 
04:12:10
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Katherine Jones 92373

Please increase funding for 
dedicated bike paths for 
transportation, not just for 
recreation, especially in the IE. 

2011-
12-16 
04:09:04

Chet Kostrzewa 93065
Think outside the 4 wheel box and 
the whole community benefits

2011-
12-16 
04:01:36

Carey J. Peden 92656 See Long Beach as an example.
2011-
12-16 
03:52:15

David Routman 90026
Please invest in Southern 
California, support public transit, 
cycling, and walking

2011-
12-16 
03:25:48

Daniella Alcedo 91724
2011-
12-16 
03:19:49

Eric Weinstein 90405
Make biking possible - there will be 
more people traveling by bike.

2011-
12-16 
00:24:21

James William 
Biffin

92708
2011-
12-15 
23:29:11

David Matsu 90065
2011-
12-15 
23:12:01

roberta 
tommerson

92887
2011-
12-15 
22:30:24

Alexis Lantz 90014
2011-
12-15 
20:14:22

Ted Rogers 90024

Southern California will never end 
traffic congestion by endlessly 
increasing capacity for motor 
vehicles; we have to provide safe 
and convenient alternatives to 
driving.

2011-
12-15 
19:44:10

canada goose

jci 
http://www.canadagooselover.com/ 
canada goose qbr canada goose 
jackets mjy 

2011-
12-15 
10:19:54

Elaine M 
Edwards

93001-3344
2011-
12-15 
06:56:52

Paul Hartloff 93001
2011-
12-15 
06:19:32

Donna Hebert 93001

I bike to work daily and would 
appreciate a reasonable portion of 
our public funding to be directed to 
the purposes of safe biking. Thanks.

2011-
12-15 
04:02:42

Fred Stites 90014
2011-
12-15 
01:26:21

Walter Scott 
Chambers

92103
Fund bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure first.

2011-
12-15 
00:14:46

Mark Mallare 90034
More bike lanes, more room for 
pedestrians--a more sustainable 
city!

2011-
12-14 
21:37:08

Wendy Alfsen 94712

Since 21% of all trips in SCAG are 
walking or bicycling, and since 
21% of all traffic fatalities are 
pedestrian, 8% funding to active 
transportation is underfunding but 
would be a good step forward.

2011-
12-14 
19:38:53

Ryan Leaderman 90069

Please increase the funding for 
bicyclists and pedestrians -- better 
for their/our safety, betters our 
quality of life, and furthers 
sustainability goals.

2011-
12-14 
18:53:47

Marilyn Caldera 90260

Please devote more transportation 
funding to keeping pedestrians and 
bicyclists safe. And also to walkable 
neighborhoods and cities. It will be 
funds much better used than 

2011-
12-14 
17:41:09
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continuing with urban sprawl.

Don 90210 I support this 100%
2011-
12-14 
10:02:06

Austin Phung 91732
2011-
12-14 
07:34:08

Severin Martinez 90041
2011-
12-14 
05:33:36

Richard Hogge 90026
2011-
12-14 
02:22:27

Brendan Clarke 91367

Over 20% of trips and casualties in 
the region are walking/biking - then 
20% of Reg. Trans. Plan funds 
should be for walking/biking.

2011-
12-14 
02:09:13

John Lloyd 91024
2011-
12-14 
01:37:26

Paul Chenard 90026
2011-
12-14 
01:17:04

Marilyn 
Erickson

93030
2011-
12-14 
01:16:26

Alejandro 
Meruelo

90024
2011-
12-14 
00:10:10

Rema 
Oxandaboure

92024
2011-
12-13 
18:57:57

Ryan Wiggins 90802

It's time to rediscover the true 
promise of our region - blue skies 
and healthy, affordable living. This 
is one of the ways we can do it.

2011-
12-13 
18:41:38

Jessica Meaney 90026
2011-
12-13 
17:30:10

canada goose 
jackets

gtj 
http://www.canadagooselover.com/ 
canada goose sale dbi canada goose 
jackets onw 

2011-
12-13 
15:12:14

David Levy 93003
2011-
12-13 
05:01:31

Josh Freeman 93003
2011-
12-13 
02:36:16

Lyle Warnagieris 93003
2011-
12-12 
19:34:34

Joseph Hatke 93023 Thank you Rachel!
2011-
12-12 
18:03:51

canada goose 
coats

411003
2011-
12-12 
09:47:41

Rebecca Miller 90049
2011-
12-12 
06:37:42

Camille Thoma 93003
Bike infrastructure gets our 
community the most bang for its tax 
buck. 

2011-
12-11 
22:56:02

Jesse 
Kuznkowski

93023

I must drive for work and when I 
take mountain routes I am always 
watching for bikes, yet there simply 
is not enough room on many of the 
roads & I am not surprised by the 
number of injuries and fatalities. I 
believe some changes are needed.

2011-
12-11 
21:40:03

Tyrone LaFay 93001
2011-
12-11 
20:48:13
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Elzbet Diaz de 
Deon

93001
2011-
12-11 
07:36:03

Joe Connett 93001
2011-
12-11 
07:34:46

George Vye 93040
2011-
12-11 
03:57:07

susan trent 
stephenson

93060
2011-
12-10 
22:32:44

Kathleen Ann 
Nolan

93023
2011-
12-10 
21:41:14

Denise Noel 93035
2011-
12-10 
20:21:32

Vicky Lynn Fliss 93035
2011-
12-10 
17:50:37

Greg Prinz 93023
2011-
12-10 
17:38:17

Brett Becker 93003

If rainy Portland can be 
accommodating to bicyclists and 
pedestrians, then so should sunny 
Southern California. Thanks.

2011-
12-10 
16:37:14

Kim Hayashi 93030
2011-
12-10 
05:09:48

Robert Hornbeck 93022
I commute by bicycle from Ojai to 
Carpinteria. Please support 
improved cycling infrastructure.

2011-
12-10 
04:12:21

Howard Miller 93003

In every way, walking and biking 
are better for us than riding in cars. 
Active transportaion should be 
enhanced in all ways possible!

2011-
12-10 
03:45:17

David Aaron 91367

With an eye towards the future and 
the possibility of retiring to 
Ventura, I strongly urge you to 
implement this petition. We need to 
move away from the irrational fossil 
fuels and towards a healthier world 
for all.

2011-
12-10 
03:38:35

HAROLD 
WILFRED 
CARTLIDGE

93001
2011-
12-10 
02:43:05

tina chappel 93022
2011-
12-10 
01:28:09

Deborah Pendrey 93022
2011-
12-10 
01:21:53

Harvey 
Weinberg

93001
2011-
12-10 
00:07:59

Jeff Wilson 91321

Bicycling offers independence, 
mobility, and exercise at an 
affordable cost to individuals and 
communities. It deserves not only 
the encouragement of policy 
makers, but also infrastructure, 
whether as Class II lanes or Class I 
paths. 

2011-
12-09 
22:35:58

Tyler Eroh 93033
2011-
12-09 
22:23:45

Robert J. 
Warnagieris

93003
2011-
12-09 
21:45:55

Quinn Fenwick 93001
2011-
12-09 
21:17:44

2011-
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helen oneill 93003
12-09 
20:33:50

Janet Levy 93003
2011-
12-09 
20:32:57

Tom Erickson 93024
2011-
12-09 
20:25:55

Robin Lerner 93001 It just makes sense. 
2011-
12-09 
19:32:14

Robert Alan 
Schleifer

93003

At age 66, I'll soon be getting a 
bicycle for myself. Safer roads for 
cyclists and pedestrians is 
imperative, and contributes to more 
environmentally sustainable 
communities.

2011-
12-09 
19:12:17

Stephen Bryne 93001
2011-
12-09 
18:16:21

Mel Lowry 91360-8411
2011-
12-09 
17:39:42

Sarah Golden 93005
2011-
12-09 
17:37:41

john hankins 93001

I ride or walk the bike path that runs 
from Ojai to the beach in Ventura 
almost every day, but wish there 
were more such paths throughout 
the city. It truly encourages people 
to get out of their cars, and it's more 
healthy too

2011-
12-09 
17:35:22

Susan M. 
Bardsley

93001
2011-
12-09 
17:01:53

Gregory Abille 93001-3123 Do it. 
2011-
12-09 
16:59:06

Brian Randall 93003
2011-
12-09 
16:37:15

David 
Leoncavallo

93060
2011-
12-09 
16:33:47

Patrick Neal 
VanHorn

91320
PLEASE increase the funding for 
active transportation!

2011-
12-09 
16:33:12

David Goldstein 93001
Let's get rid of the black curbs on 
Telegraph Rd.

2011-
12-09 
16:32:53

3

Joseph Yahner 93004
2011-
12-09 
16:28:59

0

Patrick 
Praetorius

93023
Bikes: Run on fat and save you 
money. Cars: Run on money and 
make you fat!

2011-
12-09 
16:02:43

Milo Lovejoy 93001
Ditch your car and hop on your 
bike! 

2011-
12-09 
15:59:17

erin clark 93001

we walk our kids to school! it's 
great exercise and great time 
together. it needs to be safer and 
more encouraged.

2011-
12-09 
15:59:10

Kelly Fitzpatrick 93001
2011-
12-09 
15:54:53

vina lustado 93023
2011-
12-09 
15:53:40

Heather Wylie 93003
2011-
12-09 
15:51:15

Derek B Eason-
93003 2011-

12-09 
0
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Back  

Towers 15:13:30

AgeceTekrag

F-Finnson pain in the eye injury 
unflinching levelled proctosedyl 
supp glowering rhetorics pastules 
cortisone cream topical outlandish 
blackness new steris 3013 valet 
ached is robitussin gluten free 
lettering acrimony colorado allergy 
freedom condition am

2011-
12-09 
15:10:24

margaret morris 93001
2011-
12-09 
15:02:34

Stephanie 
Tiffany

93003
2011-
12-09 
14:38:10

Nicholas Deitch 93003
This is essential for our future well-
being and the well-being of our 
children. Please act swiftly.

2011-
12-09 
09:59:37

Issis 
RIVADINEYRA 

93030 we need more bicycle lanes!!!
2011-
12-09 
08:36:15

David P. 
McGowan

93003
Please help fund safer waking and 
cycling in Southern California.

2011-
12-09 
07:42:25

Nash Rightmer 93001
2011-
12-09 
07:22:17

Heather 
Koniecki-King

93001
2011-
12-09 
06:36:21

Tiffany 
Richardson

93001 bicycles will save the planet.
2011-
12-09 
06:24:38

Adele 
Schmalenberger

93023

As I stood waiting at an intersection 
to cross Thompson Blvd. in Ventura 
today, not a single car of the 19 that 
drove by stopped for me. Why? 
Drivers ignorant of the law or 
crosswalk lines removed just 
doesn't mater. What mattered is that 
I had to take my

2011-
12-09 
06:18:24

Maya Berry 93003

After biking in downtown Ventura 
the other day, I realized that we 
really need more safety precautions 
for Ventura. I definitely think this 
needs to happen.

2011-
12-09 
05:32:58

Lisa M. Jones 93021
2011-
12-09 
05:31:30

Delia Gorey 93001
2011-
12-09 
05:22:03

Angel Mayorga 93001 We definitely need this. 
2011-
12-09 
05:05:05

Leslie Ogden 93001
I sign on behalf of the 300 members 
of Channel Island Bike Club, 
Ventura

2011-
12-09 
04:53:13

Terri Thomas 93003

I really want to bike and walk more, 
for my health and for the 
environment, but I don't always feel 
safe.

2011-
12-09 
02:36:11

John D. Buccola 93003
2011-
12-09 
00:37:44

Rachel Morris
 

 93001
Active Transportation is one of the 
single most effective ways to reduce 
green-house gases.

2011-
12-08 
22:14:53

Drew Story Ventura 93003 I stand with VCCool and the VBU!
2011-
11-30 
04:31:49
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PETITION: to Increase Funding for Safe Bicycling and Walking in Southern California* 

Please sign Today!! www ~active-transit.org 

• Whereas 25% of roadway injuries and fatalities in the SCAG Region are bicyclists and pedestrians. 
• Whereas childhood obesity and diabetes in our communities have reached epidemic levels. 
• Whereas public roadways must be accessible to all people, including those who cannot afford the 

skyrocketing prices of gasoline. 
• Whereas bicycle infrastructure costs for lanes, wear and tear on roads, and parking space are 

exponentially lower than those for cars and buses, at a time when State funding for cities and counties 
has been drastically cut. 

• Whereas a large portion of people living in Southern California do not own a drivers license, including 
all people under the age of 16. 

• Where 10% of the households in the SCAG Region do not own cars. 
• Whereas California Senator Barbara Boxer, Chairman of the Senate Environment and Public Works 

Committee in her December 7th, 2011 press conference stated that climate change is an 11 ... urgent 
threat facing the globe." 

• Whereas State law AB 32 requires California to lower greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, 
the equivalent of taking approximately 28 million cars off State roads. 

• Whereas 40% of all trips people make are 2 miles or less. (National Household Travel Survey.) 

I therefore respectfully petition the Southern California Association of Governments to amend the 2012 
Regional Transportation Plan, increasing the amount for Active Transportation to 5%-8%. 

Name 

Name 

Name 

Name 

Name 

Name 

"Includes Counties of: Ventura, L.A., Orange, Son Bernardino, Riverside, and Imperial 
(Th urrent budget has only 1.3% for biking and walking combin . 

E-Mail 

E-Mail 

E-Mail 

E-Mail 

E-Mail 

E-Mail 

(:; 

E-Mail 

3 C)~ 

ip 93004 

This petition is organized, paid for, and presented by VCCool, a 501(c)(3) organization in Ventura, CA www.vccool.org 



Feb 13 12 11 :038 Karl end Judy Ferris (760) 360-2599 p.1 

Petition: lncreaM Funding for' Active Tramport.tioo In the Somern California Regional 
Transportation .Plan of20Il 

• Whereas 25% of roadway injuries a:nd f.ata.lities in the SCAG Region ue bicyclists 
and pedestrians. · 

• Whereas childhood obesity and diabetes in OUJ' oommumties have reached epidemic 
levels. 

U ULM CA • Whereas public l'Oll(Til,ays DlllSt be acce.1Sible to all people, including those who 
cannot afford the skylroolceting prices of gasoline. 

• Whereas bicycle infcastru<:turc costs for lmes, 'Wear md tear oo roads. and parking space are 
exponentially lower than those for cars and buses, at a time when State funding for cities and coun1.ies 
has been drastically cut. 

• Wheres., a large portion of people living :in Southern Califomia do 001 own a drivers license, including 
all people under the age of 16. 

• Where l 0% af the households m the SCAO Region do not own cars. 
• \Vhcreas California Senator Barbala Boxier, Chai.nnan of the Senate BnvirQnment and Public Works 

Committee in her December 7th, 201 l press conference stated that climate ch.qe is an" ... urgent threat 
facing the globe." 

• Whereas St.ate law AB 32 requires California to lower greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, 
the cqui valent of taking approximately 2a million ems off State ronds. 

• Whereas 4()0/4 of all trips people make er.: 2 miles or less. 
(National Household Travel Survey.) 

1 therdon respectfully petition the Soudlern Califoraia Anoeiatioa of Govcr:umeats to amend tile- 2012 
Regional Trosportation Plan, iaereasing the amowat for Aetlvt Tn1.11portation to s•/4-8%. 

Name LA URR Mu...-ta l: r~ss i 

NameGe-0,.1/c.. ff&::/ .Us 
Name Jei -ii:rd '-'fM. 

Name 7Mf7 ~ 4 

Name . ...P:.===i!=~~~~!..U..11.U~o. ... ___ _ 

E-

o/,1J.['3 
fz 2. 70 

~10 

This petftlon ls organized, paid for, and presented b~r VCC.001, a 501(c)(3) organization in V~ntura, CA www.vcCOOI.Of'I 
Please fax completed petitions to thie UU legislative M;nistry, CA at 916.441.0015 by 

Monday1 February 13. 2012 



PETITION: to Increase Funding for Safe Bicycling and Walking in Southern California* 

Please sign Today!! www.active-transit.org 

• Whereas 25% of roadway injuries and fatalities in the SCAG Region are bicyclists and pedestrians. 

• Whereas childhood obesity and diabetes in our communities have reached epidemic levels. 
• Whereas public roadways must be accessible to all people, including those who cannot afford the 

skyrocketing prices of gasoline. 
• Whereas bicycle infrastructure costs for lanes, wear and tear on roads, and parking space are 

exponent ially lower than those for cars and buses, at a time when State funding for cities and counties 

has been drastically cut. 

• Whereas a large portion of people living in Southern California do not own a drivers license, including 
all people under the age of 16. 

• Where 10% of the households in the SCAG Region do not own cars. 
• Whereas California Senator Barbara Boxer, Chairman of the Senate Environment and Public Works 

Committee in her December 7th, 2011 press conference stated that climate change is an " .. . urgent 

threat facing the globe." 
• Whereas State law AB 32 requires California to lower greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 

the equivalent of taking approximately 28 million cars off State roads. 
• Whereas 40% of all trips people make are 2 miles or less. (National Household Travel Survey.) 

I therefore respectfully petition the Southern California Association of Governments to amend the 2012 
Regional Transportation Plan, increasing the amount for Active Transportation to 5%-8%. 

* Includes Counties of: Ventura, L.A., Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, and Imperial 
(The current budget has only 1.3% for biking and walking combined.) 

\,, \ F-
v 

Nam e-----= ...... =-"''-''(': ..... vv=..,___~"'-,._...:..c/\ _ _,__r ..::...,;,A---c........:,"------- E-M a ii 

E-Mail q ti/ 

E-Mail ~co,cs 
E-Mail 

E-Mail 

E-Mail 

E-Mail 

E-Mail 

E-Mail 



PETITION: to ncrease Funding fo r Safe Bicycling and Walking ·n Southern Ca ifornia* 

Please sign Today! ! www.active-transit.org 

• Whereas 25% of roadway injuries and fatalities in the SCAG Region are bicyclists and pedestrians. 
• Whereas childhood obesity and diabetes in our communi ies have reached epidemic levels. 
• Whereas public roadways must be accessible to all people, including those who cannot afford the 

skyrocketing prices of gasoline. 
• Whereas bicycle infrastructure costs for lanes, wear and tear on roads, and parking space are 

exponentially lower than those for cars and buses, at a time when State funding for cities and counties 
has been drastically cut. 

• Whereas a large portion of people living in Southern California do not own a drivers license, including 
all people under the age of 16. 

• Where 10% of the households in the SCAG Region do not own cars. 
• Whereas carfomia Senator Barbara Boxer, Chairman of the Senate Environment and Public Works 

Committee in her December 7th, 2011 press conference stated that climate change is an 11 • •• urgent 
threat facing the globe.' 

• Whereas State law AB 32 requires California to lower greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, 
he equivalent of taking approximately 28 million cars off State roads. 

• Whereas 40% of all trips people make are 2 miles or less. (National Household Travel Survey.) 

I therefore respectfully petition the Southern California Association of Governments to amend the 2012 
Regional Transportation Plan, Increasing the amount for Active Transportation to 5%-8%. 

Includes Counties of' Ventura, L.A., Orange, San Bernard;no, Riverside, and Imperial 

(The current b1:1d et has only 1.3% for biking and walking combined .) 

Name E-Mai 

Name E-Mail 

Name E-Mail 

Name E-Mail 

Name E-Mail 

Name E-Mail 

Name ~ V\ E-Mail 
9G {( 

Name E-Mail 

Name 

Name 

( 

This petition is organized, paid for, and presented by VCCool, a 50 (c){3) organization in Ventura, CA www.vccool.org 
Please mail petition to VCCool, 345 W. Center St., Ventura CA 93001 by Feb 10, 2012 or e-mail to action@vccool.org 



PETITION: to Increase Funding for Safe Bicycling and Walking in Southern California• 

Please sign Today I I www .active-transit.org 

• Whereas 25% of roadway injuries and fatalities in the SCAG Region are bicyclists and pedestrians. 
• Whereas childhood obesity and diabetes in our communities have reached epidemic levels. 
• Whereas public roadways must be accessible to all people, including those who cannot afford the 

skyrocketing prices of gasoline. 
• Whereas bicycle infrastructure costs for lanes, wear and tear on roads, and parking space are 

exponentially lower than those for cars and buses, at a time when State funding for cities and counties 
has been drastically cut. 

• Whereas a large portion of people living in Southern California do not own a drivers license, including 
all people under the age of 16. 

• Where 10% of the households in the SCAG Region do not own cars. 
• Whereas California Senator Barbara Boxer, Chairman of the Senate Environment and Public Works 

Committee in her December 7th, 2011 press conference stated that climate change is an " ... urgent 
threat facing the globe." 

• Whereas State law AB 32 requires California to lower greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, 
the equivalent of taking approximately 28 million cars off State roads. 

• Whereas 40% of all trips people make are 2 miles or less. (National Household Travel Survey.) 

I therefore respectfully petition the Southern California Association of Governments to amend the 2012 
Regional Transportation Plan, increasing the amount for Active Transportation to 5%-8%. 

*Includes Counties of: Ventura, L.A., Orange, San Bernardino, Riverside, and Imperial 
(The current budget has only 1.3% for biking and walking combined.) 

NameJ; ~ J {c 
Name =~=/_l ~r,~ 
Name (;\f,ydA~fe,Bvck,1?., 
\Jame L..'(11J ~t:e(~ 

Name [J,a&\ \Y\,r,_1\0.\()'C\ 

Name ~.t ... u..J 

~ame '(!J/4,YJl'l,,. 

.>~~ "oAJ 

(};!~clw =t 

~ame :JV\. \ °"- L~ 
\Jame :J,~J:>;c&.s./lQ,a~ 
\Jame L ~ -€,\,, \2. f e l-e.-ti 

E-Mai 

E-Mail 

E-Mail 

E-Mail 

E-Mail 

E-Mail 

E-Mail 

E-Mail 

E-Mail 

E-Mail 

rhis petition is organized, paid for, and presented by VCCool, a S01(c)(3) organization in Ventura, CA www.vccool.org 
t>lease mail petition to VCCool, 345 W. Center St., Ventura CA 93001 by Feb 10, 2012 or e-mail to action vccool.a 



Alexis Castilla

Alleen Lopez

Ananie C

Andrew Albillar

Angel Benitez

Angelica Salinas

Betsay Mauricio

Brayleen De LaCruz

Brian Garron

Brian Mareles

Brian Tauira

Briana Agiurre

Bryan Tavira

Carmen Sanchez

Carolina Quezada

Charles Taitai

Charlie Sierra

Chelsea Zapien

Chris Serratos

Christian Aguilar

Claudia Inglehart

Cristian Aguilar

Daisy Rosales

Dandize Herrion

Daniel Cabrera

David Guzman

Demaize Herrion

Edgar Lopez

Eduardo Angelos

Emily Gonzalez

Estela Espinoza

Florst Lizabeth

Frank Plascencia

Gabriel Garcia

Gheovani Canongo

Gissel Michel

Heriberto

Hugo Dominguez

Jacky Garcia

Jairo Estrada

Janaize H

Jannelly Luna

Jario Estrada

Jasmine Orozro

Jasmine Garcia Arellan

Jauro Estoele

Javier Rodriguez



Javio Estrada

Jayce Taitia

Jazmine Orosco

Jeannette Perez

Jesse

Jessica Rosales

Jesus Aguilar

Jesus Lopez

Joanna Aquirre

Johnathan Lopez

Jonathan Ambriz

Jordy Solano

Jorge Lopez

Jose Aunbriz

Josheph Boatista

Joshua Martin - Del Compo

Juan Valario

Judith Rodriguez

Justina Cajtillo

Kassandra De Vargas

Kassandra

katia Esquivel

Kelly Contreras

Kenia Benteria

Kimberly Ambiez

Kinreriy Garcia

Larry Melchor

Lesly Germion

Lita Barraza

Ltabran Marin

Lucinda Harrel

Luis Equihug

Luis Garcia

Manny Sanchez

Maria Contreras

Maria Avarado

Maritza Rodriguez

Michelle Lapiz

Miguel Franco

Mirian Alvarez

Missel Miened

Monique Couqrrebioza

Natalia Ramirez

Nayeli Flores

Nicholas Vergara

Noe Luis

Norma Garcia



Odalis Hernandez

Paola Cruz

Raquel Reyes

Reylina Cervantes

Roquel Reyes

Rosalinda De Jesus

Samantha Merdoza

Savanna Delacruz

Sofia Aguayo

Stephanie Orozro

Tania Romero

Thorias

Trainio Estrada

Valerie Nunez

Vaness Ruiz

Victor Avila

Yudith Rodriguez



P.ETITION: to Increase Funding for Safe BlcycHng and Walking In Southern Calffornta• 

9\ ojJ Please sign Todayll - www.actiye-tra_nslt.ot1 
if\ 

• 

• 

........... , ..... fon are bicyclists and pedestrians . 

ached epJclemlc levels. 
w l cannot afford the 

g space are 
om:~~cltles and countl 

• \.\I her s a Jar ortion o ople own a dr,vers license, indudln, 
all µeo, le uncjer the age of 16. 

"' Where 10% cf the households In the SCAG Region do not own cars. 
• Wnerea~ California Senator Barbara Boxer, Chairman of the Senate EnvlronmE nt and Public Works 

Coinm!ttee In her December 7th, 2011 press conference stated that climate ct1c1nge is an " ... urgent 
threat facing the globe." 

• Whereas State raw AB 32 requires California to lower greenhouse gas emission~ to 1990 levels by 20 
the l!qutvalent of taking approximately 28 million cars off State roads. 

• VJhereas 40% of all trips people make are 2 mlfes or less. (National Househotcl Travel Survey.) 

I therefore respectfully petition the Southem C,Hfpmla Association pf Gqyernmcnt;a to amend the 2012 
Rcgtonal Traospgrtatfon Plan. tncreas1n1 the emount for Active Transportation to s~~-a". 

•includes Counties of: Ventura, LA., Orange., San Bernardino, Riverside, ,1nd Imperial 
(The current budget has only 1.3% for biking and walking combined.) 

11 , to 5 ep 11 b(\ v+ 1?-/; 
--.......-....a--.:...__.._~i....u..:.-=...;;;.._-- E-Mal J 6~;-e 6£..£;.:;;.f __ _ 

_ .__ _____ ___,,~-=-......1,--..:..~----- E-Mail. __ _...... Zip ___ _ 

~~-=---.J..¥,....~_...:::z__j1...:.,._/ ~~'---Lio J...L.L.,U..L.L~~.::.::.;u~~ 

Nnme c:> 

Name-.Th~o'-"0.__lM--.ir:------
Name __ \ ___ • _e~':f::)~~CC\=..;._i._~-=---D...;:::er):¥,\~S:::S,~-

This ~et1t1on is organized, paid for, and presented by VCCooJ, a 501(c}(3) orsanlzatfon In Ven• U(8, CA www.vccool.or 
Puiie~P •.i.:t1I oetltlon to VCCoof. 345 w. Center St., Ventura CA 93001 try Feb 10, 2012 or &-1nnll to actlon@yccool,o 
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970 W. 190th Street, Suite 770, Torrance, California 90502 
PHONE: (310) 678-7782  FAX: (310) 324-9063  PSenecal@wspa.org   www.wspa.org 
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Credible Solutions  Responsive Service  Since 1907 
 

 
 
Patty Senecal 
Manager, Southern California Region and Infrastructure Issues 
 
February 14, 2012 
VIA Electronic Mail  
 
Ms. Margaret Lin 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA90017 
 
Re: Comments on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) /Sustainable 

Communities Strategy (SCS) 
 
Dear Ms. Lin: 
 
The Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA) is a non-profit trade association that 
represents twenty-six companies that explore for, produce, refine, transport and market 
petroleum, petroleum products, natural gas and other energy supplies in California and five other 
western states.  WSPA has been an active participant in air quality planning issues for nearly 30 
years and helped pioneer the first use of atmospheric modeling in the mid-1980’s.  WSPA 
members have extensive facilities in the Southern California region and will be directly affected 
by the Regional Transportation Plan particularly as it provides inputs to the Air Quality 
Management Plan (AQMP) being prepared by the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD).   
 
WSPA recognizes the importance of the RTP/SCS and the AQMP as planning documents that 
will directly affect the future of industry and residents in Southern California.  We understand 
that the primary stated goal of the RTP/SCS is to increase mobility for residents of the Southern 
California region.  Generally, the RTP/SCS should recognize that while there will likely be a 
gradual transition towards alternative fuels use in the basin there will also continue to be 
prominent use of conventional low emission fuels and vehicles as well as hybrids.    
 
The RTP/SCS is also a key component of the AQMP for Southern California which is especially 
important given the role that transportation plays in the region’s air emission inventory.  For this 
reason, our comments are focused on those policy proposals and assumptions in the RTP/SCS.   
For each issue, we provide a recommendation that will help the Southern California Association 
of Governments (SCAG) and the SCAQMD as they incorporate stakeholder input.   
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An accurate and defensible goods movement growth forecast is a critical element of the 
RTP/SCS and AQMP; SCAG should consider a range of outcomes to better communicate 
potential economic and environmental impacts from this sector. 

The draft RTP/SCS pays considerable attention to economic and environmental impacts from 
goods movement.  The plan reports that five major sectors contributed the majority of freight 
demand (i.e., manufacturing, retail trade, wholesale trade, construction and transportation and 
warehousing) and those sectors comprised $253 billion, or 34% of the regional Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP).  The RTP/SCS then reports that Southern California cargo throughput will 
increase from 14 million twenty-foot-equivalent-units (TEU) (2010 actual) to over 43 million 
TEU by 2035; an increase of over 200%1. The impact of that change on the regional economy 
would be very large given that SCAG is predicting overall regional GDP growth over the same 
period will be closer to 25%.  
 
The goods movement forecast used in the draft RTP/SCS assumes little market impact from 
competition and, in particular, the expanded Panama Canal which is scheduled to open in 2014.  
Logistics and market forces which drive supply chain shipping decisions are variable and 
complex and while numerous studies have attempted to predict the impacts of an expanded 
Panama Canal on U.S. marine ports, there is no consensus as to how much market share (if any) 
might be lost by the San Pedro Bay Ports.  The RTP appears to represent a “best case” scenario 
as the only scenario.  If that estimate proves optimistic, then the plan will have overstated goods 
movement impacts on infrastructure, the environment (i.e., air pollution emissions) and the 
revenue generation potential (i.e., use fees) needed to pay for the expensive infrastructure and 
technology improvements envisioned under the plan.  And regional economic benefits will also 
have been overstated.  
 
Recommendation:  The RTP/SCS should consider a range of possible growth factors for the 
goods movement sector (e.g., high, low).  This “bounding exercise” would help decision makers 
and the public better understand how sensitive economic and environmental factors are to goods 
movement sector growth.  Also, given that we are informed that ship emissions are temporally 
variable, the “bounding exercise” should also inform the AQMP emissions inventory and 
consequent air quality modeling.  It is especially important that SCAG validate the emissions 
baseline (e.g., the 2009-2011 actual emissions) so that the growth projections are based on 
“real” emissions rather than theoretical or modeled emissions from past exercises. This is made 
even more important because the initial “in-year” emissions are the basis for building future-
year emission projections. 
 
 

 

                                            
1 Forecast is based on the 2009 San Pedro Bay Container Forecast Update commissioned by the Port of Los Angeles 
and the Port of Long Beach 
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Proposal for zero/near-zero emission transportation technologies is ambitious; SCAG 
should clearly communicate assumptions used in the quantitative analyses.  Again, the RTP 
and the AQMP should consider the implications of these assumptions on the growth (or 
decrease) of vehicle emissions. 

The draft RTP/SCS contains several “big” ideas, the most significant of which calls for regional 
commitment for the broad deployment of zero and near-zero emission transportation 
technologies.  The plan states that the “development of a world class zero emission freight 
transportation system is necessary to maintain economic growth in the region, to sustain quality 
of life and to meet federal air quality requirements.”2  The RTP/SCS outlines an aggressive 
strategy for technology development and deployment to meet this objective “in the 2023-2035 
timeframe,” but the detailed assumptions concerning timing are not explained.3 The draft 
RTP/SCS acknowledges several challenges which will confront this plan including “operational 
needs, integration of the technologies into the national rail system, federal safety requirements, 
and costs.”  But those are just the beginning given the myriad commercial, political, 
jurisdictional, planning and technology factors involved.  Despite those challenges, SCAG 
proposes for Phases I, II and III to be completed in the next three years.  Phase IV timing is then 
far less specific and stretches across several AQMP milestone years.  Given the ambitiousness of 
this initiative and its importance to the AQMP attainment demonstration, stakeholders need to 
better understand SCAG’s assumptions concerning the implementation schedule for these 
technologies.  Critical review of the RTP/SCS in the context of the AQMP is not possible 
without this information. 
 
Recommendation:  SCAG should publish the technical assumptions used in the draft RTP/SCS 
concerning assumed rates of deployment for: (a) zero emission transport for container drayage; 
(b) zero and near zero-emission trucks for regional transport; (c) electrified rail technologies; and 
(d) zero or near zero emission rail technology.  The timing for these assumptions is critical to the 
AQMP attainment demonstration.  In addition, the RTP should provide information on daily, 
monthly, or seasonal activity associated with these actions.  Again, as stated previously, this 
information is critical to input into the emissions inventory and the air quality modeling. 
 
RTP/SCS as proposed will have significant impacts on the electricity sector; SCAG needs 
to consider those impacts. 
 
The draft RTP/SCS as proposed would radically change how transportation energy is delivered 
and used in Southern California with much of the regional transportation system being 
electrified.  Trucks, trains, and numerous other pieces of the goods movement system would be 
electrified starting as early as 2016.  Yet the draft RTP/SCS contains almost no discussion of the 
massive infrastructure needs, implementation challenges or environmental impacts, including 
emissions projections, which would result from this policy.  The plan is actually dismissive of 
these issues: 
 
                                            
2Draft RTP/SCS Executive Summary, page 1. 
3Draft RTP/SCS Goods Movement Appendix p. 33, Goods Movement Environmental Strategy and Action Plan. 
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“Although some emissions would still be produced in electricity generation, power plants 
are highly regulated and release less emissions.  Furthermore, all power plants in the 
SCAB are natural gas powered, and also release fewer emissions. Most power plants are 
located outside the SCAB and therefore emissions from these sources will be further from 
population centers.”4 

 
That statement may have been partially accurate in the past, but it will not necessarily hold in the 
future as utilities consider how to meet significant new energy demands in a reliable and safe 
manner. The electricity sector is a highly complex system in technical and commercial terms and 
it simply may not be able to deliver the quantities of electricity on the timetables presumed in the 
RTP/SCS.   
 
California’s electric utilities find themselves at a crossroads in terms of how utilities operate and 
are already having to revamp their power generation, transmission and distribution portfolios to 
accommodate a variety of environmental mandates including AB 32. Those mandates present 
numerous environmental, commercial, engineering and infrastructure demands.  The issues and 
potential economic and environmental impacts need to be disclosed to decision makers and the 
public. 
 
Recommendation: The RTP/SCS needs to fully consider the electricity sector infrastructure 
needs, implementation challenges and emissions impacts that would result from the policy 
recommendations contained in the draft plan.  These emission impacts will be significant in scale 
and may impact the feasibility of RTP/SCS measures, particularly the schedules.   These data are 
essential to proper development of the AQMP and the air quality modeling used by the 
SCAQMD.  
 
Please contact me at 310-808-2144 or psenecal@wspa.com if you would like to discuss or need 
additional information.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Manager, Southern California Region and Infrastructure Issues 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                            
4Draft RTP/SCS Goods Movement Appendix, page 42. 
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Mr. Jacob Lieb 
Southern California Association of Governments 
818 West Seventh Street. 121h Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90017 ~3435 

Comments on 2012-2035 Draft Regional Transportation Pl n 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 cor idor between 
the Whittier-Puente Hills, Chino Hills, and the Cleveland National Forest 
in the Santa Ana Mountains. 

nvlronmental 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 Env ronmental 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 he 
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 A thority, San Gabriel 
& lower Los Angeles Rivers and Mountains Conservancy1 

Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority (MRCA), and 

A. LOCA PUBUCAGENCV ESTABUSHEO 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 (TOR), 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 TOR 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. 

he 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 them ddle 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 mite. 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 nowhere near public 
transit, does not include a major employment center but instead focuses on large single 
family residential units. requires dependency on the automobile, and will increase VMTs, 
not reduce them. 

With the understanding tha1 land use authority belongs to local jurisdictions. a truly 
comprehensive regional plan would transparently set grovlth 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 o human-caused 
mortality for most species in southern California and the entire country. They can become 
a population sink if a significan1 fraction of a local species is killed, affecting broader 
population distr but on across the landscape. Additionally, for highly mobile predators, 

1Th 2,92S-a re Aera property is located in lhe middle of the Puente hino Hills wildlife 
corridor, primarily, l of State Route [ RJ 57 in o Angele County. but al urring ea t of R--7, 
and al 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 
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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 benefi1s. 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 Spaoe 

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 reg ion 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-BIO/OS36 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-LU1 6). Los Angeles County is including a TOR 
program in its general plan update. SCAG should provide technical assistance and 
facilitate interjurlsdictional 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 prol1feration ,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, WCCAwelcomes SCAG's assistance with planning and 
Identifying funding sources for open space acquisition (MM-PS31 and 34). SCAG's 
participation in coordinating regionally significant tra il 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 tor 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 
judl.tamasi@mrca.ca.gov. 

~ltl. 
1- Glenn Parker 
(F . Chairperson 



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 

mailto:lin@scag.ca.gov
http://www.sgc.ca.gov/workgroups/hiap.html
http://www.vtpi.org/
http://www.vtpi.org/health.pdf
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. 
 

http://www.uctc.net/access/38/access38_transportation_growth.shtml


 

 United States Government Accountability Office 

 
 

Accountability • Integrity • Reliability 

 

Highlights of GAO-11-134, a report to the 
Subcommittee on Select Revenue Measures,  
Committee on Ways and Means, House of 
Representatives 

 

January 2011 

SURFACE FREIGHT TRANSPORTATION 
A Comparison of the Costs of Road, Rail, and 
Waterways Freight Shipments That Are Not Passed 
on to Consumers 

 

Why GAO Did This Study 
Road, rail, and waterway freight 
transportation is vital to the nation’s 
economy.  Government tax, 
regulatory, and infrastructure 
investment policies can affect the 
costs that shippers pass on to their 
customers.  If government policy 
gives one mode a cost advantage over 
another, by, for example, not 
recouping all the costs of that mode's 
use of infrastructure, then shipping 
prices and customers’ use of freight 
modes can be distorted, reducing the 
overall efficiency of the nation’s 
economy. 
 
As requested, this report (1) 
describes how government policies 
can affect competition and efficiency 
within the surface freight 
transportation sector, (2) determines 
what is known about the extent to 
which all costs are borne by surface 
freight customers, and (3) discusses 
the use of the findings when making 
future surface freight transportation 
policy. GAO reviewed the 
transportation literature and analyzed 
financial and technical data from the 
Department of Transportation (DOT), 
the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
and the Environmental Protection 
Agency to make cross-modal 
comparisons at a national level.  Data 
limitations and assumptions inherent 
in an aggregate national comparison 
are noted in the report.   
 
GAO is not making recommendations 
in this report. GAO provided a draft 
of this report to DOT and the Corps.  
DOT provided technical suggestions 
and corrections, which were 
incorporated as appropriate. The 
Corps had no comments. 

What GAO Found 

Public spending, tax, and regulatory policies can promote economic efficiency 
in the freight transportation sector when they result in prices that reflect all 
marginal costs (the cost to society of one additional unit of service). These 
costs include private costs; public costs, such as infrastructure maintenance; 
and external costs, such as congestion, pollution, and accidents.  When prices 
do not reflect all these costs, one mode may have a cost advantage over the 
others that distorts competition. As a consequence, the nation could devote 
more resources than needed to higher cost freight modes, an inefficient 
outcome that lowers economic well-being. Inefficient public investment 
decisions can result when all construction and other fixed costs are not 
passed on to the beneficiaries of that investment. 
 
GAO’s analysis shows 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.  GAO estimates that freight trucking costs that were not passed on 
to consumers were at least 6 times greater than rail costs and at least 9 times 
greater than waterways costs per million ton miles of freight transport. Most 
of these costs were external costs imposed on society. Marginal public 
infrastructure costs were significant only for trucking. Given limitations in the 
highway, rail, and waterway economic, financial, technical, and environmental 
data available for the analysis, GAO presents conservative estimates.  
 
While freight costs are not fully passed on to consumers across all modes, a 
number of issues are important for decision makers to consider when 
proposing policy changes to align prices with marginal costs or reduce the 
difference between government fixed costs and revenues. Costs can vary 
widely based on the specific characteristics of an individual shipment, such as 
the geography and population density of the shipment’s route, and the fuel-
efficiency of the specific vehicle carrying it. Policy changes that align prices 
with marginal costs on a shipment-by-shipment basis would provide the 
greatest economic benefit, but precisely targeted policy changes can result in 
high administrative costs. By contrast, less targeted changes—such as 
charging user fees based on average costs, subsidizing more efficient 
alternatives, or broadly applying safety or emissions regulations—can change 
the overall distribution of freight across modes, but may provide fewer 
benefits. Although the current configuration of transportation infrastructure 
can limit the shifting of freight among modes, price changes can prompt other 
economic responses. Over the longer term, there is greater potential for 
responses that will shape the overall distribution and use of freight services.   

View GAO-11-134 or key components. 
For more information, contact Phillip R. Herr at 
(202) 512-2834 or herrp@gao.gov, or James 
R. White at (202) 512-9110 or 
whitej@gao.gov. 

http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-11-134
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-11-134


Response to SCAG 

 Greetings SCAG, Cyrus Hojjaty here and I arrived at your 

meeting and voiced my concern over the 2035 General Plan and SB 

375. Despite the fact that it is true that some people enjoy living 

in mixed-use buildings, take mass transit, and walk to their daily 

needs, this plan not only does not meet the needs effectively of 

those individuals, but does not meet the demands of others. Many 

of these plans are costly, unnecessary, and invade peoples 

lifestyles whether they choose to change or not.  

 

It seems understandable that many of the policies that SCAG 

is trying to implement are trying to reverse the policies that were 

created by the coded car-dependent cities since the 1930s. It is 

true that many of these urban policies have understandable 

concerns, however at least the most important benefit is that many 

people are able to get single-family homes and some free-flowing 

traffic. We must preserve these benefits instead. What is so 

depressing that even though SCAG criticizes the car-dependent 

lifestyle we currently have, it was heavy intervention that created 

the system in the first place! As a matter of fact, many of these 

areas involving strip malls, collector roads, housing subdivisions, 

etc… were heavily manipulated by codes, regulations, and subsidies.  

 

 

 



So basically the association does not want to admit that the 

system was caused by heavy intervention and yet they act like as 

the “saviors” to this problem to bring even more intervention. 

Sadly, many do not understand because of the different 

“buzzwords” and looks of the project. Give me a break! We are not 

mice! We are humans! We are not supposed to be treated in lab 

experiments whether it is a car-dependent landscape or a high-

density packed environment!  

 

What is deceptive and problematic, is that events are used to 

manipulate the decisions of the citizens. People are wrongfully 

being concerned over resource-depletion and man-made climate 

change. These concepts have heavily been debunked by many 

scientists and yet the temperatures have even rising in other 

planets as well! Do we really have to trample down on people over a 

belief that is heavily flawed? This does not sound like improving 

the lives of the many to me! Besides, we so much land available 

left in Southern California. With so much vast miles vacant land, 

why can’t alternative town complex get built instead that 

COMPETES with what we have instead of monopolizing? I mean 

even if the 2035 was a wonderful approach, there is no need for 

monopolies. Urban planning is not a natural monopoly. In fact, 

during the meeting I display an alternative plan that does instead 

compete.  SCAG should probably learn from a 19 year old, who has 

not even been to school to study urban planning!  

 

 



Many of your projects in SCAG listed for Orange County are 

quite concerns yet some necessary. For land-use, let the 

developers and the marketplace decide if the mixed-use designs 

are necessary. Loosen up zoning codes to let people decide whether 

it will be strip malls, attached homes, office strips, or mixed-use. 

Of course you do in some areas want to restrict development like 

industry, toxic waste dumps, etc…  For goodness sake, do not add 

any regulations, codes, get huge subsidies, and threat public and 

private property. My suggestions for the highway improvements and 

upgrades are letting construction occur when the REAL 

unemployment rate (Not CPI junk) for Orange County dips below 

8.5%. I defiantly opposed to unnecessary projects like the high 

speed rails, road tolling, smart streets, rapid connectors, and the 

high-frequency Metrolink (unless if the ridership is high.)  

 

Thank you for letting me to deliver my comments and 

suggestions. Hope to see SCAG associates soon in person.  

-Cyrus Hojjaty 

Long live Cyrus Planning! Oh yeah!  



NOTICE 
THIS CITY IS A MEMBER OF ICLEI--- 

INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL ON LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL INITIATIVES 

ICLEI is a United Nations-sponsored group which designs and writes policy for your 

area on land use, energy goals and measurement, and water usage. ICLEI is a paid 

consultant and/or receives dues from your taxes. ICLEI was formed after the United 

States (George Bush, Sr.) and 178 other nations met at the UN Rio Earth Summit in 

1992 and agreed to use certain principles as their guidelines. Those guidelines include 

major reductions in energy and water usage, and huge increases in the number of living 

units in city centers. This is called UN Agenda 21-Sustainable Development. 

In 1993 President Clinton formed the President’s Council on Sustainable 

Development and gave a multi-million dollar grant to the American Planning Association to 

write Growing Smart: A Legislative Guidebook to bring UN Agenda 21 to the United 

States. Smart Growth was the result. Multi-story condos or apartments over small retail 

with little parking, crammed in your town center. Some people like that, but many of us 

should not be manipulated to live there. The reason for this style of construction is that, 

as UN Secretary General Maurice Strong said, ‘the affluence of Americans is a threat to 

the planet.’ Single family homes are a threat. Most of us love and can afford to maintain 

detached homes.  

Across the nation, in large cities and small towns, like this one, identical programs 

are being rolled out. Land use restrictions, ordinances reducing energy usage, Smart 

Meters, school programs, & candidate trainings, are designed and implemented without 

your vote. You may be invited to city visioning meetings, but the outcome is decided 

before you enter the room. 

Using ICLEI greenhouse gas emissions goals, your local government is in the 

process of controlling where and how you live, what you eat, what your children learn, and 

what laws you will live under. With the cover of ‘environmental concern’ your personal 

rights are being restricted. Soon, you will lose the right to travel freely without being 

asked for your ID. Lose the right to water your garden. Lose the right to refuse a 

Smart Meter. Lose the right to live in a rural area. Lose the right to drive a private 

vehicle. Under the guise of ‘Sustainable Development’ your property and civil rights are 

being systematically eliminated. 



KICK ICLEI OUT. 

HOW COME NOBODY ASKED ME IF I WANTED TO PAY DUES TO ICLEI? 

They didn’t have to. That’s right. When your city or county (or both) became a member of the 

International Council on Local Environmental Initiatives-Sustainable Development there was no need to 

ask for your permission. 

Is your town a member? 

http://www.freedomadvocates.org/images/pdf/iclei_usa_easy%20read_050511.pdf 

But remember—even if you don’t see your community on that list you are still being influenced 

by standardized programs, grants, training and plans funded and designed by ICLEI to influence and 

change government policies to bring them into compliance with United Nations Agenda 21. They call it 

the Agenda for the 21st Century. This is a plan for global governance. That means that you and your 

community will be required to meet arbitrary goals set by an unelected body—one that you have never 

heard of, but that your city pays dues to, and that claims to speak for you and over 590 million people 

worldwide. 

Across the nation hundreds of cities and counties are dues-paying members of ICLEI. Your 

property tax, income tax, and transportation tax dollars are paying for trainings, seminars, and sample 

legislation/ordinances. These policies are being enforced in your town. This is a whole life plan involving 

your educational system, your energy system, your government, your food production, your 

transportation, and your health. You are considered a threat to the planet and your life choices must be 

restricted.  

 Do we support conservation? Yes. 

 Do we support loss of civil rights to achieve environmental goals? NO. 

 ICLEI is the implementation arm of UN Agenda 21 

 ICLEI fuels the fear 

 ICLEI pressures the community 

 ICLEI sets the goals for greenhouse gas reduction 

 ICLEI monitors the progress 

 ICLEI directs your land use planning 

 ICLEI controls your transportation dollars 

 ICLEI is an unelected private group that your government belongs to. 

 ICLEI operates secretly 

 ICLEI is changing your life NOW 

 KICK ICLEI OUT! 

Find out how at: www.PostSustainabilityInstitute.org and Youtube.com/Cyrus992 

Questions or Comments: Contact Cyrus Hojjaty at Cyrus992@yahoo.com 



Elise Kalfayan 
 

Glendale  CA  9  
 
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           

 

 

                                                           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.   

 

mailto:RTP@scag.gov


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

  



Febr Jary 11 , 2012 

Ms. v1argaret Lin 
SCAG 
818 N. 7th Street. 12th Floor 
Los '.\ngeles. CA 9 0017 
RTP :@scag.ca.gov 

Ghassan K Roumani 

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 11improving the quaHty of fife 
for our residents', 

The 2012 RTPISCS will transform the region, serving as " blueprint for improving quality of 
life for our residents by provoking more choices for where they will live, work and play and 
how they will move around around The 20 12 RT!SCS proposes investing over $500 billion 
over the next 25 years to improve the quality of life of the region's residents 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 lrfe for the residents of San Marino. 
My comments regarding the 2012-2035 RTP are limited to where I live. Oak Knoll Avenue in San 
Mar no, and the adjacent area 

Whi e reviewing the Resources> SCS Map Tool from the SCAG web site, 

http/fipscs.scag.ca.gov/pages/scs-maps-Tool.aspx, I was shocked to discover that Oak Knoll Avenue 
in S :m Marino has been designated a High quality Transit Corridor. 

The SCAG RTP Plan indicates that 

A HQTA (High Quality Transit Area) is generally walkable transit village, consistent with the 
adopted SC5 that has a minimum density of 20 dwelling units per acre and is within I _ mile 
or a well seNiced transit stop, and includes transit corridors with minimum 15 minutes or less 
service frequency during peak commute hours. 

Oak Knoll Avenue in San Marino is a 72 feet narrow, two lane street fronted exclusively by single 
fam ly homes where children live and play. The homes, built between 1920 and 1950, and the set 
bac ,c 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 Oak Knoll Avenue 
as z residential collector street. The street carries an unusually high volume of cut-through traffic. 
exc,~eding the capacity of a two lane residential street. 



How then, was Oak Knoll Avenue in San Marino designated a HQTC? This question was posed to 
both the City of San Marino staff and City Council. They were unaware of this designation in the 
proposed RTP. 

As Etephanie Johnson mentioned in her email directed to you dated February 11 , 2012 regarding 
Los ~ables the same applies to Oak Knoll Avenue in San Marino. 

Oak Knoll Avenue in San Marino does not meet the definition of HQTC. 
Reg onal traffic should not be directed toward Oak Knoll Avenue, exacerbating the existing 
cut-through traffic and its resulting negative impacts upon the residents. 

Sine ereJ,y, 
/ 

L. ~------- '7? ~ -&.4> 

Ghassan Roumani 



Memo To:  Margaret Lin 

From:  Greg Adams 

Date:  February 14, 2012 

Subject: Comments on the 2012 RTP 

Earlier, I attempted to use your interactive website to send  these comments but I could not move on to 

Step 2 for some reason hence I am sending them in this memo format.  

To begin, staff is to be congratulated on a thorough analysis and simplified presentation of a 

complicated strategy.  

Executive Summary 

Page 5: Kudos on your recognition of the problems associated with “first mile/last mile” logistics. In and 

of itself this aspect of a travel decision can be so expensive and burdensome that a well-meaning 

commuter must choose to drive the entire route despite public transportation availability along most of 

the route. I suggest you expand on this aspect of the plan. More bike racks on buses may not cut it; local 

shuttles by cities and park and ride pool vehicles to transportation hubs might help. 

Page 7: I may have missed it but “Nominal dollars” in Table 2 (and in many other locations of the 

document) should be defined early in the report. 

Chapter  1-Vision 

Page 12: Increasingly today one hears very inflated claims about job creation resulting from a particular 

project which are largely unsubstantiated. Perhaps there should be a down-to-earth , simplified 

discussion of what is to unfold jobwise, not relying on REMI algorithms but a common sense explanation 

of why 150,000-180,000 jobs per year will be created ( and presumably sustained)as a result of the RTP 

implementation.  Please avoid what has occurred in the world of green technology, for example. If one 

were to total all the job creation claims from all the alternatives seeking  funding, there would be no  

unemployment in the United States. The role of lower education levels on the created  jobs in the region 

needs more explanation. 

Page 24: More explanation is needed as to the long term trend of declining commute trip carpool rates. 

It seems counterintuitive especially lately given rising gasoline prices. Does this corroborate with 

rideshare data reported to the SCAQMD? 

Page 25 and 28: Improved fuel efficiency, alternative-fuel vehicle penetration, lack of inflation adjustors-

all have contributed to gas tax shortfalls. Passenger vehicles becoming increasingly cleaner have 

diminished the benefits of reduced vehicle use and congestion management strategies thereby making 

conformity determinations more difficult. Both of these areas may be worthy of pursuing changes to the 

federal Clean Air Act or at least the regulations implementing the provisions of the Clean Air Act. This, 

added to the statement on Page 29 that emissions forecasted from just three sources-ships, trains and 



aircraft (“federal sources”) that alone would lead to ozone levels near the federal standard, might be 

additional ammunition and support for selective changes to the CAA. 

Chapter 2 Transportation Investments 

Page 40- Transportation Demand Management: First mile/last mile strategies need more discussion per 

my remarks on Page 5 above. 

Page 41-Congestion Management System:  Non-recurring congestion accounts for almost 50 percent of 

all congestion on our roadway system. One suggestion is for SCAG to strike an agreement with CalTrans 

prohibiting road repair contracts from proceeding during daylight hours where the work of repair can 

cause enormous traffic jams. This past Sunday, on the I-10 freeway heading west into Banning, traffic 

was delayed 3 full hours, backing up all the way to Whitewater , for very minor road repairs that caused 

two of the four lanes to be cordoned off. Highway Patrol did not appear until an hour and a half into the 

action which suggests there might be better coordination of their activities from a congestion 

management standpoint. 

Page 43-Corridor System Management Plans:  Enhanced incident management must include the above 

recommendation. The California Highway Patrol (CHP) and CalTrans need to better coordinate. In the 

case of accidents, the CHP needs to develop expedited procedures and physical screening techniques to 

minimize the impacts of rubbernecking and the slowdowns that result. 

Pages 51 and 53-Passenger and High-Speed Rail: The SCAG planning region will not be connected to the 

HSR network until 2033, 23 years into this plan. The HSR Authority’s 2009 Business Plan posits that 

passengers will travel between Los Angeles and San Francisco in less than three hours, for about 80% of 

comparable airfare. Given that first mile/last mile considerations also exist, why would one choose such 

a means of travel? Do I presume correctly that the 80% airfare figure is the one-way plane fare in the 

2033 timeframe? Given the astronomical cost of the project, might not those resources be better 

employed on more local and cheaper alternatives such as in-city rapid rail? 

Page 71-Regional Clean Freight Corridor System: While truck-only lanes handling 58,000-70,000 trucks 

per day would be a challenge of the highest degree to implement, non-freeway alignments handling the 

same traffic flow would be an even greater hurdle, even with 100% ZEVs. 

Page 86-The economic Outlook: The inability of existing excise taxes to keep pace with increasing 

transportation needs and the detrimental effects of increasing fuel economy on traditional revenue 

sources needs to be the primary focus of a SCAG lobbying effort in Congress at least to escalate the  

excise tax at the CPI rate. 

Chapter 4- Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Page 105- The plan’s goal to seek to change the region from being known worldwide as the “capital of 

sprawl” results in a “densification” of the existing inner cities, to my way of thinking. Associated with 

that densification are costly infrastructure changes. Has a cost analysis of this consequence been 

performed? It is very difficult, as you are well aware, to plan for such effects of densification given the 



countering  aspects of the recent RDA court decision and the re-distribution of funds to the cities that 

will result.  

Page 123-Changing Demographics and Housing Market Demand 

The impacts of the recent RDA decision should be addressed in this chapter, even if the results are 

somewhat speculative. SB 375 combines transportation and housing planning by integrating the 

Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) process with the RTP/SCS. How will this nexus be impacted 

by the RDA decision? Would the example communities that are illustrated on pages 126 and 138, for 

example, been constructed in the first place without RDA assistance? 

Chapter 5-Measuring Up 

Page 173- Table 5.3- Total Employment Impact 

Please provide an explanation as to how goods movement, logistics and distribution will be impacted by 

an expanded Panama Canal and a shift of some traffic to the Gulf Coast ports of the United States. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. The staff should be congratulated on a thorough and  

ambitious plan and a job well done. 
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Ryan Kuo

From: Hank Fung >

Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2012 10:51 AM

To: 2012 PEIR

Subject: 2012 PEIR comments

Dear Mr. Lieb: 

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 strategies, in the past SCAG has considered making the truck only lanes 
“green lanes” for clean fuel and low emission trucks. This should be considered in any studies. Also, 
electrification of freight rail, while currently not funded in the short term, is a strategic long term improvement 
that should be strongly considered for implementation. This has the potential of eliminating a significant 
amount of emissions from diesel locomotives. Implementation of “inland ports” with freight rail connections to 
truck facilities in the Antelope Valley and the Inland Empire have a potential of bringing jobs into these 
economically hard hit areas. 

On air quality, the PEIR correctly notes that denser development will result in more individuals living near 
freeways and other sources of emissions. Increasing the population near transportation 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 ensure that the mitigation measures 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 ensure that local agencies comply with these measures. 

Part of historic resources is also recognizing the land use impacts of denser development on historic residential 
and commercial districts. The SCAG region has several commercial and residential neighborhoods which are on 
the National Register of Historic Places. Many of these districts are near transit-friendly areas which are slated 
for denser development under the RTP. In the development approval process, local jurisdictions should 
recognize those impacts and mitigate appropriately.  

With respect to the Mitigation Measures for Transportation, I am happy to see that SCAG is taking a leadership 
role in transportation security. With a denser environment come more security risks. Concentration of 
individuals at key transit hubs provide an inviting target to terrorists; however large scale security checks have 
the potential of delaying passengers and discouraging activity in dense population centers. In addition, bomb 
threats and hoaxes can also disrupt passenger traffic substantially and increase the climate of fear that 
discourages people from living and working in denser environments. SCAG should work with existing 
interagency law enforcement groups to coordinate sharing of information and best practices among local 
jurisdictions. Design of transit facilities should incorporate modern design features that enhance security 
without creating a prison-like environment. (MM-TR6 to MM-TR12). 

I support SCAG’s support for congestion pricing but this statement should emanate from the Regional Council 
and not from the staff level. There should be regional consensus on value pricing as a means not necessarily 
only to raise revenue, but to improve efficiencies in transportation (MM-TR15). In addition, SCAG should work 
with its member transportation commissions to develop a regional smart card transit system, similar to ORCA 
in Seattle or Clipper in the San Francisco Bay Area. Currently LACMTA is implementing their Transit Access 
Pass (TAP) system, and although there are bugs the system is supposed to be deployed to all of the large transit 
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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 13, 2012 
 
 
 
 
To Whom it May Concern: 
 
These signatures represent just some of the children in the Oxnard Elementary 
School District; actually, they are from just one school.  They were gathered by these 
same children during their recess time.  For me they have a significance beyond the 
number 100 plus because the children responded from their heart for the fifth grader 
who was killed two years ago at a crosswalk near the school.   
 
Tragically, it would have been such a simple matter to have allocated more funds to 
have had a crossing guard on duty at an earlier time or to have had an illuminated and 
sounding crosswalk by their school.  To now try to pay tribute to this young girl's 
passing by creating safer crosswalks and bike lanes, at or near school crossings, would 
be the most fitting act to remember her by, an act to prevent further tragedies like this 
from ocurring.  
 
 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jon Portera, MA 
Oxnard Elementary School District 
 



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 that recommend increased conventional roadway 
and rail yard capacity for goods movement. The RTP should instead include existing 
zero-emission goods movement alternatives. 
 
Goods movement must be accomplished via electrified freight rail not trucks. 
 
Goods movement proposals in the draft RTP 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) 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,  
 
Judy Bergstresser 

  
South Pasadena, CA  
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From:
Sent: Sunday, February 05, 2012 9:28 AM
To: 2012 PEIR; ; Villaraigosa, Antonio; 

citycouncil@montereypark.ca.gov; Councilmember.Alarcon@lacity.org; 
 council@smgov.net; ; 

councilmember.reyes@council.lacity.org; councilmember.rosendahl@council.lacity.org; 
councilmember.parks@council.lacity.org; ; bdea@laweekly.com; 
eyanez@audubon.org; bwatt@kpcc.org;  Ing.Jones@lacity.org; 
Molina@bos.co.la.ca.us; ; 
yaroslavsky@bos.lacounty.gov; ; senator.boxer@sen.us.gov; 
senator.feinstein@sen.us.gov; 

Subject: 2012 PEIR SCAG COMMENTS; Re: SR 710 TUNNEL

Peter A. Orona 
 

Los Angeles, CA  
February 5, 2012 
  
SCAG/2012 PEIR/SR 710 TUNNEL/EIR 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 
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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? 



                       Comments on the SCAG 2012 PEIR 
                              Phillip Jon Brown, Architect 
                                              
                                                Beverly Hills, Calif.  
                                              

 
 

                                                                                                                                                            
Southern California Association of Governments                           February 14, 2012 
Email address; RTP@scag.ca.gov 
Subject; draft RTP/CSC Comments 
 
 
These comments are on the draft 2012-2035 RTP/SCS and will use the basic sequence of 
the SCAG interactive comment issues, but after an introductory statement regarding the Flow 
Boulevard concept is made. 
 
Overall Comment 
 
Rather than overly focused, commuter driven centralizing of trips via expensive rail more 
planning and building should be made to provide for increased population density and job 
creation to reduce travel and commuting with shorter trips; think “Centers Concept” in sub-
regional aggregations. In that manner extensive low cost medium capacity transportation and 
land use in patterns and corridors will provide a much more Southern California like growth 
and compatibility with what exists. 
 
The specific overall comment to be made is that SCAG needs to include the Flow Boulevard 
concept in its planning vision formation, criteria and plan recommendations for the Regional 
Transportation Plan.  It may be better said that SCAG being the lead agency should see that 
County agencies like the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority be 
directed to enlarge its forms of transportation improvement to include well crafted land use 
and transportation improvement forms such as the Flow Boulevard technique.   
 
 A Flow Boulevard is a combined transportation and land use improvement technique which 
has a semi–limited access configuration and includes what are known as Intelligent 
Transportation System (ITS) technologies.  In that it combines strategies for land use 
development a Flow Boulevard (FB) can also be included in the Smart Growth category.  The 
combined planning elements then can become a smart growth transportation corridor or if 
used in already dense urban areas, a way to “fix what is broken” regarding congestion or 
desperate land use conditions. 
 
The transportation capacity and the land use density range can be said to be “medium” on 
both counts.  The first stage FB transportation capacity is in the 150,000 person trip range 
per day and the land use would generally be a mix of R-2, and R-3 residential, as well as C-1 
and C-2 commercial densities in the corridor. 
 

mailto:RTP@scag.ca.gov


The Flow Boulevard corridors evolve from selected existing urban street right of ways (ROW) 
without widening.  The use of ITS strategies brings about the increased capacity over 
existing street usage.  The corridors can be thought of as in-fill structures that follow the SB 
375 mandate to improve and combine land use densities and transit while reducing vehicular 
miles traveled (VMT) in the consolidating communities and cities in Southern California.  The 
corridors are so selected to as well “protect” existing residential communities from excessive 
traffic.  There is a website dedicated to the development of the transportation and land use 
concepts at www.FlowBoulevardPlan.com.   In the comments below specific examples will be 
referred to using URL links as best as can be arranged or named call outs. 
 
 
A Brief Definition of Flow Boulevards     
 
A Flow Boulevard (FB) is based upon the utilization of a pair of one-way streets separated by 
a city block or several and includes synchronized traffic signals to allow vehicles to flow with 
the objective of not stopping to create higher capacities and higher average travel speeds 
along the corridor in both directions.  Flow Boulevards are not to be utilized in “downtown like 
grid patterns” but are to be used in “corridor” configurations which typically will have lower 
density adjacent development.  The highly accessible blocks between the one-way paired 
streets, as well as land use directly adjacent out side of the paired streets are intended to be 
developed with higher density land uses than that are typically found in Southern California 
“sprawl development”.  The Flow Boulevard form can be a “growth corridor” accepting higher 
density while providing increased transportation capacity. 
 
Local streets perpendicular to the FB are not allowed to cross each of the one-way streets 
but local traffic is made to turn into the one-way flow or if FB traffic is exiting into the adjacent 
local street, it is made with a right turn.  The streets between the one-way pair and 
connecting them are typically made to be one-way streets so that reversal of direction can be 
made or to go around the block and continue in the original direction.  For more explicit 
operation diagrams and further discussion on the website at www.flowboulevardplan.com 
click on the menu title “How the Boulevard Works”. 
 
Regarding the first stage FB where pedestrian and vehicular cross traffic occurs at the same 
grade as the FB; the variables of signal spacing, vehicular arterial street crossing demand, 
speed of travel (typically 40 mph) and the length of signal cycle time is dealt with to optimize 
green time for the FB “pack” of flowing vehicles.  A reasonable objective is to obtain 1200 
vehicles/lane/hour that will give accommodating cross traffic and pedestrian crossing time 
intervals at approximate 2000 foot intervals (1/3 mile).  Each FB direction is timed separately 
to guarantee capacity and flow.  In a 4 lane FB, in each direction, where the fourth lane is a 
Rapid Bus Transit lane combined with HOV use, the daily capacity for the corridor can be 
approximately 150,000 person trips per day. 
 
Briefly, the 2nd stage of the FB is involved with developing grade separated circulation for 
pedestrians to bring increased green time for lengthening “the pack” that flows therefore the 
hourly per lane and daily capacity of the FB.  Similar coordination of grade separation for 
cross vehicular traffic will be necessary for the maintaining of the FB green signal time 

http://www.flowboulevardplan.com/
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intervals.  The third stage of the FB is when there is complete elevated pedestrian circulation 
and open space provided by adjacent land use development and there is complete grade 
separation for major arterial vehicular cross traffic in that segment of the FB.  It should be 
noted that there would be different stage FB development along the corridor going from the 
no FB condition all the way through 1st, 2nd and 3rd stage segments.   
The time increment of evolution is basically “from here on out”.  For Los Angeles in fifty years 
there is potential for a forty percent increase in population or more and certainly much more 
than that in corridor developments.  Flow Boulevard corridors are three dimensionally 
organized dense environments that can happen and probably must happen to allow Los 
Angeles to solve its traffic problems and preserve its character and lifestyle.  Selected areas 
of land use density allows construction of grade separated vehicular crossings to be made as 
well as elevated pedestrian and bikeway circulation to cross the FB providing continuity of 
urban fabric across the FB corridor. It is anticipated that a relative few number of these 
corridors are needed to solve the problems that have developed in Los Angeles.  Since they 
grow out of the existing street network they respond to need and can evolve in density and 
capacity to it. 
 
 The capacity of the 3rd stage FB with continuous flow traffic is in the 2400 vehicle lane/hour 
range giving 280,000 person trips/ day for the total eight lanes with conventional spacing 
between vehicles and would not be expected to evolve to that capacity for maybe 60 years or 
more.  Computerized controlled spacing of one or two lanes in each direction opens a whole 
expanded realm of additional capacity is even further off.  That the FB becomes a guideway 
in segments accepting evolved technologies as time goes on is important and a relevant 
transportation and land use element able to work “from here on out”. 
 
 
Example Applications of Flow Boulevards    
 
Adding capacity to corridors “to fix what is broken”:  In this actual proposed application, a FB 
is to be added as a frontage road to the 405 corridor on the Los Angeles Westside to 
eliminate congestion to make that segment of the 405 work without failing, along with its 
interchange with the I-10 which can make it work without failing and the net result of making 
these corridors have adequate capacity for the commuter to West LA is to be able to take 
enough traffic out of the West LA arterial grid so as to eliminate the current traffic gridlock.  
See Exhibit A at the end of this comment text for more description. 
 
Add transportation capacity and land use development to mend two communities and their 
common edges:  In this instance there are two differing communities where there has been 
traditionally a major travel corridor between them that now has broken down due to a travel 
demand overload into congested traffic.  This puts additional travel in the form as “cut 
through traffic” into the community to the north (Hollywood) which has become gridlocked 
exceeding the ATSAC usage limits. Both communities (north and south) of the major travel 
corridor are becoming blighted due to traffic invasion and a mix of dissimilar land uses that 
resist compatible interactions.  The FB application would provide the needed increased 
capacity to restore the traditional major travel corridor of through traffic so that “over flow” 
traffic does not invade either adjacent community.  It would then be an urban design task to 



employ land use development as a part of the FB development to provide appropriate north-
south circulation and land uses to mend, bring attractions and compatibility between the two 
communities.  A preliminary corridor is laid out on the FB website and can be reached by link 
www.flowblvd.com/basinplan2.html or by clicking on the menu title “LA Basin FB Loop and 
Transportation Corridor Study”, then when that comes up click on the Page 2 link (in blue) to 
get to the “Santa Monica Flow Boulevard Corridor” which is a preliminary study.  Scroll down 
to the Hollywood segment. 
 
Protect adjacent land use and entire communities from unnecessary traffic: The configuration 
of a LA Basin Loop is intended to reduce traffic invasion of the extensive single and multi 
family residential communities of the Basin as well as to provide a way to circulate within the 
Basin and to accept part of the multi-modal commuter travel to Basin employment centers.  
The configuration would provide the additional transportation modes as back-up to the 
subway and rail network being built in the Basin. The extensive central form of residential 
communities surrounded by work centers and geographic features is unique in world city 
form organizations.  It would be a great loss to have traffic gridlock claim yet more square 
miles of Los Angeles.  There is further discussion on this subject regarding the alternative 
locations of the Westside Subway Extension at two different websites 1/ 
www.flowblvd.com/subwayextension.html or by clicking the website menu on Subway 
Extension and 2/ at www.flowblvd.com/basinstudy.html or by clicking the website menu on 
Basin Loop/Corridor Study (it’s page one). 

 
In this discussion is revealed that there is the traffic problem of attracting too many trips to an 
inadequate transportation infrastructure but there is the additional problem that the existing 
boulevard structure has “built-in” bottleneck configurations which cannot be dealt with unless 
the entire central residential community form is involved with congestion and “cut-through” 
traffic. 
 
Use as the necessary multi-modal back-up component to a Subway Corridor:  As part of the 
Westside Subway Extension study in the LA Basin area it became evident that the subway 
and the development around stations would attract a percentage of vehicular trips in the 
corridor.  It might be a fairly high percentage of trips depending on the amount of regional trip 
attractions that would be built. There is a fair amount of discussion on the matter located at 
the link www.flowblvd.com/subwayextension.html.  
 
Sub Regional Consolidation Being Structured with Growth Corridors:  Being that Flow 
Boulevards increase transportation capacity and provide advantageous land use 
relationships as density is developed, it is logical to structure additional growth in the low 
density existing settings of Southern California by the FB technique.  The examples referred 
to in the before mentioned website are in the Los Angeles County sub region and within 
geographical subdivisions of it, essentially the San Fernando Valley, East LA areas, South 
Bay, and the LA Basin area.  Whereas the LA Basin area needs transportation improvement 
to stabilize the relationships between transportation infrastructure and land use, it does not 
need growth in the Westside area particularly but it does need renewal growth in the eastern 
area towards downtown Los Angeles. 
 

http://www.flowblvd.com/basinplan2.html
http://www.flowblvd.com/subwayextension.html
http://www.flowblvd.com/basinstudy.html
http://www.flowblvd.com/subwayextension.html


Outside of the Basin the low density areas of residential, commercial and industrial land use 
are a particular opportunity, if not necessity, for corridor growth development.  Given the low 
density existing sprawl where the majority of trip mileage is generated and performed, growth 
corridors are necessary given by the recognition of energy security to reduce VMT, as well as 
the need to increase economic development productivity for both existing and the future 
increased population to sustain an acceptable standard of living.  “Growth is necessary” to 
adapt the urban form.  It is imperative that growth be directed to make the necessary 
improvement to functional and spatial relationships to bring about the efficiencies that will 
allow affordable, sustainable and desirable city environment. 
 
While accepting greater population, VMT must be reduced by the proximity of needed land 
uses.  The area where the greatest amount of VMT can be reduced while conforming to 
affordable, sustainable and desirable objectives is in the existing low density suburban areas.  
The average trip length in LA County is almost 16 miles long.  The length must be reduced 
and a general transformation to non fossil fuel energy in small truck and automobiles needs 
to take place while increasing transit options as well.  In transit the greatest cost benefit 
comes from bus usage.  The cost of five miles of light rail construction (ROW, hardware and 
typical occasional grade separations) can pay for 100 miles of Flow Boulevard which is fully 
outfitted including hybrid articulated buses at generally 10 minute intervals ( local bus costs 
reducing time intervals further have not been included).  In addition to the greater amount of 
transit coverage there are approximately 16 times the amount of patron transit miles 
developed (volume of users).  On a typical FB paired street, whether two or three lanes of 
auto and truck flowing lanes are used, there would always be the BRT/HOV lane provided in 
each direction of the Flow Boulevard. 
 
A preliminary allocation study at www.flowboulevardplan.com/lafbnetwork.html has been 
made.  It should be pointed out that since that study was made it is recognized that it is very 
likely that the flow boulevards seen in that plan would be discontinuous not really long 
connected corridors.  That is because a problem solving FB would be in response to a 
specific location, town or city.  Maybe in the future continuous connection may be built up 
however. 
 
 
 
Use of the Interactive Comment Sequence 
 
Generally I will be commenting on these issues from the viewpoint that I understand from 
being familiar with the Los Angeles County and its MTA.  I would think that the same kind of 
comments would apply elsewhere.  I am trying to be more specific with examples and 
applications to actual places and peoples.  I find little wrong with SCAG criteria but it strikes 
me as being abstract.  I realize SCAG can’t design for all six counties.  But more specific 
examples of how multiple criteria and objectives are put together in plans, urban forms, 
transportation corridors and programs would be an improvement.  So in my comments I will 
refer to both the policies, objectives and strategies that SCAG is developing but I will also 
respond with reference to the Flow Boulevard concept as it reflects and incorporates the 
criteria and objectives that SCAG seeks to make a part of plans for the RTP/SCS. 

http://www.flowboulevardplan.com/lafbnetwork.html


 
 

01 OUR VISION      
 
Towards a Sustainable Future 
 
Mobility, Economy, Sustainability; Realize the Vision 
 
In LA County the MTA (Metro) has a major emphasis on expansion of the rail network. 
My general impression is that there is too much emphasis on rail to the fault of being 
unbalanced in multi modal considerations as it relates to comprehensive planning and sound 
economics.  This emphasis brings about the speculative dimension of proceeding with a 
narrow view of what and how things should be.  This brings in the dimension of risk and the 
realm of making very large misallocations of resources. 
 
It’s not that their proposed system is too big, it is that it is too expensive to be realized in a 
short amount of time and that over time there may be much needed revisions and additions 
such as Flow Boulevard networks to the plan.  Metro rarely refers to serving population and 
land use patterns.  And the talk of accelerated financing by borrowing from the future and of 
laying an even greater burden on the public is frightful.  It is as though another “bubble” is in 
the talking stages of being made; a transportation bubble and how disastrous a thought!   
 
On the Westside of LA, having a notorious level of congestion, the inclination is not so much 
to solve the communities’ problem but to simply find a way to build rail transit and if there are 
major deficiencies with continued problems then there is no budget to actually solve the 
traffic problems.  That appears to be the direction of their approach overall. 
 
The SCAG objectives of Mobility, Economy and Sustainability falls through the cracks in the 
kind of planning the MTA and the City of LA is performing. This problem is showing up in 
countywide instances as well as in City Community Plans.  Mobility is not being achieved in 
City Community Plans, and congestion persists countywide.  Much of the MTA response to 
the event of recession is essentially that of trying to re-inflate past trends that were heavily 
dependent on speculative real estate ventures.   That is not an approach to obtain 
sustainability with. Growth based on assemblage of businesses that provide jobs and 
sustained productivity will produce better results. 
 
There is some room for “recovery” by supporting real business with access and the solving of 
problems of congestion. The larger question however is how we obtain new growth in our 
economy to provide future employment for the young and replace jobs that have fallen away 
with past trends.  This area of planning should be of great importance in securing the 
economic future that is needed in Southern California and I think extensive Flow Boulevard 
“growth corridor development” can provide the necessary structure and place to make it 
happen.  This kind of growth related to transportation improvement seems to be absolutely 
missing in Metro’s planning elements. 
 
 



 
The Setting 
   
Economic Recession, Population Growth 

 
Fixing real transportation problems while developing a new and expanding economy is 
needed.  As stated in the above section dealing with Sub Regional Consolidation, the 
suburbs are where the majority of the additional 2 million people in LA County will be located 
over the next twenty five years.  Extensive low cost transportation improvement and low cost 
land use development that is able to bring opportunities for starting new businesses are the 
kinds of policies and programs that should be identified and made apart of the denser 
consolidation that is to occur within existing communities and work centers.  Flow Boulevards 
as growth corridors would be instrumental in bringing that about. 
 
In addition to using a transportation form that targets reduction of VMT it is necessary to 
bringing about programs and policies that promote the attraction of businesses that will help 
form a new relevant economy.  A concerted effort to attract new businesses and 
manufacturers from other counties, states and countries by providing the attraction of 
affordable start-up, connectivity, idea environ, affordable housing, technical support, access 
to needed materials and generally friendly government should be a part of growth corridors.  
These programs should be coordinated city wide if not countywide. 
 
In LA County the radial patterned commuter rail plan that is focused on the LA Basin and is 
so expensive to develop will carry only an approximate 2 and 1/2% of the travel miles made 
in LA County on the rail system.  That leaves a remainder of 16% in vehicular commuter 
modes to the LA Basin.  I’m speaking about the percentage of total travel miles in LA County.  
That leaves more than 90% of travel (including the 16%) in vehicular modes mainly 
circulating in suburban locations.  This 90% of travel is the area to target for reduction of 
VMT by making those areas more self sufficient in land uses that allow shorter trips.  This 
responds to the fact that LA needs growth to adapt to an urban form that supports energy 
security by reducing energy usage. This also secures economic stability and growth through 
low cost transportation development in areas that can and desire to receive development in 
low land cost areas.   
  
 
Safety, Multi-Modal System 
 
The Flow Boulevard system separates vehicles from pedestrian and bikeway circulation over 
time.  This allows safe and aesthetic crossing of the FB corridors as well as the direct 
connection to the high density land use areas and open space centered in the FB corridors.  
While each corridor would have different characters given their density and location, example 
images of such integrated environments in model form can be seen on the FB website. By 
clicking the menu on “Elements and Travel Demand” photo images of a model environment 
are presented.  There are two portions of images showing development of such 
environments separated by a potion of the study dealing with travel dement.  Just keep 
scrolling from one end to the other.  The link is www.flowblvd.com/elements.html.  

http://www.flowblvd.com/elements.html


 
 
Transportation System Management 
 
Flow Boulevard characteristics of TSM and ITS are pretty well expressed in the FB 
descriptions above.  What has not been stated is how the “medium capacity” FB system can 
relieve the freeway network of much of the local and medium length travel that crowds our 
present freeways.  This would allow freeways to specialize more into long trip facilities and 
thereby extend their life and performance as a system that will not see many more miles 
added to it in the LA County area. 
 
 
Challenges and Opportunities   
 
Transportation Finance,  System Preservation,  Goods Movement 
 
The Flow Boulevard system looks to increase the tax and service fee base to produce more 
revenues.  The FB system is a “money maker” not a facility that needs subsidies such as rail 
transit.  Built up corridors throw off revenues way in excess of their cost and maintenance.  In 
about 20 years a typical mile of FB would likely throw off $150,000 million in discretionary 
monies that can be used elsewhere.  With 100 miles of FB that is $15 billion annually to put 
elsewhere.  For more discussion on this subject click on the link of 
www.flowblvd.com/basinstudy.html, that’s page one.  Scroll down until a City of LA Chart in 
green named “Where the Money Comes From” appears.  After the charts begin reading the 
discussion titled “Flow Boulevards Pay Their Own Way”. 
 
System preservation occurs by using the existing street system and settlement pattern to the 
advantage of integral growth, land use up dating and transportation improvement.  And of 
course people and goods movement is provided with the FB system.  Remember as well the 
points made above where the FB can help protect (preserve) communities and the aspect of 
extending the life of the freeway system.  That is being done by the FB system taking on the 
burden of local and medium length trips.  And finally this shows how the FB transportation 
system helps preserve the entire system by the use of the excess revenue being “thrown off” 
by the money maker Flow Boulevards. 
 
Integrated Land Use and Transportation 
 
The Flow Boulevard concept could be the “poster image” of representing the mandate of SB 
375 integration of land use and transportation.  Over time, with programs that help transform 
vehicular movement to electric (or non fossil-fuel) power integrally, comfortably and 
economically;  then that is the objective is it not? 
 
 
Air Quality,  Energy,  Adaptation 
 

http://www.flowblvd.com/basinstudy.html


From what I know, natural gas will afford a step in the right direction for air quality over coal 
and oil; coal in producing electricity and oil in propelling vehicles.  Unconventional natural gas 
resources seem to be cheap and abundant, with low NOX emissions and can be counted 
upon 24/7.  With shorter trips, less energy used in vehicles, greater public transit use in 
extensive BRT networks, use of walking environments with “proximity” and a transformation 
to electricity instead of gasoline all seem to add up well in the kind of land use and 
transportation patterns provided by Flow Boulevards. 
 
Adaptation must be made affordable by an economy that has the resources available to be 
applied to the cost of that adaptation.  I can’t see where large expensive rail networks that 
are supposedly justified by the need to commute large distances should be embraced with so 
much enthusiasm.  There should be ways to communicate and produce more without so 
much commuting.  More money will be needed for adaptation, which the growth corridors 
provided by the Flow Boulevard concept make available and in turn “throw off” revenues.  
Better conserving architecture fits in this model as well. 
 
 
Plan Overview 

 
Detroit Michigan lost half its population between 1980 and 2002 because the car companies 
could not compete with other manufacturers in the world market.  Will Southern California 
lose half its population due to excessive population dispersal, over use of natural resources, 
of not developing a more efficient urban form, of making expensive transportation systems, 
not transferring to less expensive and cleaner energy and having an over reliance on 
commuting? 

  
 

 
TRANSPORTATION INVESTMENTS   

 
I have used the first chapter of “Vision”, to focus comments on the respective issues in a kind 
of combined conceptual way.  By this I mean that considerations of Investments, Funding 
and Future Land Patterns are combined with the Vision issue response.  As an architect I 
tend to think using an integrated concept rather than what seems to me as overly abstracted 
when broken down so much.  I will however generally respond to issues posed in these 
subsequent chapters with general overview comments referring to some of the issues. 
 
Getting the Most Out of Our System:  The major point is to maintain the basic existing street 
and land use system while evolving segments so as to improve the relationships and achieve 
new levels of population growth (in some areas) and transportation capacity within corridors.  
By the use of the right mix of land uses, more sustainable neighborhoods and communities 
are obtained by way of those proximities, shorter vehicular trips and to divert trips from SOV 
by the inclusion of transit.  In this setting the SOV use can in effect “shrink”.   
 
As pointed out in the “Vision” comments, congestion should not be allowed to develop as it 
has in the LA Basin.  Those bottlenecks and inefficiencies are not a strategy to make a better 



city with.  It is a failure and in due course will be corrected; possibly with some help by SCAG 
as well as others.  
 
By using the existing street system to greater advantage there is less need for expensive 
long distance rail trip development.  In the Measure R list of projects there are basically no 
TSM and ITS projects to take care of the mounting congestion in the LA Basin.  And the City 
of Los Angeles DOT does not seem to be able to cope with the condition either.  I am very 
concerned that with the impacts being made on the function and standard of living in Los 
Angeles communities.  Appropriate policies and transportation improvement must be 
employed to eliminate congestion. 
 
Transit Policies:  By expanding the BRT network it is appropriate to lessen time and trip 
length that is commensurate with making communities self sufficient and reduces VMT.  This 
is the most effective way to increase transit use in LA County and the most direct way of 
going after and reducing the length of the 90% of SOV trips.  Point to point BRT trips would 
basically be at 40mph speeds for really reducing bus travel times. 
 
Active Transportation:  Pedestrian circulation, bikeways and open space are an integral part 
of Flow Boulevard development.  By developing its circulation separately from the street its 
development becomes the condition to which greater capacity is obtained from the roadway 
itself.  This is a unique relationship where building pedestrian elevated circulation and open 
space creates increased vehicular capacity in Flow Boulevards. 
 
The term “complete streets” tends to imply that most all arterial streets should accommodate 
all modes of travel.  This of course would make major conflicts on many streets.  The better 
view is to accommodate all modes of travel within a community plan that respects the 
character, purpose and safety of each mode and give it the necessary spaces, routes and 
function that allows that mode to perform its given task.  On the FB website at 
www.flowblvd.com/elements.html one can see highly developed environs with separate 
modal circulation systems interrelated.  
 
 
03   FINANCIAL PLAN    Generalized Comments   
 
Trimming project expenses and making more affordable budgets:  There is still a great deal 
of underutilized capacity in most roadways.  There should be more thought in utilizing the 
unused capacity because it is so less expensive to provide for the mobility of existing and 
future growth.  It is also a way to up-date the mix of housing stock and community services, 
retail and work locations to respond to changes in demographics and the economy.   
 
There is generally great risk in over designing a transportation plan that cannot be achieved 
without taking funds from other social costs that are more important.  It would appear to me 
that the Metro ambitious and self serving rail plans have that budget busting, excessive 
social burden look to them.  They seem narrowly conceived by not having comprehensive 
planning attached to them.  And now there has been a realization that we have been living 
through an era of very fortunate economic circumstances for the last 40 years and that those 

http://www.flowblvd.com/elements.html


conditions have changed.  Proceeding with caution, flexible plans and not getting over 
extended would be prudent if not absolutely necessary.  And please refer to the above linked 
discussion regarding “Flow Boulevards Pay Their Own Way” in the” Challenges and 
Opportunities section for an alternative approach to providing growth and transportation 
improvement. 
 
Primarily use “Pay-Go” (pay as you go):  By using land use development in combination with 
transportation improvement in growth corridors, transportation improvement costs can be tied 
directly to the cost of the increased land use density developments.  In this manner much of 
the transportation improvement pays for itself and then continues to do so out of property 
taxes and fees generating revenues for the governing jurisdiction.  The generation of 
continuing excess revenues is a source for paying for additional infrastructure improvements 
and maintenance that towns and cities are faced with. 
 
The large commuter rail system that Metro has planned and want to build at an accelerated 
pace also has that risky burdensome look to it.  After it would be built at an accelerated pace 
would it really be used? And then what happens to that under funded period to transportation 
improvement that follows the accelerated building period when debt is being paid off?  That is 
when really difficult problems can arise and there is the lack of funding to deal with them.   
 
It is also quite unbelievable that Southern California will attach themselves to a mobility form 
that requires so much transferring and great distances to be traversed to carry out normal 
daily living.  With inexpensive electricity for electric vehicles and more compact communities 
with shorter trips to connect daily tasks, why would people submit to a hodgepodge of 
inconvenient disconnected trips?  Southern California society should be given the chance to 
decide these issues; we need full disclosure that the fullness of time affords. 
 
 
04 SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES 

 
 

Sustainable Communities Strategy:  Sustainable communities are necessary for Southern 
California to sustain itself, and growth is necessary to bring about adaptation of existing 
communities to become sustainable.  One such approach refers to the case I have been 
building for the use of Flow Boulevards to bring about that adaptation of existing community 
urban form through land use growth and transportation improvement in corridors.   The FB 
form also targets the majority of areas where trip generation is made and brings Intelligent 
Transportation System technologies to bear on the issues of SB 375 including that of GHG 
emissions.  There is an incredible existing investment in the sprawl that persists throughout 
Southern California and this investment must be made to become efficient in terms of 
preservation, energy, job creation, productivity, lifestyle achievement, environmental and air 
quality.  Whereas some might think it is becoming crowded, it really does not have to seem 
that way by moving up pedestrian circulation and places over the improving street 
transportation below with the use of architecture in order to enjoy the view and open space.  
 



This is a natural and very affordable adaptation to low density existing development.  
Examples of this kind of organization can be seen in parts and whole already in Los Angeles.  
And by connecting the growth corridors to existing towns, work centers and cities it can 
reduce VMT by both proximity and improved energy utilization.  The FB concept is also able 
to improve more densely built existing urban areas as found in the LA Basin.  These 
opportunities may employ land use growth along with transportation improvement techniques 
or may use one or the other, land use or transportation improvement to solve an urban 
condition.  As indicated below (Westside LA, Exhibit A), there are instances where the 
transportation improvement ability of FB can be used without land use growth to solve “out of 
control” congestion issues inexpensively.  However the land use growth component can be a 
dynamic element in creating both walking “place” environments and with eliminating 
congestion in the urban context generally. 
 
With the congestion that the City of Los Angeles and the County MTA has allowed to 
continue by not employing ITS strategies, it would seem that more pollution is now being 
made by inefficient vehicular movement than is being saved by rail transit usage.  This is 
beyond the loss of “productivity time” and the loss of livability in impacted communities both 
residential and commercial. 
 
 
 

Exhibit A; 
 

A Plan to Eliminate Westside Congestion 
 
The real prospect of eliminating congestion on the Westside is nearing a reality as existing 
approved projects (405/HOV lane and Expo line) and potential proposed projects are 
combined with them.  The basic approach to eliminate the existing traffic congestion, since it 
primarily comes into the Westside from the north and south, is to add additional capacity to the 
405 corridor and then as well to the I-10 corridor to connect to the City of Santa Monica.  By 
that capacity improvement the Westside arterial network can be relieved of traffic and therefore 
the gridlock now experienced on both sides of these freeway corridors as well as the freeways 
themselves.  
 
The weakest link in these corridors to be improved is the interchange connecting the 405 and 
the I-10.  The freeway interchange traffic is constricted both in its flow-through capacity and 
turning movement capacity.  From there the freeways are further constricted by merging 
movements on and off the freeways at the very high collection and distribution ramp 
movements affecting the freeways and adjacent arterial street flows. 
 
The key to eliminating Westside congestion is by adding needed capacity in order to relieve 
the interchange, the freeways and the ramping operations by the addition of a one-way pair 
(three regular flowing lanes along with an exclusive BRT/HOV lane in each direction) Flow 
Boulevard (FB) as a frontage road to the 405 (proposed in a study found at 
www.flowblvd.com/index3.html).  This improves the operations of the freeway and arterial 
network and is focused on balancing travel demand with infrastructure to essentially “fix what 

http://www.flowblvd.com/index3.html


is now broken”.  The intension is to limit the improvement to between the Sepulveda pass and 
Culver City and not to provide additional improved access to the Westside that might be a 
basis for yet more traffic attracting development that would put the Westside back into yet 
more congestion.  At this time, the objective is to bring balance between existing land use 
attraction and Westside infrastructure and then maintain that balance through a strictly 
enforceable Community Plan. 
 
Sepulveda Boulevard would provide the north flowing side of the FB.  South of Pico, Sawtelle 
would provide the south flowing side of the FB.  North of Pico, there are two alternative streets 
to provide southern flow between Wilshire and Pico.  The Cotner Street alternative (east of the 
405) as developed in the study and Beloit Avenue (west of the 405) the alternative simply 
mentioned in the study.  As an up-date to the study, the Beloit alternative now has political pull 
since the VA potential subway station has been identified.  The prior difficulty was to obtain 
right of way through the VA property.  Now that there is desire to provide some kind of future 
connection to the east- west rail lines, which would include the VA subway station; political and 
economic “pull”, could make the Beloit alternative the likely choice.  North of Wilshire the FB 
would flow into the Metro “Sepulveda Pass” project, whatever that may work out to be.  Note 
that the quick and low cost improvements being discusses here are more short term problem 
solving plans and do not involve the ambitious 10’s of billions dollar price tags that Metro 
envisions for later projects.  
 
Adding up the improved capacities in the 405 corridor would be 30,000 person trips (pt) with 
the new 405 HOV lane and with a Beloit FB connection (where no through connection exists 
between the Pico and Wilshire areas) it provides 80,000 pt of improvement at this area of the 
corridor.  This would total an increased capacity of 110,000 person trips to be distributed to 
reduce congestion on the freeway, through the interchange, in the ramp use and out of the 
arterial network in the north-south direction.  South of the interchange the increased capacity 
to the Sepulveda-Sawtelle pair would be about 38,000 pt/day due to BRT lanes and the 
synchronized vehicular flow in general.   In the east-west direction the Expo Line would add 
approximately 35,000 pt, the I-10 improvements 60,000 pt and three sets of BRT (Wilshire, 
SMB and Olympic) giving an additional 20,000 pt totaling 115,000 pt of increased capacity to 
reduce congestion with.   
 
The key to making the interchange work adequately is the reduced 405 through traffic volume 
and the potential to make direct connections from the freeways to the FB to reduce turning 
movement demand (such trips would be headed to or from the FB).  This allows greater 
provision of freeway to freeway turning movement capacity by having two full lanes to turn with 
and not being merged into one lane going into and out of the turn ramps.  This additional lane 
continuity allows about a doubling of turning movement capacity in the critical turns connecting 
the 405 and the I-10. 
 
Operation of the FB requires priority signalization separate from the cross streets of the arterial 
grid.  This priority is “earned” by the fact that the FB accommodates a higher volume of 
vehicles than an intersecting arterial would have, has the greater length of travel, presents the 
fact that the FB makes the freeway system work without failing, provides additional north-south 
to east-west turning opportunities between crossing arterials with the 405 and also takes travel 



demand out of the arterial grid so it does not gridlock.  While the north bound side of the FB 
needs to have synchronized signals, with for example one minute vehicle packs and one 
minute gaps between them (for cross traffic signal periods), likewise the south bound needs 
the same for continuous flow of the vehicle pack without stopping.  The phasing of each side of 
the FB may be coincident at an intersection (both having green signal periods) or out of phase 
with each other in any amount that may be of some benefit to the crossing arterial.  What 
cannot be allowed is the breaking of the flow of signal synchronization on either street of the 
FB pair.  With a travel speed of approximately 40mph, this means that the automobile travel 
time between Wilshire and Culver is about 7 minutes on the FB and the BRT bus can take 
about 14 minutes using prepaid platform boarding and alighting techniques by staying at less 
than 1 minute at each arterial bus stop.   
 

 Eliminating congestion is the first step in being able to remove ambiguity so as to 
stabilize the Westside and make Community Plans for improvements like livable 
boulevards and needed land uses that allows developers and residents to fully 
support. 

 BRT bus transit works well with the Westside by having lines to and from the FB by 
connecting with the destinations of Westwood, Century City, Santa Monica, etcetera,  
without transfers; as well as connections to the future rail stations of the Expo Line, 
the LAX and the VA Station.  And the BRT facilities can be up and running in just a 
few years. 

 By stabilizing the land use and transportation balance, it would then be prudent to 
insist that City and County planning departments make comprehensive plans for the 
expected two million additional residents in the next 25 years.  In other words, plan for 
additional development and population in other areas and not to allow excessive 
Westside development which yet again brings unbearable congestion.   

 
 
 
December 4, 2011 by Phil Brown           email contact;  
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February 11, 2012 
 
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 RTP/SCS 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 residents 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 Quality 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 ½ 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 
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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. 
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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. 
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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 
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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. 
 
 

 
 



SCAG – 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan – December 2011 
Johnson – February 11, 2012 
 

SCAG_RTP_2012 page 9 of 9 

 
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  



 Director                                            
Water Resources Institute 

California State University 
San Bernardino 
 

              
 

                    
San Bernardino, CA  

Longville Susan Lien 

NOT PRINTED AT PUBLIC EXPENSE 

Date:     February 14, 2012 
 
To:    Southern California Association of Governments http://www.scagrtp.net/ 
 
Re:  Public Comment to SCAG Regional Transportation Plan  
 
As a former SCAG Regional Council Member that served during the time I was a member of the San Bernardino 
City Council from 1998‐2006, I had the opportunity to work closely with previous Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP) implementation efforts. I continue to remain engaged as a private citizen in issues of importance to 
Southern California. Thank you for the opportunity to submit my public comment by email. 
 
In the last RTP, there was a concept similar to the current GRID (Green Rail Intelligent Development) to which there 
was no progress during implementation. I am writing to express my desire that this Southern California alternative 
to Goods Movement be once again included in the current RTP.  
 
The GRID alternative, which proposes the installation of 15‐ft. water‐tight pipelines housed in an unmanned 
electrified rail guide way, has a number of advantages for traversing goods from the Ports of Los Angeles and Long 
Beach to the inland regions of California.  

• First, installation of an underground pipeline would employ installation that is identical to the 
installation of water pipelines that use only a “cut and cover” technique which environmentally 
presents much less adverse impacts.  

• Furthermore, this project holds the potential of creating many jobs in Southern California during the 
manufacturing and construction of the system because materials proposed in GRID are already 
manufactured locally.    

• Finally, I believe that including an alternative Goods Movement concept that would be powered by 
electricity, rather than diesel, is good public policy. As a resident of San Bernardino, the concept 
of moving Port freight through an underground pipeline that would ultimately emerge at an Inland 
Port holds the promise of someday reducing the truck traffic that is affecting so many of Southern 
California’s Disadvantaged Communities where rail and existing roadways traverse and gravely 
impact the respiratory health of our children and seniors who have been shown to be 
disproportionately affected by goods movement.  

 
For those reasons, I urge SCAG to include the GRID alternative in the current RTP providing the opportunity to 
further examine a concept without any significant impact to air quality as is found in existing rail shipments or 
container movement by diesel‐powered semi trucks. 
 
I look forward to hearing the Regional Council has included the GRID (Green Rail Intelligent Development) as an 
alternative Goods Movement Alternative. Thank you. 
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DISCLAIMER: Data and analysis included in this Appendix does not account for 
Plan improvements in vehicle technology particularly for truck only corridors.  
These corridors in the Plan are exclusively for zero and/or near-zero emis-
sion vehicles. Furthermore, the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) 
accompanying the RTP/SCS includes mitigation measures that would reduce 
impacts associated with health risk within 500 feet of freeways and high-traffic 
volume roadways to less than significant. Analysis included in this Appendix 
also does not account for emissions improvements through the implementation 
of these mitigation measures. As such, emissions and exposure analysis shown 
in this Appendix is abundantly conservative and demonstrates worst-case 
scenario outcomes. If these emissions improvements had been accounted for, 
we believe the analysis would show little or no areas with worsened emissions 
(“hot spots”) associated with the Plan. Moreover, the currently available data 
on emissions and on the distribution of households and population is imprecise 
such that the overlay with emissions and EJ populations will tend to overstate 
any potential impacts. Nevertheless, given on-going concerns and evolving 
information on health impacts, SCAG encourages project sponsors to be cogni-
zant of any potential health risks in project design and delivery. Consistent with 
the mitigation identified and to be implemented as part of the proposed final 
PEIR, SCAG will assist in disseminating information and identifying effective 
strategies to reduce risk at the project level.



T
he concept of Environmental Justice is about equal and fair access to a healthy 
environment, with the goal of protecting underrepresented and poorer communi-
ties from incurring disproportionate environmental impacts. The SCAG region is 
vast and geographically distinct. It encompasses an area of more than 38,000 

square miles with a population exceeding 18 million people, and has many geographi-
cally dispersed commercial and residential centers. The region includes heavily urban 
and entirely rural areas, as well as terrain that in some instances make air quality goals 
difficult to achieve. Demographically, it is one of the most diverse regions in the country, 
becoming the first to see the total population of Hispanics exceed that of Non-Hispanic 
Whites. In fact, the Hispanic population is anticipated to exceed 50 percent of the total 
population in the region by 2035. The area is also quite economically diverse, and dis-
plays the extremes in household income. 

Title VI and Environmental Justice Overview
Consideration of Environmental Justice in the transportation planning process stems from 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VI). Title VI establishes the need for transpor-
tation agencies to disclose to the public the benefits and burdens of proposed projects 
on minority populations. Title VI states that “No person in the United States shall, on the 
ground of race, color or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the 
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving 
Federal financial assistance.” Additionally, Title VI not only bars intentional discrimina-
tion, but also unjustified disparate impact discrimination. Disparate impacts result from 
policies and practices that are neutral on their face (i.e., there is no evidence of inten-
tional discrimination), but have the effect of discrimination on protected groups. The 
understanding of civil rights has expanded to include low-income communities, as further 
described below. 

In the 1990’s, the federal executive branch issued orders on Environmental Justice that 
amplified Title VI, in part by providing protections on the basis of income as well as race. 
These directives, which included President Clinton’s Executive Order 12898 (1994) and 
subsequent U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) and Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) orders (1997 and 1998, respectively), along with a 1999 DOT guidance memo-
randum, ordered every federal agency to make Environmental Justice part of its mis-
sion by identifying and addressing the effects of all programs, policies and activities on 

underrepresented groups and low-income populations. Reinforcing Title VI, these mea-
sures ensure that every federally funded project nationwide consider the human environ-
ment when undertaking the planning and decision-making process. 

On August 4, 2011, seventeen federal agencies signed the “Memorandum of 
Understanding on Environmental Justice and Executive Order 12898.” The signatories, 
including the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), agreed to develop Environmental 
Justice strategies to protect the health of people living in communities overburdened by 
pollution and to provide the public with annual progress reports on their efforts. The MOU 
advances agency responsibilities outlined in the 1994 Executive Order 12898 and directs 
each of the Federal agencies to make Environmental Justice part of its mission and to 
work with other agencies on Environmental Justice issues as members of the Interagency 
Working Group on Environmental Justice.

In response to this MOU, DOT revised its Environmental Justice Strategy. The revi-
sions reinforce the DOT’s programs and policies related to Environmental Justice and 
strengthen its efforts to outreach to minority and low-income populations. In addi-
tion, on September 29, 2011, the Federal Transit Authority (FTA) issued two proposed 
Circulars on Title VI and Environmental Justice to clarify the requirements and offer 
guidance. FTA Circular 4702.1A, Title VI Requirements and Guidelines for Federal Transit 
Administration Recipients (Docket No. FTA-2011-0054) provides information required 
in the Title VI Program, proposes changing the reporting requirement from every four 
years to every three years, and adds a requirement for mapping and charts to analyze the 
impacts of the distribution of State and Federal public transportation funds. SCAG has 
reviewed the proposed Circulars as additional guidance for the development of the 2012 
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). The FTA 
Circular 4703.1, Environmental Justice Policy Guidance for Federal Transit Administration 
Recipients (Docket number FTA-2011-0055) provides recommendations to MPOs (and 
other recipients of FTA funds) on how to fully engage Environmental Justice popula-
tions in the public transportation decision-making process; how to determine whether 
Environmental Justice populations would be subjected to disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects as a result of a transportation plan, 
project, or activity; and how to avoid, minimize, or mitigate these effects. The proposed 
Circular does not contain any new requirements, policies or directives. Nonetheless, 
SCAG complies with the framework provided to integrate the principles of Environmental 
Justice into our decision-making processes.
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In addition to Federal requirements, SCAG must comply with California Government Code 
Section 11135, which states that, “no person in the State of California shall, on the basis 
of race, national origin, ethnic group identification, religion, age, sex, sexual orientation, 
color, or disability, be unlawfully denied full and equal access to the benefits of, or be 
unlawfully subjected to discrimination under, any program or activity that is conducted, 
operated, or administered by the state or by any state agency that is funded directly by 
the state, or receives any financial assistance from the state.”

The State of California also provides guidance for those involved in transportation 
decision-making to address Environmental Justice. In 2003, the California Department 
of Transportation (Caltrans) published the Desk Guide on Environmental Justice in 
Transportation Planning and Investments to provide information and examples of ways 
to promote Environmental Justice. The Desk Guide identified requirements for pub-
lic agencies, guidance on impact analyses, recommendations for public involvement, 
and mitigation.

Finally, under Senate Bill 375 (SB 375), SCAG is required to include a Sustainable 
Communities Strategy within the RTP/SCS. The RTP/SCS represents the collective vision 
of the six counties in the SCAG region and provides a framework for the future develop-
ment of our regional transportation system. Through SB 375, the California Air Resources 
Board (ARB) established per capita targets for GHG reduction for cars and light trucks 
for the SCS. The targets for the SCAG region are 8 percent in 2020 and 13 percent in 
2035, from 2005 levels. As part of the early target setting process, the ARB appointed 
a Regional Target Advisory Committee (RTAC) to recommend factors to be considered 
and methodologies to be used for setting the targets. The RTAC report was finalized in 
September 2009 and included a recommendation on Housing and Social Equity. The 
report recognized the impact policies to reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) could have 
on social equity, specifically calling for appropriately located affordable housing match 
local wage levels. The RTAC further recommended that displacement and gentrification, 
as a result of changing land uses and increased housing costs, should be addressed and 
specifically avoided to the extent possible in the SCS. As a result of this recommendation 
and input from our Environmental Justice stakeholders, SCAG has updated its methodol-
ogy to include new areas of analysis, including gentrification and  displacement.

SCAG’s Title VI Environmental Justice Policy and Program
As a government agency that receives federal funding, SCAG is required to con-
duct an Environmental Justice analysis for its Regional Transportation Plan. SCAG’s 
Environmental Justice program includes two main elements: technical analysis and public 
outreach. Specifically, it is SCAG’s role to ensure that when transportation decisions are 
made, low-income and minority communities have ample opportunity to participate in the 
decision-making process and that they receive an equitable distribution of benefits and 
not a disproportionate share of burdens.

Under federal policy, all federally funded agencies must make Environmental 
Justice part of their mission and adhere to three fundamental Title VI/Environmental 
Justice principles:

 � To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health 
and environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority popu-
lations and low-income populations.

 � To ensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the 
transportation decision-making process.

 � To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by 
minority and low-income populations.

To this end, SCAG has completed an ambitious Environmental Justice report that 
assesses the impacts of the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS on Environmental Justice popu-
lation groups, and provides a set of measures for the potential mitigation of any 
adverse impacts.

SCAG’s Environmental Justice Outreach
A key component of the RTP/SCS development process is seeking public participation. 
Public input from our Environmental Justice stakeholders helped SCAG prioritize and 
address needs in the region. As part of the Environmental Justice outreach effort, SCAG 
compiled a list of key stakeholders to be contacted regarding RTP/SCS programs and 
policies. This list is comprised of over 300 individuals and organizations involved with 
the 2008 RTP as well as additional stakeholders, such as the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District’s (SCAQMD) Environmental Justice Working Group, which included 
new groups such as local community advocates, air quality interest groups, and unions. 
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SCAG maintains this list regularly and allows interested persons to sign-up online for the 
mailing list.

SCAG held two Environmental Justice workshops and convened focus groups on the 
Environmental Justice analysis to ensure that all members of the public have an opportu-
nity to participate meaningfully in the planning process. All the workshops were properly 
noticed and advertised. A majority of the region’s Environmental Justice organizations 
were represented at both workshops. In addition to the special Environmental Justice 
workshops, SCAG held a workshop for Resource Agencies during development of the RTP/
SCS, where Environmental Justice was a primary focus. Furthermore, Environmental 
Justice stakeholders have been involved throughout the planning process. On June 
24, 2010, SCAG held a workshop to review the planning process and familiarize the 
participants with the Environmental Justice analysis process. The workshop drew 
representatives of all major Environmental Justice groups throughout the region, with 
video conferencing made available from SCAG’s regional offices. Attendance totaled 
37 participants.

The following is a summary of the main topics discussed at the workshop:

 � SCAG was requested to give a presentation on the agency’s transportation 
modeling process

 � The Environmental Justice analysis should include baseline data of major issues 
facing the region

 � Public health was identified as a topic that should be further analyzed 

 � A Housing plus transportation affordability index should be included in the analysis

 � Gentrification should be addressed, particularly with SB 375’s emphasis on transit 
oriented development

As a result of these workshops, SCAG determined that new analysis areas were neces-
sary to capture the concerns raised from our stakeholders. These new areas are dis-
cussed in greater depth below and include impacts from rail transportation, gentrification 
and displacement, pollution exposure along heavily traveled corridors, and impacts from 
revenue generating mechanisms such as user based VMT fees.

On June 30, 2011, SCAG held a follow-up workshop to discuss the proposed new analysis 
areas with our stakeholders and to seek further input. In response to comments from the 

first workshop, SCAG also included a summary of the modeling process. This workshop 
drew participants (45 in total) to all six regional offices (Ventura, San Bernardino, El 
Centro, Orange, Riverside and Downtown Los Angeles).

The participants provided thoughtful comments and feedback on SCAG’s proposed analy-
sis and planning process including:

 � Particulate Matter ( PM2.5) should be analyzed in the Environmental Justice report

 � The Environmental Justice community should be included early in the decision-
making processes and advisory committees

 � The report should identify communities of concern and compare those areas with 
the location of investments

 � Maps should be produced to show long range trip projections compared to 
system capacity

 � Housing should be included in the performance measures, including housing/jobs fit 
(costs vs. wages)

 � The impacts of freight movement should be analyzed and mitigated

In response to comments made at the workshop, SCAG followed up by organizing focused 
meetings to further discuss methodology and ensure that it addressed the concerns 
raised by our Environmental Justice stakeholders. Participants were also urged to attend 
subsequent public workshops. Many of those who attended the Environmental Justice 
workshops also attended the RTP/SCS workshops. Furthermore, to address the com-
ments made during SCAG’s workshops, the Environmental Justice analysis has been 
updated from prior years as follows:

 � Focus more on non-motorized transportation 

 � Identify and quantify the primary Environmental Justice challenges in transportation 
in the region including the development of a baseline for key issues such as poverty, 
exposure to pollutants, and concentration of pollutants

 � Bring public health to the forefront—focus on pollutants and cancer concentration in 
communities of concern

 � Begin to analyze potential gentrification impacts from urban infill and transit ori-
ented development 
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 � Provide an Environmental Justice mitigation toolbox with recommended mitigation 
measures for subsequent projects 

Summary of Performance Measures 
and Technical Approach

Performance Measures
In the development of this report, SCAG identified eleven performance measures to 
analyze existing social and environmental equity in the region and to address the impacts 
of the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS on various Environmental Justice population groups. Detailed 
analysis is presented for the following eleven performance measures:

1. RTP/SCS Revenue Sources In Terms of Tax Burdens

2. Share of Transportation System Usage

3. RTP/SCS Investments

4. Impacts of Proposed VMT Fees

5. Distribution of Travel Time Savings and Travel Distance Reductions

6. Jobs-Housing Imbalance or Jobs-Housing Mismatch

7. Accessibility to Employment and Services

8. Accessibility to Parks

9. Gentrification and Displacement

10. Environmental Impact Analyses (Air, Health, Noise)
a. Air Quality and Health Impacts

 � Historic Performance At the Regional Level
 � Environmental Impacts along Freeways and Highly Traveled Corridors
 � Environmental impacts of Plan and Baseline Scenarios

b. Noise impacts
 � Aviation
 � Roadway

11. Rail-related Impacts

As a precursor to the discussion regarding the eleven performance measures, an 
introductory analysis is also provided on the historical/projected growth and geographic 
distribution of various Environmental Justice population groups in the region. 

Summary of Analysis
Overall, the Plan results in air quality improvements for Southern California and improves 
Environmental Justice in the region by providing equitable benefits for various population 
groups according to income and ethnicity.

RTP REVENUE SOURCES IN TERMS OF TAX BURDENS, VMT FEES, 
SHARE OF TRANSPORTATION USAGE, RTP/SCS INVESTMENT

The analysis shows that the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS revenue sources (taxable sales and 
gasoline taxes) and investments are allocated equitably along with the transportation 
usage by income and ethnicity groups. While both sales and gasoline taxes are regres-
sive—lower income groups pay a larger percentage of their income on these taxes than 
higher income groups—the mileage-based user fee transportation finance system cor-
rects, to some extent, the regressive nature of the gasoline tax.

TRAVEL TIME AND TRAVEL DISTANCE SAVINGS

Share of travel time savings by income group is generally consistent with each group’s 
mode usage. Higher income quintile groups with frequent auto usage captured more sav-
ings in person-hours traveled. However, lower income groups with higher transit usage 
received more benefits from transit related time savings. Person-mile travel changes are 
also in line with auto usage by income group. Share of travel time savings and person-
mile benefits by ethnic groups are also very balanced, and in line with each ethnic group’s 
use of the transportation system.

JOB HOUSING IMBALANCE OR JOB-HOUSING MISMATCH

This Appendix focuses its analysis on one segment of the job-housing imbalance or mis-
match: the inter-county commuters. Statistics indicate that, almost without exception, all 
inter-county commuters command much higher wages than those commuters who work 
and live in the same county. Those commuters are able to command wages higher than 
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workers who work and reside in their destination work counties. From an Environmental 
Justice perspective, this research does not provide definitive results. Rather, it raises 
additional questions that could be investigated further to better understand how jobs, 
workers, housing, and associated income distribution could impact travel patterns of low-
income and minority populations. 

A strong case could be made for imposing the mileage-based charges to the net inter-
county commuting VMT (total inter-county commuting VMT—estimated VMT to reach 
the county line) to address transportation funding needs and relieve congestion. Further 
research is needed to investigate the jobs-housing imbalance and jobs-housing mismatch 
issues and related policy implications more carefully.

ACCESSIBILITY TO EMPLOYMENT AND SERVICES:

Most ethnic groups, lower income quintile households, and people in poverty live in areas 
with higher than average accessibility to medical facilities, and grocery/general merchan-
dise stores. These observations support the observation that because transportation and 
long distance travel are expensive, less affluent people will choose residential locations 
where they can walk, bike, or take transit to access jobs, shopping, or other essential 
services. The priority policy is to create job and various opportunities for less affluent 
people near transit or urban cores. 

The analysis also indicates that several minority population groups—Non-Hispanic Native 
Americans, Non-Hispanic Black and others, elderly and disabled—have “very slightly” 
below average accessibility to either medical services or grocery/general merchandise 
stores as those observed for Non-Hispanic White and higher-income quintile house-
holds. Since there is no mobility element in this analysis, the primary cause could be 
the residential locations of these population groups relative to the opportunities located 
in surrounding areas. It is recommended to conduct additional monitoring and study to 
better understand the accessibility issues for these four Environmental Justice groups 
(Non-Hispanic Native Americans, Non-Hispanic Black and others, elderly and disabled).

JOB AND SHOPPING ACCESSIBILITY/OPPORTUNITY

The elderly population show only above average accessibility to job opportunities by auto; 
all other measures come out slightly below average for both job and shopping accessibil-
ity. Staff plan to research and study further about residential location and land use in the 

surrounding areas for this age group, particularly because the region is facing an aging 
population in the next 20–25 years.

In general, lower income quintile households and population below poverty all showed 
higher job and shopping accessibility in base year 2008 under every transportation 
mode. As is the case with distance-based accessibility, non-Hispanic Native Americans 
and non-Hispanic other, similar to non-Hispanic White, have below average accessibil-
ity in both job and shopping accessibility. Nonetheless, through the implementation of 
recommended strategies in the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS, the elderly, non-Hispanic Native 
Americans and non-Hispanic others will experience much better improvements than the 
average population in both job and shopping opportunities.

ACCESSIBILITY TO PARKS

Park accessibility statistics indicate that park accessibility by transit is much lower than 
by automobile for all groups. This is true for all parks—national, state, or local parks. By 
transit, there is almost no access to national parks, and very limited access to state parks 
in all scenarios—base year 2008, baseline, or under the Plan.

In addition to elderly, non-Hispanic Native Americans and non-Hispanic other, further 
analysis should also focus on non-Hispanic blacks where their park accessibility by auto 
is below the average for all parks. However, the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS provides improve-
ments for these population groups more than accessibility changes for the rest of the 
region’s population groups.

DISPLACEMENT AND GENTRIFICATION

Based on a review of relevant literature, seven indicators were selected to assess early 
signs of likely effects of displacement or gentrification through growth in the High Quality 
Transit Areas (HQTA) or Transit Oriented Communities (areas surrounding rail transit 
stations) with the 2000 Census and 2005-09 American Community Survey (ACS) data. 
These indicators include: Percent of minority population, Poverty rate, Share of 65+ pop-
ulation, Percent of households without a car, Percent of non-English speaking, Population 
without a high school diploma, and Percent of renters.

As indicated in this EJ report, trends observed in those key indicators showing evidence 
of likely presence of displacement and gentrification from the 2000 Census and 2005-09 
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American Community Survey (ACS) in areas of transit oriented developments (TODs) are 
inconclusive. SCAG will continue to evaluate and monitor information based on the frame-
work presented in previous analysis.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS (AIR, HEALTH, NOISE)

Existing Air Quality and Health Impacts

The region’s air quality continues to improve in the last 40 years, and the implementation 
of the strategies recommended in the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS will contribute significantly 
in the future to reduced emissions, further improved air quality, and bringing a healthy 
and livable environment to all people in the region. EJ analysis results are shown for both 
ozone and PM2.5 during two time periods: 2004-06 and 2007-09. For the years 2007-09, 
compared with air quality in 2004-06, consistent with the trends, there are reductions 
across the board for both ozone and particulate emissions at both the regional level and 
for each EJ population groups. 

However there are EJ areas where the region needs to improve in the future. For example, 
In terms of ozone emissions, all demographic groups are at or below the regional average 
for both average days exceeding federal ozone standards and average daily ozone expo-
sure in excess of national standards. This, however, cannot be said for PM2.5 emissions, 
where each demographic group except the elderly population is in excess of the regional 
average for average annual PM2.5 exposure. This distributional impact of PM by EJ popu-
lation appears also for cancer risk and respiratory risk, with each group exceeding the 
regional average except for the elderly population. 

Emissions and Health Impacts from the Plan

This section compares regional CO and PM emissions that will result in 2035 through 
the implementation of the Plan. Regarding existing population and future growth along 
Freeway 500 feet buffer areas, it should be noted that currently the level of emissions 
near these facilities is substantially higher than in the region as a whole. In 2035, these 
areas still will have higher emissions than the region as a whole. However, while regional 
emissions overall decreased between now and 2035, the rate of decrease near freeways 
and high volume roads is even greater. The RTP/SCS does result in an increase in popula-
tion in these locations, and as such health risk is higher for these individuals than if they 

were not in the buffer area. Subsequent project level analysis and mitigation should be 
cognizant of on-going health concerns. However, the plan as a whole shows benefits for 
emissions exposure and decreased levels of risk in areas near freeways. The findings are 
available in the Environmental Justice Appendix. Also, Environmental Justice informa-
tion for areas within 1,000 feet of freeways and highly traveled corridors is available as 

additional analysis at the end of the Appendix. 

RAIL RELATED IMPACTS

In response to input and comment from SCAG’s federal partners, staff developed a first 
step analysis framework in conducting rail related Environmental Justice assessment 
for both current 2012–2035 RTP/SCS and for future RTPs. The EJ Appendix presents a 
“train traffic index” from both freight and passenger rail traffic data along the region’s 
rail corridors. Environmental Justice Communities, population, and sensitive receptors 
were identified and mapped for various buffer areas along the rail corridors. Finally, the 
existing and projected impacts (delay, emissions, and accident reductions) from grade 
separation projects are presented which will benefit primarily the EJ communities along 
the rail corridors.

Technical Approach
The following section summarizes the technical approach employed for the 2012–2035 
RTP/SCS Environmental Justice analysis. Detailed methodologies explaining SCAG’s 
approach to assessing impacts for each performance measure are available within their 
respective sections. 

SCAG has established itself as a leader in Environmental Justice analyses and has 
been previously recognized for its technical approach to understanding the benefits and 
burdens of the agency’s regional plan. Each planning cycle presents new and emerging 
concerns for the region to address. For example, in the 2008 RTP, SCAG analyzed acces-
sibility to public parks including the distribution of parks by income and park accessibility 
by travel mode and income. In keeping with the trend of developing robust environmental 
analyses, the current RTP/SCS analyzes Environmental Justice population groups and 
their distribution along rail corridors, exposure to pollutants along heavily traveled corri-
dors, gentrification and displacement, and impacts from revenue generating mechanisms 
such as a VMT fee. As with previous RTPs, the goal of the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS is to 
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ensure that when transportation decisions are made, low-income and minority communi-
ties have ample opportunity to participate in the decision-making process and receive an 
equitable distribution of benefits rather than a disproportionate share of burdens.

THE 2012–2035 RTP/SCS PLAN VERSUS BASELINE

The comparison of the Plan versus Baseline is the primary focus of the Environmental 
Justice analysis for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS. The basic concept is to compare the per-
formance of the Plan to the Baseline scenario for 2035. For the purposes of this analysis, 
the Plan represents the selected strategy to guide the region’s transportation planning 
over the next decades. Baseline is defined as the set of all projects and investments cur-
rently underway or for which funds are already committed. Baseline represents “business 
as usual” and assumes current land use trends and the completion of projects currently 
under construction or with available funding for construction over the next few years. 
Tools and data for the analysis is based on SCAG’s regional travel demand model.

IDENTIFYING DEMOGRAPHIC GROUPS

Identifying low-income and minority populations is necessary both for conducting effec-
tive public participation and for assessing the distribution of benefits and burdens of 
transportation plans and projects. For the purposes of this analysis, SCAG focused on all 
low-income groups and minority populations. Executive Order 12898 and the DOT and 
FHWA Orders on Environmental Justice define “minority” as persons belonging to any of 
the following groups, as well as “other” categories that are based on the self-identifica-
tion of individuals in the U.S. Census:1 Black, Hispanic, Asian, and American Indian and 
Alaskan Native. SCAG based its analysis on the latest census data for ethnic/racial groups 
in the SCAG region at the census tract level and by transportation analysis zone (TAZ).

The poverty classification is a federally established income guideline used to define per-
sons who are economically disadvantaged as outlined by the U.S. Department of Health 
& Human Services guidelines.2 The poverty level applicable to the SCAG Region is chosen 
on the basis of regional average household size for the census year. For example, for a 

1 Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration. Environmental Justice Emerging 
Trends and Best Practices Guidebook, Document Number: FHWA-HEP-11-024. August 2011.

2 Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration. Environmental Justice Emerging 
Trends and Best Practices Guidebook, Document Number: FHWA-HEP-11-024. August 2011.

regional mean of 2.98 persons—rounded to 3—per household, the threshold would con-
sist of the sum of the value for the first person plus two additional people. The household 
counts in each income range are then used to determine the number and percentage of 
households in each census tract below the poverty level. In 2010, a family of three earn-
ing less than $17,374 was classified as living in poverty.3

TABLE 1 lists the demographic categories that are used in SCAG’s Environmental Justice 
analysis. As noted above, this report refers to the areas with meaningfully greater popula-
tions based on these demographic categories as “Environmental Justice Communities.” 

In addition to complying with federal guidance, SCAG also conducts income equity analy-
ses by breaking down total regional income figures into five income quintiles. A quintile, 
by definition, is a category into which 20 percent of the ranked households fall. For each 
new analysis, SCAG defines regional income quintiles based on the most recent census 
data on household income. Once the income quintiles are established, the incidence of 
benefits and costs can be estimated and compared across these income categories for 
multiple data sets. Examples include the number of income tax returns, households, 
workers/commuters, and consumer units. From statistics provided by the US Census 
Bureau, the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), Bureau of Transportation Statistics (BTS), 
and the National Household Travel Survey (NHTS), staff produced various distributions by 
income quintile, which were further allocated by ethnic groups within each income quin-
tile. Moreover, behavioral differences determined primarily by income levels—categorized 
by income quintile—are processed for mode usages by trip purposes—work versus 
non-work, consumer expenditures by categories—taxable items and gasoline, adjusted 
gross income, tax paid, etc. With the framework and information described above, key 
Environmental Justice determinants, with respect to major policy instruments for the 
2012–2035 RTP/SCS, can be allocated to geographic areas based on various mode usage 
distributions by income quintile and its share of household counts at areas as small as 
Tier 2 Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZs) (11,000+ zones equivalent to census block 
groups). 

Using the 2005–09 American Community Survey (ACS), SCAG staff produced a regional 
household distribution by income quintile. In addition, the ethnic distribution within each 

3 Weighted average threshold. U.S. Census Bureau. Poverty Thresholds, available at http://www.
census.gov/hhes/www/poverty/data/threshld/index.html
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income quintile was also provided through the processing of ACS data. Examples are 
illustrated in the following Tables and Graphs. 

TABLE 1 Demographic Categories
Ethnic/Racial/Other Categories 

(persons)
Income Categories 

 (Households)

White (Non-Hispanic) Below Poverty Level

African-American Income Quintile 1 (lowest)

American Indian Income Quintile 2

Asian/Pacific Islander Income Quintile 3

Hispanic (Latino) Income Quintile 4

Other Racial Categories Income Quintile 5

Disabled/Mobility Limited

Age 65 and Above

Non English speaking

Individuals without High School Diploma

Households without a car

Foreign born population

Young Children Age 5 or Under  
(Provided in Additional Analysis/Data)

Sensitive Receptors: hospitals,  
daycare facilities, schools,  

senior centers, parks/open space

TABLE 2 Income Distribution

Quintiles Income Range

Quintile 1 $0 to $24,581

Quintile 2 $24,582 - $46,436

Quintile 3 $46, 437 - $73,554 

Quintile 4 $73,555 - $99,999

Quintile 5 $100,000 and higher

Source: 2005–09 ACS, processed by SCAG Research, Analysis, and Information Services staff
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TABLE 3 SCAG Region Household Distribution by Income Quintile: 2005–09 ACS

Area Quintile 1 Quintile 2 Quintile 3 Quintile 4 Quintile 5 Total Household

Imperial 15,411 11,320 8,625 6,925 4,124 46,405 

Los Angeles 711,392 659,114 628,036 590,502 589,223 3,178,266 

Orange 133,396 162,270 189,413 216,961 271,960 974,001 

Riverside 123,795 134,950 136,237 138,473 111,730 645,185 

San Bernardino 118,177 128,047 127,308 124,744 90,519 588,796 

Ventura 35,795 42,266 48,346 60,361 70,410 257,178 

SCAG 1,137,966 1,137,966 1,137,966 1,137,966 1,137,966 5,689,831 

Source: 2005–09 ACS, processed by SCAG Research, Analysis, and Information Services staff

TABLE 4 SCAG Region Household Distribution by Income Quintile (%)

Area Quintile 1 Quintile 2 Quintile 3 Quintile 4 Quintile 5 Total Household

Imperial 33.2% 24.4% 18.6% 14.9% 8.9% 100%

Los Angeles 22.4% 20.7% 19.8% 18.6% 18.5% 100%

Orange 13.7% 16.7% 19.4% 22.3% 27.9% 100%

Riverside 19.2% 20.9% 21.1% 21.5% 17.3% 100%

San Bernardino 20.1% 21.7% 21.6% 21.2% 15.4% 100%

Ventura 13.9% 16.4% 18.8% 23.5% 27.4% 100%

SCAG 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 100%

Source: 2005–09 ACS, processed by SCAG Research, Analysis, and Information Services staff

Environmental Justice     9



FIGURE 1 SCAG Region Household Distribution 
by Regional Income Quintile (2005–09 ACS)
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FIGURE 2 SCAG Region Hispanic Household Distribution 
by Regional Income Quintile (2005–09 ACS)
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FIGURE 3 SCAG Region Non-Hispanic White Household Distribution 
by Regional Income Quintile (2005–09 ACS)
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Snapshot of the Region

Existing Conditions and Growth from 2000 to 2005–09
This section describes existing conditions for various population groups in the region and 
is a new addition to SCAG’s traditional Environmental Justice and Title VI Analysis. This 
section represents a significant effort and improvement in expanding the scope of SCAG’s 
analysis. 

In response to stakeholders’ desires to understand the nature and geography of com-
munities with high concentrations of minority, underserved, and low income groups, this 
section will identify clusters of Environmental Justice populations throughout the region 
and will provide data on their historical growth and interaction with the physical environ-
ment (emissions, air quality, and health outcomes). In addition, data will also be pre-
sented on Environmental Justice implications of jobs-housing balance and mismatch. 

Introduction of the data

The most reliable source for demographic data at multiple geographies in the SCAG 
region is the US Census Bureau. In order to identify and analyze trends in population at 
the local and regional levels, two Census derived datasets will most often be compared in 
this analysis. Historical information for the year 2000 will be taken from the US Decennial 
Census. Due to the breadth of information available at small area geographies, the 
2005–09 American Community Survey (ACS) will be used to illustrate existing conditions 
in the SCAG region. The five years of data available in the 2005-09 ACS allow SCAG to 
make statistically valid comparisons to other data elements.
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Regional Demographics

Between the years 2000 to 2005–09, population in the SCAG region grew to 17,737,412, 
a 7 percent increase from the year 2000. When this figure is broken down by race and 
ethnicity, it can be seen that much of this growth can be attributed to significant popula-
tion gains in some groups. Most notably, the Hispanic population in the SCAG region 
increased by 1,133,559 (17 percent) from 2000 to 2005–09. Asians and Pacific Islanders 
also experienced a significant increase over this period, with population growing by 
329,022 (19 percent). More individuals also identified themselves as some “other” race 
in 2005–09 than was seen in the year 2000. The population of African Americans grew 
slightly by 2,076, while Whites and Native Americans experienced population decreases 
during this period. The following tables go into greater detail on the population trends 
from 2000 to 2005–09. 

This analysis also includes information on immigration, language, age, education, poverty, 
income, and transportation characteristics throughout the region. In terms of immigra-
tion, the population of foreign born individuals in the SCAG region grew from 5,113,398 
in 2000 to 5,454,808 in 2005–09—an increase of 341,410 or 7 percent. The proportion 
of immigrants in the total population remained constant during this period at 31 percent. 
The non-English speaking population also grew from 668,601 to 787,192—an increase 
of 98,591 or 14 percent. The number of elderly individuals over 65 years of age increased 
as well, with this cohort growing by 201,901 or 12 percent. In terms of poverty, there has 
been a decrease of 144,234 in the number of people below the poverty line—a 6 percent 
decrease. Educational attainment has also seen promising figures, with the instances 
of individuals not having a high school diploma decreasing by 144,234 to 2,517,107 for 
2005–09. This 9 percent overall decrease caused the percentage of individuals without 
high school diplomas in the total population to decline from 27 percent in 2000 to 22 
percent in 2005–09.

Households grew in the SCAG region by 7 percent from 5,386,491 in 2000 to 5,689,831 
in 2005–09. Median household income experienced a decline by 1 percent during these 
years and decreased from $66,240 in 2000 to $65,844 for 2005–09. Additional informa-
tion on the breakdown of income by quintiles and demographic groups at the county level 
is shown in TABLES 6 through 9 . The number of households without vehicles decreased 
during this period by 22 percent, from 542,242 in 2000 to 421,240 in 2005–09. 
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TABLE 5 Environmental Justice Variables and Demographic Changes in the SCAG Region (2000 to 2005–09)

2000 % of Total 2005–09 % of Total
Difference from 
2000 to 2005–09

% Change

Total Population 16,516,006 17,737,412 1,221,406 7%

Ethnicity

Hispanic 6,704,219 41% 7,837,778 44% 1,133,559 17%

Non-Hispanic 9,811,787 59% 9,899,634 56% 87,847 1%

Race (Non-Hispanic)

Asian and Pacific Islander 1,721,035 10% 2,050,046 12% 329,011 19%

African American 1,188,900 7% 1,190,976 7% 2,076 0%

White 6,392,825 39% 6,243,089 35% -149,736 -2%

Native American 61,145 0% 54,298 0% -6,847 -11%

Other 447,882 3% 656,357 4% 208,475 47%

Immigration

Foreign Born Population 5,113,398 31% 5,454,808 31% 341,410 7%

Language

Non-English Speaking Population* 688,601 4% 787,192 5% 98,591 14%

Age

Population 65+ Years 1,636,153 10% 1,838,054 10% 201,901 12%

Education

Individuals without High School Diploma (or equivalent)** 2,759,140 27% 2,512,107 22% -247,033 -9%

Poverty

Individuals in Poverty 2,539,791 15% 2,395,557 14% -144,234 -6%

Households 5,386,491 5,689,831 303,340 6%

Income

Median Household Income $50,922 $65,884

Transportation

Households without Vehicles 542,252 10% 421,240 7% -121,012 -22%

* Non-English speaking population is measured for individuals 5 years of age or older 
** Figures for education is constrained to individuals 25 years of age or older 
Sources: SCAG, 2000 Census, 2005–09 American Community Survey
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TABLE 6 Income Quintiles and Median Household Income by County for 2000 and 2005–09 
Title VI/Environmental Justice Considerations for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS: 2000 Census

County Population Households Age 65 & Above
Median 

Household 
Income

Income 
Quintile 1

Income 
Quintile 2

Income 
Quintile 3

Income 
Quintile 4

Imperial 142,361 39,384 14,516  $34,922 12,192 9,447 7,964 6,045

Los Angeles 9,519,338 3,133,774 926,970  $48,028 705,404 653,189 612,701 581,726

Orange 2,846,289 935,287 278,805  $64,100 114,539 153,390 185,621 217,898

Riverside 1,545,387 506,218 194,833  $45,857 104,378 109,229 107,974 104,320

San Bernardino 1,709,434 528,594 145,447  $45,091 111,781 114,712 115,741 109,091

Ventura 753,197 243,234 75,582  $63,344 29,905 38,230 48,197 59,118

SCAG 16,516,006 5,386,491 1,636,153  $50,922 1,078,198 1,078,198 1,078,198 1,078,198

 County
Income 

Quintile 5
 Population 

Under Poverty
Non-Hispanic 

Total
Non-Hispanic 

White
 Non-Hispanic 

Black
 Non-Hispanic 

Native American
 Non-Hispanic 

Asian
 Non-Hispanic 

Pacific Islander

Imperial 3,786 29,681 39,275 28,489 4,882 1,738 2,578 31

Los Angeles 583,259 1,674,599 5,275,851 2,946,145 891,194 26,141 1,123,964 24,376

Orange 264,706 289,475 1,969,838 1,455,470 40,153 8,735 383,977 8,005

Riverside 80,880 214,084 986,059 787,318 92,186 10,947 53,231 2,989

San Bernardino 77,514 263,412 1,039,532 749,224 147,488 10,249 77,205 4,601

Ventura 68,053 68,540 501,232 426,179 12,997 3,335 38,521 1,557

SCAG 1,078,198 2,539,791 9,811,787 6,392,825 1,188,900 61,145 1,679,476 41,559

County
 Non-Hispanic 

Other
 Hispanic Total  Foreign Born

Non-English 
Speaking

 Households 
Without Car

Age 5 & Above Age 25 & Over
Below High 

School

Imperial 1,557 103,086 45,783 11,163 4,367 131,530 83,632 34,258

Los Angeles 264,031 4,243,487 3,449,444 464,049 393,309 8,791,096 5,882,948 1,770,524

Orange 73,498 876,451 849,899 103,454 54,409 2,632,408 1,813,456 372,419

Riverside 39,388 559,328 293,712 43,559 35,832 1,425,927 936,024 234,473

San Bernardino 50,765 669,902 318,647 40,300 42,120 1,568,725 983,273 253,594

Ventura 18,643 251,965 155,913 26,076 12,215 697,367 471,756 93,872

SCAG 447,882 6,704,219 5,113,398 688,601 542,252 15,247,053 10,171,089 2,759,140

Source: 2000 Census and 2005–09 ACS, processed by SCAG Research, Analysis, and Information Service staff

14     Environmental Justice



TABLE 7 Income Quintiles and Median Household Income by County for 2000 and 2005–09 
Title VI/Environmental Justice Considerations for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS: 2000 Census

County Population Households
Age 65 & 

Above

Median 
Household 

Income

Income 
Quintile 1

Income 
Quintile 2

Income 
Quintile 3

Income 
Quintile 4

Imperial 0.9% 0.7% 10.2%  $34,922 31.0% 24.0% 20.2% 15.3%

Los Angeles 57.6% 58.2% 9.7%  $48,028 22.5% 20.8% 19.6% 18.6%

Orange 17.2% 17.4% 9.8%  $64,100 12.2% 16.4% 19.8% 23.3%

Riverside 9.4% 9.4% 12.6%  $45,857 20.6% 21.6% 21.3% 20.6%

San Bernardino 10.4% 9.8% 8.5%  $45,091 21.1% 21.7% 21.9% 20.6%

Ventura 4.6% 4.5% 10.0%  $63,344 12.3% 15.7% 19.8% 24.3%

SCAG Region Average 100.0% 100.0% 9.9%  $50,922 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0%

 County
Income 

Quintile 5
 Population 

Under Poverty
Non-Hispanic 

Total
Non-Hispanic 

White
 Non-Hispanic 

Black
 Non-Hispanic 

Native American
 Non-Hispanic 

Asian
 Non-Hispanic 

Pacific Islander

Imperial 9.6% 20.8% 27.6% 20.0% 3.4% 1.2% 1.8% 0.0%

Los Angeles 18.6% 17.6% 55.4% 30.9% 9.4% 0.3% 11.8% 0.3%

Orange 28.3% 10.2% 69.2% 51.1% 1.4% 0.3% 13.5% 0.3%

Riverside 16.0% 13.9% 63.8% 50.9% 6.0% 0.7% 3.4% 0.2%

San Bernardino 14.7% 15.4% 60.8% 43.8% 8.6% 0.6% 4.5% 0.3%

Ventura 28.0% 9.1% 66.5% 56.6% 1.7% 0.4% 5.1% 0.2%

SCAG Region Average 20.0% 15.4% 59.4% 38.7% 7.2% 0.4% 10.2% 0.3%

County
 Non-Hispanic 

Other
 Hispanic Total  Foreign Born

 Non-English 
Speaking Share of 

Population 5 & Above

 Households 
Without Car

Age 5 & Above Age 25 & Over
Below High School 

Share of Population 
25 & Over

Imperial 1.1% 72.4% 32.2% 8.5% 11.1% 92.4% 58.7% 41.0%

Los Angeles 2.8% 44.6% 36.2% 5.3% 12.6% 92.3% 61.8% 30.1%

Orange 2.6% 30.8% 29.9% 3.9% 5.8% 92.5% 63.7% 20.5%

Riverside 2.5% 36.2% 19.0% 3.1% 7.1% 92.3% 60.6% 25.0%

San Bernardino 3.0% 39.2% 18.6% 2.6% 8.0% 91.8% 57.5% 25.8%

Ventura 2.5% 33.5% 20.7% 3.7% 5.0% 92.6% 62.6% 19.9%

SCAG Region Average 2.7% 40.6% 31.0% 4.5% 10.1% 92.3% 61.6% 27.1%

Source: 2000 Census and 2005–09 ACS, processed by SCAG Research, Analysis, and Information Service staff
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EXHIBIT 1 Elderly Population (Ages 65 and Over) in 2000
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EXHIBIT 2 Elderly Population (Ages 65 and Over) in 2005–09
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EXHIBIT 3 Poverty in 2000
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EXHIBIT 4 Poverty in 2005–09
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EXHIBIT 5 Minority Population in 2000
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EXHIBIT 6 Minority Population in 2005–09
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EXHIBIT 7 Foreign Born Population in 2000
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EXHIBIT 8 Foreign Born Population in 2005–09
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EXHIBIT 9 Non-English Speakers in 2000
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EXHIBIT 10 Non-English Speakers in 2005–09
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EXHIBIT 11 Households Without a Vehicle in 2000
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EXHIBIT 12 Households Without a Vehicle in 2005–09
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EXHIBIT 13 Population Without a High School Diploma in 2000

Tulare 

Kem 

-

Environmental Justice Area (2000) 

Population without a high school diploma 

• Higher than the regional average J 
~ SCAG, CO,,lll$ 2000, ESRJ Shade<! Reflef , Tele Al/as 

0 10 '.!O 

N 

A 

Inyo 

NEVADA 

.... 

San Bernardino County 

ARIZONA 

San Diego 



     29

EXHIBIT 14 Population Without a High School Diploma in 2005–09
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TABLE 8 Income Quintiles and Median Household Income by County for 2000 and 2005–09 
Title VI/Environmental Justice Considerations for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS: 2005–09 ACS

County Population Households Age 65 & Above
Median 

Household 
Income

Income 
Quintile 1

Income 
Quintile 2

Income 
Quintile 3

Income 
Quintile 4

Imperial 160,034 46,405 16,656 41,815 15,411 11,320 8,625 6,925

Los Angeles 9,785,295 3,178,266 1,007,833 62,249 711,392 659,114 628,036 590,502

Orange 2,976,831 974,001 327,906 81,115 133,396 162,270 189,413 216,961

Riverside 2,036,304 645,185 232,413 62,487 123,795 134,950 136,237 138,473

San Bernardino 1,986,635 588,796 164,059 59,778 118,177 128,047 127,308 124,744

Ventura 792,313 257,178 89,187 79,955 35,795 42,266 48,346 60,361

SCAG 17,737,412 5,689,831 1,838,054 65,884 1,137,966 1,137,966 1,137,966 1,137,966

 County
Income 

Quintile 5
 Population 

Under Poverty
Non-Hispanic 

Total
Non-Hispanic 

White
 Non-Hispanic 

Black
 Non-Hispanic 

Native American
 Non-Hispanic 

Asian
 Non-Hispanic 

Pacific Islander

Imperial 4,124 31,850 38,253 26,646 5,270 1,812 3,096 144

Los Angeles 589,223 1,486,783 5,157,752 2,827,681 836,940 21,540 1,260,344 23,938

Orange 271,960 282,087 1,989,656 1,390,222 47,501 8,574 475,394 9,055

Riverside 111,730 245,454 1,156,505 865,067 119,210 10,634 103,617 4,907

San Bernardino 90,519 278,582 1,060,721 721,965 168,906 9,539 112,131 5,288

Ventura 70,410 70,801 496,747 411,508 13,149 2,199 50,602 1,530

SCAG 1,137,966 2,395,557 9,899,634 6,243,089 1,190,976 54,298 2,005,184 44,862

County
 Non-Hispanic 

Other
 Hispanic Total  Foreign Born

Non-English 
Speaking

 Households 
Without Car

Age 5 & Above Age 25 & Over
Below High 

School

Imperial 2,308 121,781 50,377 16,433 5,022 144,900 92,903 34,000

Los Angeles 340,916 4,627,543 3,468,593 519,338 300,914 9,056,154 6,266,988 1,534,921

Orange 107,532 987,175 894,422 105,612 45,416 2,760,481 1,942,395 330,770

Riverside 91,744 879,799 447,647 64,322 29,361 1,875,782 1,240,048 260,509

San Bernardino 80,419 925,914 419,196 50,395 30,028 1,824,193 1,156,887 262,832

Ventura 33,438 295,566 174,573 31,092 10,499 733,031 503,906 89,075

SCAG 656,357 7,837,778 5,454,808 787,192 421,240 16,394,541 11,203,127 2,512,107

Source: 2000 Census and 2005–09 ACS, processed by SCAG Research, Analysis, and Information Service staff

30     Environmental Justice



TABLE 9 Income Quintiles and Median Household Income by County for 2000 and 2005–09 
Title VI/Environmental Justice Considerations for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS: 2005–09 ACS

County Population Households
Age 65 & 

Above

Median 
Household 

Income

Income 
Quintile 1

Income 
Quintile 2

Income 
Quintile 3

Income 
Quintile 4

Imperial 0.9% 0.8% 10.4% 41,815 33.2% 24.4% 18.6% 14.9%

Los Angeles 55.2% 55.9% 10.3% 62,249 22.4% 20.7% 19.8% 18.6%

Orange 16.8% 17.1% 11.0% 81,115 13.7% 16.7% 19.4% 22.3%

Riverside 11.5% 11.3% 11.4% 62,487 19.2% 20.9% 21.1% 21.5%

San Bernardino 11.2% 10.3% 8.3% 59,778 20.1% 21.7% 21.6% 21.2%

Ventura 4.5% 4.5% 11.3% 79,955 13.9% 16.4% 18.8% 23.5%

SCAG Region Average 100.0% 100.0% 10.4% 65,884 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0%

 County
Income 

Quintile 5
 Population 

Under Poverty
Non-Hispanic 

Total
Non-Hispanic 

White
 Non-Hispanic 

Black
 Non-Hispanic 

Native American
 Non-Hispanic 

Asian
 Non-Hispanic 

Pacific Islander

Imperial 8.9% 19.9% 23.9% 16.7% 3.3% 1.1% 1.9% 0.1%

Los Angeles 18.5% 15.2% 52.7% 28.9% 8.6% 0.2% 12.9% 0.2%

Orange 27.9% 9.5% 66.8% 46.7% 1.6% 0.3% 16.0% 0.3%

Riverside 17.3% 12.1% 56.8% 42.5% 5.9% 0.5% 5.1% 0.2%

San Bernardino 15.4% 14.0% 53.4% 36.3% 8.5% 0.5% 5.6% 0.3%

Ventura 27.4% 8.9% 62.7% 51.9% 1.7% 0.3% 6.4% 0.2%

SCAG Region Average 20.0% 13.5% 55.8% 35.2% 6.7% 0.3% 11.3% 0.3%

County
 Non-Hispanic 

Other
 Hispanic Total  Foreign Born

 Non-English 
Speaking Share of 

Population 5 & Above

 Households 
Without Car

Age 5 & Above Age 25 & Over
Below High School 

Share of Population 
25 & Over

Imperial 1.4% 76.1% 31.5% 11.3% 10.8% 90.5% 58.1% 36.6%

Los Angeles 3.5% 47.3% 35.4% 5.7% 9.5% 92.5% 64.0% 24.5%

Orange 3.6% 33.2% 30.0% 3.8% 4.7% 92.7% 65.3% 17.0%

Riverside 4.5% 43.2% 22.0% 3.4% 4.6% 92.1% 60.9% 21.0%

San Bernardino 4.0% 46.6% 21.1% 2.8% 5.1% 91.8% 58.2% 22.7%

Ventura 4.2% 37.3% 22.0% 4.2% 4.1% 92.5% 63.6% 17.7%

SCAG Region Average 3.7% 44.2% 30.8% 4.8% 7.4% 92.4% 63.2% 22.4%

Source: 2000 Census and 2005–09 ACS, processed by SCAG Research, Analysis, and Information Service staff
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Historical Geographic Distribution of Demographic Groups

The existing guidance suggests that a concentration of a minority population may exist if 
the percentage of the minority population in a given area is “meaningfully greater” than 
the percentage of the minority population in the larger general population of the region. 

For the purposes of this analysis, clusters of Environmental Justice populations were 
identified by identifying census tracts with concentrations of specific demographic groups 
that exceed the regional average. The establishment of these geographic cluster areas 
allows for an in depth analysis of the historical air quality and health factors of unique 
socioeconomic cohorts provided in the technical analysis that follows. The identified 
cluster areas and their shift over time are displayed for each Environmental Justice vari-
able for years 2000 and 2005–09. This report refers to these areas as “Environmental 
Justice Communities.”

FIGURE 4 summarizes the demographic changes from the year 2000 and the 2005–09 
time period. Population living below the poverty line decreased from 15.4 percent in 2000 
to 13.5 percent in 2005–09. Minority population increased between the two comparison 
datasets from 61.3 percent to 64.8 percent in 2005-09. 

FIGURE 4 SCAG Region, Title VI and Environmental Justice Population 
Thresholds and Changes
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FIGURE 5 shows the historic poverty rates for each county in the SCAG region, as well as 
for the region as a whole, for California, and for the United States. In comparing these 
geographies, it can be seen that poverty was generally lower in the SCAG region than 
in California or the United States as a whole until recently, where poverty rates are now 
higher in many counties than in the state or the nation. 

FIGURE 5 Poverty Rates for SCAG Region Counties, California, and U.S. 
(1970-2010)
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As past trends indicate, the SCAG region is projected to continue to experience population 
growth into the near and distant future. The population in the region is expected to grow 
to 22.1 million by 2035. The largest increase forecasted is seen in the Hispanic popula-
tion, which is projected to grow 55 percent between 2008 and 2035. The next largest 
increases are for the Non-Hispanic White population (24 percent) and for people age 65 
and over (17 percent). The share of residents living at or below the poverty threshold is 
also expected to grow from 13.8 percent in 2008 to 14.5 percent in 2035. See TABLE 

10: Projected Environmental Justice Population and Demographic Changes in the SCAG 
Region, 2008–2035.



TABLE 10 Projected Environmental Justice Population and Demographic Changes in the SCAG Region 2008–2035

2008 2020 2035 2008 2020 2035

Population 17,887,885 19,695,541 22,140,614

Male 8,925,209 9,838,626 11,053,457 49.9% 50.0% 49.9%

Female 8,962,676 9,856,915 11,087,157 50.1% 50.0% 50.1%

Age 65 & over 1,853,336 2,571,366 3,689,590 10.4% 13.1% 16.7%

Disabled 1,535,461 1,748,133 2,069,038 8.6% 8.9% 9.3%

Hispanic 8,017,776 9,695,937 12,265,645 44.8% 49.2% 55.4%

Non-Hispanic White 6,148,030 5,876,272 5,204,238 34.4% 29.8% 23.5%

Non-Hispanic Black 1,239,733 1,295,708 1,353,043 6.9% 6.6% 6.1%

Non-Hispanic Native American 79,393 93,934 115,444 0.4% 0.5% 0.5%

Non-Hispanic Asian 2,067,352 2,352,751 2,732,190 11.6% 11.9% 12.3%

Non-Hispanic Others 335,601 380,939 470,054 1.9% 1.9% 2.1%

Poverty 1 (# of Households below Poverty) 800,588 908,571 1,059,369 13.8% 14.1% 14.5%

Poverty 2 (# of Households between poverty and 1.5xP) 503,143 569,548 662,142 8.7% 8.8% 9.0%

Poverty 3 (# of Households between 1.5xP and 2.0xP) 481,374 539,734 618,924 8.3% 8.4% 8.5%

Households by Income Quintile and Ethnicity

Households 5,812,319 6,460,229 7,321,090

Quintile 1 1,192,952 1,273,540 1,473,667 21% 20% 20%

Hispanic 369,883 593,346 792,838 6.4% 9.2% 10.8%

Non-Hispanic White 548,214 354,585 304,861 9.4% 5.5% 4.2%

Non-Hispanic Black 139,661 138,518 135,066 2.4% 2.1% 1.8%

Non-Hispanic Native American 5,845 7,570 10,155 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%

Non-Hispanic Asian 98,528 137,980 176,955 1.7% 2.1% 2.4%

Non-Hispanic Others 30,821 41,541 53,792 0.5% 0.6% 0.7%

Quintile 2 1,151,386 1,290,233 1,452,250 20% 20% 20%

Hispanic 496,346 646,682 838,544 8.5% 10.0% 11.5%
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2008 2020 2035 2008 2020 2035

Non-Hispanic White 422,450 380,689 315,141 7.3% 5.9% 4.3%

Non-Hispanic Black 93,755 97,434 94,519 1.6% 1.5% 1.3%

Non-Hispanic Native American 5,363 6,718 8,785 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%

Non-Hispanic Asian 96,070 113,768 139,051 1.7% 1.8% 1.9%

Non-Hispanic Others 37,402 44,942 56,210 0.6% 0.7% 0.8%

Quintile 3 1,151,856 1,292,542 1,456,797 20% 20% 20%

Hispanic 431,226 575,315 764,382 7.4% 8.9% 10.4%

Non-Hispanic White 487,083 445,641 373,816 8.4% 6.9% 5.1%

Non-Hispanic Black 83,703 88,985 88,703 1.4% 1.4% 1.2%

Non-Hispanic Native American 5,230 6,658 8,706 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%

Non-Hispanic Asian 111,070 134,792 168,461 1.9% 2.1% 2.3%

Non-Hispanic Others 33,544 41,151 52,729 0.6% 0.6% 0.7%

Quintile 4 1,154,118 1,298,280 1,464,362 20% 20% 20%

Hispanic 339,045 467,095 642,122 5.8% 7.2% 8.8%

Non-Hispanic White 575,279 540,244 466,054 9.9% 8.4% 6.4%

Non-Hispanic Black 74,993 83,144 86,688 1.3% 1.3% 1.2%

Non-Hispanic Native American 5,093 6,789 9,134 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%

Non-Hispanic Asian 131,932 165,266 213,609 2.3% 2.6% 2.9%

Non-Hispanic Others 27,776 35,742 46,755 0.5% 0.6% 0.6%

Quintile 5 1,162,007 1,305,634 1,474,014 20% 20% 20%

Hispanic 227,223 345,477 522,251 3.9% 5.3% 7.1%

Non-Hispanic White 704,783 668,145 577,622 12.1% 10.3% 7.9%

Non-Hispanic Black 58,220 69,434 76,369 1.0% 1.1% 1.0%

Non-Hispanic Native American 4,379 6,055 8,547 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%

Non-Hispanic Asian 144,822 186,639 247,265 2.5% 2.9% 3.4%

Non-Hispanic Others 22,580 29,884 41,960 0.4% 0.5% 0.6%

Source: Based on 2000 Census and 2005–09 ACS, processed and projected by SCAG Research, Analysis, 
and Information Service staff
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Performance Areas Analysis
The following section describes the methodology and findings for each of the eleven per-
formance areas analyzed as part of this Environmental Justice Report, which were previ-
ously outlined earlier in this report. Each section is comprised of extensive data including 
maps, charts and graphs to show the results in multiple formats. This section begins with 
a benefits and burdens analysis, which includes a determination of the existing share of 
transportation system usage by income group and racial/ethnic group. Next, it describes 
investment share and taxes paid by income group and ethnicity. This comparison allows 
the reader to understand how the benefits and burdens of the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS are 
distributed among environmental justice communities.

The next performance area describes the distribution of travel time and distance savings 
to better understand how the region’s population groups, particularly those in low-income 
and minority households, experience the Plan’s investments in the region’s transportation 
system. 

The next area relates to the jobs-housing mismatch and builds on the benefits and 
burdens discussion to explore how investments affect employment and travel decisions. 
For example, there are concerns that workers are priced out of housing near jobs thereby 
resulting in long travel distances.

Accessibility is another important component of the report and is at the foundation of this 
environmental justice analysis. This performance area focuses on accessibility to services 
including employment, shopping opportunities, and parks.

A discussion of gentrification and displacement issues is featured in the analysis due to 
the concerns that have been raised related to the inclusion of land use strategies in the 
RTP/SCS. This is a new area of Environmental Justice analysis for SCAG and no similar 
report or analysis can be found in the United States. SCAG offers a methodology and 
framework for future research, monitoring, and analysis regarding displacement and gen-
trification concerns for land use development within high quality transit areas (HQTA). The 
report further provides the socioeconomic makeup of areas with major transit stops and 
corridors and examines the presence of historic gentrification and displacement within 
HQTA or transit oriented communities (TOC). 

Also, SCAG developed a “4D Statistical Model” to analyze land use strategies and capture 
additional VMT reduction benefits that result from the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS. 

The final series of performance areas discuss the environmental impacts of the 2012-
2035 RTP/SCS on minority and low-income populations. This analysis goes beyond the 
financial and travel time burdens outlined above and focuses on the potential dispropor-
tionate impacts from air and noise emissions. The analysis further describes if prox-
imity to freeways or rail facilities result in health impacts to low-income and minority 
populations.

(1) RTP Revenue Sources in Terms of Tax Burdens 
by Income and Ethnicity
SCAG reports expenditure distributions in several ways. First, SCAG estimates the share 
of total RTP expenditures allocated to each category of household income. This is done by 
totaling expenditures on each type of mode (bus, HOV lanes, commuter/high-speed rail, 
highways/arterials, and light/heavy rail). This information is then allocated to income cat-
egories based on each income group’s tendency to use these modes. Staff analyzed the 
distribution of Plan expenditures based on mode usage information by income quintile.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) Consumer Expenditure Survey (CES) program 
consists of two surveys, the Quarterly Interview Survey and the Diary Survey, which 
provide information on the buying habits of American consumers, including data on their 
expenditures, income, and consumer unit characteristics (families and single consumers). 
The CES is important because it is the only Federal survey to provide information on the 
complete range of consumers’ expenditures and incomes, as well as the characteristics 
of those consumers. It is used by economic policymakers examining the impact of policy 
changes on economic groups, by businesses and academic researchers studying consum-
ers’ spending habits and trends, by other Federal agencies, and, perhaps most impor-
tantly, to regularly revise the Consumer Price Index market basket of goods and services 
and its relative importance. 

SCAG uses consumer expenditure survey data, in particular the tabulation showing the 
share of aggregate expenditures by income quintile, to assess regional expenditures 
by taxable sales category and adjusted gross income in order to estimate transporta-
tion funding contributions or taxes paid by income quintile. The basic assumption of this 



application is that results from the national survey can be applied in the SCAG region as 
a whole as well as any transportation analysis zone (TAZ) or a combination of TAZs if 
the analysis is done by income quintile. This application could work well for categories 
showing very stable trends in areas such as taxable sales (i.e., gasoline, grocery, vehicle 
consumptions, medical expenses, etc.).

The following table presents the SCAG taxable sales and expenditure allocation by income 
quintile in 2008 from data collected by the California Board of Equalization and Franchise 
Tax Board. As can be seen in the table, households in the SCAG region spent $25,856 
million in 2008 at service (gas) stations. The lowest income quintile household’s share 
of gasoline consumption—90 percent of service station sales are gasoline—was just 
over 9 percent, while households in the highest income quintile accounted for almost 
31 percent of gasoline sales. In terms of expenditures on vehicle purchases, the lowest 
income quintile household accounted for just 4 percent of all new vehicle sales and just  
7.5 percent for used vehicles. This is not surprising because many low income households 
cannot afford the cost of vehicle ownership including maintenance, insurance and the 
purchase of gasoline.

The CES indicates that households in the lower income quintiles predominately owned 
used and older cars. This situation has implications in terms of fuel efficiency—low 
income households pay proportionally more on gasoline and gasoline taxes than more 
affluent households who normally own newer vehicles that are more fuel efficient and 
allow them to travel further on the same amount of gasoline. Thus a VMT-based transpor-
tation finance system could correct the equity issue inherent with a funding system based 
on gasoline consumption, prices, and taxes.
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TABLE 11 Taxable Sales in the SCAG Region by Retail Categories in 2008 and Shares by Income Quintile

Retail Stores Category Taxable Sales
Consumer Expenditures by Household Income Quintile

Quintile 1 Quintile 2 Quintile 3 Quintile 4 Quintile 5

Women's apparel 2,576,958 10.6 12.5 15.2 22.6 39.1

Men's apparel 524,706 8.5 11.9 14.8 23.5 41.4

Family apparel 6,946,135 10.6 11.8 14.4 18.9 44.3

Shoes 1,406,529 13.6 14.2 15.5 24.0 32.7

    Apparel stores group   11,454,328 10.7 12.8 15.1 22.6 38.8

General merchandise stores   23,569,661 9.7 13.2 17.7 23.1 36.3

Drug stores 2,914,450 9.7 13.2 17.7 23.1 36.3

    General merchandise group 26,484,111 9.7 13.2 17.7 23.1 36.3

Supermarkets 7,434,662 12.6 15.6 18.3 23.2 30.2

All other food stores   2,190,131 12.4 15.0 18.3 23.7 30.6

    Food stores group 9,624,793 12.6 15.6 18.3 23.2 30.2

Limited-service restaurants 12,798,587 8.2 12.1 16.1 24.1 39.6

Full-service eating and drinking places 12,880,498 8.2 12.1 16.1 24.1 39.6

    Eating and drinking group   25,679,085 8.2 12.1 16.1 24.1 39.6

Household and home furnishings   5,044,103 9.7 13.2 17.7 23.1 36.3

Household appliance dealers   3,453,794 8.0 10.6 16.6 23.3 41.5

    Home furnishings and appliances 8,497,897 8.0 10.6 16.6 23.3 41.5

Building materials   12,200,684 8.1 12.2 16.9 23.1 39.7

New motor vehicle dealers   20,558,006 4.0 9.1 14.7 23.4 48.8

Used motor vehicle dealers   2,273,679 7.5 15.4 21.4 25.3 30.4

Automotive supplies and parts   2,603,024 8.6 13.3 17.9 24.9 35.4
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Retail Stores Category Taxable Sales
Consumer Expenditures by Household Income Quintile

Quintile 1 Quintile 2 Quintile 3 Quintile 4 Quintile 5

RV and all other vehicles 1,579,792 6.1 12.1 18.1 24.0 39.7

    Automotive group   27,014,501 8.0 13.1 18.2 24.3 36.3

Service stations   25,856,476 9.1 14.9 19.9 25.2 30.9

Gifts, art goods, and novelties   774,022 11.0 12.8 16.8 21.6 37.7

Sporting goods   1,850,839 7.3 12.3 18.4 21.2 40.9

Florists   374,554 7.1 12.2 18.1 22.7 39.9

Photographic equipment and supplies   249,847 10.3 14.0 18.3 24.4 33.0

Musical instruments   549,264 8.8 13.2 18.4 22.8 37.0

Stationery and books   1,478,487 10.7 13.6 17.6 23.3 35.0

Jewelry   1,246,994 7.3 12.3 18.4 21.2 40.9

Office supplies, computer stores 6,944,118 11.9 14.7 17.7 24.5 31.2

Packaged liquor stores   1,250,294 8.3 12.4 15.8 24.3 39.4

Second-hand merchandise   259,230 7.1 12.2 18.1 22.7 39.9

Farm and garden supply stores   737,871 7.3 12.3 18.4 21.2 40.9

Fuel and ice dealers   193,901 9.1 14.9 19.9 25.2 30.9

Miscellaneous retail   10,115,304 7.1 12.2 18.1 22.7 39.9

    Other retail stores 26,024,725 8.7 13.0 18.0 22.9 37.4

Business and Personal Services   10,316,858 6.4 10.5 15.8 23.4 44.0

All Other Outlets   69,618,100 7.1 12.2 18.1 22.7 39.9

SCAG Total in 2008 252,771,557 

Source: SCAG staff process 2008 Consumer Expenditures Survey by Bureau of Labor Statistics 2008 Taxable Sales in California Counties, State Board of Equalization, 2008
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Different funding sources (i.e. income taxes, property taxes, sales, fuel, etc.) can impose 
disproportionate burdens on lower income and minority groups. Sales and gasoline 
taxes, which are the primary sources of funding for the region’s transportation system, 
were evaluated for the purposes of this analysis. The amount of taxes paid was analyzed 
to demonstrate how tax burdens fall on various demographic groups. As in previous 
Environmental Justice Reports, the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS environmental justice analysis 
examined in detail the incidence or distribution of the burden of taxation. 

RESULTS

The environmental justice analysis for the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS performed a compara-
tive examination of the amount of taxes (sales, gasoline, and income) paid by the five 
respective income groups and by ethnicity. The following figure, FIGURE 6 entitled “Share 
of Taxes Paid by Income Quintile,” indicates that taxes paid as a percent of each group’s 
disposable income puts the heaviest burden on lower-income groups. This is the so-
called “regressive” nature of the excise gasoline tax and retail sales tax levy on primarily 
consumer durable and non-durables that are necessities of daily living. The lower quintile 
groups (Quintile 1 and Quintile 2) are anticipated to pay 38.7 percent and 9.9 percent of 
their adjusted gross income on regional sales and gasoline taxes, respectively. By com-
parison, the higher quintile groups (Quintile 4 and 5) are anticipated to pay 6.6 percent 
and 3.0 percent of their income on all regional sales and gasoline taxes, respectively. 
Although the lower income quintile groups pay a larger percentage of their income on 
taxes than other quintiles, their contribution of the total share of sales and gasoline taxes 
is the smallest of the group at 8.4 percent for Quintile 1 and 12.8 percent for Quintile 2. 
Quintile 4 and Quintile 5, in contrast, pay 23.4 percent and 37.7 percent of the total sales 
and gasoline taxes in the region.   Thus, those with limited financial means will not pay a 
disproportionate amount of overall taxes under the Plan compared with their usage of the 
transportation system and their shares of RTP/SCS investments.

FIGURE 6 Share of Taxes Paid by Income Quintile (2008)
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TABLE 12 Tax Burden Analysis for the SCAG Region: Income Tax, Retail Tax, and Gasoline Tax (in $1,000s) (2008)

Quintile 1 Quintile 2 Quintile 3 Quintile 4 Quintile 5 Total

Total Adjusted Gross Income 5,090,304  30,630,777  48,035,955  82,919,580  291,153,498  457,830,113 

Income Tax Assessed 7,712  67,730  392,622  1,503,377  16,467,164  18,438,605 

Share of Adjusted Gross Income 1.1% 6.7% 10.5% 18.1% 63.6% 100.0%

Share of Income Tax Assessed 0.0% 0.4% 2.1% 8.2% 89.3% 100.0%

Income Tax Burden 0.15% 0.22% 0.82% 1.81% 5.66% 4.03%

Estimated Gasoline Tax Paid

State Excise Tax ($0.18) 121,141  198,352  264,913  335,467  411,347  1,331,220 

Federal Excise Tax ($.184) 123,833  202,760  270,800  342,922  420,488  1,360,802 

Sales Tax on Gasoline 172,362  282,219  376,923  477,309  585,272  1,894,084 

Total Tax Paid on Gasoline 417,336  683,330  912,635  1,155,699  1,417,107  4,586,106 

Share of Gasoline Tax Paid 9.1% 14.9% 19.9% 25.2% 30.9% 100.0%

Gasoline Tax Burden 8.2% 2.2% 1.9% 1.4% 0.5% 1.0%

Taxable Sales & Sales Tax

Estimated Taxable Sales  21,168,775  32,316,650  44,745,968  59,175,050  95,365,115  252,771,557 

Estimated Sales Tax Paid  1,723,351  2,630,899  3,642,771  4,817,443  7,763,677  20,578,140 

Share of Sales Tax Paid 8.4% 12.8% 17.7% 23.4% 37.7% 100.0%

Sales Tax Burden 33.9% 8.6% 7.6% 5.8% 2.7% 4.5%

Combined Sales & Gasoline Tax

Estimated Sales & Gasoline Tax Paid  1,968,325  3,032,011  4,178,483  5,495,832  8,595,512  23,270,162 

Share of Sales & Gasoline Tax Paid 8.4% 12.8% 17.7% 23.4% 37.7% 100.0%

Sales & Gasoline Tax Burden 38.7% 9.9% 8.7% 6.6% 3.0% 5.1%

Source: 2008 California Taxable Sales, State Board of Equalization Table 24 –Gasoline and Jet Fuel Tax Statistics, 1923-1924 to 2008-09, State Board of Equalization 2008-09 Annual Report California Income Tax 
Returns Statistic for 2008s, California Franchise Tax Board Consumer Expenditure Survey, 2008, Bureau of Labor Statistics



TABLE 13 Income Tax Return Analysis for the SCAG Region: 2008 Tax Year (in $1,000s)

All Tax Returns
Adjusted Gross Income 

Quintile Ranges
Total Adjusted 
Gross Income

Total CA Income 
Tax Assessed

% of Total Adjusted 
Gross Income

% of Total Tax 
Assessed

Tax Assessed as 
% of Gross Income

Quintile 1  1,426,294 Up to $9,728  $5,090,304  $7,712 1.11% 0.04% 0.15%

Quintile 2  1,426,294 $9,729–$25,073  $30,630,777  $67,730 6.69% 0.37% 0.22%

Quintile 3  1,426,294 $25,074–$43,383  $48,035,955  $392,622 10.49% 2.13% 0.82%

Quintile 4  1,426,294 $43,384–$78,990  $82,919,580  $1,503,377 18.11% 8.15% 1.81%

Quintile 5  1,426,294 $78,991 & Above  $291,153,498  $16,467,164 63.59% 89.31% 5.66%

 7,131,470  $457,830,113  $18,438,605 100.00% 100.00% 4.03%

FIGURE 7 Tax Burdens by Income Quintile: Income, Sales and Gasoline Tax  
(2008)
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The following table, TABLE 14 entitled “Projected RTP Funding Share by Ethnicity,” 
indicates that tax burdens are expected to fall more heavily on non-minority groups with 
Non-Hispanic Whites paying 48.8 percent of the income taxes and 40.8 percent of retail 
and gasoline taxes.

TABLE 14 Projected RTP Funding Share by Ethnicity (2008–2035 Average)

Share of 
Household

Share of Income 
Tax Paid

Share of Retail & 
Gasoline Tax Paid

Hispanic 40.3% 28.7% 37.0%

Non-Hispanic White 37.5% 48.8% 40.8%

Non-Hispanic Black 7.2% 5.2% 6.4%

Non-Hispanic NA 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%

Non-Hispanic Asian 11.5% 14.4% 12.4%

Non-Hispanic Other 3.0% 2.5% 2.9%

FIGURE 8 Share of Households and Taxes Paid By Ethnicity (2008)
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(2) Share of Transportation System Usage
In order to determine the existing level of system usage, SCAG analyzed the 2010 
National Household Travel Survey (NHTS). The NHTS is a household-based travel survey 
conducted periodically by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The NHTS is the 
authoritative source of national data on the travel behavior of the American public. The 
dataset allows analysis of daily travel by all modes, including characteristics of the people 
traveling, their households, and their vehicles. The 2009 data includes 69,817 house-
holds and 160,758 persons, and the travel diary data includes a total of 642,292 trips. 
It is a disaggregated database that allows aggregation of any variable as well as cross-
categorization of the data with other variables. With its fairly large sample size and key 
variables typically used for travel behavior analysis, the NHTS data is a valuable resource 
for analyzing travel patterns.

With about 6,700 households and 15,000 individuals sampled in the SCAG region, the 
2009 NHTS dataset provides valuable and sufficient observations to analyze both the 
demographic and travel characteristics of the SCAG region. This dataset along with 
SCAG’s 2001 household travel survey are used as the basis for developing transportation 
system usage information for different modes and by income quintile and ethnicity. In 
addition, the NHTS data set is used to provide data for analysis of the household charac-
teristics and travel behavior of residents in high quality transit areas (HQTA), including ¼, 
and ½ mile buffer zones for Transit Priority Projects (TPP), Transit Oriented Communities 
(TOC) and rail/bus stations.

Based on 2009 NHTS data, TABLES 15 and 16 present transportation mode usage in 
the SCAG region by ethnicity and by income quintile for both work trips and all trips. 
Highlights in the tables include:

Work Trips: The automobile (drive alone and car pool), which accounts for just under 90 
percent of all trips, is the dominant transportation mode for work trips. The next most 
popular mode is bus (6.1 percent), followed by non-motorized transportation (4 percent).

Most bus and urban rail riders are lower income quintile households—the lowest two 
income quintile households combined account for 84 percent of bus riders and 93 percent 
of urban rail riders. However, the data indicates a more balanced usage distribution by 
income groups for commuter rail, walking, biking and other modes. Furthermore, given 

the total number of trips, bus is far more important than urban rail for low income house-
holds for commuting purposes.

Compared with their share of total households and commuters, transportation system 
usage for Hispanic commuters is disproportionately high in the following modes: Auto 
as passenger (67 percent), bus (84 percent), urban rail (93 percent), commuter rail (62 
percent), and biking (51 percent). 

All Trips: Transportation system usage by mode for all trips is used to allocate the 
RTP/SCS investment costs, mobility and accessibility benefits. Since only NHTS and 
SCAG’s 2001 household travel survey data provide information about non-work trips, 
staff applied both data sets to develop the hybrid version of system usage by mode for 
all trips. It should be noted that the appropriate and accurate statistics on shares of 
usage by ethnicity and income quintile are important because they directly affect the 
Environmental Justice analysis outcomes. This area is recommended for further refine-
ment and research.

Highlights about all trips from statistics presented in the tables and figures below include: 

Active transportation, in particular walking, becomes much more important for non-work 
trips. It jumps to over 14 percent from just about 2.5 percent for work trips.

While accounting for 20 percent of total households, households in the lowest income 
quintile have less than 15 percent of total transportation system usage, and their share 
of auto mode as driver is less than 10 percent. On the other hand, low income household 
usage is disproportionately high in all other modes—bus, urban rail, commuter rail, walk-
ing and biking.

By ethnicity, Hispanics disproportionately use more bus and urban rail, and walk more 
often than their share of total households or population, while Non-Hispanic Whites use 
disproportionately high auto and bike modes similar to their mode usage for work trips.

Final consolidated transportation system usage by modes, by income quintile, and by 
ethnicity are shown in TABLES 17 and 18. Since projected growth by ethnicity in the SCAG 
region shows a very different ethnic composition in the future than the distribution today, 
household projections by income quintile by ethnicity as presented earlier are utilized to 
adjust and derive the appropriate usage shares by modes for different ethnicity groups.
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TABLE 15 Transportation Mode Usage in the SCAG Region by Ethnicity

Auto Mode Bus Commuter Rail Urban Rail Non-Motorized Others Total Usage Household

Hispanic 39.2% 44.1% 38.2% 43.2% 41.1% 40.1% 39.6% 40.3%

Non-Hispanic White 38.7% 33.2% 39.4% 34.6% 36.6% 37.5% 38.2% 37.5%

Non-Hispanic Black 6.8% 8.8% 7.1% 7.8% 7.5% 7.4% 6.9% 7.2%

Non-Hispanic Native American 0.5% 0.6% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%

Non-Hispanic Asian 11.8% 10.2% 11.9% 10.7% 11.2% 11.5% 11.7% 11.5%

Non-Hispanic Others 3.0% 3.2% 2.9% 3.2% 3.1% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: SCAG staff process NHTS dataset, 2001 SCAG travel Survey, and 2012-2035 RTP/SCS EJ data set

TABLE 16 Transportation Mode Usage in the SCAG Region by Income Quintile

Auto Mode Bus Commuter Rail Urban Rail Non-Motorized Others Total Usage Household

Quintile 1 12.8% 53.1% 23.3% 28.9% 27.7% 26.1% 16.6% 20.0%

Quintile 2 18.4% 28.9% 18.6% 29.4% 23.0% 16.9% 19.5% 20.0%

Quintile 3 20.0% 8.6% 9.7% 16.8% 15.2% 19.0% 18.9% 20.0%

Quintile 4 22.5% 6.1% 14.1% 19.0% 16.7% 16.7% 21.0% 20.0%

Quintile 5 26.2% 3.3% 34.4% 5.9% 17.4% 21.2% 24.0% 20.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: SCAG staff process NHTS dataset, 2001 SCAG travel Survey, and 2012-2035 RTP/SCS EJ data set
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TABLE 17 Total Person Trips in the SCAG Region by Income Quintile and by Mode

Auto-Driver Auto-Passenger Bus Commuter Rail Urban Rail Walking Biking Other Sum

Quintile 1 1,213,860,638 941,383,693 345,530,302 6,172,223 7,865,823 816,097,258 79,514,356 97,357,020 3,507,781,312 

Quintile 2 1,992,498,032 1,117,710,295 187,916,163 6,788,521 8,018,885 684,507,615 57,668,611 63,077,666 4,118,185,787 

Quintile 3 2,426,372,093 951,845,958 55,853,919 2,543,000 4,578,629 468,302,572 23,434,623 70,843,070 4,003,773,863 

Quintile 4 2,717,725,722 1,082,561,769 39,534,477 1,849,525 5,170,900 483,487,643 56,275,068 62,035,601 4,448,640,706 

Quintile 5 3,172,733,590 1,246,335,867 21,741,731 7,224,255 1,605,048 512,114,636 50,265,991 79,024,781 5,091,045,899 

Total 11,523,190,075 5,339,837,582 650,576,592 24,577,524 27,239,285 2,964,509,724 267,158,649 372,338,136 21,169,427,567 

Quintile 1 34.6% 26.8% 9.9% 0.2% 0.2% 23.3% 2.3% 2.8% 100.0%

Quintile 2 48.4% 27.1% 4.6% 0.2% 0.2% 16.6% 1.4% 1.5% 100.0%

Quintile 3 60.6% 23.8% 1.4% 0.1% 0.1% 11.7% 0.6% 1.8% 100.0%

Quintile 4 61.1% 24.3% 0.9% 0.0% 0.1% 10.9% 1.3% 1.4% 100.0%

Quintile 5 62.3% 24.5% 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 10.1% 1.0% 1.6% 100.0%

Total 54.4% 25.2% 3.1% 0.1% 0.1% 14.0% 1.3% 1.8% 100.0%

Quintile 1 10.5% 17.6% 53.1% 25.1% 28.9% 27.5% 29.8% 26.1% 16.6%

Quintile 2 17.3% 20.9% 28.9% 27.6% 29.4% 23.1% 21.6% 16.9% 19.5%

Quintile 3 21.1% 17.8% 8.6% 10.3% 16.8% 15.8% 8.8% 19.0% 18.9%

Quintile 4 23.6% 20.3% 6.1% 7.5% 19.0% 16.3% 21.1% 16.7% 21.0%

Quintile 5 27.5% 23.3% 3.3% 29.4% 5.9% 17.3% 18.8% 21.2% 24.0%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: 2010 NHTS, processed by SCAG Research, Analysis, and Information Service staff
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TABLE 18 Total HBW Person Trips in the SCAG Region by Income Quintile and by Mode

Auto-Driver Auto-Passenger Bus Commuter Rail Urban Rail Walking Biking Other Sum

Quintile 1 184,815,703 50,438,540 72,898,196 1,410,037 3,876,826 17,456,022 13,539,008 5,188,810 349,623,141 

Quintile 2 282,940,894 45,223,197 51,336,705 2,423,366 4,705,050 10,975,739 5,262,679 4,706,717 407,574,348 

Quintile 3 433,953,635 42,976,361 7,127,680 1,950,520 - 6,346,053 1,569,981 9,886,591 503,810,821 

Quintile 4 483,984,009 27,675,391 8,227,681 646,731 544,041 20,536,718 10,097,292 10,069,792 561,781,656 

Quintile 5 548,103,864 24,898,831 7,743,712 - 105,879 6,125,730 6,849,515 9,979,638 603,807,170 

Total 1,933,798,105  191,212,319 147,333,975  6,430,655 9,231,796 61,440,262 37,318,475 39,831,549 2,426,597,137 

Quintile 1 52.9% 14.4% 20.9% 0.4% 1.1% 5.0% 3.9% 1.5% 100.0%

Quintile 2 69.4% 11.1% 12.6% 0.6% 1.2% 2.7% 1.3% 1.2% 100.0%

Quintile 3 86.1% 8.5% 1.4% 0.4% 0.0% 1.3% 0.3% 2.0% 100.0%

Quintile 4 86.2% 4.9% 1.5% 0.1% 0.1% 3.7% 1.8% 1.8% 100.0%

Quintile 5 90.8% 4.1% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 1.1% 1.7% 100.0%

Total 79.7% 7.9% 6.1% 0.3% 0.4% 2.5% 1.5% 1.6% 100.0%

Quintile 1 9.6% 26.4% 49.5% 21.9% 42.0% 28.4% 36.3% 13.0% 14.4%

Quintile 2 14.6% 23.7% 34.8% 37.7% 51.0% 17.9% 14.1% 11.8% 16.8%

Quintile 3 22.4% 22.5% 4.8% 30.3% 0.0% 10.3% 4.2% 24.8% 20.8%

Quintile 4 25.0% 14.5% 5.6% 10.1% 5.9% 33.4% 27.1% 25.3% 23.2%

Quintile 5 28.3% 13.0% 5.3% 0.0% 1.1% 10.0% 18.4% 25.1% 24.9%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: 2010 NHTS, processed by SCAG Research, Analysis, and Information Service staff
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TABLE 19 Total Person Trips in the SCAG Region by Ethnicity and by Mode

Auto-Driver Auto-Passenger Bus Commuter Rail Urban Rail Walking Biking Other Sum

Non-Hispanic White 5,478,481,953 1,794,429,686 64,944,043 8,457,249 3,644,434 950,936,166 113,317,859 140,064,934 8,554,276,325 

Non-Hispanic Black 867,675,843 373,957,180 58,418,632 8,588,439 4,379,101 248,619,306 27,986,548 31,152,728 1,620,777,778 

Non-Hispanic Asian 1,027,312,023 493,301,915 29,172,958 1,354,675 4,428,393 198,443,794 12,225,587 18,688,375 1,784,927,720 

Non-Hispanic NA 93,263,025 18,969,699 14,815,329 -  -  28,175,905 3,164,019 1,215,645 159,603,621 

Hispanic 4,145,011,029 2,661,344,063 500,080,424 5,806,403 15,670,846 1,614,104,249 115,776,687 191,834,652 9,249,628,352 

Others 309,449,169 161,038,974 16,064,836 370,759 332,666 64,876,976 3,289,856 11,586,178 567,009,416 

Total 11,921,193,042 5,503,041,517 683,496,223 24,577,524 28,455,441 3,105,156,397 275,760,556 394,542,513 21,936,223,211 

Non-Hispanic White 64.0% 21.0% 0.8% 0.1% 0.0% 11.1% 1.3% 1.6% 100.0%

Non-Hispanic Black 53.5% 23.1% 3.6% 0.5% 0.3% 15.3% 1.7% 1.9% 100.0%

Non-Hispanic Asian 57.6% 27.6% 1.6% 0.1% 0.2% 11.1% 0.7% 1.0% 100.0%

Non-Hispanic NA 58.4% 11.9% 9.3% 0.0% 0.0% 17.7% 2.0% 0.8% 100.0%

Hispanic 44.8% 28.8% 5.4% 0.1% 0.2% 17.5% 1.3% 2.1% 100.0%

Others 54.6% 28.4% 2.8% 0.1% 0.1% 11.4% 0.6% 2.0% 100.0%

Total 54.3% 25.1% 3.1% 0.1% 0.1% 14.2% 1.3% 1.8% 100.0%

Non-Hispanic White 46.0% 32.6% 9.5% 34.4% 12.8% 30.6% 41.1% 35.5% 39.0%

Non-Hispanic Black 7.3% 6.8% 8.5% 34.9% 15.4% 8.0% 10.1% 7.9% 7.4%

Non-Hispanic Asian 8.6% 9.0% 4.3% 5.5% 15.6% 6.4% 4.4% 4.7% 8.1%

Non-Hispanic NA 0.8% 0.3% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 1.1% 0.3% 0.7%

Hispanic 34.8% 48.4% 73.2% 23.6% 55.1% 52.0% 42.0% 48.6% 42.2%

Others 2.6% 2.9% 2.4% 1.5% 1.2% 2.1% 1.2% 2.9% 2.6%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: 210 NHTS, processed by SCAG Research, Analysis, and Information Service staff
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TABLE 20 Total HBW Person Trips in the SCAG Region by Ethnicity and by Mode

Auto-Driver Auto-Passenger Bus Commuter Rail Urban Rail Walking Biking Other Sum

Non-Hispanic White 880,703,892 40,816,496 16,281,919 1,472,150 649,920 15,539,890 18,483,390 19,111,437 993,059,093 

Non-Hispanic Black 114,734,762 7,745,516 2,540,308 -  -  6,274,345 -  547,008 131,841,940 

Non-Hispanic Asian 186,528,614 11,786,142 5,004,816 969,470 -  13,385,131 -  472,592 218,146,765 

Non-Hispanic NA 13,260,810 -   836,637 -   -   -   -   -   14,097,447 

Hispanic 760,567,454 131,269,061 131,978,460 3,989,035 8,581,876 24,003,694 19,132,095 17,595,513 1,097,117,189 

Others 47,742,966 4,786,283 1,552,306 -   -   2,470,575 -   2,395,359 58,947,489 

Total 2,003,538,498 196,403,499 158,194,445 6,430,655 9,231,796 61,673,635 37,615,485 40,121,909 2,513,209,922 

Non-Hispanic White 88.69% 4.11% 1.64% 0.15% 0.07% 1.56% 1.86% 1.92% 100.00%

Non-Hispanic Black 87.02% 5.87% 1.93% 0.00% 0.00% 4.76% 0.00% 0.41% 100.00%

Non-Hispanic Asian 85.51% 5.40% 2.29% 0.44% 0.00% 6.14% 0.00% 0.22% 100.00%

Non-Hispanic NA 94.07% 0.00% 5.93% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%

Hispanic 69.32% 11.96% 12.03% 0.36% 0.78% 2.19% 1.74% 1.60% 100.00%

Others 80.99% 8.12% 2.63% 0.00% 0.00% 4.19% 0.00% 4.06% 100.00%

Total 79.72% 7.81% 6.29% 0.26% 0.37% 2.45% 1.50% 1.60% 100.00%

Non-Hispanic White 44.0% 20.8% 10.3% 22.9% 7.0% 25.2% 49.1% 47.6% 39.5%

Non-Hispanic Black 5.7% 3.9% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 10.2% 0.0% 1.4% 5.2%

Non-Hispanic Asian 9.3% 6.0% 3.2% 15.1% 0.0% 21.7% 0.0% 1.2% 8.7%

Non-Hispanic NA 0.7% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6%

Hispanic 38.0% 66.8% 83.4% 62.0% 93.0% 38.9% 50.9% 43.9% 43.7%

Others 2.4% 2.4% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 6.0% 2.3%

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: 210 NHTS, processed by SCAG Research, Analysis, and Information Service staff



50     Environmental Justice

FIGURE 9 Transportation Usage by Mode and by Income Quintile: All Trips
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FIGURE 10 Transportation Usage by Mode and by Ethnicity: All Trips
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(3) RTP Project Investment Share by Income and Ethnicity
One of the most prominent environmental justice issues is the transportation invest-
ment strategy, which can impact the transportation choices of low income and minority 
communities. A disproportionate allocation of resources for various investments can 
indicate a pattern of discrimination. Such was the case in the landmark civil rights class 
action lawsuit Labor/Community Strategy Center v. Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (MTA) in October 1996. The lawsuit, which eventually led to a 
court-ordered Consent Decree, charged that MTA’s investment and service priorities 
disproportionately allocated resources to rail transit over bus ridership, an expenditure 
pattern discriminatory to low-income and minority communities.

As a regional MPO, SCAG aims to identify and address the Title VI and the environmental 
justice implications of its planning processes and investment decisions. This analysis 
intends to determine where the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS is putting its investments and will 
evaluate whether resources are being allocated equitably. The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS uti-
lized a benefit assessment method that considered to what extent various socioeconomic 
groups were receiving value from existing and funded transportation investments. SCAG 
compared the total share of transportation funding borne by low-income households 
against other income groups. In this analysis, SCAG reported expenditure distribution in 
several ways. First, SCAG estimated the share of total RTP expenditures allocated to each 
category of household income. This was done by summing expenditures on each type 
of mode (bus, HOV lanes, commuter/high speed rail, highways/arterials, and light/heavy 
rail). These expenditures were then allocated to income categories based on each income 
group’s use-share of these modes.

FIGURE 11, Transportation Investments by Income Quintile, presents the findings for 
percent of total investments, which looks at the raw dollars and compares the amounts 
spent on low-income and high-income households. The results in the 2012-2035 RTP/
SCS revealed that approximately 25 percent of Plan investments will be allocated to the 
lowest quintile group (Quintile 1 - as compared with the group system usage of just under 
17 percent), while 19 percent will be invested for the highest income category (Quintile 5) 
with total transportation system usage of almost 25 percent. In other words, transporta-
tion investments would go to modes likeliest to be used by lower-income households.

FIGURE 11 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Transportation Investment by Income 
Quintile
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The next figure, Transportation Investments by Ethnicity, evaluates the distribution of 
transportation investments by various ethnic/racial categories. The current analysis for 
the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS reveals that Plan investments will be distributed equitably on the 
basis of system usage by ethnic/racial groups. Transportation investments would go to 
modes most likely to be used by lower-income households.

For Hispanics, the share of Plan investments (41 percent) is close to this group’s share of 
system usage (39.6 percent); for Whites, the share of Plan investments is at 36 percent, 
while their system usage is 38.2 percent; for African-Americans, the share of Plan invest-
ments (8 percent) also exceeded their share of system usage (6.9 percent).
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FIGURE 12 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Transportation Investment by Ethnicity
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(4) Impacts from Transportation Funding Based on VMT Fees 

METHODOLOGY

This is a new analysis area based on the finance strategy in the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS, 
which recommends a vehicle mile traveled (VMT) based user fee, which would be 
assessed beginning in the year 2025. This VMT fee would be implemented to replace 
the gasoline tax, and is estimated to cost about $0.05 (in 2011 dollars) per mile and 
indexed to maintain purchasing power starting in 2025. The implementation of this 
strategy requires actions of both the State Legislature and Congress. The recommended 
strategy is consistent with recommendations from two national commissions to move 
towards a mileage-based user fee system. Immediate steps necessary to take include 
coalescing state and national partners to fund further RD&D (Research Development & 
Demonstration) in advance of a 2025 broad based implementation.

The following section discusses the environmental justice impacts of a VMT-based user 
fee and will also assess the measure’s likely impact on the distribution of population and 
employment growth in the future due to the implementation of VMT fees. 

Note that potential shifts in growth examined here are not reflected in the Plan’s growth 
forecast and land use assumptions. Rather they are a theoretical analysis of logical 
changes in land use that may occur with implementation of a mileage based user fee. 

In comparing the VMT-based user fees finance system with the traditional gas tax based 
transportation funding system, the following points arise:

 � The gas tax and the VMT-based user fee are similar in nature in that they are both 
highly regressive—lower income households will pay a disproportionately higher 
percentage of their income for both a gasoline tax or a VMT-based user fee than is 
paid by higher income groups.

 � The VMT-based user fee is less “regressive” than the gasoline tax because it 
removes the advantages that higher income households have due to their access to 
relatively new and more fuel efficient vehicles. In general, new passenger vehicles 
are normally 15-20 percent more fuel efficient than the general auto fleet. Thus, 
given the equivalent dollar amount of the gas tax and VMT-based user fees, higher 
income drivers (who usually own newer and much more fuel efficient vehicles) will 
now have to pay more through the VMT-based fee system than they have in the 
existing gasoline tax based transportation funding environment.

 � Moreover, as analyzed later in the section on job-housing and workers-job fit, 
most long distance commuters are high income wage earners who can afford the 
VMT-based user fees. On the other hand, low income households, minorities, and 
households without vehicles will be similarly or less impacted under a VMT-based 
fee system than is the case with the traditional gasoline tax.

SCAG developed an integrated transportation–land use model, based on the PECAS 
framework, to help analyze the land use impacts from the VMT user fee scenario. For 
additional detail on the model, please see the Integrated Growth Forecast Technical 
Appendix. Since the model has not been peer reviewed, and not fully calibrated with the 
best available regional data, its output shall not be considered to be SCAG’s official posi-
tion on the scenario. Nonetheless, a review would be useful in understanding the impact 
considered as the market’s response to a feasible future.

To parameterize the VMT fee scenario for a model run, the following assumptions 
were applied:
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 � The current gasoline tax,  which exists at $0.364 per gallon, would gradually 
increase until 2025 to $0.50 per gallon. 

 � Subsequently, a $0.05 per mile VMT fee would replace the gasoline tax at 
year 2026.

 � Relative to the PECAS model’s base year, 2007, the travel cost would be 10 percent 
higher in year 2025 than in 2007. Between 2008 and 2024, this cost increase is 
linear. At year 2026, the travel cost would be 20 percent higher than in 2007, and 
thereafter stabilized.

RESULTS

With and without a change in travel costs, the PECAS model estimated the total num-
ber of households and jobs for 302 CSAs (Community Statistical Areas). The difference 
in zonal allocation is the impact of increased travel costs. PECAS evaluates the spatial 
utility for economic activities, such as production, exchange and consumption, such that 
the regional total of households and jobs are allocated to each zone according to the 
estimated utility. High travel cost means increases in disutility in the model; therefore, 
economic actors would try to avoid interactions with longer distances, which would result 
in ‘tighter’ concentrations in certain areas.

TABLES 21 and 22 summarize the number of households and jobs over SCAG’s 14 sub-
regions, respectively. Note that this allocation is not identical to the socioeconomic data 
set provided for the RTP process. What the table shows is a set of estimated figures 
according to the modeled market, while the official socioeconomic data was created from 
a thorough process that is detailed in the Growth Forecast Technical Appendix. 

Comparing the allocation in year 2035, Imperial County gains about 1 percent of house-
holds; yet, loses 0.8 percent of jobs under the VMT fee scenario relative to the base 
case. In Los Angeles County, only North Los Angeles and Las Virgenes-Malibu subregions 
are estimated to have fewer households due to the VMT fee. Interestingly, the main job 
centers in Los Angeles County are estimated to have fewer jobs under the scenario, 
including the City of Los Angeles, Westside Cities Council of Governments and South Bay 
Cities Council of Governments. San Bernardino County would lose about 0.2 percent of 
households. Overall, however, the difference is not significant.



54     Environmental Justice

TABLE 21 PECAS Estimated Number of Households by Subregion

County Subregion 2007

2020 2035

Base  
Scenario

VMT Fee  
Scenario

% Change to 
Base 2020

Base  
Scenario

VMT Fee 
Scenario

% Difference 
from Base 

to VMT Fee 
Scenario 

Imperial Imperial County 48,984 63,895 64,540 1.009 75,188 75,906 0.955

Los Angeles

North Los Angeles 179,481 200,441 200,340 -0.050 227,335 227,207 -0.056

City of Los Angeles 1,314,418 1,440,083 1,440,529 0.031 1,618,555 1,618,768 0.013

Arroyo Verdugo 127,848 140,072 140,113 0.029 157,349 157,368 0.012

San Gabriel Valley 536,191 589,153 589,264 0.019 662,617 662,629 0.002

Westside Cities 144,804 158,920 159,008 0.055 178,948 179,014 0.037

South Bay Cities 280,163 308,566 308,686 0.039 348,385 348,453 0.020

Gateway Cities 599,899 653,939 654,118 0.027 731,196 731,266 0.010

Las Virgenes-Malibu 31,669 36,126 36,130 0.011 41,858 41,855 -0.007

County Total 3,214,472 3,527,299 3,528,188 0.025 3,966,243 3,966,558 0.008

Orange Orange County 982,731 1,080,947 1,081,134 0.017 1,218,957 1,218,971 0.001

Riverside

CVAG 160,451 192,760 192,511 -0.129 225,592 225,395 -0.087

WRCOG 503,381 602,362 602,718 0.059 693,578 694,598 0.147

County Total 663,831 795,122 795,229 0.013 919,170 919,993 0.090

San Bernardino SANBAG 598,350 697,982 696,340 -0.235 805,089 803,532 -0.193

Ventura VCOG 263,414 296,682 296,497 -0.062 338,225 337,911 -0.093

Region Total 5,771,783 6,461,928 6,461,928 0.000 7,322,871 7,322,871 0.000
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TABLE 22 PECAS Estimated Number of Jobs by Subregion

County Subregion 2007

2020 2035

Base  
Scenario

VMT Fee  
Scenario

% Change to 
Base 2020

Base  
Scenario

VMT Fee 
Scenario

% Difference 
from Base 

to VMT Fee 
Scenario 

Imperial Imperial County 58,053 73,631 72,975 -0.891 84,747 84,105 -0.758

Los Angeles

North Los Angeles 189,775 196,791 196,878 0.044 221,412 221,506 0.042

City of Los Angeles 1,725,666 1,798,023 1,797,960 -0.004 1,988,714 1,988,679 -0.002

Arroyo Verdugo 231,146 239,332 239,311 -0.009 261,790 261,773 -0.006

San Gabriel Valley 734,696 759,945 760,056 0.015 842,372 842,490 0.014

Westside Cities 328,400 340,409 340,328 -0.024 375,161 375,081 -0.021

South Bay Cities 435,594 442,938 442,864 -0.017 485,343 485,274 -0.014

Gateway Cities 846,983 851,471 851,432 -0.005 933,875 933,843 -0.003

Las Virgenes-Malibu 61,550 66,848 66,842 -0.009 74,172 74,168 -0.005

County Total 4,553,810 4,695,757 4,695,673 -0.002 5,182,839 5,182,814 0.000

Orange Orange County 1,648,076 1,711,698 1,711,927 0.013 1,890,340 1,890,615 0.015

Riverside

CVAG 181,897 227,668 227,655 -0.006 268,522 268,521 0.000

WRCOG 497,027 562,744 563,297 0.098 686,557 687,015 0.067

County Total 678,923 790,412 790,952 0.068 955,079 955,536 0.048

San Bernardino SANBAG 685,628 753,656 753,616 -0.005 881,488 881,409 -0.009

Ventura VCOG 377,817 391,682 391,692 0.003 441,635 441,651 0.004

Region Total 8,002,308 8,416,836 8,416,836 0.000 9,436,129 9,436,129 0.000
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The shift in activity allocation caused by the additional travel cost can be better captured 
with maps. EXHIBIT 15 shows the difference in households between the base case and 
VMT-based fee scenario. As indicated in the map, households are leaving zones in outly-
ing areas, due to additional travel costs, and are relocating into a few centers, including 
Downtown Los Angeles, the Beach Cities, and many other cities in Los Angeles County. 
Similarly, both Western Riverside County and the southern part of San Bernardino County 
receive additional growth in several centers.

In general, households are moving towards nearby centers in response to the higher cost 
of travel. In the future, Downtown Los Angeles could be the center of gravity in the region, 
and it could be the first place to concentrate. However, the additional 10 percent in travel 
costs is not high enough to push a significant number of households into Downtown Los 
Angeles. Instead, dramatic growth is seen in three places region-wide, which are portions 
of the City of Los Angeles, the western portion of Riverside County, the southern portion 
of San Bernardino County, and the eastern section of Imperial County. FIGURE 13 depicts 
the conceptual centers for household shifts under the scenario.

Jobs showed a distinctly different shift pattern. The most noticeable difference from the 
household shifting pattern is observed in Los Angeles County. Instead of coming into the 
urban center, jobs are moving away from the Downtown Los Angeles area to either north 
Los Angeles County or western Riverside County. 

In general, the results suggest that with higher travel costs region-wide as reflected 
in the VMT-based user fees, people and households will tend to move to nearby local 
centers where accessibility to job opportunities is plentiful, so as to offset the impacts 
from an increase in travel costs. On the other hand, employers will relocate to key 
locations to better align themselves with the newly emerging concentration of workers 
and households. 

It is not clear if this change would happen in the estimated magnitude. Yet, in con-
junction with a 3.5 percent estimated reduction in travel distance (see the Growth 
Forecast Technical Appendix for additional detail), these impacts on directional changes 
seem reasonable.

FIGURE 13 Household Shift

FIGURE 14 Job Shift
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EXHIBIT 15 PECAS Estimated Changes in Households in Year 2035 Due to VMT Fee – Percent Difference
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EXHIBIT 16 PECAS Estimated Changes in Jobs in Year 2035 Due to VMT Fee – Percent Difference
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(5) Distribution of Travel Time Savings and 
Travel Distance Savings

METHODOLOGY

This analysis involved measuring the average travel time for both work trips and non-
work trips. SCAG assesses the distribution of travel time savings that are expected to 
result from implementation of the Plan. SCAG conducted this analysis for transit (i.e. bus 
and light rail) and automobile trips. These travel time savings were reported as a propor-
tion of the total travel time savings for each mode.

Travel time savings is one performance measure that SCAG analyzed to determine the 
share of benefits and burdens in using the regional transportation system for the region’s 
population groups. For the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS, transportation modeling results were 
used with data on mode usage by income and ethnicity to determine travel time savings. 
Results were calculated for trips made by automobile (the most common mode of travel) 
and for trips using transit (transit by local bus and/or by all transit). 

SCAG assessed the distribution of travel time savings that are expected to result from the 
implementation of the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS by analyzing demographic data and the asso-
ciated mode usage statistics for each Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) in the region. 
With this input, an estimate for the time savings for each income and ethnic group can be 
identified for trips involving transit (i.e. local bus and all transit) and automobiles.

Another way of estimating benefits is to calculate savings in terms of person-miles trav-
eled (PMT). These results indicate that the share of driving distance savings, similar to 
time savings, generally resembles the share of usage. This is another way of estimating 
the benefits of land-use strategies—locating homes nearer to work places and intensify-
ing land-use—reflected in the Plan. Similar to the methodology used to estimate travel 
time savings, staff used the differences between the RTP/SCS and baseline scenario in 
trip distribution and distance to estimate per-mile travel benefits. 

There are two ways to examine and to determine whether the RTP/SCS outcomes on 
travel time and person-mile changes are adequately allocated by various income/ethnic-
ity groups. The first is to compare the distribution of total savings (benefits) by income/
ethnicity with each group’s usage of the system, share of RTP investment, and their 
contributions through gasoline and sales taxes to fund the transportation system. The 

second, is to examine whether relative improvements from proposed RTP/SCS strategies 
for each income/ethnicity group are generally in line with their usage—i.e., to ensure that 
every group benefits appropriately from the system investment and improvements in the 
2012-2035 RTP/SCS.

RESULTS

FIGURES 15 and 16 present Share of System Usage, Taxes Paid, Travel Time Savings 
(auto, local bus, all transit), and Person-mile Changes (auto) by income/ethnicity. FIGURES 

17 and 18 present the relative improvements of travel time savings and person-mile 
reductions from implementation of the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS. Highlights among the figures 
include the following:

 � Share of travel times savings by income groups are generally consistent with each 
group’s mode usage. Higher income quintile groups captured more savings in person 
hour traveled proportionally to their relative higher usage of autos. However, lower 
income groups received more benefits from transit related time savings for their 
higher usage of transit.

 � Person-mile travel changes are also in line with usage by income groups of autos.

 � Share of travel time savings and person-mile benefits by ethnic groups are also very 
balanced, and in line with each ethnic group’s use of the transportation system. 

 � Lower income quintile groups received greater improvements in person-mile travel 
reductions and local bus travel time savings than higher income groups, and about 
the same level of improvement in person hour savings as higher income households. 
Alternatively, higher income households enjoyed a moderately better improvement in 
all transit mode time savings.

 � Improvements in mobility and person-mile travel benefits are fairly similar and close 
for all ethnic groups.
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FIGURE 15 Share of Travel Time and Person-Mile Travel Benefits by Income
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FIGURE 17 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Improvement on Mobility and Person-Mile 
Travel by Income Quintile
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FIGURE 16 Share of Travel Time and Person-Mile Travel Benefits by Ethnicity
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FIGURE 18 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Improvement on Mobility and Person-Mile 
Travel by Ethnicity
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(6) Jobs-Housing Imbalance or Jobs-Housing Mismatch
In the practice of urban and transportation planning, the subject of job-housing imbalance 
and job-housing mismatch is considered a key contributor to traffic congestion and, some 
argue, an impediment to environmental justice. Among the arguments:

 � Workers are priced out of the job rich areas, which makes long distance travel and 
congestion inevitable for many

 � Coastal counties have not built enough housing, forcing workers to move to inland 
counties where housing is affordable. This results in long distance commuting and 
traffic congestion

While this analysis is not expecting to allay all concerns related to jobs-housing imbalance 
and/or jobs-housing mismatch, however, the statistics are provided to investigate socio-
economic profiles of long distance commuters—defined here as “inter-county commut-
ers—such that stakeholders and policy makers can better understand the demographic 
composition of long distance commuters.

From an economic point of view, transportation and driving are expensive; workers with-
out a car or people with less income who cannot afford a vehicle have to either live close 
to their jobs where they can have access to transit or can walk or bike. Moreover, since 
long distance commuting is expensive, people do not partake of it unless subsidies exist 
to own a dependable vehicle, access is available to relatively fast and cheap transit, or 
they have a well-paying job.

The following tables identify the median wages for inter-county and intra-county com-
muters using the 1990 Census, 2000 Census, and the most recent 2008 American 
Community Survey (ACS).
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TABLE 23 Median Wage/Earnings for Workers by Place of Residence and Place of Work, 1990–2008

Residence
2008 Place of Work

Imperial Los Angeles Orange Riverside San Bernardino Ventura San Diego

Imperial $20,804 $27,581 $28,369 $25,217 $23,641 $30,576 $27,581

Los Angeles $40,978 $23,641 $26,005 - $37,826 $40,978 $35,462

Orange $39,402 $33,097 $19,701 $37,826 $28,369 $47,282 $31,521

Riverside $22,065 $26,793 $23,641 $16,549 $33,097 - $27,581

San Bernardino $31,521 $31,521 $23,641 $86,684 $19,701 $45,706 $23,641

Ventura $44,918 $56,738 $10,560 - $60,679 $23,641 $20,489

San Diego $43,342 $39,402 $37,826 $55,162 $63,043 $17,337 $25,217

Residence
2000 Place of Work

Imperial Los Angeles Orange Riverside San Bernardino Ventura San Diego

Imperial $19,000 $16,000 $6,300 $10,400 $81,000 - $25,200

Los Angeles $20,000 $21,000 $27,900 $26,800 $22,400 $28,000 $21,000

Orange $10,500 $41,000 $24,600 $30,000 $40,000 $35,000 $39,000

Riverside $44,400 $40,000 $36,500 $18,000 $30,000 $40,000 $36,800

San Bernardino $27,800 $35,000 $35,000 $27,000 $19,500 $42,000 $26,000

Ventura - $43,000 $45,000 $50,000 $40,000 $22,000 $45,000

San Diego $30,000 $36,000 $40,000 $30,000 $19,000 $35,000 $23,600

Residence
1990 Place of Work

Imperial Los Angeles Orange Riverside San Bernardino Ventura San Diego

Imperial $16,830 $6,991 $32,365 $16,364 $41,427 $7,664 $23,303

Los Angeles $23,303 $22,008 $27,758 $25,892 $22,008 $29,776 $15,535

Orange $23,303 $42,722 $23,303 $32,365 $33,660 $38,838 $38,838

Riverside $12,946 $41,427 $37,543 $17,865 $31,070 $36,249 $31,718

San Bernardino $51,784 $36,016 $36,249 $27,187 $19,419 $46,606 $32,365

Ventura - $44,016 $49,345 $38,191 $25,892 $20,714 $28,481

San Diego $29,776 $37,543 $36,249 $27,187 $29,776 $33,660 $20,714

Sources: 2008 ACS PUMS (CPI adjusted to $ in 1999), 2000 PUMS 5% ($ in 1999), 1990 PUMS 5% (CPI adjusted to $ in 1999)
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The statistics indicate that, almost without exception, all inter-county commuters com-
mand much higher wages than those commuters who work and live in the same county. 
Those commuters also command wages higher than workers who work and reside in their 
destination work counties. From an environmental justice perspective, this research does 
not provide definitive results. Rather, it raises additional questions that could be investi-
gated to better understand how jobs, workers, housing, and associated income distribu-
tion could impact travel patterns of low income and minority populations. 

Policy Implications:

A strong case could be made for imposing future VMT-based charges to the net inter-
county commuting VMT (total inter-county commuting VMT—estimated VMT to reach the 
county line) to address the transportation funding needs and relieve congestion. 

Further research is needed to investigate the jobs-housing imbalance and jobs-housing 
mismatch issues and related policy implications more carefully. One observation, which 
remains valid today, and was provided in SCAG’s Environmental Justice Report for the 
1998 RTP, indicated that “for people who cannot afford a car for long distance travel, and 
have to cluster around certain areas, their mobility and accessibility are severely limited. 
An example is if growth in entry level jobs is primarily in suburban areas but is not served 
by public transit in peak hours, or is too far by walking/biking.” The 2012-2035 RTP/SCS 
transportation investment and land use strategies will provide relief for this concern.

(7) Accessibility to Employment and Services

METHODOLOGY

Accessibility is a foundation for social and economic interactions. As an indicator, acces-
sibility is measured by the spatial distribution of potential destinations, the ease of reach-
ing each destination, and the magnitude, quality and character of the activities at the 
destination sites. Travel costs are central: the lower the costs of travel, in terms of time 
and money, the more places that can be reached within a certain budget and, thus, the 
greater the accessibility. Destination choice is equally crucial: more destinations and the 
more varied the destinations, the higher the level of accessibility. 

The analysis of accessibility for the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Environmental Justice report 
includes the following: 

 � Investigate the distance-based accessibility of medical services and grocery/gen-
eral merchandise stores that are within transportation modes for walking, biking, 
and using the local bus system for the base year (2008). Staff used both 3-mile 
and 5-mile radii and compared Environmental Justice groups with the average 
population in terms of accessibility to medical service facilities and grocery/general 
merchandise stores.

 � Present both the base year job and shopping accessibility improvements through 
implementation of the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS by three transportation modes—auto, 
local bus, and all transit, and two travel time intervals—30 and 45 minutes. 
However, this report only presents results for 45-minutes of travel.

 � Apply the same analysis and methodology used for job and shopping accessibility for 
analyzing park accessibility for Environmental Justice Communities.

Employment and retail accessibility evaluates how well the transportation system is 
providing access to jobs and shopping for underrepresented populations. In this analysis, 
both employment and shopping accessibility is defined as the percentage of the popula-
tion who can travel between work and home or between retail stores and home within 
30 or 45 minutes during the morning peak period. The general procedures for these 
exercises are:

 � Obtain Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) to TAZ travel time matrix by mode: auto, 
local bus, and all transit

 � Identify medical facilities, grocery stores, and general merchandise stores from 
SCAG’s employment database, and the projected growth of total employment and 
retail jobs within the study area

 � Identify from SCAG’s land use database all local, regional, state, and national parks

 � For each TAZ, select all of the TAZs accessible with different transportation 
modes within 45-minutes of travel (30-minute travel time results are available 
upon request)

 � Summarize total jobs, retail jobs, medical facilities, grocery/general merchandise 
stores, and acreage of parks
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RESULTS

DISTANCE-BASED ACCESSIBILITY

The following figures present medical facility/grocery stores accessibility in 3-mile and 
5-mile radius by key Environmental Justice interested groups.

As illustrated in both figures, most ethnic groups, lower income quintile households, and 
people in poverty live in areas with higher than average accessibility to medical facilities, 
grocery/general merchandise stores. These observations support the statement made 
earlier that because transportation and long distance travel are expensive, less afflu-
ent people will choose residential locations where they can walk, bike, or take transit 
to access jobs, shopping, or other essential services. The priority policy is to create job 
opportunities for less affluent people near transit or urban cores. Promoting development 
in TOD areas is a good policy, but the unintended impacts on displacement and gentrifica-
tion need to be mitigated. 

The analysis also indicates that several population groups—Non-Hispanic Native 
Americans, Non-Hispanic Black and others, elderly and disabled—have “very slightly” 
less than average accessibility to either medical services or grocery/general merchandise 
stores as those observed for Non-Hispanic White and higher-income quintile house-
holds. Since there is no mobility element in this analysis, the primary cause could be the 
residential locations of these population groups relative to the opportunities located in 
surrounding areas. It is recommended that additional monitoring and study are conducted 
to better understand the accessibility issues for these four Environmental Justice groups 
(Non-Hispanic Native Americans, Non-Hispanic Black and others, elderly and disabled).

FIGURE 19 Local Stores and Medical Facilities within 3-Mile Radius Area 
(2008)
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FIGURE 20 Local Stores and Medical Facilities within 5-Mile Radius Area 
(2008)
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JOB AND SHOPPING OPPORTUNITY

Job and shopping accessibility calculations are presented in the following figures. The 
base year job and shopping accessibility and improvements from the 2012–2035 RTP/
SCS are also shown. Summary highlights from the base year job and shopping accessibil-
ity analysis include the following:

 � Elderly population showed only above average accessibility to job opportunity by 
auto; all other measures come out slightly below average for both job and shopping 
accessibility. As mentioned earlier, staff plan to research and study further about 
residential location and land use in the surrounding areas for this population group, 
in particular because the region is facing an aging population in the next 20–25 
years.

 � In general, lower income quintile households and population below poverty all 
showed higher job and shopping accessibility in base year 2008 under every trans-
portation mode. 

 � As the case of distance-based accessibility, non-Hispanic Native Americans and 
non-Hispanic other, similar to non-Hispanic White, have below average accessibility 
in both job and shopping accessibility.

 � Nonetheless, through the implementation of recommended strategies in the 2012–
2035 RTP/SCS, the elderly, non-Hispanic Native Americans and non-Hispanic others 
will experience much better improvements than the average population in both job 
and shopping opportunities.

FIGURE 21 Total Job and Shopping Accessibility by Mode: 
Population in Need: 2008
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FIGURE 22 Total Job and Shopping Accessibility by Mode and Income: 2008
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FIGURE 23 Total Job and Shopping Accessibility by Mode and Ethnicity 
(2008)
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FIGURE 24 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Impacts on Job and Shopping Accessibility: 
Population in Need
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FIGURE 25 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Impacts on Job and Shopping Accessibility 
by Mode and Income Quintile
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FIGURE 26 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Impacts on Job and Shopping Accessibility 
by Mode and Ethnicity
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TABLE 24 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Impacts on Job/Shopping Accessibility (45 Minutes of Travel) by Ethnicity

2008 Total Hispanic Non-Hispanic White Non-Hispanic Black Non-Hispanic NA Non-Hispanic Asian Non-Hispanic Other

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Total Job 25.44% 26.82% 20.99% 28.72% 20.67% 29.47% 22.78%

Shopping 24.98% 26.41% 20.92% 27.75% 20.78% 29.01% 22.58%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Total Job 4.06% 4.66% 2.49% 5.26% 2.83% 4.49% 3.46%

Shopping 3.34% 3.81% 2.06% 4.36% 2.33% 3.71% 2.85%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Total Job 6.67% 7.55% 4.13% 9.69% 4.60% 7.03% 5.75%

Shopping 5.67% 6.42% 3.48% 8.43% 3.90% 5.95% 4.88%

2035 Baseline Total Hispanic Non-Hispanic White Non-Hispanic Black Non-Hispanic NA Non-Hispanic Asian Non-Hispanic Other

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Total Job 20.93% 21.26% 16.98% 21.60% 16.46% 24.03% 18.85%

Shopping 20.61% 21.07% 16.87% 21.27% 16.51% 23.69% 18.66%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Total Job 3.57% 3.68% 2.11% 3.82% 2.27% 3.77% 2.96%

Shopping 3.09% 3.19% 1.82% 3.34% 1.96% 3.28% 2.56%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Total Job 5.85% 6.03% 3.51% 7.11% 3.75% 5.90% 4.93%

Shopping 5.14% 5.32% 3.04% 6.37% 3.28% 5.17% 4.30%

2035 Plan Total Hispanic Non-Hispanic White Non-Hispanic Black Non-Hispanic NA Non-Hispanic Asian Non-Hispanic Other

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Total Job 27.01% 27.75% 22.20% 27.05% 21.54% 31.79% 24.43%

Shopping 26.83% 27.62% 22.33% 26.76% 21.75% 31.65% 24.40%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Total Job 4.55% 4.88% 2.69% 4.84% 2.99% 4.85% 3.77%

Shopping 3.88% 4.16% 2.28% 4.11% 2.54% 4.15% 3.20%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Total Job 7.35% 7.82% 4.47% 8.47% 4.90% 7.70% 6.15%

Shopping 6.50% 6.94% 3.90% 7.58% 4.32% 6.81% 5.40%
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2035 Plan – 2035 
Baseline

Total Hispanic Non-Hispanic White Non-Hispanic Black Non-Hispanic NA Non-Hispanic Asian Non-Hispanic Other

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Total Job 6.08% 6.49% 5.22% 5.46% 5.07% 7.76% 5.58%

Shopping 6.21% 6.54% 5.46% 5.49% 5.24% 7.96% 5.74%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Total Job 0.99% 1.20% 0.58% 1.01% 0.72% 1.08% 0.81%

Shopping 0.79% 0.97% 0.46% 0.77% 0.57% 0.88% 0.64%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Total Job 1.50% 1.80% 0.96% 1.36% 1.15% 1.80% 1.23%

Shopping 1.36% 1.62% 0.86% 1.20% 1.04% 1.64% 1.10%

% Change 
(2035 Plan – Baseline)

Total Hispanic Non-Hispanic White Non-Hispanic Black Non-Hispanic NA Non-Hispanic Asian Non-Hispanic Other

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Total Job 29.0% 30.5% 30.8% 25.3% 30.8% 32.3% 29.6%

Shopping 30.1% 31.1% 32.4% 25.8% 31.7% 33.6% 30.8%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Total Job 27.7% 32.6% 27.5% 26.5% 31.8% 28.7% 27.2%

Shopping 25.5% 30.2% 25.2% 23.0% 29.2% 26.7% 25.0%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Total Job 25.7% 29.8% 27.4% 19.1% 30.8% 30.4% 24.9%

Shopping 26.5% 30.6% 28.2% 18.9% 31.7% 31.6% 25.6%
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TABLE 25 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Impacts on Job/Shopping Accessibility (45 Minutes of Travel) by Income Quintile

2008 Quintile 1 Quintile 2 Quintile 3 Quintile 4 Quintile 5

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Total Job 27.31% 26.64% 25.17% 24.17% 23.84%

Shopping 26.47% 24.00% 24.82% 24.82% 23.52%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Total Job 5.71% 4.76% 3.82% 3.11% 2.83%

Shopping 4.71% 3.91% 3.14% 2.56% 2.33%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Total Job 9.19% 7.79% 6.34% 5.22% 4.74%

Shopping 7.86% 6.63% 5.39% 4.42% 3.99%

2035 Baseline Quintile 1 Quintile 2 Quintile 3 Quintile 4 Quintile 5

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Total Job 23.77% 22.03% 20.29% 19.60% 18.94%

Shopping 23.16% 21.67% 20.06% 19.49% 18.69%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Total Job 5.47% 4.14% 3.29% 2.62% 2.29%

Shopping 4.76% 3.59% 2.85% 2.27% 1.98%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Total Job 8.74% 6.80% 5.44% 4.39% 3.85%

Shopping 7.74% 5.99% 4.78% 3.83% 3.35%

2035 Plan Quintile 1 Quintile 2 Quintile 3 Quintile 4 Quintile 5

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Total Job 29.46% 27.87% 26.62% 25.85% 25.24%

Shopping 28.88% 27.58% 26.52% 25.92% 25.24

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Total Job 6.72% 5.21% 4.32% 3.45% 3.06%

Shopping 5.75% 4.44% 3.68% 2.93% 2.60%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Total Job 10.46% 8.38% 7.05% 5.73% 5.11%

Shopping 9.32% 7.43% 6.23% 5.04% 4.47%
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2035 Plan – 2035 Baseline Total Hispanic Non-Hispanic White Non-Hispanic Black Non-Hispanic NA

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Total Job 5.68% 5.84% 6.33% 6.26% 6.30%

Shopping 5.72% 5.91% 6.46% 6.43% 6.55%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Total Job 1.25% 1.07% 1.03% 0.83% 0.77%

Shopping 0.99% 0.85% 0.83% 0.66% 0.61%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Total Job 1.73% 1.58% 1.61% 1.34% 1.26%

Shopping 1.58% 1.43% 1.45% 1.21% 1.12%

% Change (2035 Plan – Baseline) Total Hispanic Non-Hispanic White Non-Hispanic Black Non-Hispanic NA

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Total Job 23.9% 26.5% 31.2% 31.9% 33.3%

Shopping 24.7% 27.3% 32.2% 33.0% 35.1%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Total Job 22.8% 25.9% 31.3% 31.5% 33.5%

Shopping 20.7% 23.5% 29.0% 29.1% 30.9%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Total Job 19.8% 23.2% 29.5% 30.7% 32.6%

Shopping 20.5% 23.9% 30.4% 31.6% 33.5%
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2035 Plan – 2035 Baseline Poverty Elderly Handicapped

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Total Job 5.61% 6.18% 6.37%

Shopping 5.65% 6.32% 6.41%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Total Job 1.24% 0.92% 1.14%

Shopping 0.97% 0.73% 0.91%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Total Job 1.71% 1.43% 1.69%

Shopping 1.56% 1.29% 1.53%

% Change 
(2035 Plan – Baseline)

Poverty Elderly Handicapped

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Total Job 23.4% 30.6% 28.8%

Shopping 24.2% 31.7% 29.4%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Total Job 22.2% 29.7% 29.0%

Shopping 20.1% 27.2% 26.7%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Total Job 19.3% 27.8% 26.1%

Shopping 19.9% 28.6% 26.8%

TABLE 26 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Impacts on Job/Shopping Accessibility  
(45 Minutes of Travel) by Population in Need

2008 Poverty Elderly Handicapped

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Total Job 28.57% 24.47% 26.82%

Shopping 27.64% 24.11% 26.30%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Total Job 6.21% 3.59% 4.55%

Shopping 5.12% 2.95% 3.73%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Total Job 9.91% 5.96% 7.47%

Shopping 8.49% 5.07% 6.36%

2035 Baseline Poverty Elderly Handicapped

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Total Job 23.93% 20.18% 22.10%

Shopping 23.33% 19.95% 21.81%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Total Job 5.57% 3.11% 3.92%

Shopping 4.85% 2.70% 3.40%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Total Job 8.86% 5.16% 6.48%

Shopping 7.86% 4.53% 5.71%

2035 Plan Poverty Elderly Handicapped

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Total Job 29.54% 26.37% 28.47%

Shopping 28.98% 26.27% 28.21%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Total Job 6.80% 4.03% 5.06%

Shopping 5.82% 3.43% 4.31%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Total Job 10.57% 6.59% 8.18%

Shopping 9.43% 5.82% 7.24%
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(8) Accessibility to Parks 

METHODOLOGY

Public parks serve all residents. National parks, state parks, and numerous community 
parks are all found within the SCAG region. However, not all parks are created equal. Not 
all neighborhoods and people have equal access to these cherished public resources (see 
Map 1: Distribution of Parks and Low-income Households). Some neighborhoods have 
more open space, some parks are better maintained, some are built so that those with 
disabilities can enjoy them, and some parks are safer. SCAG conducted additional analysis 
on accessibility to parks for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS. 

Three types of parks were considered for the environmental justice analysis: 1) local 
parks; 2) state parks; and 3) national parks. The acreage of each park type in all TAZs 
was identified. The underlying assumption is that the more acreage of parks that can be 
reached within a certain travel time and cost, the greater the park accessibility within 
a community.

Similar to the method for measuring job accessibility, park accessibility is defined as the 
percentage of park acreage reachable within 45 minutes of travel via 1) automobile; 2) 
local bus; and 3) all transit options. SCAG’s existing typical weekday model was utilized 
for the analysis, as there is currently no weekend transportation model for the region. 

RESULTS

The results of this park accessibility analysis by auto, local bus, and all transit modes 
within 45 minutes of travel are presented in the following tables and figures. General 
conclusions from the table and figures include:

 � Park accessibility statistics indicate that park accessibility by transit is much lower 
than that by automobile for all groups. This is true for all parks, national, state, or 
local parks. By transit, there is almost no access to national parks, and very limited 
access to state parks in all scenarios—base year 2008, baseline, or under the plan. 
This observation is consistent with the conclusions of the 2008 RTP Environmental 
Justice report that there is a near complete lack of public transportation services 
into, in particular, the National Forests. 

 � Income quintiles 4 and 5 will have moderately higher access to either state and/or 
local parks in the region via automobile. Population groups showing marginally lower 
accessibility to national parks by auto include: non-Hispanic black, income Quintile 1 
and 5, and population below poverty. As to state park accessibility by auto, all popu-
lation groups show slightly lower than average accessibility except for non-Hispanic 
white and the two higher income quintile households. More Environmental Justice 
population groups, including Hispanics, non-Hispanic Asians, income Quintile 2, and 
the disabled population show higher than average accessibility to local parks than 
the average population in the region.

 � In addition to elderly, non-Hispanic Native Americans and non-Hispanic other, further 
analysis should also focus on non-Hispanic blacks where their park accessibility by 
auto is below the average for all parks. However, the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS provides 
improvements for these population groups more than accessibility changes for the 
rest of the region’s population groups.



74     

EXHIBIT 17 Low-Income Households in 2008
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EXHIBIT 18 Minority Population in 2008
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FIGURE 27 Park Accessibility by Automobile within 45 Minutes 
of Travel (2008)
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FIGURE 29 Park Accessibility by All Transit Mode within 45 Minutes 
of Travel  (2008)
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FIGURE 28 Park Accessibility by Bus within 45 Minutes of Travel (2008)
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FIGURE 30 Improvements in Park Accessibility by Automobile 
within 45 Minutes of Travel (2035)
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FIGURE 31 Improvements in Park Accessibility by Bus within 45 Minutes 
of Travel (2035)
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FIGURE 32 Improvements in Park Accessibility by All Transit 
within 45 Minutes of Travel (2035)
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TABLE 27 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Impacts on Park Accessibility (45 Minutes of Travel) by Ethnicity

2008 Total Hispanic
Non-Hispanic 

White
Non-Hispanic 

Black
Non-Hispanic NA

Non-Hispanic 
Asian

Non-Hispanic 
Other

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Local Park 18.91% 19.17% 18.11% 16.88% 16.60% 21.31% 18.10%

State Park 4.77% 4.41% 5.37% 3.67% 4.74% 4.14% 4.72%

National Park 4.01% 4.06% 4.13% 3.40% 4.09% 4.21% 4.43%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Local Park 0.97% 0.98% 0.71% 1.07% 0.64% 1.02% 0.91%

State Park 0.50% 0.50% 0.34% 0.72% 0.32% 0.46% 0.45%

National Park 0.12% 0.13% 0.12% 0.09% 0.09% 0.09% 0.13%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Local Park 1.88% 2.06% 1.21% 2.58% 1.24% 1.94% 1.66%

State Park 0.83% 0.80% 0.58% 1.29% 0.52% 0.72% 0.75%

National Park 0.34% 0.34% 0.23% 0.58% 0.23% 0.29% 0.32%

2035 Baseline Total Hispanic
Non-Hispanic 

White
Non-Hispanic 

Black
Non-Hispanic NA

Non-Hispanic 
Asian

Non-Hispanic 
Other

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Local Park 16.35% 16.35% 15.13% 13.98% 13.72% 18.78% 15.39%

State Park 4.16% 3.85% 4.68% 3.47% 4.16% 3.73% 4.20%

National Park 3.54% 3.52% 3.54% 3.22% 3.44% 3.75% 3.65%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Local Park 0.93% 0.87% 0.65% 0.88% 0.57% 0.97% 0.87%

State Park 0.47% 0.42% 0.33% 0.53% 0.30% 0.43% 0.43%

National Park 0.11% 0.11% 0.11% 0.08% 0.08% 0.09% 0.12%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Local Park 1.80% 1.80% 1.14% 2.15% 1.12% 1.79% 1.57%

State Park 0.81% 0.72% 0.57% 0.99% 0.50% 0.69% 0.76%

National Park 0.30% 0.27% 0.20% 0.41% 0.19% 0.26% 0.28%
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2035 Plan Total Hispanic
Non-Hispanic 

White
Non-Hispanic 

Black
Non-Hispanic NA

Non-Hispanic 
Asian

Non-Hispanic 
Other

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Local Park 21.08% 21.25% 19.52% 18.58% 17.81% 24.50% 20.01%

State Park 5.68% 5.43% 6.28% 4.88% 5.68% 5.25% 5.78%

National Park 4.40% 4.41% 4.49% 4.14% 4.42% 4.68% 4.64%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Local Park 1.22% 1.20% 0.83% 1.11% 0.78% 1.31% 1.11%

State Park 0.58% 0.56% 0.39% 0.67% 0.37% 0.54% 0.52%

National Park 0.14% 0.13% 0.14% 0.09% 0.09% 0.14% 0.15%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Local Park 2.38% 2.49% 1.53% 2.59% 1.58% 2.47% 2.07%

State Park 0.93% 0.89% 0.65% 1.10% 0.61% 0.82% 0.86%

National Park 0.35% 0.32% 0.24% 0.46% 0.22% 0.33% 0.34%

2035 Plan – Baseline: 
Absolute Change

Total Hispanic
Non-Hispanic 

White
Non-Hispanic 

Black
Non-Hispanic NA

Non-Hispanic 
Asian

Non-Hispanic 
Other

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Local Park 4.73% 4.90% 4.38% 4.61% 4.09% 5.72% 4.61%

State Park 1.52% 1.58% 1.61% 1.41% 1.52% 1.52% 1.58%

National Park 0.86% 0.88% 0.95% 0.92% 0.98% 0.93% 0.99%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Local Park 0.29% 0.33% 0.17% 0.24% 0.20% 0.34% 0.24%

State Park 0.11% 0.14% 0.06% 0.13% 0.08% 0.11% 0.09%

National Park 0.03% 0.02% 0.03% 0.01% 0.01% 0.05% 0.03%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Local Park 0.58% 0.69% 0.39% 0.44% 0.46% 0.68% 0.50%

State Park 0.12% 0.17% 0.08% 0.11% 0.12% 0.13% 0.10%

National Park 0.06% 0.05% 0.04% 0.04% 0.03% 0.07% 0.06%
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2035 Plan – Baseline: 
% Change

Total Hispanic
Non-Hispanic 

White
Non-Hispanic 

Black
Non-Hispanic NA

Non-Hispanic 
Asian

Non-Hispanic 
Other

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Local Park 28.9% 30.0% 29.0% 33.0% 29.8% 30.5% 30.0%

State Park 36.6% 41.0% 34.3% 40.7% 36.5% 40.8% 37.6%

National Park 24.3% 25.0% 26.8% 28.6% 28.5% 24.8% 27.1%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Local Park 30.9% 38.3% 26.5% 27.0% 35.8% 34.5% 27.6%

State Park 22.9% 33.5% 18.1% 25.2% 26.3% 24.3% 21.1%

National Park 26.6% 17.7% 27.2% 14.9% 18.8% 56.4% 26.5%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Local Park 32.5% 38.5% 33.9% 20.7% 41.3% 38.0% 31.6%

State Park 15.3% 23.9% 14.1% 11.0% 23.7% 18.9% 13.0%

National Park 18.5% 18.0% 21.0% 10.1% 15.9% 28.8% 20.0%

TABLE 27 Continued
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TABLE 28 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Impacts on Park Accessibility (45 Minutes of Travel) by Income Quintile

2008 Quintile 1 Quintile 2 Quintile 3 Quintile 4 Quintile 5

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Local Park 18.62% 18.96% 18.85% 18.90% 19.23%

State Park 4.54% 4.57% 4.72% 4.85% 5.16%

National Park 3.97% 4.04% 4.08% 4.07% 3.87%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Local Park 1.33% 1.10% 0.92% 0.77% 0.74%

State Park 0.72% 0.57% 0.45% 0.36% 0.38%

National Park 0.12% 0.12% 0.12% 0.12% 0.12%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Local Park 2.57% 2.18% 1.79% 1.47% 1.35%

State Park 1.19% 0.94% 0.76% 0.62% 0.63%

National Park 0.48% 0.39% 0.32% 0.26% 0.23%

2035 Baseline Quintile 1 Quintile 2 Quintile 3 Quintile 4 Quintile 5

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Local Park 16.78% 16.53% 16.06% 16.14% 16.26%

State Park 3.94% 4.05% 4.09% 4.20% 4.51%

National Park 3.55% 3.61% 3.58% 3.55% 3.44%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Local Park 1.37% 1.05% 0.87% 0.72% 0.66%

State Park 0.73% 0.52% 0.43% 0.34% 0.34%

National Park 0.11% 0.11% 0.11% 0.10% 0.10%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Local Park 2.65% 2.08% 1.69% 1.36% 1.21%

State Park 1.22% 0.92% 0.75% 0.59% 0.57%

National Park 0.43% 0.34% 0.28% 0.23% 0.20%
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2035 Plan Quintile 1 Quintile 2 Quintile 3 Quintile 4 Quintile 5

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Local Park 21.17% 21.10% 20.92% 21.03% 21.20%

State Park 5.36% 5.51% 5.65% 5.81% 6.05%

National Park 4.33% 4.43% 4.48% 4.49% 4.29%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Local Park 1.73% 1.36% 1.16% 0.95% 0.89%

State Park 0.86% 0.65% 0.53% 0.42% 0.43%

National Park 0.14% 0.13% 0.14% 0.13% 0.15%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Local Park 3.32% 2.71% 2.30% 1.88% 1.69%

State Park 1.36% 1.05% 0.88% 0.70% 0.69%

National Park 0.49% 0.39% 0.34% 0.27% 0.27%

2035 Plan – Baseline: Absolute Change Quintile 1 Quintile 2 Quintile 3 Quintile 4 Quintile 5

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Local Park 4.39% 4.57% 4.86% 4.89% 4.95%

State Park 1.43% 1.46% 1.56% 1.61% 1.54%

National Park 0.78% 0.82% 0.90% 0.95% 0.85%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Local Park 0.36% 0.31% 0.29% 0.24% 0.24%

State Park 0.14% 0.13% 0.11% 0.08% 0.09%

National Park 0.02% 0.02% 0.03% 0.03% 0.05%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Local Park 0.67% 0.63% 0.62% 0.52% 0.48%

State Park 0.14% 0.13% 0.13% 0.11% 0.11%

National Park 0.05% 0.05% 0.06% 0.05% 0.07%

TABLE 28 Continued
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2035 Plan – Baseline: % Change Quintile 1 Quintile 2 Quintile 3 Quintile 4 Quintile 5

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Local Park 26.2% 27.7% 30.3% 30.3% 30.4%

State Park 36.3% 36.1% 38.1% 38.4% 34.2%

National Park 22.0% 22.8% 25.2% 26.7% 24.7%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Local Park 26.7% 29.8% 33.6% 32.8% 35.7%

State Park 18.8% 24.1% 25.4% 24.6% 25.0%

National Park 19.6% 17.0% 25.1% 24.8% 47.8%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Local Park 25.4% 30.6% 36.5% 38.1% 39.3%

State Park 11.2% 14.2% 17.7% 18.1% 19.7%

National Park 11.8% 14.7% 21.5% 21.2% 32.5%

TABLE 28 Continued
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2035 Plan Poverty Elderly Handicapped

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Local Park 21.15% 20.72% 21.43%

State Park 5.30% 5.68% 5.36%

National Park 4.31% 4.42% 4.45%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Local Park 1.75% 1.08% 1.27%

State Park 0.88% 0.50% 0.60%

National Park 0.13% 0.12% 0.13%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Local Park 3.35% 2.15% 2.59%

State Park 1.36% 0.81% 0.97%

National Park 0.48% 0.29% 0.34%

2035 Plan – Baseline: 
Absolute Change

Poverty Elderly Handicapped

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Local Park 4.35% 4.71% 4.81%

State Park 1.43% 1.52% 1.48%

National Park 0.75% 0.90% 0.86%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Local Park 0.36% 0.26% 0.32%

State Park 0.13% 0.11% 0.13%

National Park 0.02% 0.02% 0.02%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Local Park 0.66% 0.56% 0.65%

State Park 0.13% 0.13% 0.15%

National Park 0.05% 0.05% 0.05%

TABLE 29 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Impacts on Park Accessibility (45 Minutes of Travel) by Population in Need

2008 Poverty Elderly Handicapped

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Local Park 19.01% 18.40% 19.14%

State Park 4.33% 4.90% 4.44%

National Park 3.94% 4.04% 4.10%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Local Park 1.41% 0.86% 1.01%

State Park 0.78% 0.43% 0.52%

National Park 0.12% 0.10% 0.12%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Local Park 2.76% 1.69% 2.06%

State Park 1.26% 0.73% 0.86%

National Park 0.50% 0.29% 0.35%

2035 Baseline Poverty Elderly Handicapped

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Local Park 16.80% 16.01% 16.61%

State Park 3.87% 4.16% 3.88%

National Park 3.55% 3.51% 3.59%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Local Park 1.39% 0.81% 0.95%

State Park 0.75% 0.39% 0.47%

National Park 0.11% 0.09% 0.11%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Local Park 2.69% 1.60% 1.94%

State Park 1.24% 0.68% 0.82%

National Park 0.43% 0.25% 0.30%
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2035 Plan – Baseline: 
% Change

Poverty Elderly Handicapped

Auto Mode: 45 minutes

Local Park 25.9% 29.4% 29.0%

State Park 36.9% 36.6% 38.2%

National Park 21.3% 25.7% 24.0%

Local Bus: 45 minutes

Local Park 25.6% 32.1% 33.4%

State Park 17.2% 27.8% 28.6%

National Park 17.5% 25.6% 18.7%

All Transit: 45 minutes

Local Park 24.6% 34.9% 33.3%

State Park 10.2% 19.1% 18.2%

National Park 11.2% 19.2% 15.7%

(9) Gentrification and Displacement
The major land use strategy in the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS is to follow  emerging demo-
graphic trends and to collaborate with local jurisdictions to redirect  future growth  to high 
quality  transit  areas (HQTA). According  to the 2012–2035  RTP/SCS recommended land 
use scenario,  this strategy calls for the placement of  over 50 percent of future growth in  
households, and therefore population (782,000, or 52 percent) and employment (905,000, 
or 53 percent), in the HQTA.

While the regional population is increasingly using transit and showing interest in living in 
transit-rich neighborhoods, this  trend is tempered by growing gentrification and displace-
ment concerns. Will current neighborhood residents, some of whom are low income and/
or people of color, benefit from transit-induced neighborhood revitalization? Or will low-
income residents be displaced by more affluent residents because new development  is 
less affordable? Planners and policy makers have to prepare to address these outcomes if 
transit investment and expansion inevitably lead to gentrification and displacement.

It is important first to analyze whether gentrification and displacement are actually occur-
ring in high quality transit areas. This  analysis will follow the methodology and frame-
work from the report, “Maintaining Diversity in America’s Transit Rich Neighborhood-Tools 
for Equitable Neighborhood Change,” by Stephanie Pollack, Barry Bluestone, and Chase 
Billingham, October 2010, a report prepared by the Dukakis Center for Urban and Regional 
Policy at Northeastern University. In this analysis, SCAG staff processed  key indicators 
related to changes in neighborhood characteristics from the 2000 Census and from the 
more recent 2005– 09 American Community Survey (ACS) for the HQTA and the rest of 
the region  to test if there exists any indications or concerns for potential or actual dis-
placement or gentrification.

This analysis  also looked into the characteristics of the population in the HQTA  including  
by income and ethnicity and their travel behavior. This was accomplished  by using  data 
from the National Household Travel Survey (NHTS).
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Staff has also developed a statistical tool based primarily on the NHTS data, to quan-
tify   potential benefits from the land use strategy recommended in the 2012–2035 RTP/
SCS. The statistical  tool is designed to complement the regional transportation model 
so that it can capture land use and the so-called “4D”(design, density, diversity, destina-
tion), and accessibility factors for a more refined growth allocation at the parcel level, as 
well as growth redirected  into HQTA, which  has been  difficult for the regional  model 
to quantify.

There have been concerns raised by environmental groups, the heath community, hous-
ing, and air quality regulation agencies about incompatible land uses, including sensitive 
receptors such as hospitals, senior/day care centers, and housing near freeways and busy 
roadway. The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS land use strategy calls for redirecting future growth 
into HQTA. Inevitably, part of this growth will occur in areas where the HQTA overlaps 
with 500 feet freeway buffer areas. According to land use statistics in the 2012–2035 
RTP/SCS, 8.1 percent of  new households added to HQTA from  2008  - 2035, fall within 
these 500 feet freeway buffer areas.  Finally, staff has developed statistics to document 
the recent growth and socioeconomic profile within the 500 feet freeway buffer areas.

It is logical to expect increases in local traffic and congestion as a result of the addi-
tional development  in HQTA. In previous RTPs, staff observed from regional model-
ing   increases in local congestion  from various compact land use scenarios. However, 
an initial examination of traffic delays for principal and minor arterials and major and 
minor collectors shows that there is no increase in net delay at the regional or county 
levels. Staff will investigate detailed link-based traffic outcomes from the regional 4-step 
transportation model to investigate local traffic conditions around the HQTA and to assess 
the impacts on environmental justice. This additional task may be completed before the 
adoption of final 2012–2035 RTP/SCS in April 2012.

HQTA: RECENT GROWTH AND CHARACTERISTICS— 
EVIDENCE FROM 2000 CENSUS AND 2005–09 ACS 

The following research question was examined: will transit investment change the 
surrounding neighborhood? While patterns of neighborhood change vary, the predomi-
nant pattern is one in which housing becomes more expensive, neighborhood residents 
become wealthier and vehicle ownership becomes more common. In some of the newly 
transit rich neighborhoods, the research reveals how a new transit station can set in 
motion a cycle of unintended consequences in which core transit users—(e.g. renters and 
low income households)—are priced out in favor of higher-income, car-owning residents 
who are less likely to use public transit for commuting.

In order to assess whether HQTA are moving toward more transit oriented, sustainable, 
and livable communities, staff applied block group data processed from the 2000 Census 
and the 2005– 09 ACS, and calculated a set of performance indicators for both HQTA and 
other areas for comparison. Staff demonstrated some observed trends between  the two 
time periods  to evaluate  the changes  in HQTA. In addition, staff designed the research 
to understand impacts from different types of HQTA, specifically areas around urban and 
commuter rail stations versus other areas such as bus corridors. These transit oriented 
neighborhoods, shown in EXHIBIT 19 and referred to in this analysis as “Transit Oriented 
Communities” (TOC), consist of the 1/2 mile buffer zones that surround rail transit sta-
tions. Staff also identified existing HQTA as well as those proposed  in the 2012–2035 
RTP/SCS. The following performance indicators were developed for five categories: (1) 
Growth, (2) Economies, (3) Equity, (4) Sustainability, and (5) Transportation collected data 
for 125 rail stations.
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EXHIBIT 19 High Quality Transit Areas (HQTA)
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Performance Indicator 1: Growth

TABLE 30 Growth

Total Non HQTA HQTA TOC Rest HQTA (HQTA-TOC)

Population from 2000 Census 16,516,006 10,118,314 6,397,692 621,842 5,775,850

Population from 2005–09 ACS 17,737,412 11,227,449 6,509,963 642,379 5,867,584

Growth 7.4% 11.0% 1.8% 3.3% 1.6%

Household 

2000 Census 5,386,491 3,303,532 2,082,959 200,865 1,882,094

2005–09 ACS 5,689,831 3,576,167 2,113,664 210,620 1,903,044

Growth 5.6% 8.3% 1.5% 4.9% 1.1%

Source: SCAG staff process 2000 Census and 2005–09 ACS data

Based on the above research, the following observations can be made:

 � The growth rates of population and households in HQTA (1.8 percent) was much 
lower than the growth rates in the whole region and in the rest of non-HQTA.

 � Within HQTA, the growth rate in rail stations was much faster than in the rest of 
HQTA. Comparing data between 2000 Census and 2005–09 ACS data, popula-
tion growth in TOC was more than twice as fast as the growth in the rest of the 
HQTA (3.3 percent versus 1.6 percent) , and more than four times higher than 
the household growth rate registered in the TOC than recorded in the rest of the 
non-TOC HQTA.

Comparisons in other performance indicators in sections below will focus on TOC versus 
the region as a whole or non-TOC areas.
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Performance Indicator 2: Economies

TABLE 31 Economies

Total Non HQTA HQTA TOC Rest HQTA (HQTA-TOC)

Workers from 2000 Census 6,810,823 4,297,437 2,513,386 227,563 2,285,823

Workers from 2005–09 ACS 8,082,681 5,070,136 3,012,545 286,368 2,726,177

Growth 18.7% 18.0% 19.9% 25.8% 19.3%

Jobs

2000 Census 6,661,287 3,343,874 3,317,413 1,104,873 2,212,540

2005–09 ACS 7,193,159 3,664,853 3,528,306 1,173,754 2,354,552

Growth 8.0% 9.6% 6.4% 6.2% 6.4%

Median Household Income

2000 Census $50,855 $57,046 $41,037 $33,024 $41,892

2005–09 ACS $49,022 $54,462 $39,818 $33,267 $40,543

Growth -3.60% -4.50% -3.00% 0.70% -3.20%

Source: SCAG staff process 2000 Census and 2005–09 ACS data

The above table illustrates the following trends:

 � Median household income in the TOC areas is less than the income in non-TOC 
areas, however, the median household income was almost unchanged between 
2000 and 2005–09 period. In contrast, all other places experienced declines of 
between 3 percent to 4.5 percent in median household income.

 � The statistics show higher growth in the number of workers in TOC areas, however, 
slower growth in jobs than those in the non-TOC areas.
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Performance Indicator 3: Equity & Ethnicity
 � There is no dominant difference in age distribution between TOC areas and the 

SCAG region, and between the two time periods. 

 � The share of Hispanic population is about 13 percentage points higher in the TOC 
areas than in the SCAG region.

TABLE 32 Equity & Ethnicity

SCAG TOC

% Age 2000 2005–09 % Age 2000 2005–09

<5 7.8% 7.6% <5 8.5% 7.6%

5-15 17.8% 16.3% 5-15 17.6% 15.4%

16-64 64.4% 65.8% 16-64 65.0% 67.6%

>65 9.9% 10.4% >65 8.9% 9.4%

All 100.0% 100.0% All 100.0% 100.0%

% Hispanic 40.6% 44.2% % Hispanic 54.0% 56.6%

Performance Indicator 4: Sustainability

Based on an analysis of sustainability, the following observations can be made about 
households without a vehicle in transit oriented communities versus the rest of the region. 

 � In 2000, nearly a quarter of households in the TOC areas don’t own automobiles 
compared with about 10 percent zero-vehicle households for the region as a whole. 

 � The percent of zero-vehicle households declined significantly region-wide between 
2000 and 2005–09 ACS. As indicated in the figure households without vehicles 
dropped by almost 7 percentage points compared with a 3 percentage point decline 
in the region. As a result, the average number of household vehicles increased by 
13 percent in the TOC areas and by just 8 percent for the whole region. 

TABLE 33 Sustainability

SCAG TOC

# of 
Vehicles

2000 2005–09
# of 

Vehicles
2000 2005–09

0 10% 7% 0 25% 18%

1 35% 32% 1 40% 40%

2 37% 37% 2 25% 29%

3+ 18% 23% 3+ 11% 14%

Vehicle/
Household

1.63 1.76
Vehicle/

Household
1.22 1.38
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Performance Indicator 5: Transportation

Transportation indicators for the TOC areas are derived from the NHTS data. With about 
6,700 households and 15,000 individual samples, the 2009 NHTA dataset provides valu-
able and sufficient observations to analyze both demographic and travel characteristics 
of the SCAG region and the TOC areas. In order to understand the demographic/travel 
characteristics of the TOC areas in detail, staff analyzed the NHTS household dataset 
with ¼, ½, and 1 mile buffer zones for the 125 rail stations around the region. The follow-
ing subsection summarizes the socioeconomics of TOC areas.

1. TOC HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

 � Smaller household size in TOC areas

 � Higher percentage of 1-person households and households without children

 � More households with workers than in the region as a whole

TABLE 34 TOC Household Characteristics

Household 
Size

% 
1 person

% 
No Kids

% 1 
Person 

HH, 
Retired

% 2 
Person 

+ HH, 
Retired

% HH 
with 

Workers

TOC-¼ 2.28 44.6 46.4 19.6 7.1 59%

TOC-½ 2.60 35.6 38.3 16.3 13.6 52%

TOC-1 2.80 28.4 34.8 13.4 17.0 49%

SCAG 2.82 22.3 30.2 12.0 24.4 49%

2. TOC TRAVEL CHARACTERISTICS

 � Households in TOC areas show less driving than the region as a whole.

 � The statistics indicate that the travel behaviors proportionally shift (increase) as 
distance from the TOC increase. 

 � People in TOC areas use more non-motorized transportation and transit, and less 
auto as their transportation mode.

TABLE 35 TOC Travel Characteristics

Trips Trip Distance
# of Vehicle 

Trips
VMT

TOC-¼ 5.5 26.0 2.0 16.6

TOC-½ 7.3 34.9 2.6 16.8

TOC-1 7.9 42.7 3.4 23.7

SCAG 8.5 57.5 4.7 35.9

FIGURE 33 Mode Shares: TOC vs. SCAG Region

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

TOC-1/4 TOC-1/2 TOC-1 SCAG

Vehicle Non-Motorized Transit Carpool



92     Environmental Justice

 � 3. TOC Travel Characteristics: Hispanic vs. Non-Hispanic Compared with Non-
Hispanic households, Hispanic households have larger household size and lower 
household income

 � Compared to the SCAG region, both Hispanic and Non-Hispanic in the TOC areas 
showed similar travel patterns: fewer total trips, less auto use, and less VMT

TABLE 36 TOC Travel Characteristics: Hispanic vs. Non-Hispanic

% Household Household Size Household Income Trips VMT

Hispanic
Non-

Hispanic
Hispanic

Non-
Hispanic

Hispanic
Non-

Hispanic
Hispanic

Non-
Hispanic

Hispanic
Non-

Hispanic

TOC-¼ 54% 46% 2.75 1.73  $17,040  $36,370 5.1 5.8 10.7 23.7

TOC-½ 58% 42% 3.07 1.95  $18,070  $35,100 6.3 8.0 14.0 20.5

TOC-1 50% 50% 3.42 2.18  $21,400  $39,630 6.9 8.8 19.2 28.2

SCAG 35% 65% 3.59 2.41  $28,880  $49,060 7.9 9.6 30.5 38.8
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4. AUTO OWNERSHIP

 � Compared with the SCAG region, the households in TOC areas own fewer vehi-
cles. About 20 percent of the TOC households don’t own a car, twice that of the 
SCAG region.

FIGURE 34 Transportation - Auto Ownership - Average Household Vehicles
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5. COMMUTING DISTANCE BY VEHICLE

The analysis of commuting distance by vehicle shows the following:

 � Total commuting distance is much shorter for workers in TOC areas than for workers 
in the rest of the region

 � Regionwide, 86 percent of total commuting distance is completed by automobiles, 
compared with just 30 percent of total commuting distance for workers in TOC areas 
by autos.

TABLE 37 Transportation – Commuting Distance by Vehicle

Vehicles Total VMT/Total 
Distance

TOC-¼ 4.1 13.6 30%

TOC-½ 9.7 19.2 51%

TOC-1 16.5 21.5 77%

SCAG 19.2 22.4 86%

6. COMMUTING DISTANCE AND TIME

The following observations can be made about commuting distance and time:

 � Workers in TOC areas commute a much shorter distance but spend about the same 
time in commuting.

FIGURE 36 Transportation – Commuting Distance and Time
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EVIDENCE OF GENTRIFICATION/DISPLACEMENT  
IN HQTA/TOC AREAS

Based on a review of relevant literature, seven indicators (see table below) were selected 
to assess early signs of displacement or gentrification through growth in the HQTA or TOC 
areas. These indicators include:

 � Percent of minority population 

 � Poverty rate

 � Share of 65+ population

 � Percent of households without car

 � Percent of non-English speaking

 � Population without a high school diploma

 � Percent of renters

As indicated in the table that follows, directional and magnitude changes in several indi-
cators include:

 � Poverty rates decline more in the HQTA/TOC areas than in the rest of the region. 
This may be the result of low income people moving out of these areas (gentrifica-
tion/displacements) or higher income people moving in.

 � Households without cars decline significantly and more in HQTA/TOC areas than in 
the rest of the region. This could be due to either low income people moving out, or 
more affluent people moving in or the combination of the two.

 � The Non-English speaking population is normally associated with immigrants, low 
income households, or transit dependent peoples. Similarly, the percent of the adult 
population without a high school diploma is also overlapping with the demographic 
and transportation characteristics observed from the population in HQTA or TOC 
areas. Thus, the declines in the share of non-English speaking households and/or 
people without high school diplomas are signals either of the disappearance of that 
population or a significant increase in more affluent populations. 
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TABLE 38 Gentrification/Displacement Related Indicators 

2000 Census Total Non HQTA Whole HQTA TOC Rest HQTA (HQTA-TOC) p-value

Minorities 61.3% 53.0% 74.5% 77.2% 74.2% ***

Poverty 13.1% 9.8% 18.2% 22.7% 17.8% ***

Seniors (+65) 9.9% 10.5% 9.0% 8.9% 9.0% ***1

Households w/o car 10.1% 6.5% 15.7% 24.6% 14.7% ***

Non-English speaker 4.5% 2.9% 6.9% 8.5% 6.7% ***

Below High School 27.1% 21.7% 36.0% 41.2% 35.5% ***

Rented 42.6% 32.3% 59.3% 65.8% 58.6% ***

p-value is for ANOVA tests among Non-TPP, TOC, and Rest TPP P-value: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 1: No difference between TOC and Rest TPP 

2005–09 ACS Total Non HQTA Whole HQTA TOC Rest HQTA (HQTA-TOC) p-value

Minorities 64.8% 58.7% 75.4% 77.6% 75.2% ***

Poverty 12.1% 9.6% 16.4% 20.5% 15.9% ***

Seniors (+65) 10.4% 10.9% 9.5% 9.4% 9.5% ***

Households w/o car 7.4% 4.7% 11.9% 17.9% 11.3% ***

Non-English speaker 4.7% 3.2% 7.3% 8.0% 7.2% ***

Below High School 22.4% 18.5% 29.2% 32.2% 28.9% ***

Rented 40.8% 31.0% 57.7% 64.0% 57.0% ***

p-value is for ANOVA tests among Non-TPP, TOC, and Rest TPP P-value: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001  1: No difference between TOC and Rest TPP

Absolute Changes Total Non HQTA Whole HQTA TOC Rest HQTA (HQTA-TOC) p-value

Minorities 3.5% 5.7% 0.9% 0.4% 1.0% ***1

Poverty -1.0% -0.2% -1.9% -2.2% -1.9% ***1

Seniors (+65) 0.4% 0.4% 0.5% 0.4% 0.5% *2

Households w/o car -2.7% -1.8% -3.8% -6.7% -3.5% ***

Non-English speaker 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% -0.5% 0.5% ***1

Below High School -4.7% -3.2% -6.8% -9.0% -6.6% ***1

Rented -1.8% -1.2% -1.5% -1.8% -1.5% ***2

p-value is for ANOVA tests among Non-TPP, TOC, and Rest TPP P-value: * p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001 1: No difference between TOC and Rest TPP 2: No difference between Non-TOC and Rest TPP
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As shown above, trends observed in key indicators showing evidence of displacement 
and gentrification from the 2000 Census and 2005-09 ACS in areas of Transit Oriented 
Development (TODs) are inconclusive. SCAG recognizes the risk that transit investment 
could stimulate undesirable neighborhood change and is substantial enough that it needs 
to be managed when transit investments or improvements are being planned. Thus, SCAG 
will continue to use the methodology and framework in this report to monitor the trends 
of those indicators in the HQTA and TOC areas. The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Environmental 
Justice report also presents a toolkit of policy options for shaping equitable neighborhood 
change in HQTA and TOC areas. These tools are increasingly available and in use across 
the country.

DEVELOP AN ENHANCED SCAG LOCAL SUSTAINABILITY  
PLANNING TOOL1

Based on the “4D” principles (density, destination, accessibility, diversity, etc.), SCAG has 
developed a Local Sustainability Planning Tool (LSPT) which was used for an extensive 
2012–2035 RTP/SCS outreach process to help local jurisdictions to explore various land 
use scenarios. As part of an enhancement to the LSPT, SCAG developed a module from 
National Household Travel Survey (NHTS) data to analyze land use strategies and capture 
additional VMT reduction benefits for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS. The new module provides 
key inputs to the LSPT such as the VMT and GHG impacts of land use variations. The 
enhanced LSPT also complements the Regional Travel Demand Model so that it can cap-
ture land use and the so-called “4D” factors for a more refined growth allocation at the 
parcel level, as well as growth redirected into HQTAs. Lastly, the LSPT can help monitor 
socioeconomic data and travel behavior at the parcel level, addressing some environmen-
tal justice concerns.

(10) Environmental Impact Analyses (Air, Health, Noise)

HISTORICAL AIR QUALITY AND HEALTH IMPACTS

Exposure to air pollutants is an environmental justice issue due to the disproportion-
ate share of minority and low-income populations living in close proximity to heavily 

1 For a detailed description and technical report on the development of the NHTS Module, please see 
the Performance Measure Appendix and its sub-appendix, which includes the full technical report.

traveled corridors, particularly near port and logistics activity. This exposure to unhealthy 
air results in 5,000 premature deaths and 140,000 children with asthma and respira-
tory symptoms. More than half of Americans exposed to PM2.5 pollution, exceeding the 
national standard, reside in the SCAG region.2

New to the Title VI and Environmental Justice analysis for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS, 
SCAG has mapped exposure to ozone, concentration of particulate matter emissions, 
cancer risks, and respiratory hazard risks. In order to assess the impact of emissions on 
various demographic groups throughout the region, emissions information was summa-
rized and presented to the Environmental Justice communities.

Air pollution comes from many different sources and can be classified into two types: 
ozone pollution and particulate matter. Ozone pollution takes a gaseous form and is gen-
erated as vapor emitted from fuel commonly used in vehicles, industrial processes, etc. 
Ozone is formed by the reaction between volatile organic compounds (VOC) and oxides 
of nitrogen (NOX) in the presence of sunlight. Ozone negatively impacts the respiratory 
system. Particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) are very fine particles made up of materi-
als such as soot, ash, chemicals, metals, and fuel exhaust that are released into the 
atmosphere. Particulate pollution has been linked to significant health problems, includ-
ing aggravated asthma, increases in adverse respiratory problems, chronic bronchitis, 
decreased lung function, and premature death. EXHIBIT 20 shows the average daily ozone 
exposure that is in excess of the national 8 hour standard (0.075 parts per million [ppm]) 
in the SCAG Region for years 2004–06. Although the region as a whole largely experi-
ences average daily ozone exposure exceeding the federal standard, the highest concen-
tration of ozone exposure can be seen mostly in southwest San Bernardino and northwest 
Riverside counties, and also in north Los Angeles County. EXHIBIT 21 shows the same 
emissions factor for years 2007–09. In comparing these figures, it can be seen that aver-
age daily ozone exposure has decreased in most areas across the region between these 
two study periods. Indeed, the regional average declined from 0.18 ppm to 0.14 ppm (22 
percent) during this time. The geographic distribution of ozone exposure, however, largely 
remained the same with the highest concentrations still prevalent in north Los Angeles 
County and western San Bernardino and Riverside counties.

2 California Air Resources Board, South Coast Air Quality Management District, and Southern California 
Association of Governments. Powering the Future. August 2011.
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EXHIBIT 22 displays the number of days that exceeded the federal 8 hour standard of 
ozone exposure in the SCAG region for the period of 2004–06. The areas with the low-
est number of days are in south Los Angeles County, south Ventura County, east San 
Bernardino County, and east Imperial County. The areas that have the highest number 
of days that exceed the federal ozone exposure standard are north Ventura County, west 
San Bernardino County (including the high and low desert areas), west Riverside County 
(including parts of the Coachella Valley), and west Imperial County. EXHIBIT 23 shows the 
same data element for years 2007–09. When these maps are compared side-by-side, it 
can be seen that the intensification of this factor has decreased over time, but the geo-
graphic distribution has remained quite similar.

Along with information on ozone emissions, SCAG was able to obtain data from the 
California Air Resources Board (ARB) showing particulate matter pollution throughout the 
region for years 2004–06 and 2007–09. EXHIBIT 24 shows the average annual exposure 
to particulate matter smaller than 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5) for years 2004–06. South Los 
Angeles County, northeast Orange County, southwest San Bernardino County, and north-
west Riverside County experienced the highest average annual exposure to PM2.5, with 
average rates ranging from 14.6 to 21.4 micrograms of PM2.5 per cubic meter of air (ug/
m3). Other high exposure areas include north Los Angeles County, east Ventura County 
(along the US 101 corridor), central Orange County, central Riverside County (Coachella 
Valley), and central Imperial County (Imperial Valley basin). Also included in this group are 
the areas in San Bernardino and Riverside County that are directly outside of the highest 
intensity areas identified previously that fall between the SR 74, I-15, and I-215 corridors. 
EXHIBIT 25 shows this same data element for years 2007–09. As is seen in this figure, 
the average annual concentration of PM2.5 decreased in both numbers and geographic 
intensity from 2004–06 to 2007–09. The communities with the highest intensity of aver-
age annual PM2.5 are shown to be somewhat constrained within the areas between I-210 
and SR-91 in the north and the south and the I-405 and I-215 in the east and the west, 
whereas before the highest intensity areas went far beyond these markers. Indeed, aver-
age annual PM2.5 emissions decreased during this period from 14.76 ug/m3 in 2004–06 
to 12.91 ug/m3 in 2007–09.

The impact of ozone and particulate emissions on health can be seen in the instances 
of cancer or poor respiratory health in a designated geographic area. The rate of cancer 
risk per one million people as a result of emissions in the SCAG region is displayed in 
EXHIBIT 26. This dataset was determined by considering a number of indicators detail-
ing cumulative impacts and vulnerability at the census tract level in the SCAG region. 

These indicators include: “(a) proximity to air pollution hazards and land uses that are 
either associated with high levels of air pollution or [areas that are] ‘host’ [to] sensitive 
populations...; (b) exposure and health risk measures associated with specific air pol-
lutants and pollutant types; and (c) measures of social and health vulnerability that have 
been identified from epidemiological literature on social determinants of health as well 
as EJ literature on the determinants of siting and emissions.”3 As is seen in this exhibit, 
the highest instance of cancer risk is exhibited in the area in and around Downtown Los 
Angeles, along the I-10 and SR-60 highways in San Bernardino County, at the SR-91/I-15, 
SR91/I-215 intersections in Riverside County, and at the SR-57/SR-22 intersection in 
Orange County. Generally speaking, the other areas that have high instances of cancer 
risk in the SCAG Region are south Ventura County, south and central Los Angeles County, 
southwest San Bernardino County, northwest Riverside County, and all of Orange County.

In addition to cancer risk, respiratory risk is also an indicator of emissions impact on 
public health. EXHIBIT 27 shows respiratory risk for the year 2005 in the SCAG Region. 
This dataset was developed by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
and measures the risk for non-cancer respiratory conditions over a lifetime based on 
available emissions data. If the hazard index is equal to or less than 1.0, no adverse 
health effects are anticipated. A hazard index that is greater than 1.0 indicates that there 
may be a greater risk of respiratory conditions due to exposure from air pollutants. The 
highest areas of respiratory risk are the segments that closely follow major freeways in 
the most urbanized portions of the region, with the areas surrounding Downtown Los 
Angeles showing the highest geographic concentration of respiratory risk in the region. 
Respiratory risk is also present in the urbanized portions of south Ventura County, south 
and central Los Angeles County, southeast San Bernardino County, northwest Riverside 
County, Orange County, and central Imperial County.

3 Pastor, M., Morello-Frosch, R, Sadd, J. (2010). Air pollution and Environmental Justice: Integrating 
indicators of cumulative impact and socio-economic vulnerability into regulatory decision- making 
(Final Report, Contract No.: 04-308). Sacramento: California Air Resources Board. Retrieved from 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/apr/past/04-308.pdf
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Existing Air Quality Impacts on Environmental Justice Populations  
at the Regional Level

In order to assess the impacts of air quality on various demographic groups throughout 
the region, air quality information was summarized and presented to the Environmental 
Justice communities. TABLE 39 and FIGURES 37–41 show the results of this analysis. For 
years 2004–06, the average days exceeding federal ozone standards are shown. Most 
demographic groups fall below the regional average, except for the elderly population 
which exceeds the regional total at 18.09. This trend holds true for average daily ozone 
exposure as well, where the elderly population had average daily ozone exposure identical 
to the regional average. The opposite, however, is true for average annual PM2.5 exposure. 
All groups except for the elderly population are in excess of the regional average, with 
minority populations having the highest average annual PM2.5 exposure at 16.19 ug/m3. 
This pattern also appears with cancer risk and respiratory risk. All groups except for the 
elderly population exceed the regional average, with the Foreign Born population having 
the highest cancer risk at 635.23 per million people and Non-English Speakers having the 
highest respiratory risk at 5.77. For the years 2007–09 as compared with figures from 
2004-06, there are reductions across the board for ozone and particulate emissions at 
both the regional level and for each demographic group. In terms of ozone emissions, all 
demographic groups are at or below the regional average for both average day exceeding 
federal ozone standards and average daily ozone exposure in excess of national stan-
dards. This, however, cannot be said for PM2.5 emissions, where each demographic group 
except the elderly population is in excess of the regional average for average annual PM2.5 
exposure, with Foreign Born and Non-English Speakers each having 13.74 ug/m3. This 
trend again appears for cancer risk and respiratory risk, with each group exceeding the 
regional average except for the elderly population. Non-English Speakers have both the 
highest cancer and respiratory risk, with cancer risk at 612.15 per million people and 5.62 
for respiratory risk. 
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EXHIBIT 20 Average Daily Ozone Exposure in Excess of the National 8 Hour Standard (0.75 ppm) (2004–06)
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EXHIBIT 21 Average Daily Ozone Exposure in Excess of the National 8 Hour Standard (0.75 ppm) (2007–09)
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EXHIBIT 22 Ozone Emissions: Number of Days Exceeding the Federal 8 Hour Standard of 0.075 ppm (2004–06)
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EXHIBIT 23 Ozone Emissions: Number of Days Exceeding the Federal 8 Hour Standard of 0.075 ppm (2007–09)
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EXHIBIT 24 Annual Average Concentration of PM2.5 (2004–06)
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EXHIBIT 25 Annual Average Concentration of PM2.5 (2007–09)
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EXHIBIT 26 Cancer Risk Over Lifetime Per Million Persons (2005)
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EXHIBIT 27 Respiratory Hazard Risk Per Individual (2005)

Respiratory Hazard 
Risk Index 

00 - 10 
11 - 38 

39 - 5.0 
51 - 65 

66 - 9.0 

Ventura 
County 

Kem 

Los Angeles 
County 

San Diego 

... 

San Bernardino 
County 

r 

Riverside 
County 

0 10 20 ---===~---•~ties 
N 

A 



108     Environmental Justice

TABLE 39 Summary of Air Quality and Health Risks by Environmental Justice Population Group

Environmental 
Justice 
Demographic 
Groups

2004–06 2007–09

Population

Average 
Days 

Exceeding 
Ozone 

Standards

Average 
Daily Ozone 

Exposure 
in Excess 

of National 
Standards

Average 
Annual 

PM2.5 
Exposure

Cancer 
Risk Per 

Million

Respiratory 
Hazard 

Risk Index
Population

Average 
Days 

Exceeding 
Ozone 

Standards

Average 
Daily 

Ozone 
Exposure 
in Excess 

of National 
Standards

Average 
Annual 

PM2.5 
Exposure

Cancer 
Risk Per 

Million

Respiratory 
Hazard Risk 

Index

Elderly Population 995,023 18.09 0.18 14.20 402.57 4.62 1,234,527 14.18 0.13 12.66 418.36 4.39

Below Poverty 1,802,317 15.51 0.16 15.75 582.94 5.33 1,647,407 14.40 0.14 13.29 562.03 5.17

Minority 7,321,095 13.05 0.14 16.19 588.13 5.54 8,283,746 12.37 0.12 13.65 574.46 5.42

Foreign Born 3,481,079 10.51 0.10 16.06 607.29 5.69 3,638,816 9.36 0.09 13.74 596.85 5.60

Non-English 
Speakers

509,760 10.93 0.11 16.16 635.23 5.77 619,622 10.59 0.10 13.74 612.15 5.62

Households  
Without Vehicles

366,398 12.83 0.13 15.92 604.53 5.46 307,565 11.36 0.11 13.51 576.63 5.28

Education Below 
High School

2,029,516 14.95 0.16 15.75 571.02 5.35 1,897,248 14.11 0.14 13.40 565.48 5.30

Region Total 16,516,006 17.77 0.18 14.76 467.13 4.62 17,737,412 15.03 0.14 12.91 467.13 4.62

*Population and Household data is representative of the 2000 Decennial Census and the 2005–09 
American Community Survey. 
*Emissions data shows averages based upon two data sets, one representing averages from 2004–06 and 
the other showing averages from 2007–09 
*Cancer risk data represents a single data point from 2005

Sources: SCAG, 2000 Census, 2005–09 American Community Survey (ACS), California Air Resources 
Board (ARB), UC Berkeley/University of Southern California (USC)/Occidental College



Environmental Justice     109

FIGURE 37 Average Days Exceeding Federal Ozone Standards  
(2004–06 and 2007–09)
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FIGURE 38 Average Daily Ozone Exposure in Excess of Federal Standards 
(2004–06 and 2007–09)
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FIGURE 39 Average Annual PM2.5 Exposure (2004–06 and 2007–09)
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FIGURE 40 Lifetime Cancer Risk per Million Persons (2005)
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FIGURE 41 Respiratory Hazard Risk Per Individual (2005)
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In addition to historical information on regional demographics, it is also important to note 
the intensity and location of sensitive receptors in the SCAG Region. A sensitive receptor 
is a person in the population who is particularly susceptible to health effects due to expo-
sure to an air contaminant. The following are land uses (sensitive sites) where sensitive 
receptors are typically located:4

 � Schools, playgrounds and childcare centers

 � Long-term health care facilities

 � Rehabilitation centers

 � Convalescent centers

 � Hospitals

 � Retirement homes

 � Residences

EXHIBIT 28 shows fire stations, police stations, k-12 schools, summer camps, hospi-
tals, nursing facilities, urgent care centers, child care centers, and senior care centers 
in the SCAG region. The concentration of sensitive receptors is highest in south Los 
Angeles County, north Orange County, southwest San Bernardino County, and northwest 
Riverside County. The distribution of these facilities highly correlates with PM2.5 emis-
sions in the SCAG Region, which suggests that there may be health impacts to these 
sensitive populations.

4 South Coast Air Quality Management District. Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues 
in General Plans and Local Planning, 2005.
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EXHIBIT 28 Sensitive Receptors in 2008
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Air Quality Impacts along Freeways and Highly Traveled Corridors

METHODOLOGY

The concentration of air pollutants along heavily traveled corridors, particularly PM10 and 
PM2.5, is a major concern in Southern California. SCAG identified major corridors defined 
as urban roads with 100,000 average daily trips and rural roads with 50,000 daily trips. 
Next, SCAG overlaid the income, race and ethnic composition of those households within 
500 feet of the corridor. This analysis allows SCAG to better understand the impacted 
populations and allow for greater outreach to those communities of concern. 

RESULTS

The following table illustrates the population and household growth within the areas 
adjacent to heavily traveled corridors compared to the entire region. The table is further 
refined by county and 2000 census and 2005/09 ACS data. The table shows that the 
total number of residents and households within 500 feet of a heavily traveled cor-
ridor increased from approximately 1.08 million people in 2000 to 1.14 million people in 
2005–09, an increase of 5.7 percent. Within the SCAG region as a whole, the population 
increased at a higher rate of 7.4 percent.
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TABLE 40 Environmental Impacts along Freeways and Highly Traveled Corridors

Freeway Buffer 2000 2005–09 2000 – 2005–09

County Population Households Population Households Pop % HH %

Imperial 2,663 793 2,899 895 8.9% 12.9%

Los Angeles 673,278 211,736 690,688 216,760 2.6% 2.4%

Orange 193,860 63,628 204,734 66,862 5.6% 5.1%

Riverside 74,415 26,089 94,625 32,341 27.2% 24.0%

San Bernardino 92,315 27,986 104,014 30,505 12.7% 9.0%

Ventura 40,678 14,426 42,129 14,917 3.6% 3.4%

SCAG Region 1,077,209 344,658 1,139,089 362,280 5.7% 5.1%

SCAG Region 2000 2005–09 2000 – 2005–09

County Population Households Population Households Pop % HH %

Imperial 142,361 39,384 160,034 46,405 12.4% 17.8%

Los Angeles 9,519,338 3,133,774 9,785,295 3,178,266 2.8% 1.4%

Orange 2,846,289 935,287 2,976,831 974,001 4.6% 4.1%

Riverside 1,545,387 506,218 2,036,304 645,185 31.8% 27.5%

San Bernardino 1,709,434 528,594 1,986,635 588,796 16.2% 11.4%

Ventura 753,197 243,234 792,313 257,178 5.2% 5.7%

SCAG Region 16,516,006 5,386,491 17,737,412 5,689,831 7.4% 5.6%



Environmental Justice     115

The following table, TABLE 41, shows that 263,323 acres of the SCAG region are within 
500 feet of a heavily traveled corridor. This acreage represents 1 percent of the total area 
within the SCAG region.

TABLE 41 Acreage Within 500 Feet of a Heavily Traveled Corridor by County

County Total Acres
Acres within 500 Feet of a 
Heavily Traveled Corridor

Percent

Imperial  2,867,801  14,062 0.5%

Los Angeles  2,616,307  74,953 2.9%

Orange  511,120  26,279 5.1%

Riverside  4,672,082  42,421 0.9%

San Bernardino  12,861,065  66,175 0.5%

Ventura  1,188,842  12,433 1.0%

SCAG Region  24,717,217  236,323 1.0%

The following table, TABLE 42 , shows the distribution of Environmental Justice communi-
ties residing within 500 feet of a heavily traveled corridor. Low-income groups comprise 
7 percent of the population living within 500 feet of a heavily traveled corridor, while 7.1 
percent of minorities reside in these areas. This is higher than the regional level, which 
shows that 5.7 percent of the region’s population lives within 500 feet of a heavily trav-
eled corridor.
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TABLE 42 Distribution of Environmental Justice Demographic Group Within 
500-Foot Freeway Buffer

Year 2000

County Seniors (65+) Poverty Minorities Foreign-Born
Non-English 

Speaker
Households 
Without Car

Education Below 
High School

Imperial 1.7% 0.8% 1.7% 1.6% 0.9% 1.0% 1.1%

Los Angeles 6.8% 7.6% 7.7% 7.7% 8.3% 7.4% 8.0%

Orange 6.7% 7.6% 7.4% 7.3% 6.8% 7.7% 7.3%

Riverside 5.3% 4.8% 4.6% 4.6% 4.3% 5.1% 4.5%

San Bernardino 4.7% 5.8% 6.1% 5.9% 6.0% 5.8% 5.6%

Ventura 5.6% 5.4% 4.8% 4.9% 3.9% 7.6% 5.0%

SCAG Region 6.3% 7.0% 7.1% 7.2% 7.4% 7.1% 7.2%

Year 2005–09

Imperial 1.6% 1.3% 1.7% 1.6% 1.1% 1.3% 1.1%

Los Angeles 6.9% 7.6% 7.6% 7.6% 8.0% 7.3% 8.1%

Orange 6.6% 7.5% 7.4% 7.3% 7.4% 7.4% 7.5%

Riverside 5.7% 4.4% 4.3% 4.5% 4.5% 4.9% 4.4%

San Bernardino 4.6% 5.1% 5.8% 5.5% 5.0% 5.7% 5.2%

Ventura 5.3% 5.6% 5.0% 5.0% 4.1% 6.5% 4.8%

SCAG Region 6.3% 6.8% 6.9% 7.0% 7.1% 6.9% 7.1%
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FIGURE 42 Percentage of Environmental Justice communities residing 
within 500 Feet of a Heavily-Traveled Corridor by County 
(2000 Census)
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FIGURE 43 Percentage of Environmental Justice communities Residing 
within 500 Feet of a Heavily-Traveled Corridor by County  
(2005–09 ACS)
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Environmental Impacts of Plan and Baseline Scenarios

Transportation projects can have both positive or negative impacts on the environment. 
On the one hand, investments can cause travelers to shift to less polluting modes (e.g. 
bus, train, carpooling, or commuter rail). On the other hand, investments that increase 
traffic on a particular facility usually degrade air quality in the immediate vicinity of that 
facility.5 In order to evaluate the environmental impacts of the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS, the 
environmental justice analysis addressed air pollutant emissions and noise generated 
from aviation, highway, and freight rail activities. 

SCAG’s air pollutant emissions analysis is based on emission estimates for pollutants that 
have localized health effects: carbon monoxide (CO) and particulate matter (PM). Analysis 
is also conducted for PM exhaust emissions from heavy-duty vehicles: an indicator of 
diesel toxic air contaminants. The results are computed based on the average emissions 
at the TAZ level. 

Transportation is a major source of noise. Some typical principal noise generators within 
the SCAG region are associated with airports, freeways, railroads, and arterial roadways. 
Intrusive noise can cause stress and degrade the quality of life for people in affected 
areas. In extreme cases, intrusive noise can pose a threat to hearing. New transportation 
facilities or other system changes that increase traffic levels will generally increase noise 
levels near the facility. Investments in sound walls or new pavement can help to mitigate 
vehicle noise.6

Sound is measured on a non-linear scale in units of decibels. An adjusted scale, using 
A-weighted decibels [dB (A)], emphasizes those sound frequencies that are audible to 
humans. On this scale, a 10 dB (A) increase is perceived as a doubling of sound. Sound 
above 65 dB (A) is considered annoying and sound above 125 dB (A) is painful. Noise 
generated from the transportation system generally falls above the annoyance level, but 
below that which is painful.7

SCAG’s analysis of noise for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS considers three sources: aviation 
noise (from aircraft at the region’s airports), railroad noise, and highway noise. While 

5 Caltrans. Desktop Guide: Environmental Justice in Transportation Planning Investments. 
January 2003.

6 Ibid.
7 Ibid

insufficient data was available to analyze noise from freight and passenger trains, this 
analysis will attempt to identify rail segments based on train activities and other indica-
tors that may post more significant noise and air pollution impacts than other places. 
Because of the differences in the data sources, and varying standards used to regulate 
the different sources, SCAG’s analysis takes a different approach for aviation noise than 
for highway noise and train noise. Given the metrics used for the noise analyses, it is not 
appropriate to combine the data to estimate aggregate noise impacts of the Plan.8

METHODOLOGY

Since ambient pollutant concentration levels are directly linked to localized emissions and 
can not be easily estimated, the geographic emissions distribution analysis presented 
here focuses on pollutants that tend to have localized effects which are generally propor-
tionate to emissions—carbon monoxide (CO)and fine particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5). 
The analysis does not cover pollutants that do not have localized effects proportionate to 
emissions, but are regionally distributed as a result of chemical interactions, photochemi-
cal reactions and meteorology (VOC, NOX, and SOX).

RESULTS

EXHIBITS 29 and 30 display the difference in CO and PM emissions between the 
Baseline and Plan scenarios (Baseline minus Plan) in 2035. As mentioned previously, 
data and analysis included in this Appendix does not account for Plan improvements 
in vehicle technology particularly for truck only corridors.  These corridors in the Plan 
are exclusively for zero and/or near-zero emission vehicles. Furthermore, the Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) accompanying the RTP/SCS includes mitigation 
measures that would reduce impacts associated with health risk within 500 feet of free-
ways and high-traffic volume roadways to less than significant.  Analysis included in this 
Appendix also does not account for emissions improvements through the implementation 
of these mitigation measures. As such, emissions and exposure analysis shown in this 
Appendix is abundantly conservative and demonstrates worst-case scenario outcomes.   
If these emissions improvements had been accounted for, we believe the analysis would 
show little or no areas with worsened emissions (“hot spots”) associated with the Plan.  
Moreover, the currently available data on emissions and on the distribution of households 

8 Ibid
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and population is imprecise such that the overlay with emissions and EJ populations 
will tend to overstate any potential impacts.  Nevertheless, given on-going concerns 
and evolving information on health impacts, SCAG encourages project sponsors to be 
cognizant of any potential health risks in project design and delivery.  Consistent with the 
mitigation identified and to be implemented as part of the proposed final PEIR, SCAG will 
assist in disseminating information and identifying effective strategies to reduce risk at 
the project level.
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EXHIBIT 29 CO Emission Change (2035 Baseline to Plan)
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EXHIBIT 30 PM Emission Change (2035 Baseline to Plan)
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GROWTH AND SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 
IN AREAS ADJACENT TO FREEWAYS

As discussed earlier, recently there have been concerns raised by environmental groups, 
the health community, housing groups and air quality regulation agencies about incom-
patible land uses, including sensitive receptors such as hospitals, senior/day care cen-
ters, and housing near freeway and busy roadways. The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS land use 
strategy calls for redirecting future growth into HQTA. As a result, part of this growth will 
occur in areas where HQTA is overlapping within 500 feet freeway buffer areas. The table 
below provides statistics of growth allocation among geographic areas of high quality 
transit areas (HQTA), Freeway 500 feet buffer areas (here called freeway adjacent areas), 
and overlapping areas of HQTA & FWYB for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS.  
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EXHIBIT 31 High Quality Transit Areas (HQTA) and 500 Feet Freeway Buffer
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TABLE 43 Summary Statistics of 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Land Use Scenario Allocation by HQTA and 500 Feet Freeway Buffer

2008 Existing Total  IN HQTA (2008 Network)  IN 500 Feet Freeway Buffer 
IN the Overlapped Area of HQTA 

& 500 Feet Freeway Buffer 

Acres HH EMP Acres
% of 
Total

HH
% of 
Total

EMP
% of 
Total

Acres
% of 
Total

HH
% of 
Total

EMP
% of 
Total

Acres
% of 
HQTA 
Added 

HH
% of 
HQTA

EMP
% of 
HQTA

24,722,909 5,811,979 7,733,570 444,722 1.8% 2,317,636 39.9% 3,786,261 49.0% 236,468 1.0% 336,971 5.8% 747,029 9.7% 47,013 10.6% 160,990 6.9% 383,978 10.1%

 2008 Existing Total IN HQTA Added Since 2008*
No 500 Feet Freeway Buffer 

Added Since 2008
IN the Overlapped Area of HQTA Added 
Since 2008 & 500 Feet Freeway Buffer 

24,722,909 5,811,979 7,733,570 363,810 1.5% 649,147 11.2% 1,234,702 16.0% 36,783 10.1% 57,465 8.9% 138,291 11.2%

2008-35 Increment Total IN HQTA (2035 Plan Network) IN 500 Feet Freeway Buffer 
IN the Overlapped Area of HQTA 

& 500 Feet Freeway Buffer 

24,722,909 1,508,694 1,697,882 701,303 2.8% 782,287 51.9% 904,854 53.3% 236,468 1.0% 81,857 5.4% 148,844 8.8% 83,718 11.9% 63,343 8.1% 96,808 10.7%

2035 Preferred Total IN HQTA (2035 Plan Network) IN 500 Feet Freeway Buffer
IN the Overlapped Area of HQTA 

& 500 Feet Freeway Buffer 

24,722,909 7,320,673 9,431,452  701,303 2.8% 3,737,264 51.1% 5,826,072 61.8% 236,468 1.0% 418,828 5.7% 895,872 9.5% 83,718 11.9% 281,775 7.5% 618,976 10.6%

Socioeconomic Profile in the 500 Feet Freeway Adjacent Areas

As indicated in the table, freeway adjacent areas account for just 1 percent of the SCAG 
land area but accommodate 5.8 percent of regional households and less than 10 per-
cent of total SCAG region jobs. There are disproportionately higher concentrations of 
Environmental Justice communities in the freeway adjacent areas both currently and in 
our 2035 projection. The following figure presents a comparison of the Environmental 
Justice communities’ distribution in the freeway adjacent areas with those in the 
SCAG region.

All Environmental Justice communities are present in a higher concentration in the free-
way adjacent areas than the regional average, except for the following: percent of Non-
Hispanic Black, Non-Hispanic Others, Native Americans, and elderly age 65 and above. 
On the other hand, there is a disproportionately low Non-Hispanic White population and 
the highest income quintile household presence in the freeway adjacent areas. 
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FIGURE 44 Environmental Justice Population in the 500 Feet Buffer Area
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In the figure shown above, the breakdown of population by Environmental Justice group 
within impacted areas is compared to each individual group’s concentration in the regional 
population.

Environmental Impacts in the Freeway Adjacent Areas

Exposure levels to PM and CO are often higher in freeway adjacent areas than is seen 
elsewhere in the region. The average exposures of the population, workers, and other 
sensitive receptors located in the freeway adjacent areas become much higher than other 
places in the region if measured by some kind of concentration index (for example, emis-
sions divided by land area). 

As mentioned before, data and analysis included in this Appendix does not account for 
Plan improvements in vehicle technology particularly for truck only corridors.  These 
corridors in the Plan are exclusively for zero and/or near-zero emission vehicles. 
Furthermore, the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) accompanying the RTP/
SCS includes mitigation measures that would reduce impacts associated with health 
risk within 500 feet of freeways and high-traffic volume roadways to less than signifi-
cant.  Analysis included in this Appendix also does not account for emissions improve-
ments through the implementation of these mitigation measures. As such, emissions and 
exposure analysis shown in this Appendix is abundantly conservative and demonstrates 
worst-case scenario outcomes.   If these emissions improvements had been accounted 
for, we believe the analysis would show little or no areas with worsened emissions (“hot 
spots”) associated with the Plan.  Moreover, the currently available data on emissions and 
on the distribution of households and population is imprecise such that the overlay with 
emissions and EJ populations will tend to overstate any potential impacts.  Nevertheless, 
given on-going concerns and evolving information on health impacts, SCAG encour-
ages project sponsors to be cognizant of any potential health risks in project design and 
delivery.  Consistent with the mitigation identified and to be implemented as part of the 
proposed final PEIR, SCAG will assist in disseminating information and identifying effec-
tive strategies to reduce risk at the project level.

SCAG prepared additional analyses to highlight the emissions exposure in buffer areas 
within 500 feet of freeways and high volume roads.  It should be noted that the 2008 
level of emissions near these facilities is higher than in the region as a whole. In 2035, 
these areas still will have higher emissions than the region as a whole.  However, while 
regional emissions overall decreased between now and 2035, the rate of decrease near 
freeways and high volume roads is even greater.  The RTP/SCS does result in an increase 
in population in these locations, and as such health risk is higher for these individuals 
than if they were not in the buffer area. Subsequent project level analysis and mitigation 
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should be cognizant of on-going health concerns.  However, the plan as a whole shows 
benefits for emissions exposure and decreased levels of risk in areas near freeways. Also, 
environmental justice information for areas within 1,000 feet of freeways and highly trav-
eled corridors is available in the Additional Analysis/Data section of this Appendix. 

TABLE 44 Emissions Along Freeways and Highly-Traveled Corridors

Criteria 
Pollutant

Emissions 
in 500 feet 

Freeway Buffer
(gram per day 

per acre)

Emissions in 
the Region

(gram per day 
per acre)

Emissions Gap  
(Buffer 

- Region)
(gram per day 

per acre)

Narrowing of 
the Emission 

Gap from 2008 
to 2035

2008 2035 2008 2035 2008 2035

ROG 0.219 0.075 0.018 0.007 0.2 0.069 -2/3

NOx 0.565 0.161 0.042 0.013 0.522 0.148 -3/4

CO 2.37 0.581 0.183 0.049 2.145 0.531 -3/4

Total PM2.5 0.078 0.034 0.006 0.003 0.072 0.031 -3/5

Total PM10 0.064 0.036 0.005 0.003 0.059 0.033 -2/5

FIGURE 45 Environmental Justice Population in the 500 Feet Buffer Area 
Impacted by CO Changes
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In the figure shown above, the breakdown of population by Environmental Justice group 
within impacted areas is compared to each individual group’s concentration in the regional 
population.
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FIGURE 46 Environmental Justice Population in the 500 Feet Buffer Area 
Impacted by PM Changes
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In the figure shown above, the breakdown of population by Environmental Justice group 
within impacted areas is compared to each individual group’s concentration in the regional 
population.

NOISE IMPACTS

Roadway Noise Impacts

The SCAG region has an extensive roadway system with nearly 21,000 centerline miles 
and 65,000 lane miles. It includes one of the country’s most extensive High-Occupancy 
Vehicle lane systems and a growing network of toll lanes, as well as High Occupancy Toll 
(HOT) lanes. The region also has a vast network of arterials and other minor roadways. 
Roadway facilities noise may cause significant environmental concerns. 

Noise associated with highway traffic depends on a number of factors that include traffic 
volumes, vehicle speed, vehicle fleet mix (cars, trucks), as well as the location of the 
highway with respect to sensitive receptors (i.e., schools, daycare facilities, parks, etc.). 
According to Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidance, noise impacts occur 
when noise levels increase substantially when compared to existing noise levels. For the 
purposes of this analysis (consistent with FHWA guidance), noise increases of 3 dB along 
highways where noise levels are currently, or would be in the future, above 66 dB are 
considered to be significant, regardless of adjacent land use.

Highways that would be expected to have an increase of 3 dB or more include those 
where any of the following would occur: (1) the total traffic volumes increase by 100 
percent compared to existing conditions; (2) the medium/heavy truck traffic volumes 
increase by 130 percent compared to existing conditions; or (3) the medium/heavy truck 
traffic volumes increase by 100 percent and there is an increase in other traffic volumes 
by 50 percent. These highway segments were identified using the results of SCAG’s 
regional transportation model.

On some highways, there is no potential for noise levels to reach 66 dB. To eliminate 
these from the analysis, the following criteria were applied: (1) arterials where the FHWA’s 
Traffic Noise Model (TNM) indicated that the motor vehicle volume (and the percentage 
of medium/heavy trucks) would result in traffic noise levels less than 66 dB; (2) arterials 
where the calculated motor vehicle speed was less than 17 mph; or (3) freeways where 
the average volume-to-capacity ratio was equal to or greater than 1.0, which would result 
in vehicle speeds of less than 30 mph. If a highway met any one of these criteria, it was 
eliminated from further consideration.
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For each highway segment where a significant increase in noise would occur, a 150-foot 
impact zone was identified on either side. Using GIS, the percentage of each affected 
TAZs land area that fell within this zone was identified, and this percentage was applied 
to the demographic data forecast for this TAZ. This methodology was utilized in both the 
2008 and 2004 RTP. ). Maps were created for 2035 Baseline and 2035 Plan alterna-
tives from the 2008 base year (see maps). They show significant noise clusters in the 
South Bay region near the ports and the Inland Empire, in the vicinity of Ontario, Rancho 
Cucamonga, and San Bernardino. Other areas of noise significance include the Antelope 
Valley and Apple Valley. For both scenarios, truck traffic volumes 130 percent or greater 
(from existing conditions) had the largest impact, as depicted by the green color in 
the maps.

The demographic characteristics of each impacted TAZ were aggregated and compared 
with the regional demographics to determine if there would be any disproportionate 
impacts to any of the demographic groups identified in Section I of this Appendix.

FIGURE 47 compares the share of people within an Environmental Justice Community 
of interest with the rest of the region residing within roadway noise areas. The lowest 
income group (Quintile 1) will account for 22 percent of the affected population in 2035. 
In contrast, the highest income group in the region (Quintile 5) will account for 17 percent 
of the population in Highway Noise Areas. FIGURE 47 also illustrates that there is a mar-
ginal disproportionate impact on households below the poverty line. Within the region as 
a whole, 14 percent of households are below the poverty line. Within the Highway Noise 
Areas, this percentage rises to 16 percent.

In addition, the distribution of the disabled population established that there is no sig-
nificant concentration of that Environmental Justice population in these areas. Similarly, 
distribution of age 65+ revealed that the elderly were not disproportionately impacted 
by the large changes in dB associated with Highway Noise Areas. Within the region, this 
group represents 17 percent of all households. In contrast, households age 65 and over 
only represented 15 percent of the households in Highway Noise Areas. 

The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS also found that minority populations were primarily affected by 
highway noise impacts. As indicated by the distribution of households in Highway Noise 
Areas by Ethnic/Racial Category, minority populations, specifically Hispanics, would be 
disproportionately impacted by highway noise. Approximately, 60 percent of Hispanics 
would be residing in highway noise areas by 2035. 

The identification of these disparate highway noise impacts at the regional level can be 
attributed to a the issue of incompatible land use, where high polluting transportation 
projects, such as freeway construction, airport expansions, or rail extension projects, 
are located in minority populated neighborhoods. The Mitigation Toolbox provided below 
includes potential mitigation measures to address noise impacts including corridor-level 
analyses for proposed projects in areas where impacts are concentrated. In addition, the 
2012–2035 RTP/SCS further proposes mitigating these impacts to the extent possible, 
for example, by requiring new sound walls where freeway expansions are proposed. 
Furthermore, the RTP also proposes grade crossings, new technologies, and other clean 
technologies for goods movement corridors. 

FIGURE 47 Environmental Justice Population Impacted Along Roadway 
Noise Areas (2035)
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In the figure shown above, the breakdown of population by Environmental Justice group 
within impacted areas is compared to each individual group’s concentration in the regional 
population.
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Staff further investigated the impacts on areas and the number of people affected by 
improvement of roadway noise from the proposed 2012–2035 RTP/SCS as it compared 
with the baseline condition. As illustrated in the roadway segment maps where noise 
impacts are identified for both baseline and for proposed plan, areas or number of seg-
ments under proposed plan are much smaller/less than those under the baseline condi-
tion. Thus it is projected that will be 183,000 fewer people (13.9 percent reduction) and 
63,000 less households (15.3 percent reduction) affected by roadway noise than those 
under baseline condition (1,321,600 people/426,700 households).

FIGURE 48 provides allocation by Environmental justice Communities for those affected 
population and household where their roadway noise conditions are improved from pro-
posed 2012–2035 RTP/SCS.

FIGURE 48 Environmental Justice Population Impacted (Reduced) by 
Roadway Noise Improvement between Baseline and Plan (2035)
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While the proposed 2012–2035 RTP/SCS improves the roadway noise conditions by 
reducing the areas, roadway segments, and the number of people affected by roadway 

noise, the benefits are not proportionally shared by each Environmental Justice category 
as observed in the roadway noise impacted areas or in the region as whole. SCAG’s anal-
ysis found that the roadway noise reductions will disproportionately benefit Non-Hispanic 
Whites and the two highest income quintile groups. Several other Environmental Justice 
communities also receive greater benefits from roadway noise improvements including 
Non-Hispanic Asian, Non-Hispanic others, elderly, and disabled (See FIGURE 49).

FIGURE 49 Environmental Justice Population Distribution of Roadway Noise 
Improvement between Baseline and Plan (2035)
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In the figure shown above, the breakdown of population by Environmental Justice group 
within impacted areas is compared to each individual group’s concentration in the regional 
population.
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EXHIBIT 32 SCAG Region Roadway Noise (2035 Baseline from Existing Conditions)
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EXHIBIT 33 SCAG Region Roadway Noise (2035 Plan from Existing Conditions)

%&' %&'

|}ÿ

%&'

%&'
|}ÿ

%&'

%&'

%&'

%&'

|}ÿ

%&'

|}ÿ

%&'

|}ÿ

%&'

%&'

(/

|}ÿ

(/

|}ÿ

%&'

|}ÿ

(/

|}ÿ

|}ÿ

|}ÿ

%&'

S
a
n

ta
 B

a
rb

a
ra

San Bernardino
County

Riverside
County

Los Angeles
County

Orange
County

Ventura
County

P A C I F I C              O C E A N

Kern

San Diego

Barstow

Malibu

Long Beach

Oxnard

Desert Hot Springs

Yucca Valley

Lancaster

Santa Clarita

Ojai

Ventura

Newport Beach

Santa Ana

Fullerton

Big Bear Lake

Perris

Rancho Cucamonga

Chino

Ontario

West Covina

San Bernardino
Azusa

Santa Fe Springs

Corona

Apple Valley

Palm Springs

Beaumont

Yucaipa

Lake Elsinore

Anaheim

Yorba Linda

Adelanto

Simi Valley

San Jacinto

Santa Monica

Los Angeles

Commerce

Riverside

Pasadena

5

5

10

10

15

10

15

110

710

605

405

210

215

405

79

58

74

71

60

14

60

91

138

126

118

395

101

101

±
0 10 205

Miles
%&'

%&'

|}ÿ

|}ÿ

|}ÿ

Riverside County

Imperial County

El Centro

Calexico

8

78

86

111

SCAG Region Roadway Noise (2035 Plan from Existing Conditions)

Volume  100% and Over
Truck 130% and Over
Truck 100% (& up) and Other Vehicle 50% (& up)



132     Environmental Justice

Airport Noise Impacts

The SCAG Region supports the nation’s largest regional airport system in terms of number 
of airports and aircraft operations. It operates in a very complex airspace environment. 
The system has six established air carrier airports including Los Angeles International 
(LAX), Bob Hope (formerly Burbank), John Wayne, Long Beach, Ontario and Palm Springs. 
There are also four emerging air carrier airports in the Inland Empire and North Los 
Angeles County. These include San Bernardino International Airport (formerly Norton 
AFB), March Inland Port ( joint use with March Air Reserve Base), Southern California 
Logistics Airport (formerly George AFB) and Palmdale Airport ( joint use with Air Force 
Plant 42). The regional system also includes 45 general aviation airports and two com-
muter airports, for a total of 57 public use airports. Although the projected demand for 
airport capacity has decreased compared to the 2008 RTP, there is still moderate growth 
planned for the future. The challenge is striking a balance between the aviation capacity 
needs of Southern California with the local quality of life for the affected populations.

Projected noise impacts from aircraft operations at the region’s airports in 2035 were 
modeled for inclusion in the Programmatic Environmental Impact Report for the RTP. 
For each airport, modeling produced a contour or isoline for the 65 dB Community Noise 
Equivalent Level (CNEL), a measure of noise that takes into account both the num-
ber and the timing of flights, as well as the mix of aircraft types. The Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) considers residences to be an “incompatible land use” with noise 
at or above 65dB. To identify potentially impacted populations, the anticipated population 
within the 65 dB CNEL contour was calculated using the following steps:

1. Calculate the percentage of TAZs that would lie within a 65 dB CNEL contour.

2. Assign the SCAG projected population to the TAZ.

3. Apply the demographic breakdown of the TAZ as a whole to the population within 
the 65 dB CNEL contour.

It should be noted that after 9-11 and “Great Recession” experienced since 2008, the 
global aviation industry remains in a depressed state. SCAG region air passenger demand 
and cargo forecasts have been revised downward repeatedly in 2004 RTP and 2008 RTP 
from the aviation scenario and forecasts adopted in the 2001 RTP. Currently for the 2012 
RTP, projections of aviation demand and air cargo remained significantly less than those 
projected and adopted in 2001 RTP. Thus the downward revisions in projected demand at 

airports resulted in the reduction of Airport Noise Areas and the corresponding communi-
ties that will be studied.

For the purposes of this study, Aviation Noise Areas are defined as areas that are 
adversely affected by aircraft and airport noise. As part of the Environmental Justice 
Analysis, special attention will be paid to income, disability, age, and race/ethnicity of 
affected populations.

FIGURE 50 presents distribution of all environmental justice variables within the avia-
tion noise impacted areas, and their comparisons with regional average. The analysis 
indicates that the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS results in a disproportionate aviation noise impact 
to low income and minority populations. Under the 2012 RTP, the lowest income group 
(Quintile 1) will represent 27 percent of the households impacted by noise above the 
65 dB CNEL, while the highest income group (Quintile 5) will only represent 13 percent of 
the households impacted by noise above the 65 dB CNEL.

Similarly as indicated in the figure, a disproportionate number of households below the 
poverty threshold will be affected by airport noise levels above the 65 dB CNEL. While 
14 percent of the SCAG region households are projected to be living below the poverty 
level, 19 percent of those that live within the Noise Contour Areas will be below the 
poverty line.

In terms of race/ethnicity, the aviation plan of the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS is projected 
to have a disproportionate aviation noise impact on minority groups who make up 89 
percent of population within the noise contours compared with a regional average of 
76 percent of minority population in 2035. Specifically, Hispanic and African-American 
populations are disproportionately affected. These two groups will make up 55 percent 
and 6 percent of the regional population in 2035 respectively, but represent 62 percent 
and 21 percent of those that will live within the impacted Noise Contour Area. 

Distribution of the disabled in aviation noise areas shows that there will be a slightly 
higher concentration of disabled people compared to the region. It is projected that 11 
percent of the households in aviation noise areas will be disabled, while the average is 
9 percent for the region. On the other hand, elderly households age 65 and above are less 
concentrated in aviation noise areas in 2035 (13 percent), than the regional average of 
17 percent.
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SCAG has adopted the Aviation Decentralization Strategy, which calls for relieving the 
pressure at LAX and Ontario airports. Coupled with the ground access strategy which 
would relieve surface congestion in the surrounding areas, some of the negative effects 
of airports could be addressed. The Aviation Decentralization Strategy explores available 
airport capacity in the Inland Empire and North Los Angeles County. However, as a result 
of the Great Recession, projected demand for all airports in the region is down. This new 
reality has had the effect of reducing the number of communities that fall within Aviation 
Noise Areas, though the problem will still exist. A decentralized airport system will relieve 
pressure on constrained airports, minimize environmental impacts such as noise, traf-
fic, and encroachment on adjacent neighborhoods, and reduce stress on the region’s 
surface transportation infrastructure. The challenges facing the Aviation Decentralization 
Strategy, relate to the fact that the core of aviation demand will continue to reside in the 
urban areas of Los Angeles and Orange counties.

The environmental justice analysis results demonstrate that lower income, minority and 
disabled residents bear a disproportionate burden from aviation noise pollution with the 
2012 RTP. It is therefore critical to continue addressing this issue. SCAG has included 
potential mitigation measures in the Environmental Justice Mitigation Toolbox at the end 
of this Appendix.

FIGURE 50 Environmental Justice Population Within the Aviation Noise 
Impacted Area (2035)
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In the figure shown above, the breakdown of population by Environmental Justice group 
within impacted areas is compared to each individual group’s concentration in the regional 
population.
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(11) Rail-Related Impacts

METHODOLOGY

As described in the Goods Movement Technical Appendix (page 32), freight rail emissions 
are 5 percent and 4 percent of regional goods movement related NOX and PM emissions, 
respectively.  When compared to all regional PM and NOX sources, the contribution of 
freight rail emissions is even lower.  However, environmental pollution from locomotives, 
rail yards and other rail facilities must be considered as concentrations of rail activities 
can cause localized rail pollution. In response to input from our federal partners, SCAG 
developed a summary analysis to address potential environmental justice impacts in 
areas adjacent to railroads and rail facilities, although further discussion and analysis is 
recommended. This section includes an analysis of Environmental Justice communities 
adjacent to railroads and rail facilities, rail impacts to sensitive receptors, and a summary 
examination of potential environmental justice concerns that are alleviated by grade sepa-
ration projects.  The train traffic index and related analysis provided in the Environmental 
Justice Appendix includes data from both passenger and freight rail traffic.

SHARE OF KEY ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE POPULATION IN AREAS 
ADJACENT TO RAILROADS: FROM 2000 CENSUS AND 2005–09 ACS

The following figures present the socioeconomic indicators from the 2000 Census and 
2005–09 American Community Survey in areas within 500 and 1,000 feet from railroads, 
by key Environmental Justice communities including the elderly population (age 65 and 
over), population below poverty, minority, foreign born population, non-English speaking 
population, households without a vehicle and population without a high school diploma. 
As shown in the figures below, the share of most Environmental Justice communities 
residing in close proximity to railroads is higher than regional average both in 2000 and 
in 2005–09. The only exception is elderly population. These observations suggest that 
rail-related environmental burdens, such as air pollution and noise from locomotives, rail 
yard and other rail facility, are higher for low-income and minority communities than the 
regional average. However, SCAG recommends further analysis with our partner agencies 
to verify this observation. 
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TABLE 45 Distribution of Environmental Justice Population Groups in Areas Adjacent to Railroads

Distance from 
Railroads Age 65 & Above Population  

under Poverty
Non-Hispanic 

White Foreign Born Speak No English Household  
without Car

Below  
High School Age 5 and Below

2000 Census

500 ft 85,918 200,368 258,889 364,752 60,383 38,869 223,797 108,763

1,000 ft 167,688 385,976 510,679 706,794 115,706 75,071 428,735 210,840

2000 Census (Percent)

500 ft 8.4% 19.5% 74.8% 35.5% 6.4%* 12.8% 37.7%** 10.6%

1,000 ft 8.4% 19.4% 74.3% 35.5% 6.4%* 12.6% 37.2%** 10.6%

SCAG Region 9.9% 15.4% 61.3% 31.0% 4.5%* 10.1% 27.1%** 9.5%

2005–09 American Community Survey

500 ft 92,789 181,396 236,015 371,508 65,278 28,542 200,569 104,177

1,000 ft 181,821 349,101 465,819 720,132 125,510 55,246 384,270 201,931

2005–09 American Community Survey (Percent)

500 ft 8.7% 17.1% 77.8% 38.2% 6.7%* 9.1% 31.4%** 9.8%

1,000 ft 8.8% 17.0% 77.4% 38.1% 6.6%* 9.0% 30.9%** 9.8%

SCAG Region 10.4% 13.5% 64.8% 30.8% 4.8%* 7.4% 22.4%** 9.0%

*Share of Population 5 & Over **Share of Population 25 & Over
Source: 2000 Census and 2005–09 ACS, processed by SCAG Research, Analysis, and Information Service staff
For further information contact: Ying Zhou, at 213-236-1943, zhou @scag.ca.gov, or Javier Minjares, at 213-236-1893, minjares@scag.ca.gov
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FIGURE 51 Key Environmental Justice Population Groups in the Areas 
Adjacent to Railroads (2000 Census) 
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In the figure shown above, the breakdown of population by Environmental Justice group 
within impacted areas is compared to each individual group’s concentration in the regional 
population.

FIGURE 52 Key Environmental Justice Population Groups in the Areas 
Adjacent to Railroads (2005–09 American Community Survey)

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

500 ft 1,000 ft SCAG Region

* Share of Population 5 & Over  ** Share of Population 25 & Over

In the figure shown above, the breakdown of population by Environmental Justice group 
within impacted areas is compared to each individual group’s concentration in the regional 
population.
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TABLE 46 Projected Environmental Justice Variables and Demographic Changes in the Areas Adjacent to Railroads

Distance from Railroads

500 ft 1,000 ft SCAG Region

2008 2035 2008 2035 2008 2035 2008 2035 2008 2035

Population 939,718 1,159,693 1,890,758 2,336,113

   Male 472,359 582,565 50.3% 50.2% 948,371 1,171,274 50.2% 50.1% 49.9% 49.9%

   Female 467,359 577,128 49.7% 49.8% 942,387 1,164,840 49.8% 49.9% 50.1% 50.1%

   Age 65 & over 82,038 169,016 8.7% 14.6% 167,033 343,413 8.8% 14.7% 10.4% 16.7%

   Age 5 & below 91,395 106,274 9.7% 9.2% 183,965 214,083 9.7% 9.2% 8.7% 8.2%

   Disabled 87,077 116,337 9.3% 10.0% 175,263 234,309 9.3% 10.0% 8.6% 9.3%

   Hispanic 550,851 787,402 58.6% 67.9% 1,104,573 1,581,180 58.4% 67.7% 44.8% 55.4%

   NH White 211,430 169,978 22.5% 14.7% 428,799 345,990 22.7% 14.8% 34.4% 23.5%

   NH Black 70,293 68,939 7.5% 5.9% 140,467 138,989 7.4% 5.9% 6.9% 6.1%

   NH NA 4,217 5,697 0.4% 0.5% 8,380 11,309 0.4% 0.5% 0.4% 0.5%

   NH Asian 88,637 109,076 9.4% 9.4% 179,580 221,003 9.5% 9.5% 11.6% 12.3%

   NH Others 14,290 18,601 1.5% 1.6% 28,960 37,643 1.5% 1.6% 1.9% 2.1%

   Poverty 1* 47,843 61,243 17.0% 17.3% 96,804 124,133 17.0% 17.4% 13.8% 14.5%

   Poverty 2* 30,014 38,363 10.7% 10.9% 60,527 77,505 10.6% 10.8% 8.7% 9.0%

   Poverty 3* 27,550 34,668 9.8% 9.8% 55,528 70,000 9.8% 9.8% 8.3% 8.5%

Household by Income Quintile and Ethnicity

Household 281,517 353,545 568,754 715,162

Quintile 1 65,627 84,478 23.3% 23.9% 133,141 170,984 23.4% 23.9% 21% 20%

   Hispanic 28,242 55,927 10.0% 15.8% 56,652 112,395 10.0% 15.7% 6.4% 10.8%

   NH White 22,014 11,129 7.8% 3.1% 45,215 22,948 7.9% 3.2% 9.4% 4.2%

   NH Black 9,070 7,317 3.2% 2.1% 18,488 15,114 3.3% 2.1% 2.4% 1.8%

   NH NA 352 524 0.1% 0.1% 683 1,029 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%

   NH Asian 4,605 7,410 1.6% 2.1% 9,361 15,061 1.6% 2.1% 1.7% 2.4%

   NH Others 1,344 2,170 0.5% 0.6% 2,741 4,438 0.5% 0.6% 0.5% 0.7%

Quintile 2 66,513 82,131 23.6% 23.2% 133,983 165,774 23.6% 23.2% 20% 20%

   Hispanic 37,224 56,975 13.2% 16.1% 74,711 114,534 13.1% 16.0% 8.5% 11.5%

   NH White 16,898 11,404 6.0% 3.2% 34,315 23,312 6.0% 3.3% 7.3% 4.3%
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Distance from Railroads

500 ft 1,000 ft SCAG Region

2008 2035 2008 2035 2008 2035 2008 2035 2008 2035

   NH Black 5,812 4,926 2.1% 1.4% 11,555 9,917 2.0% 1.4% 1.6% 1.3%

   NH NA 344 493 0.1% 0.1% 686 1,004 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%

   NH Asian 4,559 6,096 1.6% 1.7% 9,296 12,419 1.6% 1.7% 1.7% 1.9%

   NH Others 1,677 2,237 0.6% 0.6% 3,421 4,587 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.8%

Quintile 3 59,613 73,591 21.2% 20.8% 120,375 149,065 21.2% 20.8% 20% 20%

   Hispanic 30,425 47,352 10.8% 13.4% 61,105 95,548 10.7% 13.4% 7.4% 10.4%

   NH White 18,181 12,992 6.5% 3.7% 36,887 26,532 6.5% 3.7% 8.4% 5.1%

   NH Black 4,354 3,914 1.5% 1.1% 8,905 8,047 1.6% 1.1% 1.4% 1.2%

   NH NA 248 366 0.1% 0.1% 499 746 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%

   NH Asian 4,959 6,879 1.8% 1.9% 10,051 13,958 1.8% 2.0% 1.9% 2.3%

   NH Others 1,446 2,088 0.5% 0.6% 2,929 4,233 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 0.7%

Quintile 4 51,602 64,064 18.3% 18.1% 104,018 129,539 18.3% 18.1% 20% 20%

   Hispanic 22,078 36,283 7.8% 10.3% 44,302 73,066 7.8% 10.2% 5.8% 8.8%

   NH White 18,848 14,087 6.7% 4.0% 38,201 28,691 6.7% 4.0% 9.9% 6.4%

   NH Black 3,594 3,499 1.3% 1.0% 7,251 7,134 1.3% 1.0% 1.3% 1.2%

   NH NA 198 306 0.1% 0.1% 380 600 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%

   NH Asian 5,715 8,227 2.0% 2.3% 11,519 16,643 2.0% 2.3% 2.3% 2.9%

   NH Others 1,169 1,662 0.4% 0.5% 2,366 3,405 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.6%

Quintile 5 38,162 49,281 13.6% 13.9% 77,236 99,801 13.6% 14.0% 20% 20%

   Hispanic 11,907 23,114 4.2% 6.5% 23,958 46,758 4.2% 6.5% 3.9% 7.1%

   NH White 17,357 13,308 6.2% 3.8% 35,275 27,161 6.2% 3.8% 12.1% 7.9%

   NH Black 2,535 2,948 0.9% 0.8% 5,142 5,953 0.9% 0.8% 1.0% 1.0%

   NH NA 219 424 0.1% 0.1% 436 855 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%

   NH Asian 5,109 7,697 1.8% 2.2% 10,367 15,536 1.8% 2.2% 2.5% 3.4%

   NH Others 1,035 1,789 0.4% 0.5% 2,059 3,538 0.4% 0.5% 0.4% 0.6%

*Poverty 1 = # of household below poverty; Poverty 2 = # of household between poverty and 1.5xP); Poverty 3 = # of household between 1.5xP and 2.0xP) 
Source: Based on 2000 Census and 2005–09 ACS, processed and projected by SCAG Research, Analysis, and Information Service staff
For further information contact: Ying Zhou, at 213-236-1943, zhou @scag.ca.gov, or Javier Minjares, at 213-236-1893, minjares@scag.ca.gov
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SENSITIVE RECEPTORS AND REGIONAL RAILROADS

EXHIBIT 35 depicts areas adjacent to railroads overlaid with sensitive receptor areas. 
Sensitive receptors include, but are not limited to, hospitals, schools, daycare facilities, 
elderly housing facilities where there are populations susceptible to greater impacts 
from air pollution and toxic chemicals. As shown in the map below, a significant num-
ber of sensitive receptors are located in close proximity to railroads. Further analysis is 
needed to better understand rail-related pollutants and contaminants in areas adjacent 
to railroads.
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EXHIBIT 35 Sensitive Receptors and Regional Railroads
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IMPACTS RELATED TO KEY GRADE CROSSING AREAS

The following tables and figures present the socioeconomic indicators from 2000 
Census and 2005–09 American Community Survey in areas within a ½-mile, 1-mile and 
2-mile distance from grade separation projects, by key Environmental Justice popula-
tion groups—elderly population (age 65 and over), population below poverty, minority, 
foreign born population, non-English speaking population, households without a vehicle 
and population without a high school diploma. As shown in the figures below, the share 
of most key Environmental Justice communities residing close to railroads is higher than 
regional average both in 2000 and in 2005–09. The exceptions are the elderly population 
and households without a vehicle. These observations suggest that many Environmental 
Justice communities are more likely to be affected by impacts from grade crossings, 
such as traffic delays, idling emissions and grade-crossing related accidents than other 
demographic groups.
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TABLE 47 Share of Key Environmental Justice Population in Areas Adjacent to Grade Separation Projects: From 2000 Census  
and 2005–09 American Community Survey

Distance from 
Railroads

 Age 65 & Above
 Population under 

Poverty
Non-Hispanic 

White
 Foreign Born Speak No English 

 Household 
Without Car

Below High 
School

2000 Census

½ mile 16,530 38,664 50,186 71,886 12,316 6,034 42,697

1 mile 56,732 130,719 181,357 253,134 43,313 20,609 147,472

2 mile 171,371 348,322 578,490 738,508 111,952 55,850 410,660

2000 Census (Percent)

½ mile 8.3% 19.4% 74.9% 36.0% 6.8%* 10.5% 37.2%**

1 mile 8.1% 18.6% 74.2% 36.1% 6.8%* 10.3% 36.8%**

2 mile 8.2% 16.7% 72.3% 35.4% 5.9%* 9.3% 34.0%**

SCAG Region 9.9% 15.4% 61.3% 31.0% 4.5%* 10.1% 27.1%**

2005–09 American Community Survey

½ mile 18,680 33,708 42,765 76,860 12,815 3,976 38,911

1 mile 63,811 113,833 154,195 269,194 46,967 13,861 136,463

2 mile 196,164 304,852 500,737 787,933 128,707 38,930 382,858

2005–09 American Community Survey (Percent)

½ mile 9.0% 16.2% 79.4% 37.0% 6.7%* 6.7% 31.2%**

1 mile 8.7% 15.5% 79.0% 36.7% 7.0%* 6.7% 31.2%**

2 mile 8.9% 13.9% 77.2% 35.9% 6.4%* 6.2% 28.9%**

SCAG Region 10.4% 13.5% 64.8% 30.8% 4.8%* 7.4% 22.4%**

*Share of Population 5 & Over **Share of Population 25 & Over 
Source: 2000 Census and 2005–09 ACS, processed by SCAG Research, Analysis, and Information Service staff
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FIGURE 53 Key Environmental Justice Population Groups in the Areas 
Adjacent to Grade Separation Projects (2000 Census)
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In the figure shown above, the breakdown of population by Environmental Justice group 
within impacted areas is compared to each individual group’s concentration in the regional 
population.

FIGURE 54 Key Environmental Justice Population Groups in the Areas 
Adjacent to Grade Separation Projects (2005–09 ACS)
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In the figure shown above, the breakdown of population by Environmental Justice group 
within impacted areas is compared to each individual group’s concentration in the regional 
population.
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TABLE 48 Projected Environmental Justice Variables and Demographic Changes in the Areas Adjacent to Grade Separation Projects

Distance from 
the Projects:

½ mile 1 mile 2 miles SCAG Region

2008 2035 2008 2035 2008 2035 2008 2035 2008 2035 2008 2035 2008 2035

Population 198,052 270,405 719,686 959,669 2,189,256 2,856,556

   Male 99,672 136,346 50.3% 50.4% 360,892 481,528 50.1% 50.2% 1,095,958 1,427,471 50.1% 50.0% 49.9% 49.9%

   Female 98,380 134,059 49.7% 49.6% 358,794 478,141 49.9% 49.8% 1,093,299 1,429,085 49.9% 50.0% 50.1% 50.1%

   Age 65 & over 16,744 38,612 8.5% 14.3% 60,866 136,329 8.5% 14.2% 192,480 420,519 8.8% 14.7% 10.4% 16.7%

   Disabled 18,110 26,610 9.1% 9.8% 65,843 94,735 9.1% 9.9% 195,943 277,398 9.0% 9.7% 8.6% 9.3%

   Hispanic 116,603 180,856 58.9% 66.9% 416,520 633,470 57.9% 66.0% 1,200,649 1,822,219 54.8% 63.8% 44.8% 55.4%

   Non-Hispanic White 43,707 40,028 22.1% 14.8% 162,843 142,680 22.6% 14.9% 526,955 443,658 24.1% 15.5% 34.4% 23.5%

   Non-Hispanic Black 9,700 14,318 4.9% 5.3% 35,939 51,396 5.0% 5.4% 112,117 153,422 5.1% 5.4% 6.9% 6.1%

   Non-Hispanic NA 1,016 1,426 0.5% 0.5% 3,398 4,817 0.5% 0.5% 9,504 13,163 0.4% 0.5% 0.4% 0.5%

   Non-Hispanic Asian 24,076 29,269 12.2% 10.8% 90,012 111,458 12.5% 11.6% 305,254 376,203 13.9% 13.2% 11.6% 12.3%

   Non-Hispanic Other 2,950 4,509 1.5% 1.7% 10,973 15,848 1.5% 1.7% 34,777 47,891 1.6% 1.7% 1.9% 2.1%

   Poverty 1* 8,882 12,122 15.7% 15.8% 32,353 43,764 15.7% 15.9% 89,737 122,244 14.1% 14.6% 13.8% 14.5%

   Poverty 2* 6,354 8,608 11.3% 11.2% 22,074 29,771 10.7% 10.8% 61,778 83,445 9.7% 10.0% 8.7% 9.0%

   Poverty 3* 6,141 8,122 10.9% 10.6% 21,317 28,076 10.4% 10.2% 59,963 79,190 9.4% 9.4% 8.3% 8.5%

Household 56,443 76,815 205,859 274,905 634,602 838,430

Quintile 1 12,085 16,750 21.4% 21.8% 44,296 59,844 21.5% 21.8% 124,417 169,370 19.6% 20.2% 21% 20%

   Hispanic 5,892 11,224 10.4% 14.6% 19,781 38,435 9.6% 14.0% 50,263 103,320 7.9% 12.3% 6.4% 10.8%

   Non-Hispanic White 3,994 2,354 7.1% 3.1% 15,609 8,042 7.6% 2.9% 46,551 23,746 7.3% 2.8% 9.4% 4.2%

   Non-Hispanic Black 874 1,230 1.5% 1.6% 3,512 5,069 1.7% 1.8% 9,663 14,691 1.5% 1.8% 2.4% 1.8%

   Non-Hispanic NA 74 107 0.1% 0.1% 294 462 0.1% 0.2% 639 1,010 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%

   Non-Hispanic Asian 1,075 1,553 1.9% 2.0% 4,355 6,729 2.1% 2.4% 14,800 22,814 2.3% 2.7% 1.7% 2.4%

   Non-Hispanic Other 176 282 0.3% 0.4% 746 1,108 0.4% 0.4% 2,501 3,789 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.7%

Quintile 2 14,345 19,141 25.4% 24.9% 50,051 65,773 24.3% 23.9% 143,272 187,502 22.6% 22.4% 20% 20%

   Hispanic 8,123 12,814 14.4% 16.7% 27,833 43,662 13.5% 15.9% 75,365 121,025 11.9% 14.4% 8.5% 11.5%

   Non-Hispanic White 3,693 2,966 6.5% 3.9% 13,202 9,869 6.4% 3.6% 40,604 29,511 6.4% 3.5% 7.3% 4.3%
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Distance from 
the Projects:

½ mile 1 mile 2 miles SCAG Region

2008 2035 2008 2035 2008 2035 2008 2035 2008 2035 2008 2035 2008 2035

   Non-Hispanic Black 802 1,159 1.4% 1.5% 2,827 4,146 1.4% 1.5% 8,023 11,563 1.3% 1.4% 1.6% 1.3%

   Non-Hispanic NA 92 151 0.2% 0.2% 260 421 0.1% 0.2% 677 986 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%

   Non-Hispanic Asian 1,332 1,667 2.4% 2.2% 4,812 6,156 2.3% 2.2% 15,046 19,373 2.4% 2.3% 1.7% 1.9%

   Non-Hispanic Other 303 384 0.5% 0.5% 1,117 1,519 0.5% 0.6% 3,557 5,045 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.8%

Quintile 3 12,494 16,876 22.1% 22.0% 44,747 59,134 21.7% 21.5% 139,248 181,965 21.9% 21.7% 20% 20%

   Hispanic 6,454 10,492 11.4% 13.7% 22,481 36,275 10.9% 13.2% 66,806 109,608 10.5% 13.1% 7.4% 10.4%

   Non-Hispanic White 3,736 3,208 6.6% 4.2% 13,378 10,766 6.5% 3.9% 44,049 33,663 6.9% 4.0% 8.4% 5.1%

   Non-Hispanic Black 556 892 1.0% 1.2% 2,210 3,321 1.1% 1.2% 7,203 10,487 1.1% 1.3% 1.4% 1.2%

   Non-Hispanic NA 47 72 0.1% 0.1% 216 320 0.1% 0.1% 632 955 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%

   Non-Hispanic Asian 1,431 1,779 2.5% 2.3% 5,392 6,864 2.6% 2.5% 17,225 22,281 2.7% 2.7% 1.9% 2.3%

   Non-Hispanic Other 269 432 0.5% 0.6% 1,070 1,589 0.5% 0.6% 3,333 4,972 0.5% 0.6% 0.6% 0.7%

Quintile 4 10,531 14,392 18.7% 18.7% 39,759 53,039 19.3% 19.3% 131,333 171,295 20.7% 20.4% 20% 20%

   Hispanic 4,580 7,885 8.1% 10.3% 16,887 28,771 8.2% 10.5% 52,776 90,369 8.3% 10.8% 5.8% 8.8%

   Non-Hispanic White 3,724 3,342 6.6% 4.4% 14,435 12,043 7.0% 4.4% 49,224 39,240 7.8% 4.7% 9.9% 6.4%

   Non-Hispanic Black 438 742 0.8% 1.0% 1,734 2,811 0.8% 1.0% 6,393 9,552 1.0% 1.1% 1.3% 1.2%

   Non-Hispanic NA 52 89 0.1% 0.1% 179 321 0.1% 0.1% 584 972 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%

   Non-Hispanic Asian 1,520 2,000 2.7% 2.6% 5,698 7,818 2.8% 2.8% 19,744 27,235 3.1% 3.2% 2.3% 2.9%

   Non-Hispanic Other 216 334 0.4% 0.4% 826 1,274 0.4% 0.5% 2,613 3,926 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.6%

Quintile 5 6,988 9,656 12.4% 12.6% 27,007 37,116 13.1% 13.5% 96,331 128,298 15.2% 15.3% 20% 20%

   Hispanic 2,203 4,411 3.9% 5.7% 8,572 17,236 4.2% 6.3% 27,955 57,206 4.4% 6.8% 3.9% 7.1%

   Non-Hispanic White 2,884 2,596 5.1% 3.4% 11,528 9,946 5.6% 3.6% 43,144 35,032 6.8% 4.2% 12.1% 7.9%

   Non-Hispanic Black 413 609 0.7% 0.8% 1,446 2,224 0.7% 0.8% 4,954 7,254 0.8% 0.9% 1.0% 1.0%

   Non-Hispanic NA 47 97 0.1% 0.1% 132 300 0.1% 0.1% 355 891 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%

   Non-Hispanic Asian 1,251 1,617 2.2% 2.1% 4,696 6,275 2.3% 2.3% 17,744 24,243 2.8% 2.9% 2.5% 3.4%

   Non-Hispanic Other 190 326 0.3% 0.4% 631 1,135 0.3% 0.4% 2,179 3,672 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 0.6%

*Poverty 1 = # of household below poverty; Poverty 2 = # of household between poverty and 1.5xP); Poverty 3 = # of household between 1.5xP and 2.0xP) 
Source: Based on 2000 Census and 2005–09 ACS, processed and projected by SCAG Research, Analysis, and Information Service staff
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BENEFITS FROM GRADE SEPARATION PROJECTS

Table 49 presents the existing and projected impacts from grade crossings where the 
grade separation projects are planned to be constructed in the future. It shows grade 
crossing-related impacts, such as traffic delay, idling emission and relevant accidents in 
2010 and 2035. For 2035 projections, the statistics are projected based on the assump-
tion of no grade separation project construction. For example, without the grade separa-
tion projects, the daily total vehicle hours of delay will increase from 1,253 vehicle-hours 
per day to 5,133 vehicle-hours per day, and the daily NOX, PM2.5, CO2 emissions from 
2,196 kg per day to 9,170 kg per day. However, with the grade separation projects con-
structed, traffic delay at crossing, idling emissions and grade-crossing related accidents 
could be reduced by redirecting vehicles and pedestrians above or below railroad tracks. 

TABLE 49 Existing and Projected Impacts on Grade Separation Project Areas (2035 Projections Based on the Assumption of No Grade Separation Projects)

Average Daily Traffic 
(vehicles/day)

Average Daily Train Volume 
(trains/day)

Daily Total Gate Down 
Time (minutes/day)

Daily Total Vehicle Hours 
of Delay (veh-hrs/day)

PM Peak Average Delay 
per Vehicle 

(seconds/vehicle)

2010 765,560 2,717 5,202 1,253 370

2035* 988,730 5,988 13,010 5,133 1,211

% Change 29% 120% 150% 310% 227%

Daily NOX Emissions** 
(g/day)

Daily PM2.5 Emissions** (g/
day)

Daily CO2 Emissions** 
(g/day)

Daily NOX, PM2.5, 
and CO2 Emissions** 

(g/day)

Daily Emissions 
Related Damages*** 

($/year)

2010 10,510 289 2,185,239 2,196,039 98,748

2035* 47,407 657 9,121,986 9,170,050 276,091

% Change 351% 127% 317% 318% 180%

5-Year Average Number 
of Crashes Per Year

5-Year Average Number 
Killed Per Year

5-Year Average Number 
Injured Per Year

5-Year Average Damage 
Per Year ($)

2006–2010 6.4 1.0 2.4 37,440

*Assuming no grade separation projects. 
**Emissions isolates idling emissions (autos and trucks) at the crossing. 
***Damage Costs derived as follows: (veh-hrs of delay per day) x (grams/hr) x (1/tons per gram) x (tons per short tons) x (dollars per short ton) x 365 days per year = dollars per year for all vehicles
Source: SCAG, 2011
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EXHIBIT 38 Train Traffic Index
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TRAIN TRAFFIC INDEX

The train traffic index is one measure that SCAG used to determine the usage of railroad 
segments and concentration of rail activities in the region. This tool informs the degree of 
environmental impacts on areas adjacent to railroads and grade separation projects. 

The train traffic index of each railroad segment is calculated by multiplying its average 
daily train volume of passenger and freight rail traffic by the daily total gate down time of 
key grade crossings located at both ends of an individual segment. Exhibit 38 illustrates 
the train traffic index of railroad segments adjacent to grade separation projects in 2010.  
As shown in the map provided, San Bernardino County and Riverside County have higher 
train traffic index values than other counties. As railroad emissions and noise increase 
where there is a large amount of train traffic volume, these observations suggest that 
the rail-related environmental impacts could be greater in San Bernardino County and 
Riverside County than other counties. Based upon the analysis of Environmental Justice 
categories described previously, the low-income and minority communities adjacent to 
railroads and grade-crossings in San Bernardino County and Riverside County may be 
more affected by rail-related impacts than population groups located in other places of 
the region. Further study and demonstrations are needed to develop and design effective 
measures to address rail related environmental impacts, if any. Please refer to the Goods 
Movement Technical Appendix to review the 2012 RTP Goods Movement Environmental 
Strategy and Action Plan for Technology Advancement.



Environmental Justice     149

Additional SCAG Strategies: 
Environmental Justice Mitigation Toolbox
New to the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS, SCAG has developed a toolbox of potential mitiga-
tion measures to address potential impacts to Environmental Justice communities. The 
toolbox presents optional mitigation recommendations that may be effective in addressing 
project-specific environmental justice impacts after a comprehensive review of impacts 
and consultation with all stakeholders. These measures were identified through a review 
of the literature, the PEIR, and recent planning activities.9 Measures incorporating or 
referring to compliance with existing regulations are for informational purposes only, and 
do not supersede existing regulations.

Potential Mitigation for Noise Impacts 
Project sponsors may voluntarily, to the extent feasible and applicable, and where their 
jurisdictional authority permits:

 � As part of the appropriate environmental review of each project, conduct a project 
specific noise evaluation and identify and implement applicable mitigation.

 � Employ land use planning measures, such as zoning, restrictions on development, 
site design, and use of buffers to ensure that future development is compatible with 
adjacent transportation facilities.

 � Maximize the distance between noise-sensitive land uses and new roadway lanes, 
roadways, rail lines, transit centers, park-and-ride lots, and other new noise-gener-
ating facilities.

 � Construct sound reducing barriers where feasible and applicable, between noise 
sources and noise-sensitive land uses. Sound barriers can be in the form of earth-
berms or soundwalls. Constructing roadways so as appropriate and feasible that 

9 The Environmental Justice Mitigation Toolbox draws from, among other sources, mitigation measures 
included in the Draft 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), particu-
larly for air quality and noise impacts. As captured here, Environmental Justice mitigation is geared 
toward reducing impacts for Environmental Justice communities as defined in this appendix, whereas 
PEIR measures are more broadly geared to sensitive receptors as defined in the PEIR. Mitigation 
activities cited here (e.g. performing corridor specific analysis) are consistent between this toolbox 
and the Final PEIR Appendix G.

they are depressed below-grade of the existing sensitive land uses also creates an 
effective barrier between the roadway and sensitive receptors.

 � Maximize distance of new route alignments from Environmental Justice communi-
ties. For example, if a transit project were constructed along the center of a freeway 
(as opposed to a new route or along side the freeway), operational noise impacts 
would be reduced by the increase in distance to the noise sensitive sites and the 
masking effects of the freeway traffic noise.

Potential Mitigation for Air Quality Impacts Along Freeways 
and Heavily Traveled Corridors
Local air districts, local jurisdictions and project sponsors may voluntarily 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:

 � Set technology forcing new engine standards;

 � Require clean fuels, and reduce petroleum dependency;

 � Work with US EPA to reduce emissions from federal and state sources; and

 � Pursue near-term advanced technology demonstration and deployment such as:
 � Zero emissions heavy-duty trucks (2013 and beyond)10

 � Tier 4 marine engine repowers and replacements (2014 and beyond) 
 � Tier 4 and zero emissions railyard equipment (2015 and beyond)11  

 � Pursue long-term advanced technology measures

 � Consider proposed new transportation-related SIP measures including:
 � Improvements and Enhancements to California’s Smog Check Program
 � Expanded Passenger Vehicle Retirement
 � Modifications to Reformulated Gasoline Program
 � Cleaner In-Use Heavy-Duty Trucks
 � Ship Auxiliary Engine Cold Ironing and Other Clean Technology 
 � Cleaner Ship Main Engines and Fuel

10 Please see Chapter 2, Transportation Investments for more information regarding a heavy-duty truck 
demonstration project in partnership with SCAQMD

11 For more information see http://www.dieselnet.com/standards/us/marine.php and http://www.
dieselnet.com/standards/us/loco.php
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 � Port Truck Modernization
 � Clean Up Existing Commercial Harbor Craft

Conduct corridor-level analysis for proposed projects in areas where roadway air quality 
impacts may be concentrated among Environmental Justice communities.

Project sponsors may consider identifying the environmental justice impacts of each proj-
ect. In consultation with the affected community, mitigation measures can be identified to 
best address the project’s impacts.

Potential Mitigation for Rail Related Impacts
 � Construct sound reducing barriers, where feasible and applicable, between noise 

sources and noise-sensitive land uses

Potential Mitigation for Road Pricing Mechanisms
 � Transit, vanpools, or other options as alternatives in locations not served by transit

 � Upper limits on road pricing

 � Exemptions or discounts for persons who are disadvantaged people such as those 
whose earnings are below a certain income level and people with disabilities

 � Limits on the number of priced crossings in a period for cordon charges

 � Allowances for unlimited use of priced facilities in certain periods, typically off-peak 
hours and holidays12

 � Develop detailed program design including billing and collection technology, rate 
structure, enforcement, spillover guards, revenues and gas tax replacement 
strategy, and mitigation for perceived geographic inequity before communicating 
with public13

12 Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration. Environmental Justice Emerging 
Trends and Best Practices Guidebook, Document Number: FHWA-HEP-11-024. August 2011.

13 National Cooperative Highway Research Program Report 686. Road Pricing: Public Perceptions and 
Program Development (2011).

 � Develop an explicit benefit plan for increased revenues dovetailing with goals 
and mitigation concerns (e.g., enhanced transit, spillover protections and 
better enforcement)14

 � Include environmental justice mitigation actions as part of the NEPA review15

Potential Mitigation for Environmental Justice Impacts
 � Fund proactive measures to improve air quality in neighboring homes, schools, and 

other sensitive receptors

 � Provide public education programs about environmental health impacts to better 
enable residents to make informed decisions about their health and community

 � 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

Potential Resources Related to Gentrification 
and Displacement
Trends related to gentrification and displacement observed in areas with transit oriented 
developments (TODs) are inconclusive. However, the following resources are provided for 
informational purposes only. Local agencies may consider them at their discretion.

 � California Department of Housing and Community Development, Inclusionary 
Housing Publications16

 � PolicyLink, Equitable Development Toolkit17

 � National Association of Realtors, Field Guide to Inclusionary Zoning18

 � The Partnership for Working Families, Community Benefits Agreements19

 � Los Angeles Alliance for a New Economy, LAX Community Benefit Agreement20

14 Ibid.
15 Ibid.
16 Please see http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/inclusionary.pdf
17 Please see http://www.policylink.org/site/c.lkIXLbMNJrE/b.5136575/k.39A1/Equitable_

Development_Toolkit.htm
18 Please http://www.realtor.org/library/library/fg806
19 Please see http://www.communitybenefits.org/section.php?id=155
20 Please see http://laane.org/lax-community-benefits-agreement/
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Areas of Future Research
Given the anticipated growth and dynamic nature of the SCAG region, there are many 
policy areas that may present future challenges and are of interest for further research:

 � Currently there is no racial/ethnic majority in the SCAG region, but the sum of all 
minority groups comprises over 50 percent of the total population in the region. 
Around 2025, the Hispanic population is projected to obtain a population majority in 
SCAG region

 � Future research is necessary to monitor and analyze population trends related to 
gentrification and displacement. As such, the development of new indicators and 
data are needed at increasingly refined geographic levels

 � Additional research is needed to evaluate the implications of general job wages/
worker earnings mismatch and jobs-housing imbalance at the regional, county, and 
community levels

 � Continued work is necessary to increase understanding of the linkages and interac-
tions between emissions, air quality, and health outcomes, and their overall relation-
ship with the region’s socioeconomic cohorts related to income, education, race/
ethnicity, among many other characteristics

 � Further research is needed to understand the residential choices, surrounding com-
munities, and the built environment for Native Americans, and population identified 
as Non-Hispanic Other

 � The implications of VMT-based transportation fees on population growth and distri-
bution will also require additional attention in the coming years

 � Additional data and analysis is needed to understand the future environmental jus-
tice impacts of rail related freight traffic in the region

 � Continual engagement and outreach with regional stakeholders is needed to address 
future environmental justice concerns
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Additional Analysis/Data
Data and analysis included in this Appendix does not account for Plan improvements 
in vehicle technology particularly for truck only corridors.  These corridors in the Plan 
are exclusively for zero and/or near-zero emission vehicles. Furthermore, the Program 
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) accompanying the RTP/SCS includes mitigation 
measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with health risk within 500 
feet of freeways and high-traffic volume roadways to less than significant.  Analysis 
included in this Appendix also does not account for emissions improvements through the 
implementation of these mitigation measures. As such, emissions and exposure analysis 
shown in this Appendix is abundantly conservative and demonstrates worst-case scenario 
outcomes.   If these emissions improvements had been accounted for, we believe the 
analysis would show little or no areas with worsened emissions (“hot spots”) associated 
with the Plan.  Moreover, the currently available data on emissions and on the distribu-
tion of households and population is imprecise such that the overlay with emissions and 
EJ populations will tend to overstate any potential impacts.  Nevertheless, given on-going 
concerns and evolving information on health impacts, SCAG encourages project sponsors 
to be cognizant of any potential health risks in project design and delivery.  Consistent 
with the mitigation identified and to be implemented as part of the proposed final PEIR, 
SCAG will assist in disseminating information and identifying effective strategies to 
reduce risk at the project level.

The following section provides additional information on the potential environmental 
justice impacts for population living within 1,000 feet of freeways and highly traveled cor-
ridors, as well as for young children age 5 or under.

FIGURES A1 and A2 show the breakdown of population for areas that are worse off or 
improved in terms of CO and PM emissions as a result of implementing the Plan. In order 
to evaluate if there is a disproportionate impact, the percent of population for worse off 
and improved areas is compared to each individual group’s percentage in the regional 
population. As is seen in the graphs below for CO and PM emissions, there is a higher 
concentration of the Hispanic population in areas that are worse off and are within 1,000 
feet of freeways than is seen at the regional level. This holds true for the disabled popula-
tion, households in poverty, income quintiles 1, 2, and 3, as well as for young children 
age 5 and younger. Conversely, some of these same groups have a higher concentration 

of population in areas that are better off than is seen at the regional level, namely, 
Hispanics, Non-Hispanic Asians, and income quintiles 1, 2, and 3.

FIGURE A1 Distribution of Environmental Justice Groups for Areas Affected 
by PM Emissions that are within 1,000 Feet of Freeways and 
Highly Traveled Corridors - Plan vs. Baseline (2035)
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In the figure shown above, the breakdown of population by Environmental Justice group 
within impacted areas is compared to each individual group’s concentration in the regional 
population.
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FIGURE A2 Distribution of Environmental Justice Groups for Areas Affected 
by CO Emissions that are within 1,000 Feet of Freeways and 
Highly Traveled Corridors - Plan vs. Baseline (2035)

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

CO Worse Areas Regional Total CO Improved Areas

 
In the figure shown above, the breakdown of population by Environmental Justice group 
within impacted areas is compared to each individual group’s concentration in the regional 
population.

Potential Environmental Justice impacts for young children age 5 or under are presented 
in the following graphs. The analysis included compares the performance of the Plan 
scenario with the Baseline scenario:

 � PM and CO emissions within 500 feet of freeways and highly traveled corridors 

 � Roadway noise

 � Aviation noise

 � Concentration of young children near rail lines

As indicated from the information presented here, the presence of children age 5 or under 
is somewhat higher than the regional average in environmentally sensitive areas, includ-
ing near roadways, within aviation noise contours, and near rail corridors.  However, as is 
the case for other groups, it should be noted that regionwide both air quality and associ-
ated health outcomes are improving with the plan compared to current and baseline 
conditions. Also, while regional emissions overall will decrease between now and 2035, 
the rate of decrease near freeways and highly traveled corridors is even greater.
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For areas that are within 500 feet of freeways and highly traveled corridors, young chil-
dren represent a slightly higher percentage of the population in areas that are adversely 
impacted from the plan than is seen for the region. Young children are slightly more 
prevalent in areas that show improvement in terms of PM emissions, but are concentrated 
at the same level that is seen in the larger region for areas that are improved in terms of 
CO emissions as a result of the plan.

FIGURE A3 Percentage of Young Children for Areas Affected by PM Emissions 
that are within 500 Feet of Freeways and Highly Traveled 
Corridors – Plan vs. Baseline (2035)
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In the figure shown above, the breakdown of population by Environmental Justice group 
within impacted areas is compared to each individual group’s concentration in the regional 
population.

FIGURE A4 Percentage of Young Children for Areas Affected by CO Emissions 
that are within 500 Feet of Freeways and Highly Traveled 
Corridors – Plan vs. Baseline (2035)
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In the figure shown above, the breakdown of population by Environmental Justice group 
within impacted areas is compared to each individual group’s concentration in the regional 
population.
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The Plan scenario results in a reduction in the number of people affected by roadway 
noise as compared to the Baseline scenario. Of the 450,000 people across the region 
who are no longer affected by roadway noise as a result of the Plan, young children rep-
resent 9 percent of the total. Looking at the Plan scenario in more detail, young children 
comprise 9 percent of the population in areas impacted by roadway noise, whereas this 
group represents 8 percent of the region’s population. 

FIGURE A5 Percentage of Young Children within Areas Affected by Roadway 
Noise – Plan vs. Baseline (2035)
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In the figure shown above, the breakdown of population by Environmental Justice group 
within impacted areas is compared to each individual group’s concentration in the regional 
population.

The same can be said for areas that are impacted by aviation noise, where young children 
comprise 10 percent of the population, which is slightly higher than is seen for this popu-
lation at the regional level.

FIGURE A6 Percentage of Young Children within Areas Affected by Aviation 
Noise – Plan (2035)

9.7%

8.2%

0%

2%

4%

6%

8%

10%

12%

14%

16%

18%

Age 5 or Under

Noise Contour Area Regional Average

In the figure shown above, the breakdown of population by Environmental Justice group 
within impacted areas is compared to each individual group’s concentration in the regional 
population.
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Children age 5 and under are more concentrated in areas that are within 500 and 1,000 
feet of regional rail lines for years 2000 and 2005–09. In terms of projected population, 
this level of concentration is anticipated to go down in 2035, but is in line with the reduc-
tion for this group as a percent of the regional population during this time.  

FIGURE A7 Concentration of Young Children Near Rail Lines
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In the figure shown above, the breakdown of population by Environmental Justice group 
within impacted areas is compared to each individual group’s concentration in the regional 
population.

In addition, historical air quality and health factors are presented for areas that have a 
concentration of young children that is higher than seen in the region at large. TABLE A1  
displays the following factors for young children:

 � Average days exceeding federal ozone standards 

 � Average daily ozone exposure in excess of national standards

 � Average annual PM2.5 exposure

 � Cancer risk per million persons

 � Respiratory risk

As is seen from the data provided, many air quality indicators have improved across the 
region in 2007–2009 as compared to 2004–2006. Reductions were experienced for aver-
age number of days exceeding ozone standards, average daily ozone exposure in excess 
of national standards, and in average annual PM2.5 exposure. These reductions produced 
benefits to young children during this period as well. Although this improvement is prom-
ising, it is important to note that these same air quality and health factors are higher for 
young children in both 2004-06 and 2007-09 than is seen in the region. Also, due to the 
geographic changes for young children during this time, cancer risk and respiratory risk 
decreased from 2004-06 to 2007-09.
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TABLE A1 Summary of Air Quality and Health Risks for Young Children (2004–06 and 2007–09)

Summary of Air Quality and Health Risks by Environmental Justice Population Group

2004–2006 2007–2009

Environmental 
Justice 
Demographic 
Groups

Population¹

Average 
Days 

Exceeding 
Ozone 

Standards²

Average 
Daily Ozone 

Exposure 
in Excess 

of National 
Standards²

Average 
Annual  
PM2.5 

Exposure²

Cancer 
Risk Per 
Million³

Respiratory 
Risk

Population¹

Average 
Days 

Exceeding 
Ozone 

Standards²

Average 
Daily Ozone 

Exposure 
in Excess 

of National 
Standards²

Average 
Annual  
PM2.5 

Exposure²

Cancer 
Risk Per 
Million³

Respiratory 
Risk

Age 5 or Under 1,562,913 18.67 0.20 15.45 529.65 5.03 1,588,986 15.48 0.15 13.04 504.38 4.87

Region Total 16,516,006 17.77 0.18 14.76 467.13 4.62 17,737,412 15.03 0.14 12.91 467.13 4.62

1. Population and Household data is representative of the 2000 Decennial Census and the 2005–09 American Community Survey.
2. Emissions data shows averages based upon  two data sets, one representing averages from 2004–06 and the other showing averages from 2007–09.
3. Cancer risk data represents a single data point from 2005.
Sources: SCAG, 2000 Census, 2005–09 American Community Survey (ACS), California Air Resources Board (ARB), UC Berkeley/University of Southern California (USC)/Occidental College
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Our Vision

Towards a Sustainable Future
For the past three decades, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
has prepared Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) with the primary goal of increasing 
mobility for the region’s residents and visitors. While mobility is a vital component of the 
quality of life that this region deserves, it is by no means the only component. SCAG has 
placed a greater emphasis than ever before on sustainability and integrated planning in 
the 2012–2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/
SCS), whose vision encompasses three principles that collectively work as the key to our 
region’s future: mobility, economy, and sustainability.

The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS includes a strong commitment to reduce emissions from 
transportation sources to comply with SB 375, improve public health, and meet the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards as set forth by the federal Clean Air Act. As 
such, the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS contains a regional commitment for the broad deploy-
ment of zero- and near-zero emission transportation technologies in the 2023–2035 time 
frame and clear steps to move toward this objective. This is especially critical for our 
goods movement system. The development of a world-class zero- or near-zero emission 
freight transportation system is necessary to maintain economic growth in the region, 
to sustain quality of life, and to meet federal air quality requirements. The 2012–2035 
RTP/SCS puts forth an aggressive strategy for technology development and deployment 
to achieve this objective. This strategy will have many co-benefits, including energy 
security, cost certainty, increased public support for infrastructure, GHG reduction, and 
economic development.

Never before have the crucial linkages and interrelationships between the economy, the 
regional transportation system, and land use been as important as now. For the first time, 
the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS includes a significant consideration of the economic impacts 
and opportunities provided by the transportation infrastructure plan set forth in the 
2012–2035 RTP/SCS, considering not only the economic and job creation impacts of the 
direct investment in transportation infrastructure, but also the efficiency gains in terms of 
worker and business economic productivity and goods movement. The 2012–2035 RTP/
SCS outlines a transportation infrastructure investment strategy that will benefit Southern 
California, the state, and the nation in terms of economic development, competitive 

advantage, and overall competitiveness in the global economy in terms of attracting and 
retaining employers in the Southern California region.

The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS provides 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. Its safe, secure, and efficient transportation systems will provide 
improved access to opportunities, such as jobs, education, and healthcare. Its empha-
sis on transit and active transportation will allow our residents to lead a healthier, more 
active lifestyle. It will create jobs, ensure our region’s economic competitiveness through 
strategic investments in our goods movement system, and improve environmental and 
health outcomes for its 22 million residents by 2035. More importantly, the RTP/SCS will 
also preserve what makes the region special, including our stable and successful neigh-
borhoods and our array of open spaces for future generations to enjoy.

The Setting
In order to successfully overcome the challenges that lie before us, this RTP/SCS first 
recognizes the impacts that recent events and long-term trends will have on how people 
choose to live and move around.

ECONOMIC RECESSION

[800,000]  jobs have been lost in the region  
                            due to the Great Recession

The economic turmoil faced by many of the region’s residents is likely to impact 
their housing choices and travel behavior, including their transportation mode 
choice and day-to-day travel patterns. This will potentially require different types 
of transportation solutions.
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POPULATION GROWTH

The region will add [4 million] people by 2035

This growth in population will only exacerbate our region’s existing mobility challenges. 
The SCAG region is already home to 18 million people, or 49 percent of California’s 
population. If it were its own state, the SCAG region would be the fifth most populous in 
the nation. Furthermore, this expected growth will occur mainly in the suburban inland 
counties of Riverside and San Bernardino, adding to the existing imbalance of jobs and 
housing in the region, and requiring people to travel, which contributes to transportation 
and air quality challenges. In addition, with the aging of the Baby Boomer generation (the 
share of the population 65 years or older will increase from 11 percent in 2010 to 18 per-
cent in 2035), the region will have a greater need for more efficient modes of transporta-
tion for those who can no longer drive as their main form of transportation.

Image courtesy of Metro © 2012 LACMTA

MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

Over the past few decades, the region has invested heavily in a multimodal transportation 
system that serves as the backbone of the region’s economic well-being.

THE SYSTEM AT A GLANCE

 [21,690] miles of highways and arterials

 [470]  miles of passenger rail

 [6]  air carrier airports

Nine out of ten trips in the region utilize our extensive highway and arterial network, 
which supports a host of modes, including the automobile, transit, and active transporta-
tion. The region is also home to a growing number of passenger rail lines, none of which 
existed 20 years ago. Our regional aviation system is the nation’s largest and most com-
plex in terms of number of airports and aircraft, and our goods movement industry plays a 
critical role in sustaining the economy of our region. The importance of this system to our 
region cannot be overstated.

THE REGION IN MOTION

[446 million] miles driven each day

[81 million]  air passengers each year

[45%]  more urban rail riders between 2000 and 2006

[34%]  of our jobs depend on the goods movement industry
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Challenges
The challenges facing the region are daunting. When combined, our mobility, air quality, 
and funding challenges present an imposing threat to the quality of life for both current 
and future residents.

MOBILITY CHALLENGES

The region wastes over [3 million]  hours  
each year sitting in traffic

The region’s roadways are the most congested in the nation, and traffic relief is critical, 
even more so in our current economic situation. By failing to address our congestion, we 
have foregone jobs—every 10 percent decrease in congestion can bring an employment 
increase of about 132,000 jobs.

SAFETY CHALLENGES

On the brighter side, our roadways are among the nation’s safest, with rate of fatal and 
injury collisions declining dramatically since the 1930s. But as we continue to success-
fully improve safety for our motorists, we cannot neglect the alarming fatality rates of 
those traveling on other modes of transportation.

[21%] of all traffic-related fatalities involve pedestrians

This fatality rate is unacceptable, and if we plan to successfully move toward a more sus-
tainable future that includes plenty of active transportation, we must address the safety 
deficiencies in all modes of transportation.

AIR QUALITY CHALLENGES

In addition, while Southern California is a leader in reducing emissions, and ambient lev-
els of air pollutants are improving, the SCAG region continues to have the worst air quality 
in the nation, and air pollution still causes thousands of premature deaths every year, as 
well as other serious adverse health effects. The South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (AQMD) estimates the monetary cost of air pollution in Southern California to be 
at least $14.6 billion annually.

Even with ongoing aggressive control strategies, ever more stringent national ozone 
standards require further oxide of nitrogen (NOx) emission reductions in the SCAG region. 
In the South Coast Air Basin, for example, it is estimated that NOx emissions will need 
to be reduced by approximately two-thirds in 2023 and three-quarters in 2030. This is a 
daunting challenge. The level of emission reduction required is so significant that 2030 
emissions forecasted from just three sources—ships, trains, and aircraft—would lead 
to ozone levels near the federal standard. Because most sources, including cars and 
factories, are already controlled by over 90 percent, attainment of ozone standards will 
require broad deployment of zero- and near-zero emission technologies in the 2023–2035 
time frame.

Senate Bill 375

New to this RTP, California’s Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act, 
or Senate Bill (SB) 375, calls for this RTP to include an SCS that reduces greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions from passenger vehicles by 8 percent per capita by 2020 and 13 
percent per capita by 2035 compared to 2005, as set by the California Air Resources 
Board (ARB). SB 375 enhances the State’s goals of Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006. Meeting the required targets will not be easy, but it must be done 
for the health and quality of life of current and future generations. Meeting these targets 
will point the region toward overall sustainability and will provide benefits beyond reduc-
ing carbon emissions.
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FINANCIAL CHALLENGES

Of all the challenges facing us today, there is perhaps none more critical than funding. 
With the projected growth in population, employment, and demand for travel, the costs 
of our multimodal transportation needs surpass projected revenues available from our 
historic transportation funding source—the gas tax.

State and federal gas taxes have not changed  
in nearly [20]  years

Yet, highway construction costs  
have grown by [82%]

As a result of years of underinvestment, a significant number of our roadways and bridges 
have fallen into a state of disrepair. It is imperative that this situation be addressed. The 
rate of deterioration will only accelerate with continued deferral, significantly increas-
ing the cost of bringing our transportation assets back into a state of good repair. 
Furthermore, with recent declines in transit funding, the region’s transit operators con-
tinue to face major obstacles to providing frequent and convenient transit service.

Rail operating costs have increased by 
over [40%]  in the past decade

Intercity transit operators have been forced  
to cut service by up to [20%]

The region must consider ways to stabilize existing revenue sources and supplement 
them with reasonably available new sources. This region needs a long-term, sustain-
able 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.

Our Approach
To address these challenges, SCAG performed a careful analysis of our transporta-
tion system, the future growth of our region, and potential new sources of revenue, and 
embarked on a massive outreach undertaking to hear what the region had to say. While 
SCAG continued to work closely through hundreds of meetings with stakeholder agencies 
with which it has always collaborated, it also conducted a series of planning sessions 
throughout the region to find out what Southern Californians want to see in their future. 
The result of this multi-year effort is the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS, a shared vision for the 
region’s sustainable future.

Transportation Investments
The RTP/SCS contains a host of improvements to our multimodal transportation system. 
These improvements include closures of critical gaps in the network that hinder access to 
certain parts of the region, as well as the strategic expansion of our transportation sys-
tem where there is room to grow in order to provide the region with the mobility it needs. 
These improvements are outlined in TABLE 1.

Image courtesy of the Riverside Transit Agency
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TABLE 1 Transportation Investments (Nominal Dollars, Billions)

Component Description Cost

Transit $55.0 billion

    Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) New BRT routes, extensions, and/or service enhancements in Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardi-
no, and Ventura Counties

$4.6 billion

    Light Rail Transit (LRT) New Light Rail routes/extensions in Los Angeles and San Bernardino Counties $16.9 billion

    Heavy Rail Transit (HRT) Heavy Rail extension in Los Angeles County $11.8 billion

    Bus New and expanded bus service in Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura Counties $21.7 billion

Passenger and High-Speed Rail $51.8 billion

    Commuter Rail Metrolink extensions in Riverside County and Metrolink systemwide improvements to provide higher speeds $4.1 billion

    High-Speed Rail Improvements to the Los Angeles to San Diego (LOSSAN) Rail Corridor with an ultimate goal of providing 
San Diego-Los Angeles express service in under two hours

Phase I of the California High-Speed Train (HST) project that would provide high-speed service from Los 
Angeles to the Antelope Valley

$47.7 billion

Active Transportation $6.7 billion

    Various Active Transportation Strategies Increase our bikeways from 4,315 miles to 10,122 miles, bring significant amount of sidewalks into compli-
ance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), safety improvements, and various other strategies

$6.7 billion

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) $4.5 billion

    Various TDM Strategies Strategies to incentivize drivers to reduce solo driving:

 � Increase carpooling and vanpooling

 � Increase the use of transit, bicycling, and walking

 � Redistribute vehicle trips from peak periods to non-peak periods by shifting work times/days/locations

 � Encourage greater use of telecommuting

 � Other “first mile/last mile” strategies to allow travelers to easily connect to and from transit service at 
their origin and destination. These strategies include the development of mobility hubs around major 
transit stations, the integration of bicycling and transit through folding-bikes-on-buses programs, triple 
bike racks on buses, and dedicated racks on light and heavy rail vehicles

$4.5 billion
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Component Description Cost

Transportation Systems Management (TSM) (includes Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)) $7.6 billion

    Various TSM Strategies Enhanced incident management, advanced ramp metering, traffic signal synchronization, advanced traveler 
information, improved data collection, universal transit fare cards (Smart Cards), and Transit Automatic 
Vehicle Location (AVL) to increase traffic flow and reduce congestion

$7.6 billion

Highways $64.2 billion

   Mixed Flow Interchange improvements to and closures of critical gaps in the highway network to provide access to all 
parts of the region

$16.0 billion

    High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/
    High-Occupancy Toll (HOT)

Closure of gaps in the high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane network and the addition of freeway-to-freeway 
direct HOV connectors to complete Southern California’s HOV network

A connected network of Express/HOT lanes

$20.9 billion

    Toll Facilities Closure of critical gaps in the highway network to provide access to all parts of the region $27.3 billion

Arterials $22.1 billion

    Various Arterial Improvements Spot widenings, signal prioritization, driveway consolidations and relocations, grade separations at high-vol-
ume intersections, new bicycle lanes, and other design features such as lighting, landscaping, and modified 
roadway, parking, and sidewalk widths

$22.1 billion

Goods Movement (includes Grade Separations) $48.4 billion

    Various Goods Movement Strategies Port access improvements, freight rail enhancements, grade separations, truck mobility improvements, 
intermodal facilities, and emission-reduction strategies

$48.4 billion

Aviation and Airport Ground Access Included in modal 
investments

    Various Airport Ground Access Improvements Rail extensions and improvements to provide easier access to airports, and new express bus service from
remote terminals to airports

Included in modal 
investments

Operations and Maintenance $216.9 billion

    Transit

Operations and maintenance to preserve our multimodal system in a good state of repair

$139.3 billion

    Highways $56.7 billion

    Arterials $20.9 billion
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Financial Plan
The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS financial plan identifies how much money is available to sup-
port the region’s transportation investments. The plan includes a core revenue forecast of 
existing local, state, and federal sources along with funding sources that are reasonably 
available over the time horizon of the RTP/SCS. These new sources include adjustments 
to state and federal gas tax rates based on historical trends and recommendations from 
two national commissions (National Surface Transportation Policy and Revenue Study 
Commission and National Surface Transportation Infrastructure Financing Commission) 
created by Congress, further leveraging of existing local sales tax measures, value 
capture strategies, potential national freight program/freight fees, as well as passenger 
and commercial vehicle tolls for specific facilities. Reasonably available revenues also 
include innovative financing strategies, such as private equity participation. In accor-
dance with federal guidelines, the plan includes strategies for ensuring the availability of 
these sources.

TABLE 2 presents ten categories of new revenue sources and innovative financ-
ing techniques that are considered to be reasonably available and are included in the 
financially constrained plan. For each funding source, SCAG has examined the policy 
and legal context of implementation, prepared an estimate of the revenue potential, 
and identified action steps to ensure the funds are available to implement the region’s 
transportation vision.

Revenue Sources and Expenditures
FIGURES 1 and 2 provide a summary of the plan’s forecasted revenues and expenditures. 
As shown in these figures, the region’s budget over the next 25 years totals an estimated 
$524.7 billion.

TABLE 2 New Revenue Sources and Innovative Financing Strategies 
(Nominal Dollars, Billions)

Revenue Source Description Amount
Bond Proceeds from 
Local Sales Tax 
Measures 

Issuance of debt against existing sales tax revenues: Los 
Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties.

$25.6 bil

State and Federal Gas 
Excise Tax Adjustment 
to Maintain Historical 
Purchasing Power

Additional $0.15 per gallon gasoline tax imposed at the 
state and federal levels starting in 2017 to 2024—to main-
tain purchasing power.

$16.9 bil

Mileage-Based User 
Fee (or equivalent fuel 
tax adjustment)

Mileage-based user fees would be implemented to replace 
gas taxes—estimated at about $0.05 (in 2011 dollars) per 
mile starting in 2025 and indexed to maintain purchasing 
power.

$110.3 bil 
(est.

increment 
only) 

Highway Tolls (includes 
toll revenue bond 
proceeds) 

Toll revenues generated from SR-710 North Extension, 
I-710 South Freight Corridor, East-West Freight Cor-
ridor, segment of the High Desert Corridor, and Regional 
Express/HOT Lane Network.

$22.3 bil

Private Equity 
Participation

Private equity share as may be applicable for key initia-
tives: e.g., toll facilities; also, freight rail package assumes 
railroads’ share of costs for main line capacity and inter-
modal facilities.

$2.7 bil

Freight Fee/National 
Freight Program

A national freight program is anticipated with the next 
federal reauthorization of the surface transportation act. 
The U.S. Senate’s proposal would establish federal formula 
funding for the national freight network.

$4.2 bil

E-Commerce Tax Although these are existing revenue sources, they gener-
ally have not been collected. Potentially, the revenue could 
be used for transportation purposes, given the relation-
ship between e-commerce and the delivery of goods to 
California purchasers.

$3.1 bil

Interest Earnings Interest earnings from toll bond proceeds. $0.2 bil
State Bond Proceeds, 
Federal Grants & Other 
for California High-
Speed Rail Program

State general obligation bonds authorized under the Bond 
Act approved by California voters as Proposition 1A in 
2008; federal grants authorized under American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act and High-Speed Intercity Passenger 
Rail Program; potential use of qualified tax credit bonds; 
and private sources.

$33.0 bil

Value Capture
Strategies

Assumes formation of special districts including use of tax 
increment financing for specific initiatives.

$1.2 bil



8     2012–2035 RTP/SCS | Executive Summary

FIGURE 1 Revenue Summary 
$524.7 Billion (Nominal Dollars) FY2011–FY2035

Core Federal
$33.0 (6%)Additional Federal

$84.3 (16%)

Core State
$46.8 (9%)

Additional State
$83.2 (16%)

Core Local
$225.5 (43%)

Additional Local
$51.9 (10%)

 

Source: SCAG Revenue Model 2011 
Note: Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding

FIGURE 2 Expenditure Summary 
$524.7 Billion (Nominal Dollars) FY2011–FY2035

Capital Projects
$262.8 (50%)

Debt Service
$45.1 (9%)

O&M Highway
$56.7 (11%)

O&M Transit
$139.3 (27%)

O&M Local Roads
$20.9 (4%)

Source: SCAG Revenue Model 2011 

Note: Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding

Sustainable Communities Strategy
Within the RTP, the SCS demonstrates the region’s ability to attain and exceed the GHG 
emission-reduction targets set forth by the ARB. The SCS outlines our plan for integrating 
the transportation network and related strategies with an overall land use pattern that 
responds to projected growth, housing needs, changing demographics, and transportation 
demands. The regional vision of the SCS maximizes current voluntary local efforts that 
support the goals of SB 375, as evidenced by several Compass Blueprint Demonstration 
Projects and various county transportation improvements. The 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. This overall 
land use development pattern supports and complements the proposed transportation 
network that emphasizes system preservation, active transportation, and transportation 
demand management measures. Finally, the RTP/SCS fully integrates the two subregional 
SCSs prepared by the Gateway Cities and Orange County Council of Governments.

Photo by Alan Thompson
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Measuring Up
The investments in this RTP/SCS are expected to result in significant benefits to the 
region with respect to transportation and mobility, as well as air quality, economic activ-
ity and job creation, sustainability, and environmental justice. They will result in better 
placemaking, lower overall costs, improvements in public health and the environment, 
responsiveness to a changing housing market, and improved accessibility and mobility.

Air Quality and GHG Targets

We will reduce greenhouse gas emissions by [9%]  by 2020, 
and by [16%]  by 2035

This RTP/SCS successfully achieves and exceeds our greenhouse gas emission-reduction 
targets set by ARB by achieving a 9 percent reduction by 2020 and 16 percent reduc-
tion by 2035 compared to the 2005 level on a per capita basis. This RTP/SCS also meets 
criteria pollutant emission budgets set by the EPA. With each passing year, Southern 
Californians should expect to breathe cleaner air and live healthier lives.

This air quality benefit is made possible largely by more sustainable planning, integrat-
ing transportation and land use decisions to allow Southern Californians to live closer 
to where they work and play, and to high-quality transit service. As a result, more resi-
dents will be able to use transit and active transportation as a safe and attractive means 
of travel.

Location Efficiency

Over [twice]  as many households will live  
near high-quality transit

Share of households living in the High-Quality Transit Area will more than double over the 
plan period, signaling a more efficient overall development pattern in the future.

Mobility

Delay on our roadway system will improve over today’s condition

Our roadways will be less congested, allowing our region’s residents to spend less time in 
traffic onboard a bus or behind the wheel, and more time with their families.

Safety
Not only will residents be more mobile, they will also be safer. This RTP/SCS’s emphasis 
on safety will result in significantly lower accident rates, giving our residents the peace of 
mind to travel freely throughout the day and come home to their loved ones every night.

Economy

We will generate [500,000]  jobs per year

Not only will the region be more mobile, it will also be more prosperous. An annual aver-
age of 174,500 new jobs will be generated by the construction and operations expendi-
tures in the RTP/SCS, and an additional 354,000 annual jobs will be created in a broad 
cross-section of industries by the region’s increased competitiveness and improved 
economic performance as a result of the improved transportation system.

Investment Effectiveness

We will get [$2.90]  back for every $1 spent

The RTP/SCS makes dollar sense. While overall expenditures by 2035 are a significant 
investment, the region will recover $2.90 for every $1 this RTP/SCS commits, which will 
only help propel the region to more prosperous days ahead.
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Public Participation
The development of the Draft 2012–2035 RTP/SCS involved implementation of one of 
the most comprehensive and coordinated public participation plans ever undertaken by 
SCAG. The public and stakeholder involvement program went above and beyond meet-
ing the requirements of SB 375 and the SAFETEA-LU. SCAG engaged the widest range 
of stakeholder groups, elected officials, special interest groups, and the general public 
through a series of workshops and public meetings, as well as SCAG’s policy commit-
tees, task forces, and subcommittee structure. The input received through this process 
has truly shaped the Draft 2012–2035 RTP/SCS in a meaningful way. Furthermore, SCAG 
continued to involve and engage the stakeholders and the public in the process of refining 
and finalizing the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS through the close of the formal comment period 
in February 2012. SCAG developed a state-of-the-art video and the iRTP, an interactive 
RTP/SCS website, that enhanced our capability to engage and involve the stakeholders 
and the public in shaping the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS in an unprecedented way.

Strategic Plan—Looking Ahead—Beyond 
the Horizon
The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS proposes investing over $524 billion over the next 25 years to 
improve the quality of life of the region’s residents by enhancing our transportation sys-
tem. However, additional strategies and projects are needed. The Strategic Plan identifies 
additional long-term initiatives such as zero- and/or near zero emission transportation 
strategies, new operational improvements, expanded transit investments and high-speed 
rail system, as well as increased commitment to active transportation. Although ele-
ments of these strategies are included in the financially constrained plan, further work 
is needed to ensure there is regional consensus and commitment to fund the balance in 
subsequent RTPs.
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System Vision
Goods movement and freight transportation are essential to support the SCAG regional 
economy and quality of life. The goods movement system in the SCAG region is a 
multimodal, coordinated network that includes deep-water marine ports, international 
border crossings, Class I rail lines, interstate highways, state routes and local roads, air 
cargo facilities, intermodal facilities, and regional distribution and warehousing clusters. 
In 2010, over 1.15 billion tons of cargo valued at almost $2 trillion1 moved across the 
region’s transportation system. Whether carrying imported goods from the San Pedro 
Bay Ports to regional distribution centers, supplying materials for local manufacturers, 
or delivering consumer goods to SCAG residents, the movement of freight provides the 
goods needed to sustain regional industries and consumers on a daily basis. 

Working with its public and private partners, SCAG has established a vision for a compre-
hensive regional goods movement system that is reflected in the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS.

RTP/SCS Goods Movement Vision Statement

A world-class, coordinated Southern California goods movement 

system that accommodates growth in the throughput of freight to 

the region and nation in ways that support the region’s economic 

vitality, attainment of clean air standards, and the quality of life for 

our communities

This vision promotes the improvement of the goods movement system by:

 � Maintaining the long-term economic competitiveness of the region

 � Promoting local and regional job creation and retention

 � Increasing freight and passenger mobility

 � Improving the safety of goods movement activities

 � Mitigating environmental impacts of goods movement operations

1 FHWA Freight Analysis Framework: http://faf.ornl.gov/fafweb/Extraction0.aspx.

In support of this vision, the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS describes a goods movement sys-
tem with regional initiatives and projects totaling nearly $50 billion through 2035. Key 
regional initiatives include a comprehensive system of zero- and/or near-zero-emission 
freight corridors, alleviation of major bottlenecks, a rail package totaling approximately 
$12 billion, and an environmental strategy to address emissions through both near term 
initiatives and a long term action plan for technology advancement. The comprehensive 
system of zero- and/or near-zero-emission freight corridors includes I-710, which is cur-
rently undergoing environmental review, and an east west corridor extending to an initial 
segment of I-15. The rail package includes main line capacity enhancements, on-dock 
and near-dock rail facility improvements, and 71 grade separations. In addition, critical 
projects to facilitate access to the San Pedro Bay Ports (e.g., improvements to the Gerald 
Desmond Bridge) and the Port of Hueneme, and to alleviate congestion at critical border 
crossings, are underway.

This plan was developed as part of the SCAG multi-year Comprehensive Regional Goods 
Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy. Through this effort, SCAG has worked with 
diverse regional stakeholders to develop a multimodal regional freight plan. A final ver-
sion of the Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy, 
documenting the full breadth of study findings, will be released in coordination with adop-
tion of the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS.

This appendix includes an overview of regional goods movement activities and specific 
initiatives to facilitate a world-class goods movement system. The first section provides 
an introduction to the regional goods movement system, describing key components and 
how they work together to support the regional economy. The following section describes 
critical markets served by the regional goods movement system and how these markets 
depend on transportation infrastructure. The final section identifies regional strategies 
and initiatives, including an action plan to support the development and commercialization 
of technologies necessary for a zero- and near-zero emissions goods movement system.
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The Regional Goods Movement System
The goods movement system in the SCAG region is a complex series of interconnected 
infrastructure components designed to serve commercial activities spurred by regional 
and national demand. This goods movement system provides the backbone for the 
movement of goods between businesses and consumers. Numerous demand factors 
(e.g., types of products, destinations, urgency, costs, etc.) create unique markets that 
must be accommodated by varying types of goods movement activities. Markets in the 
SCAG region range from those that move goods directly from manufacturing centers to 
local consumers, to those traveling from the San Pedro Bay Ports, to distant destinations 
across the U.S. These markets depend heavily upon an extensive regional transportation 
network that provides the mobility necessary to ensure economic growth. These mobil-
ity needs, coupled with the accompanying air quality, environmental, and community 
challenges posed by regional goods movement activities, serve as the driving force for 
developing a comprehensive plan to enhance the regional freight system.

Components of the Regional Goods Movement System
Both international and domestic trade thrive in Southern California in large part due to the 
extensive existing transportation and goods movement infrastructure in the SCAG region 
(EXHIBIT 1). This system is comprised of the following major elements:

 � Seaports: The ports in the SCAG region (Los Angeles, Long Beach, and Hueneme) 
handled just under 120 million metric tons of cargo imports and exports, valued 
at $336 billion in 2010.2 The Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach represent the 
largest container port complex in the U.S., and the sixth largest in the world. In 
2010 the San Pedro Bay Ports handled 14.1 million twenty-foot equivalent units 
(TEUs) of containerized cargo. The Port of Hueneme, in Ventura County, specializes 
in the import and export of automobiles, fresh fruit, and produce, and serves as the 
primary support facility for the offshore oil industry.

 � Land Ports: The international border crossings in Imperial County (Calexico 
West-Mexicali I, Calexico East-Mexicali II and Andrade-Los Algodones) are busy 

2 U.S. Census Bureau, Exhibit 1: U.S. Exports – Domestic and Foreign Merchandise by Customs District 
and Method of Transportation and Exhibit 6a – U.S. General Imports by Customs District and Method 
of Transportation, Vessel data only, for calendar year 2010.

commercial land ports responsible for over $10.4 billion in trade in 2010 despite 
the recent economic downturn.3 Driven by the maquiladora trade and movement of 
agricultural products, the volume of goods passing through these international ports 
of entry is expected to increase over the time horizon of the RTP.

 � Air Cargo Facilities: The SCAG region is home to numerous air cargo facilities, 
including Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) and Ontario International Airport 
(ONT), which combined handled over 96 percent of the region’s air cargo in 2010.

 � Interstate, Highways, and Local Roads: The region has about 53,400 road miles, 
1,630 miles of which are interstate and freeway type.4 Sections of I-710, I-605, 
SR-60, and SR-91 carry the highest volumes of truck traffic in the region, averaging 
over 25,000 trucks per day in 2008.5 Other major components of the regional high-
way network also serve significant numbers of trucks, including I-5, I-10, I-15, and 
I-210, with some sections carrying over 20,000 trucks per day.6 These roads carry a 
mix of local, domestic trade, and international cargoes. The arterial roadway system 
also plays a critical role, providing “last mile” connections to the ports, manufactur-
ing facilities, intermodal terminals, warehouses, and distribution centers.

 � Railroads: Two Class I railroads, the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway (BNSF) 
and Union Pacific (UP), carry international and domestic cargo to and from distant 
parts of the country. The BNSF operates on the Transcontinental Line (Cajon and 
San Bernardino Subdivisions) as well as the Orange and Olive Subdivisions. The UP 
operates on the Coast, Santa Clarita, Alhambra, Los Angeles, Mojave, and Yuma 
Subdivisions. Both railroads operate on the Alameda Corridor that connects directly 
to the San Pedro Bay Ports. The railroads are served by six major intermodal termi-
nals in the region as well as multiple on-dock railyards at the Ports of Los Angeles 
and Long Beach. The SCAG region also has Class III railroads (Pacific Harbor Line, 
Los Angeles Junction Railway, and the Ventura County Railway).

3 Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, Bureau of Transportation Statistics, Transborder Surface 
Freight Data.

4 http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tsip/hpms/hpmslibrary/hpmspdf/2009PRD.pdf (last accessed on 
December 10, 2010).

5 2008 Annual Average Daily Truck Traffic on the California State Highway System, Traffic and Vehicle 
Data Systems, California Department of Transportation, September 2009.

6 2008 Annual Average Daily Truck Traffic on the California State Highway System, Traffic and Vehicle 
Data Systems, California Department of Transportation, September 2009.
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EXHIBIT 1 Existing SCAG Regional Goods Movement System
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 � Warehousing and Distribution Centers: As of 2008, the region had about 837 
million square feet of warehousing space. Another 185 million square feet7 could 
be developed on vacant land that is zoned for warehousing. In 2008, an estimated 
15 percent of the occupied warehouse space8 served port-related uses while the 
remaining 85 percent supported a mix of domestic and international cargo.9 Many of 
these warehouses are clustered along key goods movement corridors. Port-related 
warehousing tends to be concentrated near the Ports, while distribution facilities for 
domestic cargo tend to be located in areas farther away from the Ports including the 
Inland Empire.

The Supply Chain System and Southern California
As previously mentioned, regional transportation infrastructure supports the movement 
of goods to discrete markets dependent upon diverse business and consumer needs. The 
goods movement system in Southern California provides critical network connections 
between freight origins and destinations. Transportation infrastructure in the SCAG region 
facilitates multiple types of supply chains (also called logistics or supply networks). These 
supply chains are coordinated systems of organizations, people, activities, information, 
and resources involved in moving products from suppliers to customers.

All industries depend on reliable and efficient transportation services to meet their busi-
ness objectives. Understanding the impacts and linkages between improvements in the 
transportation system and typical supply chains for key goods movement-dependent 
businesses in Southern California is critical for making decisions to support the regional 
economy. Supply chains are dependent on many variables, including the weight, size, and 
perishability of raw materials or finished product, as well as the availability and cost of 
different transportation modes. However, it is possible to summarize some general supply 
chain characteristics for key goods movement industries in the SCAG region:10

7  Potentially developable warehouse space estimates are based upon suitable land that is zoned for 
warehouse development.

8  SCAG Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy.
9  Some domestic warehouse space may include international goods as well.
10  There are many approaches to categorizing supply chain types. This particular approach is based on 

an approach developed by Boston Logistics Group, Inc. and is referenced in “Guide to Quantifying the 
Economic Impacts of Federal Investments in Large-Scale Freight Transportation Projects,” prepared 
by Cambridge Systematics, Economic Development Research Group, and Boston Logistics Group for 
the Office of the Secretary, U.S. Department of Transportation, August 2006.

1. Extraction Industries: This sector includes industries that ship forest products, 
grain, and coal. In general, raw materials and products associated with these 
industries are heavy and not as time-sensitive as other products. Therefore, they 
generally prefer supply chains structures with low unit transportation costs and high 
asset utilization.

2. Manufacturing Industries: These industries – and their inputs / outputs – vary 
widely. In the SCAG region, top manufacturing subsectors include computer and 
electronic product manufacturing, fabricated metal products, apparel, food, and 
transportation equipment manufacturing. Each of these industry subsectors has dif-
ferent supply chain needs, depending on the weight, size, and time-sensitive nature 
of their raw inputs or products. However, in general, manufacturing industries are 
characterized by companies that run continuous processing facilities. They typi-
cally have few sites and highly specialized equipment, such as chemical and plastic 
companies. These industries generally prefer supply chain structures with low unit 
transportation costs and a high degree of service reliability.

3. Make-to-Stock Industries: These industries typically have multiple sites and a 
complex set of inbound and outbound product flows, and use roughly equal parts 
of labor and machinery. Industry examples include lumber and paper shippers, auto 
assembly plants, and heavy machinery manufacturers. These industries generally 
prefer supply chain structures with consistent and reliable service.

4. Make-to-Order Industries: Supply chains for this technologically advanced industry 
group are typified by few sites with limited flows of inbound and outbound materials. 
Examples include airplane manufacturers or the defense industry. These industries 
generally prefer supply chain structures with reliable service and fast delivery.

5. Distribution Industries: Industries in this group have many locations, numerous 
transactions, and product flows in various quantities. Many shipments are small and 
rely on the use of a number of vehicles. Examples might include small-package car-
riers and specialty electronics and aftermarket parts distributors. These industries 
generally prefer supply chain structures with predictability and reliable service.

6. Retail Industries: This includes all retail sales products. These supply chains tend 
to be the longest and most far reaching, usually requiring transportation flexibility, 
agility, and the ability to respond to forecast changes quickly. Examples include 
computer makers, discount retailers, and grocery stores. These industries generally 
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prefer supply chain structures with the ability to handle high velocities and provide 
flexible service.

These goods movement industries contribute substantial public benefits to the region. 
As shown in TABLE 1, manufacturing and retail trade, alone, are responsible for approxi-
mately $142 billion in overall regional GDP (over 18 percent) and almost 1.7 million jobs 
(nearly 20 percent of all regional jobs).11 In fact, despite the recent economic downturn, 
SCAG’s manufacturing sector remains one of the largest in the nation. In 2009, Los 
Angeles County was ranked as the top manufacturing center in the country in terms of 
manufacturing shipment volume, with Orange County and Riverside-San Bernardino also 
ranked in the top 15 manufacturing centers nationally.12 Understanding the supply chain 
characteristics of key industries helps to target transportation system investments into 
projects that support key job and GDP-producing industries. This is particularly critical 
as goods movement-dependent industries are projected to grow. Between 2009-2035, 
manufacturing is projected to grow at 3.4 percent annually, retail trade at 2.9 percent 
annually, and transportation and warehousing at 2.7 percent. The transportation system 
demands of these industries will also grow steadily throughout this time period.

TABLE 1 Regional GDP and Employment Contribution of Key Goods 
Movement-Dependent Industries (2010)

Key Industries
Regional Contribution

Jobs (in Thousands) GDP (Billions)

Manufacturing 744 $88 

Retail Trade 950 $54 

Wholesale Trade 429 $51 

Construction 431 $21 

Transportation and Warehousing 330 $20 

Other Goods Producing 70 $12 

Source: SCAG Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy 

11  SCAG Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy.
12 Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, QCEW Data as found in Manufacturing: Still a Force in Southern 

California completed by the Los Angeles County Economic Development Corporation, Kyser Center for 
Economic Research, 2011. 

MANUFACTURING AND RETAIL TRADE SUPPLY CHAINS 

Trade splits for manufacturing output in the SCAG region suggest that the region devel-
ops products that are in demand by local, national, and international markets. In 2010, 
35 percent of sales from SCAG’s manufacturing industries was destined for international 
markets, compared to 38 percent of sales with other regions in the U.S. and 27 percent of 
sales within the SCAG region itself.13 The geographic distribution of sales for manufactur-
ing industries means that they will benefit from investments into the local and regional 
transportation systems, including their connections to national and international markets.

As a whole, higher-value manufacturing industries (such as computer and electronics 
manufacturing–the top subsector in the SCAG region) have increasingly adopted “just-
in-time” inventory strategies that are focused on delivering goods as needed, with very 
little inventory requirements. Though this strategy lowers the costs of carrying inven-
tory, it requires a high level of flexibility from suppliers and responsiveness in the supply 
chain. Goods that are part of “just-in-time” supply chains are extremely time-sensitive, as 
missing parts may cause disruptions in the manufacturing process. These products are 
increasingly dependent on an efficient, reliable, and safe freight movement and trans-
portation infrastructure. Expenditures on transportation industries by the manufacturing 
sector in the SCAG region totaled over $17.5 million in 2010 (TABLE 2).

13  SCAG Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy.



TABLE 2 Expenditures on Transportation by Manufacturing Industries 
(2010)

Transportation Mode
Spending on Different Transportation Modes  

(Insourced and Outsourced)

Millions of Dollars Percent of Total

Truck $3,711 21%

Rail $3,261 19%

Air $5,116 29%

Water $2,471 14%

Courier $2,101 12%

Warehousing and Storage $876 5%

Total $17,536 100%

Source: SCAG Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy

Retail industries also include a wide variety of subsectors (including clothing and house-
hold goods). In general, retail industries are heavily dependent on international trade to 
receive materials and products, usually through containerized cargo imported through 
the San Pedro Bay Ports. The output sales of retail industries in the SCAG region are 
dominated by local markets. In 2010, roughly 86 percent of sales was to local markets, 
compared to 14 percent of sales to other domestic U.S. locations and less than 1 percent 
to international locations. Retail industries in the SCAG region therefore depend heavily on 
the region’s transportation system to move goods to market, and will benefit from invest-
ments into local connector facilities, access roads, and other facilities providing inter-
regional mobility. Expenditures on transportation by the retail sector in the SCAG region 
totaled nearly $11 billion in 2010 (TABLE 3).

TABLE 3 Expenditures on Transportation by Retail Industries (2010)

Transportation Mode
Spending on Different Transportation Modes  

(Insourced and Outsourced)

Millions of Dollars Percent of Total

Truck $7,136 65%

Rail $542  5%

Air $1,619 15%

Water $709  6%

Courier $506  5%

Warehousing and Storage $416  4%

Total $10,929 100%

Source: SCAG Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy

Though individual shippers utilize different types of supply chains, lowering transportation 
costs and improving reliability across logistics networks are a critical and constant focus. 
While significant investments in processes, technologies, and assets have made supply 
chains increasingly productive and cost-efficient, shippers regularly evaluate transporta-
tion costs to drive business decisions. Given the impact of transportation infrastructure 
on efficiencies, and thereby operating costs of supply chains, a world-class goods move-
ment system is crucial to attract and retain businesses in Southern California. Through 
ongoing dialogue with regional transportation interests, the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS offers 
a portfolio of initiatives and projects to ensure that the SCAG region continues to benefit 
from goods movement activities.
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Key Functions and Markets
The goods movement system has developed in the SCAG region to serve a wide range 
of user markets. Each of these markets has unique performance needs that dictate the 
components of the system that they will use. A brief summary of international, domestic, 
and local trade, follows.

INTERNATIONAL TRADE

The SCAG region is the largest international trade gateway in the U.S. International trade 
moving through the San Pedro Bay Ports, international border crossings with Mexico, 
and regional airports is supported by an extensive transportation system that includes 
a highly developed network of roadways and railroads, air cargo facilities, intermodal 
facilities, and an abundance of regional distribution and warehousing clusters. While the 
SCAG region has made great strides in building infrastructure and planning for the future, 
significant investment is needed to support the expected growth in the nation’s largest 
and most important integrated freight system.

San Pedro Bay Ports

Containerized trade between the U.S. and Asia comprises the majority of international 
cargo entering the SCAG region, with over 31 percent of all containers in the U.S. mov-
ing through the San Pedro Bay Ports.14 While there has been a modest shift recently in 
container volumes to other U.S., Canadian, and Mexican ports, total container volume for 
the San Pedro Bay Ports is still expected to grow to 43 million by 2035, more than three 
times current volumes (FIGURE 1). This projected increase in freight moving through the 
region will place greater strain on an already congested transportation system, directly 
affecting residents and businesses alike.

14  Source: American Association of Port Authorities (AAPA), North American Container Traffic (1990-
2010), http://aapa.files.cms-plus.com/PDFs/CONTAINER%20TRAFFIC%20NORTH%20AMERICA%20
1990%20-%202010%20for%20the%20web.pdf.

FIGURE 1 San Pedro Bay Ports Containerized Cargo Forecasts
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Imports, which constitute most of the containers that move through the San Pedro Bay 
Ports, may be categorized as local or discretionary. Local containerized traffic is that 
which is ultimately consumed in a geographical area local to the San Pedro Bay Ports 
(Southern California, Southern Nevada, Arizona and New Mexico, and southern por-
tions of Utah and Colorado). Discretionary containerized traffic is that which terminates 
outside this region. Recent analysis indicates that local traffic accounts for approximately 
23 percent of San Pedro Bay Ports’ total traffic. The other 77 percent is assumed to be 
discretionary traffic, routed through the San Pedro Bay Ports for economic reasons.15

Imports can be further categorized as Local, Direct Shipping or Transloaded. When 
containers arrive at the San Pedro Bay Ports, the way they move are determined by the 
economics of inventory and transportation costs (see TABLE 4).

15  SCAG Port and Modal Elasticity Study, Phase II.
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TABLE 4 Modal Strategies for Imported Cargo

Import Cargo Type Modal Strategy

Local: Imports consumed within the greater region (i.e., imports 
consumed within Southern California, Southern Nevada, Arizona, New 
Mexico and southern portions of Utah and Colorado) for which San 
Pedro Bay serves as the closest container port with the lowest land-
side transportation costs. 

1. Movement of marine containers to destinations within the greater SCAG region using local trucks.

Direct-shipping: Imports moving to destinations outside the SCAG 
region that simply pass through Southern California while remaining 
intact in the original marine container.[1]

1. Direct movement of marine containers to destinations outside the greater SCAG region (e.g., Chicago, 
Kansas City, etc.) using on-dock rail facilities found at the San Pedro Bay Ports. These containers are then 
moved to their final destinations by local dray trucks upon arrival via rail.
2. Direct movement of marine containers to destinations outside the greater SCAG region using near-dock 
or off-dock rail facilities at locations in the SCAG region (usually close to the San Pedro Bay Ports). The 
container requires movement from the port terminal to the origin rail terminal using a local dray truck. These 
containers are then moved to their final destinations via rail plus a local dray at the destination end.

Transloaded:[2] Imports that are unloaded from the original marine 
container in Southern California and moved to local warehouses where 
the contents are reloaded into larger domestic containers or trailers 
for reshipment. A portion of transloaded imports are reloaded immedi-
ately using a cross-dock facility, but most are warehoused in Southern 
California for some time before reshipment.

1. Movement of marine containers to an import warehouse/transloading facility within the SCAG region using 
local dray trucks. This is followed by the final movement of the newly transloaded domestic container to 
destinations both within and outside the greater SCAG region using trucks.
2. Movement of marine containers to an import warehouse/transloading facility within the SCAG region using 
local dray trucks. This is followed by the movement of the newly transloaded domestic container to a local 
rail terminal using local dray trucks where it is transported using an intermodal train.

[1] This type of import movement is also known as inland point intermodal (IPI) movement.
[2] In the 2012 RTP, transloading is broadly defined as activities that involve the deconsolidation of the contents of marine containers, which are usually forty-foot equivalent units (FEUs), and reloading of their 

contents into 53-foot domestic trailers that can be transported by trucks. Transloading allows for the movement of increased amounts of goods while utilizing less equipment, resulting in significant cost savings 
through economies of scale and other transportation-related savings. Transloading sometimes provides value-added services as well.  Existing infrastructure, equipment, and trade flows in the SCAG region 
provide a substantial competitive advantage and serve as a major economic incentive for importers to move freight requiring transloading through Southern California.
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International Border Crossings

International border crossings between the U.S. and Mexico are critical components of 
the freight transportation system in Southern California. Mexico is the third-largest trad-
ing partner of the U.S. behind Canada and China, with a $367.5 billion trade volume in 
2008, accounting for 11 percent of total U.S. foreign trade. It is also the largest mar-
ket for exports of goods made in California, accounting for approximately $20.5 billion 
(14.1 percent) of California’s overall goods exports in 2008. Most of the merchandise 
flows in the California-Baja California region are made by truck, often to support the 
export-oriented manufacturing and maquiladora industries that lie on the Mexican side 
of the international border.

Increased trade across the border has been bolstered by the existence of multiple free 
trade zones (FTZs). As a result of the associated tax savings and lower wages in Mexico, 
FTZs have been used by U.S. companies to export raw materials into Mexican manufac-
turing firms (maquiladoras), where goods are processed or assembled, and then exported 
back in their finished state to the U.S.17 The ability to transfer goods from one FTZ to 
another within Mexican territory without losing any of the fiscal incentives (tax savings) 
is slowly creating a logistic and manufacturing network of FTZs that is expected to boost 
Mexican foreign trade with the U.S. (Intermodal México, 2010).

The future economic performance of Mexico faces strong competition as low-wage 
manufacturing jobs from Asia have eroded the maquiladoras’ once-traditional competitive 
advantage. However, studies show that some maquiladoras have evolved from primarily 
labor-intensive factories to  organizations with greater complexity, technology utilization, 
and research and skill specialization. As such, the future of the maquiladora industry in 
the Baja California region is likely to have a positive future.18

Accommodating expected growth in cross-border trade will require close coordination 
and partnership among federal, state, regional, and local agencies on both sides of the 

17  Originally these FTZs were located primarily along the border, but recent changes to the Mexican 
Customs Law now allow them to operate anywhere in the Mexican territory, and several FTZs have 
opened in mainland Mexico, creating logistic hubs such as San Luis Potosí and Guanajuato.

18  Carrillo, Jorge and Arturo Lara (2005). “Mexican Maquiladoras: New Capabilities of Coordination and 
the Emergence of a New Generation of Companies.” Innovation: Management, Policy & Practice, vol. 
7/2 - April 2005.

Drivers of Modal Decisions
The SCAG region consists of broad modal segments. Transportation mode 
choice is often a complicated process that reflects the type of industry being 
served.16 Considerations include:

 � Product Characteristics (including the size, weight, value, and 
perishability of the commodity): Commodities that are perishable, high 
value, or small tend to be carried by air cargo or truck modes, but will 
likely not make sense as a rail commodity. Similarly, heavy, low-value, or 
bulky materials will likely be carried by rail or truck, but are highly unlikely 
to be an air cargo commodity. Construction materials—including sand, 
gravel, and wood—are generally best moved by trucks because of their 
flexibility and ability to carry heavy loads. High-tech manufacturing com-
ponents normally favor truck or air cargo modes to provide safe shipment 
for high-value, lightweight materials.

 � Trip Characteristics (including the length of the trip being made 
and product demand): According to the 2007 Commodity Flow Survey, 
the average length haul of U.S freight shipments was over 600 miles. 
However, the average rail shipment was over 850 miles in length, air-truck 
combination was almost 1,100 miles in length, and truck trips were about 
200 miles.

Supply Chain Characteristics: Many companies now operate using a “just-in-
time” logistics strategy where on-site inventory is limited and a constant supply 
of goods serves to replenish raw materials. A product that is part of a “just-in-
time” supply chain process will select a transportation mode that is fairly fast, 
such as truck or air. Inventory-rich industries requiring materials that are not as  
time-sensitive may use a transportation mode such as rail.

16 Source: The Center for Urban Transportation Research at the University of South Florida, 
2002. Analysis of Freight Movement Mode Choice Factors. Florida Department of 
Transportation.



border. This coordination must consider investment in transportation infrastructure to 
maintain the regional economic benefits provided by these international border crossings.

International Air Cargo

Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) handled over 1.8 million tons of cargo in 2010, 
making it the fifth-busiest cargo airport in the United States and the 13th busiest in the 
world.19 Most often used for time-sensitive and higher-value goods, international air 
cargo plays a significant role in the regional economy, with $78 billion in trade.20 Over 
82 percent of the international air cargo at LAX is handled by scheduled passenger 
airlines or their cargo divisions that operate freighter aircraft. According to the recent air 
cargo forecast completed for SCAG, air cargo activity has been steadily declining over 
the past decade. However, this decline has been entirely confined to domestic air cargo. 
International air cargo reached a peak in 2007, declined in 2008 and 2009 with the 
recession, then recovered in 2010. It seems likely that international air cargo will continue 
to grow in the future.

19  Almost all international air cargo moves through LAX. Ontario International Airport (ONT) handles a 
very small proportion (about 3 percent in 2010) and the other regional airports handle the remainder.

20 International Trade Trends and Impacts, The Southern California Region, Los Angeles Economic 
Development Corporation Kyser Center for Economic Research and World Trade Center Association, 
Los Angeles, Long Beach.

DOMESTIC AND LOCAL GOODS MOVEMENT

While the region is a major gateway for international container movements, local and 
domestic freight is dominant. An overwhelming majority of goods movement activity in 
the SCAG region is generated by local businesses moving goods to local customers and 
serving national domestic trade systems. These local goods movement-dependent indus-
tries rely on transportation as a key part of their business model and generally utilize a 
more geographically dispersed transportation network than the international container 
market. Over 85 percent of truck trips are associated with intra-regional goods move-
ment. Domestic manufacturers, wholesalers, and retailers also use the rail system and 
the air cargo system, though to a much more limited extent than international shippers.

The regional transportation system provides the infrastructure to allow these businesses 
to ship and receive the materials necessary to perform daily operations. Examples include 
shipments of raw supplies to support manufacturing processes and the delivery of refined 
or finished products to market. Major goods movement-dependent industries include 
those related to the manufacturing, wholesale trade, construction, transportation and 
warehousing, and mining sectors.

In 2010, local goods movement-dependent industries employed over 2.9 million people 
throughout the region (FIGURE 2), and contributed $253 billion to the regional GDP 
(FIGURE 3). These industries are anticipated to grow substantially by 2035 (FIGURE 4).
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FIGURE 2 2010 Employment Contribution of Goods Movement-Dependent 
Industries (in Billions)

FIGURE 3 2010 Economic Contribution of Goods Movement-Dependent 
Industries (in Billions)

Regional GDP is a broad indicator of the level and strength of economic activity in a 
region. In the long term, the region’s GDP is projected to grow steadily through 2035 at 
a rate slightly faster than the U.S. economy as a whole. The region’s total GDP was $792 
billion in 2009 and is projected to top $1.59 trillion by 2035, growing by over 100 percent 
at an average rate of 3.9 percent between these years. In comparison, the U.S. economy 

(U.S. GDP) is expected to grow about 99 percent from 2009 to 2035 (about 3.8 percent 
annually).21

Mirroring national trends, this GDP growth is anticipated to be accompanied by an 
increasing transition toward a higher value-added manufacturing and service economy. 
The highest-growth industry sectors from 2009 to 2035 include the manufacturing, 
wholesale trade, and construction sectors, all of which are highly dependent on the 
regional goods movement system. All three of these sectors will more than double in size 
in the next two decades and will contribute a combined $380 billion to regional GDP by 
2035 (FIGURE 4).

FIGURE 4 2010–2035 Average Real Annual Growth Rates by 
Major Goods Movement-Dependent Sectors 
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21  Bureau of Economic Analysis (www.bea.gov) for 2009 and 2010 data; REMI PI+v1.2.4 forecasts for 
future year projections. Growth in U.S. GDP was based on REMI data in percentage terms pivoting 
base year (2009) and future year (2035).
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Goods Movement Trends and Drivers
There are a number of key trends that are anticipated to have major impacts on the goods 
movement system over the RTP horizon. These trends include:

 � Population and Economic Growth: As previously referenced, regional population 
and employment in the SCAG region, key indicators of economic health, are both 
projected to grow rapidly in the next two decades. The 2010 Census revealed that 
the SCAG region is home to just over 18 million people, or about 48 percent of the 
entire population of the state of California.22 Despite the current economic downturn 
brought on by challenging global conditions, population and employment in the SCAG 
region are expected to grow by 24 percent and 22 percent by 2035, respectively. 
This growing population will be accompanied, after an initially slow period of growth, 
by healthy job creation.23 However, employment in California has suffered recently, 
declining by 1.3 percent in 2008 and 6 percent in 2009.24 Though unemployment 
rates in the state, as a whole, will remain high in the foreseeable future, employment 
in the SCAG region is projected to climb steadily.25 This growth will create increased 
consumer demand for products and the goods movement services that provide 
them. The increased demand will drive stronger growth in freight traffic on shared 
highway and rail facilities.

22  http://factfinder2.census.gov (last accessed on July 3, 2011).
23  SCAG Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy.
24  California Regional Progress Report, November 2010. http://www.scag.ca.gov/publications/pdf/2010/

CARegionalProgress2010.pdf.
25  SCAG Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy.

 � Recovery and Expansion of International Trade: Within the RTP time horizon, 
international trade is anticipated to recover with renewed demand for both import 
and export capabilities. Despite competition with other North American ports and 
the expansion of the Panama Canal, the San Pedro Bay Ports anticipate cargo 
volumes to grow to 43 million containers annually by 2035 – more than tripling from 
today’s levels. This will create the need to expand marine terminal facilities, improve 
highway connections (particularly those connecting directly to the San Pedro Bay 
Ports, like I-710 and SR-47), and address on-dock and off-dock intermodal terminal 
capacities. If port-related rail traffic and commuter demand are to be satisfied, addi-
tional main line capacity improvements will be required. Mitigating the impacts of 
increased train traffic on communities will continue to be a considerable challenge.

 � Continued Expansion of Warehouse and Logistics Activity: Southern California 
is an ideal place for expanded distribution and logistics activity and will continue to 
be a significant source of well-paying jobs in the region through 2035.26 Demand for 
port-related warehouse space is projected to grow at a faster pace than demand for 
domestic warehousing. As space near the San Pedro Bay Ports reaches capacity, 
port warehousing will push out to the Inland Empire and other parts of the region. 
Expansion in national and regional distribution facilities is also likely to occur in the 
Inland Empire, resulting in substantial congestion problems due to the increased 
truck volumes on regional highways. By 2035, the region may experience a shortfall 
of more than 228 million square feet in warehouse space relative to demand.27 

 � Air Quality Issues: Much of the SCAG region does not meet federal ozone and fine 
particulate matter (PM2.5) air quality standards. Goods movement is a major source 
of emissions that contribute to these regional air pollution problems (NOX and PM2.5). 
While emissions from goods movement are being decreased through efforts such as 
the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan, these reductions are unlikely to be 
sufficient to meet regional air quality goals. 

26  SCAG Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy.
27  SCAG Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy.
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2012–2035 RTP/SCS Goods Movement Strategies
Infrastructure in the SCAG region must serve a variety of markets and be able to sup-
port diverse supply chains, each having distinct operational needs to continue to ensure 
continued economic growth. In addition, various policy strategies must be developed to 
address many of the impacts of regional goods movement including air quality, environ-
mental, and communities concerns. To realize the benefits of efficient and sustainable 
goods movement, it is critical to identify strategies and projects that address expected 
growth trends.

2012–2035 RTP/SCS Background
In May 2004, SCAG, the six county transportation commissions in the SCAG region, San 
Diego County, and Caltrans began development of a plan to deal with regional goods 
movement challenges. This plan, also known as the Multi-County Goods Movement Action 
Plan (MCGMAP), identified freight movement constraints and included strategies that 
would lessen community and environmental impacts. Using the MCGMAP as a founda-
tion, SCAG completed additional analyses to develop policies reflected in the 2008 RTP. 
The goods movement portion of the 2008 RTP identified a number of strategies aimed at 
facilitating regional freight movement in an economically viable and responsible manner.

Following the completion of the 2008 RTP, SCAG began the multi-year Comprehensive 
Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy to develop a refined 
regional goods movement plan along with an accompanying implementation strategy. 
Through this effort, SCAG has worked with diverse regional stakeholders to conduct 
in-depth evaluation of the region’s goods movement system and associated regional 
freight patterns. A final version of the Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and 
Implementation Strategy documenting the full breadth of study findings will be released 
in coordination with adoption of the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS. The study integrates existing 
strategies and projects with newly developed regional initiatives advanced through recent 
analyses. The following sections highlight key regional initiatives evaluated for the 2012–
2035 RTP/SCS. 

Highway Strategies

EXISTING AND PROJECTED HIGHWAY CONDITIONS

Due to continued growth in freight and market demands, regional truck-related activities 
are expected to increase over the RTP time horizon. Trucks must be able to efficiently 
carry freight between businesses and consumers throughout the SCAG region to ensure 
that Southern California continues to capture the economic benefits of goods movement.

As part of the SCAG Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation 
Strategy, considerable enhancements were made to SCAG’s existing heavy-duty truck 
(HDT) model to support the region’s goods movement policy decisions. The HDT model 
is the primary analysis tool to evaluate the impacts of truck traffic and highway goods 
movement strategies on the regional transportation network. Major sources of truck traf-
fic are grouped into the following categories in SCAG’s HDT model:

 � Internal Truck Trips: These are truck trips that have both an origin and a destina-
tion within the SCAG region and are generated by local industries, construction 
sites, domestic warehouses and truck terminals, and residences. 

 � External Truck Trips: These are interregional truck trips that reflect trade between 
the SCAG region and the rest of the U.S.

 � Port Truck Trips: These are truck trips with an origin or destination at the San 
Pedro Bay Ports.

 � Secondary Port Truck Trips: These are truck trips with an initial origin or destina-
tion at the San Pedro Bay Ports that are moved a second time after the first trip to or 
from the San Pedro Bay Ports. Transloading trips are in this category.

 � Intermodal (IMX) Truck Trips: These are domestic intermodal truck trips that have 
origins or destinations at regional intermodal rail terminals. These truck trips do not 
include those that have either an origin or destination at the San Pedro Bay Ports.

TABLE 5 shows the number of regional truck trips in 2008 by category and county. 
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TABLE 5 Daily Regional Truck Trips by Category by County
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Internal 10,271 562,841 186,547 94,469 111,621 46,244 1,011,993 87.3%

External 4,816 38,794 6,815 11,183 18,140 1,271  81,019 7.0%

Port 25 37,060 2,499 855 2,752 165  43,356 3.7%

Intermodal 
(IMX)

17 3,376 306 271 3,143  57  7,170 0.6%

Secondary 37 11,944 1,102 714 2,224  268  16,289 1.4%

Total  15,166  654,015  197,269  107,492  137,880  48,005  1,159,827 

Percent 1.3% 56.4% 17.0% 9.3% 11.9% 4.1%

In 2008, the San Pedro Bay Ports were responsible for approximately 50,000 direct daily 
regional truck trips.28 As shown in TABLE 5, this consitutes only 3.7 percent of regional 
truck trips. That number is expected to grow to approximately 120,000 daily regional 
truck trips, an increase of nearly 150 percent, by 2035. Recent data indicates that the 
vast majority of trips leaving the San Pedro Bay Ports are destined for locations in the 
southern Gateway Cities, off-dock railyards near downtown Los Angeles, and other loca-
tions along the I-710 corridor (EXHIBIT 2). Although most truck trips originating at the San 
Pedro Bay Ports remain in the port vicinity, some still move to destinations throughout the 
SCAG region, contributing to local challenges on area transportation networks.

However, this pattern is expected to shift in the future with an increase in the number of 
daily trucks traveling to warehouses in the San Gabriel Valley and the Inland Empire. For 
example, in 2008, 0.5 percent and 2.3 percent of all truck trips from the San Pedro Bay 
Ports moved to eastern San Bernardino Valley and western San Bernardino Valley, respec-
tively. By 2035, it is anticipated that 8.8 percent and 7 percent of those truck trips will 
move to eastern San Bernardino Valley and western San Bernardino Valley, respectively. 

28  This figure includes inter-terminal truck trips that do not move on the regional highway system, while 
the figure provided in the table includes only trips on the regional highway system. 

Although some areas may show a decline in the percentage of daily truck trips from the 
San Pedro Bay Ports, all areas will experience higher truck volumes in absolute terms. 

All key regional highway corridors used to move goods are expected to see an increase in 
overall truck volumes by 2035 (EXHIBIT 3 reflects 2035 baseline conditions). At the corri-
dor level, the highest growth in truck traffic is expected on I-710 as a result of significant 
growth in port-related traffic. While considerable growth in truck traffic is anticipated on 
I-10 and I-210, overall growth on SR-60 is forecast to be the highest of all of the east-
west corridors. EXHIBIT 4 illustrates expected speeds on the regional highway network 
during the PM Peak period in 2035 if no action is taken.
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EXHIBIT 2 San Pedro Bay Ports Truck Distribution
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EXHIBIT 3 Rising Truck Volumes on Key Truck Corridors (2008 and 2035 Baseline)
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EXHIBIT 4 Baseline 2035 Highway Speeds – PM Peak
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REGIONAL HIGHWAY STRATEGIES

As truck volumes continue to increase, especially eastward beyond the traditional service 
areas surrounding I-710, it is critical that regional infrastructure accommodate and miti-
gate the impacts of this growth. As part of the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS, SCAG has identified 
strategies to relieve congestion, reduce delay and harmful emissions, and improve safety 
on major truck corridors.

Regional Clean Freight Corridor System

In past RTPs, SCAG has envisioned a system of truck-only lanes extending from the 
San Pedro Bay Ports to downtown Los Angeles along I-710, connecting to an east-west 
segment, and finally reaching I-15 in San Bernardino County. Such a system would 
address the growing truck traffic on core highways throughout the region and serve key 
goods movement industries in a manner that mitigates impacts on communities and the 
environment. Physically separated from mixed-flow traffic and with fewer ingress/egress 
points than typical urban freeways, truck-only freight corridors effectively add capacity in 
congested corridors, improve truck operations, increase safety by separating trucks and 
autos, and provide a platform for the introduction and adoption of zero- and/or near-zero 
emission technologies

SCAG recognizes I-710 as the first segment of a comprehensive regional system of truck-
only freight corridors. In the 2008 RTP, SCAG recommended the inclusion of dedicated 
lanes for zero-emission trucks on I-710. Since that time, significant progress has been 
made on I-710 as evidenced by recent work on an environmental impact report (EIR) 
that is expected to be completed in 2013. In the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS, SCAG identifies a 
refined east-west corridor concept and connections to an initial segment of I-15.

EAST-WEST FREIGHT CORRIDOR

The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS identifies a corridor concept that would connect to the north 
end of the I-710 freight corridor and roughly parallel the Union Pacific Railroad Los 
Angeles Subdivision before finally following a route adjacent to SR-60 just east of SR-57 
(EXHIBIT 5). While numerous east-west freight corridor options were examined, the RTP/
SCS identifies a corridor concept to be explored further. The potential use of two non-
roadway routes provides an opportunity to move the facility away from neighborhoods 

and closer to the industrial activities that it would serve. Utilizing a right-of-way of 
approximately 100 feet, the bi-directional corridor would be restricted to truck traffic and 
have limited ingress/egress points. The East-West Freight Corridor would be a catalyst for 
the use of zero-and/or near-emission truck technologies, improving air quality for com-
munities near the corridor and throughout the region. 

EXHIBIT 5 Potential East-West Freight Corridor

Following adoption of the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS, additional study of this alignment 
concept, will be conducted. Additional work for the East-West Freight Corridor would 
be explored through a full environmental impact report. This would provide substantial 
opportunity for further community input.



IDENTIFICATION OF THE EAST-WEST FREIGHT CORRIDOR

The preferred East-West Freight Corridor concept included in the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS is 
the culmination of extensive analysis and stakeholder feedback. EXHIBIT 6 shows the area 
most likely to be influenced by the development of the East-West Freight Corridor.

EXHIBIT 6 East-West Corridor Analysis Influence Area

Steps to identify the East-West Freight Corridor are summarized in FIGURE 5 and 
explained further below.

FIGURE 5 Process for Idenfication of the East-West Freight Corridor

Definition of the Ideal EWFC

Identification of Hybrid Alignments

Identification of Highway and Non-Highway Alignments

Relative Evaluation - Preliminary Screening Criteria
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ROW
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Operational
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Modeling of Remaining Alignments - Measures of Effectiveness

Current Preferred EWFC Alignment
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Impacts
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Impacts

Vehicle Hours
of Delay
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Step 1: Definition of the ideal characteristics for the East-West Freight Corridor. An ideal 
East-West Freight Corridor would support mobility for key industries; serve goods move-
ment markets efficiently; be acceptable to neighboring communities; satisfy regional 
environmental goals; contribute to regional congestion mitigation; and not conflict with 
other regional projects under consideration. Satisfying all of these criteria may be a sig-
nificant challenge, but any East-West Freight Corridor should satisfy as many as possible.

Step 2: Identification of the highway and non-highway alignments that could serve as the 
East-West Freight Corridor. This included highway corridors such as I-210, I-10, SR-60, 
and SR-91. It also included an SCE utility Right-of-Way (ROW) and a UPRR-adjacent facil-
ity, including the San Jose Creek Alignment. These facilities are identified in EXHIBIT 7.

EXHIBIT 7 Initial East-West Freight Corridor Alignments

Step 3: Relative comparison of corridors against initial screening criteria. The potential 
corridors were evaluated for their proximity to current and future markets, their ROW 
feasibility and constraints, and corridor operational characteristics including the volume 
of trucks carried and the incidence rate of truck-involved accidents.

Step 4: Creation of new “hybrid” alignments that minimized community impacts. 
Following initial screening, the facilities identified below were further analyzed:

 � UPRR-adjacent to San Jose Creek to SR-60

 � UPRR-adjacent to San Jose Creek terminating at SR-57

 � SR-60 to San Jose Creek to SR-60

 � SR-91 to I-605 to San Jose Creek to SR-60

 � I-105 to I-605 to San Jose Creek to SR-60

Step 5: Modeling of five remaining corridor alignments with the SCAG HDT model, includ-
ing their impacts on Measures of Effectiveness (MOEs): VMT, VHT, and VHD. MOEs were 
calculated for the influence area. Results of the modeling analysis are summarized in 
TABLE 6. 

Based on this analysis, Alternative 1 (UPRR-adjacent to San Jose Creek Channel to 
SR-60) was identified as the preferred corridor for further analysis and refinement. It is 
anticipated that this corridor concept could fall within a five-mile span of Alternative 1 
(route illustrated in EXHIBIT 5.)  
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TABLE 6 Modeling/Summary Comparison of Six Potential East-West 
Freight Corridor Alignments

ID Alignment Summary/Key Points

1 UPRR-Adjacent to San Jose Creek 
Channel to SR-60

Carries the second-highest truck volumes – 
within 5% of Alt. 5

Reduces truck traffic on SR-60 by 65%–85%

Shows greatest reduction in total delay for all 
traffic (-4.3%) in influence area, as well as high-
est reduction (-10%) for heavy-duty truck delay

2 UPRR-Adjacent to San Jose Creek 
Channel Terminating at SR-57

Results in negative traffic impacts – 18% more 
traffic on SR-60 east of SR-57

Shows increase in total delay for all traffic (1%) 
in influence area, as well as the medium reduc-
tion for heavy-duty truck delay

3 SR-60 to San Jose Creek Channel 
to SR-60

Carries the same truck volume as Alt. 1 – within 
5% of Alt. 5

Reduces truck traffic on SR-60 by 70%–85%

Shows high reduction in total delay for all traffic 
(-3.7%) in influence area, as well as high reduc-
tion (-9%) for heavy-duty truck delay

4a SR-91 to I-605 to San Jose Creek 
Channel to SR-60

Carries lower truck volumes than Alt. 1, 3, 4b, 
and 5

Shows greatest heavy-duty truck delay reduc-
tion (-10.9%) but fairly low (-1.3%) overall total 
delay for traffic

4b I-105 to I-605 to San Jose Creek 
Channel to SR-60

Shows high heavy-duty truck delay reduction 
(-10.7%) but fairly low (-1%) overall total delay 
for traffic

5 SR-91 Carries the most trucks of all screenlines – up to 
57,780 (two-way volumes)

Has little impact on parallel freeways east of 
SR-57

Shows high heavy-duty truck delay reduction 
(-10.5%) but fairly low (-1%) overall total delay 
for traffic

BENEFITS OF THE EAST-WEST FREIGHT CORRIDOR

Continuing to move freight efficiently is critical to retain Southern California’s trade 
competitiveness. The East-West Freight Corridor (Alternative 1) offers the opportunity to 
address many of the goods movement challenges, including congestion, air quality, and 
safety concerns. The East-West Freight Corridor will support mobility for key industries, 
serve goods movement markets in an efficient manner, promote the region’s environ-
mental goals, and contribute to alleviating the region’s congestion. In addition, it will not 
conflict with other major regional projects under consideration. Analysis completed as 
part of the SCAG Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation 
Strategy for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS indicates that major benefits of the potential East-
West Freight Corridor include:

 � Mitigation of Future Truck Traffic: Truck traffic is projected to grow significantly 
on all existing key east-west freeway segments. These dramatic increases in truck 
traffic on east-west corridors will cause increased congestion and longer delays to 
both trucks and general traffic on existing routes. The construction of the East-West 
Freight Corridor would increase capacity to accommodate the projected growth in 
truck activity. The corridor’s traffic mitigation impacts would be significant, espe-
cially considering that some segments of the East-West Freight Corridor are forecast 
to carry between 58,000 and 78,000 trucks per day in 2035.

 � Reduction in Regional Delay: The East-West Freight Corridor is projected to result 
in substantial delay reduction for both trucks and autos. Within the identified influ-
ence area, all traffic is expected to experience a reduction of approximately 4.3 
percent, with heavy-duty trucks seeing a nearly 10 percent decrease. This reduced 
delay would provide demonstrable travel time savings as well as reduce emissions 
from idling vehicles on congested roadways.

 � Impact on Parallel Routes: The East-West Freight Corridor is projected to draw 
significant volumes of truck traffic away from parallel routes, easing congestion and 
creating capacity for other vehicles on general purpose lanes. Estimates indicate 
that the East-West Freight Corridor could reduce daily traffic on portions of SR-60 
(between 42–82 percent), I-10 (up to 33 percent), SR-91 (up to 19 percent), I-210 
(up to 17 percent), and major regional arterials (up to 21 percent).
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 � Mobility Benefits for Critical Markets: The East-West Freight Corridor would offer 
considerable benefits to regional businesses and industries served by the numerous 
clusters of warehousing and manufacturing facilities near the route. Portions of the 
recommended potential East-West Freight Corridor lie within a five-mile radius of 
52 percent of the region’s warehousing square footage and 27 percent of regional 
manufacturing employment. Supplemental EXHIBITS A1–A6 show the proximity of 
major truck corridors to regional warehousing and manufacturing.

 � Reduction of Truck-Involved Accidents: The East-West Freight Corridor offers 
the potential to reduce truck-involved crashes as a result of the separation between 
trucks and other vehicles. Safety analysis revealed that several existing east-west 
corridors have high rates of truck-involved crashes, including segments of SR-60, 
SR-91, and I-10. Over a five-year period, the average of truck-involved crashes 
on key east-west corridors showed that SR-60 between I-605 and SR-57 has the 
highest average number of truck accidents—10 to 15 truck crashes per mile on 
an annual basis. A short segment near the intersection of SR-60 and SR-57 had 
an average of 20 to 30 crashes per mile annually. The East-West freight corridor 
designed specifically for use by heavy duty trucks has the potential to improve 
safety and decrease the number of accidents for trucks and autos on parallel routes. 

 � Preservation of Jobs and Income: Increasing congestion is making Southern 
California a less attractive place to do business, threatening jobs and the positive 
economic impacts of the goods movement sector. The East-West Freight Corridor 
delivers a transportation system with greater capacity and less congestion in 
support of industries that depend on efficient freight movement throughout the 
SCAG region.

 � Reduction of Harmful Emissions: The East-West Freight Corridor provides an 
opportunity to reduce harmful pollutants through the use of zero- and/or near-zero 
-emission technologies for freight transportation. Although the technology to be 
used will be determined as the market evolves, the East-West Freight Corridor offers 
a significant opportunity to catalyze development, deployment, and commercializa-
tion of zero- and/or nearemission technologies for freight transportation.

TABLE 7 Benefits of an East-West Corridor Strategy

Mobility

 � Truck delay reduction of approximately 11%
 � All traffic delay reduction of approximately 4.3%
 � Reduces truck volumes on general purpose lanes—42–82%  

reduction on SR-60

Safety  � Reduced truck/automobile accidents (up to 20–30 per year on 
some segments)

Environment  � 100% zero-emission truck utilization removes: 4.7 tons NOX, 
0.16 tons PM2.5, and 2,401 tons CO2 daily 

Community
 � Preferred alignment has least impact on communities
 � Removes traffic from other freeways
 � Zero-emission technology (ZET)—reduces localized health impacts

Economic  � Supports mobility for goods movement industries, which  
comprise 34% of SCAG regional economy and jobs
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Bottleneck Strategy

In a recent analysis of critical issues affecting the trucking industry conducted by the 
American Transportation Research Institute (ATRI), traffic congestion ranked near the top 
in 2011 after being less of a concern in 2009–2010 as a result of the economic down-
turn.29 Besides causing delays to other highway users, heavy truck congestion results in 
wasted labor hours and fuel. In 2010, it was estimated that the cost of truck congestion 
in 439 major urban areas was approximately $23 billion.30 Truck congestion in urban 
areas within the SCAG region resulted in approximately $2.6 billion in costs.31 Given that 
driver wages and fuel costs represent over 50 percent of total motor carrier costs, truck 
congestion has major impacts on the bottom line of the trucking industry. Truck bottle-
necks are also emission “hot spots” and generally have significantly degraded localized 
air quality caused by increased idling from passenger vehicles and trucks.

A coordinated strategy to address the top-priority truck bottlenecks may be a cost-effec-
tive way to improve the efficiency of goods movement in the SCAG region. Additionally, 
the East-West Freight Corridor concept, alone, will not address congestion on all the 
major truck corridors; the bottleneck strategy reduces congestion in areas outside of the 
East-West Freight Corridor. Though some bottleneck projects (such as auxiliary lanes) are 
large, capital-intensive, projects, others (such as ramp metering) are less complex and 
would therefore be relatively easier to implement. Regardless of their complexity, bottle-
neck alleviation projects positively contribute to the region’s environmental goals (by 
reducing emissions “hotspots”), and result in substantial, tangible benefits to commuters 
and goods movement industries alike.

SCAG recently studied regional truck bottlenecks through a four-step process (FIGURE 6) 
that utilized Caltrans truck data, INRIX and PeMS truck traffic data, feedback from key 
regional stakeholders, and information from the completed Corridor System Management 
Plans (CSMPs).

This analysis resulted in a list of the top 44 regional priority bottlenecks (EXHIBIT 8). 
Top priority bottlenecks include those that had the highest truck-related annual delay 

29  http://www.atri-online.org/2011_top_industry_issues.pdf.
30  Texas Transportation Institute 2011 Urban Mobility Report.
31  Texas Transportation Institute 2011 Urban Mobility Report. Urban areas as defined in the report 

include Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, Riverside-San Bernardino, Lancaster-Palmdale, 
Bakersfield, Indio-Cathedral City-Palm Springs, and Oxnard-Ventura.

according to the bottleneck assessment performed with INRIX and PeMS data. 32 Also 
included on this list are high-priority bottlenecks identified through the CSMP process 
and stakeholder involvement process.

FIGURE 6 Key Steps in the Bottleneck Analysis
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The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS allocates an estimated $5 billion toward goods movement 
bottleneck relief strategies. Examples of bottleneck relief strategies include ramp meter-
ing, extension of merging lanes, ramp and interchange improvements, capacity improve-
ments, and auxiliary lane additions. Some bottleneck relief concepts have been identified 
through the CSMP process and others are currently programmed for implementation. 
Additional project concepts will continue to be refined through SCAG’s Comprehensive 
Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy. 

The top 44 congested areas and bottlenecks in the SCAG region, combined, contribute 
over 1 million hours of truck delay annually to SCAG regional roadways in congested time 
periods. Addressing these congested areas and bottlenecks could contribute to a reduc-
tion in this delay, as well as associated emissions and air pollution benefits. 

32 “Highest annual delay” is defined as all bottlenecks that exhibited 20,000 or more hours of truck-
related delay on an annual basis.
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EXHIBIT 8 Priority Truck Bottlenecks in the SCAG Region
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Rail Strategies
The health of the Southern California economy depends on an efficient rail system with 
the capacity to accommodate projected growth in international and domestic freight. The 
rail system in the SCAG region provides a critical connection between the largest port 
complex in the country and producers and consumers throughout the U.S. Over half of the 
international cargo arriving at the San Pedro Bay Ports utilizes rail, including on-, near-, 
and off-dock rail. Regional rail also serves domestic industries, predominantly for long-
haul freight leaving the region. The extensive rail network in the SCAG region is a critical 
link in the regional supply chain that offers shippers the ability to move large volumes of 
goods over long distances at lower costs versus other transportation options. As part of 
the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS, SCAG has highlighted a comprehensive package of improve-
ments to the regional rail system. The rail package includes goals such as long-term eco-
nomic competitiveness, job creation and retention, increased freight and passenger rail 
mobility, improved safety of at-grade crossings, and mitigation of environmental impacts 
of rail operations. By presenting these goals as a complete rail package, SCAG aims to 
promote collaboration and coalition building and to develop a unified message to attract 
leadership support for the program. 

EXISTING AND PROJECTED RAIL CONDITIONS

Southern California is served by two Class I railroads:33 Union Pacific Railroad (UP) and 
the Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway (BNSF). Pacific Harbor Line, Inc. (PHL), a Class 
III railroad, provides rail transportation, maintenance, and dispatching services within the 
San Pedro Bay Ports area. The Port of Hueneme is served by the Ventura County Railway 
(VCR), a Class III railroad, which connects to the UP Coast main line in Oxnard. Another 
Class III line, the Los Angeles Junction Railway (LAJ), provides industrial switching ser-
vices in the Cities of Vernon, Maywood, Bell, and Commerce. The LAJ provides connec-
tions to both UP and BNSF. EXHIBIT 9 shows key segments of the rail system described in 
more detail below. 

33  For purposes of accounting and reporting, the Surface Transportation Board designates three classes 
of freight railroads based upon their operating revenues for three consecutive years using the follow-
ing scale: Class I–$250 million or more; Class II–less than $250 million but more than $20 million; 
and Class III–$20 million or less. These operating revenue thresholds are stated in 1991 dollars and 
are adjusted annually for inflation using a Railroad Freight Price Index developed by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics (BLS).

North of the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, UP and BNSF trains operate on the 
Alameda Corridor, which was completed in 2002. All harbor-related trains of the UP and 
BNSF use the Alameda Corridor to access the rail main lines that originate near down-
town Los Angeles. East of downtown Los Angeles, freight trains operate on the BNSF San 
Bernardino Subdivision, the UP Los Angeles Subdivision, or the UP Alhambra Subdivision. 
North and west of Los Angeles, freight trains operate on the UP Coast line toward Santa 
Barbara, the Antelope Valley line from the San Fernando Valley to Palmdale, or the UP 
Mojave Subdivision from West Colton to Palmdale.

To transition from the Alameda Corridor to the Alhambra Subdivision, the UP utilizes 
trackage rights over Metrolink’s East Bank Line, which runs parallel to the Los Angeles 
River on the east side of downtown Los Angeles. The UP Los Angeles Subdivision termi-
nates at West Riverside Junction where it joins the BNSF San Bernardino Subdivision. The 
BNSF San Bernardino Subdivision continues north of Colton Crossing and transitions to 
the BNSF Cajon Subdivision. The Cajon line continues north to Barstow and Daggett, and 
then east toward Needles, CA, and beyond. UP trains exercise trackage rights over the 
BNSF San Bernardino Subdivision from West Riverside Junction to San Bernardino and 
over the Cajon Subdivision from San Bernardino to Daggett, which is a short distance east 
of Barstow. UP trains continue north of Daggett on the UP Cima Subdivision to Las Vegas. 

The UP Alhambra Subdivision and the BNSF San Bernardino Subdivision cross at Colton 
Crossing in San Bernardino County. East of Colton Crossing, the UP operates its trans-
continental Sunset Route main line, also known as the UP Yuma Subdivision. The Yuma 
Subdivision passes through the Palm Springs area, Indio, and continues to Arizona 
and beyond.

The UP Yuma Subdivision has two main tracks from Colton to Indio. East of Indio, the 
Sunset Route still has stretches of single track, but construction of a second main track 
is underway.

The BNSF San Bernardino Subdivision has at least two main tracks with segments of 
triple track between Hobart and Fullerton. On the Cajon Subdivision, the BNSF recently 
completed a third main track from San Bernardino to the summit of Cajon Pass. 

The UP Alhambra Subdivision is mostly single track, while the UP Los Angeles Subdivision 
has two main tracks west of Pomona and a mixture of one and two tracks east 
of Pomona.
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North from West Colton, the single-track UP Mojave Subdivision closely parallels the 
BNSF Cajon Subdivision as the two lines climb the south slope of Cajon Pass. There 
are connections at Keenbrook and Silverwood to enable UP trains to enter/exit the main 
tracks of the BNSF Cajon Subdivision. Beyond Silverwood to Palmdale, the UP Mojave 
Subdivision has very little train traffic. UP uses this line to reach points in Northern 
California and the Pacific Northwest.

The BNSF operates intermodal terminals for containers and trailers at Hobart Yard (in the 
City of Commerce) and at San Bernardino. UP operates intermodal terminals at:

 � East Los Angeles Yard at the west end of the UP Los Angeles Subdivision

 � Los Angeles Transportation Center (LATC) at the west end of the UP Alhambra 
Subdivision

 � City of Industry on the UP Alhambra Subdivision, and the 

 � Intermodal Container Transfer Facility (ICTF) near the south end of the Alameda 
Corridor

In addition, both UP and BNSF operate trains hauling marine containers that originate or 
terminate at on-dock terminals within the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach.

UP also has a large carload freight classification yard at West Colton (at the east end of 
the Alhambra Subdivision). A large automobile unloading terminal is located at Mira Loma 
(mid-way between Pomona and West Riverside on the Los Angeles Subdivision). 

CURRENT AND FUTURE VOLUMES AND 
POTENTIAL CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS

Rail is expected to continue to play a key role in goods movement transportation in the 
SCAG region. Significant growth in passenger and freight rail traffic is expected on most 
segments of the SCAG regional rail system by 2035. This anticipated growth is high-
lighted in TABLE 8, which shows 2010, and the projected 2035 peak day train volumes 
on key segments. Freight train volumes include container trains, also called intermodal 
trains (marine and domestic), and non-intermodal trains (unit automobile trains, unit 
oil trains, unit bulk, and carload trains). Passenger trains include Amtrak and Metrolink 
service. Increases in railroad traffic will require ongoing infrastructure investment to 
maintain current levels of service. Increased rail traffic also has an impact on highway 
traffic and congestion, as more trains will result in increased wait times for vehicles at 
at-grade crossings.
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TABLE 8 Peak Day Train Volumes 2010, 2035 
(Metrolink Volumes in Parenthesis)

Line Segments Type 2010 2035

BNSF San Bernardino Subdivision
Hobart–Fullerton 

Passenger 54(28) 77(51)

Freight 45 90

BNSF San Bernardino Subdivision
Atwood–W. Riverside

Passenger 26(24) 42(40)

Freight 49 99

BNSF San Bernardino Subdivision
W. Riverside–Colton

Passenger 10(8) 42(40)

Freight 67 147

BNSF Cajon Subdivision
San Bernardino–Silverwood PLUS
UP Mojave Subdivision
W. Colton–Silverwood

Passenger 2(0) 2(0)

Freight 93 147

UP Los Angeles Subdivision
East LA–Pomona PLUS
UP Alhambra Subdivision
Yuma Jct.–Pomona

Passenger 13(12) 21(20)

Freight 52 98

UP Los Angeles Subdivision 
Pomona–W. Riverside PLUS
UP Alhambra Subdivision
Pomona–West Colton

Passenger 13(12) 21(20)

Freight 51 109

UP Yuma Subdivision
Colton–Indio

Passenger 1(0) 1(0)

Freight 45 93

Note: A “peak day” experiences the 90th percentile of the distribution of daily train movements.
Source: 2011 Regional Rail Simulation Study, SCAG Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and 
Implementation Strategy. Forecasts performed through rail simulation conducted by Dr. Robert Leachman, 
Leachman and Associates, LLC. These numbers do not represent forecasts made by BNSF Railway or 
UP Railroad. Passenger volume totals include Amtrak and Metrolink.

REGIONAL RAIL STRATEGIES

The proposed regional rail package has several components. These include main line 
rail improvements (rail-to-rail grade separations, double or triple tracking, new signal 
systems, universal crossovers, new sidings, etc.) that would benefit both freight rail and 
passenger rail service depending on their location; rail yard improvements (upgrades to 
existing yards as well as construction of new yards); rail operation safety improvements 
such as Positive Train Control (PTC) that could greatly reduce the risk of rail collisions and 
increase capacity; grade separations; and emissions reduction strategies. 

Main Line Capacity Enhancements 

The 2011 SCAG Regional Rail Simulation Study updates the 2005 Inland Empire Main Line 
Rail Study. The effort evaluates the main line capacity requirements for projected levels 
of train traffic on the BNSF and UP lines by considering routing alternatives to meet the 
following goals: 

 � Reduce capital costs

 � Reduce safety risks and impacts 

 � Reduce train volumes through the worst bottleneck (Riverside–Colton) 

 � Avoid the most costly line expansion (UP Pomona–Riverside line) 

 � Separate Metrolink from heavy UP traffic 

 � Route freight lines where most environmentally friendly (but sustain service to all 
rail terminals)

Currently, the UP Alhambra and Los Angeles Subdivisions are used to some extent as 
a paired double track, with eastbound trains operating via the Los Angeles Subdivision 
from Redondo Junction or East Los Angeles to West Riverside, via trackage rights over 
the BNSF line through Riverside to Colton (FIGURE 7). Because of the locations of certain 
rail terminals, approximately one-fourth of the UP trains must move against the cur-
rent of traffic. FIGURE 7 shows the existing routing of the UP Alhambra and Los Angeles 
Subdivisions. As an example, trains carrying automobiles that terminate at Mira Loma 
must use trackage rights over BNSF Colton–West Riverside and then operate westbound 
over the Los Angeles Subdivision to Mira Loma.
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EXHIBIT 9 Regional Rail Segments
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FIGURE 7 Schematic of Status Quo Routing of Union Pacific Trains
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Source: 2011 Regional Rail Study completed by Dr. Robert Leachman, Leachman and Associates, LLC 
for SCAG

A complete description of the various routing alternatives considered can be found in the 
2011 Regional Rail Simulation Study. One option studied was the Modified Status Quo 
(FIGURE 8). Operations west of Pomona are the same as in the Status Quo (i.e., most UP 
trains follow a one-way loop westbound on the Alhambra Subdivision and eastbound 
on the Los Angeles Subdivision). East of Pomona, however, trains that do not have to 
use the Los Angeles Subdivision are routed via the Alhambra Subdivision from Pomona 
to West Colton. The Modified Status Quo alternative reduces the total through-train 
counts in 2035 through downtown Riverside and downtown San Bernardino by 41 and 10 
trains, respectively. This alternative concentrates about 92 percent of UP through-train 
movements via West Colton versus only 8 percent via the UP Los Angeles Subdivision 
through Riverside.

FIGURE 8 Schematic of Modified Status Quo Routing 
of Union Pacific Trains
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Source: 2011 Regional Rail Study completed by Dr. Robert Leachman, Leachman and Associates, LLC 
for SCAG

There are a number of key advantages to the Modified Status Quo routing scenario:

 � Routing trains via the UP Los Angeles Subdivision involves use of trackage rights 
over the BNSF San Bernardino Subdivision between Colton Crossing and West 
Riverside. This is the most heavily utilized line segment in the Los Angeles Basin. 
Expansion of the capacity of this segment to accommodate 2035 traffic levels is 
relatively difficult and expensive under the Status Quo alternative, requiring a fourth 
main track plus flying junctions to enter and exit BNSF tracks. Moreover, double 
tracking the remaining portions of the UP Los Angeles Subdivision would be very 
costly, involving duplication of the lengthy Santa Ana River Bridge and significant 
property-taking and earth removal in Riverside.

 � The cost of main line rail improvements under Modified Status Quo routing is 
$670 million less costly than the improvements needed under Status Quo rout-
ing. Expansion of capacity along the UP Alhambra Subdivision between West 
Colton and Pomona is much less costly and is consistent with UP’s stated capital 
investment plans.



 � Shifting UP trains operating between Cajon Pass and Pomona off the BNSF line 
and the UP Los Angeles Subdivision and onto the UP Mojave and UP Alhambra 
Subdivisions reduces conflicts between Metrolink commuter trains and UP 
freight operations.

For these reasons, the main line track improvements in the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS update 
are associated with the Modified Status Quo alternative. It is recognized, however, that 
only UP controls the actual routing of UP trains. While neither BNSF nor UP have com-
mitted to route trains as assumed in the study, UP investments to date suggest that the 
Modified Status Quo represents their plans.

Estimated costs of the recommended main line track improvements are shown in 
TABLE 9. The Colton Crossing rail-to-rail grade separation (already programmed with 
state, federal, and private funds) involves elevating the east-west Union Pacific tracks 
over the north-south BNSF line.  This project is funded by a $33.8 million TIGER34 I grant, 
$91 million from Prop 1B TCIF,35 and railroad funds.

Improvements to the BNSF Cajon Subdivision include installing a third main track and a 
fourth main track on specific segments, exceptional earthmoving, crossovers, and bridges 
across multiple culverts.

Improvements to the BNSF San Bernardino Subdivision include a third main track, as 
well as a fourth main track along the Hobart to Fullerton segment. Caltrans has provided 
$121.8 million for the triple tracking from Serapis (MP 151.1) to Valley View (MP 158.7).

Improvements to the UP Mojave Subdivision include a second main track over a key seg-
ment and a “flying junction” at Rancho (West Colton).

Improvements to the UP Alhambra Subdivision include double tracking key segments and 
route connections in Pomona.

34  Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery.
35 Trade Corridor Improvement Fund.

TABLE 9 Estimated Cost of Main Line Rail Improvements 
(Millions of Nominal Dollars)

Main Line Rail Improvements Estimated Costs

Colton rail-to-rail grade separation–BNSF Cajon Subdivision $243.60 

Barstow to Keenbrook–BNSF San Bernardino Subdivision $762.10 

Colton Crossing to Redondo Junction–UP Mojave Subdivision $1,188.70 

Devore Road to West Colton (inc. Rancho Flying Junction)–UP 
Alhambra Subdivision

$522.00 

West Colton to City of Industry–UP Los Angeles Subdivision $376.10 

UP Yuma Subdivision $0 

Total Main Line Rail Improvements $3,092.40 

Note: Estimates consistent with Modified Status Quo Alternative. Colton Crossing grade separation cost 
updated. Estimates have been escalated to nominal dollars using 3.2 percent annual inflation rate. Source: 
2011 Regional Rail Simulation Study, SCAG Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implemen-
tation Strategy. 

On-Dock/Near-Dock Rail Capacity Enhancements

In 2010, approximately 35 percent of the Ports’ containers were shipped by rail “intact,” 
meaning the cargo was moved by rail in marine containers without being transloaded or 
deconsolidated first (TABLE 10).  An additional market segment is transloaded into 53-foot 
domestic containers or trailers at deconsolidation facilities in the region. The larger con-
tainers are then trucked to off-dock rail yards for loading onto trains and transported out 
of the region. The 53-foot wheeled trailers are also typically transported out of the region. 
Containers that are neither shipped by rail intact nor transloaded are trucked directly to/
from local warehouses or distribution facilities.

TABLE 10 shows the percentage of direct intermodal cargo handled at on-dock and near-
dock rail yards. In 2010, 23.5 percent of direct intermodal cargo was handled using on-
dock rail.  Containers moved using on-dock rail do not have to be trucked to/from more 
distant rail yards. In 2010, 11.7 percent of port containers were handled at off-dock yards 
(e.g., Hobart, East Los Angeles) or existing near-dock yards (i.e., ICTF). These containers 
must be trucked to/from these yards.

30     Goods Movement
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TABLE 10 San Pedro Bay Ports Direct Intermodal Volumes as a 
Percentage of Total Port Container Throughput (2003–2010)

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

% On-Dock 15.9% 18.1% 20.7% 24.1% 23.0% 23.7% 24.6% 23.5%

% Near-/
Off-Dock

23.4% 21.2% 19.5% 18.7% 18.4% 18.5% 15.3% 11.7%

Total % Direct 
Intermodal

39.3% 39.3% 40.2% 42.8% 41.4% 42.2% 39.9% 35.2%

Total 
Throughput 
(POLA + POLB) 
Millions of 
TEUs

11.8 13.1 14.2 15.8 15.7 14.3 11.8 14.1

Source: Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach

PORT AREA RAIL INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

The Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach have proposed almost $2.7 billion in rail 
improvements within the harbor area (TABLE 11). These projects are designed to facilitate 
an increase in on-dock rail service, to reduce railroad delay associated with train meets 
and passes, and to reduce conflicts with highway traffic. By allowing more on-dock rail, 
truck traffic between the San Pedro Bay Ports and distant rail yards can be reduced. Use 
of on-dock rail eliminates truck vehicle miles of travel (VMT) and associated emissions by 
allowing trains to be loaded and unloaded inside marine terminals. 

Assuming the proposed improvements to on-dock infrastructure are made, on-dock rail 
is estimated to account for the movement of approximately 30 percent of all port TEUs 
by 2035. On-dock rail is not expected to be able to accommodate 100 percent of direct 
intermodal moves. It is limited by factors such as shipper/steamship line logistics (trans-
loading, transportation costs, etc.), railroad operations (equipment availability, the need to 
generate destination-specific unit trains, train schedules, and steamship line contracts/
arrangements), and terminal operation and congestion.

TABLE 11 Estimated Cost of Port-Area Rail Improvement 
(Millions of Nominal Dollars)

Port Area Rail Improvements (excluding SCIG and ICTF) Estimated Costs

Port of Long Beach

  On-Dock Railyards $765.30 

  Rail Infrastructure Outside Marine Terminals $1,321.80 

  Subtotal Port of Long Beach $2,087.10 

Port of Los Angeles

  On-Dock Railyards $232.80 

  Rail Infrastructure Outside Marine Terminals $216.10 

  Subtotal Port of Los Angeles $448.90 

Alameda Corridor Transportation Authority (ACTA) $152.40 

Total Port Area $2,688.50 

Source: Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. Cost estimates in 2011 dollars were escalated for five years 
at 3.2 percent per year

The “Rail Infrastructure Outside Marine Terminals” category in TABLE 11 includes the fol-
lowing key projects.

 � On-dock Rail Support Facility on Pier B (POLB)

 � Cerritos Channel Bridge (triple tracking)

 � Third Track at Thenard Junction

 � Reconfiguration of Control Point (CP) Mole on Terminal Island

 � Reeves Avenue Grade Separation

 � Wilmington Avenue Grade Separation

 � Pier F Support Yard

 � Terminal Island Wye

 � Track Realignment at Ocean Boulevard

 � Pier 400 Second Lead

 � West Basin Rail Improvements 
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EXHIBIT 10 Regional Mainline Rail Enhancements
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EXPANSION OF NEAR-DOCK RAIL

Additional lift capacity at near-dock yards is needed to accommodate projected demand 
and to reduce the number of truck trips to off-dock yards. Near-dock rail terminals 
provide rail accessibility to import and export cargo, using drayage trucks for the con-
nection to and from port terminals. Expansion of near-dock rail will reduce truck VMT 
and emissions by eliminating the need to access more distant off-dock rail facilities. 
Two near-dock rail projects are currently undergoing environmental review: BNSF’s 
Southern California International Gateway (SCIG) and modernization of UP’s Intermodal 
Container Transfer Facility (ICTF). Potential benefits of these railyards include a reduc-
tion in regional VMT and therefore emissions. Without the SCIG and ICTF expansion, it 
is estimated that the growth in Marine IPI container volumes would require that at least 
1.5 million container lifts would have to be handled at different yards throughout the 
SCAG region.  While the number of truck trips would not be significantly changed, VMT 
would be reduced due to the shorter distance from the ports to the SCIG terminal (3–4 
miles), versus the distance to Hobart and East Los Angeles yards terminal (20 miles). The 
Alameda Corridor has sufficient capacity to handle the projected increase in railroad traf-
fic from the ICTF and SCIG. Although regionally beneficial, local congestion and emission 
impacts may affect the communities near the railyards. However, the ongoing environ-
mental review process will identify these impacts and require that they be mitigated to 
the extent possible.

Intermodal Transfer Container Facility (ICTF)

The UP has proposed to invest $500 million in a modernization project that will increase 
container throughput at the ICTF even as it reduces the size of the existing facility from 
277 to 233 acres. The project will include the replacement of diesel cranes and yard hos-
tlers with electric ones as well as the addition of six new railroad tracks totaling 50,000 
ft. Clean technologies will be utilized to cut facility emissions by 74 percent. An EIR is 
currently being prepared for this project.

Southern California International Gateway (SCIG)

SCIG is a $500 million project that will create a new near-dock facility for the BNSF 
adjacent to the San Pedro Bay Ports with direct access to the Alameda Corridor. BNSF 
forecasts the new facility will take millions of truck-miles off regional freeways, eas-
ing congestion and reducing air pollution. Although on-dock rail capacity is expected to 
increase, on-dock rail expansion alone will not be sufficient to keep up with projected 
growth in demand. The SCIG will include the use of electric and low-emission equipment 
and requirements that only lower emission trucks serve the facility. The draft EIR for this 
project was released in September 2011.

Rail Grade Separations

Due to increasing railroad and highway traffic, vehicle delays at grade crossings are 
expected to increase substantially from 2010 to 2035. Allowing two intersecting axes of 
traffic to move concurrently, grade crossings eliminate vehicle delay and decrease associ-
ated emissions by reducing vehicle idling times.  Grade separations reduce traffic conges-
tion and delays, as well as emissions from idling vehicles, and address other critical rail 
crossing–related concerns such as noise and safety.

Seventy-one grade crossings throughout the SCAG region were identified for inclusion in 
the financially constrained 2012–2035 RTP/SCS as shown in EXIBIT 11. Constrained and 
strategic grade separation projects are included at the end of this Technical Appendix, 
along with constrained grade separation maps by county (EXHIBITS B1–B6). Another 56 
projects were identified for inclusion in the Strategic Plan. The estimated costs of the 
grade separations in the financially constrained plan total approximately $5.6 billion.
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EXHIBIT 11 Regional Grade Separations – Constrained
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RAIL PACKAGE SUMMARY

As shown in TABLE 12 , the combined rail package has been estimated to cost approxi-
mately $12.3 billion, including main line rail improvements, port area rail improvements, 
near-dock railyard improvements, and rail-highway grade separations.

TABLE 12 Estimated Cost of the Proposed Package of Rail Projects, 
by Major Category (Millions of Nominal Dollars)

Category Estimated Costs

Main Line Rail Improvements $3,092.40 

Port Area Rail Improvements $2,688.50 

Near-Dock Railyard Improvements $1,000.00 

Rail-Highway Grade Separations $5,568.90 

Total $12,349.80 

BENEFITS OF THE REGIONAL RAIL STRATEGIES

The benefits of the rail strategies to the region are considerable, and include mobility, 
safety, and environmental gains. As shown in TABLE 13, these strategies could eliminate 
almost 6,000 hours of vehicle delay per day at grade crossings, decrease emissions 
(NOX, CO2, and PM2.5) by almost 23,000 lb. per day, and reduce overall train delay to 
2000 levels.

The capacity enhancements in the rail package would reduce delay so that it does not 
exceed 2000 levels and provides enough capacity to handle projected tripling of inter-
modal cargo at the San Pedro Bay Ports. The delay per train is reduced depending on the 
train type and railroad line. For instance, trains on UP lines would experience almost 50 
percent less delay per train, as compared to trains on UP lines in 2000. The rail package 
therefore allows more cargo to move with less delay than in previous years even with 
expected rail volume increases.

TABLE 13 Benefits of the SCAG Regional Rail Strategy

Mobility  � Reduces train delay to 2000 levels
 � Provides main line capacity to handle projected demand in 2035 

(includes 43.2 million twenty foot equivalent units, or TEUs, port 
throughput)

 � Eliminates 5,782 vehicle hours of delay per day at grade crossings 
in 2035

Safety  � Eliminates 71 at-grade railroad crossings

Environment  � Reduces 22,789 lb. of emissions per day (CO2, NOX, and PM2.5 
combined) from idling vehicles at grade crossings

 � Facilitates on-dock rail
 � Reduces truck trips to downtown railyards and associated 

emissions
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Other Strategies

San Pedro Bay Ports Access Projects

Landside access to the San Pedro Bay Ports is provided by highway facilities, including 
I-110 and I-710, and the Vincent Thomas (SR-47), Commodore Schuyler Heim (SR-103), 
and the Gerald Desmond Bridges. The San Pedro Bay Ports have long worked with 
regional and state transportation planning organizations to identify and promote projects 
that will alleviate congestion to and from port areas and improve air quality in the region. 

Some key projects to improve direct access to the San Pedro Bay Ports are already 
underway, including:

 � The Gerald Desmond Bridge replacement – The bridge, which has been designated 
as a National Highway System Intermodal Connector Route and part of the Strategic 
Highway Network, carries nearly 15 percent of the nation’s waterborne cargo 
and is a critical access route for the Port of Long Beach, the Port of Los Angeles, 
downtown Long Beach, and surrounding communities. A final EIR for the bridge 
replacement was recently certified by the POLB Board of Harbor Commissioners and 
the California Department of Transportation (CALTRANS). They have identified the 
North-side Alignment Alternative as the preferred alternative linking Terminal Island 
to I-710. This project is important, as it improves the safety of the bridge, which 
was previously deemed to be seismically deficient. In addition, the new bridge will 
be able to accommodate increased vehicular and vessel traffic. Moreover, the new 
bridge will provide additional vertical clearance for vessels passing through the Back 
Channel to the Inner Harbor.

 � The I-110/SR-47 Connectors Improvement Program is composed of three major proj-
ects that will improve freeway access to port facilities and surrounding neighbor-
hoods, reduce congestion and conflicts between truck and rail traffic, and improve 
safety. The port has already begun collecting public comments on this project.

 � The Schuyler Heim Bridge Replacement and SR-47 Expressway Project includes 
replacement of the seismically deficient bridge and development of a truck express-
way that will transport port truck traffic on an elevated structure from the new 
bridge 1.7 miles northwest to Alameda Street. This project is already in the design 

phase. This project will improve safety (by bypassing three signalized intersections 
and five rail at-grade crossings) and reduce congestion and delay at many of the 
Port of Los Angeles’ terminals.

 � South Wilmington Grade Separation. This project will eliminate the conflict between 
vehicular traffic and two existing at-grade railroad crossings and provide unimpeded 
grade-separated vehicular access to the South Wilmington area (including for emer-
gency vehicles), eliminate truck queues on surrounding streets, reduce accidents, 
and improve safety in the area.

 � C Street/I-110 Access Ramp Improvements. This will consolidate two closely 
spaced intersections and improve connectivity to Figueroa Street and Harry Bridges 
Boulevard and access to several shipping terminals.

 � I-110/SR-47 Interchange & John S. Gibson Intersection/NB I-110 Ramp Access. This 
project will provide an additional lane from the SR-47 connector to NB I-110 and 
extend the existing off-ramp at John S. Gibson Boulevard. It will eliminate weav-
ing between the slow-moving, on-ramp traffic from San Pedro and the fast-moving 
bridge traffic from Long Beach to improve the connection between SR-47 and the 
I-110 Freeway.

Port of Hueneme Access Projects

In addition to the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, the SCAG region is also home to 
the Port of Hueneme in Ventura County. Although smaller, the Port of Hueneme supports 
important economic activities in the region, generating over $650 million for Ventura 
County’s economy every year and supporting 4,500 jobs. The Port of Hueneme Harbor 
District estimates that $7 billion in trade moves through the port annually. Unlike the San 
Pedro Bay Ports, the Port of Hueneme does not focus on containerized cargo. Instead, 
its primary imports and exports are refrigerated goods and produce, automobiles, bulk 
cargo, and fuels.

Data collected in 2008 indicated that the Port of Hueneme generated approximately 
25 percent of truck trips in areas close to the Port. Many of these trucks use the inter-
changes close to U.S. 101. Average daily traffic counts of heavy-duty trucks on local 
routes range between 400 and 2,600 trucks per day. In a 2008 study, six out of 25 
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intersections evaluated had a level of service (LOS) grade of D or F in the AM and PM 
peak periods.

As residential areas expand into previously agricultural areas in Ventura County, a greater 
number of people will be exposed to noise, vibration, and pollution impacts of truck 
traffic along key routes. Encouraging trucks to remain on truck routes through addi-
tional signage or restrictions and strategic design of proposed developments can reduce 
these impacts.

The following projects and strategies are among those anticipated to reduce truck con-
gestion and other impacts:

 � Hueneme Road widening between Ventura Road and Rice Avenue  

 � Reconfiguring the interchange at Rice Avenue and U.S. 101 

 � Rice Avenue UP Grade Separation

 � Rose Avenue UP Grade Separation

 � SR-118/Coast Line Grade Separation Maintain Port Hueneme Road/Hueneme Road 
and Rice Avenue as the primary truck access corridors to the Port of Hueneme and 
encourage trucks to use this route through additional signage 

Imperial County International Ports of Entry

As discussed previously, international border crossings between the U.S. and Mexico in 
Imperial County are critical components of the freight transportation system in Southern 
California. Within Imperial County, the three ports of entry (POEs)–Calexico West-Mexicali 
I, Calexico East-Mexicali II, and Andrade-Los Algodones–accounted for over $10 billion in 
international trade in 2010.36

While most goods in Imperial County move by truck, the border areas also are served by 
the UP and Carrizo Gorge Railway (CGR). The Calexico East border crossing is the only 
international rail crossing in the SCAG region and provides the only rail connection from 
California into Central Mexico.

36  The vast majority of goods traded between the U.S. and Mexico through Imperial County are trans-
ported through the Calexico East-Mexicali II port of entry, including nearly all Mexican imports to 
the U.S. amongst these POEs. The Calexico West-Mexicali I and Andrade-Los Algodones POEs serve 
significantly less commercial traffic, handling only exports from the U.S. to Mexico.

According to the Overall Economic Development Commission (OEDC), there are a number 
of challenges in Imperial County that could constrain future economic development.37 
A significant concern is the lack of adequate transportation infrastructure, especially 
at the U.S.-Mexico border. Some of the most noticeable gaps in the county’s truck 
network include:38

 � The lack of direct freeway connections to railyards and intermodal facilities;

 � The lack of dedicated truck lanes, passing lanes, and truck bypass routes;

 � High truck traffic through urban areas including Brawley and Westmorland; and

 � Empty trucks returning to Mexico after unloading their cargo in Calexico.

Key transportation strategies identified to date to improve the flow of goods in the 
area include:

 � Improving interchanges and developing bypasses to the “main streets” in the region 

 � The Brawley Bypass (SR-78/SR-111) (an eight-mile, four-lane divided expressway 
connecting SR-86 north of Brawley to 1.5 miles south of the eastern junction of 
SR-111 and SR-78)–expected completion in 2013.

 � The I-8/Imperial Avenue Interchange reconstruction and Imperial Avenue Extension 
projects in the City of El Centro and expansion of the Calexico East POE

High Desert Corridor

Some trucks in the region traverse SR-138, linking the Antelope and Victor Valleys. 
However, SR-138 currently lacks adequate infrastructure to handle heavy truck volumes. 
The proposed High Desert Corridor between I-15 and I-5 is anticipated to accommodate 
an expected three- to six-fold increase in traffic, providing a new level of accessibility, 
carrying trucks and other through traffic.

Truck Climbing Lanes

Additional highway projects that would facilitate goods movement activities in the region 
include truck climbing lanes. Examples of corridors identified suitable for truck climbing 

37  Imperial County (2009), Planning and Development Services Department, Comprehensive Economic 
Development Strategy 2008–2009, September 2009.

38  Imperial Valley Association of Governments (2008), Imperial County 2007 Transportation Plan 
Highway Element. Prepared by KOA Corporation, March 2008.



38     Goods Movement

lanes and currently programmed with funding and/or under construction include I-15, 
SR-57, and SR-60. Truck climbing lanes are additional lanes located outside mixed-flow 
lanes, which permit slower-moving trucks to operate at their own pace. This enables 
other vehicles to move at a faster pace, thereby reducing congestion. These lanes are 
typically placed where slow-moving trucks would cause an obstruction to other vehicles, 
such as hillsides or other areas with significant grade increases.

Goods Movement Environmental Strategy

EXISTING AND PROJECTED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 

It is a regional priority to reduce and mitigate the environmental impacts of moving goods 
through our region. Ships, trucks, trains and other goods movement equipment are among 
the largest contributors to regional air pollution, which must be reduced to comply with 
federal law. Freight emissions contribute to local health risks, which have raised com-
munity concerns and opposition, challenging some freight infrastructure projects. Criteria 
pollutants such as as NOX, PM2.5, SOX, and CO can have significant public health impacts, 
including asthma and other respiratory ailments, increased stress, and increased cancer 
risk.  In addition, noise, safety issues, aesthetic changes, vibrations, and natural resource 
depletion impact quality of life and may have health implications. Freight transport is also 
a major producer of greenhouse gas emissions and a user of energy in the form of diesel 
fuel; cleaner sources of secure, reliable energy must be part of the solution.

Much of the SCAG region does not meet federal ozone and fine particulate air quality 
standards as mandated by the federal Clean Air Act. NOX released from goods movement 
activities combines with volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in the atmosphere to form 
ozone pollution. In the South Coast Air Basin,39 there is a strict deadline to reduce ozone 
concentrations to 80 parts per billion (ppb) by 2023 with a future deadline of 75 ppb by 
approximately 2031.40 Failure to adopt sufficient measures to attain these standards in a 
timely manner will trigger federal sanctions such as curtailment of transportation funds. 
To attain the federal ozone standards, the region will need broad deployment of zero-and 
near-zero-emission technologies in the 2023 to 2035 timeframe.

39  Los Angeles, Orange, and non-desert portions of Riverside and San Bernardino Counties.
40  The attainment deadline for the 75 ppb standard (adopted in 2008) has not yet been established by 

U.S. EPA, but is expected to be by approximately 2031.

Goods movement sources include trucks, locomotives, cargo handling equipment, marine 
vessels, and aircraft. These sources, combined with all mobile sources in the region, emit 
approximately 90 percent of regional NOX.41 Currently, heavy-duty trucks contribute 58 
and 75 percent of PM2.5 and NOX emissions, respectively, and locomotives contribute 4 
and 5 percent, respectively, from goods movement related sources. FIGURE 9 shows the 
distribution of emissions from various goods movement sources.

FIGURE 9 Goods Movement NOX and PM2.5 Emissions in SCAB by Source
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marine fuel requirements, ARB emission inventory, ARB Goods Movement Plan, ARB and U.S. EPA locomo-
tive analyses. Work completed for SCAG Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementa-
tion Strategy.

Goods movement activities are also a source of GHG emissions. Although a reduction in 
goods movement related GHG emissions is not required under SB 375, which focuses 
solely on light-duty vehicle emissions, the State has established GHG reduction goals 
under AB 32 as have a number of local governments. Several measures have been passed 
by the EPA and the California Air Resource Board (CARB) to reduce GHG from heavy-duty 

41  South Coast Air Quality Management District, The Need for Zero-Emission Technologies, presentation 
for Zero-Emission Transportation and Roundtable Discussion, April 20, 2011.
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trucks and rail. Despite reductions attributable to these measures, GHG from heavy-duty 
trucks in the SCAG region are expected to increase by 30 percent from current levels by 
2023 and 60 percent from current levels by 2035. GHG emissions from rail in the South 
Coast Air Basin (SCAB) are expected to increase by 50 percent from 2010 levels by 2023 
and by 123 percent from 2010 levels by 2035.42

Heavy-duty trucks are usually powered by diesel, which contributes to regional NOX and 
PM emissions. As shown in TABLE 14, federal and state regulations will contribute to a 
decrease in NOX and PM2.5, but as VMT increases, these gains become relatively smaller 
over time. In addition, these regulations do not lead to reductions in CO2 emissions. In the 
2008 RTP, recommendations for truck emissions strategies included truck replacement, 
engine repowering, exhaust treatment device retrofits, and alternative fuels. CARB’s truck 
and bus regulation, as well as state and local incentive programs, were put into place 
to accelerate the introduction of cleaner technology.43 By 2023, nearly all HDVs will be 
model year 2010 or newer. But further reductions in truck emissions are critical to the 
region’s air quality and must come from the introduction of advanced technology HDVs.

TABLE 14 Percent Change in Truck Emissions from 2010 Measurements 
(Tons per Day)

2010 (Tons per Day) 2023 2035

NOX 352.59 -67% -58%

PM2.5 12.00 -65% -53%

CO2 64,319 30%+ 60%+

Source: SCAG Regional Comprehensive Goods Movement Study

It is a regional priority to reduce rail pollutants and work toward the objective of a 
zero-emission freight rail system as well. Reduction of emissions from rail would help 
eliminate pollution hotspots and would improve associated health impacts in neighboring 

42 SCAG Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy.
43  Regulations such as the California truck and bus rule that requires all trucks to have a 2010 or 

cleaner engine by 2023; HHDT GHG regulation; truck idling limit; low carbon fuel standard, and 
the EPA’s HDV fuel economy and GHG standards will contribute to a decrease in truck emissions 
over time.

communities. At the federal level, regulations are in place that will contribute to future 
reductions in rail emissions, including the U.S. EPA Locomotive Engine Standards, the 
2008 EPA rulemaking to reduce locomotive idling, and the EPA non-road locomotive and 
marine (NRLM) fuel sulfur rule. At the state level, the CARB has passed an intrastate 
locomotive fuel use regulation and has several agreements with the railroads such as a 
1998 MOU between CARB and the railroads to accelerate Tier 2 locomotive use and a 
2005 agreement to reduce railyard emissions. In addition, the CARB is finalizing a series 
of 2010 commitments that will further reduce diesel PM2.5 at four high-priority railyards. 
These regulations will lead to a reduction in PM2.5 emissions and a smaller reduction in 
NOX emissions, as shown in TABLE 15. These regulations, however, do not address reduc-
tions in CO2 emissions.

TABLE 15 Percent Change in Rail Emissions from 2010 Measurements 
(Tons per Day)

2010 2023 2035

NOX 16 -3% -18%

PM2.5 0.62 -47% -61%

CO2 1,313 50%+ 123%+

Source: SCAG Regional Comprehensive Goods Movement Study



In the South Coast Air Basin, attaining the national ozone standards will require reduc-
tions in emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOX) well beyond reductions resulting from current 
rules, programs, and commercially-available technologies.44 Because most significant 
sources are already controlled by over 90 percent, attainment of the ozone standards will 
require broad deployment of zero- and near-zero-emission45 technologies in the 2023 
to 2031 timeframe. With the projected changes in both truck and rail emissions, greater 
advancements in technology are needed to meet regional attainment objectives. As such, 
the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS includes an action plan to facilitate technology development and 
reduce emissions.

This RTP Goods Movement Environmental Strategy was developed to address community 
health concerns, federal attainment requirements, and climate change issues, while con-
tributing to our economic and energy security goals. Accordingly, the strategy emphasizes 
coordinated solutions for mobility, economy, energy, and environment so that investments 
can provide multiple benefits. A two-pronged approach for achieving such a strategy 
is identified. For the near term, the regional strategy supports the deployment of com-
mercially available lower-emission trucks and locomotives while centering on continued 
investments in improved system efficiencies. In the longer term, the strategy focuses on 
taking critical steps now toward phased implementation of a zero- and near-zero emis-
sion freight system. This includes planning for new infrastructure to incorporate evolving 
technologies—to fuel vehicles as well as to charge batteries and provide power.

44  Preliminary SCAQMD projections indicate a need to reduce regional NOX emissions by about two-
thirds by 2023 and three quarters by approximately 2030. South Coast Air Quality Management 
District, The Need for Zero-Emission Technologies, presentation for Zero-Emission Transportation 
and Roundtable Discussion, April 20, 2011.

45  The term “near zero-emissions” refers to emissions approaching zero and will be delineated for indi-
vidual source categories through the process of developing the Air Quality Management Plan/State 
Implementation Plan. Based on current analyses, on-land transportation sources will need to achieve 
zero-emissions where possible, and otherwise will need to be substantially below adopted emission 
standards-including standards with future effective dates. Near-zero-emissions technologies can 
help meet this need, particularly if they support a path toward zero emissions (e.g., electric/fossil fuel 
hybrids with all-electric range).

GOODS MOVEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL STRATEGY AND ACTION PLAN

In order to implement this strategy with both near-and long-term objectives, the 2012–
2035 RTP/SCS includes a four-phased action plan with key milestones. This plan calls 
for collaborative decision-making about how to advance research, development, and 
deployment of new technologies and expands on the use of existing technologies. Where 
needed, evaluation will be conducted to better understand costs and operational impacts 
to guide decision-making. The timeline for this action plan is shown in FIGURE 10. The 
four phases of the action plan are:

Phase 1 – Project Scoping and Evaluation of Existing Work 

Phase 2 – Evaluation, Development, and Prototype Demonstrations

Phase 3 – Initial Deployment and Operational Demonstration

Phase 4 – Full-Scale Demonstrations and Commercial Deployment 

The phases above provide a structured means to further develop, evaluate and deploy 
the technologies that will help the region to meet the objective of a zero-emissions goods 
movement system. The timeframe represents an estimation of when various technologies 
may be available for full deployment. However, the development and evaluation process 
may vary depending on the technology. As this plan is technology neutral, this proposed 
timeline serves as a general framework for making the decisions necessary to advance 
technology in the region. It is acknowledged that the timeframe may be subject to further 
revisions as additional information about specific technologies becomes available with 
further research and development as well as stakeholder input. The ability to create part-
nerships and procure funding for research and development efforts may help to acceler-
ate the timeline for specific technologies. As explained below, this plan of technology 
development, evaluation and eventual deployment will be undertaken in close cooperation 
with all goods movement stakeholders.

40     Goods Movement
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FIGURE 10 Timeline to Implement a Zero-and Near-Zero-Emission 
Freight System
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 � 2012 – Identify potential funding to support truck, wayside power, and rail 
evaluation and prototype demonstration efforts; incorporate into financially 
constrained RTP

 � 2012 – Implement plan of advocacy to secure action by federal or other governments

 � 2012–2013 – Continue to evaluate truck technology implementation and funding 
mechanisms; initiate testing of zero-emission container movement system along the 
Terminal Island Freeway and connecting routes to the Ports (or alternative routes 
serving the same locations)

 � 2012-2013 – Continue to evaluate practicability of applying electrified rail or other 
zero-/near-zero-emission technologies, and evaluate funding and implementation 
mechanisms

 � 2015–2016 – Resolve need for wayside power for trucks (in 2015) and incorporate 
decisions on wayside power and technology direction, including strategy, funding, 
and timeframe into 2016 RTP update and SIP revisions; if existing rail technologies 

are practicable for freight, identify technologies, infrastructure, and implementation 
mechanisms in RTP update and SIP

 � 2015–2020 – Begin deployment of appropriate zero- and near-zero-emission trucks 
and continue operational demonstration

 � 2018–2020 – If existing rail applications were determined not practicable for freight, 
resolve need for wayside power for new rail technologies (in 2018) and incorporate 
planning into the 2020 RTP and next major SIP

 � 2017–2035 – Full deployment of appropriate zero-and near-zero-emission trucks 
for substantially all regional transport; if existing electrified rail technologies can be 
practicably applied to the region, fully deploy such technologies
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ACTION PLAN FOR ADVANCEMENT OF ZERO-EMISSION TECHNOLOGY

Phase 1: Project Scoping and Evaluation of Existing Work 

Key Action Step:

 � Continue to research goods movement user-markets and associated infrastruc-
ture needs while exploring a range of technologies as appropriate with equipment 
manufacturers

The first phase of this environmental strategy has already been initiated through the 
cooperative efforts of regional stakeholders. Our long-term objective of an economically 
viable zero-emission freight transport system requires continued coordinated efforts and 
funding from multiple stakeholders. In addition to the work SCAG has recently undertaken 
with the Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy, 
other organizations such as the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles, CALSTART, and 
Los Angeles County Metro are working toward the objective of zero-emission freight 
transport.46 47

Over the last several years, numerous studies have evaluated our regional transportation 
corridors that carry high volumes of freight truck traffic. Recent assessment of the I-710 
corridor identifies key freight segments as high priority for the introduction of zero-
emission technology.48 Selection of an east-west freight corridor and evaluation of the 
potential regional penetration of zero-and/or near-zero-emission technology are ongoing 
additional priorities.

Additionally, significant effort has gone into analyzing the options for a zero- and/or 
near-zero emission rail system in the Basin. These include recent efforts by the Ports 

46  Port of Long Beach and Port of Los Angeles, Roadmap for Moving Forward with Zero-Emissiona 
Technologies at the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles, Technical Report, August 2011.

47  California Hybrid, Efficient and Advanced Truck Research Center (CalHEAT), Vehicle and Technologies 
Characterization and Baseline. Draft Report. January 31, 2011. 

48  Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Alternative Goods Movement Technology 
Analysis-Initial Feasibility Study Report. Final Report. I-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS. Prepared by URS. 
January 6, 2009.

of Los Angeles and Long Beach in their Roadmap study49 and by SCAG in the freight rail 
electrification report.50 Each of these efforts highlights the technical opportunities and 
the need to pursue a zero-emission freight transportation system for the future. However, 
they also highlight the difficult challenges associated with this sector, especially with 
regard to operational needs, integration of the technologies into the national rail system, 
federal safety requirements, and costs. These challenges will be addressed through vari-
ous phases of the environmental strategy. Further discussion of potential technologies for 
locomotives and trucks are addressed in later sections of this appendix.

Phase 1 requires the continued effort of various stakeholders to work through the techni-
cal, operational, practical and financial issues to define a long-term zero-emission freight 
system for the SCAG region. This scoping work will be done by the conclusion of 2012, 
however communication among stakeholders about various regional efforts will continue 
throughout the technology development process.

Phase 2: Evaluation, Development, and Prototype Demonstrations

Key Action Steps: 

 � Convene logistics working groups

 � Determine a set of market criteria to move truck vehicles forward to successful 
commercialization.

 � Secure funding commitments for the development of vehicle prototypes and infra-
structure demonstrations

 � Advance pathway technologies through regulatory, financial, and marketing 
mechanisms

 � Develop and demonstrate truck and truck wayside power prototypes

49  Port of Long Beach and Port of Los Angeles, Roadmap for Moving forward with Zero-Emission 
Technologies at the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles, Technical Report, August 2011.

50  Southern California Association of Governments. Task 8.2 Analysis of Freight Rail Electrification 
in the SCAG Region, Technical Memorandum. Draft Version, Prepared by Cambridge Systematics, 
August 26, 2011.
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 � Further study operational impacts of zero-emission rail technologies 

 � Evaluate practicability of applying existing electrified rail technologies 

 � Select truck technologies for continued fleet evaluation under Phase 3 

 � Identify vehicle technologies and wayside power applications to be tested under 
operational demonstrations in Phase 3

Phase 2 involves the development, design validation, and initial demonstration of several 
types of advanced prototype vehicles (trucks). Phase 2, and Phase 3 if necessary, also 
includes initial proof of concept and testing of several types of zero-emission locomotive 
technologies and supporting infrastructure.

To foster regional collaboration during this phase, a logistics working group will be 
convened to assess logistics decisions and efficiencies as they relate to changes with a 
long-term freight system. Two additional groups will be formed, one to focus on trucking, 
the other on rail. One responsibility of these groups will be to collaborate with public and 
private partners to secure funding commitments for the development of vehicle proto-
types and infrastructure demonstrations. These groups may overlap with or draw upon 
membership from existing regional forums. For instance, the Southern California National 
Freight Gateway Collaboration provides a forum composed of leaders from regional trans-
portation as well as state and federal resource agencies. One mission of this group is to 
advocate for a first-class goods movement system and the funding necessary to support 
such a system.

Phase 2 includes performance assessment of new technologies, including addressing 
market risks/uncertainties. As prototypes are developed and demonstrated, significant 
evaluation will also occur. For instance, a truck corridor market mechanism study will 
assess effective models for financial and regulatory structures to support and enable 
zero- and/or near-zero-emission truck commercialization and widespread deployment. 
Models may include incentives, buy-down rebates, preferred or exclusive access to port 
service, exclusive or preferred access to corridors, regulatory inducements, etc. Truck 
manufacturers and technology developers will be included to determine a set of market 
criteria–minimum market size and volumes of vehicles needed to move forward to suc-
cessful commercialization.

For rail, uncertainties associated with new technologies would be addressed through a 
rail operational assessment study that evaluates the potential operational impacts of a 
zero- and/or near-zero rail system both within the Basin and on the larger national freight 
railroad system. This study would build on the work of SCAG’s 2011 Rail Electrification 
Study, but would further clarify total capital and operating costs for such a system. 
Because overhead catenary systems have already been proven for passenger and some 
freight applications, this study would also evaluate the practicability of utilizing existing 
technologies for rail service.

For rail technologies, initial demonstration would include technology optimization along 
prescribed routes under conditions applicable to goods movement activities. An initial 
step in Phase 2 or Phase 3 if necessary, would entail creating a test track to allow for 
the demonstration of various technologies to move containers. For rail prototypes, basic 
performance requirements include, but are not limited to, sufficient tractive power to haul 
a double-stacked railcar, adequate braking capability and other parameters to support 
safe operation, and the ability to operate in zero-emission mode.

For trucks, certain pathway technologies are currently available but have had limited 
applications to date. For example, plug-in hybrid technologies are being demonstrated 
in parcel delivery and utility bucket truck applications; these systems could be scaled to 
larger vehicles for drayage and local service. 

Additionally, the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS includes demonstration and initial deployment 
for zero-emission truck technologies along the Terminal Island Freeway and connect-
ing routes to the Ports, (or alternative routes serving the same locations.) The shorter 
distance (approximately 5 miles) reduces technological and cost obstacles and is an 
important part of the initial effort to develop a regional zero- and/or near-zero freight 
transportation system. Please see the text box for more information on this important 
near-term project.

At the conclusion of Phase 2, efforts would be evaluated and technologies selected to 
continue into Phase 3.



Phase 3: Initial Deployment and Operational Demonstration

Key Action Steps: 

 � For trucks, scale up efforts to develop, deploy, and evaluate full truck fleets

 � Demonstrate wayside power and ability for multiple trucks to enter, exit, and be 
powered on a corridor

 � Conduct advanced technology locomotive demonstrations on test tracks that have 
sufficient length, switches, and grades to validate operational feasibility within 
the Basin 

 � Move the most promising technologies to initial demonstration of operational service

 � Select advanced locomotive technologies for Phase 4 initial deployment 

 � Select truck technologies and infrastructure for Phase 4 deployment and incorporate 
needed infrastructure into financially constrained RTP for high-priority corridors

In Phase 3, technologies that have been advanced by the Logistics Working Group will be 
further tested in an operational demonstration. This phase entails initial deployment of 
multiple vehicles or test tracks as appropriate, with on-going data collection and analysis 
for rapid iterative design improvement.

Phase 4: Full Scale Demonstrations, Commercial Deployment, and 
Infrastructure Construction (if wayside power is needed)

Key Action Steps:

 � Continue to launch and expand commercialization of zero-emission trucks using 
regulatory and market mechanisms identified in prior phases

 � Continue expanding plans for any needed wayside power infrastructure along high-
priority corridors (e.g., the East-West Freight Corridor)

 � Foster integration of advanced technologies into regional transportation networks

 � Advance rail technologies from small-scale demonstration to full-scale demonstra-
tion in operational service, as locomotive technologies will likely require additional 
field demonstrations prior to full commercialization

 � Coordinate locomotive technology deployment with any needed infrastructure 
improvements

The prior stages of technology testing and demonstrations will have prepared the region 
for Phase 4 deployment using the commercialization, regulatory, and market steps deter-
mined in prior phases. Any new technology deployment must be coordinated with infra-
structure planning, and key decisions will be incorporated into RTP updates and future 
SIP revisions. During Phase 4, technologies will be deployed as they meet the criteria for 
deployment established by regional stakeholders. As various technologies are currently 
in different stages of readiness, it is assumed that their deployment will be staggered 
throughout Phase 4.
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Near-Term Zero-Emission Technology 
Demonstration and Initial Deployment

Description: This project is for near-term demonstration and, if successful, initial 
operational deployment of zero-emission trucks receiving wayside electric power.

Location: The project will be located in Los Angeles County along the Terminal 
Island Freeway and connecting routes to the Ports, (or alternative routes serving 
the same locations).

Schedule: 

 � By 2013 – Demonstration: Develop and build trucks and wayside power infra-
structure sufficient for demonstration within the transport corridor consisting 
of the Terminal Island Freeway and connecting routes to the Ports (or alter-
native routes serving the same locations); commence demonstration upon 
completion of trucks and infrastructure.

 � By 2015 – Initial Operational Deployment: Build wayside power infrastructure 
sufficient for operation on the Terminal Island Freeway and connecting routes 
to the Ports (or alternative routes serving the same locations), and build maxi-
mum number of trucks for initial operational deployment allowed by available 
funding (with all feasible leveraging of private resources), unless a zero-
emission technology not utilizing wayside power is determined to be superior 
and can be implemented in a similar or earlier timeframe. In the latter case, 
remaining funds allocated to this project will be applied to demonstration and 
deployment of zero-emission trucks not utilizing wayside power.

Cost: Project cost is $35 million, for both demonstration and initial operational 
deployment phases. This includes construction of infrastructure, design and build 
of demonstration trucks, and acquisition of a small fleet for initial operational 
deployment.

Funding: AQMD will actively partner in supporting this effort by providing avail-
able funding for vehicle technology or infrastructure (staff will make a proposal 
to the AQMD Board in 2012), seeking funding partners, and developing other sup-
port. Additionally, SCAG will work with local transportation agencies, the Ports, 

and other private and public stakeholders in 2012 to identify funding for this 
project. Other potential co-funding sources include:

 � California Energy Commission AB 118 program

 � California Air Resources Board

 � California greenhouse gas cap and trade auction revenues

 � Federal grants

 � In-kind contributions and public private partnerships with technology devel-
opers, drayage companies, etc.

 � Funds available for project mitigation

Project Rationale: The Ports, vehicle manufacturers, and other entities are cur-
rently demonstrating new zero-emission truck technologies, including battery-
electric, fuel-cell, and hybrid-electric trucks with all electric range (AER). The 
purpose of this project is to demonstrate and initially deploy wayside power 
technology to provide power to these and other types of vehicles along certain 
high-volume corridors, thus allowing extended zero-emission range. Wayside 
technology has been used for many decades to power electric buses, mining 
trucks, and rail systems. It is thus a particularly proven and promising technologi-
cal approach to achieving zero-emission transport. If coupled with hybrid AER 
technologies currently in use for passenger cars and now being demonstrated for 
heavy trucks, wayside power could provide flexibility, range, and compatibility 
with current port, railyard, and warehouse operations. Hybrid AER trucks could 
produce zero-emissions along key high-volume corridors (e.g. Terminal Island 
Freeway, I-710, east-west freight corridor), but could operate off the electrified 
corridor powered by conventional natural gas or diesel fuels, by fuel cells, or—
within certain range—by batteries. Such vehicles thus could provide zero emis-
sions where most needed, and would have range to travel long distances in other 
modes. The Terminal Island Freeway corridor, as a short, high-volume transport 
corridor with substantial air pollution impacts to local communities, is an impor-
tant and ideal venue to initially deploy such technology. Deployment of wayside 
power technology is compatible with, and builds upon, the current Port efforts to 
develop and demonstrate electric and hybrid-electric trucks.



AGENCY ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES FOR ACTION

TABLES 16 and 17 describe the actions needed by SCAG and its air quality partner 
agencies to develop plan revisions and implementation mechanisms (e.g. funding and 

regulatory mechanisms) to deploy zero and near-zero-emission truck and rail technologies 
as part of a long-term freight system that meets the performance objectives described 
earlier. These actions will be made through an open process with the collaboration of 
our stakeholders.

TABLE 16 Trucks: Agency Major Implementation Actions

Year(s) Agency Agency Action

2012 SCAG  � Incorporate “footprint” for regional truck lanes to accommodate potential use of wayside power in financially constrained 
2012 RTP

 � Include funding to support truck and wayside power evaluation and demonstration efforts into financially constrained RTP 
See text box for more information.

 � Implement plan of advocacy to secure action by federal or other governments where required to implement any related ele-
ments of the SIP or RTP; include evaluation of impacts of zero- and/or near-zero-emission technologies on national priorities, 
(e.g. energy security, energy cost certainty, interstate transportation, climate protection).

2012–2014 SCAG, with AQMD/ARB 
on SIP, other transportation 
agencies and private sector 
partners on demonstration 

and funding efforts

 � Evaluate potential truck technology implementation and funding mechanisms, including: regulatory requirements; incentives 
(local, state, federal, interstate cooperative); differential tolls; and public-private partnerships

 � Evaluate potential funding mechanisms for truck infrastructure (e.g. wayside power), including federal, state, local govern-
ment funding; tolling; public-private partnerships; and electric utility funding of corridor construction

 � Demonstrate trucks and wayside power infrastructure sufficient along the Terminal Island Freeway and connecting routes to 
the Ports, (or alternative routes serving the same locations)

2015 SCAG, with AQMD/ARB 
on SIP, other transportation 
agencies and private sector 
partners on demonstration 

and funding efforts

 � Resolve need for wayside power infrastructure for trucks on I-710 and other corridors beyond near-dock rail yards, includ-
ing East-West Freight Corridor; decision would be based upon whether zero-and near-zero-emission technologies would 
have sufficient range without wayside power; if wayside power is needed, incorporate such technology description into RTP 
constrained plan and next major SIP

 � Build wayside power infrastructure sufficient for operation along the Terminal Island Freeway and connecting routes to the 
Ports, (or alternative routes serving the same locations), and build maximum number of trucks for initial operational deploy-
ment allowed by available funding (with all feasible leveraging of private resources), unless a zero-emission technology not 
utilizing wayside power is determined to be superior and can be implemented in a similar or earlier timeframe

 � Develop and incorporate recommendations regarding type of funding and implementation mechanisms (including infrastruc-
ture needed) into RTP constrained plan and next major SIP, including:

 � Strategy description and timeframe for any rules
 � Strategy description, potential funding sources and timeframe for any incentives
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TABLE 17 Locomotive/Rail: Agency Major Implementation Actions

Year(s) Agency Agency Action

2012 SCAG, with AQMD/ARB on SIP, 
other transportation agencies and 
private sector partners (UP/BNSF) 

on demonstration and funding 
efforts

 � Identify funding to support rail evaluation and demonstration efforts
 � Implement plan of advocacy to secure action by federal or other governments where required to implement any related ele-

ments of the SIP or RTP; include evaluation of impacts of zero and near-zero-emission technologies on national priorities, 
(e.g. energy security, energy cost certainty, interstate transportation, climate protection)

2012–2014 SCAG, with AQMD/ARB on SIP, 
other transportation agencies and 
private sector partners (UP/BNSF) 

on demonstration and funding 
efforts

 � Evaluate and determine practicability of applying existing electrified rail technologies to region (by 2013)
 � Evaluate potential funding and implementation mechanisms for zero-and/or near-zero-emission locomotives, and wayside 

power, including: Private (railroads); federal, state, local governments; public-private partnerships; electric utilities

2015–2016 SCAG, with AQMD/ARB on SIP, 
other transportation agencies and 
private sector partners (UP/BNSF) 

on demonstration and funding 
efforts

 � If existing electrified rail technologies are determined practicable for the region, identify technologies, infrastructure, and 
implementation mechanisms in RTP amendment and next major SIP 

2018–2020 SCAG, with AQMD/ARB on SIP, 
other transportation agencies and 
private sector partners (UP/BNSF) 

on demonstration and funding 
efforts

 � If existing electrified rail technologies were determined to not be practicable for the region, resolve need for wayside 
power for new rail technologies; decision would be based upon whether new technologies can achieve sufficient zero-or 
near-zero-emission range without wayside power

 � If wayside power is needed, include planning for wayside power for rail lines into 2018 constrained RTP 
 � Include recommendations regarding type of funding and implementation mechanisms into constrained RTP and next major 

SIP, including:
 � Strategy description and timeframe for any rules
 � Strategy description, potential funding sources. and timeframe for any incentives.

Near-Term and Long-Term Technologies for Commercial Deployment

The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS recommends a two-pronged environmental strategy to be 
implemented in the four phases outlined in the previous section. SCAG recognizes that not 
all technologies have advanced to the stage where they can be implemented immediately. 
As the region works to advance and deploy current prototype technologies, focus should 
be placed on commercializing and implementing existing solutions as well. For trucks, an 
aggressive program to bring more currently available clean-fuel and hybrid trucks into 
service represents the best near-term strategy. In the longer term, our infrastructure can 

serve as a catalyst for the development of longer-range hybrid, dual-mode or battery-
operated trucks.  For rail, near-term technologies for switcher locomotives can reduce 
emissions at railyards. A longer-term objective of a zero-emission rail system can be 
reached through further technology development. This section will briefly describe both 
near- and long-term technologies that have the potential to reduce emissions and help 
the region meet attainment deadlines. The technologies identified in this section serve as 
examples of potential near- and long-term options for further study and do not constitute 
specific technologies under the financially constrained RTP/SCS.
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NEAR-TERM TRUCK TECHNOLOGIES

Natural gas trucks use compressed natural gas (CNG) or liquefied natural gas (LNG) to 
power an internal combustion engine. Natural gas trucks have already been deployed at 
the Ports, and have the potential for greater deployment based on provision of fueling 
infrastructure. Range can be a concern due to limited on board fuel storage; however, 
adequate fueling infrastructure and/or the use of LNG could address the range issue. 
Several efforts are underway to expand use of natural gas trucks in the region as a near-
term solution.  Southern California Clean Cities Coalition is currently assisting with the 
marketing and education outreach for three projects funded through U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) Clean Cities ARRA 2009 Petroleum Reduction Technology Projects solicita-
tion. These projects include the UPS Ontario–Las Vegas LNG Corridor Expansion Project 
and the Heavy-Duty Natural Gas Drayage Truck Replacement Initiative, both with the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). A third project is being imple-
mented in partnership with the San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG) and 
Ryder Truck Rental, Inc. to deploy 202 heavy-duty natural gas trucks and construct two 
liquefied natural gas fueling stations.

Hybrid-electric trucks contain an internal combustion engine as well as an electric motor, 
generator, and energy storage device (e.g., a battery). The electric motor and generator 
absorb energy via regenerative braking and store that energy to offset acceleration and 
power demands of the vehicle. Several hundred hybrid-electric trucks are on the road due 
to the ARB’s Hybrid Truck and Bus Voucher Incentive Project (HVIP). The incremental cost 
of this truck is its largest barrier to market penetration; some of this has the potential to 
be offset through incentive programs or reduced fuel costs for operators. 

NEAR-TERM TRUCK OPERATIONAL STRATEGIES

In addition to deployment of new technologies, several programs that address truck 
operations have the potential to reduce emissions, including increased enforcement of 
anti-idling regulations, truck inspection and maintenance programs, and use of condi-
tional use permits for warehouses. These are operational changes that do not require new 
technologies, but may require changes in business practice and enforcement of these 
changes. Many of these strategies may also reduce noise and vibration impacts.

LONG-TERM TRUCK TECHNOLOGIES

Plug-in hybrid-electric trucks and battery-electric trucks are examples of technologies 
that may be used in the future. Plug-in hybrid-electric trucks differ from hybrid-electric 
trucks in that they have a larger battery and can draw energy from the electric grid. This 
enables the truck to travel under all-electric power when on electrified corridors. These 
trucks are currently in the development and demonstration stage. The cost and weight of 
the battery is the most significant barrier to further developing this truck type.  Currently, 
plug-in hybrid technologies are being demonstrated in parcel delivery and utility bucket 
truck applications; as previously discussed, these systems could be scaled to larger 
vehicles for drayage and local service.  Arvin Meritor is currently developing a dual-mode 
hybrid, and Vision Motor Corporation has a contract with the Port of Los Angeles to test 
units made specifically for drayage, using a combination of lithium-ion batteries and 
fuel cells.

Battery-electric trucks replace the entire engine and drive train of a conventional vehicle 
with an electric motor and generator. Battery-electric trucks could run entirely on battery 
packs that are charged when the vehicle is plugged into the grid and via regenerative 
braking or possibly using an on-board hydrogen fuel cell. Alternatively, these trucks 
could receive power from an external power source in the roadway, such as an overhead 
catenary system or through electromagnetic induction from a contact-less power system 
embedded in the roadway. Zero- and near-zero-emission truck prototype testing is 
underway with funding from the Port of Los Angeles, the Port of Long Beach, and AQMD. 
For instance, a demonstration of the Balqon lead-acid battery-electric truck was initiated 
in 2007. The battery was upgraded to a lithium-ion battery, and testing of the upgraded 
system is underway. Balqon has a contract at the Port of Los Angeles to test five on-road 
drayage trucks.

TRUCK TECHNOLOGIES FOR ZERO-EMISSION FREIGHT CORRIDORS

Development of both the proposed I-710 freight corridor and East-West Freight Corridor 
provide opportunities to commercialize technologies and create incentives for develop-
ment. Recent studies, such as the I-710 EIR/EIS, research completed by the San Pedro 
Bay Ports, and the SCAG Comprehensive Goods Movement Study, suggest that fixed 
guideway systems are less practical to serve the region’s needs, as they lack the flex-
ibility to serve the various markets. Zero-emission trucks, however, that either charge 
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through wayside power infrastructure, at charging stations off the system, or through fuel 
cell systems, show promise for goods movement corridors.

Wayside power offers a potential advantage to trucks that move on key freight corridors 
as it offers the potential to extend the range of the vehicle while operating in a zero-or 
near-zero-emissions mode. There is always a tradeoff between the weight of battery 
systems (which reduce payload carrying capacity) and the range of the vehicle. Current 
battery technologies have range limitations of approximately 40 miles in common truck 
duty cycles. A wayside power system on a freight corridor (truck lanes), for example, 
could charge batteries so that the truck can continue to operate with a 40-mile range 
when it leaves the freight corridor. This could provide a more extended range system 
than would charge stations located at truck stops and fuel stations similar to the current 
fueling infrastructure. Ongoing efforts are underway to evaluate the costs and operational 
parameters associated with either method.

Wayside power technologies include overhead catenary, in-road power such as third 
rail or linear synchronous motor (LSM), and fast charging. All three technologies must 
be integrated closely with the zero and/or near-zero-emission trucks, and all have the 
potential to significantly increase the functionality and range of trucks utilizing batter-
ies, including dual-mode hybrids. (It is unlikely that fuel cell trucks would need wayside 
power, due to their range and relatively quick refueling capability.) In overhead catenary 
systems, power is delivered from the electrical grid through the overhead wire to a 
pantograph on the vehicle itself. Catenary systems are well-established and efficient in 
light-rail applications, trolley cars and buses, and even mining trucks. For in-road power, 
the roadway itself provides power to the vehicles, which must be equipped with pick-up 
devices. Alternatively, fast charging is a high-power charging system used to quickly 
recharge the batteries in an electric vehicle at destination points, e.g., rail yards or distri-
bution centers. While technically not “wayside” power, fast charging is similarly grouped 
with other approaches that require infrastructure to be designed and built into the freight 
facilities and corridors. These systems have different operational requirements. Ideally, 
the system would allow for trucks to enter and exit the system seamlessly, change lanes 
and could be shared with standard trucks. 

NEAR-TERM RAIL EMISSION REDUCTION STRATEGIES

Switcher locomotives contribute only a small share of total locomotive emissions; how-
ever, their activity is concentrated in railyards and greatly impacts surrounding communi-
ties. Nevertheless, low-emission technologies are available, or soon to be available, and 
have relatively low costs. To reduce emissions from switcher locomotives, one option is 
to replace remaining Tier 0+ switchers with cleaner engines, such as Tier 4 switchers 
when they become available. NOX and PM2.5 emission rates from a Tier 4 switcher would 
be approximately 10–15 times lower than a Tier 0+ engine. Another option is to rebuild 
existing Genset switchers with engines that meet the U.S. EPA Tier 4 non-road emission 
standards, which could cut NOX and PM2.5 emissions by a factor of 10. The emission 
reductions of these strategies could reduce emissions for switcher engines between 27 
and 53 percent. However, since switchers are a small part of the overall fleet, these two 
switcher strategies would reduce total freight locomotive NOX and PM2.5 emissions by 
only 1 to 3 percent. Tier 4 engines are not currently available, but are required by the EPA 
for all new purchases after 2015. TABLES 18 and 19 show emissions reductions associ-
ated with upgrading all engines to Tier 4 after 2015.  Such a strategy can be implemented 
on a voluntary basis, subject to funding availability. This strategy is presented for illustra-
tive purposes and is not part of the financially constrained RTP/SCS.

TABLE 18 Emission Reductions from Replacing Tier 0 
with Tier 4 Switchers (Tons per Day)
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2010 1.37 1.37 0% 0.041 0.041 0% 94 94 0%

2023 0.68 0.35 -49% 0.017 0.001 -45% 123 123 0%

2035 0.37 0.37 0% 0.010 0.010 0% 153 153 0%

Source: SCAG Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy
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TABLE 19 Emission Reductions from Repowering Gensets with Tier 4  
Non-Road Engines (Tons per Day)
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2010 1.37 1.37 0% 0.041 0.041 0% 94 94 0%

2023 0.68 0.50 -27% 0.017 0.011 -36% 123 123 0%

2035 0.37 0.18 -50% 0.010 0.004 -62% 153 153 0%

Source: SCAG Comprehensive Regional Goods Movement Plan and Implementation Strategy

LONG TERM EMISSION REDUCTIONS STRATEGIES FOR RAIL

Electrification

Several U.S. commuter rail systems use overhead lines to power electric trains, and elec-
trified systems for both passenger and freight trains are common throughout Europe and 
Asia. There are no major electrified freight rail systems in North America. Electrification 
technologies require further evaluation to more precisely address questions about cost, 
funding, and how to best implement such systems with minimal operational impacts. 
Because of the cost and potential operational challenges associated with main line elec-
trification, such a strategy should be considered a longer-term initiative, requiring further 
studies as well as proof of concept and prototype testing of zero-emission locomotive 
technologies which have the potential to minimize cost and operational impacts, as dis-
cussed under the phased implementation section of this Appendix. 

Three electrification options were analyzed for consideration in SCAG’s recent rail elec-
trification study, each with varying costs and levels of technological readiness.  Electric 
catenary rail systems are perhaps the most technologically ready. Dual-mode locomo-
tives are in use for passenger service and, if they could be adapted for freight, could 
reduce the operational difficulties of removing and switching locomotives, as they can 

operate both on a catenary or with traditional diesel power. A third option would use 
linear synchronous motors in the railway to generate a propulsive force by creating an 
electromagnetic field, thereby avoiding the need to acquire or switch electric locomotives. 
Construction of any electrified rail system in Southern California would be a large invest-
ment, and would need the participation of the BNSF and UP railways.

Electrification of the railroad main lines would reduce line-haul NOX and PM2.5 emissions 
produced in the SCAG region by introducing cleaner, more efficient electric-powered 
locomotives and also by shifting the location of emissions to power plants. Although some 
emissions would still be produced in electricity generation, power plants are highly regu-
lated and release fewer emissions. Furthermore, all power plants in the SCAB region are 
natural gas powered and also release fewer emissions.  Most power plants are located 
outside the SCAB region and therefore emissions from these sources would be further 
from population centers. 

Battery Hybrid And Fuel Cell Rail Technologies

In future analyses, other additional viable technologies would be considered outside of 
electrification options. Two promising technologies that are under development include 
hybrid diesel-electric locomotives and battery-electric tender cars. Each requires addi-
tional development and a more thorough understanding of operational considerations. 
Hybrid diesel-electric locomotives (utilizing advanced batteries) are under development 
by General Electric (GE). The prototype is based on GE’s Tier 2 Evolution locomotive 
platform (4,400 hp) that will capture energy dissipated during braking and store it in a 
series of sodium-nickel chloride batteries housed in the locomotive frame. Fuel savings 
would allow for a small fuel storage tank and provide space for storage of the necessary 
batteries on individual locomotives. The locomotives would therefore switch between 
Tier-4 diesel-electric and battery modes. The batteries would recharge as the locomotive 
is operating in diesel-electric mode. 

Also, battery-electric tender car technology could be used with current locomotives. 
Battery tender cars would be placed behind diesel-electric locomotives and would carry 
batteries that could power locomotives through environmentally sensitive areas. Such a 
system could have many of the same advantages as the hybrid diesel-electric locomo-
tives, including zero-emission operation, but would also have the added benefit of being 
compatible with current locomotives and reducing or eliminating the need for wayside 
power such as from overhead catenary wires. 
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IMPLEMENTING THE ENVIRONMENTAL STRATEGY

Broad deployment of zero-and near-zero-emission transportation technologies in the 
2023 to 2035 timeframe is a critical and significant undertaking with technological, cost, 
and operational challenges. As outlined above, the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS delineates a 
path forward–a series of steps and decision points to move the region to that objective. 
Industry stakeholder participation will be necessary, including the efforts of numerous 
state and federal resources agencies, transportation agencies, along with commercial 
technology developers/manufacturers, and logistics experts. The 2012–2035 RTP/
SCS, developed in coordination with many of these stakeholders, reaffirms zero- and 
near-zero-emission technologies as a priority and establishes the regional path forward to 
such a goods movement system.
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EXHIBIT A.1 Manufacturing and Warehousing Concentrations Along I-210 (5-Mile Radius)
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EXHIBIT A.2 Manufacturing and Warehousing Concentrations Along I-10 (5-Mile Radius)
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EXHIBIT A.3 Manufacturing and Warehousing Concentrations Along SR-60 (5-Mile Radius)
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EXHIBIT A.4 Manufacturing and Warehousing Concentrations Along SR-91 (5-Mile Radius)
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EXHIBIT A.5 Manufacturing and Warehousing Concentrations Along Union Pacific Railroad Adjacent Alignment (5-Mile Radius)
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EXHIBIT B.1 Regional Grade Separations – Constrained and Strategic Plan
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TABLE B.1 Constrained Grade Separations  
(Not Listed in Priority Order)

County Grade Separation

ORANGE RAYMOND AVE 

ORANGE STATE COLLEGE BLVD

ORANGE PLACENTIA AVE UNDER CROSSING

ORANGE KRAEMER BLVD 

ORANGE ORANGETHORPE AVE 

ORANGE TUSTIN AVE / ROSE DR

ORANGE LAKEVIEW AVE 

ORANGE JEFFERY RD 

SAN BERNARDINO LENWOOD RD

SAN BERNARDINO GREEN TREE BLVD

SAN BERNARDINO GLEN HELEN PARKWAY

SAN BERNARDINO PALM AVE

SAN BERNARDINO MT. VERNON AVE

SAN BERNARDINO RAMONA AV

SAN BERNARDINO SAN ANTONIO AVE

SAN BERNARDINO CAMPUS AVE

SAN BERNARDINO NORTH VINEYARD AVE

SAN BERNARDINO SOUTH ARCHIBALD AVE

SAN BERNARDINO S. MILLIKEN AVE

SAN BERNARDINO LAUREL ST

SAN BERNARDINO MAIN ST 

SAN BERNARDINO HUNTS LN

VENTURA RICE AVE

RIVERSIDE AUTO CENTER DRIVE

County Grade Separation

RIVERSIDE JOY ST

RIVERSIDE MCKINLEY ST

RIVERSIDE MAGNOLIA AVE

RIVERSIDE PIERCE ST

RIVERSIDE BELLGRAVE AV

RIVERSIDE JURUPA RD

RIVERSIDE CLAY ST

RIVERSIDE TYLER ST

RIVERSIDE ADAMS ST

RIVERSIDE STREETER AVE

RIVERSIDE MADISON ST

RIVERSIDE MARY ST

RIVERSIDE RIVERSIDE AVE

RIVERSIDE 3RD STREET

RIVERSIDE SPRUCE ST 

RIVERSIDE CHICAGO AVE

RIVERSIDE IOWA AVE

RIVERSIDE VIELE AVE

RIVERSIDE CALIFORNIA AVE

RIVERSIDE SUNSET AVE

RIVERSIDE 22ND ST

RIVERSIDE SAN GORGONIO AV

RIVERSIDE HARGRAVE ST

RIVERSIDE AVENUE 52 

RIVERSIDE AVENUE 56 

RIVERSIDE AVENUE 62

County Grade Separation

RIVERSIDE AVENUE 66

LOS ANGELES DEL AMO BLVD 

LOS ANGELES SOUTH WILMINGTON AVE

LOS ANGELES REEVES AVE

LOS ANGELES VALLEY VIEW AVE 

LOS ANGELES PASSONS BLVD

LOS ANGELES GREENWOOD AVE (MONTEBELLO)

LOS ANGELES RAMONA ST (SAN GABRIEL)

LOS ANGELES MISSION RD (SAN GABRIEL)

LOS ANGELES DEL MAR AVE (SAN GABRIEL)

LOS ANGELES
SAN GABRIEL BLVD (SAN 
GABRIEL)

LOS ANGELES BALDWIN AVENUE (EL MONTE)

LOS ANGELES DURFEE AVE (PICO RIVERA)

LOS ANGELES
PUENTE AVENUE (INDUSTRY/LA 
COUNTY)

LOS ANGELES
TURNBULL CYN RD (INDUSTRY/LA 
COUNTY)

LOS ANGELES
FULLERTON RD (INDUSTY/LA 
COUNTY)

LOS ANGELES
NOGALES ST (INDUSTRY/LA 
COUNTY)

LOS ANGELES
FAIRWAY DRIVE (INDUSTRY/
WALNUT)

LOS ANGELES
FAIRWAY DRIVE (INDUSTRY/LA 
COUNTY)

LOS ANGELES HAMILTON BLVD (POMONA)

LOS ANGELES MISSION BLVD (POMONA)
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TABLE B.2 Strategic Grade Separations (Not Listed in Priority Order)

County Grade Separation

IMPERIAL WARD ROAD (IMPERIAL COUNTY)

IMPERIAL SR-78/SR-111 (BRAWLEY)

IMPERIAL MALAN STREET (BRAWLEY)

IMPERIAL MEAD ROAD (BRAWLEY)

IMPERIAL KEYSTONE ROAD (IMPERIAL COUNTY)

IMPERIAL ATEN ROAD (IMPERIAL)

IMPERIAL EVAN HEWES HIGHWAY (IMPERIAL COUNTY)

IMPERIAL DOGWOOD ROAD (IMPERIAL COUNTY)

IMPERIAL HEBER AVENUE (IMPERIAL COUNTY)

IMPERIAL WEST COLE ROAD (CALEXICO)

LOS ANGELES SAN ANTONIO AVE (POMONA)

LOS ANGELES LEMON AVE (LA SUBDIVISION)

ORANGE JEFFERSON ST (ANAHEIM)

ORANGE VAN BUREN AVE (PLACENTIA)

ORANGE RICHFIELD RD (PLACENTIA)

ORANGE KELLOGG DRIVE UNDERCROSSING (ANAHEIM)

SAN BERNARDINO HINCKLEY AVE (SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY)

SAN BERNARDINO SHADOW MOUNTAIN RD (SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY)

SAN BERNARDINO PHELAN RD (SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY)

SAN BERNARDINO ARCHIBALD AVE (RANCHO CUCAMONGA)

SAN BERNARDINO CENTRAL AVE (MONTCLAIR)

SAN BERNARDINO VINE AVE (ONTARIO)

SAN BERNARDINO SULTANA AVE (ONTARIO)

SAN BERNARDINO BON VIEW AVE (ONTARIO)

SAN BERNARDINO VINEYARD AVE (ONTARIO)

SAN BERNARDINO OLIVE ST (SAN BERNARDINO)

SAN BERNARDINO BEAUMONT AVE (SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY)

SAN BERNARDINO ALESSANDRO RD (REDLANDS)

County Grade Separation

VENTURA ROUTE 118 (VENTURA COUNTY)

RIVERSIDE SMITH AVE (CORONA)

RIVERSIDE RAILROAD ST (CORONA)

RIVERSIDE COTA STREET (CORONA)

RIVERSIDE RADIO ROAD (CORONA)

RIVERSIDE BUCHANAN ST (RIVERSIDE)

RIVERSIDE RUTILE STREET (JURUPA VALLEY)

RIVERSIDE HARRISON STREET (RIVERSIDE)

RIVERSIDE GIBSON STREET (RIVERSIDE)

RIVERSIDE JACKSON STREET (RIVERSIDE)

RIVERSIDE JEFFERSON STREET (RIVERSIDE)

RIVERSIDE PALM AVE (RIVERSIDE)

RIVERSIDE WASHINGTON STREET (RIVERSIDE)

RIVERSIDE BROCKTON AVE (RIVERSIDE)

RIVERSIDE APACHE TRAIL (RIVERSIDE COUNTY)

RIVERSIDE PANORAMA ROAD (RIVERSIDE)

RIVERSIDE CRIDGE STREET (RIVERSIDE)

RIVERSIDE PALMYRITA AVE (RIVERSIDE)

RIVERSIDE CENTER ST (RIVERSIDE COUNTY)

RIVERSIDE MAIN STREET (RIVERSIDE COUNTY)

RIVERSIDE SAN TIMOTEO CANYON (CALIMESA)

RIVERSIDE SHERIDAN ST (CORONA)

RIVERSIDE PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE (BEAUMONT)

RIVERSIDE 7TH ST (RIVERSIDE)

RIVERSIDE BROADWAY (RIVERSIDE COUNTY)

RIVERSIDE TIPTON ROAD (PALM SPRINGS)

RIVERSIDE AVENUE 54 (COACHELLA)

RIVERSIDE AVENUE 58 (RIVERSIDE COUNTY)
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EXHIBIT B.2 Los Angeles County Grade Separations – Constrained Plan (Not Listed in Priority Order)

Grade Separations 
e Constrained Plan 

= Regional Rail Lines 

Number Project Description 

1 Del Amo Blvd · Torrance 

2 S. Wilmington Ave - Los Angeles 
3 Reeves Ave - Lons Beach 

4 Valley View Ave - La Mirada 
5 Passons Blvd - Pico Rivera 

6 Greenwood - Montebello 

7 Ramona St • San Gabriel 
8 Mission Rd - San Gabriel 
9 Del Mar Ave · San Gabriel 

10 San Gabriel Blvd · San Gabrie l 

11 Baldwin Ave - El Monte 
12 Durfee Ave - Pico Rivera 

13 Puente Ave - Industry 
14 Turnbull Cyn Rd - Los Angeles County 

15 Fullerton Rd - Industry 
16 Nogales St · Industry 
17 Fairway Or · Industry 

18 Fairway Dr - Los Anseles County 
19 Hamillon Rd - Pomona 
20 Mission Blvd • Pomona 

Los Angeles 
County 

N 
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EXHIBIT B.3 Orange County Grade Separations – Constrained Plan (Not Listed in Priority Order)

N 
, 25 

SOWtes:SO.G, ESRI Sl1ad lel. TeleAtlas ... 

Orange 
County 

Riverside 
eounty 

Number 

1 

2 
3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Project Description 

Grade Separations 
• Constrained Plan 

= Regional Rail Lines 

Raymond Ave - Fullerton 

State College Blvd · Anahe im 

Placentia Avenue Undercrossing • Placent ia 

Kraemer Blvd - Anaheim 

Orangethorpe Ave· Anaheim 

Tustin Avenue/Rose Dr· Anaheim 

Lakeview Ave · Placentia 

Jeffery Rd - Irvine 
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EXHIBIT B.4 Riverside County Grade Separations – Constrained Plan (Not Listed in Priority Order)

San Bernardin@ 
County 

Riverside 
County 

Number Project Oescri tion Number Pro·ea Descrl tion 

1 Auto Center Or- Corona 15 3rd St- Riverside 

2 oy St - Corona 16 Spruce St - Riverside 

3 McKinley St· Corona 17 Chicago Ave· Riverside 

4 Magnolia Ave - Riverside County 18 Iowa Ave - Riverside 

5 Pierce St - Riverside 19 Viele Ave - Beaumont 

6 Bellegrave Ave -Jurupa Valley 20 California Ave· Beaumont 

7 Jurupa Rd - Jurupa Valley 

8 Clay St- Jurupa Valley 

9 Tyler St· Riverside 

10 Adams St - Riverside 

11 Streeter Ave · Riverside 

12 Madison St- Riverside 

13 Mary St - Riverside 

14 Riverside Ave - Riverside 

,~ --==----/-0 2S 
N 

21 Sunset Ave- Banning 

22 22nd St· Banning 

23 San Gorgonio Ave - Banning 

24 Hargrave St - Banning 

2S Avenue 52 • Coachella 

26 Avenue S6- Riverside County 

27 Avenue 62 - Riverside County 

28 Avenue 66 - Riverside County 

Grade Separations 
e Constrained Plan 

Regional Rail Lines 
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EXHIBIT B.5 San Bernardino County Grade Separations – Constrained Plan (Not Listed in Priority Order)

Grade Separations 
• Constrained Plan 

= Regional Rail Lines 

Number Proj ect Description 

1 
2 
3 
4 

5 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 
13 

14 

l enwood Rd - San Bernardino County 

Green Tree Blvd - San Bernard ino County 

Glen Helen Pkwy - San Bernardino County 

Palm Ave - San Bernardi no County 

Mt. Vernon Ave - San Bern ard ino 

Ramona Ave - Montclair 

San Antonio Ave - Ontari o 

Campus Ave - Ontario 

N. Vineyard Ave - On t ario 

South Archiba ld Ave - Ontario 

S. Milliken Ave - Ontario 

Laurel St - Fontana 

Main St - Grand Terrace 

Hunt s Ln - Colton 

Los Angeles 
County 

Riverside 
County 

San Bernardino 
County 
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EXHIBIT B.6 Ventura County Grade Separations – Constrained Plan 

~ 
<O 
U) 

Grade Separations 

• Constrained Plan 

Pro 'ect Oescri tlon 

Rice Ave/ Fifth St · Oxnard 

SotJtt-.s:SCAG; ESRI SM<led Relief, Tele Attas 

Kem 
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Introduction
The regional growth forecast represents the most likely growth scenario for the Southern 
California region in the future, taking into account a combination of recent and past 
trends, reasonable key technical assumptions, and local or regional growth policies. The 
Integrated Growth Forecast at the regional and small geographic area level is the basis 
for developing the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS), Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), and the Regional Housing Needs 
Assessment (RHNA). The development of the Integrated Growth Forecast is driven by a 
principle of collaboration between SCAG and local jurisdictions who are major contribu-
tors to the process. The integration of the regional and local forecasts is achieved through 
the joint efforts and collaboration among the various contributors. SCAG’s Community, 
Economic and Human Development (CEHD) Committee provided direction to the growth 
forecast update process for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS/PEIR/RHNA. SCAG’s Plans & 
Programs Technical Advisory Committee (P&P TAC) assisted in the forecasting process 
by providing valuable technical input.

The Growth Forecast Appendix is comprised of four major sections. Section I introduces 
the major source of challenges in producing the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS growth forecast, 
and summarizes the nineteen forecasting milestones of forecasting development. Section 
II describes the past growth trends and describes the size and characteristics of the 
projected population, households and employment. Section III discusses the forecasting 
framework, methodology and assumptions. Section IV introduces the SCAG PECAS land 
use model, including its structure, specifications, calibration, and an example scenario.

Section I: Challenges, Forecasting Timeline 
and Milestones

Challenges
The new state law requirement (i.e., SB 375) and the Great Recession (2007–2009) posed 
new challenges in the development of the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS growth forecast. With the 
introduction of SB 375 in California, federal program/requirement (RTP and conformity 
analysis) and two state programs (RHNA and Blueprint) as well as local general plans 
have become more strongly interlinked. Furthermore, as the foundation for developing 

these plans and programs, the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS growth forecast is required to 
be consistent. 

SCAG began developing the long term growth forecasts for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS in 
the middle of the Great Recession (2007–2009). The traditional long term perspective, 
which might not reflect on-going economic trends and frequently updated short term eco-
nomic forecasts, had the potential to result in a serious bias in the short term population 
projections. The most important source of potential projection errors was the unstable/
uncertain nature of the key economic-demographic assumptions. Two of the key assump-
tions were short-term unemployment and migration rates. 

Due to the current economic climate and the uncertain nature of the short term economic 
future in the region, the accuracy and the reasonableness of population projections (and 
assumptions) by the US Census Bureau and the California Department of Finance (DOF) 
were questioned by regional demographers and economists. In addition, relevant statisti-
cal data has not always been made available to regional planners in a timely manner. 

There was also a significant gap between the US Census Bureau and the DOF population 
estimates during the intercensal period. Both agencies have used their own methods in 
generating population estimates for this period. The gap in population estimates in the 
late 2000s was very high. In the SCAG region, the difference was 4.2 percent in 2009. 
SCAG generally uses the CA DOF population estimates for planning and forecasting 
purposes. The gap issue was resolved as DOF benchmarked its estimates to the 2010 
Census count. Nevertheless, the adjustment process of the preliminary growth forecast 
was quite challenging, due to the limited time available to produce the revised growth 
forecast for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS. 

Forecasting Timeline and Milestones
TABLE 1 lists the forecasting timeline and milestones for the development of the regional 
growth forecast for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS. SCAG began its forecast update process 
by conducting subregional workshops throughout the region in September 2008. When 
necessary, one-on-one meetings were arranged for local jurisdictions or subregions in the 
SCAG region. Through these workshops and one-on-one meetings, SCAG confirmed the 
accuracy of the small area socioeconomic data (SED), existing land use as of 2008, and 
local general plan information. As a result of the workshops and one-on-one meetings, 
SCAG revised and updated the 2008 regional growth forecast methodology and its key 
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assumptions, and developed the framework for future dialogue between SCAG planners 
and local and subregional planners. 

During the first quarter of 2009, SCAG developed an initial range of the regional growth 
forecasts for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS, which was released in April 2009. Since the Great 
Recession was in full force at that time, the region had experienced an enormous job 
reduction accompanied by high unemployment rates. With a high degree of uncertainty 
on the short term job growth and its potential impact on domestic and international 
migration, SCAG adjusted its forecasting framework for both the short term and long 
term perspectives. The direction of the short term economic perspective was considered 
important in the uncertain forecasting context. Three scenarios of job growth, high, mid, 
and low were used as a major driver of the region’s population growth, which eventually 
influences household growth. 

In May 2009, a first panel of experts meeting was held to review an initial range of 
regional growth forecasts and related assumptions. The panel of experts was composed 
of fifteen experts in the field of regional and national economics and demography. Experts 
were provided with a list of questions regarding assumptions with background informa-
tion (e.g., historical data and a preliminary range of forecast by the moderator) before 
the panel of experts meeting. SCAG incorporated the recommendations of the panel of 
experts into the refined range of regional growth forecasts, and developed a recom-
mended preliminary set of regional growth forecasts in June 2009. The preliminary 
county and sub-county sets of growth forecasts, reflecting recent trends, were released 
in July 2009.

Between July 2009 and February 2010, SCAG conducted a second round of local/subre-
gional review through workshops and one-on-one meetings with local jurisdictions and 
subregions. First, SCAG provided local jurisdictions with the preliminary set of growth 
forecasts at the city and 2000 census tract, and transportation analysis zone levels. 
Second, SCAG held a workshop to explain the methods and assumptions of how the 
growth forecasts at jurisdictional/census tract/transportation analysis zone level were 
developed. Third, the local jurisdictions or subregions provided SCAG with their input 
on those growth forecasts along with proper documentation. In February 2010, SCAG 
released a local input/general plan growth forecast for 2012–2035 RTP/SCS. In fact, this 
SED data was used for developing the SCAG suggested emission reduction targets for the 
years 2020 and 2035. 

The local input SED data resulted in an imbalance of regional population and employment 
for the year 2035. As usually occurs, the local input SED data tends to have less regional 
population (labor force or workers) than required to meet the projected employment in 
2035. In April 2010, SCAG began analyzing the sensitivity of the labor force participa-
tion level, given population and employment. In May 2010, the second panel of experts 
meeting was held to evaluate local input, and new Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) and 
US Census projections. The expert panel recommended SCAG reduce employment to 
maintain a reasonable relationship between population and employment. The relationship 
between the two regional forecasts is usually assessed using the double jobbing rate, 
the implied unemployment rate, and labor force participation rates. These factors were 
assumed to remain unchanged from historical levels. SCAG focused on the uncertainty 
of the labor force participation rate due to (1) the increasing share of female workers, (2) 
a higher survival rate, and (3) the sensitivity to extra job opportunities and supply of a 
skilled workforce. SCAG found that the aging population would effectively respond to the 
shortage of workforce in the region by increasing their labor force participation rate.

SCAG adjusted the local input regional growth forecast with a 2035 employment reduc-
tion between December 2010 and January 2011. This SED data was used for the pre-
liminary regional transportation model calibration and validation for the 2012–2035 RTP/
SCS. Between January 2011 and March 2011, SCAG conducted further data gathering 
workshops and, as necessary, made revisions to the local input growth forecast. 

In May 2011, SCAG conducted the third and final panel of experts survey to evaluate 
new 2010 Census data and existing demographic and economic assumptions. The third 
expert panel consisted of the same panel members, who had participated in the first and 
second panel of experts meeting. They provided SCAG with updated perspectives of the 
short term economic future of the region and its implication for population and household 
forecasts. SCAG continued collecting and updating the local growth forecasts and revised 
them as necessary between June 2011 and July 2011. During the same time period, 
SCAG consulted HCD/DOF for SCAG region growth forecasts and RHNA determination, 
and held RTP/SCS workshops across the region and conducted public outreach for review 
of the socioeconomic data.

After developing the draft 2012–2035 RTP/SCS between July 2011 and November 2011, 
SCAG released the draft plan in December 2011. SCAG distributed the draft RHNA alloca-
tion plan in February 2012. The Regional Council will be adopting the 2012–2035 RTP/

2     Growth Forecast



SCS in April 2012. The regional growth forecast is adopted as part of the 2012–2035 
RTP/SCS and RHNA process. 

TABLE 1 Forecasting Timeline and Milestones

Milestone Date/Period

1 Adopted 2008 RTP growth forecasts. May 2008

2 Conducted subregional workshops across the region in 
anticipation of 2012–2035 RTP/SCS growth forecast, 
data and tool requirements under the SB 375.

September 2008– 
January 2009

3 Developed an initial range of preliminary 2012–2035 
RTP/SCS regional growth forecasts with major demo-
graphic and economic assumptions.

April 2009

4 Held the first panel of experts meeting to assess BLS, 
Census, and DOF projections and to discuss demographic 
and economic trends and assumptions.

May 2009

5 Developed a recommended preliminary set of regional 
growth forecasts.

June 2009

6 Developed a preliminary set of growth forecasts at the 
county and sub-county level, reflecting the recent trends.

July 2009

7 Held subregional workshops across the region and con-
ducted outreach for local review.

July 2009 –  
February 2010

8 Released local input/general plan growth forecast for 
2012–2035 RTP/SCS. This dataset was used for target 
setting recommendation.

February 2010

9 Observed the imbalance of 2035 regional population and 
employment from local input.

April 2010

10 Held the second panel of experts meeting to evalu-
ate local input, and evaluate new BLS and Census 
projections.

May 2010

11 Local input regional growth forecast with 2035 employ-
ment reduction. 

December 2010– 
January 2011

12 Conducted data gathering workshops & made revisions. January 2011– 
March 2011

Milestone Date/Period

13 Conducted the third panel of experts survey to evaluate 
new 2010 Census data and existing demographic and 
economic assumptions.

May 2011

14 Collected local input and revised forecasting data as 
necessary.

May 2011– 
August 2011

15 HCD/DOF consultation for SCAG region growth forecasts 
and RHNA determination.

June 2011– 
August 2011

16 Held RTP/SCS workshops across the region and con-
ducted public outreach for review.

June 2011– 
August 2011

17 Developed the draft 2012–2035 RTP/SCS. The dataset 
was used for regional transportation model calibration 
and validation.

July 2011– 
November 2011

18 Released the draft 2012–2035 RTP/SCS. December 2011

19 Distributed the draft RHNA allocation plan. February 2012

20 Will adopt the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS. April 2012

Section II: Regional Growth: Past and Future

Growth Trends

POPULATION

The United States Census of 1850 counted the population of the Southern California 
Region to be 3,530. At that time, the population of the United States was 23,191,876. 
The regional share of the nation’s population was close to zero. According to the 2010 
Census, the population of the Southern California Region was 18,051,534, which rep-
resents over 5.8 percent of the US population of 308,745,538, and nearly 49 percent 
of California’s population of 37,253,956. With the region’s land area of 38,000 square 
miles, the region’s population density is now 475 persons per square mile. The Southern 
California region is the 5th highest in population among states in the nation, behind 
Florida, and the second largest combined statistical area (CSA) in the nation behind the 
New York CSA. 
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The region’s population growth over the last 160 years can be categorized into four major 
periods using statewide growth as a reference: very rapid growth (1850–1910), rapid 
growth (1910–1960), average growth (1960–1990), and slow growth (1990–2010) (see 
TABLE 2). The very rapid growth (1850–1910) represents the early stage of urbanization 
in the region. The railroad lines were first introduced into this agrarian region, and they 
played an important role in the region’s growth and urbanization. The annual average 
growth rate of population in the region in this period was 311 percent, which is 60 times 
higher than the national rate, and 8 times higher than the California rate. 

The rapid growth (1910–1960) period represents the beginning and rapid stages of 
regional growth and urbanization. The region reached one million people in 1920 for the 
first time, and grew to five million people by 1950. It took only three decades for the 
region to add four million people. The annual average growth rate of population in the 
region was 22 percent, which is 10 times more than that of the nation, and twice that 
of California. 

The average growth (1960–1990) period represents regional growth and urbanization 
comparable to that of the state. In 1970, the SCAG region’s population reached 10 million 
and exceeded 50 percent of the California population. By adding 4.6 million people to the 
region between 1970 and 1990, the region has evolved into one of the largest metropoli-
tan regions in the nation. There was an accelerated suburbanization during this period. 
Four of six counties in the region exceeded one million people in 1990. The annual aver-
age growth rate of population in the region was 2.9 percent, which is 2 times more than 
that of the nation, and similar to that of California. 

The slow growth (1990–2010) period represents the mature stage of population growth 
and urbanization. During this period, the region added 3.4 million people, which was a 
much slower growth pattern than in the previous decades. Although the regional growth 
stabilized during this period, urbanization and suburbanization continued. Orange County 
exceeded three million people, and Riverside and San Bernardino Counties exceeded two 
million people each in 2010. The annual average growth rate of population in the region 
was 1.2 percent, similar to that of California and the nation. Both the region and California 
became average growth areas from the perspective of the national growth. 

TABLE 2  Annual Average Growth Rate of Population, 1850–2010

Periods 1850–1910 1910–1960 1960–1990 1990–2010

SCAG Region 311.0% 21.6% 2.9% 1.2%

California 41.1% 11.2% 3.0% 1.3%

US 5.0% 1.9% 1.3% 1.2%

Source: US Census Bureau.

Two factors account for population change: natural increase and net migration. Natural 
increase is the balance between births and deaths in a period and net migration is the 
sum total of people coming to and leaving the region in the same period. Net migration 
is of two types: domestic and international. Domestic migration is the movement in and 
out of the region from other parts of the country, and immigration is the flow of people 
from other countries. Net migration greatly influenced the region’s past and recent 
population growth. 

The region’s economic growth is usually a major factor behind net migration and the con-
sequent population growth. The availability of jobs attracts people to the region, whereas 
in times of recession, the reverse is true. Major economic recessions in the 1930s (1929–
1933, 1937–38), 1970s (1973–1975), 1990s (1990–1993), and 2000s (2007–2009) have 
had a negative impact on the region’s population growth. As a result, the annual average 
growth rate of population in the region during those periods was 2.5 percent, 1.5 percent, 
1.3 percent, and 0.9 percent, respectively. The growth of the motion picture, petroleum, 
and aircraft industries and the region’s reputation as the land of opportunity explain the 
tremendous growth in the region during the 1980s. It should be noted that the recession 
in the 1990s was the result of major cuts in the national defense budget which affected 
the region much more severely than the rest of the nation. The regional population over 
the last couple of decades has become increasingly home-grown Californians (Myers et 
al, 2010) as the major component of change has been natural increase.
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The region currently faces serious challenges caused by the recent economic recession 
that began in December 2007. The region lost approximately 800,000 jobs from 2007 to 
2010. Although the economic recession officially ended in 2009, the region is still strug-
gling to bring its economy back to the pre-recession level. The future growth will depend 
on how the region addresses its economic challenges. 

EMPLOYMENT

Both the economic recession and globalization have heavily affected the restructuring 
of the industrial sectors from manufacturing to more service oriented industries (see 
TABLE 3). In particular, both the construction and manufacturing sectors declined due to 
the recessions and globalization, respectively. The construction sector plays an important 
role in economic growth through diverse development activities. There is usually little 
development activity during the recession period. The overall share of the construction 
industry decreased from 5 percent in 1990 to 4 percent in 2010. At one point in 2005, 
its share reached 6 percent of all industry sectors and immediately declined to 4 per-
cent in 2010 due to the economic recession. The manufacturing sector has consistently 
decreased its share from 17 percent in 1990 to 9 percent by 2000 and 8 percent in 2010. 
The manufacturing sector generally provides workers with higher pay than other sectors. 
With such a rapid decline in the manufacturing sector jobs, the economic quality of the 
region has declined. In contrast, services sectors including education, health services, 
and the leisure and hospitality sector showed an increase in their share of jobs in the 
region. Education and health service jobs increased its share from 17 percent in 1990 
to 22 percent in 2010, and leisure and hospitality sector jobs increased its share from 
8 percent in 1990 to 11 percent in 2010. 

TABLE 3 Regional Employment Trends, 1990–2010

1990 2000 2010
Difference 
(1990–10)

% Change 
(1990–10)

Jobs (‘000)  6,906  7,482  7,225  319 4.6

Jobs by NAICS

Agriculture & Mining (%) 1.4 1.1 1.0 -0.4 -24.3

Construction (%) 5.0 4.9 4.0 -0.9 -15.2

Manufacturing (%) 17.1 13.7 9.2 -8.0 -44.0

Wholesale Trade (%) 5.0 5.0 5.1 0.0 5.4

Retail Trade (%) 10.5 10.3 10.8 0.4 8.2

Transportation and  
Warehousing, and Utility (%)

4.4 4.7 4.8 0.3 12.2

Information (%) 3.6 4.3 3.5 -0.1 0.8

Financial Activity (%) 6.7 5.6 5.8 -0.9 -9.6

Professional and  
Business Services (%)

13.7 15.6 15.3 1.7 17.6

Education and Health  
Services (%)

17.0 19.1 22.0 5.0 35.3

Leisure and Hospitality (%) 8.3 8.9 10.6 2.3 33.2

Other Services (%) 3.8 3.9 4.0 0.2 10.5

Public Administration (%) 3.5 2.9 4.0 0.5 18.3

Total (%) 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0

Note: (1) education and health; and (2) local ground transportation/USPS and utility sectors in Public 
Administration from CA EDD database were reassigned to (1) education and health services and (2) trans-
portation and utility sector, respectively. Source: CA EDD and SCAG. 
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URBANIZATION AND SUBURBANIZATION PATTERNS

Although the regional growth rate stabilized in the last 20 years, the urbanization and 
suburbanization of the region has continued (see TABLE 4). In 2010, Orange County 
exceeded three million people, and Riverside and San Bernardino Counties exceeded two 
million people each. Riverside County is now the third largest county in the region. The 
Counties of Riverside and San Bernardino increased their share of the population from 
17.7 percent in 1990 to 23.4 percent in 2010, while Los Angeles County decreased its 
share from 60.5 percent in 1990 to 54.4 percent in 2010. The fast growth of population, 
relative to employment, in Riverside and San Bernardino Counties has led to an imbal-
ance of jobs and housing in the SCAG region, and poses serious transportation and air 
quality challenges.

TABLE 4 The County Share of the Regional Population, 1990–2010

County
1990  

Number
1990 

%
2000 

Number
2000 

%
2010 

Number
2010 

%

Imperial 109,303 0.7% 142,361 0.9% 174,528 1.0%

Los Angeles 8,863,164 60.5% 9,519,338 57.6% 9,818,605 54.4%

Orange 2,410,556 16.5% 2,846,289 17.2% 3,010,232 16.7%

Riverside 1,170,413 8.0% 1,545,387 9.4% 2,189,641 12.1%

San 
Bernardino

1,418,380 9.7% 1,709,434 10.4% 2,035,210 11.3%

Ventura 669,016 4.6% 753,197 4.6% 823,318 4.6%

SCAG 14,640,832 100.0% 16,516,006 100.0% 18,051,534 100.0%
 
Source: US Census Bureau

ECONOMIC RECESSIONS AND GROWTH TRENDS

The period between 1990–2010 is characterized as a slow growth period. The population 
growth (3.4 million) and job growth (308,000) during the 1990–2010 period was seriously 
affected by two major economic recessions. 

The first recession started in 1990 and ended in 1993. This recession was caused 
primarily by federal defense budget cuts. Many defense workers in the region lost their 
jobs during the 1990–1993 period. The job losses in the region reached 500,000 during 
the period and the region’s unemployment rate ranged from 5.6 percent in 1990 to 9.7 
percent in 1993 (see FIGURES 1–3). This economic recession primarily affected domes-
tic migration into and out of the region. During the 1990–1996 period, net outmigration 
reached nearly 1.1 million people as a result of net domestic out-migration, while net 
immigration was not affected (see FIGURES 7–8). As a result of the change in the compo-
nents of population change, the percent change of population gradually declined from 2 
percent in 1990–1991 to 0.5 percent in 1994–1995 (see FIGURES 5–6). 

The second recession started in 2007 and ended in 2009. During the 2007–2010 period, 
the region lost 800,000 jobs. The region’s unemployment rate reached 12.3 percent in 
2010 (see FIGURE 1). The impact of this economic recession on migration was different 
from the recession in 1990–1993. This recession affected both net domestic and net 
immigration (see FIGURES 7–8). During the 2007–2010 period, nearly 420,000 people left 
the region as a result of net domestic migration. The level of net domestic migration in 
the recession of 2007–2010 was much smaller than in 1990–1993. The net immigrants in 
the recession of 2007–2009 are estimated at 250,000 (annual estimate of 83,000), which 
is much smaller than 767,000 (annual estimate of 128,000) during the 1990–1996. The 
second recession resulted in the lowest percent change (0.4 percent) in annual population 
during the past 20 year span. 

The number of births declined from 328,000 in 1990–1991 to 258,000 in 2009–2010 
(see FIGURE 9). Although there was a sign of increasing births from 2001–2002 to 
2007–2008, both recessions must have negatively affected the decision to have children.

With two recessions in 20 years, the region’s job estimates have moved up and down (see 
FIGURE 2). The region’s 6.9 million jobs in 1990 decreased to 6.4 million jobs in 1993. The 
region had an increase in jobs from 6.9 million in 1990 to 8 million in 2007. As a result 
of the second recession, the number of jobs was reduced from 8 million jobs in 2007 to 
7.2 million jobs in 2010. The percent change of jobs between 1990 and 2000 is only 4.5 
percent, which is much lower than the 23.4 percent population increase. Therefore, the 
population to employment ratio rapidly increased from 2.12 in 1990 to 2.51 in 2010 (see 
FIGURE 10).
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FIGURE 1 Unemployment Rate, SCAG Region, 1990–2010
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FIGURE 2 Job Growth, SCAG Region, 1990–2010
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FIGURE 3 Percent Change of Jobs, SCAG Region, 1990–2010
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FIGURE 4 Population Growth, SCAG Region, 1990–2010
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FIGURE 5 Percent Change of Population, SCAG Region, 1990–2010
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FIGURE 6 Components of Population Change, SCAG Region, 1990–2010
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FIGURE 7  Net Domestic Migration, SCAG Region, 1990–2010
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FIGURE 8 Net Immigration, SCAG Region, 1990–2010
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FIGURE 9 Births, SCAG Region, 1990–2010
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FIGURE 10 Population to Employment Ratio, SCAG Region, 1990–2010
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Growth Forecast
The regional growth forecast is used as a key guide for future transportation investments 
in the SCAG region. The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS growth forecast was developed reflecting 
both the short term and long term perspectives. The latest 2010 Census data and 2011 
EDD data indicate lower population, households and employment for year 2010 than 
forecasted in the 2008 RTP. The region is still expected to grow over the RTP planning 
period (2008–2035)—adding 4.2 million new residents, 1.5 million new households, and 
1.7 million new jobs by 2035 (see FIGURES 11 and 12). 

FIGURE 11  Population, Employment, and Households, SCAG Region, 2008 
and 2035
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FIGURE 12  Population, Employment, and Household Growth, SCAG Region, 
1970–2035
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FIGURE 13  Percent Change of Population and Employment, SCAG Region, 
1970–2035
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POPULATION

The slower population growth pattern experienced in the last decade is expected to 
continue into the future. Between 2010 and 2035, the annual population growth rate will 
be only 0.9 percent, which is lower than the growth rate for the past 20 years. The region 
will grow mainly through natural increase (see FIGURES 16–18). 

The most salient demographic characteristics of the projected population in the region 
will be the aging of population and shifts in ethnic distribution (see TABLE 5 and 
FIGURES 14–15). With the aging of the baby boomer generation (born between 1946 and 
1964), the median age of the population is projected to increase from 34.2 in 2010 to 
36.7 in 2035. The share of the population 65 years old and over is projected to increase 
from 11 percent in 2010 to 18 percent in 2035, while the share of the population less 
than 65 years old decreases from 89 percent in 2010 to 82 percent in 2035. In particular, 
the share of the population of the working age 16–64 has its share sharply decline from 
65 percent to 60 percent during the projection period. This implies a future shortage of 

workers. With the increasing share of the older population and the decreasing share of 
the working age population, the aged dependency ratio (i.e., the number of aged people 
per hundred people of working age) is projected to increase from 17 percent in 2010 to 
30 percent in 2035 (an increase of 13 percent during the period). 

The other characteristic of the projected population is the racial/ethnic diversity (see 
TABLE 5). The region already has a high level of racial/ethnic diversity in 2010 with a 
Hispanic population of 45 percent, a non-Hispanic White population of 34 percent, a non-
Hispanic Asian population and others of 14 percent, and a non-Hispanic Black population 
of 7 percent. The region’s racial/ethnic composition is projected to exhibit a rapid change 
toward a majority Hispanic population of 56 percent in 2035, while the share of the non-
Hispanic White population is projected to drop sharply to 22 percent.
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TABLE 5  Demographic Characteristics of Regional Population, 2010, 2020, and 2035

2010 2020 2035
Difference  

(2010–2035)
% Change  

(2010–2035)

Total population (‘000) 18,104  19,663  22,091  3,987 22.0

Births per 1,000 population (05–10, 15–20, 30–35) 15.4 15.3 14.5 -0.9

Total fertility rate (per woman) (05–10, 15–20, 30–35)  2.2  2.2  2.2  0.0

Deaths per 1,000 population (05–10, 15–20, 30–35)  6.2  6.4  7.6  1.4

Natural increase (%) (05–10, 15–20, 30–35) 143.9 111.0 95.4

Net migration (%) (05–10, 15–20, 30–35) -43.9 -11.0  4.6

Age composition of population 

Persons under 16 years old (%) 23.2 22.6 21.9 -1.3 15.2

Persons 16–64 years old (%) 65.9 63.6 60.1 -5.8 11.7

Persons 65 years old and over (%) 10.9 13.8 18.0  7.1 101.5

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Median age 34.2 35.2 36.7 2.4

Dependency ratio*

Child dependency ratio** 35.2 35.5 36.5 1.3

Aged dependency ratio*** 16.6 21.6 29.9 13.3

          Total 51.8 57.2 66.4 14.6

Ethnic composition of population

Non-Hispanic White persons (%) 33.8 28.8 22.3 -11.5 -19.0

Non-Hispanic Black persons (%)  7.0  6.7  6.2 -0.8  8.5

Non-Hispanic Asian & Other persons (%) 14.0 14.5 15.1  1.2 32.6

Hispanic persons (%) 45.3 49.9 56.3 11.0 52.2

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Note: *The number of children (age 0-15) and aged persons (age 65 and over) per hundred people of working age (age 16–64). ** The number of children per hundred people of working age. *** The number of aged 
people per hundred people of working age. Source: SCAG 
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FIGURE 14  Population Pyramids, SCAG Region, 2010 and 2020
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FIGURE 15 Population Pyramids, SCAG Region, 2010 and 2035
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FIGURE 16  Components of Population Change, SCAG Region, 1970–2035
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FIGURE 17  Births and Deaths, SCAG Region, 1970–2035
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FIGURE 18  Net Immigration and Net Domestic Migration, SCAG Region, 
1990–2035
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HOUSEHOLDS

As the population ages and diversifies in the region during the projection period, house-
holders follow the same path (see TABLE 6). The number of householders 65 years or 
older will reach more than 2 million in 2035 with the addition of one million households 
in the next 25 years. The growth of the senior householders will represent more than 
70 percent of the projected household growth in the region. However, the share of house-
holders in the younger age groups will decline. In particular, householders 45–54 years 
old will show an absolute decline.

The racial/ethnic distribution of householders will also change. The non-Hispanic White 
householders will decrease from 44 percent in 2010 to 29 percent in 2035, while 
Hispanic householders will increase from 35 percent in 2010 to 47 percent in 2035. The 
household size will also decline from 3.04 in 2010 to 2.97 in 2035 as a result of the 
dynamics of the changing age and racial/ethnic composition of the projected population 
and declining birth rates.

TABLE 6 Characteristics of Regional Households, 2010, 2020, and 2035

2010 2020 2035
Difference 
(2010–35)

% Change 
(2010–35)

Total households (‘000) 5,853 6,458 7,325 1,472 25.1

Age composition of householders

15–24 (%) 3.9 3.4 3.4 -0.5 7.8

25–34 (%) 16.4 16.9 15.4 -1.0 17.8

35–44 (%) 21.3 18.5 18.4 -2.8 8.4

45–54 (%) 22.7 19.4 17.7 -5.0 -2.3

55–64 (%) 17.0 18.8 15.6 -1.4 14.8

65–74 (%) 10.1 13.4 14.9 4.8 84.7

75+ (%) 8.7 9.5 14.6 5.9 110.1

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Ethnic composition of householders

Non-Hispanic White householders (%) 43.7 37.3 28.8 -14.9 -17.6

Non-Hispanic Black householders (%) 8.0 7.9 7.5 -0.6 16.0

Non-Hispanic Asian & Other  
householders (%)

13.7 14.9 16.3 2.6 48.7

Hispanic householders (%) 34.5 39.9 47.4 12.9 72.0

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Average household size

Non-Hispanic White households 2.3 2.3 2.2 -0.1

Non-Hispanic Black households 2.6 2.5 2.4 -0.2

Non-Hispanic Asian & Other 
households

3.1 2.9 2.7 -0.4

Hispanic households 4.0 3.8 3.5 -0.5

Total 3.0 3.0 2.9 -0.1

Source: SCAG
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EMPLOYMENT

Two economic recessions and globalization were the major factors behind the slow 
growth in the region over the past 20 years. Although recessions and further globalization 
are expected, the region is still expected to add 2.2 million jobs, from 7.2 million in 2010 
to 9.4 million in 2035. The annual average growth rate in jobs will be over 1 percent. 
The region will be recovered from the recent economic recession in the near future. In 
the long run, the regional economy will get back to normal with reasonable labor force 
participation rates and unemployment levels.

The region’s industrial mix, however, will experience continuous change over time due 
to globalization (see TABLE 7). The region will transform its industrial structure from 
manufacturing oriented industries to the service oriented industries. The construction 
sector will regain its normal share by increasing from 4 percent in 2010 to 6.5 percent in 
2035. Selected service sectors including professional and business services, education 
and health services will grow by more than one million and their share will increase from 
37 percent in 2010 to 40 percent in 2035. The share of employment in the manufacturing 
sector will continue to decrease from 9 percent in 2010 to 8 percent in 2035 as a result 
of continued globalization.

There has been a concern about the economic performance of the region in recent years. 
SCAG initiated a discussion of an economic growth strategy among local and diverse 
stakeholders in the region. The economic growth strategy intends to improve the eco-
nomic quality of life by maintaining the manufacturing sector and other traditional high 
income job sectors.

TABLE 7 Regional Employment Projections by Industry Sectors,  
2010, 2020, and 2035

2010 2020 2035
Difference 
(2010–35)

% Change 
(2010–35)

Total jobs (‘000)  7,225  8,414  9,441  2,216 30.7

Jobs by NAICS

Agriculture & Mining (%) 1.0 0.9 0.8 -0.2 5.5

Construction (%) 4.0 6.0 6.5 2.4 108.6

Manufacturing (%) 9.2 8.6 7.6 -1.6 8.0

Wholesale Trade (%) 5.1 4.9 4.8 -0.3 23.3

Retail Trade (%) 10.8 10.5 10.2 -0.6 23.1

Transportation and  
Warehousing, and Utilities (%)

4.8 4.6 4.6 -0.2 26.5

Information (%) 3.5 3.3 3.1 -0.4 16.2

Financial Activity (%) 5.8 5.7 5.5 -0.2 25.1

Professional and  
Business Services (%)

15.3 16.3 16.8 1.5 43.1

Education and Health  
Services (%)

22.0 22.0 23.1 1.1 37.2

Leisure and Hospitality (%) 10.6 9.7 9.6 -1.0 18.4

Other Services (%) 4.0 4.1 4.1 0.2 36.2

Public Administration (%) 4.0 3.3 3.3 -0.7 8.3

Total (%) 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0

Source: CA EDD and SCAG
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COUNTY DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT

According to the SCAG growth forecast, Riverside and San Bernardino Counties will 
grow faster and increase their share of regional jobs while Los Angeles and Orange 
Counties decrease their share, between 2010 and 2035 (see TABLE 8). During the same 
period, in both Riverside and San Bernardino Counties the population to employment 
ratio will decline as relatively more jobs than population are added. Overall the popula-
tion to employment ratio in each of the six counties will converge toward the regional 
average ratio.

TABLE 8  Regional Population and Employment Shares by County, 
2010, 2020, and 2035

County Share of Regional Population Share of Regional Employment

2010 2020 2035 2010 2020 2035

Imperial 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%

Los Angeles 54% 53% 51% 57% 54% 51%

Orange 17% 17% 15% 21% 19% 19%

Riverside 12% 13% 15% 8% 11% 13%

San 
Bernardino

11% 12% 12% 9% 10% 11%

Ventura 5% 5% 4% 5% 5% 4%

SCAG 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: US Census Bureau and SCAG

COMPARISON OF 2008 RTP GROWTH FORECAST  
AND 2012–2035 RTP/SCS GROWTH FORECAST

The growth forecast for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS reflects the recent trends in compo-
nents (e.g., births, deaths, domestic migration, international migration) of population 
growth and in job growth by sectors. The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS growth forecast for 2035 
is lower than that of the 2008 RTP growth forecast (See FIGURES 19–20).

FIGURE 19 Population Growth, SCAG Region, 2003–2035:  
2008 RTP vs. 2012–2035 RTP/SCS
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FIGURE 20 Employment Growth, SCAG Region, 2003–2035:  
2008 RTP vs. 2012–2035 RTP/SCS
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Section III: Forecasting Framework, Methodology 
and Assumptions 

Forecasting Framework 
SCAG began developing the long term growth forecasts for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS in 
the middle of the Great Recession (2007–2009). The traditional long term perspective, 
which might not reflect the on-going economic trends and the frequently updated short 
term economic forecast, might result in a serious bias in the short term population pro-
jections. The major sources of potential projection errors include: (1) the unstable/uncer-
tain nature of the key economic-demographic assumptions, in particular, unemployment 

rate and migration in the short term framework; (2) the timing and reasonableness of 
population projections (and assumptions) by the US Census Bureau and CA DOF; (3) the 
lack of relevant statistical data in a timely manner; and 4) the significant gap in popula-
tion estimates between the US Census Bureau and CA DOF.

SCAG uses the BULA (Balance, Uncertainty, Latest, and Adaptive) approach toward 
developing the regional growth forecasts. First, the regional forecasts should maintain the 
Balance between employment, population, and households due to their interrelationship, 
assuming that employment growth is a driving force of regional population and household 
growth. The employment-population-household (EPH) forecast framework has been the 
basis for developing the growth forecast for the SCAG region.

Second, the regional forecasts embrace the forecast Uncertainty as the recent population 
projections of US Census Bureau (2008) and California Department of Finance (2007) are 
quickly outdated in their consideration of the actual and projected international immigra-
tion. A range of regional growth forecasts are derived to reflect the different paths of 
national population growth with different immigration assumptions and their impact on 
national growth.

Third, SCAG makes an effort to use the Latest demographic and economic assumptions 
to ensure that the growth forecasts are current. The normative assumptions are also 
introduced into the forecast process as needed. For example, household formation behav-
ior, measured in headship rates, is used to measure the housing needs of the projected 
population. The headship rates of minority ethnic populations did not show a conver-
gence toward the headship rates of the White population. SCAG introduces the socially 
acceptable assimilation pattern into the assumption of the convergence of headship rates 
toward the White headship rates.

Finally, SCAG approaches development of growth forecasts in an Adaptive and flexible 
way. Many demographic and economic statistics are unstable and quickly outdated as 
the recession continued. SCAG collected those information materials and regularly went 
through the expert panel review (2009, 2010, 2011). Through the BULA approach, SCAG 
developed more realistic and accurate regional growth forecasts. SCAG annually updated 
the short term forecasts with the quickly changing demographic and economic conditions 
between 2009 and 2011 before adopting the growth forecast in April 2012.
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UNCERTAINTY IN A REGIONAL GROWTH FORECAST 
AND EXPERT OPINION

In a rapidly changing and volatile economic environment, the usual economic and popula-
tion projection models do not produce accurate projections. This is particularly true of 
the short term projections due to the unstable nature of the economic and demographic 
assumptions. The average approach (e.g., average of the newly available economic or 
demographic projections) might be a preferred approach for updating the new short term 
economic and demographic projections (Smith et al, 2001). Timely developed private 
sources of the near term or long term economic and demographic projections are avail-
able with a cost, although the demographic projections tend to rely on the most recent 
series of projections by the U.S. Census Bureau or the state statistical agency. The 
collective expert opinion could be a useful reference to reduce the short term and long 
term projection errors. The following is a brief summary of the expert opinion on critical 
factors and key economic and demographic assumptions collected through three panels 
of experts meetings between 2009 and 2011.

The Panel of Experts Meeting (2009)

A first panel of experts meeting was held on May 15, 2009. The panel was composed of 
fifteen experts in the field of regional and national economics and demography. These 
experts have developed economic or demographic forecasts for a long time or the agen-
cies that they work for might have produced economic or demographic forecasts. They 
came from a variety of public or private organizations. Nearly 50 percent of the panel 
members come from universities in California (e.g., University of Southern California, 
University of California Los Angeles, University of California, Riverside, University of 
California, Santa Barbara, California State University, Long Beach, California State 
University, Fullerton). Other panel members come from state or local government agen-
cies (e.g., Los Angeles Economic Development Corporation, South Coast Air Quality 
Management District, California Department of Finance), private consulting firms (e.g., 
Regional Economic Models, Inc., Beacon Economics, DB Consulting). Experts were pro-
vided with a list of questions regarding assumptions with background information (e.g., 
historical data and a preliminary range of forecasts by the moderator) a few days before 
the panel of experts meeting.

The survey questions focused on three major aspects of job and population projections: 
1) short term economic outlook; 2) long term economic assumptions (e.g., regional share 
of the national job projections, retirement age of workers, labor force participation rate); 
and 3) long term demographic assumptions (e.g., fertility rate, life expectancy, and net 
international immigration). The survey questions included, but were not limited to: 1. 
How deep and long will the recession be? How will the recession affect the economy and 
prospects for housing in 2020?; 2. After the recession ends, will national job growth be 
equal to, greater than, or less than the U.S. job growth rate from the current U.S. BLS 
projection?; 3. Will workers retire at an older age in 2020/2035 than now?; 4. How will 
California’s share of U.S. jobs change in the future?; 5. How will the SCAG region’s share 
of California jobs change in the future?; 6. How does the panel evaluate the new Census 
Bureau U.S. population projections and related assumptions of fertility rates, life expec-
tancy, and international immigration?; 7. Will labor force participation rates continue to 
increase for older workers?

First, the short term economic outlook is focused on understanding the timing of the bot-
tom of the national and regional economic recession. According to the responses of the 
experts, the economic recession measured in job losses in the SCAG Region would most 
likely end in 2010 (2 respondents), 2011 (7 respondents), or 2012 (3 respondents). Once 
the economy is recovered from the recession, it might take several years for the unem-
ployment rates to return to a normal range (5–8 percent). Five of seven responded that, 
after the recession ends, regional job growth would be equal to the annual average U.S. 
job growth rate (1.04 percent between 2006 and 2016) from the current 2007 US BLS job 
projection. Two respondents said that the regional job growth would be greater than the 
U.S. job growth rate from the current 2007 US BLS job projection. 

Second, the regional share of the national job projections was surveyed through two 
different but related questions about 1) California’s share of U.S. jobs for 2020 and 2035 
and 2) the SCAG Region’s share of California jobs for 2020 and 2035. Twelve experts 
responded to both questions above. The survey results imply that the regional share of 
the national job projection ranges from 4.3 percent (minimum) to 5.3 percent (maximum) 
in 2020 and 3.8 percent (minimum) to 5.5 percent (maximum) in 2035 (see TABLE 2). 
The gap between the minimum and maximum is much bigger in 2035 than in 2020. The 
median regional share remains constant at 5 percent for both 2020 and 2035, which is 
0.2 percent lower than the most current regional share (5.2 percent). The overall survey 
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responses are not optimistic about the SCAG region’s relative economic competitiveness 
in the national economy, although the survey questions did not directly touch on “the 
regional share of the national job growth”. The labor force participation rate (retirement) 
trends in the SCAG region will be consistent with the national projection, and will support 
the assumption that workers in the region will tend to retire at an older age in the future.

Third, there is no or little concern about the national and regional assumptions of the 
future fertility rates and life expectancy. The current regional average total fertility rate of 
2.1 is assumed to decline slightly to 2.0 and 1.9 in 2020 and 2035, respectively, dur-
ing the projection period. The regional life expectancy will increase consistent with the 
national life expectancy’s increase during the projection period. The national immigration 
assumptions are major concerns of the panel members. The US Census Bureau released 
one set of long-term population projections for the nation in August 2008. These baseline 
projections included higher immigration projections, which resulted in an increase in the 
projected population growth to 2050. The key question is whether SCAG will adjust the 
current international immigration upward in light of the higher Census Bureau projections. 
Ten of the thirteen panel members said No to the upward adjustment of the international 
immigration assumption. 

The Panel of Experts Meeting (2010)

Two major projections from the US Census Bureau and US Bureau of Labor Statistics 
(BLS) were released since the previous year’s panel of the expert meeting. In December 
2009, the US Census Bureau released alternative sets of population projections with dif-
ferent immigration assumptions. The 2009 national population projections are a supple-
mental series to the 2008 national population projections released on August 14, 2008, 
and provide results for differing assumptions of net international migration (http://www.
census.gov/population/www/projections/2009projections.html). All other methodology 
and assumptions of mortality and fertility rates, are the same as those used in the 2008 
national population projections. The lower immigration assumption, which looks reason-
able in light of the recent trends, results in lower national population. When compared 
with the baseline projections released in August 2008, the gap between the low migra-
tion alternative and the baseline is 4.5 million (1.3 percent of the baseline population) in 
2020, 9.7 million (2.5 percent of the baseline population) in 2035.  In December 2009, 
BLS released new job projections to 2018. These projections were based on the national 

population projections released by the US Census Bureau in August 2008. Since there is 
only 1.3 percent difference in 2020 population between the low migration alternative and 
the baseline, the potential impact of the new low immigration alternative on job projec-
tions would be negligible. International immigration, in particular, unauthorized immi-
grants show a rapid decline from 11.8 million in 2007 to 11.6 million in 2008, and to 10.8 
million in 2009. The decline in just one year between 2008 and 2009 reaches 800,000, 
which would be the likely impact of the recent economic recession.

A second panel of experts meeting was held on May 28, 2010, just one year after the 
first meeting held in 2009. Panel members, who participated in the first panel of experts 
meeting, were invited to the second panel of experts meeting. Eleven members attended 
the meeting to: 1) revisit the potential impact of economic recession and recovery in the 
national economy on the regional economy; 2) provide input on the recent trends in immi-
gration and U.S. population growth; and 3) review the recent trends in the region’s share 
of the national jobs. 

With those newly available data in mind, the panel members participating in the second 
panel of experts meeting provided input to SCAG staff. First, the panel thought that job 
losses in the region would end in 2010 or 2011 in the 2009 meeting. While panel mem-
bers differed on the size and timing of the recovery, the panel did not think the recession 
would affect the size of the region in 2020 and 2035. Some panel members thought there 
could be a lingering impact on unemployment rates, income growth and housing markets. 

Second, U.S. population growth affects the pool of people and jobs in the nation. For any 
given SCAG share of future growth, higher U.S. immigration and population growth will 
push the SCAG region growth higher and vice versa. U.S. immigration and population 
growth is likely to be maintained at the lower level for the next 5 to 10 years. 

Third, job shares dropped in 2008 and 2009, and state and regional job losses were 
larger than in the U.S. The majority of panel members supported the downward revi-
sions of the regional shares of the national jobs. We are not sure if these declines in the 
regional job shares are temporary, based on the sharp decline in construction. There is 
a possibility that these declines might be a permanent shift because of the result of the 
long term demographic trends toward the aging of population, or because of the lack of 
the timely development and implementation of economic growth policy and strategy
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The Panel of Experts Meeting (2011)

A third panel of experts survey was conducted through email on May 2011. Most of the 
panel members, who participated in the first and second panel of expert meeting, were 
requested to answer survey questions on the demographic and economic trends and 
assumptions. Thirteen members responded to questions on: 1) economic recovery of the 
nation; 2) immigration assumptions at the national level; 3) the projected region’s share 
of the national jobs; 3) household projections. There was an overall consensus on the 
following few issues: 1) panelists expect the nation to be fully recovered by 2020 from 
the recession; 2) panelists expect U.S. unemployment to be between 4.5 percent and 6.5 
percent; 3) panelists see no need to change the immigration assumptions from last year; 
4) while not all panelists gave clear answers, no panelist said the relationship between 
projected jobs, population and households was not reasonable. On whether the SCAG 
region would see job growth faster than the nation, six of ten respondents said yes, while 
only two said no. The housing questions are particularly hard for short email answers. 
The question on whether household projections should be based purely on demographics 
was not clear to panelists. Some panelists wanted to comment on changing demograph-
ics and the implications for housing. Most panelists think demographics are the major 
determinant in the long run but had some concerns about 2020. Seven of 10 respondents 
agreed that market conditions would prevent “enough” housing from being built by 2020.

A RANGE OF REGIONAL GROWTH FORECASTS AND LOCAL INPUT 

SCAG assumes that any set of growth forecasts (population, employment, and house-
holds) within a range of growth forecasts might be a plausible choice set. The scenario 
was developed in the following way: First, international immigration, one of the major 
demographic assumptions in US population projections by the US Census Bureau (2008), 
is not consistent with the recent trends, and is adjusted downward to reflect the recent 
trends. This downward adjustment of international immigration and the resulting popu-
lation reduces the baseline US job projections due to the reduced labor supply. A mid 
national employment forecast is developed as a result of expert panel review (2009), is 
used as a key guide to develop a range of regional growth forecasts. 

Second, a range of the regional employment forecasts (low, mid, high) is derived using 
a range of the regional shares of the national jobs from the expert panel review. A range 
of regional employment forecasts is translated into a range of the regional population 
forecasts (low, mid, high) using a set of demographic assumptions. All related economic 

and demographic assumptions (e.g., unemployment rates, labor force participation rates, 
immigration level, fertility rates, and survival rates, etc) for three different employment 
levels remain unchanged during the conversion process. 

Third, a range of the regional population forecasts are translated into a range of the 
regional household forecasts using six different methods (e.g., cohort method, assimila-
tion method, 2008 headship rate method, trend method, mid-trend method, mid-assim-
ilation). A trend method produces the fewest households, while the assimilation method 
produces the highest number of households, given the same population level. SCAG uses 
a mid-trend assumption as a baseline method to convert population into households. It 
is based on a combination of the extrapolation of headship rates by race/ethnicity and 
gender and assimilation assumptions of the Hispanic and Asian headship rates. The mid 
term household projection is used with the population and employment scenarios to 
generate three scenarios of regional growth. TABLE 9 presents the three growth scenarios 
for population, households, and employment as well as the local input scenario. The local 
based scenario is consistent with the low scenario, and reflects the recent trends. All of 
these scenarios were derived before the 2010 Census redistricting data was available. 

TABLE 9  Regional Growth Forecasts (in Thousands): 
Three Scenarios and Local Input

Scenario EPH 7/1/2010 7/1/2020 7/1/2035 2010–2020

Low

EMP 7,458 8,526 9,423 1,068

POP 19,020 20,692 23,039 1,673

HHLD 5,925 6,569 7,341 644

Mid

EMP 7,458 8,735 9,783 1,277

POP 19,020 21,111 23,790 2,091

HHLD 5,925 6,692 7,581 767

High

EMP 7,458 9,172 10,426 1,714

POP 19,020 22,000 25,128 2,981

HHLD 5,925 6,969 8,020 1,044

Local Input 
(12/2010)

EMP 7,352 8,559 9,579 1,101

POP 18,997 20,600 22,930 1,580

HHLD 5,933 6,545 7,365 620

Source: SCAG
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2010 DECENNIAL CENSUS AND RE-BENCHMARK 
OF REGIONAL GROWTH FORECASTS

City and County level demographic data (Redistricting Data [P.L. 94-171]) for the State 
of California was released by the US Census Bureau on March 8, 2011. TABLES 10 and 
11 show population and household counts from the 2000 and the 2010 Census (April 1st 
figures) for each county in the SCAG region. The tables also present SCAG’s preliminary 
projections of population and households by county for July 2010. Highlights from the 
table include: (1) Redistricting data from the 2010 Census showed that the population in 
the SCAG region was 18.05 million as of April 1, 2010, which is 1.5 million higher (9.3 
percent) than the regional population count for the 2000 Census (16.5 million). The 2010 
Census population figure for the SCAG region was almost 1 million lower (4.9 percent) 
than SCAG’s preliminary population projections for 2010, which were provided before the 
publication of 2010 Census and primarily resulted from population estimates from the 
California Department of Finance (DOF); and (2) The 2010 Census redistricting data also 
counts the number of households in the SCAG region at 5.8 million, which is 461,000 
higher (8.6 percent) than the regional household count for the 2000 Census (5.4 million). 
The 2010 Census household figure for the SCAG region was about 85,000 lower (1.4 
percent) than SCAG’s preliminary household projections for 2010, which are based on 
household estimates from the CA DOF. 

On March 4, 2011, EDD released state and county estimates of wage and salary jobs 
for 2010 and adjustments to its previously released 2008 and 2009 job estimates (see 
TABLE 12). Highlights from the table include: (1) The new job data indicates that employ-
ment in the region totaled 7.22 million in 2010, about 128,000 (1.7 percent) less than 
SCAG’s preliminary employment projections of 7.35 million; (2) Among counties in the 
SCAG region, job losses were much more severe in Los Angeles, Orange and Ventura 
Counties than previously projected; and (3) The region lost almost 800,000 jobs (7.9 per-
cent) from 2007 to 2010. During this period, for every 100 jobs lost in the United States, 
17 were in California, and of those, 9 were lost in the SCAG region.

TABLE 10 Regional and County-Level Population Change, 2000-2010

County
Population

4/1/2000 Census 4/1/2010 Census 7/1/2010 SCAG*

Imperial 142,361 174,528 191,215

Los Angeles 9,519,338 9,818,605 10,451,374

Orange 2,846,289 3,010,232 3,181,814

Riverside 1,545,387 2,189,641 2,203,587

San Bernardino 1,709,434 2,035,210 2,123,624

Ventura 753,197 823,318 845,314

SCAG 16,516,006 18,051,534 18,996,928

Note: *Projected based on Local Input and California Department of Finance (DOF), and produced before 
the publication of 2010 Census. Source: US Census Bureau and SCAG

TABLE 11 Regional and County-Level Households, 2000 and 2010

County
Households

4/1/2000 Census 4/1/2010 Census 7/1/2010 SCAG*

Imperial 39,384 49,126 53,550

Los Angeles 3,133,774 3,241,204 3,270,353

Orange 935,287 992,781 1,012,627

Riverside 506,218 686,260 705,645

San Bernardino 528,594 611,618 621,772

Ventura 243,234 266,920 269,170

SCAG 5,386,491 5,847,909 5,933,117

Note: *Projected based on Local Input and California DOF, and produced before the publication of 2010 
Census. Source: US Census Bureau and SCAG
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TABLE 12 Regional and County-Level Employment Estimates, 2008–2010 

County
Employment

SCAG Preliminary Projection* EDD Revised

2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010

Imperial 61,504 56,033 50,561 62,449 58,668 58,687

Los Angeles 4,340,344 4,284,475 4,228,607 4,460,171 4,184,002 4,123,262

Orange 1,624,061 1,620,241 1,510,928 1,621,910 1,499,723 1,490,318

Riverside 663,950 618,986 574,023 651,662 600,250 586,234

San 
Bernardino

700,603 677,794 654,985 702,424 652,840 640,497

Ventura 347,720 340,492 333,264 348,380 329,159 325,672

SCAG 7,738,182 7,598,021 7,352,368 7,846,995 7,324,642 7,224,670

Note: * Projected based on Local Input and CA EDD. Source: CA EDD and SCAG 

SCAG incorporated the 2010 Census (Redistricting Data [P.L. 94-171]) and 2011 
Employment Development Department data into the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS and RHNA 
process. Local jurisdictions within the SCAG region participated in the 20-month review 
and input process for developing the growth forecast dataset. SCAG updated the base 
year 2008 estimates by backcasting new 2010 Census data and updated 2020 and 2035 
growth forecast by using the growth increments for 2008–2020 and 2020–2035 from the 
most recent database (December 2010). 

TABLE 13  Regional Growth Forecasts (in Thousands): Before and After 
Incorporation of 2010 Census and 2011 EDD Database 

RTP 2000 2010 2020 2035 2010–2020

EMP
Before Census

7,440
7,352 8,559 9,579 1,207

After Census 7,225 8,431 9,451

POP
Before Census

16,517
18,970 20,600 22,930 1,630

After Census 18,052 19,681 22,012

HHLD
Before Census

5,386
5,918 6,545 7,365 628

After Census 5,848 6,476 7,296

POP/
HHLD

Before Census
3.07

3.21 3.15 3.11 2.6

After Census 3.09 3.04 3.02

POP/
EMP

Before Census
2.22

2.58 2.41 2.39 1.35

After Census 2.5 2.33 2.33

Note: Population and household estimates for 2000 and 2010 are based on the Decennial Census and 
benchmarked to April 1st for both Census years. Employment estimates and projections are based on the 
annual average. Source: US Census Bureau and SCAG 

Forecasting Methodology and Assumptions
The regional growth forecast for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS was developed using the 
regional forecast methodology used in the development of the 2008 RTP growth forecast 
(see SCAG’s growth forecast report for 2008 RTP: http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2008/pdfs/ 
finalrtp/reports/fGrowthForecast.pdf). The following is an overall approach toward devel-
oping the regional growth forecast for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS.

FORECASTING METHODOLOGY 

SCAG projects regional population using the cohort-component model. The model com-
putes population at a future point in time by adding to the existing population the number 
of group quarters population, births, and persons moving into the region during a projec-
tion period, and by subtracting the number of deaths and the number of persons moving 
out of the region. The patterns of migration into and out of the region are influenced by 
the availability of jobs. The preliminary regional and county growth forecast of population 
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and households for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS was derived using the updated economic 
and demographic trends and perspectives. 

The preliminary city population and household forecast was derived by multiplying the 
2008 RTP jurisdiction’s share of the county growth delta during the forecast horizon by 
the updated county household growth delta during the same period. The jurisdictions’s 
relative growth pattern in the 2008 RTP growth forecast remained constant. The jurisdic-
tion level household size and the group quarters population from the recent DOF esti-
mates were incorporated into the new database. 

Regional employment is projected using a shift-share model. The shift-share model 
computes employment at a future point in time using a regional share of the nation’s 
employment. The preliminary regional and county growth forecast of employment for the 
2012–2035 RTP/SCS was derived using updated economic and demographic trends and 
perspectives. The preliminary jurisdiction employment forecast was derived by using a 
constant-share method. The jurisdiction’s share of county jobs for each sector for the 
base year is assumed to remain constant during the forecast years. By using the constant 
share method, the jurisdiction’s job growth by sector will be determined by the different 
growth of the specific sector by county. If a city in Los Angeles County is specialized in a 
specific industry (e.g., manufacturing), its future job growth will be severely affected by a 
declining pattern of manufacturing sector in Los Angeles County. The initial job forecasts 
became a basis for the future local input process. 

KEY REGIONAL ASSUMPTIONS

Demographic and economic assumptions play a decisive role in determining the size of 
population, households, and employment in the future. Population size is projected by 
identifying the demographic rates (e.g., fertility rate, survival rate, migration rate) of the 
population cohort. The region’s total fertility rate remains at 2.2, which is slightly higher 
than the replacement level of 2.1, during the projection period. The total fertility rate of 
Hispanic women gradually declines from 2.64 in 2010 to 2.49 in 2035, while other racial/
ethnic groups’ rates tend to remain constant during the projection period. The total fertil-
ity rate of recent Asian and Hispanic immigrants is assumed to be at a higher level than 
the long-term residents of the same ethnic origin. 

The region’s life expectancy at birth improves at the same rate as that of the nation’s life 
expectancy improvement as determined by the US Census Bureau’s 2008 Projection dur-
ing the projection horizon. 

Domestic migration is fluctuating and is directly influenced by labor demand derived 
from regional employment projections. International net immigration is kept constant at 
104,000, which is an annual average of international net immigration of the region dur-
ing the 1990–2010 period. The share of racial/ethnic domestic (from within the nation) 
migrants changes along with the changing population size of the racial/ethnic group. For 
example, the share of Hispanic migrants increases while that of the non-Hispanic Whites 
decreases. In addition to demographic assumptions, three additional translation factors 
are needed to link employment projections to population projections. They are labor force 
participation rates, the implied unemployment rates, and double jobbing rates. First, labor 
force participation rates play an important role in translating the labor force demand into 
labor force supply or vice versa. The labor force participation rates projected in the lat-
est U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) projections for 2016 were used as the starting 
point for projecting labor force participation rates for 2020 and 2035. The projected labor 
force participation rates for the population over 55 are especially important as a large 
share of labor force growth will be in this age group. SCAG kept the projected 2016 labor 
force participation rates for the population under 55 for the years 2020 and 2035. SCAG 
increased the projected labor force participation rates for population groups age 55 and 
above for 2020 and 2035. These increases reflect a continuation of the large increases 
seen in recent years and projected by BLS to 2016. They reflect the better health and 
life expectancy of the workforce and the tendency for people to work longer for financial 
reasons. As a result of the projected increases in age-related labor force participation 
rates, the overall labor force participation rate is projected to slightly decline from 60.4 
percent in 2010 to 59.4 percent in 2035. Second, some workers might keep two or more 
jobs. The double jobbing rate is assumed to be around 4.5 percent, and remain constant 
during the projection period. Third, the implied unemployment rate is derived by match-
ing labor supply estimated from population projections with workers estimated from job 
projections. The panel of experts suggested that the acceptable implied unemployment 
rate ranges from 5 percent to 8 percent. The current projection assumes a 5 percent 
unemployment rate during the projection period (2015–2035). Finally, the most impor-
tant consideration is the reasonable regional share of national jobs. Currently the SCAG 
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region’s share of the national jobs is assumed to be 5.2 percent, and remains constant 
during the projection period.

TABLE 14 Key Regional Assumptions

Race/Ethnicity 2005–10 2015–20 2030–35

Fertility Rate

White (NH**) 1.7 1.7 1.7

Black (NH) 2.05 2.05 2.05

Asian & Other (NH) 1.50 (2.06*) 1.51 (2.06*) 1.51 (2.06*)

Hispanic 2.64 (2.88*) 2.58 (2.82*) 2.49 (2.72*)

Total 2.18 2.2 2.2

Crude Death Rate

White (NH) 11.4 11.9 14

Black (NH) 9.1 9.4 10.4

Asian & Other (NH) 2.6 4 6.8

Hispanic 2.8 3.5 4.8

Total 6.2 6,4 7.5

Domestic In-Migration

White (NH) 55% 46% 33%

Black (NH) 8% 8% 8%

Asian & Other (NH) 16% 18% 22%

Hispanic 21% 28% 38%

Total 100% 100% 100%

Domestic Out-Migration

White (NH) 48% 46% 35%

Black (NH) 7% 7% 7%

Asian & Other (NH) 13% 14% 16%

Hispanic 31% 36% 43%

Total 100% 100% 100%

Race/Ethnicity 2005–10 2015–20 2030–35

International Migration 
(annual average) 

104,000 104,000 104,000

Labor Force Participation Rate

White (NH) 62.4% 61.1% 60.9%

Black (NH) 57.8% 57.7% 57.1%

Asian & Other (NH) 59.1% 58.3% 56.4%

Hispanic 59.6% 61.3% 60.0%

Total 60.4% 60.5% 59.4%

Note: *Total Fertility Rates of Asian And Hispanic Immigrants. **NH refers to Non-Hispanic. Source: CA 
DOF and SCAG 

The region’s households are projected by using projected headship rate. The projected 
households at a future point in time are computed by multiplying the projected residential 
population by projected headship rates. Headship rate is the proportion of a population 
cohort that forms the household. Age-gender-racial/ethnic specific household formation 
level was applied to the projected population to estimate households. It is specified by 
age, gender, and race/ethnicity. Headship rate is projected in 5 year intervals for seven 
age groups (e.g., 15–24, 25–34, 35–44, 45–54, 55–64, 65–74, 75+), both genders 
(male and female), and four racial/ethnic groups. 

The draft headship rate projections were developed using the extrapolation of the recent 
trends between 2005 and 2010 with different assumptions about the assimilation of 
Hispanic and Asian headship rates. The two plausible sets of headship rate assumptions 
were (1) age-sex-racial/ethnic specific household formation trends without assimilation 
and (2) age-sex-racial/ethnic specific household formation trends with assimilation. 

In fact, there has been a gradual decline in the overall headship rates of the SCAG region 
from 43.7 percent in 1990 to 42.2 percent in 2010, with a sharp decrease by 3 percent 
from 46.7 percent in 1980 to 43.7 percent in 1990. The region’s Hispanic headship rates 
generally did not converge toward the White headship rates between 1980 and 2000, 
but the gap of the White and Hispanic headship rates was growing over time and across 
generations, after controlling for socioeconomic factors. Although Hispanic immigrants 
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experience a linear assimilation toward the Non-Hispanic White headship rates over time, 
U.S. born Hispanic residents do not show a linear assimilation toward the Non-Hispanic 
White headship rates (Choi, 2008). There was generally a stronger effect of the economic 
recession on headship rates of the minorities or immigrants than that of the native-born 
White. As a result, the gap in headship rates between minorities or immigrants and the 
White group is larger (Min & Choi, 2011).

Since there is a potential overestimate of the projected households due to assimilation 
assumption, SCAG produces an acceptable range of the projected households by using 
headship rates with/without assimilation assumption. The final projected households 
will be within the acceptable range. TABLE 15 shows the projected headship rates of the 
racial/ethnic groups between 2010 and 2035, which are the basis for deriving the house-
hold forecast. 

TABLE 15 Headship Rates by Race/Ethnicity

2010* 2020** 2035**

White (NH) 50.7% 51.6% 52.1%

Black (NH) 49.3% 51.6% 52.1%

Asian & Other (NH) 39.1% 39.6%–40.8% 39.4%–42.6%

Hispanic 34.8% 35.9%–36.5% 36.4%–37.8%

Total 42.2% 42.4%–42.8% 41.6%–42.9%

Note: *The base year (2010) headship rates were derived using ACS 05-07 3 year average and controlled 
for 2010 Census household estimates. **The 2020 and 2035 Asian and Hispanic headship rates include 
two assumptions of with/without assimilation. A headship rate assumption with assimilation is developed 
in the following way, Asian headship rates are reduced by 50 percent of the difference from 2010 White 
headship rates by 2050; Hispanic headship rates are reduced by 25 percent of the difference from 2010 
White headship rates by 2050. Source: SCAG

SMALL AREA FORECAST AND ALLOCATION

The socioeconomic input data for the transportation model are processed at the transpor-
tation analysis zone (TAZ) level in two different formats: (1) the marginal total of person 
and household attributes and (2) the joint distributions of person and household attri-
butes. TAZ is often referred to as TIER 2, are generally equivalent to Census block groups, 
and there are 11,267 TAZs in the region. 

 A marginal total of 54 independent socioeconomic attributes and 7 joint distributions of 
two or more attributes are developed as input for the transportation demand model (see 
TABLES 16 and 17). Those variables include population, households, school enrollment, 
household income, workers, employment, etc. Joint distributions of two or more attri-
butes are now needed as required by the enhanced transportation demand model. One 
of those joint distributions is the number of households by household income, household 
size, the number of workers, and the type of dwelling units, at the TAZ level. 

SCAG develops the marginal and joint distributions of socioeconomic attributes at the TAZ 
level using diverse public and private sources of data and advanced estimation methods. 
The major data sources include 2000 and 2010 Census, 2000 Census Transportation 
Planning Package (CTPP), American Community Survey (ACS), California Department of 
Finance (DOF), California Employment Development Department (EDD), InfoUSA, 2008 
Existing Land Use, and 2008 County Assessor’s Parcel Database. 

The socioeconomic input data at the TAZ level is estimated using three major processes: 
1) development of three major variables (population, households, employment; 2) devel-
opment of secondary variables (socioeconomic attributes of persons and households, 
employment sectors); 3) development of joint distributions of selected attributes.



26     Growth Forecast

Development of Major Variables

The household estimates at the TAZ level are initially derived by summing the Minimum 
Planning Unit (MPU) level household estimates within the TAZ. The MPUs are generally 
equivalent to parcels. The MPU level household estimates are derived using the following 
process: (1) add the new residential construction between 2000 and 2008 to 2000 MPU 
level housing estimates from 2000 Census; and (2) convert housing units into households 
using the 2000 vacancy rate. The MPU level household estimates are controlled to the 
2008 city level household estimates. The employment estimates at the MPU level are ini-
tially derived by using 2008 InfoUSA database. The MPU level employment estimates are 
controlled to the 2008 county level employment estimates from CA EDD. TAZ level house-
hold and employment estimates are derived by aggregating the MPU level estimates.

TAZ population and household forecasts are derived using the housing unit (HU) method, 
as used in the city forecasts. The first step of the housing unit method is to project hous-
ing units at the TAZ level. Since SCAG focuses on the household forecast, SCAG derives 
the initial TAZ household forecasts by reflecting growth patterns incorporated in the 2008 
RTP forecasts, recent estimates and trends, and updated city household forecasts. The 
TAZ household forecast is converted into population by using the group quarters popula-
tion plus the product of households and average persons per household (PPH). The aver-
age number of persons per household is projected using the recent estimates and trends, 
and is constrained by the updated city PPH. Group quarters population is projected using 
the TAZ’s share of the city population from the 2000 Census and 2008 DOF, which is 
assumed to remain constant during the projection horizon.

TAZ jobs are initially projected using a constant-share method. The current TAZ’s share 
to city jobs for each sector will remain constant during the forecast years. By using the 
constant share method, the TAZ’s job growth by sector will be simply determined by the 
different growth of the specific sector by city. The initial TAZ population, household, and 
employment forecasts become a basis for the local review process.

Development of Secondary Variables

Three major variables are further disaggregated into necessary attributes (e.g., age, 
persons per households, industry sectors, etc), as required in the transportation demand 
model development process. The additional attribute variables are called secondary 
variables. These secondary variables at the TAZ level are estimated using the Large Area 
Secondary Variables Allocation Model (LASVAM) and Small Area Secondary Variables 
Allocation Model (SASVAM) (Cho, 2006; Choi & Ryu, 2011). SCAG uses LASVAM to 
develop the county level secondary variables using the trend extrapolation or the statisti-
cal method. SCAG uses SASVAM to develop the TAZ level secondary variables using the 
probabilistic choice model, which reflects the temporal change of the individual attribute 
and the changing relationship of the related attributes.

Development of Joint Distributions of Selected Secondary Variables

The marginal distribution of secondary variables at the TAZ level processed by SASVAM 
is developed into joint distribution of selected secondary variables using the Population 
Generator (PopGen) 1.1, developed by Arizona State University. PopGen 1.1 generates syn-
thetic populations and households with attribute distributions, which become the basis for 
computing the joint distributions. SCAG uses the 2000 Census SF3 driven aggregate data 
at TAZ level and 2000 Census PUMS based individual data at the PUMA level as seed data 
to produce 2008 synthetic populations and households at the TAZ level.

INCORPORATION OF MAJOR DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS

SCAG incorporates major long range major development projects with regional signifi-
cance into the TAZ population, household, and employment forecast to accurately assess 
their impacts on the long term regional transportation system. These projects are often 
collected through the Intergovernmental Review (IGR) program. 

As required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), SCAG should review 
projects throughout its jurisdiction to monitor regional development as part of the IGR. 
Through the IGR, SCAG confirms that the regionally significant projects are consistent 
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with a range of adopted regional plans and policies. This IGR process allows SCAG to 
identify the regionally significant major development projects. 

Once the small areas are identified as a major development project area through the 
IGR process, a set of preliminary population, household, and employment forecasts are 
processed using the information of proposed major development projects. The major 
development projects and related growth estimates generally do not influence the overall 
growth forecast of the local jurisdiction, but may influence the growth distribution within 
the local jurisdictional boundary.

TABLE 16  Description of Socioeconomic Variables

Variables Description of Variables

Population  
(8 variables)

Total Population (1 variable): total number of people living within 
a zone. Total population is composed of residential population and 
group quarters population. 

Group Quarters (Non-Institutional) Population (1 variable): is 
primarily comprised of students residing in dormitories, military 
personnel living in barracks, and individuals staying in homeless 
shelters. Group quarters (non-institutional) population does NOT 
include persons residing in institutions.

Residential Population (1 variable): the number of residents NOT 
living in “group quarters.”

Population  
(8 variables)

Group Quarters Population living in student dormitories (1 vari-
able): Population living in college dormitories (includes college 
quarters off campus).

Population by Age (4 variables): the number of population for dif-
ferent age groups: 5–17, 18–24, 16–64, and 65+.

Variables Description of Variables

Households  
(26 variables)

Total Households (1 variable): Household refers to all of the people 
who occupy a housing unit. By definition there is only one house-
hold in an occupied housing unit. 

Households by Household Size (4 variables): the number of one-
person households, two-person households, three-person house-
holds, and four or more person households.

Households by Age of Householder (4 variables): the number of 
households with age of householder between 18 and 24 years old, 
25 and 44, 45 and 64, and 65 or older.

Households  
(26 variables)

Households by Number of Workers (4 variables): the number of 
households with no worker, with one worker, with two workers, 
and with three workers or more.

Households by Household Income (4 variables): the number of 
households with annual household income (in 1999 dollars) of 
less than $24,999, $25,000–$49,999, $50,000–$99,999, and 
$100,000 or more.

Households by Type of Dwelling Unit (2 variables): the number of 
households living in single-family detached housing, and living in 
other housing.

Households by Number of College Students (3 variables): the 
number of households with no college student, with one college 
student, with two college students or more. 

Households by Number of Children age 5–17 (4 variables): the 
number of households with no child, with one child, with two 
children, and three children or more.
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Variables Description of Variables

School Enrollment  
(2 variables)

K-12 School Enrollment (1 variable): the total number of K-12 
(kindergarten through 12th grade) students enrolled in all public 
and private schools located within a zone. All elementary, middle 
( junior high), and high school students are included. This variable 
represents “students by place of attendance”.

College/University Enrollment (1 variable): the total number of 
students enrolled in any public or private post-secondary school 
(college or university) that grant an associate degree or higher, 
located within a zone. This variable also represents “students by 
place of attendance”.

Workers 
(4 variables):

Total Workers (1 variable): total number of civilian workers residing 
in a zone. Workers are estimated by the place of residence.

Workers by earning level (3 variables): the number of workers with 
earnings of less than $24,999, $25,000–$49,999, $50,000 or 
more.

Median Household 
Income  
(5 variables):

Median Household Income (1 variable): median household income 
is the median value of household income for all households within 
a zone. Household Income includes the income, from all sources, 
for all persons aged 15 years or older within a household. 

Median Household Income by Income Categories (4 variables): the 
median income is estimated for each of four different income cate-
gories: less than $24,999, $25,000–$49,999, $50,000–$99,999, 
and $100,000 or more.

Variables Description of Variables

Employment 
(17 variables)

Total Employment (1 variable): total number of jobs within a zone. 
The employment variables represent all jobs located within a zone 
(i.e., employment by place of work). Jobs are composed of wage 
and salary jobs and self-employed jobs. Jobs are categorized into 
13 sectors based on the North American Industry Classification 
System (NAICS) code definition.

Employment by 13 Industries (13 variables): the number of total 
jobs for 1) agriculture & mining, 2) construction, 3) manufacturing, 
4) wholesale trade, 5) retail trade, 6) transportation, warehousing, 
and utilities, 7) information, 8) financial activities, 9) professional 
and business services, 10) education and health services, 11) 
leisure and hospitality services, 12) other services, and 13) public 
administration. 

Employment by wage level (3 variables): total number of jobs 
by three wage levels: of less than $24,999, $25,000–$49,999, 
$50,000 or more.
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TABLE 17 Joint Distributions of Population, Households, and Workers 
by Selected Demographic Attributes.

Major Variables Demographic Attributes

Households Household income (less than $24,999, $25,000 to $49,999, 
$50,000 to $99,999, $100,000+) 

Household size (1,2,3,4+ persons in household) 

Number of workers (0,1,2,3+ workers in household) 

Type of dwelling unit (single-family detached, other)

Households Household income (less than $24,999, $25,000 to $49,999, 
$50,000 to $99,999, $100,000+)

Number of workers (0,1,2,3+ workers in household) 

Age of head of household (18–24, 25–44, 45–66, 65+ years old).

Households Household income (less than $24,999, $25,000 to $49,999, 
$50,000 to $99,999, $100,000+)

Household size (1,2,3,4+ persons in household)

Households Number of college students (0, 1, 2+)

Household income (less than $24,999, $25,000 to $49,999, 
$50,000 to $99,999, $100,000+)

Households Number of children age 5–17 (0,1,2,3+)

Household income (less than $24,999, $25,000 to $49,999, 
$50,000 to $99,999, $100,000+)

Population Age (0–4, 5–17, 18–24, 25+)

Household income (less than $24,999, $25,000 to $49,999, 
$50,000 to $99,999, $100,000+)

Workers Worker’s earnings (less than $24,999, $25,000–$49,999, 
$50,000+)

Household income (less than $24,999, $25,000 to $49,999, 
$50,000 to $99,999, $100,000+)

LOCAL INPUT

Local input plays an important role in developing an accurate growth forecast for 
2012–2035 RTP/SCS. Although the local input is an on-going process, SCAG sought local 
input from local jurisdictions for at least three times during the development of the growth 
forecast. The first and preliminary local input process was conducted between September 
2008 and January 2009 in anticipation of 2012–2035 RTP/SCS growth forecast, data and 
tool requirements under SB 375. SCAG collected the 2008 existing land use, 2008 zoning, 
and the current general plan land use through the local input process. 

The second and major local input process was conducted between July 2009 and 
February 2010 to collect and update land use information and the preliminary growth 
forecast. The preliminary projection of population, household and employment growth at 
the jurisdictional and TAZ level was provided to all local jurisdictions for comments and 
inputs. SCAG conducted a series of one-on-one meetings with local jurisdictions. Over 90 
percent of 195 local jurisdictions provided SCAG with input on growth forecast, existing 
land use, zoning, and general plan land use. The local input result presented an imbal-
ance of population and employment for the year 2035. The number of jobs in 2035 is 
larger than that of available labor supply. SCAG eventually adjusted the 2035 employment 
downward to achieve a balance of population and employment. 

The third and final local input process was conducted at the jurisdictional level between 
May 2011 and August 2011. With the availability of demographic data from the 2010 
Census (Redistricting Data [(P.L. 94-171]) and employment data from CA EDD in March 
2011, SCAG rebenchmarked the growth forecast’s base year demographic and employ-
ment figures. SCAG updated the base year (2008) data with the growth delta of the pre-
liminary forecast unchanged. SCAG made an appropriate adjustment of growth forecast 
as needed.

TABLE 18 presents a proposed growth forecast of population, households, and employ-
ment for years 2008, 2020, and 2035 at the local jurisdictional level in the SCAG region. 
The proposed local growth forecast was primarily derived using the bottom-up local 
input process. 
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TABLE 18 Proposed 2012–2035 RTP/SCS Growth Forecast

County City
Population Households Employment

2008 2020 2035 2008 2020 2035 2008 2020 2035

Imperial Brawley 24,200 36,200 46,800 7,500 11,500 15,800 7,500 12,300 14,600

Imperial Calexico 37,800 50,800 62,800 10,100 14,100 18,800 9,000 15,300 18,500

Imperial Calipatria 7,400 9,000 9,900 1,000 1,200 1,500 2,300 4,000 5,000

Imperial El Centro 41,300 50,300 61,300 12,900 15,700 19,300 18,600 31,400 38,000

Imperial Holtville 5,800 6,600 7,300 1,800 2,100 2,400 1,600 2,600 3,000

Imperial Imperial 14,200 19,900 22,900 4,300 6,200 7,600 2,800 4,800 5,800

Imperial Westmorland 2,200 3,000 3,800 600 900 1,200 600 1,000 1,200

Imperial Unincorporated 36,900 67,900 73,400 10,400 19,900 24,000 18,900 30,300 35,100

County Total 170,000 244,000 288,000 49,000 72,000 91,000 62,000 102,000 121,000

Los Angeles Agoura Hills 20,300 20,400 21,400 7,300 7,500 7,900 11,600 12,100 12,700

Los Angeles Alhambra 83,000 87,000 92,400 29,200 31,300 33,300 29,600 31,000 32,500

Los Angeles Arcadia 56,200 59,600 64,300 19,500 21,000 22,700 26,700 28,100 29,500

Los Angeles Artesia 16,500 16,700 17,000 4,500 4,700 4,800 5,900 6,200 6,500

Los Angeles Avalon 3,600 4,300 5,100 1,400 1,700 1,900 4,400 4,600 4,800

Los Angeles Azusa 46,300 49,500 53,800 12,700 13,800 14,800 18,200 18,500 19,200

Los Angeles Baldwin Park 75,400 78,200 82,200 17,200 17,900 18,600 17,600 18,300 19,200

Los Angeles Bell 35,500 35,900 36,400 8,900 8,900 9,000 9,000 9,300 9,700

Los Angeles Bellflower 76,600 76,600 81,300 23,600 23,700 25,100 16,000 16,900 17,900

Los Angeles Bell Gardens 41,900 43,000 44,500 9,600 9,700 9,700 8,000 8,400 8,800

Los Angeles Beverly Hills 34,100 35,000 36,300 14,900 15,200 15,600 58,000 61,400 64,800

Los Angeles Bradbury 1,000 1,100 1,100 300 400 400 200 300 300

Los Angeles Burbank 103,300 112,400 115,300 41,900 46,000 47,000 90,300 102,300 114,700

Los Angeles Calabasas 23,000 23,800 24,400 8,500 9,000 9,200 14,800 15,400 16,200

Los Angeles Carson 91,700 97,500 106,000 25,500 27,400 29,600 51,900 52,500 54,000

Los Angeles Cerritos 49,000 49,400 49,800 15,500 15,600 15,800 35,900 37,100 38,600

Los Angeles Claremont 34,800 36,100 37,900 11,600 12,100 12,600 18,100 19,400 20,600
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County City
Population Households Employment

2008 2020 2035 2008 2020 2035 2008 2020 2035

Los Angeles Commerce 12,800 12,900 13,000 3,400 3,400 3,500 48,100 47,800 48,600

Los Angeles Compton 95,900 96,900 97,600 22,900 23,100 23,100 30,600 31,200 32,200

Los Angeles Covina 47,800 48,700 50,200 15,900 16,200 16,700 12,900 13,100 13,600

Los Angeles Cudahy 23,600 25,200 27,200 5,600 6,000 6,400 3,400 3,500 3,700

Los Angeles Culver City 38,900 39,300 40,000 16,800 17,000 17,300 45,400 47,900 50,400

Los Angeles Diamond Bar 55,300 58,700 63,300 17,800 19,300 20,800 15,500 16,200 17,000

Los Angeles Downey 111,800 116,200 122,700 33,900 35,000 36,200 40,200 42,200 44,200

Los Angeles Duarte 21,200 22,100 23,400 7,000 7,400 7,900 6,700 7,000 7,300

Los Angeles El Monte 113,400 124,300 140,100 27,800 30,400 33,300 36,300 37,100 38,400

Los Angeles El Segundo 16,700 16,900 17,000 7,100 7,200 7,200 53,800 54,000 55,400

Los Angeles Gardena 58,800 59,700 66,200 20,500 21,000 23,200 30,500 28,900 30,700

Los Angeles Glendale 191,600 198,900 209,300 72,200 75,200 78,600 93,600 98,200 103,000

Los Angeles Glendora 49,700 52,900 56,700 17,000 18,000 18,400 12,300 12,900 13,500

Los Angeles Hawaiian Gardens 14,300 14,800 15,600 3,600 3,700 3,900 2,900 3,000 3,200

Los Angeles Hawthorne 84,300 89,600 96,300 28,500 29,500 30,600 20,600 21,100 21,800

Los Angeles Hermosa Beach 19,400 19,600 19,700 9,500 9,600 9,600 7,000 7,300 7,700

Los Angeles Hidden Hills 1,800 1,900 1,900 600 600 600 30 30 30

Los Angeles Huntington Park 58,100 62,000 67,700 15,000 15,700 16,900 16,400 16,800 17,400

Los Angeles Industry 200 200 200 100 100 100 84,100 83,900 85,600

Los Angeles Inglewood 109,700 111,900 113,500 36,400 37,900 38,800 33,400 35,000 36,700

Los Angeles Irwindale 1,400 1,600 2,000 400 400 500 13,400 11,500 12,300

Los Angeles La Cañada Flintridge 20,200 20,400 20,600 6,800 7,000 7,100 9,500 10,200 10,300

Los Angeles La Habra Heights 5,300 5,700 6,500 1,800 1,900 2,200 800 800 900

Los Angeles Lakewood 80,000 80,500 80,600 26,600 27,100 27,400 15,700 16,800 17,800

Los Angeles La Mirada 48,500 50,300 52,800 14,700 15,000 15,300 19,400 19,100 19,300

Los Angeles Lancaster 154,500 174,800 201,300 46,300 52,200 58,800 49,700 51,900 54,200

Los Angeles La Puente 39,800 45,000 52,500 9,500 10,700 11,900 8,000 8,400 8,800

Los Angeles La Verne 31,100 33,000 35,600 11,300 12,000 12,900 9,400 10,100 10,800
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Population Households Employment

2008 2020 2035 2008 2020 2035 2008 2020 2035

Los Angeles Lawndale 32,700 34,600 37,400 9,700 10,100 10,700 5,700 6,000 6,300

Los Angeles Lomita 20,300 21,000 21,900 8,100 8,100 8,200 4,700 5,000 5,200

Los Angeles Long Beach 462,200 491,000 534,100 163,500 175,600 188,900 168,100 176,000 184,800

Los Angeles Los Angeles 3,770,500 3,991,700 4,320,600 1,309,900 1,455,700 1,626,600 1,735,200 1,817,700 1,906,800

Los Angeles Lynwood 69,300 72,300 74,300 14,600 15,300 15,700 13,200 13,800 14,500

Los Angeles Malibu 12,600 13,800 14,800 5,300 5,400 6,100 8,900 8,900 9,900

Los Angeles Manhattan Beach 35,100 35,500 36,000 14,100 14,100 14,100 15,100 16,100 17,200

Los Angeles Maywood 27,400 27,600 28,000 6,600 6,600 6,700 3,700 3,900 4,000

Los Angeles Monrovia 36,300 37,700 39,400 13,600 14,300 14,800 17,700 18,300 19,100

Los Angeles Montebello 62,500 66,400 66,400 19,000 20,500 20,500 25,700 26,400 27,400

Los Angeles Monterey Park 60,100 67,900 77,700 19,900 20,900 21,700 30,400 32,000 33,700

Los Angeles Norwalk 105,500 109,100 114,200 27,100 27,400 27,700 24,600 25,700 27,000

Los Angeles Palmdale 149,200 179,300 206,100 41,900 51,300 58,800 32,700 38,900 47,200

Los Angeles Palos Verdes Estates 13,400 13,500 13,500 5,100 5,100 5,100 3,500 3,400 3,400

Los Angeles Paramount 54,100 57,100 62,600 13,900 14,100 14,400 18,300 18,500 19,100

Los Angeles Pasadena 135,300 143,400 152,500 54,500 58,400 61,400 117,300 124,400 131,300

Los Angeles Pico Rivera 62,900 65,900 70,100 16,600 17,600 18,700 16,100 16,400 16,900

Los Angeles Pomona 149,100 168,500 197,400 38,500 43,400 48,900 54,700 57,000 59,600

Los Angeles Rancho Palos Verdes 41,600 41,700 41,700 15,500 15,600 15,600 6,300 6,700 7,100

Los Angeles Redondo Beach 66,500 69,700 73,000 28,900 30,700 32,000 30,100 30,600 31,600

Los Angeles Rolling Hills 1,900 1,900 1,900 700 700 700 40 40 40

Los Angeles Rolling Hills Estates 8,100 8,100 8,200 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,800 4,000 4,200

Los Angeles Rosemead 53,600 55,500 58,100 14,200 15,000 15,800 16,400 16,900 17,600

Los Angeles San Dimas 33,400 35,000 35,600 12,000 12,600 12,900 13,100 13,600 14,100

Los Angeles San Fernando 23,600 24,400 25,500 5,900 6,200 6,600 15,000 15,300 15,900

Los Angeles San Gabriel 39,700 42,800 46,100 12,500 13,800 14,800 14,200 15,000 15,700

Los Angeles San Marino 13,100 13,200 13,300 4,300 4,300 4,300 4,800 5,000 5,300

Los Angeles Santa Clarita 175,900 201,100 237,100 59,300 70,100 81,900 92,900 108,700 122,600
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Los Angeles Santa Fe Springs 16,200 17,900 20,300 4,800 5,200 5,800 49,600 49,600 50,500

Los Angeles Santa Monica 89,100 92,400 94,700 46,600 49,200 51,400 99,500 101,600 104,200

Los Angeles Sierra Madre 10,900 10,900 11,000 4,800 4,900 5,000 3,400 3,400 3,400

Los Angeles Signal Hill 11,000 11,800 12,900 4,100 4,400 4,700 11,700 12,300 12,700

Los Angeles South El Monte 20,100 20,800 21,800 4,600 4,800 5,000 15,700 15,300 15,400

Los Angeles South Gate 94,400 101,200 110,000 23,400 24,800 26,100 19,700 20,000 20,600

Los Angeles South Pasadena 25,600 25,900 26,300 10,500 10,600 10,800 9,000 9,500 10,000

Los Angeles Temple City 35,400 36,900 39,000 11,600 12,300 13,000 6,700 7,000 7,300

Los Angeles Torrance 145,000 150,800 158,500 55,800 57,800 59,800 105,800 109,100 113,300

Los Angeles Vernon 100 100 100 30 30 30 44,600 45,700 47,300

Los Angeles Walnut 29,000 32,600 33,200 8,500 9,800 10,000 9,000 9,500 10,000

Los Angeles West Covina 106,100 112,200 120,200 31,600 32,600 33,900 27,700 29,300 30,900

Los Angeles West Hollywood 34,400 35,100 36,100 22,700 23,100 23,800 32,300 34,500 36,600

Los Angeles Westlake Village 8,300 8,600 9,000 3,300 3,300 3,400 9,300 9,600 10,000

Los Angeles Whittier 85,300 87,600 90,500 28,300 29,400 30,500 31,300 33,000 34,800

Los Angeles Unincorporated 1,052,800 1,159,100 1,399,500 298,100 336,100 405,500 237,000 266,100 318,100

County Total 9,778,000 10,404,000 11,353,000 3,228,000 3,513,000 3,852,000 4,340,000 4,558,000 4,827,000

Orange Aliso Viejo 47,200 51,500 51,000 18,000 19,000 19,000 17,200 19,600 19,700

Orange Anaheim 333,900 369,100 405,800 97,700 107,600 124,700 192,200 193,700 224,200

Orange Brea 39,200 48,300 49,800 14,300 17,000 17,800 48,900 49,100 49,500

Orange Buena Park 80,000 83,500 83,200 23,600 24,200 24,500 33,900 35,500 35,700

Orange Costa Mesa 109,100 113,700 114,000 39,700 40,100 40,900 94,200 88,300 88,800

Orange Cypress 47,800 50,300 51,400 15,700 16,000 16,500 26,900 27,500 28,200

Orange Dana Point 33,400 35,900 36,200 14,200 14,800 15,200 13,600 13,500 13,700

Orange Fountain Valley 54,900 58,300 59,500 18,500 19,100 19,700 34,400 32,900 33,000

Orange Fullerton 134,700 145,500 164,500 45,300 47,400 54,800 65,300 63,400 91,600

Orange Garden Grove 170,400 179,400 180,300 46,000 47,000 47,800 50,900 49,700 49,800

Orange Huntington Beach 189,700 199,800 205,500 74,300 75,800 79,200 82,900 80,100 80,600
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2008 2020 2035 2008 2020 2035 2008 2020 2035

Orange Irvine 203,600 265,600 304,200 75,800 98,000 114,700 223,500 242,000 291,800

Orange Laguna Beach 22,700 23,500 23,400 10,900 10,900 10,900 14,000 14,000 14,100

Orange Laguna Hills 30,300 32,100 32,000 10,500 10,600 10,700 19,900 20,400 20,500

Orange Laguna Niguel 62,700 65,700 65,200 24,100 24,500 24,600 20,000 20,100 21,000

Orange Laguna Woods 16,200 17,000 16,900 11,300 11,500 11,600 5,500 6,200 6,700

Orange La Habra 60,100 62,800 62,300 19,000 19,200 19,300 17,700 17,500 17,600

Orange Lake Forest 77,200 88,100 87,400 26,200 30,000 30,100 44,500 40,600 45,800

Orange La Palma 15,500 15,600 15,600 5,100 5,100 5,100 7,800 7,300 7,400

Orange Los Alamitos 11,400 12,000 12,000 4,200 4,300 4,300 15,300 14,300 14,300

Orange Mission Viejo 93,200 96,600 97,000 33,200 33,400 33,900 37,200 38,000 38,800

Orange Newport Beach 84,200 88,700 90,300 38,400 39,500 40,700 82,500 77,000 77,700

Orange Orange 135,500 141,500 156,300 43,100 43,700 49,400 99,900 104,900 108,600

Orange Placentia 50,200 53,600 57,000 16,300 16,900 18,700 19,200 21,200 21,200

Orange Rancho Santa Margarita 47,800 49,500 49,000 16,700 16,700 16,700 17,700 16,300 16,600

Orange San Clemente 63,200 68,100 68,300 23,800 24,800 25,200 25,600 26,300 26,600

Orange San Juan Capistrano 34,400 38,100 37,800 11,300 12,300 12,300 15,700 15,700 15,800

Orange Santa Ana 323,900 337,600 336,700 73,100 73,900 74,800 168,400 146,000 149,400

Orange Seal Beach 24,100 25,000 24,800 13,000 13,100 13,100 10,600 11,500 11,800

Orange Stanton 38,100 40,800 43,400 10,800 11,200 11,900 8,400 8,100 8,300

Orange Tustin 74,700 81,300 82,900 24,900 26,600 27,800 42,100 51,900 66,800

Orange Villa Park 5,800 6,000 6,100 2,000 2,000 2,000 1,900 1,800 1,800

Orange Westminster 89,700 92,900 92,600 26,200 26,300 26,500 23,800 24,800 24,900

Orange Yorba Linda 63,500 69,700 69,400 21,400 22,600 22,800 19,000 17,200 17,300

Orange Unincorporated 121,200 159,100 189,300 38,500 44,000 57,600 23,800 29,700 39,500

County Total 2,989,000 3,266,000 3,421,000 987,000 1,049,000 1,125,000 1,624,000 1,626,000 1,779,000

Riverside Banning 28,900 42,200 61,900 10,800 15,600 22,900 7,800 11,300 15,900

Riverside Beaumont 33,600 56,500 79,400 11,000 18,800 26,200 5,100 8,600 13,400

Riverside Blythe 20,300 22,700 24,300 4,500 5,200 5,800 5,500 7,800 10,400
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Riverside Calimesa 7,700 14,800 25,800 3,300 6,300 11,000 1,900 2,800 4,300

Riverside Canyon Lake 10,300 11,000 11,700 3,900 4,100 4,300 1,200 1,300 1,400

Riverside Cathedral 50,200 57,000 64,600 17,100 19,600 23,900 13,800 18,900 23,900

Riverside Coachella 38,200 70,200 128,700 8,600 17,300 34,000 6,400 12,800 27,900

Riverside Corona 148,000 155,800 164,600 44,600 46,100 48,800 71,200 88,300 105,000

Riverside Desert Hot Springs 25,200 43,500 58,100 8,600 15,400 20,900 3,500 5,100 6,900

Riverside Eastvale 53,200 61,500 68,300 13,500 15,700 17,700 3,700 5,400 10,100

Riverside Hemet 76,400 83,400 110,300 29,900 33,700 45,900 26,200 39,800 52,500

Riverside Indian Wells 4,800 5,500 5,800 2,700 3,100 3,600 3,900 4,900 6,000

Riverside Indio 73,300 91,500 111,800 23,000 28,600 34,600 21,000 30,100 40,000

Riverside Jurupa Valley 94,400 103,700 126,000 24,500 27,100 33,300 28,100 34,400 53,500

Riverside Lake Elsinore 50,200 70,500 93,800 14,600 21,000 28,700 10,300 15,000 20,100

Riverside La Quinta 36,100 41,600 46,300 14,600 16,600 17,900 9,200 10,600 11,900

Riverside Menifee 74,800 93,100 119,400 27,100 35,900 45,900 8,800 10,500 12,600

Riverside Moreno Valley 187,400 213,700 255,200 51,100 60,000 72,800 32,300 48,000 64,400

Riverside Murrieta 101,200 109,300 121,100 32,700 35,100 39,200 17,400 50,100 86,500

Riverside Norco 26,500 30,300 32,700 7,000 8,000 8,700 12,400 17,000 21,600

Riverside Palm Desert 47,100 52,100 56,800 23,000 25,800 28,000 37,700 41,600 44,500

Riverside Palm Springs 43,400 48,900 56,100 22,700 25,700 30,400 36,300 44,400 52,300

Riverside Perris 65,900 82,000 114,000 16,100 22,000 30,900 14,400 21,700 26,700

Riverside Rancho Mirage 16,900 18,800 22,900 8,900 9,600 11,800 10,800 12,700 17,400

Riverside Riverside 295,500 339,000 382,700 91,400 104,000 117,800 151,500 198,300 217,800

Riverside San Jacinto 42,600 50,300 99,100 13,000 15,900 33,200 5,700 8,100 10,900

Riverside Temecula 95,100 109,800 118,900 30,900 34,300 37,200 46,600 59,800 72,800

Riverside Wildomar 31,500 42,100 53,700 10,000 13,100 16,800 3,400 5,900 9,300

Riverside Unincorporated 349,100 471,500 710,600 109,600 150,800 240,000 68,000 123,700 203,200

County Total 2,128,000 2,592,000 3,324,000 679,000 834,000 1,092,000 664,000 939,000 1,243,000

San Bernardino Adelanto 31,200 46,100 68,400 7,700 11,900 17,700 5,400 7,300 10,600
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San Bernardino Apple Valley 69,000 82,900 109,000 23,500 28,500 37,100 15,500 17,000 22,500

San Bernardino Barstow 22,500 27,300 36,200 8,000 9,900 13,000 13,300 14,900 19,100

San Bernardino Big Bear Lake 5,000 5,600 7,000 2,200 2,400 3,000 6,200 6,400 7,400

San Bernardino Chino 75,600 88,800 107,200 20,100 24,600 29,200 48,500 53,500 67,700

San Bernardino Chino Hills 74,600 76,600 78,400 22,900 24,000 25,600 9,300 10,500 12,900

San Bernardino Colton 52,100 60,700 71,700 15,000 17,800 21,100 24,000 25,500 29,600

San Bernardino Fontana 193,900 222,700 259,100 48,600 57,500 66,700 47,600 53,700 69,000

San Bernardino Grand Terrace 11,800 11,600 13,000 4,300 4,600 5,400 3,000 3,200 4,000

San Bernardino Hesperia 89,600 98,200 132,500 26,300 28,900 39,300 15,500 20,400 28,700

San Bernardino Highland 53,000 58,600 67,300 15,400 17,700 20,300 6,000 7,800 9,100

San Bernardino Loma Linda 23,000 26,700 31,700 8,700 10,500 12,600 17,600 23,300 32,600

San Bernardino Montclair 36,000 39,700 43,900 9,300 10,400 11,600 16,500 17,000 18,400

San Bernardino Needles 4,800 6,000 8,000 1,900 2,400 3,100 3,300 3,800 4,700

San Bernardino Ontario 162,900 203,800 307,600 44,600 57,700 87,300 114,300 142,900 214,400

San Bernardino Rancho Cucamonga 162,800 167,100 167,100 53,600 56,300 57,600 62,500 63,900 68,300

San Bernardino Redlands 68,600 75,500 87,900 24,700 28,300 32,500 41,400 46,700 60,100

San Bernardino Rialto 98,900 110,000 125,200 25,100 29,400 34,700 22,900 26,400 32,800

San Bernardino San Bernardino 209,900 231,200 261,400 59,300 66,900 76,800 101,300 113,400 145,300

San Bernardino Twentynine Palms 24,900 26,300 36,300 8,000 8,600 11,800 3,200 3,200 4,500

San Bernardino Upland 72,600 76,700 80,200 25,400 28,300 31,300 27,900 29,700 33,400

San Bernardino Victorville 111,900 145,300 190,100 31,400 43,700 56,900 33,700 45,900 66,400

San Bernardino Yucaipa 51,200 55,800 61,900 18,200 20,700 23,600 9,800 10,900 14,000

San Bernardino Yucca Valley 20,700 23,000 26,200 8,300 9,900 11,800 4,600 5,100 6,000

San Bernardino Unincorporated 289,400 301,600 372,600 93,300 97,700 117,500 47,200 58,300 77,700

County Total 2,016,000 2,268,000 2,750,000 606,000 698,000 847,000 701,000 810,000 1,059,000

Ventura Camarillo 64,500 72,200 76,700 24,400 27,500 29,700 32,200 37,800 40,600

Ventura Fillmore 14,900 18,000 20,800 4,100 5,100 5,900 3,200 3,500 3,900

Ventura Moorpark 33,900 39,300 41,500 10,400 12,000 12,700 12,000 14,200 15,700
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Ventura Ojai 7,400 8,400 9,400 3,100 3,600 4,100 6,300 7,100 7,800

Ventura Oxnard 193,900 216,700 244,500 49,100 58,800 70,600 59,000 64,000 69,800

Ventura Port Hueneme 21,600 22,100 22,500 7,100 7,200 7,400 10,900 10,500 10,800

Ventura San Buenaventura (Ventura) 105,300 116,900 128,800 40,300 45,200 50,100 63,100 70,500 77,400

Ventura Santa Paula 29,000 35,400 38,800 8,300 10,000 11,100 8,800 9,700 10,500

Ventura Simi Valley 123,200 129,700 133,200 41,200 42,800 44,000 41,400 46,200 50,700

Ventura Thousand Oaks 125,200 129,700 130,900 45,600 46,100 46,600 67,600 72,700 78,700

Ventura Unincorporated 94,200 100,500 107,200 31,900 33,700 35,300 43,400 42,800 44,900

County Total  813,000  889,000  954,000  266,000  292,000  318,000  348,000  379,000  411,000 

Region Total  17,895,000  19,663,000  22,091,000  5,814,000  6,458,000  7,325,000  7,738,000  8,414,000  9,441,000 

Note: * The City numbers may not sum to the County total due to rounding. City numbers were rounded to the nearest 10 for jurisdictions with small numbers or to the nearest 100 for all others, while county numbers 
were rounded to the nearest 1,000. ** The proposed growth forecasts of Eastvale and Jurupa Valley are subject to further revisions due to the recent incorporation, pending final approval from cities/county. Source: 
SCAG.



38     Growth Forecast

Section IV: SCAG PECAS Land Use Model

Introduction
SCAG made its initial step in developing an integrated, comprehensive transporta-
tion and land use model in early 2009. The model is based on the PECAS (Production 
–Exchange – Consumption Allocation System) framework. The model has not been 
officially peer-reviewed and is not fully operational. The model is used only as an internal 
scenario testing tool for the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS. However, the model will be the main 
tool to design and develop RTP scenarios in the near future when it is ready. This chapter 
introduces the related effort and summarizes a selected scenario test.

The following section briefly summarizes the status of consulting project for development 
of the model. Then the model is introduced in terms of its structure, SCAG specifications, 
and calibration. An analysis of the impact of the implementation of a 5 cents VMT fee 
is provided as an example scenario. A brief conclusion remark is provided at the end of 
the section.

Consulting Projects
The model was commissioned by SCAG and built by SCAG staff together with the Urban 
Land Use and Transportation (ULTRANS) Center at the University of California, Davis, and 
HBA Specto Incorporated in Calgary, Alberta. Over the 25 month contract period from 
February 2009 to March 2011, the staff tried to achieve two purposes. The first was to 
develop a working draft model and its related data within the given period of time. To 
achieve this objective, the development started with the statewide PECAS model, which 
was developed by ULTRANS and HBA for CalTrans to demonstrate the model. Once the 
model and the data was delivered, it was modified to make it more specific to the SCAG 
region through an iterative development approach. The draft model developed from this 
process represented the SCAG region in geographic sense, but its behavioral param-
eters and economic data represented the state of California. The second was to acquire 
knowledge to develop an integrated land use model. This involved staff work in process-
ing raw data, development of the database, model setup and adjustment (calibration) and 
operation. After twenty-three 2 or 4 day workshops held at SCAG or UC Davis, model has 
been scrutinized down to the individual source code lines. 

Another portion of the consulting project was to establish the economic data and param-
eters for the SCAG region with MJ Consulting. Based on the transferred knowledge, 
regional economic data was processed to set up the AA (Activity Allocation) module of 
the PECAS model. The work was performed from September 2009 to May 2010. As a 
result of this project, staff was able to develop a more streamlined process to prepare 
regional economic data, and a calibrated set of the AA module for the region. In addition, 
this project allowed staff to have time and resource to produce the first SCAG parcel-level 
land use database.

PECAS Overview
PECAS is a generalized approach for simulating spatial economic systems. It is designed 
to provide a simulation of the land use component of land use transport interactive mod-
eling systems.

PECAS uses an aggregate, equilibrium structure with separate flows of exchanges 
(including goods, services, labor and space) going from the production site to the con-
sumption location, based on variable technical coefficients and a market clearing mecha-
nism with exchange prices. It provides an integrated representation of spatially distinct 
markets for the full range of exchanges, with the transport system and the development 
of space represented in more detail with specific treatments.

Flows of exchanges from production to exchange zones and from exchange zones to 
consumption are allocated using the nested logit models, according to exchange prices 
and transport generalized costs (expressed as transport utilities with negative signs). 
These flows are converted to transport demands that are loaded to networks in order to 
determine congested travel utilities. Exchange prices determined for space inform the 
calculation of changes in space thereby simulating developer actions. Developer actions 
are represented at the level of land use zones using an aggregate flow treatment. The 
system is run for each year being simulated, with the travel utilities and changes in space 
for one year influencing the flows of exchanges in the next year. 

PECAS includes two basic modules that are linked together with two other modules to 
provide a representation of the complete spatial economic system. FIGURE 21 shows the 
relationship between modules.
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The set of four basic modules includes:

 � Activity Allocation Module (AA Module): This is one of the two PECAS modules. It 
represents how the production, exchange and consumption activities locate within 
the space provided by developers and how these activities interact with each other 
at a given point in time. For SCAG application, economic activities from 42 industrial 
sectors and 14 types of households consist of individual markets in each of 302 CSA 
(Community Statistical Area) zones.

 � Space Development Module (SD Module): This is another of the two PECAS 
modules. It represents the actions of developers in the provision of different types 
of developed space where activities can locate, including the new development, 
demolition and re-development that occurs from one point in time to the next. This 
developed space is typically floor space of various types and is called ‘space’ in the 
PECAS framework. 9 residential types and 14 non-vacant land use types are repre-
sented in the SCAG SD module. 

 � Transport Model (TR Module): This is one of the ‘non-PECAS’ modules. It repre-
sents the transport system connecting locations, including at a minimum a trans-
port network, the transport demands that load onto this network (as a result of the 
economic interactions represented in the AA Module) and the congested times and 
costs for interactions between locations arising with the loading of these demands. 
For SCAG application, two sub-modules are employed to simulate the traditional 
4-step model. The first sub-module of trip generation converts the activity flow esti-
mated by AA Module into Origin-Destination matrices between the CSA zones, and 
another sub-module performs a Frank-Wolfe style traffic assignment to estimate link 
traffic volume, zone-to-zone travel time, and VMT.

 � Economic Demographic Aggregate Forecasting Model (ED Module): This is the 
other of the ‘non-PECAS’ modules: It is a form of model or approach used to develop 
aggregate economic forecasts for the study area being modeled. In the SCAG appli-
cation, this is a regional control total of households by 14 types and employment by 
42 industrial sectors.

FIGURE 21 Pecas Module Structure
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Scenario Test
As stated above, the PECAS land use model produced as-is based, preliminary impact 
analysis results for various what-if scenarios. Therefore any measurements presented 
in this section are not necessarily intended to support any implementation of the plan. 
The purpose of this section is to demonstrate the functionality of the developing land use 
model based on the PECAS framework.

As depicted in FIGURE 21, each module in PECAS produces intermediate outputs, which 
are input to the subsequent processes. The AA module primarily estimates the spatial 
price of commodities, and allocates activities, which consists of households by types 
and employment by sector. The AA module also estimates commodity flows, between the 
sectors and locations of production and consumption, in dollars. The main output from 
the SD module is changes in land use and amount of floor space at parcel level. The pre-
sentation of this detail output would prevent finding regionally meaningful implications. 
It could also cause unnecessary misunderstanding as if that market-driven forecast was 
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intended for the local land use plan. For SCAG’s planning purpose, microscopic outputs 
are aggregated over sectors and statistical zones.

A what-if scenario was selected to present the comprehensiveness of PECAS. Note that 
this scenario is independent of and does not reflect the assumptions underlying the finan-
cial plan as documented in the Transportation Finance Appendix and Chapter 3 of the 
2012–2035 RTC/SCS. Under the test, the following assumptions are applied.

 � The current gasoline tax, 36.4 cents per gallon, would gradually increase until 2025 
to 50 cents per gallon due to nominal inflation. 

 � After that, a 5 cents per mile VMT fee would replace the gasoline tax in year 2026.

 � The auto operating cost would be 50 cents per mile, and 10 percent is fuel cost.

 � The increase of the gasoline tax up to year 2026 would be the equivalent of about 
a 10 percent increase in operating costs, and the new VMT fee would result in an 
additional 10 percent surcharge.

FIGURE 22 shows the scenario of auto operating costs over the planning horizon. When 
evaluating (dis-)utility of locations, importance of travel cost is high with the increase 
in auto operating costs. In responding to the relatively increased travel cost, economic 
actors (households and firms) would change their behavior, including relocating the 
operation location, or job site according to their preference. Such a change would cause 
shorter travel distance on average, at a given transportation network capacity.

FIGURE 22 Scenario of Auto Operating Cost
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Average travel distances are calculated by three categories; Worker Compensation 
Distance (WCD) is the distance between a worker’s residence to work place, which is 
equivalent to Home-to-Work trip distance. In PECAS flow is reported with the value of 
the commodity, times the distance between where it originated (produced) to where it is 
destined (consumed). To calculate the average for WCD, the estimated wage at the place 
of work is used. Intermediate Goods movement Distance (IGD) is the delivery distance of 
commodity to the other industries for their production activities. Consumer Goods move-
ment Distance (CGD) is the distance of the same commodities but its destination is to 
households, and it is equivalent to the distance of Home-to-Shop trips. For IGD and CGD, 
commodity price at production site is used to calculate average distance.

PECAS estimates the flow of commodities including goods, services, and labor by using 
the value of commodities multiplied by the movement distance of commodities from 
where they are produced to where they are consumed. The total transported commodi-
ties in the SCAG region were estimated to be 41.98 trillion dollar•miles in year 2007, and 
53.19 trillion dollar•miles in year 2035, if no additional auto operating cost is charged. 



Growth Forecast     41

This 26.7 percent increase is caused by regional economic growth and continuing sprawl. 
With the VMT fee replacing the current gasoline tax, the estimation is 3.55 percent 
less than the base case at year 2035. Given that economic growth remains constant in 
both cases, this reduction is due to the additional travel cost and subsequent realloca-
tion of activity. FIGURE 23 shows the variation over time that is caused by the changed 
travel cost.

FIGURE 23 Scenario Test Result: Travel Distance of Commodities  
in Value * Mile Transported
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TABLE 19 summarizes the average travel distance by category. In the base case, the aver-
age travel distance of working trip (WCD) would increase 10.3 percent in year 2035, while 
intermediate goods delivery (IGD) and shopping trips (CGD) would increase 7.5 percent 
and 3.2 percent, respectively. The overall increase is 5 percent. With the new 5 cents per 
mile VMT fee, overall travel distance would increase 1.3 percent from year 2007. 

TABLE 19 Scenario Test Result: Average Travel Distance In Miles

Scenario Type
2007 
(A)

2020 2035

(B) (B)/(A) (C) (C)/(A)

Base

WCD 12.858 13.543 1.053 14.176 1.103

IGD 42.784 44.284 1.035 46.006 1.075

CGD 25.515 25.846 1.013 26.341 1.032

Sum 32.517 33.257 1.023 34.157 1.050

VMT Fee

WCD 12.858 12.948 1.007 12.668 0.985

IGD 42.784 43.819 1.024 44.815 1.047

CGD 25.515 25.390 0.995 25.182 0.987

Sum 32.517 32.776 1.008 32.928 1.013

Coda
This section introduces the SCAG PECAS land use model, as an available tool to be used 
in the future RTP. After a 2-year development consulting project, SCAG commissioned 
a draft version of the PECAS model, and applied it to cursory test of various scenarios 
internally. At the current stage, the model produced reasonable sensitivity to the what-if 
scenario with increased auto operating cost.

With refined modeling parameters and input data, the model will be involved more 
actively in the scenario development process, by supporting region-wide impact mea-
sures. Also, with a mature model, its activity reallocation estimation could be the basis of 
scenario-sensitivity socioeconomic data development.
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S
outhern California’s highway and arterial system extends for 12,630 miles 
and serves 62 million trips each day. This roadway system is the backbone of 
the region’s economic well-being, and facilitates the movement of people and 
goods via multiple modes of transportation, including public transit, and active 

transportation. According to the Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) 
Regional Travel Demand Model (RTDM), nine out of every ten trips relies either entirely or 
in part on the highway and arterial system.

Despite the importance of the system, improvements have not kept pace with the region’s 
increasing population and transportation demand. As a result, the region’s traffic conges-
tion has increased dramatically, leading to a less productive transportation system with 
negative consequences such as wasted time and fuel and poor air quality.

The highway and arterial investments included in the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) attempt to address these challenges by following the integrated approach depicted 
in FIGURE 1, which calls for the region to first take care of and optimize the existing 
system before investing in costlier capital expansion projects. The successful preserva-
tion and management of the highway and arterial system are crucial to maintaining the 
region’s economic vitality and quality of life. At the same time, there are critical gaps 
in the network that hinder access to certain parts of the region. The Plan proposes the 
closure of these gaps to complete the system, allowing the region’s residents to enjoy 
improved access to opportunities, such as jobs, education, healthcare, and recreation.

This technical appendix consolidates and summarizes highway and arterial related RTP 
investments, including project commitments identified by the local implementing agen-
cies, as well as system preservation and operations investments. Additionally, this appen-
dix consolidates and summarizes the highway and arterial related performance results 
from SCAG’s regional travel demand model.

FIGURE 1 Mobility Pyramid
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Programmed Commitments
As the short-range element of the Plan, SCAG’s Federal Transportation Improvement 
Program (FTIP) contains a significant number of highway and arterial improvement proj-
ects that local transportation agencies will implement in the near- and mid-term. These 
projects close critical gaps in the system, relieve significant bottlenecks, and address 
inter-county travel needs, and include High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes and con-
nectors, mixed-flow (or general purpose) lanes, High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) lanes, and 
strategic arterial improvements.

A sample of major projects in the FTIP is shown in TABLE 1. A complete project list can be 
found in the RTP’s Project List Appendix.
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TABLE 1 Sample Major Highway Projects in the FTIP

County Route Description
Completion 
Year*

Cost
(millions)

HOV Lanes

LA I-5
Add HOV lanes from the LA/OC County 
Line to I-605

2018 $1,242

LA I-5
Add 1 HOV lane in each direction from 
SR-134 to SR-170

2014 $712

LA I-10
Add 1 HOV lane in each direction from 
I-605 to Puente

2014 $200

LA I-10
Add 1 HOV lane in each direction from 
Puente to Citrus

2018 $185

LA I-10
Add HOV lanes in each direction from 
Citrus to 57/210

2018 $193

LA I-405
Add northbound HOV lane from I-10 to 
US-101

2018 $1,034

LA I-405
Add 1 HOV lane in each direction from 
SR-90 to I-10

2012 $190

LA SR-71
Add 1 HOV lane in each direction from 
I-10 to SR-60

2023 $250

OR I-5
Add 1 HOV lane in each direction from 
South of Avenida Pico to South of 
Avenida Vista

2020 $106

RV SR-91
Add 1 HOV lane in each direction from 
Adams to 60/215

2018 $278

SB I-10
Add 1 HOV lane in each direction from 
Haven to Ford

2020 $1,090

County Route Description
Completion 
Year*

Cost
(millions)

Toll Lanes

LA
I-10/
I-110

HOT Lanes on I-10 and I-110 2013 $123

LA/SB TBD
Construct new High Desert Corridor 
connecting Los Angeles and San Ber-
nardino Counties

2020 $5,156

RV SR-91
Convert HOV lanes to tolled express 
lanes and add direct connectors

2018 $1,104

Mixed-Flow Lanes

IM SR-78 Brawley Bypass Corridor 2012 $228

OR SR-91

Add 1 eastbound mixed-flow lane from 
91/55 connector to SR-241 and 1 west-
bound mixed-flow lane from SR-241 to 
Imperial Highway

2018 $86

OR I-405
Add 1 mixed-flow lane in each direction 
from SR-73 to I-605

2023 $1,694

RV SR-91
Add 1 mixed-flow lane in each direc-
tion at various locations from SR-241 to 
Pierce St

2018 $1,490

RV I-215
Add 1 southbound mixed-flow lane from 
Murrieta Hot Springs Rd to I-215/I-15 
junction

2018 $13

RV I-215
Add 1 mixed-flow lane in each direction 
from Scott Rd to Nuevo Rd

2018 $191

SB US-395
New alignment from High Desert Cor-
ridor to Farmington Rd

2018 $14

VE US-101
Add 1 mixed-flow lane in each direction 
at various locations from LA/VE County 
Line to Moorpark Rd

2018 $60

*Represents the Plan network year for which the project was analyzed for the RTP modeling and regional 
emissions analysis
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Additional County Commitments
Beyond the projects included in FTIP, the county transportation commissions (CTCs) have 
committed to pursue a number of additional projects through the year 2035 as identi-
fied in voter-approved sales tax measures and other countywide transportation plans. A 
sample of major projects is shown in TABLE 2 . A complete project list can be found in the 
RTP’s Project List Appendix.

TABLE 2 Sample Major Highway Projects Committed by the Counties

County Route Description Completion 
Year*

Cost
(millions)

HOV Lanes

LA SR-71
Convert expressway to freeway–add 1 
HOV lane and 1 mixed-flow lane

2030 $330

LA SR-14
Add 1 HOV lane in each direction from 
Ave P-8 to Ave L

2030 $120

OR I-5
Add 1 HOV lane in each direction from 
Avenida Pico to San Juan Creek Rd and 
reconfigure Avenida Pico interchange

2018 $270

OR SR-73
Add 1 HOV lane in each direction from 
MacArthur to I-405

2035 $249

OR Various
Complete continuous access conversion 
of the Orange County HOV system where 
feasible

2014 $12

SB I-15
Add 1 HOV lane in each direction from 
RV/SB County Line to I-215

2020 $480

SB I-15
Add 1 HOV lane in each direction from 
US-395 to SR-18/Mojave River

2020 $398

SB I-15
Add 1 HOV lane in each direction from 
I-215 to US-395

2020 $800

SB I-215
Add 1 HOV lane in each direction from 
SR-210 to I-15

2030 $179

SB I-210
Add 1 mixed-flow lane and 1 HOV lane in 
each direction from I-215 to I-10

2020 $138

Toll Lanes

LA SR-710
SR-710 North Extension (tunnel) (align-
ment TBD)

2030 $5,636

OR
SR-91/
SR-241

Construct HOV/HOT connector from SR-
241 N/B to SR-91 E/B, and SR-91 W/B 
to SR-241 S/B

2018 $473
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County Route Description Completion 
Year*

Cost
(millions)

Mixed-Flow Lanes

IM TBD
Widen and improve SR-98 or Jasper Rd 
to 4/6 lanes

2035 $1,170

IM SR-111
Widen and improve to a 6-lane freeway 
with interchanges at Heber, McCabe, 
and Jasper, and overpass at Chick Rd

2030 $997

LA
SR-57/
SR-60

Improve the SR-57/SR-60 interchange 2030 $475

OR SR-55

Add 1 mixed-flow lane in each direc-
tion and fix chokepoints from I-405 to 
SR-22 and add 1 auxiliary lane in each 
direction between select on/off ramps 
and operational improvements through 
project limits

2023 $343

OR SR-91

Add 1 mixed-flow lane on SR-91 
eastbound from SR-57 to SR-55 and 
improve interchange at SR-91/SR-55 
and Lakeview Ave

2023 $356

OR I-405
Add 1 mixed-flow lane in each direction 
from I-5 to SR-55 and improve merging

2023 $375

RV
I-10/

SR-60
Construct new interchange 2030 $184

RV I-10
Add 1 mixed-flow lane in each direction 
from Monterey Ave to Dillon Rd

2030 $127

VE SR-118
Add one lane in each direction from 
Route 23 (New LA Ave) to Tapo Cyn Rd

2018 $506

*Represents the Plan network year for which the project was analyzed for the RTP modeling and regional 
emissions analysis

In total, the RTP commits over $64 billion to highway investments (TABLE 3).

TABLE 3 Highway Investments

County Investment ($, billions)*

Imperial $1.4

Los Angeles $11.7

Orange $19.7

Riverside $8.6

San Bernardino $5.5

Ventura $0.8

Various $16.4

Regional Total $64.2

*Also see Goods Movement Supplemental Report for additional related improvements.

Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding

EXHIBITS 1–4 depict major highway projects proposed by the CTCs in the RTP.
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EXHIBIT 1 Major HOV Projects Proposed By Counties 
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EXHIBIT 2 Major Toll Projects Proposed By Counties
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EXHIBIT 3 Major Mixed-Flow Projects Proposed By Counties
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EXHIBIT 4 Major Highway Projects Proposed By Counties
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System Preservation

Aging Infrastructure
Over the decades, the region has invested hundreds of billions of dollars in developing 
and expanding a multi-modal transportation system. As shown in FIGURES 2, 3, and 4, 
a significant amount of roadways and bridges have fallen into an unacceptable state 
of disrepair.

FIGURE 2 Total Distressed Lane Miles (2007)
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FIGURE 3 Percent Distressed Lane Miles (2007)
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FIGURE 4 State Highway Bridge Conditions in the Region
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This is a result of years of underfunding statewide preservation needs. As seen in 
FIGURE 5, these preservation needs have continued to grow over much of the past decade 
while funding has declined.

FIGURE 5 Programmed Project Expenditures versus Need
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As shown in FIGURE 6, deferred maintenance leads to much costlier repairs in the future. 
While minor repairs to keep roadways in a state of good repair cost between $21,000 and 
$64,500 per lane mile, the major rehabilitation of a lane mile can cost anywhere from 
$550,000 to $6 million.



Highways and Arterials     11

FIGURE 6 Cost Effectiveness of Pavement Treatment

Good

Failed

Surface Damage

Minor Damage

Major Damage

Roadway: Patching,thin overlays ($64,500 / Lane Mile)
Structural: Fix joints and bearings  ($60,000 / Bridge)
Drainage: Minor repairs to culverts ($21,000 per Culvert  / Combined)

Roadway: Thicker overlays  ($387,000 / Lane Mile)
Structural: Fix joints and bearings  ($720,000 / Bridge)
Drainage: Minor repairs to culverts ($115,000 per Culvert)

Roadway: Major Rehabilitation  ($900,000 / Lane Mile)
Structural: Major Bridge Rehabilitation  ($6M / Bridge)
Drainage: Rehabilitation due to Failure ($550,000 per Culvert)

Source: Caltrans 2007 State of the Pavement Report

As shown in FIGURES 7–9, current commitments only address a quarter of total regional 
highway operation and protection needs, and no more than a third of total regional local 
streets and roads preservation needs.

FIGURE 7 Regional State Highway Operations and Protection 
 Total Needs: $67.3 Billion

Funded
$16.7 

Gap
$50.6 

Estimated from the gap between goal-constrained and fiscally-constrained needs in the Caltrans 2011 
Ten-Year SHOPP Plan

FIGURE 8 Regional Local Streets and Roads 
 Total Needs to Maintain Current Conditions: $87.0 Billion
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Estimated from 10-year needs or cost-to-maintain estimate
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FIGURE 9 Regional Local Streets and Roads 
 Total Needs to Bring the System to a State of Good Repair: 
 $101.4 Billion

Funded
$30.6 

Gap
$70.8 

Estimated from 10-year needs or cost-to-maintain estimate

As deferring maintenance will only increase this shortfall over time, preserving the 
region’s assets now is a critical priority of the 2012 RTP. The RTP commits $216.9 bil-
lion (including $70 billion of new, reasonably available revenue) to system preservation 
to help achieve a state of good repair. As more funding becomes available, additional 
commitments may be made. These additional investments will ensure that over the next 
25 years, the region’s transportation infrastructure will be in a better condition than it is 
today. This will also lower user costs in the future, such as vehicle maintenance costs.

SCAG will continue to work with its stakeholders, particularly the CTCs and Caltrans, to 
prioritize funding for preservation and maintenance.

Corridor System Management Plans
As discussed in the preceding section, the RTP identifies a comprehensive set of strate-
gies that work in concert to optimize the performance of the transportation system. This 
set of strategies does not focus solely on expanding the system, but also considers how 
we operate the system; how we coordinate land use planning with transportation plan-
ning; how we deal with incidents such as accidents or special events; how we provide 
information to the traveling public so they can make informed decisions about how, 
where, and when to travel; and how we maintain the system. All of these strategies are 
based on a foundation of comprehensive system monitoring so that we can understand 
how the transportation system is performing and where we need improvement. This 
approach is based in part on work that Caltrans has done for many years to optimize the 
performance of the state highway system.

With the passage of Proposition 1B by California voters in November 2006, a program of 
funding called the Corridor Mobility Improvement Account (CMIA) was created to improve 
the state highway system. The California Transportation Commission adopted guidelines 
for the CMIA program that required the development of Corridor System Management 
Plans (CSMPs) for those projects receiving CMIA funding, to ensure that mobility improve-
ments would be maintained over time. The CSMPs developed in the SCAG region are 
identified in TABLE 4 and EXHIBIT 5. SCAG contributed funding towards the I-405 CSMP 
in Los Angeles County, as well as towards the I-210 CSMP undertaken as part of the 
Governor’s Go California initiative.

The intention of the CSMP effort is to continually monitor system performance and 
identify system improvements that are lower-cost, relatively quick to implement, and less 
capital-intensive than major corridor widening and expansion projects. In this manner, 
the CSMPs provide a framework for long-term corridor management, with a focus on 
operational improvements.
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TABLE 4 Corridor System Management Plans in the SCAG Region

County Route Corridor Limits

Los Angeles

I-5 North I-10 to I-210

I-5 South I-710 to Orange County Line

I-405 I-5 to I-110

I-210 I-5 to SR-57

Orange

SR-22/I-405/I-605
SR-22:  I-405 to SR-55 
I-405:  Los Angeles County Line to I-5 
I-605:  Los Angeles County Line to I-405

SR-57 Los Angeles County line to SR-22

SR-91 I-5 to Riverside County Line

Riverside & San 
Bernardino

I-10 I-15 to SR-60

I-215
I-15 in San Bernardino County to I-15 in 
Riverside County

SR-91 Orange County Line to I-215/SR-60

Ventura US-101
Santa Barbara County to Rice Ave/Ox-
nard

Notes: The I-210 CSMP was developed as part of the Go California initiative, not as part of the CMIA re-
quirements. The US-101 CSMP was a joint effort between Caltrans District 5 in Santa Barbara County and 
District 7 which includes Los Angeles and Ventura Counties.

The CSMP development efforts began with a comprehensive assessment of corridor 
performance and the identification of congestion points called bottlenecks. This informa-
tion was shared and verified with the stakeholders along the corridors. To address the 
bottlenecks, operational and minor capacity improvement projects were developed with 
input from stakeholders. These proposed improvements were analyzed using microsimu-
lation models that were created specifically for the corridors. The potential improve-
ments include ramp metering, auxiliary lanes, ramp and interchange improvements, and 
incident management.

The results from these analyses, including recommended projects and assessment of 
project costs and benefits, are included in the corridor-level final reports provided at 
Caltrans’ web page: www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/corridor-mobility/ index.html. The CSMP 
recommendations for new investments (above and beyond any current commitments 
identified in the FTIP or countywide long range plans) total approximately $840 million 
and are proposed for inclusion in the 2012 RTP.

In addition to the improvements proposed in the CSMPs, the RTP includes $7.6 billion for 
Transportation System Management improvements, including extensive advanced ramp 
metering, enhanced incident management, bottleneck removal to improve flow (e.g. auxil-
iary lanes), the expansion of the integration of our traffic signal synchronization network, 
and data collection to monitor system performance. The efficiencies generated by these 
improvements are expected to increase available freeway capacity by 5 percent.
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EXHIBIT 5 Corridor System Management Plans in the SCAG Region
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Express/High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lane Network
Despite concerted effort to reduce traffic congestion through years of infrastructure 
investment, the region’s system demands continue to exceed available capacity during 
peak periods. Consistent with the regional emphasis on the mobility pyramid (FIGURE 1), 
recent planning efforts have focused on enhanced system management including 
integration of pricing to better utilize existing capacity and to offer users greater travel 
time reliability and more travel choices. Express Lanes that are appropriately priced to 
reflect demand can outperform non-priced lanes in terms of throughput, especially during 
congested periods. Moreover, revenue generated from priced lanes can be used to deliver 
Express Lanes sooner and to support complementary transit investments.

Based on recent analysis of critical corridors performed for the CSMPs, inter-county trips 
comprise more than 50 percent—suggesting the value of a regional network of Express 
Lanes that would seamlessly connect multiple counties. As such, the 2012 RTP includes 
a regional Express Lane network that would build upon the success of the 91 Express 
Lanes in Orange County and two demonstration projects in Los Angeles County planned 
for operation in late 2012.

Additional efforts underway include the extension of the 91 Express Lanes to I-15 in 
Riverside County along with planned Express Lanes on the I-15. Also, traffic and revenue 
studies are proceeding for I-10 and I-15 in San Bernardino County.

TABLE 5 and EXHIBIT 6 display the segments in the proposed Express Lane network.

TABLE 5 Express/HOT Lane Network

County Route From To

Los Angeles I-405 I-5 (North SF Valley) LA/OC County Line

Los Angeles I-110 Adams Blvd (s/o I-10) I-405

Los Angeles I and SR-110/ Adams Blvd US-101

Los Angeles US-101 SR-110 I-10

Los Angeles I-10 US-101 I-710

Los Angeles I-10 I-710 I-605

LA, Orange SR-91 I-110 SR-55

LA, SB I-10 I-605 I-15

Orange I-405 LA/OC Line SR-55

Orange I-5 SR-73 OC/SD County Line

Orange SR-73 I-405 MacArthur

Riverside SR-91 OC/RV County Line I-15

Riverside I-15 Riv/SB County Line SR-74

Riverside I-15 SR-74 Riv/SD County Line

San Bernardino I-10 I-15 SR-210

San Bernardino I-10 SR-210 Ford St

San Bernardino I-15 SR-395 Sierra Ave

San Bernardino I-15 Sierra Ave 6th St

San Bernardino I-15 6th St Riv/SB County Line

The Express/HOT Lane Network is assumed to be operational by 2035. Implementation 
plans, including corridor limits, will be refined through the Express Travel Choices Phase 
II Study. 
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EXHIBIT 6 Express/HOT Lane Network
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Arterials
The region’s local streets and roads (EXHIBIT 7) account for over 80 percent of the total 
road network and carry nearly half of all total traffic. They serve different purposes in 
different parts of the region, often in different parts of the same city. Many streets serve 
as major thoroughfares or as alternate parallel routes to congested freeways. At the same 
time, an urban street right-of-way can account for as much as 40 percent of the total 
land area; streets shape the neighborhoods they pass through and often support differ-
ent modes of transportation besides the automobile, including bicycles, pedestrians, and 
transit. TABLE 6 shows the amounts invested by this RTP in each county.

TABLE 6 Arterial Investments

County Investment ($, billions)

Imperial $1.6

Los Angeles $6.7

Orange $4.4

Riverside $6.1

San Bernardino $2.6

Ventura $0.7

Regional Total $22.1

Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.

The RTP contains a host of arterial projects and improvements to achieve different 
purposes in different areas. In fast-growing suburban and exurban parts of the region, 
the RTP includes roadway capacity improvements to keep pace with new developments. 
In all parts of the region, the RTP includes operational and technological improvements to 
maximize system productivity in a more cost-effective way than simply adding capacity. 
Such strategic improvements include spot widening, signal prioritization, driveway con-
solidation and relocation, and grade separations at high-volume intersections. Finally, in a 
quickly growing number of areas, street improvement projects include new bicycle lanes 
and other design features such as lighting, landscaping, and modified roadway, parking, 
and sidewalk widths that work in concert to achieve both functional mobility for multiple 
modes of transportation, and a great sense of place.
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EXHIBIT 7 Base Year 2008 Regionally Significant Arterial System
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EXHIBIT 8 Baseline 2035 Regionally Significant Arterial System
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EXHIBIT 9 Plan 2035 Regionally Significant Arterial System
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Performance Results
The RTP/SCS performance results for mobility are included in this report. A more com-
plete discussion of all performance results for the RTP/SCS is contained in Chapter 5 of 
the main document and in the Performance Measures technical appendix.

The mobility performance measure relies on the commonly used measure of delay. Delay 
is the difference between the actual travel time and the travel time at some pre-defined 
reference or “optimal” speed for each mode alternative under analysis. It is measured in 
vehicle-hours of delay (VHD), which can then be used to derive person hours of delay. 

The mobility measures used for this outcome are:

 � Person Movement Delay by Facility Type (Mixed Flow, HOV, Arterials),

 � Person Delay per Capita, and

 � Truck delay by facility (Highway, Arterial).

One additional measure for delay that is readily available for on-going monitoring, but that 
cannot be readily forecast, is non-recurrent delay. Recurrent congestion is the day-to-
day congestion that occurs because too many vehicles are on the road at the same time. 
Non-recurrent congestion is the congestion that is caused by accidents, weather, special 
events, or other atypical incidents.

Non-recurrent congestion can be mitigated or reduced by improving incident management 
strategies. Other smart uses of technologies such as traffic signal coordination and the 
provision of real-time information about unexpected delays allows travelers to make 
better decisions about available transit or other alternatives.

Person Delay by Facility Type  
(Mixed Flow Freeways, HOV, Arterials)
For the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS, this measure has been expanded to differentiate between 
single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) and high occupancy vehicle (HOV) delay. As shown in 
FIGURE 10, person-hours of delay is expected to increase from Base Year to Baseline, but 
overall the Plan will improve on Baseline conditions by 45 percent, to conditions that are 
better than what is experienced today.

FIGURE 10  Daily Person-Hours of Delay by Facility Type 
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Person Delay per Capita
FIGURE 11 shows the person-hours of delay per capita for each of the six counties in the 
region and for the SCAG region as a whole. Normalizing delay by the number of people 
living in an area provides insight as to how well the region is mitigating traffic congestion 
in light of increasing population growth. Delay per capita is expected to grow consider-
ably, particularly in the Inland Empire counties of Riverside and San Bernardino, under 
the Baseline conditions. However, implementation of the Plan is expected to reduce delay 
substantially, to below 2008 levels. The regional average delay per capita is expected 
to improve from over 20 minutes under the Baseline, to over 10 minutes under the Plan. 
Not only does this represent a 45 percent improvement over Baseline, but a 24 percent 
improvement over Base Year as well.

FIGURE 11  Daily Person Delay per Capita by County (Minutes)
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Truck Delay by Facility Type (Highway, Arterials)
This measure estimates the average daily truck delay by facility type for freeways and 
arterials (FIGURE 12). The Plan is estimated to reduce truck delay by approximately 40 
percent over Baseline on the freeway system, and by approximately 55 percent on the 
arterial system.

FIGURE 12  Daily Heavy-Duty Truck Hours of Delay
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Non-Recurrent Delay
Data from the Caltrans Performance Measurement System (PeMS) was used to assess 
the level of non-recurrent delay on regional freeways using the “congestion pie” feature 
of PeMS. This module breaks down congestion into recurrent and non-recurrent conges-
tion, with recurrent congestion being that day-to-day delay that occurs when there are 
simply too many vehicles on the road at the same time. Non-recurrent congestion is 
congestion due to other causes such as accidents, special events, or weather.

The PeMS congestion pie module reports two types of recurrent congestion—“Excess 
Demand” and “Potential Reduction”. Excess demand is the congestion attributed to addi-
tional vehicles on the road. Potential reduction also accounts for the “too many vehicles” 
type of congestion, but this congestion can potentially be mitigated by applying optimal 
operational strategies such as ramp metering.

For the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS, the mobility performance measure is non-recurrent 
congestion. This type of congestion also has two major components—“Accidents” and 
“Miscellaneous”. Accident-related congestion is estimated by using the Caltrans Traffic 
Accident Surveillance and Analysis System (TASAS) accident locations and compar-
ing that to congestion levels reported by roadway sensors. If excess congestion beyond 
normal is reported at a location where TASAS reports that an accident occurred, then 
that extra congestion is put in the accident-related congestion bucket. If congestion being 
reported by a sensor is above normal and there was no accident report, then that conges-
tion falls into the miscellaneous bucket.

The most recent PeMS congestion classification data is for the year 2009. FIGURE 13 
shows the percentage of freeway congestion during a typical day (5:00 AM through 
8:00 PM) for the year 2009. The data is reported for each county and for the region 
as a whole. In 2009, the estimated average percentage of congestion that was due to 
accidents or other incidents was around 45 percent. In San Bernardino County—with 
less congestion overall and more susceptible to incident-causing congestion—the data 
suggested that a majority of congestion was non-recurrent. (The actual percentage is 
likely exaggerated due to the manner in which PeMS handles some data; more research 
is needed to verify this assessment.) In the more urbanized Los Angeles County, the data 
reported that 40 percent of countywide congestion was non-recurrent.

FIGURE 13  Percent Non-Recurrent Congestion by County (2009)
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The following maps show the projected improvement in speed between the Baseline 2035 
and Plan 2035 scenarios on our highway and arterial system in the PM peak. Additional 
speed maps can be found in the appendix of this document
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EXHIBIT 10 Baseline 2035 to Plan 2035 Freeway Speed Changes | PM Peak
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EXHIBIT 11 Baseline 2035 vs. Plan 2035 Arterial Speed – PM Peak
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EXHIBIT A1 Base Year 2008 Number of Freeway Lanes (mixed-flow and toll)

Appendix
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EXHIBIT A2 Baseline 2035 Number of Freeway Lanes (mixed-flow and toll)
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EXHIBIT A3 Plan 2035 Number of Freeway Lanes (mixed-flow and toll)
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EXHIBIT A4 Base Year 2008 Freeway Speed – AM Peak
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EXHIBIT A5 Baseline 2035 Freeway Speed – AM Peak
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EXHIBIT A6 Plan 2035 Freeway Speed – AM Peak
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EXHIBIT A7 Base Year 2008 to Baseline 2035 Freeway Speed Changes – AM Peak
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EXHIBIT A8 Baseline 2035 to Plan 2035 Freeway Speed Changes – AM Peak
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EXHIBIT A9 Base Year 2008 Freeway Speed – PM Peak
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EXHIBIT A10 Baseline 2035 Freeway Speed – PM Peak
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EXHIBIT A11 Plan 2035 Freeway Speed – PM Peak
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EXHIBIT A12 Base Year 2008 to Baseline 2035 Freeway Speed Changes – PM Peak
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EXHIBIT A13 Baseline 2035 to Plan 2035 Freeway Speed Changes – PM Peak
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EXHIBIT A14 Base Year 2008 Arterial Speed – AM Peak
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EXHIBIT A15 Baseline 2035 Arterial Speed – AM Peak
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EXHIBIT A16 Plan 2035 Arterial Speed – AM Peak
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EXHIBIT A17 Base Year 2008 Arterial Speed – PM Peak
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EXHIBIT A18 Baseline 2035 Arterial Speed – PM Peak
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EXHIBIT A19 Plan 2035 Arterial Speed – PM Peak
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EXHIBIT A20 Baseline 2035 to Plan 2035 Arterial Speed Changes

., 
~ 
£ ., 
ID ., 
c 
"' en 

s 

Arterial PM Speed Change 
2035 Baseline to 2035 Plan 

>10 mph speed decrease 
6-10 mph speed decrease 
ss mph speed decrease 
ss mph speed increase 
>5 mph speed increase 

Kem 

San Diego 

San Bernardino 
County 

0 10 20 --==----Milos 
N 

A 



46     Highways and Arterials

Network Statistics

TABLE A1 Centerline Miles Summary

County Base Year 2008 Baseline 2035 Plan 2035

Imperial 1,743 1,757 1,761

Los Angeles 7,821 7,889 8,024

Orange 2,123 2,163 2,217

Riverside 3,423 3,496 3,758

San Bernardino 5,550 5,585 5,934

Ventura 1,032 1,050 1,059

Region 21,693 21,939 22,753

Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.

TABLE A2 Lane Miles Summary (PM Peak Network)

County Base Year 2008 Baseline 2035 Plan 2035

Imperial 3,912 3,966 4,071 

Los Angeles 26,716 27,026 27,953 

Orange 8,777 9,162 10,126 

Riverside 9,845 10,171 12,537 

San Bernardino 14,696 14,992 17,768 

Ventura 3,039 3,116 3,202 

Region 66,986 68,433 75,657 

Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.
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County Centerline Miles Lane Miles (PM)

Riverside  1,120  3,094 

San Bernardino  1,614  4,266 

Ventura  360  966 

Subtotal  7,297  21,222 

Collector

Imperial 1,205 2,464

Los Angeles 1,720 3,816

Orange 217 621

Riverside 1,604 3,809

San Bernardino 2,809 6,041

Ventura 314 684

Subtotal 7,870 17,434

Freeway (HOV)

Imperial 0 0

Los Angeles 227 468

Orange 119 243

Riverside 37 77

San Bernardino 48 95

Ventura 0 0

Subtotal 431 883

Total All Facilities

Imperial 1,743 3,912

Los Angeles 7,821 26,716

Orange 2,123 8,777

Riverside 3,423 9,845

San Bernardino 5,550 14,696

Ventura 1,032 3,039

Total 21,693 66,986

Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.

TABLE A3 Base Year 2008 Network Statistics

County Centerline Miles Lane Miles (PM)

Freeway (Mixed-Flow)

Imperial  95  379 

Los Angeles  637  4,582 

Orange  167  1,290 

Riverside  308  1,698 

San Bernardino  471  2,470 

Ventura  94  503 

Subtotal  1,772  10,922 

Toll

Imperial 0 0

Los Angeles 0 0

Orange 61 322

Riverside 0 1

San Bernardino 0 0

Ventura 0 0

Subtotal 61 322

Major Arterial

Imperial  111  400 

Los Angeles  2,268  8,775 

Orange  657  3,150 

Riverside  354  1,167 

San Bernardino  608  1,824 

Ventura  264  886 

Subtotal  4,262  16,203 

Minor Arterial

Imperial  333  669 

Los Angeles  2,968  9,075 

Orange  902  3,152 
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County Centerline Miles Lane Miles (PM)

Riverside  1,137  3,200 

San Bernardino  1,620  4,372 

Ventura  369  993 

Subtotal  7,332  21,526 

Collector

Imperial 1,205 2,465

Los Angeles 1,724 3,840

Orange 222 633

Riverside 1,645 3,940

San Bernardino 2,825 6,106

Ventura 318 695

Subtotal 7,939 17,679

Freeway (HOV)

Imperial 0 0

Los Angeles 288 588

Orange 121 255

Riverside 49 102

San Bernardino 57 115

Ventura 4 8

Subtotal 520 1,067

Total All Facilities

Imperial  1,757  3,966 

Los Angeles  7,889  27,026 

Orange  2,163  9,162 

Riverside  3,496  10,171 

San Bernardino  5,585  14,992 

Ventura  1,050  3,116 

Total  21,939  68,433 

Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.

TABLE A4 Baseline 2035 Network Statistics

County Centerline Miles Lane Miles (PM)

Freeway (Mixed-Flow)

Imperial  95  380 

Los Angeles  638  4,611 

Orange  167  1,326 

Riverside  310  1,726 

San Bernardino  472  2,505 

Ventura  94  528 

Subtotal  1,776  11,077 

Toll

Imperial 0 0

Los Angeles 0 0

Orange 76 550

Riverside 0 1

San Bernardino 0 0

Ventura 0 0

Subtotal 76 551

Major Arterial

Imperial  123  451 

Los Angeles  2,271  8,870 

Orange  672  3,224 

Riverside  355  1,204 

San Bernardino  611  1,893

Ventura  265  892 

Subtotal  4,296  16,534 

Minor Arterial

Imperial 333 669

Los Angeles 2,969 9,118

Orange 905 3,174
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TABLE A5 Plan 2035 Network Statistics

County Centerline Miles Lane Miles (PM)

Freeway (Mixed-Flow)

Imperial 102 418

Los Angeles 639 4,682

Orange 167 1,437

Riverside 314 1,964

San Bernardino 504 2,741

Ventura 95 554

Subtotal 1,820 11,795

Toll (incl. HOT & Truck)

Imperial 0 0

Los Angeles 191 671

Orange 126 705

Riverside 72 236

San Bernardino 78 243

Ventura 0 0

Subtotal 466 1,854

Major Arterial

Imperial 121 460

Los Angeles 2,327 9,250

Orange 682 3,549

Riverside 429 1,606

San Bernardino 625 2,445

Ventura 271 927

Subtotal 4,455 18,236

Minor Arterial

Imperial 333 728

Los Angeles 2,969 9,158

Orange 925 3,544

County Centerline Miles Lane Miles (PM)

Riverside 1,186 4,012

San Bernardino 1,690 5,247

Ventura 371 1,019

Subtotal 7,473 23,708

Collector

Imperial 1,205 2,465

Los Angeles 1,694 3,778

Orange 229 701

Riverside 1,706 4,617

San Bernardino 2,954 6,926

Ventura 318 695

Subtotal 8,106 19,182

Freeway (HOV)

Imperial 0 0

Los Angeles 204 413

Orange 89 191

Riverside 52 103

San Bernardino 83 166

Ventura 4 8

Subtotal 432 881

Total All Facilities

Imperial 1,761 4,071

Los Angeles 8,024 27,953

Orange 2,217 10,126

Riverside 3,758 12,537

San Bernardino 5,934 17,768

Ventura 1,050 3,202

Total 22,753 75,657

Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.
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Trip Statistics

TABLE A6 Total Person Trips By County

County Base Year 2008 Baseline 2035 Plan 2035

Imperial                466,000                888,000                860,000 

Los Angeles          34,224,000          38,429,000          37,406,000 

Orange          11,341,000          12,220,000          12,003,000 

Riverside            6,707,000          11,166,000          10,527,000 

San Bernardino            6,578,000            9,089,000            8,917,000 

Ventura            2,844,000            3,294,000            3,192,000 

Region          62,159,000          75,086,000          72,906,000 

Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.

TABLE A7 Average Vehicle Occupancy for Home Based Work Trips

County Base Year 2008 Baseline 2035 Plan 2035

Imperial 1.09 1.09 1.10

Los Angeles 1.08 1.10 1.09

Orange 1.08 1.09 1.09

Riverside 1.09 1.10 1.10

San Bernardino 1.09 1.10 1.10

Ventura 1.07 1.08 1.08

Region 1.08 1.10 1.09

TABLE A8 Average Vehicle Occupancy for All Trips

County Base Year 2008 Baseline 2035 Plan 2035

Imperial 1.40 1.38 1.40

Los Angeles 1.42 1.45 1.46

Orange 1.41 1.43 1.45

Riverside 1.47 1.44 1.47

San Bernardino 1.46 1.45 1.48

Ventura 1.41 1.42 1.43

Region 1.43 1.44 1.46

TABLE A9 Median Home Based Work Trip Length (miles)

County Base Year 2008 Baseline 2035 Plan 2035

Imperial 4.60 3.56 3.95

Los Angeles 9.58 9.78 9.57

Orange 8.63 8.55 8.67

Riverside 11.50 10.20 10.02

San Bernardino 10.35 9.40 10.34

Ventura 9.51 9.31 8.85

Region 9.51 9.43 9.42
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TABLE A10 Median Non-Work Trip Length (miles)

County Base Year 2008 Baseline 2035 Plan 2035

Imperial 1.54 1.55 1.50

Los Angeles 3.11 3.02 2.97

Orange 3.31 3.23 3.31

Riverside 2.96 2.62 2.70

San Bernardino 3.04 2.85 3.14

Ventura 2.32 2.30 2.17

Region 3.05 2.88 2.92

Mobility Statistics

TABLE A11 Average Daily Delay Per Capita (minutes)

County Base Year 2008 Baseline 2035 Plan 2035

Imperial  1.5  6.7  3.3 

Los Angeles  20.7  23.5  15.5 

Orange  16.6  16.8  10.8 

Riverside  12.0  32.0  10.2 

San Bernardino  10.9  27.8  12.4 

Ventura  11.9  16.5  8.1 

Region  17.3  23.8  13.1 
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TABLE A12 Base Year 2008 Daily VMT, VHT, Delay, and Speed by County and Time Period

VMT (thousands) VHT (thousands) Delay (thousands) Speed (MPH) Total (Auto + Truck)

County Auto Truck Auto Truck Auto Truck Auto Truck VMT VHT Delay Speed

AM Peak

Imperial 828 126 16 2 * * 50.3 61.7 955 19 * 51.5

Los Angeles 45,064 1,862 1,629 59 577 23 27.7 31.5 46,926 1,688 599 27.8

Orange 15,674 518 498 15 150 5 31.5 34.7 16,192 513 155 31.6

Riverside 10,725 834 301 17 83 4 35.6 48.1 11,559 318 87 36.3

San Bernardino 11,183 1,101 299 24 73 6 37.4 46.5 12,284 323 79 38.1

Ventura 4,037 149 116 4 30 1 34.7 40.5 4,186 120 31 34.9

Region Total 87,511 4,590 2,860 121 912 39 30.6 38.0 92,101 2,981 951 30.9

PM Peak

Imperial 1,295 143 26 2 1 * 49.7 61.8 1,437 28 1 50.7

Los Angeles 72,987 2,211 3,224 83 1,464 39 22.6 26.6 75,198 3,307 1,503 22.7

Orange 25,053 580 929 19 358 8 27.0 30.5 25,633 948 366 27.0

Riverside 16,939 953 513 21 163 6 33.0 45.7 17,892 534 169 33.5

San Bernardino 17,601 1,263 506 29 143 9 34.8 44.0 18,864 535 152 35.3

Ventura 6,455 170 215 5 75 2 30.0 35.0 6,625 220 77 30.1

Region Total 140,330 5,320 5,413 159 2,203 63 25.9 33.5 145,650 5,572 2,267 26.1

Daily

Imperial 4,648 828 92 13 3 * 50.4 62.1 5,476 105 3 51.9

Los Angeles 213,447 12,189 7,310 315 2,294 85 29.2 38.8 225,636 7,624 2,379 29.6

Orange 73,925 3,400 2,222 81 568 18 33.3 42.0 77,325 2,303 586 33.6

Riverside 51,455 5,721 1,326 104 274 15 38.8 55.0 57,176 1,430 289 40.0

San Bernardino 53,488 7,108 1,319 130 231 19 40.6 54.6 60,596 1,449 250 41.8

Ventura 18,679 954 517 21 111 3 36.1 45.1 19,633 538 114 36.5

Region Total 415,642 30,201 12,786 664 3,481 140 32.5 45.5 445,843 13,450 3,621 33.1

* Value is less than 1,000.
Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.



Highways and Arterials     53

TABLE A13 Base Year 2008 Daily VMT, VHT, Delay, and Speed by Facility Type and Time Period

Facility Type
VMT (thousands) VHT (thousands) Delay (thousands) Speed (MPH) Total (Auto + Truck)

Auto Truck Auto Truck Auto Truck Auto Truck VMT VHT Delay Speed

AM Peak

Freeway (MF) & Toll 39,828 3,427 1,131 81 548 32 35.2 42.5 43,255 1,211 580 35.7

Freeway (HOV) 3,361 0 92 0 44 0 36.4 N/A 3,361 92 44 36.4

Arterial 44,323 1,163 1,637 40 320 7 27.1 28.9 45,486 1,677 327 27.1

Region Total 87,511 4,590 2,860 121 912 39 30.6 38.0 92,101 2,981 951 30.9

PM Peak

Freeway (MF) & Toll 58,982 3,945 2,023 106 1,160 50 29.2 37.2 62,927 2,129 1,210 29.6

Freeway (HOV) 5,962 0 212 0 127 0 28.1 N/A 5,962 212 127 28.1

Arterial 75,386 1,375 3,178 53 916 14 23.7 25.9 76,761 3,231 930 23.8

Region Total 140,330 5,320 5,413 159 2,203 63 25.9 33.5 145,650 5,572 2,267 26.1

Daily

Freeway (MF) & Toll 193,075 23,702 4,758 453 1,935 113 40.6 52.4 216,777 5,211 2,048 41.6

Freeway (HOV) 12,050 0 347 0 174 0 34.8 N/A 12,050 347 174 34.8

Arterial 210,518 6,499 7,681 212 1,373 26 27.4 30.7 217,016 7,893 1,399 27.5

Region Total 415,642 30,201 12,786 664 3,481 140 32.5 45.5 445,843 13,450 3,621 33.1

MF = mixed-flow or general purpose lanes, HOV = high-occupancy vehicle lanes
Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.
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TABLE A14 Baseline 2035 Daily VMT, VHT, Delay, and Speed by County and Time Period

County
VMT (thousands) VHT (thousands) Delay (thousands) Speed (MPH) Total (Auto + Truck)

Auto Truck Auto Truck Auto Truck Auto Truck VMT VHT Delay Speed

AM Peak

Imperial 1,385 350 31 6 4 * 44.5 61.3 1,735 37 4 47.1

Los Angeles 49,125 3,045 1,932 100 783 42 25.4 30.4 52,170 2,032 825 25.7

Orange 16,661 772 539 21 171 7 30.9 36.8 17,434 560 178 31.1

Riverside 16,400 1,625 709 48 360 22 23.1 33.7 18,025 757 383 23.8

San Bernardino 15,244 2,305 565 67 249 31 27.0 34.3 17,549 633 279 27.7

Ventura 4,647 228 151 6 51 2 30.8 37.7 4,875 157 53 31.1

Region Total 103,461 8,326 3,928 248 1,617 104 26.3 33.5 111,787 4,176 1,721 26.8

PM Peak

Imperial 2,164 391 51 6 7 * 42.4 61.0 2,556 57 8 44.5

Los Angeles 78,971 3,399 3,682 132 1,776 67 21.4 25.7 82,371 3,814 1,843 21.6

Orange 26,617 860 988 26 385 10 26.9 33.5 27,478 1,014 396 27.1

Riverside 25,582 1,831 1,229 60 673 31 20.8 30.6 27,413 1,288 704 21.3

San Bernardino 24,035 2,633 972 84 461 43 24.7 31.2 26,668 1,056 504 25.3

Ventura 7,382 260 278 8 116 3 26.5 32.7 7,642 286 119 26.7

Region Total 164,753 9,374 7,200 316 3,420 153 22.9 29.6 174,127 7,516 3,573 23.2

Daily

Imperial 7,638 2,210 172 36 21 1 44.5 62.2 9,848 207 23 47.5

Los Angeles 234,015 18,924 8,390 497 2,891 151 27.9 38.1 252,939 8,887 3,041 28.5

Orange 78,908 5,127 2,389 116 632 27 33.0 44.1 84,035 2,505 659 33.5

Riverside 78,459 10,946 2,827 244 1,156 73 27.8 44.9 89,405 3,071 1,228 29.1

San Bernardino 74,518 14,760 2,308 319 771 91 32.3 46.2 89,278 2,628 862 34.0

Ventura 21,419 1,450 647 33 178 6 33.1 43.9 22,869 680 184 33.6

Region Total 494,958 53,416 16,733 1,245 5,649 349 29.6 42.9 548,374 17,978 5,997 30.5

* Value is less than 1,000.
Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.
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TABLE A15 Baseline 2035 Daily VMT, VHT, Delay, and Speed by Facility Type and Time Period

Facility Type
VMT (thousands) VHT (thousands) Delay (thousands) Speed (MPH) Total (Auto + Truck)

Auto Truck Auto Truck Auto Truck Auto Truck VMT VHT Delay Speed

AM Peak

Freeway (MF) & Toll 43,445 6,340 1,507 174 874 84 28.8 36.4 49,786 1,681 958 29.6

Freeway (HOV) 5,209 0 186 0 111 0 28.0 N/A 5,209 186 111 28.0

Arterial 54,807 1,985 2,235 74 632 20 24.5 26.8 56,792 2,309 652 24.6

Region Total 103,461 8,326 3,928 248 1,617 104 26.3 33.5 111,787 4,176 1,721 26.8

PM Peak

Freeway (MF) & Toll 64,707 7,069 2,627 220 1,684 119 24.6 32.1 71,776 2,847 1,804 25.2

Freeway (HOV) 8,302 0 363 0 243 0 22.9 N/A 8,302 363 243 22.9

Arterial 91,744 2,305 4,209 96 1,492 34 21.8 23.9 94,049 4,306 1,526 21.8

Region Total 164,753 9,374 7,200 316 3,420 153 22.9 29.6 174,127 7,516 3,573 23.2

Daily

Freeway (MF) & Toll 216,129 42,904 6,026 889 2,880 279 35.9 48.3 259,033 6,915 3,159 37.5

Freeway (HOV) 19,084 0 638 0 364 0 29.9 N/A 19,084 638 364 29.9

Arterial 259,746 10,512 10,069 356 2,405 69 25.8 29.5 270,257 10,424 2,475 25.9

Region Total 494,958 53,416 16,733 1,245 5,649 349 29.6 42.9 548,374 17,978 5,997 30.5

MF = mixed-flow or general purpose lanes, HOV = high-occupancy vehicle lanes
Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.
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TABLE A16 Plan 2035 VMT, VHT, Delay, and Speed by County and Time Period

County
VMT (thousands) VHT (thousands) Delay (thousands) Speed (MPH) Total (Auto + Truck)

Auto Truck Auto Truck Auto Truck Auto Truck VMT VHT Delay Speed

AM Peak

Imperial 1,355 345 29 6 1 * 47.4 60.5 1,700 34 2 49.6

Los Angeles 45,727 2,960 1,568 80 519 25 29.2 36.8 48,686 1,648 544 29.5

Orange 15,858 764 463 19 118 6 34.2 39.2 16,622 483 124 34.4

Riverside 15,509 1,737 420 37 103 10 36.9 46.4 17,247 458 113 37.7

San Bernardino 14,830 2,197 419 47 119 13 35.4 46.4 17,028 466 133 36.5

Ventura 4,077 231 108 5 22 1 37.6 43.6 4,308 114 23 37.9

Region Total 97,357 8,234 3,007 196 882 56 32.4 42.1 105,591 3,203 938 33.0

PM Peak

Imperial 2,126 387 46 6 3 * 46.3 60.5 2,513 52 3 48.0

Los Angeles 74,056 3,337 2,946 98 1,197 36 25.1 34.1 77,393 3,044 1,232 25.4

Orange 25,505 834 813 23 245 8 31.4 36.2 26,339 836 254 31.5

Riverside 25,018 1,962 729 44 208 13 34.3 44.6 26,980 773 221 34.9

San Bernardino 23,681 2,538 696 58 209 19 34.0 43.7 26,218 754 228 34.8

Ventura 6,539 292 197 7 55 2 33.2 39.4 6,832 204 57 33.5

Region Total 156,925 9,350 5,427 237 1,916 78 28.9 39.5 166,275 5,664 1,995 29.4

Daily

Imperial 7,534 2,191 160 36 10 1 47.0 60.9 9,725 196 11 49.6

Los Angeles 216,289 18,560 6,962 425 1,948 91 31.1 43.7 234,849 7,387 2,039 31.8

Orange 74,856 4,990 2,058 107 410 21 36.4 46.6 79,846 2,165 431 36.9

Riverside 74,851 11,474 1,912 212 359 35 39.1 54.1 86,325 2,124 394 40.6

San Bernardino 72,778 14,415 1,833 264 360 45 39.7 54.6 87,193 2,097 405 41.6

Ventura 19,089 1,498 499 32 86 4 38.2 46.9 20,588 531 90 38.7

Region Total 465,398 53,127 13,424 1,076 3,173 197 34.7 49.4 518,525 14,500 3,370 35.8

* Value is less than 1,000.
Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.
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TABLE A17 Plan 2035 VMT, VHT, Delay, and Speed by Facility Type and Time Period

Facility Type
VMT (thousands) VHT (thousands) Delay (thousands) Speed (MPH) Total (Auto + Truck)

Auto Truck Auto Truck Auto Truck Auto Truck VMT VHT Delay Speed

AM Peak

Freeway (MF) & Toll 44,817 6,578 1,222 141 570 48 36.7 46.5 51,395 1,363 618 37.7

Freeway (HOV) 2,005 0 40 0 11 0 49.7 N/A 2,005 40 11 49.7

Arterial 50,535 1,656 1,745 54 300 9 29.0 30.4 52,191 1,799 309 29.0

Region Total 97,357 8,234 3,007 196 882 56 32.4 42.1 105,591 3,203 938 33.0

PM Peak

Freeway (MF) & Toll 67,313 7,493 2,068 171 1,089 64 32.6 43.8 74,806 2,239 1,153 33.4

Freeway (HOV) 4,083 0 98 0 39 0 41.6 N/A 4,083 98 39 41.6

Arterial 85,529 1,857 3,261 66 788 15 26.2 28.2 87,386 3,327 803 26.3

Region Total 156,925 9,350 5,427 237 1,916 78 28.9 39.5 166,275 5,664 1,995 29.4

Daily

Freeway (MF) & Toll 214,954 44,005 5,002 793 1,880 166 43.0 55.5 258,959 5,795 2,046 44.7

Freeway (HOV) 7,176 0 154 0 51 0 46.5 N/A 7,176 154 51 46.5

Arterial 243,268 9,122 8,268 283 1,242 31 29.4 32.3 252,390 8,551 1,273 29.5

Region Total 465,398 53,127 13,424 1,076 3,173 197 34.7 49.4 518,525 14,500 3,370 35.8

MF = mixed-flow or general purpose lanes, HOV = high-occupancy vehicle lanes
Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.
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Overview and Description
While the SCAG Region is served by a large and diverse transit system, including heavy 
rail, light rail, fixed route bus and demand response services, it is also served by a 
network of intercity passenger rail and commuter rail services. These services operate on 
the region’s rail network, often sharing facilities with freight rail. They operate at higher 
speeds and have less frequent station stops than traditional transit services, and are 
more likely to serve intercity and interregional trips.

Two operators offer rail services to passengers within our region: Amtrak and the 
Southern California Regional Rail Authority (Metrolink). Between the two services, 
Southern California has a passenger rail network serving five of the six counties in the 
SCAG region. 

Within our region, intercity passenger rail service is operated by Amtrak, and is divided 
into two types of service: long distance and corridor. Four of Amtrak’s fifteen long dis-
tance routes, the Coast Starlight, the Texas Eagle, the Southwest Chief, and the Sunset 
Limited, connect our region with destinations throughout the country. Of these services, 
the Coast Starlight and Southwest Chief offer daily service, and the other two offer ser-
vice three days a week.

Amtrak provides much more frequent intercity passenger rail corridor service via the 
Pacific Surfliner. This 351 mile long service traverses the length of the Los Angeles-San 
Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) rail corridor. Amtrak’s Pacific Surfliner is the second 
most used service in Amtrak’s national network, moving nearly 9 percent of the system’s 
total national ridership. Surfliner ridership is also growing over 8 percent a year recently. 
Administrative and management services for this corridor are currently provided by the 
Caltrans Division of Rail, and both Amtrak and Caltrans contribute operating revenues for 
the Surfliner.

Metrolink is currently the sole operator of commuter rail service in our region. Metrolink 
operates 512 route miles of service along seven routes in Ventura, Orange, Los Angeles, 
San Bernardino, Riverside and San Diego Counties. Metrolink passengers travel further  
than most other transit passengers, having an average trip length of 36.9 miles. In 
FY 2011, Metrolink reported providing 10,605,300 unlinked passenger trips. Five routes, 
the Ventura County Line, the Orange County Line, the Inland Empire-Orange County Line, 
and the SR-91 Line, share portions of the LOSSAN Corridor with the Pacific Surfliner. 

Other Metrolink routes include the Antelope Valley Line, the San Bernardino Line, and the 
Riverside Line.

High Speed Rail 
Despite these services, fast and efficient interregional ground transportation remains an 
issue within our region. SCAG has historically sought to address these issues through the 
development of a High Speed Regional Transport (HSRT) system. Beginning in the 1990s, 
HSRT was seen as a way of providing high speed intraregional mobility in key transpor-
tation corridors. This system was seen as a way to provide an alternative to congested 
commutes, to aid the regional goods movement system, and to help regionalize our avia-
tion system.

As described in the 2001, 2004, and 2008 RTPs, an HSRT system would facilitate the 
development of a regional airport system and connect major activity and multi-modal 
transportation centers in Los Angeles, Riverside, San Bernardino and Orange Counties. In 
December 2002, SCAG’s Regional Council approved the focused study of a 56-mile Initial 
Operating Segment (IOS) of the HSRT system, connecting West Los Angeles with Ontario 
International Airport via Los Angeles Union Station (LAUS).

TECHNICAL ANALYSES OF THE HSRT IOS

SCAG has produced multiple analyses of the HSRT serving the IOS Corridor since 1998. 
The first of these reports was “Southern California Intra Regional Maglev for the Next 
Millennium,” published in 1998. This was followed by the “California Maglev Deployment 
Program” in 2000, which contained a detailed project description and ridership projec-
tions for the West L.A. to Inland Empire Corridor. The “SCAG Maglev Deployment Program 
Phases I and II” were published in 2003 and 2006, respectively. The report for Phase 
I included financial analyses, and explored the integration of the IOS with existing rail 
infrastructure. Phase II included detailed cost analysis, and preliminary engineering 
drawings and station designs. In 2007, SCAG released two more reports, the “West Los 
Angeles Multi-Modal Transfer Transit Site Survey” and the “HSRT Business Plan.” The 
West Los Angeles report analyzed potential station sites in West L.A., and the Business 
Plan investigated financial innovations for funding the HSRT system. In early 2009, SCAG 
released the “HSRT Alternatives Analysis” which presented refined ridership and financial 
forecasts, as well as analysis of a possible HSRT extension to LAX.

Passenger Rail     1



HSRT and the IOS

Much of SCAG’s analysis of HSRT has focused on Maglev propulsion systems. Maglev 
is the name for an elevated monorail using advanced magnetic levitation technology to 
move people and goods at a very high speed (up to 310 mph). Maglev technology exists 
on test tracks in Europe, Japan, and the United States. Worldwide, the only high speed 
Maglev system in revenue service is the Shanghai Transrapid, a 19 mile system con-
necting Shanghai Pudong International Airport with the Longyang Road Metro Station 
in Shanghai’s suburbs. A low speed Maglev system also operates in the Japanese city 
of Nagoya. Capital and operating costs remain fairly amorphous in the North American 
context. As these details became apparent, analysis of the HSRT IOS became mode 
neutral, and further study of the proposal evaluated both Maglev and conventional High 
Speed Rail.

In selecting the IOS, SCAG considered the RTP performance measures, stakeholder sup-
port and environmental issues. Initial feasibility studies suggested that the HSRT system 
could be constructed and deployed through a public-private partnership structure admin-
istered through a public agency or a Joint Powers Authority (JPA). In 2009, the Southern 
California Regional High Speed Transport Authority (SCRHSTA) began meeting in order to 
pursue strategies to deliver an HSRT IOS project. The Cities of Los Angeles, West Covina, 
and Ontario were the partners in this JPA. The JPA met several times in 2009, but has 
since been dormant.

SCAG’s technical analysis of the potential HSRT IOS evolved over the course of ten 
years. By the publication of the HSRT AA in 2009, consultant staff were using the most 
advanced analytical tools and more conservative assumptions. This led to lower per-
formance projections than earlier studies, and methodological reasons for these differ-
ences are discussed in the appendices to the HSRT AA. Further, the HSRT AA sought to 
compare the costs and benefits of both conventional and Maglev high speed transport 
systems, and of routes along I-10 or the Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way. The pro-
posals examined included station assumptions in West L.A., L.A.Union Station, Ontario 
International Airport, and either West Covina or the City of Industry.

TABLE 1 Key Findings 2009 High Speed Regional Transportation 
Alternatives Analysis

Technology 
2035 Daily Ridership 
Forecast

Estimated Capital Cost  
(in 2008 Dollars)

Conventional High Speed 
Rail Technology

11,290–12,470 $4.63 Billion–$4.41 Billion

Maglev Technology 11,670–12,800 $7.03 Billion–$7.82 Billion

Source: SCAG [2009] High Speed Regional Transportation System Alternatives Analysis

 � Travel Time Variation: Travel time varied by about 12 percent among the four dif-
ferent options. This variety is influenced by technology, alignment, and direction. 
Neither technology reaches its top design speed (311 mph for maglev and 220 mph 
for High Speed Rail).

 � Capital Cost Estimates: Capital cost estimates range between $4.41 and $7.82 
billion for the four options. Maglev options in this corridor appear to be about 60 
percent to 70 percent more capital intensive. Maglev systems require much higher 
guide-beam costs, more intensive traction and power distribution investments, and 
higher vehicle acquisition costs.

 � Operations Costs and Revenue Forecast: Forecast annual operational revenues vary 
between $52.6 million and $57 million. None of the four alternatives generates an 
operational surplus by the 2035 forecast year. Annual O&M costs were forecast 
to be between $73.4 and $81.2 million and projected annual operating deficits in 
that year range from $16.4 to $28.6 million. Maglev technologies have significantly 
higher propulsion costs—due to high electric consumption. HSR systems have sig-
nificantly higher Maintenance of Equipment costs. Farebox recovery would be about 
65 percent to 78 percent, which is fairly high for an intraregional transit system. 
By adjusting fares to a more distance-weighted regimen, the HSRT system would 
attract 28 percent more riders and 18 percent more revenues. 

Given the projected operations loss, none of the proposed HSRT alternatives would likely 
generate revenues sufficient for bond financing. An economic analysis was performed 
using Monte Carlo Simulation, and found that in only 14 percent of scenarios would 
there be positive revenue; even assuming revenue maximizing fares only 38 percent of 
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operating scenarios would return positive revenue. It would be very difficult to attract 
private sector financing with these revenue projections. Moreover, it is important to note 
that in these forecasts technology has no impact on profitability while ridership, revenue, 
and operational performance are roughly similar across modes, and capital costs are 
60–70 percent higher for MAGLEV.

While SCAG was analyzing the potential of a HSRT, the state had begun analyzing the 
potential of a statewide high speed rail system. In 1996, the state legislature authorized 
the formation of the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority). The Authority has 
spent the past fifteen years planning and designing a two-phase High-Speed Train (HST) 
system, intending to link Southern California and the Bay Area. In 2008, California voters 
approved Prop 1A, authorizing nearly $9 billion in bonds for system design and construc-
tion. Phase I of the HST system will connect San Francisco with Anaheim, with several 
intermediate stops, and Phase II will add connections to Sacramento, Ontario, Riverside, 
and San Diego.

The evolution of the state HST system illustrated very large challenges to the HSRT 
system. The first is financial: the HSRT’s business model appears to be unprofitable, and 
there are no apparent programmed funds for project development or delivery. It seems 
that bond financing or private sector financing is also very unlikely for this proposal. 

Secondly, the HSRT IOS would likely occupy a corridor that has also been analyzed by the 
Authority for Phase II of the California HST, specifically the Los Angeles to San Diego via 
the Inland Empire segment. The Authority has recently issued a preliminary Alternatives 
Analysis of this corridor, which included a comprehensive outreach process including 
monthly meetings with county transportation commissions and MPOs along the corridor, 
a series of technical working groups with local agency staff, one-on-one meetings with 
local agencies and jurisdictions, and several series of public meetings. The Authority 
is currently seeking Prop 1A planning funds to continue technical and outreach work in 
pursuit of an EIR/EIS.

This competing project is also part a state wide transport system, and ridership numbers 
would benefit from access to Riverside, San Diego, the Central Valley and the Bay Area. 
Further, given these longer distances, the fare structure is drastically different than for 
the HSRT, with much higher maximum ticket prices. These fares give the project a much 
higher likelihood of profitability, and thus private sector finance.

The state HST system will provide an additional long distance transport option in the state 
of California, offering an alternative to air and auto travel for Californians. Total cost for 
Phase I is estimated at $98.5 billion in year of expenditure dollars. This figure does not 
include Phase II, and the state has secured only $12.6 billion in funds for the project to 
date. The Authority, in partnership with the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), has 
chosen to begin construction in the San Joaquin Valley, using federal High-Speed and 
Intercity Passenger Rail funds. 

Three segments of the project are being developed in the SCAG Region: Los Angeles to 
Anaheim, Los Angeles to Palmdale, and Los Angeles to San Diego via the Inland Empire. 
All three segments have produced Alternatives Analysis documents, and are proceeding in 
various stages of the environmental review process. The Authority’s Draft 2012 Business 
Plan was recently released and has introduced a new construction and implementation 
approach called the “Blended Approach,” that recognizes the funding and implementation 
realities that have changed dramatically since passage of the bond. A major component 
of this approach is to connect to, and invest in, existing rail services in the state until the 
entire HST system is built.

The State of the Existing Passenger Rail System

The Pacific Surfliner
Passenger rail service has been operated in the Los Angeles to San Diego corridor since 
1938. This service, dubbed the San Diegan, was initially operated by the Atchinson-
Topeka and Santa Fe Railroad. In 1971, when domestic passenger rail services were 
nationalized, Amtrak assumed operation of the San Diegan service, In 1992, Metrolink 
commuter rail service was added to the corridor as a result of new state revenues from 
the passage of 1990’s Proposition 116. In 2000, the San Diegan was renamed the Pacific 
Surfliner, and service was extended north to San Luis Obispo. 

In order to coordinate planning activities along the corridor, stakeholders formed the 
Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo Rail Corridor Agency (LOSSAN). LOSSAN is 
a JPA which seeks to address issues of safety, revenue, productivity and reliability 
along the LOSSAN corridor. Its membership consists of the San Luis Obispo Council of 
Governments (SLOCOG), the Santa Barbara Association of Governments (SBCAG), the 
Ventura County Transportation Commission (VCTC), the Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
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Transportation Authority (Metro), the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), 
the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), the North County Transit District 
(NCTD), the San Diego Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) and the California Department 
of Transportation’s Division of Rail (Caltrans DOR). SCAG, the California High- Speed Rail 
Authority, and the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) are all ex officio 
members of this JPA.

Members of this group have been meeting to coordinate planning activities for the cor-
ridor since the 1980s. Over this time period, the LOSSAN partners have attracted nearly 
$1.2 billion in state and federal funds for the corridor, while also investing nearly a half 
billion in local funds. As a result of this activity, the Pacific Surfliner has seen significant 
ridership growth. Between April 2000 and 2011, annual ridership is up 77 percent.

This growth is challenged by two issues, however. The first is On-Time Performance 
(OTP), which remains a major challenge in the LOSSAN corridor. Due to a combination 
of congestion and underbuilt infrastructure, any minor delay can lead to a train losing its 
slot, thereby causing cascading delays throughout the network. In April 2011, OTP for the 
Pacific Surfliner was 81.2 percent. According to Amtrak’s monthly performance report 
for May 2011, the Surfliner was delayed a total of 20,302 minutes during the course of 
the month. Of this total, 4,131 minutes of delay were imposed by Amtrak due to passen-
ger hold orders, engine failures, or crew-related delays. An additional 13,587 minutes of 
delay were imposed by the seven host railroads, including freight train interference, slow 
orders, and passenger train interference.

Second, operating and maintenance costs also remain a challenge to the Pacific Surfliner 
service. As per Section 209 of the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 
2008, Amtrak medium distance corridor services funded by both state and federal rev-
enue streams will lose federal revenues by October of 2013. The FRA is currently working 
with the states to promulgate operating cost allocation standards by which to make this 
transition and to recognize in these standards previous capital investments by states such 
as California. The Pacific Surfliner is one of 11 state supported Intercity Passenger Rail 
Corridors that will be affected by Section 209, but the only one in California.

The Pacific Surfliner operates 22 trains a day carrying over 8,000 passengers. The 
Pacific Surfliner carried 2.8 million passengers in FY 2011, a 6.6 percent increase over 
FY 2010. This continues a ten-year trend of year over year ridership increases. Revenues 

are also growing. In May of 2011, total fare revenues were $4,791,891, compared with 
$2,643,578 in May 2003. This is a growth of 81 percent for the Surfliner. However, 
farebox recovery for FY2010 was 50.7 percent. Of the $47 million operating subsidy for 
the Surfliner, roughly $28 million was contributed by Caltrans DOR, and roughly $16 mil-
lion by Amtrak. While 50.7 percent would be an outstanding farebox recovery ratio for an 
urban mass transit service, the Pacific Surfliner is an intercity transportation mode, with 
a different fare structure and additional revenue streams such as business class and a 
dining car. Moving forward, it is important to find strategies to garner increased farebox 
recovery for the Pacific Surfliner.

Metrolink
Metrolink operates with a very different business model. Metrolink was formed in 1991, 
when five local county transportation commissions, Metro, OCTA, VCTC, RCTC and 
SANBAG, formed a JPA with the intent of addressing congestion on regionally signifi-
cant highway corridors. This agency, the Southern California Regional Rail Authority 
(Metrolink) began providing commuter rail service in the fall of 1992.

Commuter rail service is defined by the National Transit Database as a transit mode that 
is an electric or diesel propelled railway for urban passenger train service consisting of 
local short distance travel operating between a central city and adjacent suburbs. Service 
must be operated on a regular basis by or under contract with a transit operator for the 
purpose of transporting passengers within urbanized areas (UZAs), or between UZAs and 
outlying areas.

Such rail service, using either locomotive hauled or self-propelled railroad passenger 
cars, is generally characterized by:

 � Multi-trip tickets

 � Specific station-to-station fares

 � Railroad employment practices

 � Minimal stations in the central business district 

It does not include:

 � Heavy rail rapid transit 

 � Light rail / streetcar transit service 
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Commuter rail station stops tend to be much closer together than those of intercity pas-
senger rail. Also, smaller portions of the total route alignment tend to be out of urban-
ized statistical areas, and a much higher proportion of passengers are daily riders. Peak 
ridership occurs on weekdays, whereas intercity rail operators often have weekend peak 
ridership. Commuter rail often fuses urban transit business models with railroad style 
operations. As such, farebox recovery ratios tend to be lower, though operations costs 
tend to be similar.

Metrolink operates 163 trains on seven lines carrying roughly 42,000 passengers on 
weekdays. Metrolink carried 10.6 million passengers in FY 2011, a 1.6 percent decrease 
from FY2010. Ridership has generally increased year over year but was negatively 
impacted by the recession. Metrolink has made strong progress in improving its farebox 
recovery ratio. Nearly 44 percent of Metrolink’s FY2011 $173.3 million operating budget 
was funded with fare revenues. This compares with a 37 percent ratio in FY2002. During 
the last year, Metrolink implemented operational policies that saved $10 million in costs, 
increased revenue by $6 million, and reduced fuel consumption by 840,000 gallons. It 
also is in the process of accepting its new passenger car fleet designed with special new 
safety features.

FIGURE 1 Pacific Surfliner and Metrolink Ridership 2000–2011
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Pacific Surfliner MetrolinkSource: Amtrak and Metrolink Ridership Reports

Compared to commuter rail operators in other metropolitan regions with populations of 
over five million, Metrolink is a strong fiscal performer. In 2008, Metrolink’s average cost 
per passenger mile was 19 percent lower than the national median, and cost per trip was 
only 2 percent higher than the national median. The national median farebox recovery for 
operators in large metropolitan regions was 48 percent, which Metrolink outperformed 
by 2 percent. However, Metrolink’s cost per service hour was 30 percent higher than the 
national median.

Average speeds for the Pacific Surfliner and Metrolink are 46 mph and 40 mph respec-
tively. The average speeds vary by line and while top speeds are 79 mph, the number of 
stops and capacity and geographic constraints result in these average speeds which are 
lower than one would think. These facts demonstrate the need to fund capital proj-
ects in order to speed up the service and make these services more attractive to the 
SOV commuter.
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The extent of the total commuter rail network is another area where Southern California 
is highly competitive. Our region boasts 4.32 commuter rail route miles per 100,000 
residents, which is 2.71 times the median for large metropolitan regions. However, in 
2008 residents of the SCAG region took only 0.7 per capita trips on the commuter rail 
system, well below the national median of 0.82. Chicagoans, by contrast, took 8.28 trips 
per capita, on a network that provides 11.8 route miles for every 100,000 residents. 
Residents of Baltimore took 34 percent more commuter rail trips per capita on a network 
similar to that of the SCAG region. Thus, our commuter rail system has the potential and 
capacity to be used much more intensely.

Projects In Development
Metrolink’s short term capital investment priorities include improvements for capac-
ity, access, and safety. The Metrolink Service Expansion Program (MSEP), sponsored 
by OCTA and Metrolink, will deliver increased Metrolink service between Fullerton and 
Laguna Niguel/Mission Viejo. This program was approved by OCTA’s board of direc-
tors in 2005, but the Great Recession and subsequent anemic economic growth has 
slowed implementation. In order to facilitate increased commuter train volumes, OCTA 
and Metrolink have begun building station and capacity improvements along the Orange 
County Line. This $91 million program of improvements includes a turn back facility at 
Laguna Niguel/Mission Viejo Station, new track at Fullerton station, a new Metrolink 
station in Placentia, a new parking structure in Fullerton, and new passenger amenities 
including shade structures and ticket vending machines.

Also in Orange County, an $85 million investment program is also being pursued via 
the Orange County Grade Crossing Safety Improvement (OCX) program. This program 
will provide grade crossing safety enhancements at 31 grade crossings in the cities of 
Orange, Anaheim, Tustin, San Juan Capistrano, Dana Point, San Clemente and Irvine. 
Additional safety improvements are also being made along the Burlington Northern Santa 
Fe (BNSF) main line as part of the Orange County Bridges program. Currently, BNSF oper-
ates up to 70 freight trains a day along its mainline, and expects to run up to 130 a day by 
2030. To reduce delay and improve safety, OCTA is constructing seven grade separations 
in the cities of Fullerton, Placentia, and Anaheim. The City of Irvine is also engaging in a 
$55.9 million effort to grade separate Sand Canyon Avenue. As with all grade separation 
projects, this new underpass will improve both safety and traffic flow. 

Metrolink is also pursuing safety and capacity enhancements in Los Angeles County. The 
Glendale Corridor Grade Crossing Safety Improvements program will enable Metrolink to 
meet the latest grade crossing and safety standards by installing automatic vehicle exit 
gates, pedestrian gates, roadway widenings, new sidewalks and handrails, and advance 
traffic signal pre-emption at six grade crossings in the city of Glendale. Additionally, 
Metrolink is engaged in a program of improvements to install tunnel lighting and intrusion 
detection systems in six L.A. County train tunnels, mostly along the Antelope Valley and 
Ventura County Lines. Metrolink’s final major capital priority is the reconstruction of L.A. 
Union Station’s Platform 7. This $8.5 million project will restore tracks 13, 14, and 15 into 
service after 35 years of non-passenger use, and improve communications systems and 
install new lighting and message boards. 

Additional projects in Los Angeles County that are priorities for Metro include the ongoing 
Antelope Valley Line Infrastructure Improvement Strategic Plan study, the Control Point 
(CP) Raymern to CP Bernson Double Track, and the Van Nuys Station second platform.

In Riverside County, the largest near term capital priority is the Perris Valley Line (PVL). 
The PVL is a 24 mile extension of Metrolink’s 91 Line, and will connect residents of 
the cities of Riverside, Moreno Valley, and Perris with jobs and services in Orange and 
Los Angeles Counties. This service will connect to the BNSF mainline near the City of 
Riverside, and use the San Jacinto Branch line paralleling I-215 to reach South Perris. 
Four new stations will include Riverside Hunter Park, Moreno Valley March Field Station, 
Downtown Perris Station, and South Perris Station. This project represents the first addi-
tion of new track miles to the Metrolink system since the 1990s. 

San Bernardino County is also expanding its rail network. The Downtown San Bernardino 
Passenger Rail Project is a one mile extension of Metrolink service into Downtown San 
Bernardino. Upon projected completion in 2014, commuter rail service will terminate at 
the future site of the San Bernardino Transit Center at E Street and Rialto Avenue. This 
will allow greatly increased regional transit access to downtown San Bernardino, an 
important center for governance, commerce, and services in the San Bernardino Valley. 
Metrolink passengers will also be able to connect to the sBX E Street BRT service at this 
location. SANBAG is also investigating potential transit connections to the city Redlands 
via the Redlands Subdivision.
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The Constrained and Strategic Plans: 
Our Passenger Rail Vision

Constrained and Strategic Plan Project Selection

In June 2011, the Regional Council approved the formation of the High-Speed Rail (HSR) 
Subcommittee. The purpose of the subcommittee was to help guide staff in defining and 
formulating high-speed rail strategies for the RTP’s Constrained and Strategic Plans due 
to the significant number of projects in the planning phase.

Since several HSR projects are in the planning phases, with varying degrees of funding, 
costing, and operational specifics, the Regional Council formed the HSR subcommittee to 
evaluate all of the projects in depth, so as to make informed project inclusion decisions 
for the Constrained and Strategic Plans. Due to their different levels of development, 
it was difficult to rate and compare the projects on a direct basis, and in some cases 
projects directly compete with one another. Therefore, staff developed an evaluation 
approach using various criteria to determine which projects in the planning phases are 

most viable, beneficial to our region, and offer the greatest chances of being implemented 
sooner rather than later.

The decision-making approach used to make a final recommendation of HSR projects 
to include in the RTP had three steps. The first step narrowed down the proposed HSR 
projects to a set of projects that were qualified for the Strategic Plan. The second step 
narrowed down the projects further to those to be included in the Constrained Plan. This 
required higher levels of details relative to costs, funding, ridership potential, community 
and stakeholder support and other measures. The final step evaluated how the proposed 
HSR system worked together with the rest of the planned transportation system using 
SCAG’s travel demand model.

The criteria that staff used to formulate the preferred HSR alternative included: reason-
ableness of available funding, level and amount of costing details, current project status, 
level of stakeholder and public support, stakeholder consensus of project’s alignment and 
operational characteristics, degree of regional connectivity, ridership potential and com-
muter rail potential.

TABLE 2 High Speed Rail Matrix

Project
Project 
Description

Project Readiness
Project 
Consensus

Stakeholder 
Support

Regional Con-
nectivity

Ridership 
Potential

Cost Funding Business Plan
Commuter 
Rail Potential

Staff Recom-
mendation

California 
High-Speed 
Rail Phase 
One

San Francisco to 
L.A. Union Station 
with additional 
alignment south 
to Anaheim. Top 
speed 220 mph.

Alternatives Analysis 
completed.

Some stake-
holders have 
concerns 
with project 
finances. 

Moderate, 
especially 
among cities 
with stations. 

Very good. 
Connecting 
and adjacent 
transit services 
must be prop-
erly adjusted 
to provide 
appropriate 
feeder role.

Very good. 
Should attract 
significant 
inter-city and 
also current 
auto and 
airline trips.

$98.5 
billion

Only par-
tially funded. 
Some of 
those funds 
will be used 
to provide 
shared 
benefits 
improve-
ments to 
LOSSAN and 
Metrolink.

New draft 
business plan 
out in early 
November for 
public com-
ment.

Not good. 
High-Speed 
rail fares 
will be too 
expensive for 
commuters 
without local 
subsidies.

Include in 
Constrained 
Plan. 
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Project
Project 
Description

Project Readiness
Project 
Consensus

Stakeholder 
Support

Regional Con-
nectivity

Ridership 
Potential

Cost Funding Business Plan
Commuter 
Rail Potential

Staff Recom-
mendation

California 
High-Speed 
Rail Phase 
Two

Merced to Sac-
ramento and L.A. 
Union Station to 
San Diego via the 
Inland Empire.

In Alternatives Analysis.  Moderate, 
some concerns 
of negative 
impacts in San 
Gabriel Valley 
and Inland 
Empire along 
alternative 
alignments.

Moder-
ate, some 
concerns of 
negative im-
pacts in San 
Gabriel Valley 
and Inland 
Empire along 
alternative 
alignments.

Very good. 
Connecting 
and adjacent 
transit services 
must be prop-
erly adjusted 
to provide 
appropriate 
feeder role.

Very good. 
Should attract 
significant 
inter-city and 
also current 
auto and 
airline trips.

Not 
esti-
mated.

Currently not 
funded.

New draft 
business plan 
out in early 
November for 
public com-
ment.

Not good. High 
Speed rail 
fares will be 
too expensive 
for commuters 
without local 
subsidies.

Include in  
Strategic Plan.

Desert 
Xpress

Las Vegas to Vic-
torville with no in-
termediate stops, 
generally along 
I-15 corridor. 
Phase 2 would 
connect Victorville 
with Palmdale. 
Top speed of 150 
MPH using Tier III 
compliant electric 
multiple unit 
trains.

Project specific EIS is 
complete and fed-
eral interstate operating 
licenses were issued in 
2011: FRA Record of De-
cision (ROD). STB issued 
Certificate of Public Con-
venience and Necessity 
authorizing DesertXpress 
as an interstate railroad. 
BLM ROD; FHWA ROD; 
executed a ROW lease 
agreement with BLM 

High - agree-
ments in place 
with the State 
of California, 
and Surface 
Transportation 
Board. 

Support 
from cities 
in Antelope 
and Victor 
Valleys, San 
Bernardino 
County, LA 
County, and in 
Nevada.

Eventual Phase 
II Connection 
to Palm-
dale could 
provide for a 
connection 
to Metrolink 
and ultimately 
to California 
High- Speed 
Rail

Very good. 
Should attract 
a significant 
amount of 
current auto 
and airline 
trips along this 
corridor.

$6.5 
billion

Federal loan 
or privately 
funded.

Ridership and 
revenue report 
completed for 
loan applica-
tion but not yet 
available.

This service is 
not expected 
to attract com-
muter trips, 
though DXE 
staff believe 
phase II might 
attract some 
commuters..

Include in  
Strategic Plan.

California/
Nevada 
Super-
Speed Train

Maglev project 
from Las Vegas 
to Anaheim with 
intermediate stops 
in Primm, Bar-
stow, Victorville 
and Ontario. Top 
speed 300 mph.

Program EIS begun 
in 2004 has not been 
completed.

Low. Project 
not moving 
forward and 
is a compet-
ing project to 
Desert Xpress 
which is 
further along in 
project delivery 
process.

Low. Project 
not moving 
forward and 
is a compet-
ing project to 
Desert Xpress 
which is 
further along 
in project de-
livery process.

Would be good 
if project was 
built.

Would be good 
if project was 
built.

$12.1 
billion

$45 million 
federal 
earmark for 
environmen-
tal work. 
Potential 
funding from 
TIFIA and 
private bond-
ing.

2007 Financial 
Plan submitted 
to FRA.

Moderate. This 
service would 
attract some 
commuter trips 
between Vic-
torville, Ontario 
and Anaheim.

Include in  
Strategic Plan.
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Project
Project 
Description

Project Readiness
Project 
Consensus

Stakeholder 
Support

Regional Con-
nectivity

Ridership 
Potential

Cost Funding Business Plan
Commuter 
Rail Potential

Staff Recom-
mendation

California/
Nevada 
Super-
Speed Train 
Anaheim to 
Ontario IOS

Initial operat-
ing segment, 
or stand-alone 
project of CNSSTP 
from Ontario Air-
port to Anaheim. 
Top speed 220 
mph.

Program EIS begun 
in 2004 has not been 
completed.

Good, but 
lower outside 
of corridor and 
operator not 
identified.

Good, but 
maglev 
technol-
ogy does not 
have broad 
stakeholder 
support and 
consensus in 
our region.

Very good. 
Connecting 
and adjacent 
transit services 
must be prop-
erly adjusted 
to provide 
appropriate 
feeder role.

Good. Will 
provide 
excellent con-
nection from 
under-utilized 
Ontario airport 
to Anaheim 
Resort area.

$2.77 
billion

$45 million 
federal 
earmark for 
environmen-
tal work. 
Potential 
funding from 
TIFIA and 
private bond-
ing.

2003 Financial 
Plan submit-
ted to FRA 
and updated 
in 2011 with 
Implementa-
tion Plan.

Moderate. This 
service would 
attract some 
commuter 
trips between 
Ontario and 
Anaheim.

Include in  
Strategic Plan.

Orangeline 
– Northern 
Segment

Speed and service 
improvements 
from Santa Clarita 
to L.A. Union Sta-
tion via Bob Hope 
Airport.

In Metrolink Antelope Val-
ley and Bob Hope Airport 
Ground Access studies.

Good with 
corridor 
stakeholders. 
Operational 
characteristics 
not yet vetted. 
Duplicates 
CAHSRA align-
ment.

OLDA 
members 
strongly sup-
port concept. 
Still need to 
work with 
some corridor 
stakeholders.

Good. Provides 
multi-modal 
connections 
along align-
ment. Can 
be integrated 
to serve as 
feeder to CA 
HSR, Metrolink 
and Amtrak. 
Includes new 
station at Bob 
Hope Airport.

Very good. 
Provides direct 
connection to 
Bob Hope Bur-
bank Airport 
and downtown 
L.A.

No up-
dated 
costs 
avail-
able.

Not funded. Some station 
area planning 
completed. 
Project re-
quires further 
definition.

Very good.  
This service 
would attract 
commuter 
trips.

Include in  
Strategic Plan.

Amtrak 
LOSSAN 
Corridor 
Improve-
ments

Speed and service 
improvements to 
Pacific Surfliner 
corridor in SCAG 
region. Top speeds 
up to 110 mph in 
some segments.

Improvements ready to go 
with funding.

Very high Very high Very good. 
Connecting 
and adjacent 
transit services 
must be prop-
erly adjusted 
to provide 
appropriate 
feeder role.

Very good. 
Should attract 
significant 
intercity and 
also current 
auto trips.

Cost-
ing for 
some 
identi-
fied 
proj-
ects is 
esti-
mated.

Funding will 
be committed 
by CAHSRA 
MOU – up to 
$1 billion.

2010 LOS-
SAN Cor-
ridor Strategic 
Assessment. 
Ridership 
forecasting in 
progress for 
2030.

Very good.  
This service  
already 
attracts com-
muter trips.

Include in 
Constrained 
Plan.
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Project
Project 
Description

Project Readiness
Project 
Consensus

Stakeholder 
Support

Regional Con-
nectivity

Ridership 
Potential

Cost Funding Business Plan
Commuter 
Rail Potential

Staff Recom-
mendation

IOS HSRT 
proposed 
in the 2008 
RTP by 
SCAG

IOS West L.A. to 
Ontario Airport 
with four ad-
ditional possible 
segments. Tech-
nology neutral.

In conceptual stage. Moderate, 
with stronger 
support in the 
Inland Empire. 
Operator not 
identified. JPA 
has not met in 
over a year.

Moderate, 
with some 
support in the 
Inland Empire.

IOS redundant 
to CA HSR 
Phase 2 from 
L.A. Union 
Station to San 
Bernardino.

IOS redundant 
to CA HSR 
Phase 2 from 
L.A. Union 
Station to San 
Bernardino.

$7.8 
billion 
(2007 
esti-
mate)

Not funded. 
Planning 
assumptions 
questionable.

2007 Business 
Case Study

Good. This 
service would 
attract com-
muter trips.

Do not include 
in 2012 RTP.

Metrolink 
Improve-
ments

All current Metro-
link corridors, with 
current emphasis 
on the Antelope 
Valley Corridor. 
Top speeds up to 
110 mph in some 
segments.

Improvements being 
studied.

Very high. Very high. Very good. 
Connecting 
and adjacent 
transit services 
must be prop-
erly adjusted 
to provide 
appropriate 
feeder role. 
Metrolink and 
the CAHSR will 
complement 
one another.

Very good. 
Should attract 
significant 
inter-city and 
also current 
auto trips.

Cost-
ing for 
some 
identi-
fied 
proj-
ects is 
esti-
mated.

Funding will 
be committed 
by CAHSRA 
MOU - up to 
$1 billion.

2007 Strategic 
Assessment. 
Update in 
progress.

Excellent. This 
service already 
attracts many 
commuter 
trips.

Include in 
Constrained 
Plan.
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The projects selected for inclusion in the Constrained Plan are detailed below:

California High-Speed Rail Phase I

Phase I is from San Francisco to Anaheim via L.A. Union Station, and in our region from 
the Kern County line to Anaheim via L.A. Union Station with stops in Palmdale, Sylmar, 
Burbank, L.A. Union Station, Norwalk and Anaheim. This inclusion in to the Constrained 
Plan is conditional upon the California High-Speed Rail Authority (Authority) entering in to 
a MOU with Southern California transportation agencies to invest $1 billion in HSR fund-
ing to the LOSSAN and Metrolink corridors over the next few years.

AMTRAK LOSSAN CORRIDOR AND METROLINK SYSTEM

There has been strong stakeholder support in our region to pursue significant improve-
ments to the LOSSAN corridor and Metrolink system that would enable operation of HSR 
services at least on some segments that would meet the FRA criteria for HSR (110 mph 
or above). Amtrak, Metrolink and the LOSSAN Rail Corridor Agency are continuously 
working towards speed and service improvements. These stakeholders are in the process 
of identifying and planning corridor projects with estimated costs through the LOSSAN 
Corridorwide Strategic Implementation Plan, which will identify programs and policies to 
better coordinate all rail services in the corridor and aim to increase ridership and develop 
new markets. The plan is expected to be completed in early 2012. This, coupled with the 
California High Speed Rail Authority’s new blended approach for HSR implementation has 
resulted in consensus among our Region’s stakeholders, the Regional Council and the 
Authority that $1 billion in HSR funding be allocated to the LOSSAN and Metrolink corri-
dors over the next few years. Currently, a MOU is being developed between the Authority, 
SCAG, Metrolink, Metro, OCTA, RCTC, SANBAG and SANDAG to prescribe how these 
funds will be allocated.

This is the most viable way to expedite HSR operation in our region and also to connect to 
the CA HST Phase I that will begin construction in the Central Valley next year. This new 
approach in our region is reflected nationwide since much of the federal HSR appropria-
tion awards have funded existing Amtrak intercity rail corridors. 
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TABLE 3 Transit Ridership

SCAG Region Annual Transit Ridership

2001 2005 2008 2035 Plan

Metro Rail  61,802,000  74,243,000  86,707,000  150,000,000 

Commuter Rail  7,398,000  10,693,000  12,681,000  25,000,000 

Bus  548,728,000  609,795,000  622,286,000  806,000,000 

Total  617,928,000  694,731,000  721,674,000  981,000,000 

Source: National Transit Database (NTD) for past years and SCAG model estimates for 2035 based on the 2012 RTP/SCS

Funding Rail Investment: Phased Implementation 
and the Blended Approach
The Authority’s Draft 2012 Business plan outlines new capital cost estimates and new 
strategies to secure necessary revenues. The new estimate of $98.5 Billion (in year of 
expenditure dollars) will require new state, federal, and public private partnership (P3) 
revenues to ensure Phase I completion by 2034. The Authority’s new strategy to secure 
funds and deliver incremental projects between now and 2034 involves a strategy of 
phased implementation and blended operations. 

As part of this strategy, the state’s HST program will proceed in two simultaneous paths: 
the critical path of major corridor delivery, and a coterminous path of early investments 
that provide early benefits to existing rail operators and passengers. These early invest-
ments will delvier more efficient and safer passenger rail service for current services, 
while eventually linking our region to the state system. As noted on page 2-3 of the draft 
2012 business plan:

“It is important to note that, although improvements to local and regional rail systems 
are intended to improve or facilitate connections to the High Speed Train System, they do 
not need to be implemented sequentially. As with the stages of the HST system, these 
improvements, such as grade crossing eliminations and additional tracks, have indepen-
dent utility that will benefit riders prior to connection to the high speed system. Where 
possible, they should move ahead independently and as quickly as feasible.”

The new critical path outlined by the Authority includes a vision of risk mitigation through 
incremental project delivery. As each phase of the critical path is delivered, the California 
High Speed Rail Authority’s governing board comes to a decision point:

a. Should the program move forward?
b. What is the appropriate next phase/segment?

The draft business plan envisions this strategy as delivering incremental benefits while 
allowing the state to opt out of the project if cost or schedule overruns become too bur-
densome. The plan also lays out the following critical path and concurrent activities:
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TABLE 4 Phased Critical Path Sections, California High-Speed Rail Program

Section Length Endpoints Description
Incremental Cost in 

2010 Billions
Completion Year

Initial Construction 
Section (ICS)

130 Fresno – Bakersfield Provides track and structures to support sys-
tem spin; allows vehicle testing.

$5.2 2018

IOS Options (North/
South)

290/300 Bakersfield to San Jose/ 
Merced to San Fernando 
Valley

Supports 220 mph HSR service; includes trains 
and systems. Ridership and revenues sufficient 
to attract private participation. Connects with 
regional/local rail for blended operation.

$19.4 to $26.4/$21.0 to 
$25.8

2022

Bay to Basin 410 San Jose and Merced to 
the San Fernando Valley

First HSR service to connect the San Francisco 
Bay area with the Los Angeles Basin.

$14.2 to $17.3 2027

Phase I Blended (Non-
critical path)

520 San Francisco to 
Los Angeles/Anaheim

Builds on Bay to Basin with blended opera-
tions with existing commuter/intercity rail, 
and additional improvements for a one-seat 
ride, connecting downtown San Francisco and 
Los Angeles/Anaheim. Caltrain corridor electri-
fied for HSR, and new dedicated lines into 
Los Angeles and Anaheim.

$14.1 to $18.0 2026–2034

Full Phase I 520 San Francisco to 
Los Angeles/Anaheim

Continues dedicated highspeed alignment in 
full from San Jose to San Francisco and into 
Los Angeles/Anaheim.

$8.2 to $10.5 2034

The Authority estimates that the Initial Construction Segment (ICS) will be complete in 
2018; this will lead to a decision point:

a. Should the program move forward?
b. Should the next step be to extend south, or extend north?

The business plan identifies two possible Initial Operating Segments (IOS). The first is a 
northward connection of the ICS into San Jose. This project is estimated to cost between 
$19.4 and $26.4 billion, and is estimated to generate between $207 and $368 million in 
net operating surplus by 2025. This option is named the IOS-North.

The second, IOS-South, would build the system south from Bakersfield, extending HST 
service into the San Fernando Valley. The estimated capital cost of this extension south 

would be $21.0 to $25.8 billion. The Authority estimates that the IOS – South would gen-
erate between $352 and $582 in annual net operating surplus by 2025.

The step on the critical path after the IOS is the “Bay to Basin” phase. In this phase, the 
authority will deliver the IOS section that was not selected to move forward in the previ-
ous section. Two key decisions will have to be made at this step:

a. Should the program move forward?
b. Is the operating surplus significant enough to attract P3 investment?

The net operating surpluses discussed above are crucial to this step. The business 
plan views the IOS stage as demonstrating the revenue generating potential of the total 
system, and the first point in the program where there is significant potential to attract 
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private sector funding. As such, a careful analysis of ridership and revenue forecasts it 
crucial to the IOS selection process.

Concurrent to the critical path activities are the Phase I Blended projects. These improve-
ments will consist of incremental projects that deliver benefits to existing railroads and 
lay the foundation for eventual high speed service. Many core projects in this phase will 
begin in 2026, but early actions on the LOSSAN Corridor and the Metrolink system will 
occur before then.

Before the full build out of Phase I of the HST program in 2034, the business plan envi-
sions a partial “sharing [of] existing commuter rail infrastructure” resulting in a “one-
seat-ride from end-to-end.” By upgrading existing Caltrain, Metrolink, or Amtrak rights 
of way or infrastructure, high speed trains can travel onward to San Francisco or Los 
Angeles at lower speeds. Eventually, upgrades to existing infrastructure will allow up to 
125 mph service.

In the SCAG Region, this plan will be complicated by drive issues. While the Authority’s 
HSTs will be electric drive, and powered by direct-overhead contact lines (often called 
catenaries), Amtrak and Metrolink currently operate diesel-electric locomotives, as do 
UP and BNSF. Moving forward, the region will have to reconcile the use of electric and 
diesel-electric locomotives in the same corridor; and resolve whether these two types 
of locomotives can share facilities. Blended operations may not be possible until these 
conflicts are resolved.

The final critical step of the program is the full build out of Phase I between downtown 
San Francisco, Los Angeles, and Anaheim. Final steps will include electrifying rail infra-
structure and sealing corridors here in Southern California, and tunneling from 4th and 
King to the Transbay terminal in San Francisco.

The blended Phase I step is particularly important to the vision for passenger rail in the 
SCAG Region presented here. The 2012 RTP contains strategies to accelerate and imple-
ment Phase I blended investments, allowing the existing Amtrak Pacific Surfliner and 
Metrolink system to operate at top speeds over 110 mph in the near term. Funds from 
Proposition 1A and other Authority revenue streams can be leveraged to allow high speed 
travel years before the 2034 completion of the HST program. The MOU between the 
Authority and local rail stakeholders discussed above will set a funding mechanism for 
moving funds for initial investments from the state to local agencies.

Strategies and Recommendations
There are several strategies to increase rail ridership in our region. It is important to note 
that there are three distinct rail markets: commuter, intercity, and interregional. The first 
served by Metrolink, the second by Amtrak, and the third will be served by the state HST 
service. However, the three carriers can be attractive to the rail travel markets different 
from their own. Rail strategies include:

 � Increasing speed

 � Increasing service levels

 � Cooperative fare agreements and media

 � Cooperative marketing efforts

Speed and Service

The LOSSAN partners and Metrolink are in the process of planning and implementing 
capital projects to improve capacity, speed, and service, bringing at least some seg-
ments of their networks up to the federally defined high speed of 110 mph or greater. This 
includes a strategic implementation plan for 2030 that is estimating ridership and addi-
tional service using a coordinated schedule among Metrolink, Amtrak and NCTD’s Coaster 
commuter rail service. This effort is also looking at extending some Metrolink trips to San 
Diego and some Coaster trips to L.A. Union Station. As speeds improve, these services 
will become more competitive with SOV travel and thus ridership will continue to grow. 
Further, their schedules should be adjusted once the state HST project is implemented 
so that all rail services complement and feed each other. These local efforts will now be 
greatly increased and speeded up due to the new funding partnership with the Authority.

Cooperative Agreements

The LOSSAN Rail Corridor Agency Joint Powers Board consists of the Ventura County 
Transportation Commission (VCTC), the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA), 
the North County Transit District (NCTD), the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG), San Diego’s Metropolitan Transit System (MTS), the San Luis Obispo Council 
of Governments (SLOCOG), the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 
(SBCAG), the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), and 
the California Department of Transportation, Division of Rail (DOR), and coordinates 
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service and investment planning along the corridor. SCAG, the California High-Speed Rail 
Authority, Amtrak, and the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) are ex-
officio members of the Joint Powers Board.

Amtrak’s Pacific Surfliner is the designated intercity passenger rail service in the corridor, 
and Caltrans DOR provides administration and management for the Surfliner. Both Amtrak 
and the DOR currently provide operating subsidies for the Pacific Surfliner. Other rail 
operations in the corridor include NCTD and Metrolink commuter rail service, and freight 
service by Union Pacific and Burlington Northern Santa Fe.

The LOSSAN Corridor Strategic Assessment, outlining a long-term, shared vision for 
enhancing passenger rail service between San Diego, Los Angeles, and San Luis Obispo 
through 2025, was completed in January 2010. This vision includes express services, 
faster travel times, and increased coordination between operators. 

At the direction of the LOSSAN Board, the LOSSAN member agency CEOs group exam-
ined changes to LOSSAN’s governance structure that would enhance LOSSAN’s ability 
to implement the Strategic Assessment vision, especially in light of upcoming changes 
to federal operating subsidies per the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act 
of 2008. The LOSSAN CEOs proposed a new joint powers structure wherein the LOSSAN 
Rail Corridor Agency would have direct control of Amtrak operations, similar to Northern 
California’s Capital Corridor JPA. The LOSSAN Board has reiterated that initial governance 
changes should focus only on the state-supported intercity rail service and not modifica-
tions to the Metrolink or NCTD COASTER governance structures.

The benefits of local management of passenger rail service in the LOSSAN corridor 
include:

 � More efficient resource allocation related to service expansion, frequencies, and 
schedules;

 � A unified voice at the state and federal levels when advocating on passenger rail 
issues, including funding for capital improvements;

 � Consolidated services such as fares, ticketing, marketing, and passenger informa-
tion systems;

 � Coordinated capital improvement prioritization; and

 � More focused oversight of on-time performance, schedule integration, mechanical 
issues, and customer service.

It is expected that this new JPA will be formalized over the next year.

Marketing and Fares

Cooperative fare agreements and media also offer opportunities for increasing rail 
ridership and attracting new riders. For example, the Rail-to-Rail pass allows Metrolink 
monthly-pass riders who have origin and destination points along the LOSSAN corridor to 
ride Amtrak. Agreements like this one could be expanded once the CA HST project is built. 

Metrolink has recently been pursuing innovative marketing, ticket pricing and operations 
strategies to increase ridership and reduce costs. In May 2011, Metrolink started express 
service demonstration programs on its San Bernardino and Antelope Valley Lines. This 
service shaves a large amount of travel time off the conventional trips. By skipping most 
stops, travel time is reduced 33 percent to just one hour on the San Bernardino Line, and 
25 percent to an hour and a half on the Antelope Valley Line. Metrolink has also started 
specific trains for both Dodgers’ and Angels’ games, and other special events.

Amtrak also initiated an express trip in February 2011. It shaves 17 minutes off the north-
bound trip (currently, there is no southbound express). The provision of more express trips 
in the future should attract new transit riders.

Metrolink also started some progressive new fares this year, including the $10.00 all-
weekend pass. From 7:00 p.m. Friday to 12:00 p.m. Sunday, riders can take multiple trips 
anywhere on the Metrolink system. Monthly pass holders can also take unlimited trips on 
the weekend regardless of their pass’ origin/destination pair.
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The Strategic Plan: Our Ultimate Vision 
for High Speed Rail 
Our ultimate vision for a true HST system that would link major urban areas and activ-
ity centers within our region and beyond would be incomplete without Phase II of the 
proposed state HST system. Phase II would link Los Angeles Union station to San Diego 
via the Inland Empire in our region. The project is being planned in segments all in differ-
ent degrees of project readiness. This corridor is approximately 160 miles long, stretch-
ing from Union Station in downtown Los Angeles through San Bernardino and Riverside 
Counties, and terminating in San Diego County. With 20.8 million residents, these four 
counties make up approximately 56 percent of the state’s current population and will 
grow significantly by 2050.

Phase II of the state HST system, by adding connections to the Inland Empire and San 
Diego County, completes the backbone of a true regional High-Speed Transport system. 
The LOSSAN, Metrolink system, and state HST Phase I investments will provide high 
speed travel alternatives in Northern Los Angeles County, the San Fernando Valley, the 
Gateway Cities, and Orange County; Phase II will extend those alternatives to the San 
Gabriel Valley and the Inland Empire. Upon completion, Phase II will provide important 
access to planned and existing regional centers, including Ontario International Airport, 
the March Inland Port, and possibly San Bernardino International and Corona airports, 
helping to meet SCAG’s long-term goal of regionalizing air travel in Southern California. 
Furthermore, Phase II may one day be the basis for further high speed rail extensions into 
Nevada or Arizona. Another possibility for service to Nevada exists with Phase II of the 
Desert Xpress Project. That service may eventually operate between Palmdale and Las 
Vegas, allowing Metrolink or CA HST passengers an option.

The state HST system will provide excellent regional connectivity to our region by con-
necting with a robust network of intercity and commuter rail, subway and light-rail, and 
fixed-route transit systems. Integrated planning and service levels of these connecting 
services will allow them and the state HST to feed and complement each other. While 
commuter, intercity and interregional rail services are distinct travel markets, the proper 
coordination of their schedules will further increase the region’s rail and transit ridership 
by attracting crossover passengers to these different markets. It will also significantly 

relieve capacity constraints of the existing air and highway transportation system as 
increases in intercity travel demand in California occur. By attracting a large number of 
trips from current auto and air travel markets, a significant decrease in GHG emissions 
will be achieved in our region. In addition, the state HST system will provide a much 
cheaper alternative to building additional airport and highway capacity to serve intrastate 
aviation routes and auto trips.

Strategic Plan Projects

CALIFORNIA HIGH-SPEED RAIL PHASE II

Phase II is from Madera to Sacramento and in our region from L.A. Union Station to San 
Diego through the San Gabriel Valley and Inland Empire. Phase II is in the Supplemental 
Alternatives Analysis phase and includes some alternative alignments in our region: either 
I-10 or SR 60 through the San Gabriel Valley, and either I-15 or I-215 from the Inland 
Empire to the San Diego County line. There is currently no funding for Phase II.

DESERTXPRESS

The Desert Xpress would connect Las Vegas to Victorville using steel wheel on steel rail 
technology. There are no intermediate stops. The project has completed the environmen-
tal process and the FRA issued a record of decision (ROD) on July 8, 2011. DesertXpress 
Enterprises has applied to the FRA’s Railroad Rehabilitation Improvement Financing (RRIF) 
program for a loan to start and complete construction of the project. In addition to the 
RRIF loan, private debt and equity will be included in the project financing. Phase Two of 
this project would connect Victorville to Palmdale, thereby providing a connection with the 
CA HST system and the Metrolink Antelope Valley Line. Phase Two was not included in 
DesertXpress’ environmental process, nor is it part of their FRA loan application.
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The DesertXpress EIS has received the following Federal approvals: 

 � July 8, 2011: Federal Railroad Administration Record of Decision (ROD) 

 � October 26, 2011: Surface Transportation Board issued Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity.

 � October 31, 2011: Bureau of Land Management ROD 

 � November 18, 2011: Federal Highway Administration ROD 

 � December 7, 2011: DesertXpress executed a lease agreement with BLM for the 
alignment and facilities located on federal land. 

 � Application for a federal loan under the FRA Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement 
Financing program currently under review by US Department of Transportation.

CALIFORNIA/NEVADA SUPER-SPEED TRAIN

The California/Nevada Super-Speed Train (CNSST) project would connect Las Vegas 
to Anaheim using maglev with intermediate stops in Primm, Barstow, Victorville, and 
Ontario. A Programmatic EIR/EIS was initiated in 2004 but has not been completed 
to date, and $45 million of federal funding has been earmarked for the environmental 
review. Plans call for building the first 40-mile segment either from Las Vegas to Primm 
or Anaheim to Ontario. To date, no funds for construction have been identified.

CALIFORNIA/NEVADA SUPER-SPEED TRAIN 
ANAHEIM TO ONTARIO INITIAL OPERATING SEGMENT

This is a maglev project which is part of the larger Las Vegas to Anaheim project. 
This southernmost segment from Anaheim to Ontario is being considered as the initial 
operating segment of the larger project due to its strong ridership potential and regional 
connectivity, and its ability to operate as a stand-alone project. A $45 million planning 
project for this segment is also included in the Constrained Plan.

ORANGELINE NORTHERN SEGMENT

The northern segment of the Orangeline is between Los Angeles Union Station (LAUS) 
and Santa Clarita. The Orangeline Development Authority (OLDA) is a joint powers author-
ity formed to pursue development of a higher speed, environmentally friendly, technology 

neutral transit system from Cerritos to Santa Clarita. The southern section from LAUS 
to Cerritos is along the West Santa Ana Branch PE ROW that is partially funded by 
Measure R.

A series of improvements in the corridor are being evaluated including the previously 
mentioned high-speed rail memorandum of understanding (MOU) effort, the Antelope 
Valley Line Infrastructure Improvement Plan, and the on-going Bob Hope Airport Ground 
Access Study. This interagency MOU includes a list of priority projects including a 
proposed new Metrolink station at the Bob Hope Airport. Therefore, the OLDA Northern 
Corridor will benefit from a set of investments during the life of the plan that will improve 
safety, efficiency, capacity, speed and connectivity. This supports OLDA’s intermediate 
vision of more frequent service and increased hours of operation within the corridor.

Greater Vision for our Commuter 
and Passenger Rail System

Metrolink Enhancements
Metrolink provides our region’s commuter rail service operating 163 trips on seven lines 
carrying 42,000 passengers on weekdays. With the investments proposed within the 
Constrained Plan in Chapter 2, we expect to achieve more than double the ridership by 
2035. But, we believe, the Metrolink system has even greater untapped potential for 
our region.

Our region boasts 4.32 commuter rail route miles per 100,000 residents, which is over 
2.5 times the median for large metropolitan regions. However, in 2008, residents of the 
SCAG region took only 0.7 per capita trips on the commuter rail system, well below the 
national median of 0.82. Chicagoans, by contrast, took 8.28 trips per capita, on a net-
work that provides 11.8 route miles for every 100,000 residents. Residents of Baltimore 
took 34 percent more commuter rail trips per capita on a network similar to that of the 
SCAG region.

The average speed for Metrolink is about 40 mph today. The average speeds vary by 
line and while top speeds are 79 mph, the number of stops and physical capacity and 
geographic constraints result in this average system speed which is lower than one would 
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think. This shows the need to fund capital projects in order to speed up the service and 
make Metrolink more attractive to the SOV commuter.

The recent release of the Authority’s draft 2011 Business Plan puts off the arrival of the 
state HST system in our region to 2033, and greatly escalates the official project cost. 
This confirms long-standing stakeholder concerns of the project’s implementation time-
line and viability, and therefore confirms the need to spend HSR dollars on our region’s 
current rail services. In fact, the new Business Plan calls for “blended” rail services 
whereby incremental operating segments of the state HST system will connect with exist-
ing rail services until the entire project gets built.

Our Strategic Plan vision for Metrolink speed and service improvements calls for an 
intensive investment in capital projects to further increase speed and service levels over 
and above the Constrained Plan. The Strategic Plan results in even more segments of 
the network operating at speeds of 110 mph or greater. These projects include additional 
double tracking, sidings, station improvements, grade separations, and grade crossings. 
Not only will this benefit commuter rail trips in our region, but will benefit Amtrak intercity 
and the state HST interregional trips also as the three systems feed and complement each 
other. While these are three distinct travel markets, improving all three networks encour-
ages cross-over rail travel market trips.

In addition to capital improvements, our strategic vision calls for:

 � A doubling of system use by 2020, and possibly doubling again by 2035. The con-
strained plan increases ridership by 338 percent from 2001 to 2035.

 � Considerably more express trips

 � Regular special event services

 � A connection to Ontario International airport

 � The implementation of new BRT services that directly connect with the 
Metrolink system

 � A robust growth of TOD around Metrolink stations 

 � The implementation of first mile/last mile policies for robust bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements around Metrolink stations.

Additional Passenger Rail Service

An additional Strategic Plan passenger rail element implements daily passenger rail 
service between downtown Los Angeles and the Coachella Valley. Stops would include 
L.A. Union Station, Fullerton, Riverside, Redlands/Loma Linda, Beaumont/Banning, Palm 
Springs, Rancho Mirage and Indio. Service would be operated by Amtrak with ideally at 
least two if not three daily round trips.

Currently, rail service between downtown L.A. and the Coachella Valley is only provided 
three days a week with an unattractive schedule as part of Amtrak’s interstate services. 
Union Pacific Railroad owns this rail corridor east of Colton and is opposed to implement-
ing additional passenger service without large capital improvements. However, Amtrak 
retains the right to operate passenger service on freight-owned railroads and there is a 
process in place to resolve freight opposition, although Amtrak and other partners such 
as Caltrans DOR and RCTC may be required to fund capital projects to mitigate potential 
financial damages to Union Pacific. A 2010 RCTC study estimates $75 million in station 
costs, $40 million in equipment costs, and $11.4 million in yearly operating costs to start 
this service. These figures do not include any capital costs required to mitigate service 
disruptions incurred by Union Pacific.
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Framework and Guidelines for Subregional 
Sustainable Communities Strategy

I. Introduction
SB 375 (Steinberg), also known as California’s Sustainable Communities Strategy and 
Climate Protection Act, is a new state law which became effective January 1, 2009. SB 
375 calls for the integration of transportation, land use, and housing planning, and also 
establishes the reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as one of the main goals for 
regional planning. SCAG, working with the individual County Transportation Commissions 
(CTCs) and the subregional organizations within the SCAG region, is responsible for imple-
menting SB 375 in the Southern California region. Success in this endeavor is dependent 
on collaboration with a range of public and private partners throughout the region.

Briefly summarized here, SB 375 requires SCAG as the Metropolitan Planning 
Organization to:

 � Prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as part of the 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP). The SCS will meet a State-determined regional GHG 
emission reduction target, if it is feasible to do so.

 � Prepare an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) that is not part of the RTP if the SCS 
is unable to meet the regional target.

 � Integrate SCAG planning processes, in particular assuring that the Regional Housing 
Needs Assessment (RHNA) is consistent with the SCS, at the jurisdiction level.

 � Specific to SCAG only, allow for subregional SCS/APS development.

 � Develop a substantial public participation process involving all stakeholders.

Unique to the SCAG region, SB 375 provides that “a subregional council of governments 
and the county transportation commission may work together to propose the sustain-
able communities strategy and an alternative planning strategy . . . for that subregional 
area.” Govt. Code §65080(b)(2)(C). In addition, SB 375 authorizes that SCAG “may adopt 
a framework for a subregional SCS or a subregional APS to address the intraregional 
land use, transportation, economic, air quality, and climate policy relationships.” Id. 
Finally, SB 375 requires SCAG to “develop overall guidelines, create public participation 
plans, ensure coordination, resolve conflicts, make sure that the overall plan complies 

with applicable legal requirements, and adopt the plan for the region.” Id. The intent of 
this Framework and Guidelines for Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategy (also 
referred to herein as the “Framework and Guidelines” or the “Subregional Framework 
and Guidelines”) is to offer the SCAG region’s subregional agencies the highest degree of 
autonomy, flexibility and responsibility in developing a program and set of implementation 
strategies for their subregional areas. This will allow the subregional strategies to better 
reflect the issues, concerns, and future vision of the region’s collective jurisdictions with 
the input of the fullest range of stakeholders. In order to achieve these objectives, it is 
necessary for SCAG to develop measures that assure equity, consistency and coordina-
tion, such that SCAG can incorporate the subregional SCSs in its regional SCS which will 
be adopted as part of the 2012 RTP pursuant to SB 375. For that reason, this Framework 
and Guidelines establishes standards for the subregion’s work in preparing and submit-
ting subregional strategies, while also laying out SCAG’s role in facilitating and supporting 
the subregional effort with data, tools, and other assistance.

While the Framework and Guidelines are intended to facilitate the specific subregional 
option to develop the SCS (and APS if necessary) as described in SB 375, SCAG encour-
ages the fullest possible participation from all subregional organizations. As SCAG 
undertakes implementation of SB 375 for the first time, SCAG has also designed a “col-
laborative” process, in cooperation with the subregions, that allows for robust subregional 
participation for subregions that choose not to exercise their statutory option.

II. Eligibility and Participation
SB 375 allows for subregional councils of governments in the SCAG region to have the 
option to develop the SCS (and the APS if necessary) for their area. SCAG interprets 
this option as being available to any subregional organization recognized by SCAG, 
regardless of whether the organization is formally established as a “subregional council 
of governments.”

County Transportation Commissions (CTCs) play an important and necessary role in the 
development of a subregional SCS. Any subregion that chooses to develop a subregional 
strategy will need to work closely with the respective CTC in its subregional area in 
order to identify and integrate transportation projects and policies. Beyond working with 
CTCs, SCAG encourages partnership efforts in the development of subregional strategies, 
including partnerships between and among subregions.
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Subregional agencies must formally indicate to SCAG, in writing, by December 31, 2009 
if they intend to exercise this option to develop their own SCS. Subregions that choose 
to develop an SCS for their area must do so in a manner consistent with this Framework 
and Guidelines. The subregion’s intent to exercise its statutory option to prepare the 
strategy for their area must be decided and communicated through formal action of the 
subregional agency’s governing board. Subsequent to receipt of any subregion’s intent 
to develop and adopt an SCS, SCAG will convene discussions regarding a formal written 
agreement between SCAG and the subregion, which may be revised if necessary, as the 
SCS process is implemented.

III. Framework
The Framework portion of this document covers regional objectives and policy consider-
ations, and provides general direction to the subregions in preparing their own SCS, and 
APS if necessary.

A. SCAG’S PRELIMINARY GOALS FOR IMPLEMENTING SB 375 
ARE AS FOLLOWS:

 � Achieve the regional GHG emission reduction target for cars and light trucks through 
an SCS.

 � Fully integrate SCAG’s planning processes for transportation, growth, intergovern-
mental review, land use, housing, and the environment.

 � Seek areas of cooperation that go beyond the procedural statutory requirements, 
but that also result in regional plans and strategies that are mutually supportive of a 
range of goals.

 � Build trust by providing an interactive, participatory and collaborative process for all 
stakeholders. Provide, in particular, for the robust participation of local jurisdictions, 
subregions and CTCs in the development of the SCAG regional SCS and implementa-
tion of the subregional provisions of the law.

 � Assure that the SCS adopted by SCAG and submitted to California Air Resources 
Board (ARB) is a reflection of the region’s collective growth strategy and vision for 
the future.

 � Develop strategies that incorporate and are respectful of local and subregional 
priorities, plans, and projects.

B. FLEXIBILITY

Subregions may develop any appropriate strategy to address the region’s greenhouse gas 
reduction goals and the intent of SB 375. While subregions will be provided with SCAG 
data, and with a conceptual or preliminary scenario to use as a helpful starting point, they 
may employ any combination of land use policy change, transportation policy, and trans-
portation investment, within the specific parameters described in the Guidelines.

C. OUTREACH EFFORT AND PRINCIPLES

Subregions are required to conduct an open and participatory process that includes the 
fullest possible range of stakeholders. As further discussed within the Guidelines, SCAG 
amended its existing Public Participation Plan (PPP) to describes SCAG’s responsibilities 
in complying with the outreach requirements of SB 375 and other applicable laws and 
regulations. SCAG will fulfill its outreach requirements for the regional SCS/APS which 
will include outreach activities regarding the subregional SCS/APS. Subregions are also 
encouraged to design their own outreach process that meets each subregion’s own needs 
and reinforces the spirit of openness and full participation. To the extent that subregions 
do establish their own outreach process, this process should be coordinated with SCAG’s 
outreach process.

D. COMMUNICATION AND COORDINATION

Subregions developing their own SCS are strongly encouraged to maintain regular com-
munication with SCAG staff, the respective CTC, their jurisdictions and other stakehold-
ers, and other subregions if necessary, to review issues as they arise and to assure close 
coordination. Mechanisms for ongoing communication should be established in the early 
phases of strategy development.

E. PLANNING CONCEPTS

SCAG, its subregions, and member cities have established a successful track record on 
a range of land use and transportation planning approaches through the on-going SCAG 
Compass Blueprint Program, including approximately 60 local demonstration projects 
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completed to date. Subregions are encouraged to capture, further develop and build off 
the concepts and approaches of the Compass Blueprint program. In brief, these include 
developing transit-oriented, mixed use, and walkable communities, and providing for a 
mix of housing and jobs.

IV. Guidelines
These Guidelines describe specific parameters for the subregional SCS/APS effort 
under SB 375, including process, deliverables, data, documentation, and timelines. As 
described above, the Guidelines are created to ensure that the region can success-
fully incorporate strategies developed by the subregions into the regional SCS, and that 
the region can comply with its own requirements under SB 375. Failure to proceed in a 
manner consistent with the Guidelines will result in SCAG not accepting a subregion’s 
submitted strategy.

A. SUBREGIONAL PROCESS

(1) Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategy

Subregions that choose to exercise their optional role under SB 375 will develop and 
adopt a subregional Sustainable Communities Strategy. That strategy must contain all 
of the required elements, and follow all procedures, as described in SB 375. Subregions 
may choose to further develop an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS), according to the 
procedures and requirements described in SB 375. If subregions prepare an APS, they 
must prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy first, in accordance with SB 375. A 
subregional APS is not “in lieu of” a subregional SCS, but in addition to the subregional 
SCS. In part, an APS must identify the principal impediments to achieving the targets 
within the SCS. The APS must show how the GHG emission targets would be achieved 
through alternative development patterns, infrastructure, and additional transportation 
measures or policies. SCAG encourages subregions to focus on feasible strategies that 
can be included in the SCS.

The subregional SCS must include all components of a regional SCS as described in SB 
375, and outlined below:

1. identify the general location of uses, residential densities, and building intensities 
within the subregion;

2. identify areas within the subregion sufficient to house all the population of the 
subregion, including all economic segments of the population, over the course of the 
planning period of the RTP taking into account net migration into the region, popula-
tion growth, household formation and employment growth;

3. identify areas within the subregion sufficient to house an eight-year projection of the 
regional housing need for the subregion pursuant to Section 65584;

4. identify a transportation network to service the transportation needs of the 
subregion;

5. gather and consider the best practically available scientific information regarding 
resource areas and farmland in the subregion as defined in subdivisions (a) and (b) 
of Section 65080.01;

6. consider the state housing goals specified in Sections 65580 and 65581;

7. set forth a forecasted development pattern for the subregion, which, when inte-
grated with the transportation network, and other transportation measures and poli-
cies, will reduce the greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks to 
achieve, if there is a feasible way to do so, the greenhouse gas emission reduction 
targets approved by the ARB; and

8. allow the RTP to comply with Section 176 of the federal Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. Sec. 
7506). See, Government Code §65080(b)(2)(B).

In preparing the subregional SCS, the subregion will consider feasible strategies, includ-
ing local land use policies, transportation infrastructure investment (e.g., transportation 
projects), and other transportation policies such as Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) strategies (which includes pricing), and Transportation System Management (TSM) 
strategies. Technological measures may be included if they exceed measures captured in 
other state and federal requirements (e.g., AB32).

As discussed further below (under “Documentation”), subregions need not constrain 
land use strategies considered for the SCS to current General Plans. In other words, the 
adopted strategy need not be fully consistent with local General Plans currently in place. 
However, should the adopted subregional strategy deviate from General Plans, subregions 
will need to demonstrate the feasibility of the strategy by documenting any affected juris-
dictions’ willingness to adopt the necessary General Plan changes.
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The regional SCS shall be part of the 2012 RTP. Therefore, for transportation investments 
included in a subregional SCS to be valid, they must also be included in the 2012 RTP. 
Further, such projects need to be scheduled in the RTIP for construction completion by 
the target years (2020 and 2035) in order to demonstrate any benefits as part of the SCS. 
As such, subregions will need to collaborate with the respective CTC in their area to coor-
dinate the subregional SCS with future transportation investments. It should also be noted 
that the California Transportation Commission is updating their RTP Guidelines. This topic 
is likely to be part of further discussion through the SCS process as well.

SCAG will accept and incorporate the subregional SCS, unless (a) it does not comply 
with SB 375, (b) it is does not comply with federal law, or (c) it is does not comply with 
SCAG’s Subregional Framework and Guidelines. In the event that a compiled regional 
SCS, including subregional submissions, does not achieve the regional target, SCAG will 
initiate a process to develop and consider additional GHG emission reduction measures 
region-wide. SCAG will develop a written agreement with each subregional organization 
to define a process and timeline whereby subregions would submit a draft subregional 
SCS for review and comments to SCAG, so that any inconsistencies may be identified 
and resolved early in the process. Furthermore, SCAG will compile and disseminate 
performance information on the preliminary regional SCS and its components in order to 
facilitate regional dialogue. The development of a subregional SCS does not exempt any 
subregion from further GHG emission reduction measures being included in the regional 
SCS. Further, all regional measures needed to meet the regional target will be subject to 
adoption by the Regional Council, and any additional subregional measures beyond the 
SCS submittal from subregions accepting delegation needed to meet the regional target 
must also be adopted by the subregional governing body.

(2) Subregional Alternative Planning Strategy (APS)

Subregions are encouraged to focus their efforts on feasible measures that can be 
included in an SCS. In the event that a subregion chooses to prepare an APS, the con-
tent of a subregional APS should be consistent with what is required by SB 375 (see, 
Government Code §65080(b)(2)(H)), as follows:

1. Shall identify the principal impediments to achieving the subregional SCS

2. May include an alternative development pattern for the subregion pursuant to sub-
paragraphs (B) to (F), inclusive.

3. Shall describe how the alternative planning strategy would contribute to the regional 
greenhouse gas emission reduction target, and why the development pattern, 
measures, and policies in the alternative planning strategy are the most practicable 
choices for the subregion.

4. An alternative development pattern set forth in the alternative planning strategy 
shall comply with Part 450 of Title 23 of, and Part 93 of Title 40 of, the Code of 
Federal Regulations, except to the extent that compliance will prevent achievement 
of the regional greenhouse gas emission reduction targets approved by the ARB.

5. For purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing 
with Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code), an alternative planning strategy 
shall not constitute a land use plan, policy, or regulation, and the inconsistency of a 
project with an alternative planning strategy shall not be a consideration in deter-
mining whether a project may have an environmental effect.

Any precise timing or submission requirements for a subregional APS will be determined 
based on further discussions with subregional partners. As previously noted, a subre-
gional APS is in addition to a subregional SCS.

(3) Outreach and Process

SCAG will fulfill all of its outreach requirements under SB 375 for the regional SCS/APS, 
which will include outreach regarding any subregional SCS/APS. SCAG staff has revised 
its Public Participation Plan to incorporate the outreach requirements of SB 375, and 
integrate the SB 375 process with the 2012 RTP development as part of SCAG’s Public 
Participation Plan Amendment No. 2, adopted by SCAG’s Regional Council on December 
3, 2009. Subsequent to the adoption of the PPP Amendment No. 2, SCAG will continue 
to discuss with subregions and stakeholders the Subregional Framework & Guidelines, 
which further describe the Public Participation elements of SB 375.

Subregions that elect to prepare their own SCS or APS are encouraged to present their 
subregional SCS or APS, in coordination with SCAG, at all meetings, workshops and 
hearings held by SCAG in their respective counties. Additionally, the subregions would be 
asked to either provide SCAG with their mailing lists so that public notices and outreach 
materials may also be posted and sent out by SCAG, or SCAG will provide notices and 
outreach materials to the subregions for their distribution to stakeholders. The SCAG PPP 
Amendment No. 2 provides that additional outreach may be performed by subregions. 
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Subregions are strongly encouraged to design and adopt their own outreach processes 
that mimic the specific requirements imposed on the region under SB 375. Subregional 
outreach processes should reinforce the regional goal of full and open participation, and 
engagement of the broadest possible range of stakeholders.

(4) Subregional SCS Approval

It is recommended that the governing board of the subregional agency approve the subre-
gional SCS prior to submission to SCAG. While the exact format is still subject to further 
discussion, SCAG recommends that there be a resolution from the governing board of 
the subregion with a finding that the land use strategies included in the subregional SCS 
are feasible and based upon consultation with the local jurisdictions in the respective 
subregion. Subregion should consult with their legal counsel as to compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). In SCAG’s view, the subregional SCS is not a 
“project” for the purposes of CEQA; rather, the 2012 RTP which will include the regional 
SCS is the actual “project” which will be reviewed for environmental impacts pursuant to 
CEQA. As such, the regional SCS, which will include the subregional SCSs, willundergo 
a thorough CEQA review. Nevertheless, subregions approving subregional SCSs should 
consider issuing a notice of exemption under CEQA to notify the public of their “no proj-
ect” determination and/or to invoke the “common sense” exemption pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines §15061(b)(3).

Finally, in accordance with SB 375, subregions are strongly encouraged to work in part-
nership with the CTC in their area. SCAG can facilitate these arrangements if needed.

(5) Data Standards

SCAG is currently assessing the precise data standards anticipated for the regional 
and subregional SCS. In particular, SCAG is reviewing the potential use of parcel data 
and development types currently used for regional planning. At present, the following 
describes the anticipated data requirements for a subregional SCS.

1. Types of VariablesVariables are categorized into socio-economic variables and land 
use variables. The socioeconomic variables include population, households, housing 
units, and employment. The land use variables include land uses, residential densi-
ties, building intensities, etc, as described in SB 375.

2. Geographical Levels – SCAG is considering the collection and adoption of the data 
at a small-area level as optional for local agencies in order to make accessible the 
CEQA streamlining provisions under SB 375. The housing unit, employment, and the 
land use variables can be collected at a small-area level for those areas which under 
SB 375 qualify as containing a “transit priority project” (i.e. within halfmile of a 
major transit stop or high-quality transit corridor) for purposes of allowing jurisdic-
tions to take advantage of the CEQA streamlining incentives in SB 375. For all other 
areas in the region, SCAG staff will collect the population, household, employment, 
and land use variables at the Census tract or Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) level.

3. Base Year and Forecast Years – The socio-economic and land use variables will be 
required for the base year of 2008, and the target years of 2020 and 2035.

(6) Documentation

Subregions are expected to maintain full and complete records related to the develop-
ment of the subregional SCS, including utilizing the most recent planning assumptions 
considering local general plans and other factors. In particular, subregions must docu-
ment the feasibility of the subregional strategy by demonstrating the willingness of local 
agencies to consider and adopt land use changes necessitated by the SCS. The format 
for this documentation may include adopted resolutions from local jurisdictions and/or the 
subregion’s governing board.

(7) Timing

An overview schedule of the major milestones of the subregional process and its relation-
ship to the regional SCS/RTP is included below. Subregions must submit the subregional 
SCS to SCAG by the date prescribed. Further, SCAG will need a preliminary SCS from 
subregions for the purpose of preparing a project description for the 2012 RTP Program 
Environmental Impact Report. The precise content of this preliminary submission will 
be determined based on further discussions. The anticipated timing of this preliminary 
product is approximately February 2011.

Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategies     5



(8) Relationship to Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) 
and Housing Element

Although SB 375 calls for an integrated process, subregions are not automatically 
required to take on RHNA delegation as described in State law if they prepare an SCS/
APS. However, SCAG encourages subregions to undertake both processes due to their 
inherent connections.

SB 375 requires that the RHNA allocated housing units be consistent with the develop-
ment pattern included in the SCS. See, Government Code §65584.04(i). Population and 
housing demand must also be proportional to employment growth. At the same time, in 
addition to the requirement that the RHNA be consistent with the development pattern 
in the SCS, the SCS must also identify areas that are sufficient to house the regional 
population by income group through the RTP planning period, and must identify areas to 
accommodate the region’s housing need for the next local Housing Element eight year 
planning period update. The requirements of the statute are being further interpreted 
through the RTP guidelines process. Staff intends to monitor and participate in the guide-
line process, inform stakeholders regarding various material on these issues, and amend, 
if necessary, these Framework and Guidelines, pending its adoption.

SCAG will be adopting the RHNA and applying it to local jurisdictions at the jurisdiction 
boundary level. SCAG staff believes that consistency between the RHNA and the SCS may 
still be accomplished by aggregating the housing units contained in the smaller geo-
graphic levels noted in the SCS and including such as part of the total jurisdictional num-
ber for RHNA purpose. SCAG staff has concluded that there is no consistency requirement 
for RHNA purposes at sub-jurisdictional level, even though the SCS is adopted at the 
smaller geographic level for the opportunity areas. 

The option to develop a subregional SCS is separate from the option for subregions to 
adopt a RHNA distribution, and subject to separate statutory requirements. Nevertheless, 
subregions that develop and adopt a subregional SCS should be aware that the SCS will 
form the basis for the allocation of housing need as part of the RHNA process. Further, 
SCS development requires integration of elements of the RHNA process, including assur-
ing that areas are identified to accommodate the 8 year need for housing, and that hous-
ing not be constrained by certain types of local growth controls as described in State law.

SCAG will provide further guidance for subregions and a separate process description for 
the RHNA.

B. COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSIONS’ ROLES 
AND RESPONSIBLITIES

Subregions that develop a subregional SCS will need to work closely with the CTCs 
in their area in order to coordinate and integrate transportation projects and policies 
as part of the subregional SCS. As discussed above (under “Subregional Sustainable 
Communities Strategy”), any transportationprojects identified in the subregional SCS 
must also be included in the 2012 RTP in order to be considered as a feasible strategy. 
SCAG can help to facilitate communication between subregions and CTCs.

C. SCAG ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

SCAG’s roles in supporting the subregional SCS development process are in the 
following areas:

(1) Preparing and adopting the Framework and Guidelines

SCAG will adopt these Framework and Guidelines in order to assure regional consistency 
and the region’s compliance with law.

(2) Public Participation Plan

SCAG will assist the subregions by developing, adopting and implementing a Public 
Participation Plan and outreach process with stakeholders. This process includes consul-
tation with congestion management agencies, transportation agencies, and transportation 
commissions; and SCAG will hold public workshops and hearings. SCAG will also conduct 
informational meetings in each county within the region for local elected officials (mem-
bers of the board of supervisors and city councils), to present the draft SCS, and APS if 
necessary, and solicit and consider input and recommendations.

(3) Methodology

As required by SB 375, SCAG will adopt a methodology for measuring greenhouse gas 
emission reductions associated with the strategy.
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(4) Incorporation/Modification

SCAG will accept and incorporate the subregional SCS unless it does not comply with 
SB 375, federal law, or the Subregional Framework and Guidelines. As SCAG intends the 
entire SCS development process to be iterative, SCAG will not amend a locally-submitted 
SCS. SCAG may provide additional guidance to subregions so that subregions may make 
amendments to its subregional SCS as part of the iterative process, or request a subre-
gion to prepare an APS if necessary. Further, SCAG can propose additional regional strat-
egies if feasible and necessary to achieve the regional emission reduction target with the 
regional SCS. SCAG will develop a written agreement with each subregional organization 
to define a process and timeline whereby subregions would submit a draft subregional 
SCS for review and comments to SCAG, so that any inconsistencies may be identified and 
resolved early in the process.

(5) Modeling

SCAG currently uses a Trip-Based Regional Transportation Demand Model and ARB’s 
EMFAC model for emissions purposes. In addition to regional modeling, SCAG is devel-
oping tools to evaluate the effects of strategies that are not fully accounted for in the 
regional model. SCAG is also developing two additional tools—a Land Use Model and an 
Activity Based Model—to assist in strategy development and measurement of outcomes 
under SB 375.

In addition to modeling tools which are used to measure results of completed scenarios, 
SCAG is developing a scenario planning tool for use in workshop settings as scenarios 
are being created with jurisdictions and stakeholders. The tool will be made available to 
subregions and local governments for their use in subregional strategy development.

(6) Adoption/Submission to State

After the incorporation of subregional strategies, SCAG will finalize and adopt the regional 
SCS as part of the 2012 RTP. SCAG will submit the SCS to ARB for review as required in 
SB 375.

(7) Conflict Resolution

While SB 375 requires SCAG to develop a process for resolving conflicts, it is unclear at 
this time the nature or purpose of a conflict resolution process as SCAG does not intend 

to amend a locallysubmitted SCS. As noted above, SCAG will accept the subregional SCS 
unless it is inconsistent with SB 375, federal law, or the Subregional Framework and 
Guidelines. SCAG will also request that a subregion prepare an APS if necessary. It is 
SCAG’s intent that the process be iterative and that there be coordination among SCAG, 
subregions and their respective jurisdictions and CTCs. SCAG is open to further discus-
sion on issues which may generate a need to establish a conflict resolution process as 
part of the written agreement between SCAG and the subregional organization.

(8) Funding

Funding for subregional activities is not available at this time, and any specific parameters 
for future funding are speculative. Should funding become available, SCAG anticipates 
providing a share of available resources to subregions. While there are no requirements 
associated with potential future funding at this time, it is advisable for subregions to track 
and record their expenses and activities associated with these efforts.

(9) Preliminary Scenario Planning

SCAG will work with each subregion to collect information and prompt dialogue with each 
local jurisdiction prior to the start of formal SCS development. This phase of the process 
is identified as “preliminary scenario planning” in the schedule below. The purpose of 
this process is to create a base of information to inform SCAG’s recommendation of a 
regional target to ARB prior to June 2010. All subregions are encouraged to assist SCAG 
in facilitating this process.

(10) Data

SCAG is currently developing, and will provide each subregion with datasets for the 
following:

1. 2008 Base year;

2. General Plan/Growth projection & distribution;

3. Trend Baseline; and

4. Policy Forecast/SCS.

While the Trend Baseline is a technical projection that provides a best estimate of future 
growth based on past trends and assumes no general plan land use policy changes, the 
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Policy Forecast/ SCS is derived using local input through a bottom-up process, reflecting 
regional policies including transportation investments. Local input is collected from coun-
ties, subregions, and local jurisdictions.

Data/GIS maps will be provided to subregions and local jurisdiction for their review. This 
data and maps include the 2008 base year socioeconomic estimates and 2020 and 2035 
socioeconomic forecast. Other GIS maps including the existing land use, the general plan 
land use, the resource areas, and other important areas identified in SB 375. It should 
be noted that none of the data/ maps provided were endorsed or adopted by SCAG’s 
Community, Economic and Human Development Committee (CEHD). All data/maps 
provided are for the purpose of collecting input and comments from subregions and local 
jurisdictions. This is to initiate dialogue among stakeholders to address the requirements 
of SB 375 and its implementation.

The list of data/GIS maps include:

1. Existing land use

2. Zoning

3. General plan land use

4. Resource areas include:
a.  all publicly owned parks and open space;
b. open space or habitat areas protected by natural community conservation plans, 

habitat conservation plans, and other adopted natural resource protection plans;
c. habitat for species identified as candidate, fully protected, sensitive, or species 

of special status by local, state, or federal agencies or protected by the federal 
Endangered Species Act (1973), the California Endangered Species Act, or Native 
Plant Protection Act;

d. lands subject to conservation or agricultural easements for conservation or agri-
cultural purposes by local governments, special districts, or nonprofit 501(c)(3) 
organizations, areas of the state designated by the State Mining and Geology Board 
as areas of statewide or regional significance pursuant to Section 2790 of the Public 
Resources Code, and lands under Williamson Act contracts;

e. areas designated for open-space or agricultural uses in adopted open-space ele-
ments or agricultural elements of the local general plan or by local ordinance; 

f. areas containing biological resources as described in Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines that may be significantly affected by the sustainable communities strat-
egy or the alternative planning strategy; and

g. an area subject to flooding where a development project would not, at the time of 
development in the judgment of the agency, meet the requirements of the National 
Flood Insurance Program or where the area is subject to more protective provisions 
of state law or local ordinance.

5. Farmland

6. Sphere of influence

7. Transit priority areas

8. City/Census tract boundary with ID

9. City/TAZ boundary with ID

(11) Tools

SCAG is developing a Local Sustainability Planning Model (LSPM) for subregions/local 
jurisdictions to analyze land use impact. The use of this tool is not mandatory and is 
at the discretion of the Subregion. The LSPM is a web-based tool that can be used to 
analyze, visualize and calculate the impact of land use changes on auto ownership, mode 
use, vehicle miles of travel (VMT), and greenhouse gas emissions in real time. Users will 
be able to estimate transportation and emissions impacts by modifying land use designa-
tions within their community.

Other tools currently maintained by SCAG may be useful to the subregional SCS develop-
ment effort, including the web-based CaLOTS application. SCAG will consider providing 
guidance and training on additional tools based on further discussions with subregional 
partners.

(12) Resources and Technical Assistance

SCAG will assist the subregions by making available technical tools for scenario develop-
ment as described above. Further, SCAG will assign a staff liaison to each subregion, 
regardless of whether the subregion exercises its statutory option to prepare an SCS. 
SCAG staff can participate in subregional workshops, meetings, and other processes at 
the request of the subregion, and pending funding and availability. SCAG’s legal staff will 
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be available to assist with questions related to SB 375 or SCAG’s implementation of SB 
375. Further, SCAG will prepare materials for its own process in developing the regional 
SCS, and will make these materials available to subregions.

D. MILESTONES/SCHEDULE
 � CARB issues Final Regional Targets – September 2010

 � SCS development (preliminary scenario, draft, etc) – through early 2011

 � Release Draft RTP/regional SCS for public review – November 2011

 � Regional Council adopts RTP/SCS – April 2012

If other milestones are needed, they will be incorporated into the written agreement 
between SCAG and the Subregion.

Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategy – 
Gateway Cities Council of Governments (GCCOG) 
and Orange County Council of Governments 
(OCCOG)
The Orange County Council of Governments and the Gateway Cities Council of 
Governments chose to develop their own SCS, and entered into Memoranda of 
Understanding with SCAG specifying submission schedules and standards for each com-
ponent of the subregional SCS. The following subregional SCSs have both been formally 
approved and adopted by their respective councils of government.

EXHIBIT 1 Gateway Cities COG Subregional SCS

Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategies     9
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KOW. TIIFRF:FORF., the Parties ente:· into th~ fol lowing ).,\(JL with resrect to lhe 

rnattc rs . .:..er forth he rein: 

1. ·1·his MOI .'. i..:stahlislics the mles. respnn~ihiltties. and requirement~ flir (iCCfKr 

and SCAG llrnt '"" necessary rn dcwlop a (;atcoway Cities SCS thm .shall he included irt th, 

regional SCS prq,arcd bv SC A<r. 

GCCUG shall prepare !he (jatcway Ci'.:c, SCS consi sl,nl with SC/\li- s adopted 

l·"r(lllwworf.. ;111d (luiJdi1ies. a,:.; att.i.H..:hl...'.d hi:..:n..::!oi hi 1..:11~ur..-: 1hal lhc: ri..;:~itm c;·m sul:1..:i...:si..:ful1J 

incorpor<1le ~1 r:tk}'.LL.'-: \,,.-ilhin tlK ( latcv..'ay ( 'it 1cs \CS i:1lo lb: P.(.;g_ional SCS. :1nJ 1wt inhi l)i1 the 

re~ion [;om comrlying \vith Sl} 375. 

GCCOG agrees to comply "ilh 1hc :v\iksluncs Schcd etk Wac hcd h,r,:u '" 

t;xhibil '·B·· ~nci incorporated herein hy lhi, refcn:ncc. ,md ,wrk wi1'.1 SC'AG «ml lk uthcr 
_t:ubr~gio11s tu i.:n$ure the .=mccessful d~1i very of a regio~lal SCS hy using, rh:· Dc-li \ erahlt::S 

Templ.i.1l.;:) .atti±i;.:hcd her~to a.s l:xhibil "(_''~ ttnd in-t.:-urp(lrat::d by tlii.~ r. .. .:Ci:..:n.:m.:i...: -i:.L'!i lh.;: prlm.::irJ· 

tempk~k· for ~k...-~lupi ng a Stibrcgii.m:~l SC'S Wl•rkpl.:ln. The Dcli\'C'l'abk~s T~rr..platc may be 

suhjc,:,;.I ti) i.;hi:lng.::: lxlscd on diri\.~ciii;.m Crom thi:.:. SCAG Regional Council Llr Commwlity. 

l->.·l·~nvmi1..: ,uJJ l luman n-... ·\·::lopmc1c1 Puli..:.y Cm~mitte~, ~mi arpr1_-:,val by GCCOG. 

,l. ( ICC( )(j ;:i.n.:: i;.;llL'i}mar,:.::d by SCA(J to i.::ondui .. :1 ;i ruhl ic [liiTli-ci p.:Hio11 pwL·,;.:-:-,s I fl 

Jevclupi1 LJ'. the Ciak:\Yay Cities ~L'S. ;1hl)vi: ,1nd b...:y~1nd th~ proi:..:css n;i.1 uirl·d fnr thl: rt.Tit ir1:il SCS 

rcquin"J un:k:r S-::, .. :ti~,n fi)f.).':W(h)()HD, (F) ot lht:' Califdmia (T(in:rnrncal (\id,;:. fmthi..::r. SCACT 

cn.;_·.uur:ig~·i..: ( iC( :O(f t11 develop (l public parti.cir21tirm pLm. similar l{ 1 SCA(r·:..: P11r.lic 

Particip(1!in11 I 1Li 11 :·1tkp1 :..-:J in Dcti:rn :~lT ?Ofr). Ii ir :.,.:t1.;j1 purr(~..:: .... ·:-:: 

:')_ ("i-('(.'( }{ i agr.;:i...:.:-: hl iuni .... ·ipah.· in :ill puhlic.:l_v 1:itl!c, .. :J nH.·:.::ting:-i. \\tlrk:--.hi,p:--:, 

h:..:-:1riug.:-.. nm'. tlt~1~:, 1~1JLt·L·ach ;.icti-;,·itic-s org:mi:.:::.cJ by\{_';\{ i v.·illiir• Iii.:.; ( ,(:("()( i':-, _"iwi...,di~:ci1)r1. ::I 

\~·hidi 1 :1L: ri.:~i~~n,ll SL"S t)J' (_j;_ikW~l:' Ci ti~::; S('S ii..; i r1L·I uJi.:d nn tht: agenda. ,.\ 11 parties sl 1i...1ll 

1,..·,i:11,..1nJ i nal-t'. \\·ill1 (ir1c .:.11itithC"r ciuri ng impkmi.'nl~!i(in i ,r S(: .-\(,' :-i ;)ul)l ii;.: f)Lirt ic i11a1 i(~11 Jlt(H_-:.;:~:--: i t1 

1 irtlcr tn cn:--iun: brn;iJ rublic i.tHd ::.lak,cht,ldt.:r p~11icira1inn. i.Hld te ,,vui-d Jttplii.::alton ol" cllurl. 

(J_ UC(()(; ~hall :·uaitt and ddiv...,;r to SCAti nil .;:.ku..:.um~ntalion JY~L"l~tining tiJ 1h11: 

c~1IL:Wll)' Ci ti~:'i scs ti'!Hll ruhlicly nolk(.;d )t11.;etings, Wl)l"kSh(1ps, Lll lli hL:ari I 1g ..... (1t wb idL I h~ 

UaH."wuy Citic"'i ~l'S i:--; i11duJt.::J on tfH.' a~c.:-ntb. Such dun1mient:Hion si1:ill i11i.,;!u-1..li..:. hut is 1wt 

l 1111ikJ w. mi:..:tling m.itii..·i.::;;, :~~i...:ntli.1.·\ 111 int1tcs. i.::ommcnl:--=. ~nJ FL=-iplms~:--. to i.:o;nrtti;..:-nls, si~11-up 

::i-~H.·ds, :·1;i11d-1 'llb. ~mJ i.:n11·1L'S nf pd\~ i..·c puint pr-t.:-.enlal inni..:. 

7. [·h..:- !Jarli,;_':S ,1-i:J..ni:..n\·]edg.~- lf1~il pnpubtiun. lwu~dwld. housing. and cmp-lnymt.'"nt 

:...:slimat,;:1-:,.; ,iri. .. • b..:i11~·- 1lri...:rar('d by (JCC(H__i amJii;_1r il:-z 1,..·nnst1l1a11t1 tht'tdt1,i1frr td~·tt-cd tu ,1s 

'·(j( TO(; IJ"tascl ·1 SCAli agrc,·, In u.sc rile r ,C\'0( i I Jatuscl as rc,-i~\\~d and JrJm>hcd hv 

G:-ilL'w(1y Citii..:,~ SCS \1(1LI -- P.1it,(' 3 of 6 

UCCUU, for :he ){c•gion;,I SCS and lhc :J.1)17 l{ l'l\ provided, that SCAU. in cons•Jltati,•n wilh 

GCCOG, 111a,· m~h "'1ju,trncnt, lo the GC'COG D~ta,el in order tu ensure cnnsistcn~y wilh 
SC1\(i\ 70 I) RTP l',n>w!h furecas\. 

S. Tli.:: P.1ri'..ii...::-i a~_rcc a11d ilCkrHl\"r'l,;:Jgi...:. lf1a! f)(Jf)1il;11i{m. hu1is.t.·hold, housing. Jnd 

c.mployment data su~mitted !O SCA(, hy (,CCO(, shol l he acccrr'1tcly rcllected i1t al I 

documenlati~n prociuc~d hy SCA(i lhat relates l~ tile Galewav Cities SCS arnl lhc l{qjo11al SC:S. 

'J. The l'anies agrw and ad,nnv,hlge that 1<11:\A responsihilitics shall ""n;,in v.ilh 

scv;. and 1ba1 ,;cCOG shal: net "ssumc dcl,g«lio:i r,,pon,ibilit)' f~r RI l'-JA a, r,irl of the 

(iateway Ci lies SC S dew lopmt'nl. H,,wever. (jl_TIJ(j is nol precluded by thi.s M()l.: fr,m, 

il:j~(JITJing dc:legiltio:1 re:;ronsii,ility frH Rl I \JA as rnrt of a .~ubsequent, serarate agn.:~1n1.:nL 

I il. SCA(, agrees that in addition to rreparation oflhe Gateway ritie.s SCS ,k,·doµcd 
:ndcr this MOL. dnelopmenl ,,r "" Alternuli ve l'lanning Strn!egy (APS\ by CCCOG i, 
u~Jtic,nal. This undt:'rsta:1ding sh.,1,II not pr~dude- SCA{J from prep:iring a regiot1Jl APS purst:i'.r~I 

to SD J75. 

11 SC'AG ,hall w•I dndc>p SCS rG:.u,d lc,r~,1' 'h«t "'" "11rihn"ole 10 lhe 

sub1\.::f,'ion:-:. }-\1:ihcL SC.,\Ci- :l;\rl:i..':-O-: lhat it will :HH ifllflt).--..i..·. a p-:..:-lla!ty t)ll ch,: (iak-...•.:ty t"itic:-=. 

suhn=ginn il" the ~rv ... ·nlv:_iu;:;i.,; ~?l'.:: \itr/"Ll-;~ a.-; c::=;tahl i . .::.hed h_~ the CJ.l ifrJtni.1 Ai 1· RC'."ii ,ur...:i..:--.. Ht)anl. ;~r..,; 

11iH rr1~: by thi.:: R.;;.:-fior.al SC~. 

l2 S(.:..\{ i sh:ill :H.:c.:i:-;.~: 1111.: ()Jlf\-1.·a:,· ("·ities S('S rrcr:-,areJ in ~h.:.;_-:<1:·J~u:ct:" ..,..,ilf1 1l1is 

l\·lOL.1 :is iht~ ( f:1h:\~;~y C'iti.-,_-:--. 1uhn..:-~it):1·:=: itqful illU":i tf-:c R('gionni SCS (~ri.:-p,1r..:-d by SCA(;. 

m\•ll1,il 1"t111.;.ii11~ agri.::,;,;mi.::t1l adJn;.·:::;:,in~ (iaH..:-V,-'l\}" ( .. iti,;_:-~ '.:--:LS Lt)=-,;ts s.houl1..1 '.:caw ()r t~J..::rnl 1·~111di1\~ 

h::c.:u111i...: d\'ail:1hk that ..:an he applif.'{i !ovvard pn .. -pilralion i:_il' dt(,: {_f-;.1kwi1J· C11ics SCS. 

11!. (i(.'(.'(J([ and SC.-\G agn.:c i~i i,.~·l,rk ;,.:]~i,.:;1:..·ly '.tl~t.·rlv...:-r c'.lr(1!.1ghi,1,:,t lhi.: R.i.::giow1! Sl'S 

pn ,ci::;s arid ( j,1ll'\l.-;1y ('i tics ~('S ?Wi.;:C~S to ]llll\'i i..h.:: tl.'Cbtl ii:..·a[ iLl]}llt. npp-]ii.:ah]i.;.· ;~J:1n1i;ng d:~l.a. 

.::-i.nd 1,x1n::::trur.li\·t kcdh;ick v,·u h rc.:-:-:pct..:l lu i.ill ll,;.1ut1i1i:1 :t:-.. prnJ LK:.ts i:lnd ,;.!i...:)i \''Lri..~bic.::-; {:i...:.,,-c.: lor~-d 

and ass~),;,; i::.ih:J n·ith the { ratc\.\·ay Citi1,..':-i SCS. 

15. St '_.\(i agr~"-,_...., lo make goi:.xl t:ilth ~·ff~irts :o prnvidi:.: (iCCO(__i ~vi lh a::.;sis.!rnl1,..',;:, 

ini:.: li1di11v I t,o~'.i ,mJ llhJi..lt:ls in it:=: posscs,~i(l:l. as r::.~·qLLE.'Stcd by (iCCOCr in 1.."'val uating prd i Ill inary 

li~tli..'\1i,.ay Ci til'<.: ~l 'S t:'.l'Pwlh ,rnJ gn.-i.:n l~t)ll;-;..;- g .. % (~-(i H( i'-} i.::~-airn.:lt,.:.,-:-:.:. 
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l(i. SCA(i agrees rn m~ke gond faith efforts 10 pmvide (iCCOC "·iii, «ssi,1,rnce with 

GJS services reLthng to I~.~ ,iewlopment ol"!h~ Ua1ewc1y Cities SCS. as requested by GC'CO(i. 

17. (iCCOU and SCAG agree to work together in gnnd faith. et,ing r~asonaole 

i.::riiwt:,::, to re:=:olve any u:1foresic:et1 issue,~ and disputes arising out of the pcrforni.1ctc.:L pf this MOU. 

l 8 (.iCCU(.J and S('.:\U :igr,;;c in gno~l foith 11) provid~: th,;;:> re,;rit1rce:; 11eccssi:.1ry lti 

imrli:..~n,~~11\ ih ... ~ rr~1vlsiens (1f t.h~ :i,...-101 J. 

19 GCCOG slnJ SC.,\G agre~ 10 dcfo1d. inck, nni fy ~ml hold !1,rm bs e?ch nther. 

incluUing lh~:r olll,~!!1"", ,it~enLs. Ll{.':t:lL-tl i}l.llci;ils, ,1r1tl i:..:-mpli}yc.:-i..::s, frum ;ill li;ih:i1y, cl;1ims, ll135cs 

and dernanC'>-:. in,;,;ludi1~g Ji::fi.:i1~i; i;o'.).b .:1td r.::a.$(l~l.:1hlc attorneys· fi.."'.c:s. wh:thi:.:r rc~ul1i11g rn~m 

court action l~r ulhcn-'·ise. iffiiing ()U'. o:· lh~ aces tH l"1 mis:-:ilrn~ of the di.::fcndir1~1. p,my. il':i u'.fkcrs, 

agents, or er:1plnyi..:~s, in tht: ;i~rfor-rnancc of this i\-~01.." _ \Vhen acr_s or nmi~sions of Otlc.: r.;"my :nc 

directed hy another parly, (hi1.: p.trly tlin .. ':Uint!- lht.": acls nr l)missivn shal[ uwL' thi~ dcfrns~: and 

i11(!cm11ity obligation to the rarly fullo1..,·ing ihc.: din;~iiotl~- The provi!ii1..ln~ uf tbi~ p~wgruph ~11:i:l 

sur,.·i\·~ termination of this Jv1Ul.!. 

20. · 1 "hi~ \·10C ~h:111 b~ -~'D\. crncJ r~y ..i!i Jrplic:ihk· i~·t~~r:il. s\:ltc. and lf.~~Jl lav,'s. Th(' 

:-ii:_:.'. niltnrics \",',1rr:H1l tli,1c iH !ht· pcrform,i:11,.'t: ui" this \l()l I, Ci:',ch .sh al I cori:-.r~I y \".·ith al I at~r~lic:i.bte 

i"eJerai. sW'.1...' ,rnd l,:_ii,;;il l.1v.·s, qatlltcs .:ind c~rdin.1n;cs and :d l l.uv,:IU .:..in .. h.:rs. rule~ ,md rc~ulatiens 

JJruml1 lgal(:d 111,..::rl· unt;::r 

21 ·1·lii:.. \.·1( }l = rcu'.: .. ti11Jy he tn~h~ificd nr ain.:.:-1itii:.:tl UfHlfl wriUc11 1nulu,'il L'1in . ..:.l:ti1 t)f :ill 

~:gnatl)l"ii:..·;:.; ,.-\ 11 rr.i)tii llL·:-11 ii ~1is. J.n:..::.ndmc1~t~. c h~ngcs and r,;,.:visiuns uC thi::; ..\1U I.. in \vh~JJc or 

rn11, and from Ii mt: In lirr1i::. ~hal I ·n...:. hind i ni? up(H\ th,.· rxin1~:\ i,.;n Inn;_'. :1:--:. rhl: s;llrn· :--::ln '. I he in 

\~ ri lit1~ (II 1d {··-:-cc 111 ;__-,J by tl t;,.· .si gn.:1rnrics. 

Tl1 i:--. \,]( )l, .. including Hll i;,.·xhi bi ls ;(nd J(i;,.: t1mencs i nctirrtfr;_,ce-J hc:n:-i n irnd rn;idE: 

appli,;_:;_ihlc by 1i...:l"L:r.;..•m:i...:, i;,;on;=;:ilLitt;.·s t!lL" L"dmpk:-k and i:::-,,:.clu::.ivi..~ :::Llh.':m~111 L1 t !h~ [dJH(s) a:kl 

'LiitlJil i1JtH sJ l'l the- ngn .. ·i.:mE:•ll bt": ~· .. 'i:1..~n (he pilrtic~ \\'i tfl r .... 'sp;;.'ct k• the: sub_i,;.·ct rnatt..:.r hC'r~ in and 

,upi:..:-r:--:i...-:tlL·:-:o ,111 priur r.;prL':-'.:C'.l~atitm~:. undcr:-:lanJings :rnd ~:on:111l1t1ii..·ati~it1s. ·1 he i11v,1!iLlily in 

w:lule nr pan o t" ;l:1y H..:-rn I t,r i...:u11Jitiu11 nt· thi~ \.1( H .. slml l 1~ol affect :hl"'. valiJity nt" the ,;-HJit.""r 

IL·r1r1(:.:} {H c~inJ.itLdll(S). 

-~.-. !\ny '.1~trly m,i~ withdr;lW frum 1hi:-:. \101 upon _1() da;s· IAl'ittcn 1rnlit.:i...:: 1n 1i1L· 

ulher. ur11il Ilic du" Jatc ,~1 1"t,11h in hhihil '·tr for suomill"I Iv SC,\(_i v( lh, prdimi'1ary 

(_j~il-.;'-\'~iy Cities SCS. :\lkr s.u,.,;h Ju,.; ~b1i;; .. ::.ny p:~11y :rn1y \!,.i(hJiJ\V f1(1m cbs t\-tot · only up~in 

1mt1 u:1l \\-ritt;_·ll a~ n~'i?m'l!nt. 

d·.:ring l'.1c..': I (r:---.c..· ;c·.d 1 ~) tlw cxtl.':11'. lhiH i l i.:,;. p:-~:vcn'.~('. frJm per for:-::fr:~ b~· an u:::O:-c-~c;:i.;i:::d i; ;,;.a· .. :~~ 

bi.:y~:::-.iJ '.'.:-; i;,:unL::-(i'., :::.:dui:.!l:-ig ·:1u'. not limik~'. :o: ~ny ::--.,;,;id1.-n: ~f :-"":re. ;:noJ: ac'.:-i (lf Ct)('.; 

ceim:r.rrmh::crir .. ,~ ;:-:.7· mat:::r'.al. prndl:ccs. ~law~ r:,r :~1c'.:i~: (':f: 0'.'ly h,::kruli s1.;"l'.,:,; or bctd geivtm::::.;:il, 

1nLor.::d hte: ~~1,~:·!~1ge: r.-r a m;:v_erial act n:' Cl~:::ss'.c,n \r i1:l_r i:..iLl-:.i;,;;:- p~rty; wh;;:!11 ,;2.tisfaC1)Ly 

i.::vdcncc ~,r s1_tc:: ca· .. t~c i~ '.JI~sen:ed to :he ~;:i1c:r pan:cs. J.t~C. rrovl<li..:J C·,.nhc:- such 

twnr~::-l"t,rmani.::t' JS r.r_fi:Jrt':ii,L.:'~:L":ile. hcyor1i:.: :l·.l': ..:nrtr,i I and '.s ::,i: .J· ... e: l(\ L'.,t,;,; c~:dl or :-ie:;I ibellC"e" (If 

tlit1 pi.:.rt:• =~~)r_ ?C::-ft":"•l'11ti11g. 

2.~. 
~h8.L he ::lc~mtd :o lrnve bc"ell givet1 v.'1-:ie:: in ~>.~ ordinary .-::C'l· .. tr~e '.~ v•.'011:C. h.:.-: dd'. n:r~':d ·:·:1~ 

r:::;irc?C"t~ta:ivcs of !h:.: ;rnn'.cs ,;.,r_o rt:-"e r:-"::~~arily r~sron~'.'::'ll~ for :i1c- admin'.~'-::'at:oii ~if ib..i~ \·lU:.~ .. 

,u,J to whom n~t'ces. derm:cds and com:mcnicati~,is sllc:: ·,a gi vac. a,e a; celai bl l,c: c:w. !:' 

t:~i.:::-c n:·c a::y .-:::hangc.~ J:: the rn~rne:::; and.,.u; ~ddric~~es Jis1~,: bdcw. tl-:.e ?J.'."'1".y dcs:r'.t~g tiJ Ll~ ai· ... :,:. ~l.:.i;.;t .. 

:..:.h:mt~~:s i...::1.ll p:vc 1 V,T'.~:et: ::.;:-;:ice :o the o(-:::::- re~~ectiv~ ?ii:1:-":ies witl-:.in ~lve (5) ti:iys o:" ::;l:,;,.:'." .. 

ckngc 

GJ'.(.;\.',.·~y c: :i..;:~ (' 0 ....ilLi.:.·:: r,:- (;r.,vern:~1ent~ 

.,\U~'l"t'.ii_1::· }i:.h;, .. rd Pnv,,c·:,.._ [-'.:-,;,i;_:;.:.u:ivc n;:·c~·.L 

· ~it. :J l Pa:·,·;ct:o·.,n: Bivj 

P :L:"8.llh"JL~nt, C.-\. ()'.;·72~! 

S::· .. :t'.1c::T C(i.it"omi,1 ,:\...,_~tH,iit'.ii. :i ui" (iu1·...::·,:m....-t:t:-: 

..-\:~~···_1:on: I l:::.--..a1! T:-...h:·..:.12.. Lxc-cuti' .. -'.:: D'.:-c('~~1:-

J;1J u:n·. I l'.:.;.: Jat:..' :h:tl :lie: Re~ion~i: \('S :s ~ic!~i?l .... ·d I,). SC;\ ( r = 'i l{~:~~i :::iu I l 'r)u::i..·i I I u::'.-e-~s 

c,:huwi-<c· \cc·r,i-.,-,;t:c,c cc,r:Cer in ,icc-wd:l'.:cc will: scc".io~ 2, c,i" ·.:-.cs MOU. Ile J-:ticctcvc :J,,i,, ,,.· 
1_;h_j~ \-1()' ... sha'.l mctt:1 ·.::e ~Lle: :_.ll'.,..;,1 d1.it~: :~:J·c:ik('. ··~,.,;hlw) r:·::1'. Jll P:-ff'.ic'i :·i;n.::: :~u: ly ~:xc-:..·!;lc( ::1ls 

:V!(J,: 

J>; WJT>;ESS Wlll·:JU'.OI'. :'w p,,n·.v; hccc:1.c IHen: <:n1J,;\'.d 1lii, \HJ: :o ~" c·x~ce<:ec! by 

1 li:..:-ir t:l:ly <t .. :tl~i1:·i1c-cl represi..'::l?ti v~~. 

(;ATE\\.\ y CITIES COL.',CI!. {W GO\TI{', \U:...-rs 
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By: _____ '-_-:::~::-_.._'------'---'--'---

Date: 

SOLT 11 ER\" CALI rot{.\" I A ASSO( :L\TlON OF GOV l': RN ~1 LYJ'S 

Exhibit A: SCAG's Adopted Framework and Guidelines 

Southern California Assuciafion of Governments 

FRAME\VORK AND GUIDELINES 
for 

SLBREGIOJ\AL SLISTAl1'A H LE co,n11 :N ITI ES STR,\ TEG Y 

L I .YIIH)Dl CTlON 

.S 8 J 7~ ("Ste.inbe~g}. als,;::. l-_nl~Wl1 as Cill i I urnia>: S~:~[ilillilbk Cc!ll1mmitics S1r;i.tegy rrnj Cliiu.at..:. 
Pr:.):ectic-r: AcL is i111~w :-:tr::k lai,.~· '\.\·hid1 O:;:oi:..:.:1mt .::IT..::di\·i.:: J.::l:rn~try l, 2rn.w. SH 17:-:: cal":.; for (he 
:r.kgrntion tJf ln1r::...pm·.iltio11. la::id L1s1..-:, and hi)L1.=:::i::1£ planning. and alsG ~stri'bl i.she,; lh-e rcJu~·[iiit: ot· 
gr~11h ... -..use- ~::i::s i_GHG) ~n1issio11s ~s. ,._-,n~ ,._,fthe 111.Jin ;_i~-;:~,1,s fw regint:al pl.m:1i:1g. SCA(J. w: .. irkir:~ 
1, i[h th-:.: lrdl v 1Jui1I (;ii~1nty I ri.ln:.-.pl:l . .:.Hi~ir1 ( ·:immi~ston., (( -·1 \ \"! ;ind [ht.": s.1hrL•gion;1I -Jrganirnti,.::-t1:... 

'-' ithit1 ll1e SC 4.G r~g! ;.)1',, j S I ~.:=~1 ff1Si:::il~ f";_>r :1nrli::111~1Ll ing SD J "°!) i1i (he s(~ll(l1c1T. ('..;.i:iforn ::~ rc~i{.11J, 

Su~·c.,::~;:-; [1:. thi:-; t:"nJt'-i..:1\ ;,r 1~ Jepi..:-mll,.':111 ,m ,:.:t:llab..t:•rLLlH··ri with :..1 r,tllgt:' <it" pubh:.: and pri\·.if::: p:lrm.::r.~ 

!l 11 uu;b-:,ut rbr- r-.:-:;io1~. 

P1\:pn.n· :i ...:;11s1,iir-ab 1•.: ('nmmtmi1ic':: S:r:itr:?~~· 1:=.::(-S) il'i p::1.r• 111.thc :"fj 17 f:c::;i..:,n;:-i] 

"J n:nsp1_irutiur1 !1hu1 :'.lU f1 ). rh~ ~cs ·.~·ill Lll(:l'l a S•.::lf-d~·krn1im::J R'~j,_i:u. (if Hr i;:1nii.:.:-iitlll 

rt:J11t'lit~ll t;"Lr~_l'.t, L'. i1 io.:. ka:-::ibl,_- ti; d:, sn. 

l11c-pai~~ ~lll :'\lll~rtwli·.l'. IJLmnin~ 'S.1n11c.~_ ..... (.:\ IJ"i 1hn: is Ill)( ;~:ir1 nf"1l1~ I~ j [1 ir d1i..:- )( 'S -~ 

L:r1ahl;: 10 :n,: . .'(_':( IJIL' ri..'[:iU'.l'.I] 1::r\.'.L°l. 

J n!i::";;1 .ill- \( "_.\( i !'l(i11Hi np. pr:,c~·...,~-~~\ iti I 1;1r1 i~::JI :1r ,1...,:-:u Cr1g l:1<11 die:: J\.::gil1rd J hiu:-:-ir1~·- t\t ,:di... 

:\:-,_i...i.:s:--:111,;:nt (l{J l'-i.,\_l i:, ,,_·(in:-i:-:-krH \\•iH1 (t:i..": i...;_( s_ ~1t :I:~· \1ri:--.U1c(1t:rl !nl':1. 
Srt.:.:..:i Ii.:..: tn SC i\C l:nl:·,. :.ilk,,· 1(·,r i..:ubn.:·~!,.i1·.:.:i! '.'-CS/.-\Ji:-:.:, Ji..:-\'d1ir1n:..:m. 

lk\cll°:.p a s;1b~ir:.n:ii:1J public- pari:-ii.::ipr.iti(Jtl ~~to.::cs::. inv,;,I~ ing all .str.J...i::.·f1,"fldt·r::-.. 

1ii,:.F1'...: 1{1 1 l1i:.' S( .'\(, r·T·~ i; 1n, \B ·.i 7~ pr;i1.. idi.:-..: tll<ll ·'(• :...u h1 i.::_s:,y1,1I i:,.,uH...:J of w,v,:.:trnni:.:-:1L. ,rnd 1'·:l· 

l'.l 1u11Ly lr::.rn~1A·i1tatil.>rl ,,_·u1it1:~ i::-;:-:iun 111~11· 1..,ur k ll~~x·t:1t'r Li rw,1p(JSI..:' Ll1:..:- .... l1:-;Lair:i.1l)lc.: ct:111111t11: it iL:; 

S[rQ[i..:-gy i:llld l:H ill(l.':Hl-il(ive pk,nniug sirat:...-:gy for tlwi Stlbr~~bit,u:d Jr..::-:::.=· G1ivt. ( ti.;.:;....:: 

~())l.)~U(h"1f2't(t."). ill ;iJdi:.i~JJ'., Sf) 37~ Ltlltf1t)ii/C;:,. li1~t Sl'i\(j ··111,1; ,i.ld(:r)t :.l fr1t;11,.;v,,1:t-k tl1r ;J 

~ill;rr C:-Sit)JL.:il 'S( 'S (If LL ~~1fct:t' ilHli:11 f\ [1\ l(! .::i..JJr,;_:~;~ lllt.: ir1Lri..1r,;.:~ji)fl-iiJ l:::.JLJ 'J'.it:. '.r~irl:'-pt!rtatillfl, 

i.:,;,;~it1~1111 ii..:. :1ir ~(U:tli Ly. ;..111il ,.; I i1n:ttL 11~ili.;.:_~ l"L'l.;.it!111i:--.li ips," /,l ]."i 11~1:y, Sf~ _; ':~ ri.:ql1 it...::-; \( ·.,\( j :11 

"\k1r·l·ln[1 P\•tT;: I I ['..",I idi..:-: ini.."::-;_ tTt:iH:..:- ;1ub .ic r::1rl j,,_·(~;ili~lll rl.1;1:-.. t'r1:-;uT~': ...:oi'rd in LIi inn, 11.·snl\ ~· 1,.';:..l:1fli~'t:=.. 

Pi<llt:: "lLl"L' (hi~l Lh...: o~-i...:~all pl<w c.i:1Tlii....::, ~~·llh l!f"'fl:ic<!hk lc.:~:<1: ri..:-i:..p1irLt11L·111.=,. ;!1hl ,id,ipl :I:~ !'l,,1~ Jrn 

111,· Ji:gi(lll- J,:/ 

l"lll,.· ir1Li..:-i;1 t•I 11:i:-: h~11H1..'w,1:t :1nd tiu1di..:-li'.1;,..'."> '.iir st:t,:·-:..:::;itir!.LI S.u.,LLLir::.1hli...: ( \i1111mml!iL'S Sli;lk"!.!.~· I_Jl:.-.(i 

rL· IL'nl·d hi he-c:-in :1~ lhc ·-~ r~1m....:wt)rk :rnL C. it: iJ, .. :lirJ1.·:--:'· ill" !.bi: ··:-,.:uh ... :g itit1;.i.l I· 1 :1n1;;\\ \ ,1 k ,11~d 

{ iL1iJt:-I it1L'.~ "} :., '.t) t)llcr Lhc :S( Ali r:.:~ittt: ..., :--ti b1·1..'b: it ,1ul ;1~1.,..'j11.,..·i1..·~ th..: f·.igh~:-.1 l:i...·fr...;:.; \)1 ;i-.1l1)11Pmr, 
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flcxibi Ii:;· .r.ind res;)C11~if~i li:.y i1L J;:,·i.::l(lfJi r:g a prngru1~1 anG c:e! 1"'!f impli..::111,;:rit;fl i~m stratee.ies f(lr :hci r 
:-.ulfrt.:.;5it 111:J.I iif"i..':i.b. ·1 "hf~ ~'vii I ;11111\~· 1hic ~ubreg io~w[ strn!i:gii:s. Li) bct1c1· r..::tle-.::t the issuci,;~ ;;,:;:-,i1c~rns. ~::iJ 

LL.l1.1n.:· v:<.::inn ,;_ij" lh:- rc:g:o:i ·s :::ol le.::i ive jt1ri sJ it:liimi; ".:i..·ilh !he in:rnt of tl·:t ful k·.4 ram~~ oi· :s:L1kchc,l~li:r.,. 

ft~ Ol'~~r (tJ Jd1ii.::~·e Lli~·'.;i...: li.:-:i}i:di~·i;::'::-. il i.:i nc.-:;;,:e-s:..;ar) for SC 4G [00-dc-vLkr m::a~ur<"s ·th,H .::-:~.iLw-:..: cci·,ii1y, 
...:im:--;::-.l'..:r:i.:.y .i.rnJ i:11nrd i"!li~l ion. std·~ I hill SC.AG c:1.n inCiY'))Orati: thL": i.:uim: .. -gi0:\c1 l SCSs in :'.~ rq;;:i .... 1:rnl 

SCS "·;1 i(.:il wi 11 b,:,; adv"J!ed ,ls ;JJlt of !he :2W 2 RTP pm-:;11anl to SB 3 "/). hir L!ii:1( rc:i'-:<m. his 
Fr,in~L.:",•,•(ilt anJ (iuiJ:..:lini:..:s i.:.:-;t~b.i:-.f11..:::; ::iUml;ird.:-:. FY the :;uhre{\1n':=;. ,.~,nrk in pn·p~1ri1l.::!. a:;J 
'.illhr-:-iiu[n('.- suh:·t:(',ii:nn! ·;lr:ile)_!i(~:.:.. v,, 1:il~ also layi1ig: (lu: SC,V.i\; nil,;,; in L11..::ili1:11iug i.m;I ~lipp("lr,-.1~~ 
ir1~ ~: 11-i~('.in:·n l cfh"l:·l ~~-iLh J:il:1, liiiils. :in<l ~)t11cr ,1,,si);u:1L·l~ 

\."/bil·~ 1l1e l"r.1:11c\1.:c-rk and Guidc-lic1c_:; 21r..:: 111·.i:,:11:kd 10 fo:::l1t.1te ~he ::::recific subrcg.i-nn(1l (!pli(in I.!) 

dt\"c:' lnr []ie :scs r~inJ AP~ i I n;;;.;.:t;:::::,.;:ryj as de-::::::ri bi::"d in SB j 7). '..;( "A( r LrKe11ni::es the Tll:lest 

p.:x;sibli..: r;1rt i;,; ip:n:i:.;11 1\:..ln1 :11 I sulFe-giCl11al l"l'G.2.11 inHi{i11.'-:. :\ s si ... \G undtrt.:ll..-es i1:1pkrnc-:n,1tii:..~i~ n r 
SU. 375 for t!ic fir:-.·_ tiwc-. SCAC hil::. .:-il'-:~) d1..-:-;i;ncd ;1 --~c:-lli:ibo·\l.li,..c .. p::-t\Cc~,. :11 i:::OO[J~rnliu1i with 1h~ 
::;~1brcgi1H1s, that .11 >\\·:::; i"o~ r,;,)b11.5t siibr::giolrnf PM'.:i..:.ipdio11 L!r sub:·t:-~ions Lhi1t ~~h.J0-5(' nc-: :~) ..:-:-.:i:.:-n.: i-::i.: 

(heir Stltll:l11-y <'"'rtiO:l. 

II. ELIGIBILITY Ar-.cD PARIKI 1-'YlJOr-.c 

SB 37.5 ;1llnws for s~1bregio:-1;:il CCHrni.::-ils ,._,i- g:·1vi..:-1mm~!lh :n tl·t' S.CA{i ri.;:gi{!n t·.:'! h;;i.vi;: :lit= l'p(il:·n lo 

de\·,;: ll)r~ ll1e sc·i...: L1nJ d1l~ .-\i'\ if r1L":1 .. :i;:~·:.-.i.Lr'..:) for H1i..::i r ,:r,;,:a. S.CAG int~rpr~ts this r:plio:i ,::-:- b:..:-ir::; 
:i\ ,1i i;tt,,li:.:- Lti :ir.y :-iuhri:.:-;;i()n::I 1ir1;<1ni, ... :'.1 iiHl rt~rc-•J\11 i·;,:::d by SCAG. r·.:-~.:-:rdi::::-;~ ;_if 1.d1.:llio:..:r [Ii.:: ·· 
t~r;:;~ 11; .-.:"le i1 ,n i:-.. f, )flll:il I_\ t:..:. 1:lh li ~ht:,I ;1..., ;J ··':-llhrt'"~;l)tl:JI ;_.:.,_iui11..-i I tft" g~l~·cr11111...::nt.~." 

Ct1u11(y T-ilTifl•irulitm l ·11mrr,i.-...siim ..... tCTC<.:J :1hy :m imp:)1:11~1 :tnd :·1{:::cssary .:·ck- :n 1hi.:: 
ti•.'.\.'•.: lt~p·r.L'!l1 :i1· :1 ..::11hr•.:;;i11r.;l I '.;( :s. ,\ n:, ..::1ihrt:;:i1in 1~r. l ( h, )s ,~i::-·: 1•, j~~1 el<.'[1 :.:i st1b1-...:;;!.:.):1:i· .-.:.trnh.'!~:v· 

::·~ ~~ f ~ ~~/ r:1~ J·:: ~; ~1~t~: '. ~:J~ I ~~~j~.~\ ~I~\/~~;~.~:;;;~·- ( ~ ~\ ,_'.~ ~;1 ~. ::;t~:~~ i :~~ ;; '. ~ ~t~ '..~~ .~i~-1~ I~ ;( ~ l~;~~lt~ll~;;~;~'.,' d 
1nr1rn.:r:J1 ip c1il 1rc·, : 11 ch,;_· l'.1..·v.:..· It ,p1:iL"::1t <lf ~·tibrc;:w:i,i I :-.:.tr,~ti.::c:il·s, irH: !t1tl i ·1;µ p,1;·tc11...r:lii ["':, ki \1·i..:-cn :rnci 

:in1( 1 li!; -..:t1:11-....·~icni.::. 

.i..:11h:..::! 1 i:i11:1· :L1 1('11ei:·~ ITti:...I l>·m~ill'< indil::Ltt:- t;} S( .-'\( i, in \ni1i1i1• [\\ l),._·..,:L:1E1··~~r "( I 'ifi~9 [l"tlF·\· 

i:11:...::nJ~1,~ :.;\C!"~
0

isc thi:,; nrtiDn :l1 .:.k~·c::~1' Th{'-ir i::1,·t1. S( .. S. SL1brt't'i:;r1:-, .. Lbal l"'.W;1:=;i,; '_;_·, ,d~~'(:[•J(} ~111 ... Sc~ 
lt 1r th:ir area 1nu~.1 ,;.:.(: '.it' 111 J. 1ni.111:1i..:-r ,;..:t::1'.ii...;',L':Hl v,, itti ll".i.-, f·:-..L:1~i..::1',nrl, 111hl (iuiddinc:-:.. Tl1i:.· 
:="iubr:.:.::;_it,r1' ~ in'.1..'C1t '.l) 1:.:xcr1..·i~c it~ qi'.!.lLLlury •.J;1ti~11l h) pt·..:f.)iLl;,; llii;,; :-0:1 i.lt~-e!Y k11· ti :L+ :m:'il m u<..l h.:..· 

di.:ciJl-d i1r1d -:..:,:tr111i111lii...:~1tnl I l1n)i:~]1 kJ:'1t1,.I i.L.:.ti~1r1 i;f tf·.-:..: .-...tihr-:..:?i(:,n:il i.l~i...-11,;_·:, · ·., ;;<.);,.·en: in~ l•<JarJ. 
Suh:-.:.::qrn:JLL Lll 1i.:i...·~·ipt tifilll)" ~.nki.:gi,)1t·:-. :c1'.L'J:L l() t.:;c-....i..:ltlp iir1J adop1 ;rn S( ··s, \C.i\(; \~·ill ..:-i.:J-r11r1..:11, . .

Ji:-;~·us:--.itm:~ r:..·ghdi:1t· ~ llmrnil wri'.L::n :L~!"L'L'11:,:1~t hi ... .:L~-..LL'll SC1\(.i ,;1id tl11 .. : :,..ubrt·:c.:'i<Jfl. \~·:1id: in:i:v· bl:' 
rt·'\.· i S t·d i f I l...._, i..:.:.:: ~ :-:.;11')". i.t~ (n:• SC.;_; r 1v1.·•~·:-:--:; i :-. i Cl("ii i;: n: i;: rH ·:.: d _ •. 

Ill. HH,11:WORK 

I "lw 1-"1 ~1in1...··,-..·l)t ~ ;~l°'1:i~1JL 1-..f tbi;:.. dl:"~'llHL~Hl ~-\ ,~ 1..'1.~ n.:~ i(.11wJ I i\i;_·,;.:l i,·;:<; :J1:d :)nl ic_\ L'1 i11:iitl..:r.11 i1 ,n:-., i.Llld 
pn:, ldi...·:,,.. g1.·11i..:-r~d Ji:-;_:i..:11t ':1 ~c Lli.: ...,l1'. 1r;:gil 111 .... iu rr·:..:pi.:1:-in~' lhcir L1\rn S{ ·'i, ;i1~1'. .·\ I}\ i 1· 1w-:.:i:.·:-:.s:1r: 

.-\. S('.A.(;~s prt!tu1in.ary gon!s for im1ilcmcnting SH 375 arC" as follows; 

A,..:.hii..:-vc lh;;.: n.::.i:!-:on:.l: G[ !G 21-:1 i;":-":im1 red u:cion '.-i.lrgd f'nr cars. and ! ight (nick:-. 1J1n1ugll tlll SC~ . 
r.ul ly- ;_megntt SCAC- s pli.11rning vnccsscs fOr '.rrn~sportatio11. gmwth, i:i1 i..':f!',i''-·Nnmenta: 
rL·\·ii...·w. li.!nti 1:'iL. hrn:.~ir.):. ,rnd 1h~ t>nvircmnenr. 

, i S..;,:,:k .i1!\.:i:ls ~1f c1)op~~ration that go ht::-<)r1J t:·.i:: pnici..:-d i: r:LI statuk1ry ri:xp ir-cr11.:1'.l:-., l:i11t lhiH ;ih.J 

re.::.l:l( in re~i<m.:.1l pl:m<.. :u1J s1ri,.i:li;::g:.;;:-:: tl1rit rir~~ lnlltUi.llly ...,_:...111r1{!rlt\ t:. ilf it r,ingL': 1 ,1· ;2,1ial s. 
fhiild 1ni:;t hy prm·idi11!:. ''" i1~tr:r,1_.-Jj~-~~-11;irli~:ip:~1,.,r; ~1nd c-til'..::ih-tif;:uiYe :.11·(1,:,.:,:;ss 1;i:r ,-.ill 

:--:.t:1~e!~<Jkkr:.;. f1~m,idt':. i:, t~:,rlk:t,la~. liir 11:c riibust rxirti;:iptltinn tif 10.:..·i.1·: il1ri:,J1d11.ip~ .• 

:""'--ll:,r e-;iPns i:rnd CT Ci in file ~kv~:lopn1e:1t of :he- SC.-\(i r(:g1,;.1niil i....;t ·s irn;I impl~nwn1a:i0n of 
1he :::.ubn"'.gi:.in:il provi~io-ns ot"thc lai.v. 

Assure 111,~t the .SCS ,~dor~t-ecl hy 'S( >VJ a.nJ ::;ub111 i~tt.:-d t-1..i CrJ liF.:rnir.i Air l{t::-::l 1t1 n.: .... ·.-; H,pi1rd 

t-\RB} t-==- a rdk...:!i(,:1 {.lf'.hi.;: r;;gi1}n's l'Olki:-1i1,:i;:1: un~ .... 11i :-:lri..Lk~v ..:S:d vis.inn f.:1r Lh-::"' h·tmc 

De\·e-kip stnHegie:S that inc-orp;ritc .?Ind .."'.n.:- re~~~cLfu I ilf kic:J~,md s·,1 br~_g.i(Jr'ii:l I r,riti1'.i~1cs: 
pl...:.ns, and prcj:..":ch. 

B. flesibility 

~u hr!gi•:):"'I~ m<J)' d~ve>r any ,iVimipri,i'.~ ::;tnltf'-~r t,:::, flddres::;. tl1e r('~icn 's grccnhm1sc: ~o:_:.; rcducti(•ll 
g113]~ and the i11ltnt 01 SB -~ 7). \Vh i :e suhr-egirins ~,..JI hL": rr(),.·id~~'. , 1.:itl: ~l--.AG :..~n:;1, and ...... itl·. i.t 

-~:i:-11..:i::;~1u,1! nr pr.:::ir1illi1ry _L..(Cni.Lriti t.i ll:-it' <lS il l·,t:lrliil i..:;a-:-t~!1L'. pc,111\ '.hi:.:y ln<lY cn:p:.:-iy Jn::· 

..:-:·Jtnbinat'.c-:i \J~· la11d me µclir:· cha:1g.-::-. :t::1nS:")J-t1.::ni,.:-iH p{1k·\- a.1J t~..:.111:--:p,.l1"t:Jli1in imL'·/1n::1\1, ~i..-i1hi11 
lite .,pc:... 1 fiL f'.ilf,Lll'.L":)i..:-rs JL"::--l":-ibl':i;.; m th: (j u1~:--~·I ilK·s. 

(: _ ()u1.-eat:h E lforl i.lnd J1 rincipks 

Suhr:::;~i1)n-:; :LT(' ~t:.JLli:·e(I [;) ~:1ind•1::..1 ilfl 1:r,·n ilCl(I r:Jrlii:ir:iliir; pr1i~:t:-s.:: :h:Jl in('ltidc~ thi:..' fl1'.li.:-_::;1 f'•.lS_~il1I~· 

r~rn:;l~ uf S!Jk::--h,:--ild..:.-:1·s. As furthc·· -~ i:-::;l1ss;d \\ it!i l!l th~ Ci·.1 i~frl i:li::"S. SC AC ...:i1m·nJt:-.:..: 11:-i i..:-:,:i:-:·.in;:-: Puh: i~
Parl i,_'ir,11 it~n Pl:rn 1_ JiPP'.1 h I J:..:-s...:.ritii..:-:-,; S( '_.\( i \: ri...'Ttln:--:i I-ii I i(iL":s ir: 1.·urnrlying ·.,i..·ith 1 Ii~: t~Litl"L:i1rh 

r;,_'ql1 ir (:rllC"iltS tlf ,;;.n '.l ;~ (lnci <•thcr rippl'.·~'.;:iblc l;:iw.~ ::1:1d r..::guLitin:1~. "::( Ac'"1 ',\:ii I flil fi 11 i'. .... i:,:.111·~~;1c "l 
ri...:quir-:..:mi..:-:1t<. 1·11[" H1i..': r;_'gi•.lJ'.~d 'St.'s . .-_.\p\ \\ili,:h '.~ i:1 li1LIL1Ji.: (IU(:·-:..:-ilLI• J......:ll\"lli{.'::: :·i..:-i;.:..irdi1·;·. tilt'. 

:--:.1b1 i.:_g [( llli.: I ".(. :\/ "\ !1S SubrL).1.i:rn:-. :u L :.d:--:tJ ,;Jl:.,.';_1111 Hg....::J ;t) di:.::·)i~JI lh.;,; ir m.,.11 tJUI p...;;h·l1 fl~i1c:...· ..... ...: 1 h<1: 

1Hei.;h ~·:1d1 :-.ub1i...·t·.io11~:::. (l\\iil :ic-..::d.~ :.ind rcink1n.:.:('S tl1;:: spi1 i( ~·1:·np,.:cl11L::-..:-. a1LJ full pw1i,;_·111i.H:c,r1. Tu· ll1i..: 
i..:~:IL'lll iti::L <.:t:bri...·gi(:•ll:": d{; ,;_·~:Ltlili~:11 lh,.:i:· ,:,1•:n (."JI l"i..'::i( I: t"1"1 l·:..::..::i .... , t~I i:-: rr11;.:i.;:...~ :.;h;~ll I Li h....: 1:: !I.II d ini.lkl: 
\•. Hh \(:·Vi·, , i,11: ~-,1,.,.:11 11ri 1-~·c:-.."-., 

I)_ ( 'nmmnuit:ation and ('.oonfin.alion 

~ubt-.::gic1;1s dc:vclDpjng thi:ir own SCS :ire '.-:tl\mp-1;- cni:.:ol1rJgcd tc n~0.i ntJin ri.:-rul.ir ;,.J11111mir:i;:a1 il1n 
v.. itl~ ~( '.i\( i sl:J 1·1; thL ~c::-.pt:-;,.·Li vc ( ··1 (.'. U11..:-i r .i tirl:-;J:i...:ti()J'..~ .!Ill: t)lill'r .L..l;t~i:..:l11lltlcrs. ;iri(I 111 h~·r :-..1hn:.·:;:011::-. 

ii 11...::..,;:.'::-:~<l1·_~·- I(' 1i:.:vii;,;\~· i:-i.-,uc:... :l~ th::~ uri-:-.i...' :11:d tn 1i~;-;l:ri..:: ;.;:t)~...,; 1..·n;_1:·dia:.Hi,H1. r,..1,._·,;,:l1Lrni.~tt1:--. t"1-r t:r> 

Fi!ir::'. l-l'.11r1rn:1ii...:,1ti1·u s°:hit:k'. b,.: i.::~t.:..ibli:-.!:i:..·{I i11 thi.: 1..'<Hly phi1:-:-::'., 1·-1" :-.l1<1l:.:y_~· ~ln'c": l(lfllL·1:1 

S( · \l i. 1Ls <.:uliri...·~i-:i1t:--. :·tr:LI ;1·.:...·1: 1t)i..:-l i...·I Lit:'.; t:i.L~ ;,_' i...·:-:-li:l1];...,j1.,_·,: ,: ...:;.1L·.,_·,;_·s'.i I Lil 1r:1l" ~ TLC•.ll\l t..,n ;1 r:1n;..::~· \ ,f 
l;:t1ti u~ .... · ~~1iJ 1r.u1s11i 1ru1 it ,n f)l.1:LEing :tppn i~i,.._.:li;_·:-; 1i1ri.':1~:1 '.hL' ,~1i-~_;.'[1i;.:; S~ ·:\ ( i l .t)lll l).:.ls:--; I lll:1:-prinl 
JJ1\·1gt,11n. in;:,:l\idi:1~ ;ip;11\·)xtm:it.:-ly fiO loL'.:..ll di...::mnn<:.tr;iti·,•n p:--r:IC"C-1:-. i...·t)lllp:r..:t~·d l;1 i::1:(.:-. s.u··~r .... ·~ii111-.; m~ 
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f':--i::-0i:1·~gtd :0 cc1µrurc. :"unh:.:-r J...:v:.::ldp ~n~i build ,._1tf1l1~ i.::n:'h.-:qlls ;mC ;1pp:·oac'."lcs (,fthe t·i)mp:i":--~ 

H.luL·priut rnig-:-arn. [11 bri;,;L these inc!l1dt dieve1oring 1.ransiH:.ir[~11!cd, mix"Cd t..:~e . .:.11d w:ill;:-:ihli:! 
c:cmrnut1 i'.ics. and ;)f;J-\'idi11g ft>r i..i: u1 ix l~I ·:1n1~:;inE ;1r.d .id)':i. 

[V, GlllDl:LL\l:S 

Thci..;c CJ1:idi::li:1i:::=.; di:..-scr!bc s.1wc-ifo:. p::.:.r,:mi:..:>l:.::r~ f1lr :11;,,; :;ut,ri..:gii:..in;il SCS-'.-'\P-S etfo-t111ndc-r SK :7\ 
i1·~·!udi·1g p:·L~•xss. J,.:h·t'l".thl...:i.;_ daLii. i::J...:1rn1t'::1(;'.1i1ii~, ::i11d timc:ine:::. As di..:-:-::..:rilx.:J ahnv:;! 1 (hl..': 

~l~ ~ l~l~ ~i~~~~Q~ t~i~: ~1:~~ ~ti(~ t/:.:~:-:-1~J~-; ;~'.~ ,t ~::(~\}; '.:1i 1; I ~~;i;:~;:;~-~ l~t~:i~u~ ~ ~:,~ ~~ ~;·., r~~'..';~~; ! 11 ~;:·;:~~-'. ~· ~~:-i: L ~!\;~:t;;~: ~1 :'.:Lr 

SH ~7.~. F,iil11r:: I(; prnu . .:L":d i11 (l mann-:.:i:r ~·0ns:st('n'. wi:b th.:: li1;ii...!.,;:lm:.::'.i ~1,!ll r,;..::-;:1111 !n ~L- . .\li 10:)t 
fJC(:C'.-)ling ,i siib~f:gi01\ ·s :3\1 brri inc::d ;-.l~alrgy. 

A. Subn•gional Process 

(I) ~ubregiun~I Sustainable Comm uniti,·s Stratcgv 

SubrL":g_iD:-:s tl1i.1! .:h~i:i:-,;L": l<) cxt:1ci~c thc.:i:· :Jpcir.in;i I wli:: 11:·,der SB 375 ~vii I Je,.•ef.::--:p a11d aJl1p( -i..:I 

suhreg_iflr:al S·.:sta!11al:-ile (""(·w1n1t1nities S(r.::(cgy. That ~trat~g_\ 1lll:S.~ C(i11c;1in .;-111 tiflhc n:[]iiiTJ 

::km-:.:nLs • .:mJ hi Im•• ill I prc-c..:-Jur-:.:s. i:l:i Ji::.::.i:.:nh:J Fn ~I3 ? 75. 'Subrc{ ons 1n;:=iy c1h1t~'ie- h) furtlwr 

~l:'\·...:-lq~ .::m .'\ :·.i.::1 nati\·i:: Pl2.111:i 11f ~trat...:-gy (A 1-"S). ~1t:.::, irJ 111~· to d1t": pn1..:.edwe~ ,111d r-:'quirt:'"m~nt~. 
di.:.~L-rib.~-.j in s I l 1. 7~. If suki:.:-yi: ,m: p-:.:-p,:n: Llll .'\ PS, lh-:)' 1m1:-;1 pri..:-r-c.1r~: <:I s·.1stil inilf::.:~ C 1)Lll'.lh1JI ilies 
SttJl(~-~-Y ;·r.:.:~. ill :'IL't'.t1ribn,:•.: ""itl· sn 17~. :\ -:.;1!ht'._!1,iti1·.1! Al 1S i.:... 11,1t ··in lii::"ll ,,:i· ~I ~·.1h·~·~i1)ll:il S( ·s, 
l:-i:11 l!I c1dd1[.< 1:·. [ll li1,,.: :;:1lirl':g:, '11~1- S( ·s. I [I prl. ~11L _;\ I 1S l[IU:-i[ idt:"nii1~- lhi..:- r:-ir.;.:.ipLLI i:rip;,.:-ci im~'ll(S t-~J 

:h·hic~ :111'.- Lhc :.-1:r: 1.L':l:-i w iLhin l i1t· S( '\. Tt:i..:- A f>\ rn•.1:~1 '-ih•:ll, ht)W thl' (;fl(; ~:'.nis-=.::i·~·l1 '.LH :,.:-..·:::. ~....-uu IJ bi;: 
Llchic:~·i::'·d 111 · l:U:.::h <ll)r.lT!;ll i\ f. 1lt~Vt'.l-:irm~ll'. r;lff:~t n.-.:.) in f"~(1~.l~l 1~'lll It'", ~lrll! ~ll:di( .llHl<ll [r.:..i1:.~pt:r['.lL it:ll 

111i;::::-;l1ri;:~; -:,~ p.;_,lic:·~·s. \( :,\( i , .. :r1l·1_iur::.l::::.:'-; ::,;:1br=..:bll•11,'- t,i t~,-~·L::-:- l:-,1 k,t:-::bli.: stnkgii..-::..: tli:lL i.:.,m he 
i;h.: ludl'd in Lie ~l'S. 

Thl' :--:.uhn:~ii11n<II sci..; 11111 :f i11:;.:!ud~· all .;_:1,rnrh·r~~~li'.'., llt"i'. rt';·i1,n,il S( ·s :1 .... dL"::-~Tih:d :n SB ~?~. ;:md 
•)u'.(tiJ::-i.: b.i::-lo·,),: 

(i.'t idt'111i::v Lill: L',t·1wrnl :C,cll::)11 :11",is;,.:i..;_ :·c:iilb~Li:li ik"'."1:..:i{il'.~. :•rd h11i!Jin[~ in(n-siti..:-~ 1 .... ·:(h:n Ll1t· 

:-:ubrt!:!,i=).:1: 
(ii.; illc-111 i t"y ,11 l:ii:::- 1~ :u :n lli~· .'>ll :~n:g:<.)I'. ::;u1 i'1l" :l~nl (:_i :·1l 1tl::i~~ ~dJ IlLC' pi...~pulritii",n t-'l" th:: .'i-i.1k::.:~ >ri. 

includl::,~~ <ill i..:-.:.:nr.(:mic st:c1mi..:-nl:: •.il"Lh~ r•ipL1:cit: .. in. \,\·:..:-r lhE.: c;:.H:r..::i:: cf lhc ;~la.:lllir~g pi.:1ii,d t:I" 

the R l P tukin~ inh..l ~1;,;i:.-._wnt n..-l m igrn: i~)Jl inl~· th~· ~t·gidl 1. pl)pLLl~1li~m gni,.1 . .-LIL 1l:)·.1~d1c,lr! 
ti~nn,itk,n :ind ~11i pk,~ 11~~·tlt gl°( ,~..,.th: 

(iii.J iJi;.:"11lil'y Lln:ai... \\·ilt1i11 tl1:.:- s11bri.:('.l<J:l :""--111.li,.:i~nl ll~ :1i)11:-:L ~:n t:-i[:b'.~;i:~11" p::-njccJi;)il 0f1lit· 1,;:gil'llLL[ 

h1.msinµ: :11,.'1,,.'~: for tlv..: ::;11b:-..... ~gio11 ;-:"l1r•_;u;int :c Si..: .... ·t(,;_in 65~~ .. +: 
(iv.) :~l~nti 1·~ n (~:1n~piH l~1li<Hl 1ld \\\1/..., ln ~"t"t, >~·.:' lhi:: :t·.illSjKil1Jt'.:.,n ni::L':Js or th..:: suCr•.:~iLtri: 

(_v .) ~,i1 ht:r ,1nLi cim.~:~irr 1~1i: hit:--:.L pr,1di..:.,1!I"".:.: L:\ ,Li l,thle -.;ciL":1~ti ti.1.: in !Ormali1._i:1 r::;a1l~ in:;: 1 t·:--1)·.1rc...: 
(ln.\f':-;1nd i"L:rnLl;rn~: in Lk :-;u~ri..:-~·.i~H·. a:-; i:.k-Ji11i:d in ::;11bdivi::-.i~i1:::.1_~1) HJL..J (_b) ,_)f"SL·i.:11,)11 

(J50C::..:i.1J I. 
{vi. ·1 ,,:t:n~i,lt·-r ll1t· i..;J:1li:- l1t~t;<.:i rJ).' '.,'.('<1 Ii..; i..;pt':..:: llt·d :c1 Sc-:.·Li:in~ (,5 ,;;,~(! a:1(l 6~ 5S I. 
i1 ii.) -si.'I 1>1h ,1 \irL'.:.:;·.':-'.L'd JL-~·L'l1ipm~·1r. r.:llL·m l"pr l:1l' :-.uL~rl,,:'gi-:.•Jl. \1·:ti.:.::11. 11 bi.::1 i1w..:t1.:·,1;:.:d ·., l1h 1l~t· 

1r:1il':p; ,rhl :1,11 1h:I 11 1i:·k. ;ind ,,th·i 11 :11::--:p,,1 :,ltii:.i11 1m·:,-..;L11"i..:-::: ,ud pdici..:.:s, 11:: H r...::.b...:,.,: ',hl· 
r1ri..·1:.:11hn11....,i.: _r;1:-. i:..'ll\J<.:",11 111<.: 1rt)lll ;1L1h)llH)l1ik·, ;11l:i li;1 h( 1r11,:Li..; ltt <:l"hicYi.', ::·11ii::--c i:-- ,1 (~~LL:-:il,li..· 

w:1y Lt I d, i s1 i. LIil' ~r1:i..:-:1hi'Ll~1,..· ~,i~ ,;..:1~1is':iit\n r.:du~·1 ii...~11 l~1r~i:ls app:\1\·,,:d by •_hi:..• /\ R l~: tirkl 

(1.·i'.i.;alh1.~· ll1e f\TP W ,o:nply ,\·ith Se~'.tion 176 t)l'J1c !(..';_krul Clt!a~ .-\:r A:::l (112 1 .. S.C S('~. 
750(i). Set 1 (jc,•c:rr1r:1L"::11 (\id...: §D~fi~O(b}'.:::)(:1._). 

l:1 prep~tring tr.c :=::.u'Jri::giorial SCS. the "SL.ihre~ilH: 1"' i 11 V!11siJ,.,:-r JC;isible 'j~l"Jti::gi:::s. i 11c!1:ili:il!; loi.:-::-11 L11iJ 
u:=.;i..:- f.''Jl[..::ic5, transportJ~inn i11lr~1:-;tm...:luri:..: ir.\·1..::...11w..::11 (t.g .. tr,:;insportatiot1 rnUL":cl:=;), (l:K~ i.:;\'.ier 

r~11~._.;pr.r\"ltlon pulic.ic~ :=iL:...:.11 ~ts Tran::;port:~tii:.rn Demand \~::rn.::ige:mi..:-nt (TDf\·1) ~trnteg it:-: ( 1, ;1iL.:.l1 

i-ichdi:s pri1:rn~°f. ,rnd Triinsri...•rtn\i(in Sy<t·11i ri...t1r:i:lgcrni:11t (TS\]} slrWt:,1:!iei:.. T c-:::h11, 1 ln!'.it:,~ I 

:ni.:-nsu re.:.:. 1na~ h: i:1:..: :m.!cJ i1" Ltii:y i:xi..:L':l'.d \1w::.~11r:~s ,;_':1r:uri:.:"d i11 oth..::r s:"·-~ a:1J kJ:.::ra, ;·~q11 iri:m~i~t:; 
{c-.~ .. .:\l·n~1. 

..-\; :.fr:...:u::,,:,,:,.j I url lii.:r hi..:-lt 1\,- I 1rndL":r ·=1 )t~t·.11r .. w:wi::01i'· !. subrc_f:tot\~ :1-:..::.:-J IH)1. cc-::str;1 i-1 1.;:md lEc

qr.:uc~ic-:=;. 0)11-;iJ,.::--.:_:-d 1l)]" L]11.,..' -SCS tu c11rrent (-:;~ner-::i: ~l,1ti:... In ;1ll1cr wi.\rds. t!:i:;- Jdopk.:..:. <r.:il...:-1,\ 11t~f:'.r:: 

11v~ L,~ r:i;1y ~·1...-..:1:-::i,.:.(t':11: v,.-ilb l1ii.:~d (i,..:.m.:r~I Pl,rn~ :,:tir~i;,:111lv in p:Jce. fi.J\\"C\"cr. sl1(1·.ild th~: ;1d0:::it;J 

_-.,ubn.:git 1n,d sl:-;1(...:-f.y t!L\· iLLk i"mrr- (i(~1wr:1 I Pl:ms. s!1br~ii0ns wi 11 Ht::LJ Lll J,;.::rr:;_inslnHt:': tht fr~;:-::lh![ity 

of ch-:.: ~tmL-::gy by do.:;11rncrulng ;:-iny i1r;·~cec: juti~Jiclit\J:::-:· w11lii1(f1i..:~i t..• Hd .... :pt thf nrl"-i.:::-;~ary (iL"::-ier;1~ 
P:~1n L-:11::.m~'~·s. 

The re:;ior1al :::('S shall :-'le: piir'. {if~ht.": ~('.·12 R·r·r. Th~ri;:F .... r:?, fc-r tr::ir:spn-rtalion i:1vt."::-:[m-:..::n1s incl1H:kd 

i1 ;L s:11:'iregi(~ral SC~ t0 he ra:id. they mwt ;1[~0 h.:- ini..::11dL":d in lhi:: ~(l: 2 !{TP fntl:er. ~u..::h pm_j•..-:...-:t~ 
::,::.:-J hi bi: ~c.~c:Jui.::J i:i Lb,:,; R 1·w kir i..:vn.:-:tn:..;:::..:-,"!"'J :.:vn-:pletiori by (hf t;::.··bcl ;i:,tr:-; (2:U:fJ ;;ind 20~~) in 

<.·12t1 u1 Jc-111< 11i.-.;Lr :.1L.:: i111y bt:r:t.:.(1E~ i.:I~ fl,lrl 1 ·t" 1:·1t: S( ·s_ A:-. :-iu::r., :--.LFl:'ir~f-ii_:n1_; \1.:i:l nc::ej t,:-i ;:-.ul l2.b~JT:.:1Li.::-
11·ilf1 1l1L' r:..:-:--:r:;:-:.:r 1\·,.: ( ··1"( · in ch,:i r <Jr~:a Li.' 1.,.,:_li..ll\:i11,{I~- lt-:~~ ::,:.1br::-~i,)na: SC S ~,.-ith fll(litr:: l:·aF1:--::i:irtl[ic,·i 
in\'c:--:tln.:.:nt.~. '.t i.:.h,)tilti ,il..::i) f:t: n,):t:ti th;:i· tlh~ t ·:11"1ft~rni,1 ·1 r,111:-.:11:,rtitii...in C.i1rnr.t::-:--:i~i11 1:--: u;1,L1i11i~ Hi:;:1:

J<. J J' (iuiJ1:lii•,,.:~ I Iii::-; (1.ipii..-: is lih.L-:!} [11 k vlr1 ·:i1· :·ur'.hL':~ ,::i:--.-:.;11:;~i,,n lhr,:it1;;h 1·1c SCS pr,J.::c::...~ .!::, '.!\cl;. 

S(. i\(' ......... i 11 .:::i...::..:.cp1 i:rlJ i n...:,~q1:iratc Lh::.:- i.::,1 hrc/i•: ,n:::.I \l ·s. : 11",k·;-:; ,:_:1) ii d1 ):::--: l:t'1 ;:, )111['. I} •,vi1L s B ~ -y..:. I 

(b) il i-... ~k,,._·:.. 1wl i:~,mply ~~::11 fi..:d,:,:1-:.ll lJv:. ~11 (.::) il i~ J,.,.._:~ JLi:.•l i.:._irnpl~· 1.·. Hh S(.'_.\(j- :--- S.t:tm·::i,:i:·,;il 

1::·:11ne\1. t:,,k LH:d ( J J id,:I iat:"-... I 1• nit:' i.::1.·-:..::nL '.l1.ll Li ~:t11r.pi>.:d r:~;:i:·,·ul SC:S, : !:t· I t:di ng :.--:ubr(:bi:J:·.:d 

'-,llhmi.,o.:.it~n ... , :t:~:-. ::1/ .ldli~·..-r. ih::=: :·~~:.itit1;ll [;lr;it'", :""-1(":\(r will ini::,1k <t f)lt~~·t:.~:-,. (:, d1,..'\'i.'l.:.lr <lntl 

L·t·,11:-.id~·r :ll'.dihnill ~ ifi( r i::ni:-.·,iti11 r~·d 1.1cli1.)Ji rnn...,1m::-,.. rl'/~it:•r: ":di..':. SC.\f~ "iii d~'V('lc-p ;:i \1 ri~t:..:11 
il(',fl'.ClTil'flt wi;h .:.::i;:_:h -;11[IT(;)~i,,·,11;1l ,,·,r),iHli?;1(i1.)1l k• ~)i:;tjn:,.-: a f'~'~'i,..(:_,·:; ;:ind lini-::.'li1:e \', h~·r:..:h) :ill!~ri..:-1:i,i:1• .. 

·,·. 1)t1lll -.uh11:i: ~1 di,it"t ·,ubrc:;.:.it,r1,il Sl '"-: l".:)r :·i...·v1~·v.- ~1rd i_:,i1:1111i..:-11l:'-: k ~i .,\( r. _-..() '.h<1t :'.ll) i!1;:~·11,-...i'.;iL·11i..:ii..:'.; 

rn.i\ hi..: im:rr:Jil':d ;i.:i: rci...p!\·i.:d i·::rl; ir1 LIH: prncc=,<.:. 1:tirlh('l"TV(:. '.SC.-\(_; will c,-:--impill' :i:id 
JFi..:-.;:.:-ri I ir1::l1,,.' rt.:-r:~wn:i11c1: iii :;·.irn 1a1 i1.1n ,Jn ll(·-..: pri.: I irni:i:1ry fl.:' ~i,_:,H,:J ~LS ~ind ih =..·,.,rr.pi,nt:ih in t)l tb lti 

l,1,;.:ili(Lllt~ rl.:'~1~,n~il di<1k,gl11.:". l"l1i;: dt:\·ek)p:ni..:-m ~·1":1 s.ubci.'Fi,J:Hil SCS JuL'.':: n~l~ L'.X1...:m1i1 ,1:1; :-.dHi.;1•.itw 
fn,111 fo~U1i;:r {il l(i ,::m!.,:,i:rn Tl~(h,.;.·Lit,n mi:.:-:1s:1re-:; 1-:ii::ing in~·ludcd in !hi:.- n.:-gi0llill SCS. hll"lhn. :.ill 
ri:..-g i;_,n,LI m,.,:a,ui\.'~ n1.:i:l:i:d tL.' m, . .-;,;I lh-..: ri,;:gi~,1i;1] 1ai ;~·t ·,vi'.I bi.:- ~:uh>.:d w ~tJt ,p'. :{~rl hy !h::..- E:..::~: ;·,:,.- 1. 

Cuu1·~ ii. LitH! o:·:n~ <'.ddt1i~iJ1:il subt"t"~ilmal 1111.:'.i:::u:·e~ b('~,·;"_,m11:h.:· SCS sub1:1iuri:I '.·ro.:11 :...ubr...::;i~JJI~ 

::i.:..._·,..:r( i111~ ~:_dt·::<11itin nt'.i:""Ji;:"J In 1~it'L:'l lhi: rcgiili1<l'. la::-gi:'. nn1 st also be adopt::-l~ by thi.: '.;ul,n.:.{nnal 

~;__iri:rnin~ b,;_l(y_ 

S11hn.1gion;1l A.ltcrnativc Planning Str-at~g\ (Al 1 S) 

\tibrc::-'itH~:--: :1:·.._· 1.·1K't1u:-,1::::'.L'll Lt~ h11.:L1:, Lk·i: ,.:IT:Jth t)11 11...::1 .... i:/1.,.· 1~1:.:,:Sll~c:-- th,1L ~·;ul he iHc Lh:,t·d [11 ati \t. ~-
111 '.hl· L'\"Cll I Lhu: :1 stib:·1,..·~':;in l'lwos...:~ Le pr(·p;iri...' ,1:1 Al 'S. t]1(' l'~)1:h.:nl t ,t d :-;ul ire~ it1:1;il :\I'S ~b, ,;iid k 

i."tfr1-..:i<l'lll \Uli \\"l:ill i:..: ~~·-:11ir~·d L·~· ':_;H -~ i~ ISL"t". c..i~1\1.:rn1~ll'1:1 (>Ji;._' :::~,~(l~lll 1~ic:.::·1;f l~_L :1•, ld[11\\"i: 
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(ii.:i 1\.-by illd:id.;:- an al~enwfr,.·t"' dL":vcl,;9n1i::11t 1~atte:"~l fc1r (ht subr.;.:~iun p:n~t1a:11 tn ~.t1'.:lp:ir:1graphs 
(TI) lo II'), inclusive. 

(iii. l ,-.;ha: I Jc.:•;;:.:r:":-:ic: !·1ov,.: tl:e J[ti.:-~1rnti ~·c pli:!:-u, ing .;,.Lr;H.,;,;~y- ~1·c1_: Id UTh·ibuLc lv the re::!:iomi.: 

gnTnJ1011 ~e g.::is e1~1]_.,sitin ri::duclion targiet 1 i:!nd why !bi;,: Ji..:vi:11~;:,ment pa:-rc.-rn, r:;t:;1<::ures . .;11iJ 
·.~nli:.:.i1t"-= iJ1 lh-:.:- .1ltc-rn:itivi:! plan1:ing '.;lr::tLL'iY ::Ht: 1hc 1"'."11 )'i\ pn1c:tic.::-ibli.:: d1('.1..:.c~ '.0:r 1:1e i:..u:.~r:.;:;:iDll. 

(i1,•_) 1\n ;iH~rn:iti\'f" dtvelc,pmcnt prnu..:-rn :-i:.:L fortl: in tl1e ,1lkmL1tiv.;: pl;mnini; -str::ik~y :-ilt..ill l·;:,~p!~· 
witl~ hut-15(1 t,1- 1·ilk: ~J- of. mid ra11 9J nr·1·i·.I,: 40 ti!". lhi: Cod~ fl'.Tcdcr3l H:i...::t!i:bti.-:-,!lS. 
i.."::-:.ci..:pL '.n lhc (,::'-:1Cll~ :h;;l: .;.::L)rnpl"L[r:-:.."l' \ ... 111 ~ri..:-\·L":r.l ilJ,:.hi~v~·-tn:.:111 ot"tL.: l"<.':b,iunt.l rr~~(~idtnll.)'~' ~(.~ 
1.·,ni~<:1n n~ch1nion L:lr~,;:ti; ar~r1i,-cil hy i!w .,\RH 

(\ h:r pt:r~u:--:e-.~ 1): lhi:: Cilil(irni:i Fnvir.-,1~m;_'.11:a: (l:1.ili1y A~·-t tl)ivi.=.:.i1~t; I.-.:. (C)mtnt•:1~·inb \\ it'.1 
Si:cii,~-1~ 21 (1fJ{I} i.J:th1,:, Pt1f1ltc Ri..:-s( 1mc...:-s ('nd~). ;!n (-ift{m::HiV(': pli:1n1:ii1g stn1W.i_':)' <.;hLt:I n,._,t 
r:1.1nstiu1::- i:l lmd use- plan. p~il 1:.:y, :)r rcgu l;:i,1 inn, anJ [I 1;;.": i:,i:,:i_)n::_.:i~tenc, ,·1f J ;)mj;:..:I ~\·;t:1 a:1 
LLIC::r.1i.1Li,:i..': pbnning st.rat~g} o.::IHi 11 ·1~11 :J-:..·. ,1 c~HL-'>ith;r:i! ion in d~terr:1 in.in~ \,-1: . ...:Ll~~r ;J pri.:.~ji..:-d 
1n;1y hrn-"t .111 ::::1•vi I l~.irn:.:at.:..:it dku. 

,\ny prci:.::L~i; tin1irg or su~1n1i5si~)1·. r::quirt"1n...:n'.~ jf_ir a ::;11Clr~:..!i.;:.inal APS 1,.•,.':ll hL": d-:.:L~·rmLne<l ba::-.i;.:.J ori 
fu1thi.::· Ji~.;.;u:-;~HH1s \',. iLh :--:Llhrt:((nn;il p;1r1rier5. As ~~rn·iuL;siy notc::.L a -:=.uhrcg:0nal AP-Sis 111 :1dditi{ 11 1 
hJ i.i :::ubrcgion:~I SCS. 

( 3 J Ou !roach • nd l'meess 

S(-.,.:\(i \', ifl ~uW 11 :-1'.I A it-..; t~u(rca,_ h r·;·q·.1i~~~1n·::-::lts unJ.:-r SD 3 ...,.5 l:Jr thi:.:- r:.::bi1}El:t: SC\/.~ 1is. \\ ti ii.Ji ·.vi 11 
i11,:.::I u;L: r,111r~:,i,_:h ri..::g:-:-r:iin;; ;my =-.uh ~-:.:i1 :-ru I \t ·::,;. ... ,.\ PS. q "A( r ~,:iff h:1:=-: rn'i ~n! iL f\1bl ii..: 
f\J1livi1 1-:.lt 1t1J; l1i.1r1 t...., ir1-~·,~rrh11&...: tit,._· ,.,111:-.::Lt....:h ri:.:q 1.1ircm:·:w .. ni"Srl )75. and int..:"Q,Ji..:ili;: Lhi..:- Sf-l. ~~·'':
pr•.)=..::.:-:-.:-- ~,-i1h th:.:- 'H1l -~ RTP di::v~:lr>flln(":flt a:=-:. ra:-1 r.:fil'AG's l\1bii1: f1ar;:.i,_·ip .. ni,)~ Plan .,"\m::1·Ll1r1L":11t 
Nn. ~:) :~ti•.)p1l'.t°'.. 1-',y SC "\Ci·_..:. f~ q; ic,11::I (_ ~-w1...::il ,in Lk~·~rnhc:r .1 , '_::(JO(). Sut-,,s...::quc·i( I·,' '.l:l- .id(•f)l i()n il I" 
ti:....: l)f)f 1 /\ 11'.,.,;1HJr:i;.·11l \l:..i. 2. \('.--\ti ·.~·1!: i..:t.'fll inl1:..:- l<i t; isi:L1~s wi: h suhr•.:;:i,~11s and st~1~i::l 1uH:rs iii::.: 
~uhrt·:~ 1i 1r.ll Fr;-;1n::\~·t)r~ A'. (:u1:h·I ir:~-:. \I hi..,;h ti.1rthcr i:.k::::~·r:b~ t!i-::' l'ubii.:..: P .. irl i._·i;,.:..i:i,.i1, L·IL:1w:·r1t:-:. ~d SH 

Snbr...::;:.ii1r.-: 11"..l'. ,..:-k-.:.:.L (1: pri_'p:lr(: iht:ir ·. 1 ','."ll sc·s td" .:\ P\ ,11t· ::"JL...:(1;ir~1;:·~·ll t(: p!:..':S,:_'::lt 1ill'ir Slil111 .. :-=':•:•:iiil 
"-.:( ·....; •.lJ .-\(n,.;_ i:1 Ct 11:rd:n,1li1 'il , ..... iH1 -..:.( ",Vi. LL'. :·J.1 1:11.::l:lill(>, \',.tlll:--.h1r--: a11d 11~·<1: ic:g:o.-: !1,:1;1 b>· SC -\Ci :n 
ll1t'ir r-:.::-.rci:liH· i."<lll'.ilit·i..:_ .-·\ddiLtnn,ill> t~•.: :.:L1~11\"(j{lnS .• ,, .. ~Hild b,.:: .::i:=.J...=...·,d h_, i..:-id1L·r jll"(.'~·idc:: :-;~_-_.\{ 1 '.\·Hh 

~ ~~'.-~/ii~; ~
1
,
1
1.
1 
:~) :

1
.-~ ~t-;; '.~i; 1111\~\'.l t:.1 

j
1
~:~.\ l~1; :

1
~ ~'.~'.~ r\

1
~1 ~! .. L\'::;.~.i;:;11~· !111 i1;11/~-1r~:·:it: 1 :1/\i~ :· '.ii11~:i\;h~~: ~~~ :-; 1c~:i:. :;11:] :\1:1:~ L ~~ ~ ~ 1~ (~ 1 L 

I(:, sl,1k:..:-b(!lLll~i"i. "fhe S.('.-"\(J PPll /\nv .. :1iJ1r ... ·11; ~(·. ~ r:u~·id:..:~ tk,t L1dd1cii1r~;ll t)LiLri..:-.:..i,_.:li rn:::,:. be 
[1LrJ(,n11Li: h_\ s1ih:·,_'!\i1\ll~. ~Hl):"i·.J'.iti11:· .. <Jl'c:': :-.lr(:t\~I) erH.:uL:r:i~i.::d lu lk::;i_gn .:.rnJ :1Jupl lhi:ic ll~1·r1 
1.'Lll1'1.'."<1<:h i)J1)...::~::..:=-.:e::: c:i~1t lllilliii..: tL~ ::;.pe:..:..iti1: r~-quiri..:-J1Knl:-i itnpt:::,::d !)II tL;,; :·,.:~ioi-. 1rndcr SB }75. 
S·.1tm:.!:1,iim:il m1'.rL":at.:h pn\(..T':iS;:;'.i sho:ild r..:-inf.:.·n-c 1:H: rt::;..iu1i~:I l:".ua: ti I 1·u1J Lrn...:. t'.~LT, r.irl i:..:ip,.111~,,L LL11C 
i..::11r:,;il"111l'111 n'..rhr.- :1ri1:=.,J,..,,1 p,,...,:--:ihl:;; 1·;;;n_~~· ut"st.fll..:dwldi:rs. 

f-l,) Suht·t.!1li1,naJ S('S Au11r-u\·;1I 

Ii is r~'ClWI 1w..:r1Ji..:J 111:11 Lhc: ~1'\i'Lrll!ll_f'. ~u;.ml ,;<' I h;..: _q1hr·..:(·: 1:i;1: <1i:!,C1·,~-~ ilpfH•.l\'.,_' 1!.,._· '.iubr~·~it~n.i I S( 'S 
pr!,)r h.1 :--:t:bi:tl:,_i...ilw h I St ·.-\lJ. \\'hi I: Lb...: L'.\.~1,;.:L fut·u1:JI j..., :,,.1 i 11 :-.llh_j,;.·i..:: 1-:i t"w·I her t!i:--:q1i..::--:in11. SC'.•\(; 
rl·c1 im:1i.,.·nd..:. t!1:LL 1i1cn:: b..; J :c-.:1il;iti1•1i fl\!Jll tl11..· ~·.1 ,~ 1.'l"ll ini•. h1 'un: (1: ttil' stib1":....'1.:.i ... m \\· illl ~1 ti HJ ic1::..' 1b:ll 
;hi.:- land l:s..:- s:rnlc[;.ic; iiti..:luJ1..·d ii: ti 1:..:- _.,l:l11 t:~h111:LI S( ·s. i.l;t: i~·i.i~;i hi,;.· a11ii h:i .... t'ii 111il~n c~,1~::-LI IL1:it i;1· \1j11 1 
'.lh.' l,.~i.:,11 1unStlidi011s ii: tl1i..:- rc~pL'1:Liv.,.· stibri....:~it11•. :_.....:uht.....::=!i,1t1 .-,.b,,old i..:n1i-...·.1lt "i1h tl,~":ir il·g:11 ,.,.:t,LIH-..,:..:. 
:b li I i.:1)llL?': i:rn;;_·,;..· ,vi'.h Lile.: ( ·:: lii(irn :a 1.:.11virnt11n .... ~11tal Q~1:1 lit; .-\(l i ( 'l ;t).--\ ·1. l1: S( '.-\U · <;: \·[~~,. ih~ 

subr(:"gic:-md SCS is 11l":l a '·p1n_i~·u'· L1r lb,;,; p11:-;:i;:_i~:t~ ofCL:Q_;\; rnchcr, Lh(..' !.O: 2 RTP 1.vhii..:b \\·ill 
i:-1c'.uJ..: tl1L rc.:~illni.JI S( ·s i:--. lh(~ riu11:i; ''r1·c_iC"..:-t'" \d1ii..:l1 \".·ill h:.:: ri::.,..·[..,;\~·cC :'"u t1:vimnn~cntal irnpa,:::-; 
rmr:--.uan( :o (TQ.:\. ,..\~ sn:.::h. the rc:o.tor,~il SCS, -.xhi(.:h will in:::ll1de rJ:e ~;Jhri..:-siicn;il Sf~'Ss will 
u 1~Cc:rg~1 i:I ll·0.r(iugl1 ( '.I ·:VA r,;;,·i:.;V•i, ~ ~i;vi.;r1:1elt~:i: ~L:b.re-glo:1s .1[lr~rnvin(~ :-;ub;c::!;iOlF1l S(_·Ss should 
,;_:i):hil!cr i:,suin~i il :Hili::.:c.:: il1"t:-.:t':rnp1i(~l~ L:nCer CLQA :l) n~l[ify :hi.:- pu!,lii..:: (1f:f~ei,· '·n,, rrn_j~·..;t"· 
di....::-:.:r:11ir~ti011 und·\~1· 1n !1wl1l..:e- the- '·1..:(im:111)n :=.;i::-i'::i;;'' :;::,.;cmp:ic111 ;~llf"-,lJ.:.:1rn '.ti ( ·H).-\ c_;ll:,fr·incs § 
1::-0(,l(bH q_ 

f_.i11Ldly. i;1 ::1:.:i..:.~)rd.rn1..-.:..: wilb SB .17.\ subr~gi(il'~ .,:·e ...,._,t)11gly L":ni.:nur:i~cd \: 1,.1.:n1k i:1 p:.1rl11:..::·-;hir ~, i1h 
ht:" ( n 11~ 1:1:..::i I ill t:"01. S( ... \( I -;.:;rn 1~r i: ii ;1!l· 1 '.wist:" :1 rr;in~e1wnl~ if 1~ecd..:-i:I. 

(5) Data Standard., 

SC . ...\Ci i-.:.. ;.:t:11 :::tH],,.- a'?.":.~-.;~i: 1~ ll1~· pn.:i...:L • .,L' J;:H:L ::-:.r;rnd:ird:--: :'.": i.;:irukd fer t:1c L"('~!un~1I ..:.11J :...·.1brc::!.i01Hil 
SC~. Ir\ p2.rti-:.:u l;r. SCA{ r i:-: r-:.:-vic-\\ [11~ tbi..:- pnL-::tHi:i I us,:: ;)f p;n,e: d,"!rn :mJ J...:-vel~)pr:,i:.:::{t 1y~;~ 
curl'ently us~d k1r ~~f .... 1n;:=i] ptmnirg. Al ;1rit·;enL li1t"" fr,IJ,rn :r.g Jesi..:.rib,;.; rhi; r.:nti(-ip~tt-J Jaw 
rL·c_;uir...-:1:1L":1:ls fl 1r ii s1:bri..::gi.:.\f"1i:1J S,( 'S. 

·1 _vpi.;.:=. i.ifV,1ri:it,·,:;:::: 
V.::i~i;::ib]es an• ::-me-gc•riz~j int...' s0..:-Lo-f:c:J-110:r.:E( vaiial,le_\-i1:1J bc1J use 1:~1·i.;:il:J-li:;j. Tl~c s(·,cio
ccc·i:v,1ri.:. v.iri:~hk·~ 111clt1d~- fl(~p11l.;1ti~m, h("lufch0;ds, :10lsn; ur.its. ;;i.nJ t11ir1h1.;·1H=...:nl. Tht.': h11d 
t;...,l'. vari,ll~ h:-..: i:~t·h1dc l:u·,d us.c..:;, rl:.:.:.iLh:n'. i.1 I ~kn~:'. i::::-:. liL, ild ir1:.: i11h.:r1::;iti..::-:-, i..::i..:.. :L.~ dr!:-:-~Tihed in SU 

c;~-\ ,g, (Lph :tar 1.,,.-vL~1 ... 
SCAli i:--: ~-,~r1:-.iJi.:r:11~. die -.:-,-::-1:e:..::ti~H'. a:1J LiJl:pti<.'rl •.)'. :Ii-~· J~L[i:l i:l! ::1. :-:-111..ill·-~r•_':~ I,_'\'.:.:· :1:=; ,·p1i,i1i~1. i":1:· 
h:-t·:d :1;~~-1:t:E._-..:. in t~rJcr 1•: :nu kc uc.,.·:..":s~ 1t-:-lc 1 t-. .._. (TC)·\ :--:Lrc:Hn I in in;~ prt·:1.:i:--:! .111~ u1:J,._-~ \B .~ 7 _;_ I h:.: 

I 11.'Ll':'o i1jg ur:it. l·11ipk 1 -:,. r11;,;J1'.. ,rnd 111~· h ·1,.I u--.1,.: 'r"L:1 i.ihk·":o i..:-:.l11 h.,: c1 :-lk....:t....·0 Lil ~i -~ITlil .iri..:-.1 :L'Vf l frir 
Lht):-ii;._' L.l"L':.:..:!.~ 1..,_.iii=_h .in.Ji.:: Sn:;·,-'':, qu:d:f_\ a:-. i..:.=.'JLL1iHi1Lg a ·'Ln:1•.,il pri•.)riL:·-' p:-t:j:.:..:.t" ii.•.'..\\ id1ic1 lt:d
lll ik ·.~.:· n ;1::Lit)f 1 r:111:=.: it :-.:.t:ip ·. •r :1 i~~h qu:i I it:,; 1~;rn..::i1 ~·1)rrilk1rl F 1r p.t I ~1_:...,~::-:- \ ,( ~1 I.· 11~·i r•~'. : 11:: •:di:: 1 i,):1-..; 
ft"· l<iL .... · <i~:\~lllL1~y ,,'.-llll" (T(_)_.\ .""?-(r;,;,w:lir:i1I!:-'. iJL...:,:.:rlfi\ ~-'.; i11 sn :,-..... ,. 

h)r ,ill ,,1Jt~1 .lli:..'~~:--: in 1bi:..: ri..'.~•.iti1~. S(" .. \( i :-:.,1:1" wil: ·.:1~J\:1 .. :l l(11.; fl\T~il,1ti1;n. l11)11.~.:..:hl:i:L t::i1rl1)ynwm. 
Lrnd li11id tt::'ii..: 1,-;1~i;1[1li:::, iL'. ; L,.,; Ci.:-n::-.11'., tr ,i~·t m ·:·r;1 friL: 1,n:1fy'.,i.1 /.o:1c: ( I l, /) k'\'i;,.'1. 

:~. Jk1"-=i...: ~-i.:,iJ <Hid ]·1_,,...,_·1,,.\.l,t Y• .. :ar:--: 

((,) 

I "Ii.:: ~,}~· it~-t'~"t 1!lt)Clli( ::ind k,nd [!_L.;I,.': \"LLri::()li..:-'.i '\ i 11 bt' TL":q L1iri:.:-d It ir 1 he ha:-.:.l· :, ear ('-f =:oos. ~11Jd tlt:..· 
ta-:-~i..:-: yt·:Jr.-: ,;\1"20:~0 :.md 20 l~. 

l)ocu111 t"nt,1 lion 

Subt .. ·~.:::·1·, :11.....: i..:-.\.pL·LL~i...! Li' :1::tinL:=.i11 full :..i~,;_'. ,..:,1J1:piL'lL' ELL'~irJ:; J"L'l~1L:..:~ l~' th .. : J,.,_., l·l,.'[H~1:.;111 nJ"Lh~· 
::;L1tirc.::~1nul S{ ....... J'.lC ILHI lrl~ Lltl Ii-; llll~ !ih: 1!i< 1:-.I rt'cL·:11 rt11111inv ~1'., . .,llrn~l ii:_iri::; (,:()J"i~id,;,;r!1:.~ ~OL'JI l:'L':lL:'l"iLI 
i•l.t:1:, :11:1[ ,di1t.:; l;1Lt;~p.,_ In r•irLiL·11l.ir ...... t;hq),111...: n1:1":1 d1i..:11mi..::11: :h~- i"i:;!:--.[hJi'.~ 1.1f tlii:..: :::ul~;·t~'.J:~n:11 

~ ~'.-~'.~\: (;: ::~ . .J~:~; 1;: :::~ ~ ~i.t~i '. ~ 1\ :~: : :·i;i1i1r;1t~ :11t:; ~ ~ :t~ 1~L~~'.'. 11~;~\'. :~: '.~1~ ,~t t1~~:;tl :1~ ~~~:;l;~:·-~:~~~~:-~;~~i \.~:l~ Ji~~\t ~: ~ J; :.;,~-1~ 

];'i..:;il _·111;-isdi..:1 :1 iri...: :llHi 1.ir LhL st1i1ri..:-t•.in1i':--: /ti~ L'l"ll :11~'. h,i;1r~J. 
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(7\ 

An ,i\\·.,vct··,~ ~i..::it·~;_ul:..: ,.i'. !.11,: 1::i1_y: 1nil:.:~\ii:i.:--::; 1._1f1hi; ::.d~;·i..-~1-:..\n,ti prz.,-~··~"!'.S and ih l\.•l:tli,~,i;~h:p u 1hr. 

~1~t~;\;~1/~1~~~i:~~-'.t.· i (.'.t11~:1\',~.~ .11·~~~\1~~\. ';·~I. 1·.~~_1,~/:~:-\:~=i~r::~;·:;~\/:~~r~ i~r'.'.~~ :~_1:~\-~-tii-~11~_"~1 [~:~· ~·-~( ;~~~ p-~~~. \,\ l I,~· 
pr-,·: :,t:·::1;1 :·i ;,: t:_j,.·~·1 dl·~'..:i··.pt .-:11·; ((J:· U:t· :~ 1i: ~ f~ J"P Pru~r:iin Ln ·,,i 1\1nnw11t,: I [rn;\a1,.'L R .. 'p01'1. Thi.:- pn-.. i~::i 
..:t:•:: k'!U 1 •:· :l: i.~ pn..: li!ll in;1,y -::1hn i.~-: itin 1=, I:: !y.,_, ::.i:..~kr'n ini::"d !.""!'Li ~l·d ,:-ti fo l'Ui..'r ....i.s~'u~s .:i1~:=-:. ·1 ':i...: 

,l!l: i~· ir.ik'd : iq\ i1\• ,:, I" :1-:~ ;--,t' I i:r: i1,:1,~ r,-:-1 =d 1.1::!. i:--: ,•.p7(~:x im,tll'i.:v ~ (•hn::11-y ~r_i 1 l 

Hl·IH I i~1nshi t) tu Rl·t,;ional 1 l{tllsing _;o,,,;,l.'t~i ~ .-\,~st~:,,;1nt·11t ( RH NA) and I li~usLuv Fltn! t:-Ht 

.A lth1 :;1g\1 SB 3 7~ ~:;1lh L):' Hn i:11,:;,µ.;·;1ltd p:·l:~·l·:--:~. :-::t;b1·~~i-~in:... an.• ne:t m1\)mmk.1lly rt'i-j\1:1-.;,:d hl \1!-..l· t\l!. 
I\ I l~ ,\ ·:.k·k~,L iti:; ~1s di:-:~-;_·::-i~-ed rn ,....:'.dt· l~t'x ::· Li;.c_\' rw~T-.t::-i..:- .ir: ~C.Si.·\ PS. H . .:1w:;:-v~r. ~C.1\(; 
(~ncn1:r:i1~.>:; :;1; i1r(·';~iilll', In ::11der::i1,,..: hn1 h prc,(:~~s-:.~:; Jt:~· 1::., ;iwtr lnhC"'.'C":H .:-1x1ri..:-:.::1[,·Hi::... 

~B Yi:--, 1·-..::-_;ui1·..::~ t1wt 111...:: JU [":\A ulln..::.a1~<l fwu~,in~ lmit:-: n,._· i..:n11~:i:-;l-..;;ll v,:itli lb; dcvdnr-1r1,,;.-:it r,:1q,rn 
i11i..-:!t:(kJ i::, ti·.-!..· SCS. ,Yee. Ci1~v-..::m1:1i.::11l CnJi.:: {6.55~4 i:J4{_i_L [\ipubL;i::1 ~tnJ kHi~ir1g ;.'.::,;1r.:=.:id :n1_1:-.t 

~ ;' ~~b~ :: ~ct/~;\:::! 1 '.'. \1'.' ;i;'t~: :; :~~,'i'.~'i',' c ~~~;~ "; ,'. ''.':'.'; ~t~.· ,_', :', ~~::-~i ~:::_,';; :1::, ,'~)i',: :~,~' ~:';~ i: ':~ :i:'· 
~1-.;,: ,~.i"'.i...:i'.:nl \t'. hilLt'-=...· !.hi...· :.·;_·~i,;nal pilpLi\:1Li,l1: i:::y i::i...i)1:::;_· g;u~,;) !.h,.;ugh 11-.i.: r,::. J !' p(:.1nriin;:; p:.:-ri,·:.;_:,, 

:.r;~l:i~:~: '.~ ~ (i..:-ii~l'.:~-t~ ::. .: ~1 ;;:: ~ '.,'--~ n:~~~~:~:·,:~,~ ~',~;~~: lt2.e -~~t~'.·~:~ :1; ~~~ ~;~;:~ ~~ r;~t;;i} ~: }i1:1 ~.1 :~~ ·1~1:·t~I!; !I'.: '.-1;~; ~1~ 
·.nterpl'et'=d :lir:::~1111 th::.: RTP g;1 iJi.;I i::-:i;,.·~ ;wo;;:.i::J~. St.,;.{1' i:111..·1~::..:.~ L(: mnr.1 ;qr i.i=:-:d par=:.::: ipa;-1;" tJ the 
gLiidt:l.ril,..': pr~l=...'t:S"!o,, i:11·t:r1" sul-.e~rnldtrf re-gar;:.Eng ... -ari-::-ius rna::-erial t~tl lht~f' i"':SL<t·:-:.. ,Ir,J ac:.1-::1d. ff 
r.{'CL:~s.:J:"y, thes-e l7r.urntiw.:..irk n::d G11i{li::I in"-=;· p~ndi r,J~ its iJilopl l;in. 

sc·_·\C wiH b'=' ~1~.::.,ptin~ ille Rl [-.-,..·.,\ i1nd ,;;,pplying it to ioc:il juisdic'.ic.•m i1t thl;' jmi~d,~·;":1; bz:u.i-:.bry 
:t.:\·t:I. St"A(i suff tJcl.:::vc-~ th.:.t cc1:1:~'.s:cnc-; h:-=".:\\'CCl1 1.hc H..HNA arid (1~ SLS tt,ay :;;;i\il b.t.:. 
ai:,:,;-:·H:;pli:-:-i1cd by ;1~g:-cgaiic:g [lw h~1tcsi,1g Lrni> c-:i;:t.:.i!:.-:.:J i:: Lhi,..': s1,,:.dt·r gi;,.·,)5r;'.pk..; k·\·~·.5 nnt~d in 
di-:.:- S( ·"'.'i ~:1d i11i....ll:J ir.t, :-.l;·~'h .i.1:--. p,1n vf th~ t1ltH: j1.1 :·:~d ii.:.tiv:1.::-.ii numbii for l{i lNA pLirJ)~).~-:...-. \( :_.\( i s1a:·1· 
l'"rn.~ c:(in-~· ILd:..:J tl:.m d·.-::-rc i.~ 110 .;:"Ot1si-stcncy r-.XJt.:i rcmcnt for R! [NA purµos-:.::s f'.[ ~=.h-_iuri ~Ji-::ti()!;;.i 
ie\·1;'1. t\.·.;n 1hm1[.;.h th:;; ~C) =.s .'.ldnr,t:..-:J i!l !h::..· s:md kT ~'..:tibr~tr,hic lcv::..::. t(,:· Lhc (y•r::...'rLi:11:; ,~re(\~. 

11-:..: >lpc!~;1:. 1.t' J.L",·i:.-:lt•p a s~:kcgi011(1l SCS !5 scp::ir;:i'.-::i ~t·r:-m t:1e :.::,pt!-:JI: t"0r .'iA1br-2gio:1:.;; i:·; i:HL'.pt ~ 1~11\._.'\ 

~'.(ii~ '.~\r;/; './~;~:.~ !i1~~t ~: ~~ t3 ,~;}~:-~ ~i:: 8~:.:~ :;~~~ lr~tl;:; i~ ~'.~ \~-i:1 i ~)~ ~~ ~::~~ /~~/.~~, ~~ i~-r~; ~~~1~ l~, )~~~ \,_;: ~ ~·i~-_l l ~1 ! ~ 
'i10;15in; n~,;,:J ,;:,~ r,,'iil i•l'tht' l{HN.\ pr·:)·~·~·::;~ h1nh-;..:;·, ~CS d..:vcl,.:.ip:;·:i.::rH :·::~~;i=:-L'::..; in1.i.:gri.iticn of 
i::"ltmtnts -~1f thi' RJ [l\ A rr01..'::.:h. :n·:.: 1lld:;1~ a:}s:1:·in~ th:n i.ir:.::a~ -iir-:.:: :d'...:111 i l>..::d 1::-i ;;:.,;;:cornmod.;-;;t" tli.:: -8 
_\ i...·-:1r :1i.:cJ i"nr l10t: ~i 11i\ and ti1;:1.; l·.-::-abir:~ llJl t:c ·.:-cri5tnii:,cd by ·:.:.i:.::rk.i:~ ty;::,~~ o;· lc-:::al gro-..,·(i c:J1Jn,I:-. 
2::-: J:!..:~crihl,..':J i:1 S.t&t(' [J\V. 

H, Ul!.NTY TR\"iSPORTA!'JO,'< COM.\IJS.,!ONS' ROLES A.'<D lU:Sl'Oi\~1111 .n ll•.S 

Si.ilrcgi•.)1:.~ tktL J1.·\·::..:i,:p L1 :.=:ubr:.:-~_Jn:-.i1 SCS \' :ll nc('<i :o '.':.::.irk cL;:.isc!y ;,yidi th:;:, CJ c·~ ,ri ,_[;;:ir a,--:...::i ii:. 
-:'1t!t·r '.;: •.:-.i-.ir,.!i:::i!t: ,i:i~: i::i_i:..):r:·.1:...: :c:tc1:--:1l:..)r/,1.ti1 :1 :ip,1:..:i..:.::\ :11i,I ;1::.il:.:..:i:.:::: <(.<.. p:1n ()t·:i:~: st:.br,_-1:,i .. )J'.:il :--:( -~ . 
.-\:--. ,,J·.:-.i...-:L.:.:.'.i~·~'. Ltb·;\·v·-~· f .;1:t!t ·1 ··:s,1t~:·-:·;: it;::;1 I ~ .;::: :1 ·.ll'.!b\: l t):nrn 1.i!: 11 il':, \I l":\l-..'!'.Y '). :t::::, tr<tli '[J·:l[ t~:[ 1:11·. 

pri'_i,:cL.~ id,.::1 Ii 1·1~·d in '.be suhi..·~io1:.L1 SCS t:1~1~1 ;:-d,;;J ·:)..:' in .. :I u.;:kJ i11 1 It.: ...:o I~ !(I [) in .._.,rJi.::; ti) hi.: 
,;01~,;ij,;rcd as :l i"..:-ri::;ible ::.crdk·:;;:,. :.-,.CA.(i · .. ·,:r1 li,;.:lr, :,, 1:ic:iliu1.:: L'.imm:;ni:::ni1,1~ b~'Il'>·ec-n su!--i~i.:git):1-..: 
~Hll! CT(·.~. 

C. ~C,\C ROLES ANI.I IU:SJ'O'>S!BI.-IT!LS 

(Ii 

V '_,\( r \.~ 1tl .idt ip'. Lli-:..:s,:..: I ·rJ.1:1i...·~~-1 frL ~11d ( Iii itk'I illt'.~ i 1: 1 nln I;: .:i~:--:ur-;=: 1 t:gi1 HHil cutt:,iSLi...':1(:_<. i:11J :hi..: 
r,...:~i:tn·:=,, ;_'tJmpii.Lll....::.: ~~-rh l,Jv,.- . 

(Il l 1nhliL 1>,1r1icip,1tion 1>1:...in 

\t '1\( j ·,vi: I LL:,.,-.;j;~I lf1i.: <;11ii1't:'~:\J! IS hy dev:..: ll1p i1 I~. LtJ('llling LliiJ i!l lf'li..-:1r1i...·r1:ing \I f1ub[i;,,:: ]1arli;,;ipiL1ilHl 

1
1 
~ll ::l~ .:: ~· 1\ Lt;\ '._\r :: ~ ~~! ,j~~ ~: t:~: 11':·/i 

1
:.'.
1~1:: ;; '.\ ~'. 11

,;1 ~~::~ ~ ~~-l -~ ;;~ l~;
1
,: ~;:·;~: 11!· ~~~; ~ '.J:~~ \~, \~~ :~~ il~'.~t ~.~ '.~-'.~ ~ ;: :~ i,; f ~ ~~.~ ~-::: \tt In I~;_ i I ll 

rl1hl:c- wnr~~h,~r~ unJ hcJ:·ir.l.!:..;,, ::--:C.-\(i ,\ ill nls'.) ·...:c1d·.1..::'. info".rn:.iticn:.il m~c[ings it1 -::.::i-.::1, :::.nt:n 1v 
\' :t:1:n '.I:, .. : r;..:-biltn (i)r l~J ... :ai L'::ck:d (Jfr.~·1al:-; 1_·mcm 1Y..:rs ufLhi...' l~1ii:.t~J t)lsup:..:.rvi:-:-t;1·: dnd ;.;:i1\. i.:0111\c~l'i~. 
to rrc:~c"·H tht dr~~ SCS. i:ltld APS if:nec~s-srir:. ::1:ld sclic-tt ar.d :.::onsiJer inpi_:;t a:1d ri.:--~·111n~1!:..:-c1J,Hit·~<.:. 

A~ :\X]t:ired by SfJ. J75. SC..-\(; will Jdopt a m~thGdolt~-g~· for measurir:g ~re~:1house ga., crni.1si(··'.l 
ri;,:qi,;,;tin1::=; 21.:.;.~1),:.:;aLL":J ·1~·i(h 1b-:: _.:,(rnL::gy. 

(4) I ncoqwratloni\fodificat;on 

~(-_.:\Ci \\]I acc~pt ::me in~oriwn.llt' lb'C '".i!Jb:·~{o:1ul ~cs \l"'ll~~s ii ,\~t:S n::.r . .::1.1rr·pl; '.Vilh SU 37~_ 
1;.;J:;nl l;tw, ,::r :l:i...' -St1l)rL':g[on.1J h·,rn~i::wDrk :mJ (.)uiJc:-:i~c=-:.. As S('A(: iJ1[L':1:J::; 1:1L': ..:-:1Lir,;; S('S 

1k1•i.:l~)!)111~111 prL);,.::~:,:.-..; lt~ bi.." it~~;-:1.ti,,c, SC'AC \\ i 11 ll:Jt .111~end n l-:-ical !y-sulm1 iHrd SC~. S( ·.,\lJ 11L:.!Y 
r,r:1\':J-:..:: ~=.JJitiuni:ll ::;uidai;..:-,::, t:1 s~1brcgiam. -~0 :h.::i: Sl1br·2:~Jc.:~s f:"lcl)" rn&kc a1n~w . .:.1nt"111~ lil ih 
SLEbri.;:gio11al SCS a.:... p.::i.rl d th-:.: ikr;:tt:~-i.: pro....::..:-s.,. o:- rc,;_;_u.:.::st a <.:L.brL:::";:nn tc pr...::pari;;: :::111 A.PS if 
r:i.: ... :t·s~,1r.,· h1~1h1;r, .S("..:\(i (an propose ;;1jd:1it~tw: r~~Lu1wl str,ne:;i~s if~~;:i--:iblt ,ii1J 1i~·.:..:=...·:-;~~t~v tn 

i.li:..:hi,;;v..,.: thL': r-:.:~i,j.)r•al c11:issi{ln r~dL.1ction target ·.\ith lite rcg:onal SCS. SLA(i \,..ill dcv1.;l,;.i~ ;;.i ~ .... ·rit:~11 
aift:t::l~l~~n: will~ i::a,;,.:b _.._,~1bn:;,i•:\11c.1[ ()rgi,J.t1 ih1\i·:):~ tc d,;,; ll1v..; ::i pn);,..-::S.'..· :1nd Limi:I :nc \'-·here-by- ::;ubregic-{1'-.i 
w1i·.iiJ ~l1brnil i! d:·:J.fl ':l~1hro;:"gintrn! ~C~ h·~r re~·itw i:!nC. .:.o:n1~lent::. tlf SCAU. Sl' lli.:1L ~,:i\. iri:..::Jr .. ~isll:ncic.:s 
111i:1:· iJ~· iJcntifi..:-d Jnd rc:;i.:-,1~'.::<l earl~ .. in (he pra-:.::css. -

,··/: -\{: c:1: r-...:11:t:- 1_;:=.-~·:--: " J"ri_:..1-lL1scd P..=.::gi...:.11ul ·1 r;:.ii:::~p=.:.inmi,.::,n lJ...:11u1Jj \tuJ:..:-1 and .-\ r~ R' ':> [\H~..-\ C 
·nc.,di.;:I t;~r ~rri:-:--:~:;_m:.:-- pmp-:..i:---1.,::::.. [i1 :HilliL!:.1r1 u ~i....:~i:J:-i;1I :~wd:.::lir~g. sc._·_.\(_j is ,j~..,.,;~+Jp·n~ :1.~1·d-... t1.) 
t'\':1·n:1t:: 1;ll' ,·t"1C ... ·t:--: t,fs[~w:..:-ii.lcs i'1,11 ;ir,·. 1 ·L t":ill_\ a...::ctiu;1tc~t f;ir i·1 th-::: rcgi,,11::I m;d:.:I. i..;(.,.\( i j:,-; ::b:) 
(kv;lnril".)( (\' (~ :ld:iit!nn:111n1~li..; a I .,ind :.:.:.r ~\ k,;!('! ,ini! ill' ,\~:ti\·il_\ n,ii.::(',j \1,:--~Li -· 10 :1::..:,i::;L In 

::-:[~:1l~:...:~· J::-vel( 1pir1::::1i: ,: n-d 111,:_:;]<;U i";:":l:l~:11 l L:· •)LI(( ,._,1· It') lJ" 1d::-:1 "St~ _; "/-:--. 
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f 1~ :-:,i:i! 1 iclll (f) :r·~•ti~: lin;~ L-.inli..; \~ h i,;h ,ir.:...: 11:-;~:ti I,:·, mt:ast1~··--- n:s:1·:Li .. :i I· t·.(.,mplt:Ld .= .. c•.::1:ir:,_-..:.:.. .. SC:\ Ci :~ 
J::~·=.:'. <1piii~ ,: s~-~~c1::H i,:, r;laniting :c-,.""!-l fer us-.:- in ·.·,or ~.il:op ~c-r.i:lgs ris s..:-..::n£iri,:·-s ~11 i...-: Li.::t1~ :..:1,..:-i.1kJ ,,..., :1··1 
juri:.:.d it:1 ions .. l'.Hl sLnf...,,_--:·:d{i-:..:r~. Thi..' Wt 11 1•. i 11 b, .. : 1n;h:i..' ;_H :nht-:-li.:: [ll sd~1 c ;i(in:: tilh1 Ii 1;__',ll !'.t:\"n: 111:;,:1 IL:· 
f:Jr tlll ... ir r-sc- in :=.::t1br;::gi,.)11al slrn1t::~Y dcvi:.:f.:·,pn(:r.l. 

~ 6,) :\iloplinn/Suhm is..;;iur.i tu St:~ ft· 

,\ t(c:-r tl1=.: ::1=-~1r1)=.)rL.1i, J'.l t if .~u·:it i..:ji·.··1~al Slt :lL"i;ii::-.. ~( . .:\ti ~~-:ll ll1 :al it".(; a:1J '.:J\Jf;( tlt,,_· c ~·~ it 'fl.JI \( :..:: .: . .t•; 
LI"'.:\: tlw ~fl I_: f(lT . ...;("_.\(J ~,. ill :;uhi-1:( II·,_· \CS [il :'\In\ \ir :·L·\ ·.~·\~ .. '.:-:- rL·~1nir..::d Ill S!1 ::, 7~. 

i 71 ( '.1inllicl Hl:.~_l!.1~-~-1-~~~~·-

\l'hi lt.· ')11 ~7~ rt'quin:s SC1\(i lP t!~n~!:)·:, <1 ·;:ir1 1 c.~·-· .. s hir ~·.:St)lvi11i: C:()1:lhccs .. :ii.· .. t:ncit:.1r ,i: 1his 1imc 
['.·1._• ll"I Lil~~ i ~1· j)LI I pV,':' 11J· ;t L:t)ILfliL< 1"1.::,-: 1]111 it ill rr,.iu.::-.;-. ,l', \{ ·,\l I tlt)L'', I~·.:] ::11 :..:ntl It) ;1m~1ld U 1: 1-~·;1: l:·
.:.:~1hmillt'd "SCS. !\-:: nulcd ,:Ll)\·c.·. \C/\(j ·-~·ill ::LTi...:r,l tt11.: :--.l1h:L:gi~in:1J Sl ·s \11:k:--::-. ir i:~ irn . .:.:..i:1:--:i:--.lL·n'. ',', :th 
SB :175. :i<.:..:r;1] l;m·, 1)r C-w ,:.;;uhr~~gi11:1,LI f."·-:1Tt-',\·(·,rk <111d t it1id:::i1:i;:"s. "SC" :\t 1 \",·ill al:...:) r,;,:-:.pt.:.)1 dvt a 
:::.ubrc~~IUrl prc:r~:lt~ dn .-\i'S j I° Jli:''-..~· .... ·,;1ry. I I :':-, SC:\(;·-..; : ·11,:1· I {h<'.i I h::- Y· )Ct'y-. h~· i :~r.il i\·~· ~11:d llii1( :ticrc
hi:,:: ,.:n:irJin~ilion t\T~tn11J. SCAU. :-.uki.:~i(\JI~ (·.nc d11..:-:,· n.:-:::p:.::..:ti~··.: _1.;risdi=..:Li=.ill:::. :utJ c·t L:-i. SCAC1 ]=; 
·:)pi::r1 L·:: furtL\:r l~is..:-us:;ion 1:.ill i::.-:s·di...'S ,,-,,:hli...--h inil:· f\:l~Lrrrii:: a :v..:i:J tr: cs'.aTII isl·. a ,;.·nt1 tl: ~·t rcsrilLt"1l)Jl 
111\1LL·'.,:-. .:i:-.. par[ ()t° ll·.-:: 1Hill::..:t1 :igr=..'~·ini:..:m 0)i:.:l\Vi:..'·:.:r1 SC/\(, :ind lho;.; :--.t:b1q~j;_1n,:l ;)1:;<lii:1<1ll<•n. 

J·undirl!; f1_,r ~llbr~~ion,·,! :b...'li\·it!1.·~ C.~ :inl :1v:1ili:1il' :H lhi-: 1i1rle, :1r1d :111; 'r1:-1::l·1~: [1:lr:11r.dt·r~ l":~r l"Lllm~ 
1"1:nd1:1t ,1rL' --;11-:..:...:lililli\·i;.' .. \ih1uk~ t"u:1Ji1ig hc-i.:-,;1rni.:- ;:iq1ikibk~_ SC:\Ci :i::1i..::ipnr ... --s p1-..:Aidiq!.;:: sli:111..:- tif 
;1t:1il,1hl, .. : 11.:.~t)~1t;,,·;;::-. h) :--:t:hrcsi,in:--.. Wl:iJ;:,-1J1c:·c- :1rc- 1:,~ rc-qu::·L'J:h.·nt:.:. ~1'.;:-.~~.:.:i,Hi:d ~\·itli pt,f,.::u1i~1l fuiu:: 
1":J1:d 1r1~ ,-1: d1 i:-: 1 i1~ IL". it i:=. :t(!\ is;:-ibh.-- k·r S\lbn.--~i.._in~ 1..:.i :r:1(k ;1:1i...: r;.·~·nd lh:.:ir ,,_·-..;.;1c1~si...'"-; mid ;i~l ii.: itil~S 
,:..;•,ti! i:ll~·d \\•ill, lilt.:-:-iL i:ll,1rl:"--. 

S('.\(; 1\·JI \,!,,(\II-.. 1·, !:11 i..::::.i.L'h SL~hrL--~itin w u·dlc-d i11l~-:irnrnti~~1: ,1nj .~~l'uinpt dial0~11c wi:b ,;_';:i~--h 1t,,:~1l 
jmi'.idiui~ll! prilf[" h) [hi,.': '.;t~ll': ~)r timnal scs dc\·i...+:i;m)i..::n:. Thi~ r:1:t.:.:.L nJ" I k prnu,:s:-:: i<.:: idi::n:itli.:-~i ~s 
··:)ri;;'li:11in,ir1, s·.:..:n;:ritJ r1la,11ti11g·· i:1 :!: .... · 1cii..::Jul..:- IJ·~·l;1v,,_ ·1·h,;: pt .. l'pl)~"..' c,ftl~is p:-l 1i..'.l:'~:-s is lu l'r'i.:'LLh: i.J 

b~1st (if ii1fr;rrn.atict1 to intl~rin SC1\<.;·~ ri;L'•::1111~1L'J1.:l.:..lLio:1 of ~1 rL·giiincd !:tr:g;:1 h) A.KB pri(1r L:i .fur.t.: 
~(11 f.l. J\11 'illhrcgiorl:"i-:Jri: .;_:r:i.:our,tg~t: w .:'IS'-ii-=.t \CAt"i in fo-.::iiitw.ins tbis rrc•i:"(:ES. 

(10) ]),ij,i 

SC.AG i::. n1rrt'"r:liy d~iv:..:lopin!'., ,rnd wiil pni\·idc: :..:.;1;__;h ~;uhri...:~--llHI ~~·ilh Ja12:~c:s f;-1~ tbt- fc,ll1~wintt= 
11) 20P~ ll,.,c ye~rc 
( ~) ( ic.:n..:r ~tl f.l'l::..i1t/tir ,1\1.::f~ p:·u)ecti0t: & dist.:-iGl:ti-an: 
(\) ·r r('.lld Hii'.i:..:-111:L': ,rnJ 
(_{1 ['ulii:.:;· F:in . .:c:~::...:IS( 'S. 

Wh"i'e l'=w ·r r~nJ H;p.;chm:-:: ,i li..:-:.:hn],;_:;d :-,r,·:11..:....-:Lit·,11 :li::.1L prP'- iJc:-; i:1 li,;.::-;1 c:-:1ir:1al·:.: i1f :-ulurL": ~rn\•:11• 
11,1<..~J tH~ r:1-..1 ·r~11ds :ind il'i')l.llh> I',(\ ;p .. --11n:i I ;il.:i:1 l.11:d u~,:_: p,: ill1.·\· dia11~L:-'.,. 1!1;:: l\tl.:..:; hJr:..::.:;t:-,[. S( ·s 
f:.; dc"l"i\·t'(l ll:-ii:1,1 11 1c..:i: :c1r1~1 lllr'.ILl~'.h i.! f:lHL<':11-ur~ 11r, i.._:c:-.-.... rt nt'l"1 i·1:=-:. l\~~i(!l<:1f r~1.;-I i~· i~:...; incl u(! i1 I~ 
1rn1~~pcr'.tltin1~ im·e.:...1m:~n1.:.... r ,oc:1. :nrut i:-i u):IL':cl.:J :"r-:i:i: c.1Hi:HK's. \1_:bn . .:~i-:i1::-,. ;J1:J 111:..:.i.!I 
.'.1r:·i:-;J:,:.:li!i11:--:. 

!(J 

l l1L.1i(: IS m.q).-.. ·,,·ii! l1i..:- ;ir•.''• id-::J '.t; ~uhrc(:·~i:is :wd ki,;_·:1 I _i :iri:-:d ii.:.: itm 1:·)r : h,.-ir rt:i.·i{·\\i Tl1 i~ ,J:vn .J1d 
1~1a;:is i:1-~--Lidc :h; .1D(18 \;1~:::- ~~·::.:ar :--:;_i::"i~i::-c::·-n,:--n~i;:- ::-s1ir·:1;i:·.--s ::1nd 7•).20 ;;ind ..::.1)_.;,_:-.. ~•.:,i..:lt··i.:,,_:in;·::·1i..:.: 
hiri_:-._:i:--:1. f Jtli~t· (ih 1iql~· in-~·lul::nh ·.liL': ~·:-..sin:; !..1:iJ li~·i:, 1bo:..~ g::ni:r:d ;<:in l:ir:l Hs~: .. th::- 1t'-...1)l:1.,.: ... : 
m-r-.: ~. :ind ,:-,1 IKr i:111•1 )l"L:rnl .m.:-a~ idcr.l i I it:d i1 SB l 7.:.. IL =::1e,;LI,.~ h-- 11,:.cc(: (htH IDI:-.:- ,_-:,f th,.: t::1:;t. ·· !.~p.=: 
~1 (·\·id,.:-d \\·,.:-r,.:- c n,::k,:-~{rl (,r ,1ckptrd by SC .\(j's C (•Ill 1:n: "i1y E..:-011i:-..)l 1i::: .::n 1d fl u1L1:i [),:·,·:..:l::·;~nE111 
{ ·t~IT~l .['..:..::..: l_{ TH :)'.1 . .-\ 11 :h(Lt."rn:r) p~('Vldc:-~: :Ll ~~ 1·.lr chi: pl:'."1'.t~:-..i:..· nl ._:; )I" ~~...:1 ini) ti-1r: .t ,"Llh"I L:-.i;1 I I ll=..·n; <.. 
fr,)in .:.:..uh··;.·?i,:.;~·; :ird 11 )C:,d _iwi.-;:I i~·L itin:..:. ·:li:; i• .. l1i i-:i :: i.1lt' d i.ilti'.:u,· ;t·11nn;i. .=:t1J.:clh·,ld:.::r~, 1,.1 at:·:h.:::-.i... 1 h,· 
:=..·qui: i.:-:i:i.:-:ns ~1f SI~ :, ; ~ ;J:1ci i1-::: :,n:~··.:--.:r:·::--nuti-::,:1. 

Tl·c I i:-..1 1 )'.. (l.ii:1.'( 11 S 11i;:(~:-. i1 :i.:.li1di.:.: 

I t-.:.x.is1:1L~ l;:ic1d us,;.--
2. lt,c1i11~ 

(1..;: t1 i:rn l p liw I:: nJ ·_; "it: 
-1. f~ i:--;11L\ri...·:: .::ir,;.:,t•, ire: IL:di...:: 

(,1.),dl pt1L·.i...:I~· 1HY1i..:J r:<1rL_.:, :11:d <T·L~11 ~pn,:,;_·; 
(b.]1)])1.:IL :-.1 1:·1t;~· 1)1 l1Hhl,~t 8.fC(~:S !)fl"l-tCCC:d hy 11ilt..lra! C(ll1!111lltlity ,:_:;J:v.;cn·::Ji(·li rh1·1:=.. 11/:)i(Lll 

t't 1:1.~t:-n al i(--r1 p::.::r1:i .. ::rnd o~ti,:r .::.iU: 1;1L...:Ll ILi.:llu:·;._Ll -·;_'::-itlL;r-:.:i.: pr,1L::i.:1 ili-r1 1;1.::rns; 
(i..:..·i ld~1 ut t,:t :-.p:.:..: :i::--. id1...·1LI i (ii.:d .i-... ~-.rndid;!iL·. l".ii ly pr1ltL'.:.:L1:..·J. :--.t:n:...iti\·-::, nf -...p,:,;i.,: ii..:::-. u:· ::--pi...:~· i.il 

::·ilL:tus bi .1';;.::11. 'iL.-lli;.:. l~I l:..:l!l·r,:l :tgi;.:r1:·i~·:.. ur 111\)kc(l:'d '.)~ t!1·~· f~·dt::;1[ l·:nd;111t'.l'l"l·d \·1:..:-L·:1,,:~ A-..:t 
( PPJL 1h.· { ·:1lif1~rni<1 f 0 '.Hl:1:1~·cn.:-J \re...:;.:-:-.: :\ct. 1ir \.:JLi\·i: i)l,rn~ l}r,.i1t·...:t1t)ll ·\...:t: 
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Executive Summary 

The Gateway Cities subregion is one of 14 within the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG).  The California law Senate Bill (SB) 375 
requires each of the 18 metropolitan planning organizations (MPO) in the State to 
prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).1  The requirement applies as 
each MPO prepares its next update of its Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  
Unique to the SCAG region, however, a subregional council of governments, 
such as the Gateway Cities Council of Governments (COG), and the county 
transportation commission (Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (LACMTA)) may work together to formulate the SCS for that 
subregional area.  Two of the 14 subregions, Gateway Cities and Orange County, 
exercised this option.  The remaining subregions elected to participate with 
SCAG in development of the regional SCS. 

The Gateway Cities SCS was built first by each city selecting GHG strategies that 
work for their individual community.  These local strategies are a blend of efforts 
that the Gateway COG and its communities have been pursuing over the last 
decade and future efforts that each jurisdiction plans to implement over about 
the next 25 years.  The Gateway City communities then integrated these local 
strategy portfolios with subregional and regional transportation projects located 
within the subregion that are expected to be part of the 2012 SCAG RTP.  The 
results are a Gateway SCS that will exceed the regional targets set by the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB). 

This report provides the Gateway Cities subregional SCS, documenting the 
program the subregion’s jurisdictions plan to implement to reduce greenhouse 
gases (GHG) by 2020 and 2035 using transportation and land use strategies 
throughout the Gateway Cities. 

GHG REDUCTION RESULTS FROM GATEWAY 
CITIES 
Gateway Cities COG worked with SCAG to obtain the information needed to 
generate the Gateway Cities subregional baseline emissions per capita in 2005, 
which is the base year specified by SB 375.  This analysis applied the Adopted 
                                                      
1 Set forth in amendments to the Government Code Sections 65080, 65400, 65583, 

65584.01, 65584.02, 65584.04, 65587, and 65588, and added to Sections 14522.1, 14522.2, 
and 65080.01 and to amend the Public Resources Code Section 21061.3, add 
Section 21159.28, and add Chapter 4.2 (commencing with Section 21155) to Division 13 
relating to environmental quality. 
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2008 RTP Growth Forecast and the Local Input/General Plan 2012 RTP Growth 
Forecast as the per capita denominator for the SB 375 target years of 2020 and 
2035.  The results of this analysis produced a daily GHG per capita estimate for 
2005 of 16.64 lbs of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) for the Gateway Cities 
subregion compared to 21.2 lbs CO2e for the SCAG region.2  This difference is 
consistent with the differences between the Gateway Cities subregion and the 
SCAG region as a whole:  higher land use density, lower car ownership per 
household, higher density and service levels for transit, and lower vehicle miles 
of travel (VMT) per household.  The 16.64 lbs CO2e per capita in 2005 for the 
Gateway Cities subregion was used as the benchmark for the Gateway Cities SCS 
attainment of the CARB targets for the SCAG region.  The estimated GHG 
reductions relative to this benchmark are achieved with the following five 
bundles of strategies. 

 Transportation Strategies.  Cities and the County submitted approximately 
340 strategies.3  This portfolio generates a significant amount of reduction, 
the highest GHG reduction after the regional transportation projects.  The 
interactive effects between these strategies and land use (smart growth 
policies) are accounted for in the land use analysis (described below). 

 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies.  The focus was on 
three main categories of TDM:  compressed workweek schedules for city 
employees (12 cities), ridesharing programs for city employees (6 cities), and 
TDM or Trip Reduction Ordinances for new development (8 cities).  This 
bundle also incorporates the interactive effects between TDM and land use 
and transit.4 

 Land Use.  Of the 26 participating cities, 11 cities chose to evaluate their 2008, 
2020, and 2035 default scenarios in the Sustainability Tool (ST).  These cities 
worked with SCAG to revise the 2008 scenario so it more accurately reflected 
the actual land use at that time.  These cities also evaluated their 2020 and 
2035 scenarios, which the ST contained as representations of each city’s 
general plan.5  After these evaluations, most cities made adjustments so the 
land use patterns in the ST more closely matched their general plan.  None of 

                                                      
2 The unincorporated areas of Gateway Cities subregion are included in the daily GHG 

per capita baseline. 
3 Approximately 50 additional strategies were either incomplete, did not have sufficient 

information for analysis, or were not relevant. 
4 The inventory of TDM strategies does not include activities being carried out by private 

businesses or institutions.  Insufficient time and resources prevented a survey. 
5 The ST converts general plan information from each city into 5.5-acre grid cells, where 

each grid cell is assigned one of 26 possible types of land use.  This assignment process 
provides a reasonable approximation of a city’s aggregate land use, but may on 
occasion assign general plan land use designations to incorrect grid cell types. 
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these cities adopted land use strategies for their 2020 or 2035 scenarios that 
will differ from their general plans.  The remaining cities used the ST-
equivalents of their adopted general plans (i.e., default scenarios in the ST), 
which is SCAG’s best judgment of city general plans converted to grid cells.  
The ST has functionality that estimates the interactions between land use and 
proximity to bus and rail (i.e., fixed guideway) transit node.6  These are 
included in the estimated GHG reductions from each city’s 2020 and 2035 
land use policies. 

 Regional Projects, including Measure R.  Regional transportation projects 
located within the Gateway Cities will reduce GHG within the subregion.  
Gateway Cities COG staff determined 17 projects that are included in the 
RTP, such as multimodal and intermodal facilities; and ramp and freeway 
improvements, such as carpool (high-occupancy vehicle (HOV)), high-
occupancy toll (HOT), and toll lanes.  The analysis of their estimated GHG 
reductions was derived from travel demand model output from LACMTA 
and SCAG. 

 Interactive Effects Between Land Use and Regional Transit Projects.  The 
long timeframe for implementation of the Measure R transit projects and the 
long lead time for redevelopment activities adjacent to new transit justify 
only attributing estimated GHG reductions resulting from the interaction 
between land use and Measure R transit projects in the Gateway Cities in 
2035 and none in 2020. 

Combining the GHG reduction strategies from the five categories described 
above, the subregion, as a whole, is expected to reduce GHG per capita from the 
benchmark in 2005 by approximately 8.4 percent in 2020 and more than 
15 percent in 2035.  Table ES.1 and Figure ES.1 present these results. 

                                                      
6 The influence of land use on travel behavior (i.e., mode choice and VMT) is often 

separated into four characteristics of the built environment:  density, diversity (mix of 
land use types), design, destination (the 4Ds).  The ST has a typology of 24 types of land 
use that incorporate the significant differences in density, diversity, and design, which 
is three of the four Ds. 
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Table ES.1 Summary GHG Reduction Results for Gateway Cities from 2005 
Benchmark 
In lbs CO2e per Person per Day 

Absolute Daily GHG Reduction 
per Capita 

Percentage Daily GHG Reduction 
per Capita 

2020 2035 2020 2035
Transportation 0.74 0.70 4.46% 4.22% 

TDM 0.007 0.007 0.04% 0.04% 

Land Use 0.48 0.49 2.91% 2.97% 

Regional Projects 0.18 1.17 1.10% 7.07% 

Interactive Effects N/A 0.12 N/A 0.72% 

Total 1.40 2.48 8.51% 15.02%
SCAG Targets 8% 13% 

 

Figure ES.1 Percentage Daily GHG Reduction Per Capita in Gateway Cities 
In lbs CO2e per Person per day from 2005 Benchmark 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 GATEWAY CITIES COG 
The Gateway Cities make up the area of Los Angeles County generally bordered 
by the City of Los Angeles on the west, Orange County on the east, the Pomona 
(SR 60) Freeway on the north, and extending south to the Cities of Long Beach 
and Avalon.  The entire Gateway Cities region is home to about two million 
residents.  The cities’ collaboration dates back to their joint establishment of a 
regional authority, the Gateway Cities Council of Governments (or COG), in the 
mid-1990s. 

The Gateway Cities COG is a California joint powers authority made up of 
27 cities and the County of Los Angeles (three County supervisory districts 
which cover the unincorporated communities within the subregion), formed for 
the purpose of providing a vehicle for members to voluntarily engage in regional 
and cooperative planning and coordination of government services for the 
collective benefit of the residents of Southeast Los Angeles County.  The goal and 
intent of the COG are to foster voluntary cooperation among cities and the 
County in the areas of transportation, air quality, housing, and economic 
development.  The City of Montebello is a member of the Gateway Cities COG, 
but associates with the San Gabriel Valley COG, of which it is also a member, on 
housing policy and regulation.  Montebello did not participate in this Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS), leaving 26 participating cities.7 

In addition to the member jurisdictions, the Gateway Cities COG includes the 
Port of Long Beach as an ex-officio member.  In addition, other agencies that 
have an informal affiliation with Gateway Cities COG include the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) and Los Angeles 
County. 

1.2 PURPOSE OF THE SCS 
In September 2008, the State passed Senate Bill 375 (SB 375), which became 
effective on January 1, 2009.  SB 375 assigns each of California’s 18 Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations (MPO) with targets to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) 

                                                      
7 The Los Angeles County Public Works Department provided intercity arterial 

improvement projects described in detail in Appendix G. 
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emissions from passenger and light-truck vehicle miles traveled (VMT).8  These 
targets have been set for each MPO by the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB); and in accordance with SB 375, CARB formed the Regional Targets 
Advisory Committee (RTAC) to advise them on targets.  CARB assigned the 
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) a target of 8 percent 
reduction in per capita GHG (i.e., carbon dioxide equivalent or CO2e) from 2005 
levels by the year 2020 and 13 percent from 2005 levels by 2035. 

SB 375 requires each MPO to prepare an SCS as part of its Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) update that specifies how the region will attain the 
GHG reduction targets it was assigned.  The SCS identifies the land use policies, 
transportation improvements, transportation demand management (TDM) 
strategies, and other measures that will in combination reduce GHG to achieve 
the CARB targets.  The SCS may only account for estimated GHG reductions 
from changes in the emissions from the VMT of autos and light trucks.  This 
narrow specification is difficult to fully understand, so we present the following 
example: 

 Suppose a city launched a new transit service that uses hybrid buses, which 
emit 50 percent less GHG than buses powered by conventional diesel motors.  
Suppose this program attracted 1,000 new riders, all of whom were each 
previously driving single-occupant vehicles (SOV), 10 miles daily.  The SCS 
could account for the difference in GHG between the GHG from the new 
hybrid buses and the 10,000 VMT eliminated from the mode shift of 1,000 
SOVs to the new transit service.  It could not include the GHG reduced from 
using hybrid buses instead of conventional diesel-powered buses.  This latter 
reduction was from a technological source (hybrid power) and not from a 
transportation improvement (new transit service). 

 Now, suppose the city also enacted a new smart growth plan that shifted 
future commercial development from three low-density business parks to 
high rises in its central business district (CBD).  This compact, high-density 
development pattern shifted another 1,000 SOVs to use the new transit 
service that would have otherwise commuted five miles on average to the 
three business parks.  The SCS could add this reduction in GHG from 5,000 
VMT towards its target.  Nevertheless, the SCS could not take credit for any 
reduction in GHG from the new high-rise office buildings in the CBD because 
they were built to green building standards (e.g., efficient heating and 
cooling, recycling, etc.).  This latter reduction comes from a stationary source, 
which is credited under AB 32, but not SB 375. 

                                                      
8 SB 375 is one part of a broader GHG reduction effort to meet the Assembly Bill 32 – 

Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) target of reducing GHG emissions 
statewide to 1990 levels by 2020. 
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 Furthermore, suppose the city adopted a TDM ordinance that required all 
employers to provide discounted transit passes, bike lockers, and flex time 
schedules to all employees in the CBD.  Suppose these TDM programs led to 
an additional reduction of 10,000 VMT compared to the VMT without such 
an ordinance.  The SCS could add the reduction in GHG from another 10,000 
VMT towards its target. 

The overall goal of the SCS is to identify and implement land use policies, 
transportation improvements (including transit), and other supporting strategies 
that work in combination (i.e., interactions or synergies), which shift drivers from 
SOVs to transit, carpools, bicycle, or walking.  And for those that still drive, the 
SCS provides strategies that reduce their VMT. 

1.3 THE SCS DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 
SCAG is preparing the regional SCS in conjunction with its RTP, and CARB must 
approve the regional SCS.  Unique to the SCAG region, however, a subregional 
COG, such as the Gateway Cities COG, and the county transportation 
commission (LACMTA) may work together to formulate the SCS for that 
subregional area.  Two of the 14 subregional COGs, Gateway Cities and Orange 
County, exercised this option.9  The remaining COGs elected to participate with 
SCAG in development of the regional SCS. 

The Gateway Cities COG and its 26 participating member jurisdictions (the City 
of Montebello participates with the San Gabriel Valley COG) assessed 
themselves to retain a consulting team led by Cambridge Systematics, Inc. with 
Willdan Energy Solutions/Engineering, Eric Schreffler Transportation 
Consultant, and MIG, Inc. to prepare this SCS.  The COG decided to develop a 
subregional SCS that would fulfill virtually all of the requirements set forth by 
CARB for the regional SCS.  This included quantifying the expected GHG 
reductions in the two target years of 2020 and 2035 from strategies selected and 
agreed to by the 26 participating cities, Los Angeles County, and LACMTA.  
Appendix A provides the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between 
SCAG and Gateway Cities COG regarding the subregional SCS, which includes 
the SCAG Framework and Guidelines for Subregional Sustainable Communities 
Strategy as Exhibit A. 

The consultant team and Gateway Cities COG staff started with a review of the 
white paper (Addressing the Requirements of SB 375 at the Sub‐Regional Level, 
December 2009), which was prepared by Willdan in a prior phase of work; and a 
survey conducted by Willdan in 2009 of COG sustainability efforts to all member 
cities (see Figure 1.1).  A summary of the white paper can be found in Appendix B.  

                                                      
9 Gateway Cities COG formally notified SCAG after the COG Board voted on January 6, 

2010. 
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This information was used to prepare a road map and conduct a gap analysis of 
what information and analysis would be needed to complete a subregional SCS.  
This road map and gap analysis were used to frame the contents of a kickoff 
workshop for Gateway Cities COG Board members, city managers, and planning 
directors, as well as SCAG staff and LACMTA staff.  During this kickoff meeting, 
which took place in October 2010, Gateway Cities COG staff and consultant team 
worked with city staff and some stakeholders to refine the overall SCS process and 
a preliminary approach to estimating GHG reduction.  This involved augmenting 
the task plan from that specified in the request for proposals (RFP).  The primary 
augmentations were the addition of intermediate tasks shown in Figure 1.1 
below. 

Figure 1.1 The SCS Development Process 
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After the kickoff workshop, the SCS Steering Committee and COG staff 
acknowledged that no additional funding would be available for the optional 
tasks.  The consultant team, therefore, proceeded with the following required 
and intermediate tasks: 

1. Each of the 26 participating cities included in the Gateway Cities SCS plus the 
Los Angeles County Public Works Department identified and assisted with 
the specification of GHG reduction strategies that they would implement.  
This task constitutes the approach of local formulation of the SCS. 

2. Each city conducted between two to five iterations of strategy selections, after 
which each city formulated a draft strategy portfolio composed of 
transportation projects (including transit), TDM measures, and land use 
scenarios. 

3. These portfolios were reviewed and refined first by the consultant team, and 
then by city staff and elected officials during the four technical and two 
policy workshops.  Significant attention was devoted to bundling strategies 
so that their interactions produce larger effects than if each strategy operated 
independently. 

4. The consultant team refined existing analytical methods on evaluating the 
performance of GHG strategies to adapt to Gateway Cities’ conditions; and 
applied these methods using sketch planning models, the SCAG 
Sustainability Tool, and the LACMTA iMpact Tool.10 

5. In addition to the formulation of each city’s portfolio, regional projects were 
added, and the interaction between these regional projects and land use and 
transportation improvements was estimated. 

6. Once analysis of all city portfolios and regional projects was complete, a 
further round of analysis evaluated interactions and added these effects to 
the overall GHG reduction estimates. 

7. During the preparation of the draft subregional SCS, the methods, strategies, 
and some preliminary performance evaluations were presented to the public 
at four public outreach meetings and a meeting with a group of interested 
business, housing, and environmental stakeholders. 

                                                      
10 The iMpact Tool was developed by Cambridge Systematics for LACMTA to facilitate 

the preparation of a countywide Congestion Mitigation Fee (CMF).  The tool is a web-
based geographic information system (GIS) application that allows each of the 88 cities 
and the Los Angeles County to enter candidate CMF transportation projects, edit land 
use or socioeconomic forecasts, estimate total costs, forecast revenues, and calculate 
impact fee schedules by jurisdiction.  Gateway Cities COG requested that supplemental 
functionality be added to the iMpact Tool that would calculate the GHG impacts of 
individual projects.  This functionality was used to estimate the GHG of the 
340 transportation projects selected by the participating jurisdictions included in this 
SCS. 



28     Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategies

Gateway Cities Council of Governments Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategy 

1-6  Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 

8. The results were integrated into the first draft of the SCS, which was 
provided for review to the 26 participating jurisdictions, COG staff, SCAG, 
and other stakeholders.  The final SCS was delivered to the Board on June 29, 
2011. 

1.4 ORGANIZATION OF SCS DOCUMENT 
The remainder of this document is organized into 12 sections (including 
appendices).  This organization follows the format specified by CARB and in the 
MOU between the Gateway Cities COG and SCAG (see Appendix A). 

2. Situation Analysis.  This section is an overview of the demographic, 
transportation, and economic context for the Gateway subregion’s SCS.  It 
consists of the following four subsections: 

2.1 Growth Trends and Projections.  The demographic setting for the SCS, 
including population, employment, household income, ethnicity, age, 
and land use density and its relevance to transportation planning and 
land use patterns. 

2.2. Transportation Trends.  Existing transportation systems throughout 
the subregion:  facilities, services, and travel patterns.  This subsection 
also describes transportation performance in target years based on 
funded transportation projects and transportation policies (e.g., Traffic 
Demand Management (TDM), Transportation System Management 
(TSM), and others) included in the SCAG RTP and the LACMTA 
Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). 

2.3. Economic and Fiscal Trends.  Current real estate markets, employment 
trends, industry structure of subregion, and other salient business 
conditions.  This subsection also summarizes economic development 
and current fiscal conditions of cities. 

2.4. 2005 GHG Performance for Gateway Cities.  Presents the analysis used 
to calculate the 2005 base year GHG per capita baseline. 

3. Subregional SCS Development Process.  This section has three subsections 
that describe the process Gateway Cities COG followed to initiate and 
develop its SCS. 

3.1. SCS Delegation to Gateway describes the decision to develop a stand-
alone SCS versus one that identified strategies at the jurisdictional and 
subregional levels.  The former calculates the expected GHG reduction 
and compares the amount reduced to a 2005 benchmark calculated 
specifically for the subregion. 

3.2. Development of Strategy Portfolios describes the approach beginning 
with each jurisdiction developing its own portfolio, then integration 
with other jurisdictions, the Gateway subregion, LACMTA, and the 
SCAG region. 
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3.3. Stakeholder and public outreach describes the timeline and public 
outreach activities. 

4. Land Use Characteristics.  This section identifies the general location of uses, 
residential densities, and building intensities within the subregion.  It 
presents SCAG and State Department of Finance projections for regional 
population and employment growth trends, and describes revisions made by 
member jurisdictions.  It also summarizes existing general plans and housing 
elements from all 26 Gateway Cities participating in the SCS. 

5. Growth Accommodations.  This section identifies areas within the subregion 
sufficient to house all the population of the subregion, including economic 
segments of the population, over the course of the planning period of the 
RTP, taking into account net migration into the region, population growth, 
household formation, and employment growth.  It also identifies areas within 
the Gateway subregion that are sufficient to accommodate the subregion’s 
projected regional housing need for an eight-year period (pursuant to 
Section 65584 of the Government Code), and an inventory of surplus 
development capacity of housing sites by city for the current housing 
element planning period (2006 to 2014). 

6. Affordable Housing Accommodation.  The law (SB 375) requires this 
analysis show the ability of the land use patterns proposed in the subregional 
SCS to accommodate the development of housing to meet the Regional 
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) estimated needs of low-, very low-, and 
extremely low-income households.  It also describes the default densities 
established in Section 65583.2 of the California Government Code, utilized by 
the State Department of Housing and Community Development, to 
determine certification of housing elements of the jurisdictions’ general 
plans.  This process, however, cannot be completed at this time because the 
State’s RHNA housing allocations will not be provided to SCAG until the fall 
of 2011, which is some months past the submittal of this SCS to SCAG. 

7. Transportation Network.  This section describes the roadway, transit, TDM, 
and other strategies employed to reduce GHG emissions. 

8. Resource Areas and Farmland.  This section describes the resource areas and 
farmland in the subregion as defined in Subdivisions A and B of Government 
Code §65080.01.  Resource areas within the Gateway Cities subregion 
include: 

a. Publicly-owned parks and open space; 

b. Significant wildlife habitat areas; 

c. Lands subject to conservation or other forms of open space easements; 
and 

d. Flood prone areas in which development would not meet the 
requirements of the National Flood Insurance Program. 
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9. State Housing Goals.  This section is required to describe the consideration 
of the state housing goals specified in Government Code §65580 and §65581 
and the distribution of SCAG’s subregional RHNA allocation among the 
member jurisdictions.  It will identify adequate appropriately zoned sites to 
accommodate the projected housing needs.  The RHNA allocations, however, 
will not be available until after this SCS is completed, and thus these 
requirements will be fulfilled as part of the SCAG SCS. 

10. Integration of Development Pattern with the Transportation Network.  
This section describes the integration of the forecasted development pattern 
for the subregion with the transportation network and other transportation 
measures and policies.  It reports interactions or synergies between land use 
changes and the other transportation measures and policies.  These synergies 
add significant magnitude to the reductions of GHG emissions from 
individual strategies. 

11. Compliance with Regional and Federal Requirements.  This section consists 
of three subsections that present the total reduction of GHG from all 
strategies (including land use). 

11.1 This subsection describes the SCS strategies, growth forecasts, land 
use, and housing accommodation; and how other elements of the 
subregional SCS conform to the SCAG RTP and SCS plans and 
assumptions. 

11.2 This subsection describes how the Gateway Cities Subregional SCS 
attains GHG per capita reduction relative to the 2005 GHG per capita 
benchmark specific for the Gateway subregion.  It compares these 
reductions in 2020 and 2035 to the 2005 benchmark GHG per capita 
presented in Subsection 2.4.  These results demonstrate how well the 
Gateway SCS achieves the GHG emission targets specified for the 
SCAG region by the CARB. 

11.3 This subsection describes how the Gateway Cities Subregional SCS 
complies with the Federal Clean Air Act, and specifically with 
Section 176 of the Federal Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. Sec. 7506).  See 
Government Code §65080(b)(2)(B).  This Federal law forms the 
statutory basis for the transportation conformity process.  While there 
is no State Implementation Plan (SIP) budget or National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) for GHG emissions, current practice 
treats proposed controls as Transportation Control Measures (TCM) in 
the SIP and the controls become subject to the timely implementation 
requirements of the conformity rule. 

12. Financial and Fiscal Implementation.  This section considers the challenges 
of implementing the SCS strategies, especially those that would be funded by 
local jurisdictions. 
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13 Appendices.  The following 10 appendices provide the underlying data, 
analytical methods, and other supporting materials for the results presented 
in this document: 
13.1 Appendix A.  Process Document.  Memorandum of Understanding 

(MOU) Between SCAG and Gateway Cities Council of Governments 
for the Gateway Cities Sustainable Communities Strategy, October 7, 
2010. 

13.2 Appendix B.  Prior Studies of the Gateway Cities Council of 
Governments Relevant to SB 375. 

13.3 Appendix C.  Public Outreach Materials:  Press Release, Stakeholder 
Invitation list, Workshop Flyer, Open House Looping Presentation, 
and Display Boards. 

13.4 Appendix D.  List of Transportation Improvement Projects in the 
Gateway Cities and the list of Future (Post 2010) Project Costs and 
Funding. 

13.5 Appendix E.  Analysis for Transportation Demand Management 
Strategies in the Gateway Cities. 

13.6 Appendix F.  Land Use Scenario Strategies from Sustainability Tool 
(2008, 2020, and 2035). 

13.7 Appendix G.  List of Regional Transportation Strategies in the 
Gateway Cities. 

13.8 Appendix H.  Analysis of Interactive Effects Contributing to Further 
GHG Reduction in the Gateway Cities. 

13.9 Appendix I.  CEQA Streamlining. 
13.10 Appendix J.  Jurisdiction General Plans. 
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2.0 Situation Analysis 

2.1 OVERVIEW OF GROWTH 
A comparison of data from SCAG’s draft 2012 RTP Growth Forecast (i.e., the 
Integrated Growth Forecast) indicates that the Gateway Cities will have a lower 
rate of population growth over the next 10-year and 25-year periods than either 
the SCAG region or Los Angeles County.  Projected population growth for the 
Gateway Cities subregion is approximately 3.9 percent for the period 2010 to 
2020, as compared to 9.3 percent for the SCAG region and 5.6 percent for Los 
Angeles County for the same period.  Similarly, as shown in Figure 2.1, the 
Gateway Cities subregion has a lower projected population growth at 
12.2 percent for the period 2010 to 2035, as compared to 22.2 percent and 
14.2 percent for the SCAG region and Los Angeles County, respectively. 

Figure 2.1 Relative Population Growth of SCAG, Los Angeles County, 
and Gateway Cities from Draft 2012 RTP Forecasts 

 
Source: SCAG  RTP 2012 Integrated Growth Forecast. 

Growth forecasts for employment show a similar trend over the 2010 to 2020 and 
2010 to 2035 periods with the Gateway Cities subregion lagging behind higher 
employment growth rates for the SCAG region and Los Angeles County.  
Projected employment growth for the Gateway Cities is 7.3 percent for 2010 to 
2020 and 12.3 percent for the period 2010 to 2035, as shown in Figure 2.2.  By 
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comparison, projected employment growth for the 2010 to 2020 period is 
16.7 percent for the SCAG region and 10.6 percent for Los Angeles County; and 
30.8 percent and 17.1 percent, respectively, for the SCAG region and Los Angeles 
County in the 2010 to 2035 period. 

Figure 2.2 Relative Employment Growth of SCAG, Los Angeles County 
and Gateway Cities from Draft 2012 RTP Forecasts 

 
Source: SCAG  RTP 2012 Integrated Growth Forecast. 

With regard to growth in the number of households over the 2010 to 2020 and 
2020 to 2035 periods, with a household representing the most basic unit of 
demand for housing, the projected household growth rate for Gateway Cities 
subregion is once again less than that for either the SCAG region or Los Angeles 
County.  The projected household growth rate for the Gateway Cities is 
4.2 percent for the 2010 to 2020 period and 11.1 percent for 2010 to 2035 period.  
By comparison, the household growth rate for the 2010 to 2020 period is 
10.7 percent for the SCAG region and 8.0 percent for Los Angeles County; and 
24.7 percent and 17.4 percent for the SCAG region and Los Angeles County, 
respectively, for the 2010 to 2035 period. 

The lower rates for projected population, employment, and household growth in 
the Gateway Cities COG subregion relative to the SCAG region and Los Angeles 
County are largely attributable to a higher rate of land utilization or build-out in 
the Gateway Cities area, as measured by population and employment density.  
Since the Gateway Cities area is already highly built-out relative to the SCAG 
region overall, there is less growth opportunity in the Gateway Cities area. 
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Population density for the Gateway Cities COG subregion in 2010 is reported to 
be 6,316 persons per square mile, as illustrated in Figure 2.3.  This compares with 
much lower population densities of 468 and 2,439 persons per square mile, 
respectively, for the SCAG region and Los Angeles County.  Similarly, 
employment density within the Gateway Cities COG subregion is much higher 
than in the SCAG region and Los Angeles County.  Employment density for the 
Gateway Cities COG subregion was reported at 2,209 employees per square mile.  
Considerably lower densities were reported for the SCAG region and Los 
Angeles County at 187 and 1,024 employees per square mile, respectively.  Given 
the highly built-out nature of the Gateway Cities subregion, any major 
reductions in VMT and related GHG emissions within the subregion will more 
likely result from the transportation rather than the land use measures that are 
implemented by the Gateway Cities over the RTP planning period. 

Figure 2.3 Population Density by Region – 2010 

 
Source: SCAG and 2010 U.S. Census. 

The Gateway Cities subregion is comprised of a lower income population, 
compared with the SCAG region as a whole and Los Angeles County.  
Household and per capita income data from the 2010 Census are not available at 
this time.  The 2000 Census, however, reported a median household income of 
$38,354 for the Gateway Cities COG subregion.  The median household income 
levels for SCAG and Los Angeles County are higher at $45,844 and $42,189, 
respectively.  The average per capita income for the Gateway Cities subregion, 
according to the 2000 Census, also lags behind Los Angeles County and the State 
of California.  The average per capita income for the Gateway Cities subregion is 
$16,206, as compared to $20,683 for Los Angeles County and $22,711 for the State 
of California. 
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Age further distinguish the population of the Gateway Cities COG subregion 
from that of Los Angeles County and the State of California.  At 31.2 years of age, 
the median age (average for all cities) reported by the 2000 Census for the 
Gateway Cities subregion is slightly lower than the median age for Los Angeles 
County at 32.0 and the State of California at 33.3 years of age.11  Within the 
Gateway Cities COG subregion, the median age ranges from a low of 23.8 for the 
Cities of Bell Gardens and Cudahy to a high of 42.4 for the City of La Habra 
Heights. 

2.2 TRANSPORTATION TRENDS 
Although SB 375 does not include the analysis of heavy-duty trucks, the 
transportation trends and improvements in the Gateway Cities are shaped by its 
role as a goods movement hub.  Within the Gateway Cities COG reside 
two million residents in close proximity to the Ports of Long Beach and Los 
Angeles, the largest port complex in the United States.  Approximately 
45 percent of the nation’s containerized imports pass through these two ports, 
and the I-710 freeway, a primary truck route to service these ports that runs 
through the Gateway Cities, has the highest concentration of trucks in the 
country. 

The Gateway Cities is also a densely populated residential and employment 
center with a high density of households and jobs that generates demand for 
high frequency transit and multimodal services, high quality freeways that can 
relieve congestion and improve regional travel, and initiatives toward 
transportation demand management to reduce future travel demand. 

The Gateway Cities COG and its member cities have been engaged for the last 
20 years in studies aimed at improving mobility, congestion, air quality, and 
other traffic reduction projects.  As part of the I-710 Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), a Multimodal 
Transportation Report (completed in 2009) reviewed bus and rail transit, park-
and-ride facilities, HOV lanes, and goods movement by rail.  Transportation 
Demand Management/Transportation System Management (TDM/TSM) 
projects were also evaluated along with Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS), 
among other alternatives.12  This report determined that the collective use of 
multimodal transportation improvements has the potential to reduce future 
travel demand and increase freeway capacity. 

                                                      
11 As of this writing, the 2010 Census data on median age has not been published. 
12 I-710 Corridor Project EIR/EIS Technical Memorandum – Multimodal Review, 

prepared for LACMTA by URS, March 4, 2009, 
http://www.metro.net/projects_studies/I710/images/710_dr_mmr.pdf. 
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Figure 2.4 shows the inventory of projects being explored and potentially 
implemented in the Gateway Cities subregion.  An analysis of a subset of these 
projects is conducted as part of this SCS in Section 10.  Transportation 
performance in target years, based on funded RTP and LRTP transportation 
projects and transportation policies (e.g., TDM, TSM, and others), is analyzed 
using a “No Project” baseline with the LACMTA model in Section 10.0. 

Figure 2.4 Regional Transportation Projects and Trends for the Gateway Cities 

 
Source: Jerry Wood.  Gateway Cities Transportation Project Brochures, 2011. 

2.3 ECONOMIC AND FISCAL TRENDS 
An economic overview and forecast report completed by the Los Angeles 
County Economic Development Corporation (LAEDC) in January 2003 is useful 
in providing a summary of the economic structure of the North Gateway area 
(i.e., a major portion of the Gateway Cities COG subregion).  The report identifies 
the North Gateway area as including 22 incorporated cities (excluding the Cities 
of Avalon, Hawaiian Gardens, Lakewood, Long Beach, and Signal Hill) and 
some unincorporated areas. 

The North Gateway area is transected by major transportation lines, including 
being served by six freeways, the Alameda Corridor rail project, transited by the 
Burlington Northern Santa Fe and Union Pacific railroads, being served by 
Metrolink, Amtrak service, and MetroRail Green and Blue lines.  The North 
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Gateway area is substantially built-out resulting in relatively low levels of new 
residential construction.  Most development opportunities for housing are “in-
fill” sites on small blocks of land.  New residential development has generally 
been single-family development, but with an increasing shift toward multifamily 
development on in-fill and mixed-use sites.  Some cities have development 
opportunities on recycled sites, such as brownfield sites, but generally with 
respect to residential, most activity involved the demolition and replacement of 
older smaller homes with new larger, single and multifamily structures.  
Compared to residential development, there have been more opportunities for 
industrial-commercial development, and there are opportunities for 
redevelopment efforts in older downtowns. 

Even though the LAEDC report is somewhat dated and only focuses on a portion 
of the Gateway Cities subregion13, the report identifies a number of forces that 
will impact the future economic health of the entire subregion and are still quite 
relevant, including: 

 Importance of an educated population and the need for career connections 
for students; 

 Need for improvements to the transportation infrastructure; 

 Need for increased rail capacity; 

 Need for upgrading aging infrastructure; and 

 Need for the local economy to be considered in a global context. 

These major issues must be addressed to maintain and grow economic activity in 
the entire Gateway area. 

Economic development and affordable housing strategies implemented by cities 
in the Gateway Cities COG subregion over the past decade include: 

 Transit-oriented development to relieve transportation pressures; 

 Brownfield redevelopment as a source of land for economic development 
and new housing; 

 Programs to encourage employers to locate or expand in the subregion to 
address jobs/housing balance and reduce VMT; and 

 Promotion of infill development for housing and mixed-use development 
involving commercial and residential uses. 

                                                      
13 This is the only report prepared by the LAEDC for the Gateway Cities subregion.  

There is no corresponding analysis of the southern portion of the Gateway Cities 
subregion. 
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2.4 2005 GHG PERFORMANCE FOR GATEWAY CITIES 
Gateway Cities COG obtained the information needed to generate the Gateway 
Cities subregional baseline emissions per capita in 2005 from SCAG model data.  
A data request was sent on February 22, 2011, from Gateway Cities COG to 
SCAG, outlining the methodology and data needs to calculate a 2005 GHG per 
capita baseline benchmark for Gateway Cities.  The information requested 
included: 

 VMT within the SCAG region for all auto trips with a trip origin and/or 
destination inside of the Gateway Cities COG; 

 The VMT not including any light heavy-duty, medium heavy-duty, or heavy 
heavy-duty VMT; 

 Through trips not included in the estimate (i.e., trips that to not have either 
an origin or destination within the Gateway Cities); 

 VMT estimates broken out by into the standard time periods that SCAG 
models (AM, mid-day, PM, evening, and overnight); and 

 VMT provided by speed bin. 

The Adopted 2008 RTP Growth Forecast and the Local Input/General Plan 2012 
RTP Growth Forecast were used as the per capita denominator for the SB 375 
target years of 2020 and 2035. 

Table 2.1 Data Sources for Gateway Cities Population Estimates 

Year
Gateway Cities 

Population Source 

2005 2,094,268 Adopted 2008 RTP Growth Forecast, by City 
(RTP07_CityLevel.xls) 

2020 2,208,499 Local Input/General Plan Growth Forecast for 2012 RTP) 
(RTP2012_GROWTH-FORECAST.xls) 

2035 2,380,833 Local Input/General Plan Growth Forecast for 2012 RTP) 
(RTP2012_GROWTH-FORECAST.xls) 

Source: http://www.scag.ca.gov/forecast/index.htm.
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Figure 2.5 Benchmarks for SCAG and Gateway Cities 
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3.0 Subregional SCS 
Development Process 

3.1 SCS POLICY DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
The Gateway Cities COG established an SCS Policy Development Committee to 
oversee the SCS process and direct the work of the consultant team.  The SCS 
Policy Development Committee is a subcommittee of the Gateway Cities City 
Managers’ Steering Committee; and includes five city managers, eight planning 
directors from geographically representative cities, and one public works 
director.  Three COG staff attended meetings and supported the Committee’s 
work, including Richard Powers, the Executive Director of the Gateway Cities 
COG.  The Committee membership consists of the following officials: 

1. Mike Egan, City Manager of Bellflower; 

2. Jorge Rifa, City Manager of Commerce; 

3. Tom Modica, representing the City Manager of Long Beach; 

4. Ron Bates, City Manager of Pico Rivera; 

5. Ken Farfsing, City Manager of Signal Hill (Committee Chair); 

6. Aldo Schindler, Bell Gardens Planning/Community Development Director; 

7. Torrey Contreras, Cerritos Planning/Community Development Director; 

8. Sonia Southwell, Lakewood Planning/Community Development Director; 

9. Brian Saeki, Downey Planning/Community Development Director; 

10. Reuben Arceo, La Mirada Planning/Community Development Director; 

11. Wayne Morrell, Santa Fe Springs Planning/Community Development Director; 

12. Sonia Shah, South Gate Planning/Community Development Director; 

13. Don Dooley, Whittier Planning/Community Development Director; 

14. Steve Forster, Chair, La Mirada and Liaison to the Gateway Cities Public 
Works Officers; 

15. Richard Powers, Executive Director of Gateway Cities Council of Governments; 

16. Jack Joseph, Gateway Cities Council of Governments Staff; and 

17. Nancy Pfeffer, Gateway Cities Council of Governments Staff and Contract 
Project Manager. 
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After the consultant team was selected, the Committee met seven times 
beginning on January 13, 2011 to review progress and provide guidance. 

3.2 SCS DELEGATION TO GATEWAY 
The SCAG Regional Council approved the Framework and Guidelines for 
Subregional SCS on April 1, 2010.  This 12-page document laid out the terms and 
conditions for any of the 14 subregions within SCAG to take delegation of their 
SCS.  In October 2010, SCAG and the Gateway Cities COG signed an MOU 
officially delegating the preparation of the SCS for the Gateway Cities subregion 
to the Gateway Cities COG.  While this six-page MOU incorporated the 
Framework and Guidelines, neither document anticipated all of the potential 
issues that could emerge as a result of SCS delegation.  This document can be 
found in Appendix A. 

The most significant issue came to light when the Gateway Cities COG and its 
member jurisdictions carefully considered the range or scale for their SCS.  At the 
modest end of the spectrum, the subregion could compile a list of strategies, 
which it was prepared to implement.  These would be submitted to SCAG for 
inclusion in the regional SCS.  At the other end of this range would be a virtually 
stand-alone SCS.  This would require a rigorous quantification of the estimated 
GHG reductions from all strategies implemented from 2005 to 2020 and from 
2020 to 2035.  Once the Gateway Cities SCS Steering Committee decided to 
pursue the stand-alone approach, it needed to determine the appropriate GHG 
(CO2e) per capita benchmarks in 2005 for the Gateway Cities subregion in order 
to measure its attainment of the regional targets. 

The regional targets, assigned to SCAG by CARB for a percent reduction in GHG 
per capita against the regional 2005 benchmark, do not apply to any individual 
subregion within the SCAG region.  Nevertheless, the SCS Policy Development 
Committee decided to measure the total reduction in GHG from the bundle of 
strategies that make up the subregional SCS as a percentage against the 2005 
benchmark estimated for the Gateway Cities subregion.  Because SCAG had not 
calculated a 2005 GHG per capita for each subregion, the Gateway Cities SCS 
Policy Development Committee requested that SCAG provide the methodology 
it used to calculate the regional 2005 GHG per capita, and then applied this 
methodology to calculate the Gateway Cities’ regional-specific 2005 inventory.  
The calculations produced the 2005 benchmark of 16.6 lbs of CO2e per capita for 
the Gateway Cities region compared to 21.2 lbs of CO2e per capita as a 2005 
average for the entire SCAG region.  This analysis was summarized in 
Section 2.4. 

3.3 DEVELOPMENT OF STRATEGY PORTFOLIOS 
The Gateway Cities COG held four technical workshops with the city planning 
and public works directors from all of the jurisdictions.  These workshops were 
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the interactive tools for cities to work with the consultant research and analysis, 
and develop portfolios of GHG reduction strategies for each jurisdiction.  This 
approach started with each city assembling three broad categories of strategies 
that they would select and implement:  transportation projects, TDM activities, 
and land use strategies.  The planning directors and public works officers 
followed a three-step procedure for developing each city’s program for 
contributing to the subregional SCS: 

1. Screening.  Each city would first select among the universe of GHG 
reduction strategies a subset that could be implemented at the subregional or 
jurisdictional level.  They would then rank these selected strategies according 
to their fit with the pilot city’s market conditions, transit infrastructure, land 
use characteristics, and other circumstances that would affect the cost 
effectiveness and political feasibility of each candidate strategy. 

2. Scaling and Measurement.  For each of the strategies that was screened and 
ranked, city staff considered appropriate levels of deployment for each 
strategy.  This step included considering the following attributes of each 
strategy: 

a. Total amount of reduced GHG; 

b. Bundling with other strategies to achieve the most effective combination 
(i.e., interactive or synergistic effects); 

c. Performance over time (i.e., immediate to long term); 

d. Fiscal cost, including any potential to generate revenues; 

e. Cost effectiveness (cost per ton of CO2); and 

f. Level(s) of government most appropriate to implement them. 

Once each city had assembled an initial portfolio, the consultant team entered 
the technical characteristics of each strategy into the LACMTA iMpact web-
based software that measured GHG impacts of the strategies.14 

3. Bundling.  The consultant team worked with each jurisdiction to group 
strategies into bundles on three criteria:  a) logical combinations of strategies 
that may have synergies, such as transit investment, land use, and 
nonmotorized travel; b) consideration of the cost effectiveness of various 
strategies (e.g., selecting only those strategies meeting a particular cost-
effectiveness threshold); and c) each jurisdiction’s political conditions.  The 
consultants then reestimated the impacts of each bundle using the iMpact 
software tool that included GHG analysis. 

                                                      
14 The iMpact Tool, developed by Cambridge Systematics for LACMTA, is a web-based 

GIS application that calculates the GHG impacts of individual transportation projects.  
This functionality was based on previous Federally-sponsored research conducted for 
the Moving Cooler study (http://www.movingcooler.info). 
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An illustration of this process and the linkages associated with the bundling is 
shown in Figure 3.1. 

Figure 3.1 SCS and Strategy Portfolio Development Process 

 
 

3.4 STAKEHOLDER AND PUBLIC OUTREACH 
The SCS outreach program provided opportunities for Gateway Cities 
stakeholders and community members to learn about the SCS process and 
provide feedback. 

In February 2011, a stakeholder briefing was convened to inform Gateway Cities 
stakeholders representing climate and environmental groups, chambers of 
commerce, and housing advocates about the SCS process and to address 
questions on related topics.  Approximately 50 stakeholders were invited by the 
Gateway Cities COG to attend the two-hour session, which was held at the COG 
offices. 

Public Information Open Houses were also held in four locations representative 
of the Gateway Cities subregion.  These Open Houses were held in the Cities of 
Cerritos, Long Beach, Pico Rivera, and Commerce.  The purpose of these public 
information events was to present basic information on the SCS process, what the 
SCS means to the community, and provide an opportunity for community 
members to have one-on-one dialogue with members of the project team, COG 
staff, and representatives from subregional cities.  Participants were encouraged 
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to attend exhibit areas, where project staff were available to answer questions 
and receive feedback from attendees. 

Noticing for the public open houses included a series of information materials 
that were used to advertise the open houses by local media, the COG, and 
individual Gateway Cities. 

 Press release, 

 Open house flyer, 

 HTML open house invitation, and 

 SCS newsletter article. 

The press release was distributed to all local media.  The open house flyer was 
distributed to COG cities Planning Directors and Public Works Officers, made 
available at the COG offices, and mailed to stakeholders that were invited to the 
stakeholder briefing, with a request for further distribution.  Noticing for the 
open houses was also posted to the Gateway Cities COG web site, as well as 
made available to the web sites of other Gateway Cities.  In addition, information 
on the open houses and the SCS was packaged for use in local newsletters and 
other publications.  Noticing materials were provided in Spanish as well as 
English. 

The presentation materials that were used at the Public Information Open 
Houses included: 

 Information regarding SB 375 and how the Gateway Cities subregion SCS 
adheres to the process; 

 Display Boards with information on proposed strategies related to land use, 
transportation, and transportation demand management; 

 Frequently Asked Questions information; 

 Process Graphic Display Board demonstrating the timeline for the project 
and depicting the SCS process from start to finish; and 

 PowerPoint presentation with background information. 

Copies of the outreach materials are included in Appendix C. 

All materials presented and utilized at the Public Information Open Houses were 
made available in English and Spanish.  In addition, Spanish-speaking staff were 
on hand at each open house to answer questions in Spanish. 
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4.0 Land Use Characteristics 

The 2005 land use pattern in the Gateway Cities subregion is shown on 
Figure 4.1, while the utilization of land within the subregion by acreage is 
presented in Table 4.1.  As seen in Table 4.1, the predominant land use in the 
subregion is low-density residential, which occupies 43.3 percent of the 
subregion’s land area, exclusive of streets.  Industrial and commercial uses 
occupy approximately 15.1 percent and 10.1 percent of the subregion’s land area, 
respectively.  Over 11.5 percent of the subregion is devoted to open space, which 
primarily consists of the resource areas discussed in Section 8.0 of the SCS, but 
also includes a minor amount of vacant land available for development.  Other 
substantial land uses include medium-density residential at nearly 8.5 percent 
and public facilities at 8.1 percent.  Transportation uses include airports, rail 
yards, and transit facilities.  The agriculture remaining in the area primarily 
consists of avocado and citrus orchards on large residentially-zoned lots in the 
northern portion of the subregion and equestrian uses existing at various 
locations across the subregion. 

Table 4.1 Gateway Cities Subregion Existing Land Use – 20051

Land Use Category Acreage2 Percentage 

Low Density Residential 66,287.51 43.27 

Medium Density Residential 13,002.30 8.49 

High Density Residential 501.70 0.33 

Commercial 15,493.00 10.11 

Mixed Use 342.23 0.22 

Industrial 23,186.75 15.14 

Public Facilities 12,358.25 8.07 

Transportation 3,138.27 2.05 

Open Space3 17,684.84 11.55 

Agriculture 442.49 0.29 

Under Construction 741.56 0.48 

Total 153,178.90 100.00 

1. No summary data is available for the 2020 and 2035 target years. 

2. Exclusive of streets. 

3. Includes vacant land available for development. 

Source Acreages tabulated by Willdan Engineering based on 2005 Existing Land Use Map generated by 
SCAG.
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Figure 4.1 Existing Land Use 2005 

 
 

While the predominant land use in the subregion is low-density residential, the 
Gateway Cities have provided for a wide range of housing types and densities 
through their general plans and zoning ordinances, capable of accommodating 
all economic segments of the subregion’s population.  This is graphically 
illustrated on Figure 4.2, which shows 2000 census data for housing density by 
census block.  As seen in this figure, existing housing densities range from large 
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lot, semi-rural and traditional single-family densities (i.e., from 1 to 5 units per 
acre) to low-medium density of 6 to 14 units per acre to medium residential 
densities of 15 to 39 units per acre up to high densities of 40 units, to well in 
excess of 100 units per acre. 

Figure 4.2 Housing Density, 2000 

 
 

In preparing the SCS, the COG compiled an inventory of the general plans of 
each of the 26 participating cities.  The general plan maps for the Gateway Cities 
are contained in Appendix J.  Collectively, they constitute the land use 
component of the SCS. 

The COG also inventoried the status of the land use, circulation, and housing 
elements of each city’s general plan.  The resulting inventory is presented in 
Table 4.2, which includes the most recent adoption and horizon dates for each 
element, as well as any pertinent comments regarding the status of these 
elements.  As seen in this table, only one city has a general plan that extends the 
course of the planning period for the RTP (i.e., 2035), while 12 cities currently 
have general plans with horizon dates ranging from 2020 to 2030.  As the 
Gateway Cities continue to update their general plans, most, if not all, of the 
COG’s members will eventually have general plans with horizon dates that 
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coincide with the RTP planning period.  However, the financial condition of 
cities across the SCAG region and State poses a constraint to the future updating 
of general plans. 

Table 4.2 Gateway Cities Subregion General Plan Adoption and Horizon 
Dates

City Plan Element
Adoption 

Date 
Horizon

Date Comments 

Artesia Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

2010

2010

2008

2030

2030

2014

Avalon  Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

1972

1972

Due

–

–

Recently contracted with 
consultant to update City’s
General Plan and Housing 
Element.

Bell Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

1996

1996

Due

2011

2011

–

City working on General Plan 
update with completion 
expected in 2011.  Housing 
Element being drafted.  

Bellflower Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

1997

1997

Due

2010

2010

City staff, working with 
consultant, is preparing the 
Housing Element update. 

Bell Gardens Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

1995

1995

Due

2010

2010

2008

The City would like to complete 
a General Plan update, but is 
limited by financial constraints 
until late 2011 or 2012.  
Working on draft Housing 
Element to submit to HCD. 

Cerritos Land Use Element 

Circulation 

Housing Element 

2004

2004

2008

2020

2020

2014

Commerce Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

2008

2008

2008

2020

2020

2014

Compton Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

2011

2011

2008

2030

2030

2014

General Plan expected to be 
adopted in May 2011.  Housing 
Element submitted to HCD, 
waiting for comments. 

Cudahy Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

2010

2010

2008

2025

2025

2014

The City updated the General 
Plan in 2010, including the 
Housing Element for the period 
2008-2014.
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City Plan Element
Adoption 

Date 
Horizon

Date Comments 

Downey Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

2005

2005

2008

2030

2030

2014

Hawaiian
Gardens 

Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

2010

2010

2008

10-15 yrs 

10-15 yrs 

2014

Huntington
Park

Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

1991

1991

2008

2010

2010

2014

La Habra 
Heights

Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

2004

2004

2008

20 years 

20 years 

2014

General Plan horizon date not 
clearly specified, but rather 
assumed to be 20 years.  Draft 
of Housing Element submitted 
to HCD for review. 

La Mirada Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

2003

2003

2008

2020

2020

2014

Lakewood Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

1996

1996

2008

2026

2026

2014

Long Beach Land Use Element 

Transportation Element 

Housing Element 

1989

1991

2008

2000

2010

2014

General Plan update underway 
to plan for 2030. 

Lynwood Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

2003

2003

2008

2020

2020

2014

Housing Element certified by 
HCD. 

Maywood Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

2007

2007

2008

–

–

2014

City responding to first round of 
HCD comments on the Housing 
Element.

Norwalk Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

1996

1996

2008

2010

2010

2014

Horizon date only formally 
noted in Circulation Element.
City responding to HCD 
comments on Housing Element. 
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City Plan Element
Adoption 

Date 
Horizon

Date Comments 

Paramount Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

2007

2007

Out 

10 years 

10 years 

2008

No formal General Plan horizon 
date but it is anticipated to be 
updated in about 2017.
Updated Housing Element in 
negotiations with HCD. 

Pico Rivera Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

1993

1993

2008

10-15 yrs. 

10-15 yrs 

2014

The 2006-2014 Housing 
Element was certified by HCD 
in January 2010. 

Santa Fe 
Springs

Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

1993

1994

2008

21st Century 

21st Century 

2014

General reference to horizon 
date in Land Use Element as 
guiding development into the 
21st century. 

Signal Hill Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

2001

2010

2008

2015

2025

2014

City has submitted 2008-2014 
Housing Element update, but is 
still in negotiations with HCD for 
certification. 

South Gate Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

2009

2009

2010

2035

2035

2014

Vernon Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

2007

2007

2008

2030

2030

2014

Whittier Land Use Element 

Circulation Element 

Housing Element 

1993

1993

2008

2010

2010

2014

General reference made to 
horizon date in introduction to 
General Plan.
Noncomprehensive updates of 
General Plan in 2006 
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5.0 Growth Accommodations 

The SCS must identify areas within the subregion sufficient to house an eight-
year projection of the regional housing need for the subregion pursuant to 
California Government Code §65584.  The SCS must further identify areas within 
the subregion sufficient to house all of the population of the subregion, including 
all economic segments of the population, over the course of the planning period 
of the RTP, taking into account net migration into the region, population growth, 
household formation, and employment growth.  Regarding the first requirement, 
Government Code §65584 involves the RHNA component of housing element 
law and the eight-year period referred to is the 2013 to 2021 planning period for 
the initial RHNA to be generated under SB 375.  In allocating sufficient areas to 
accommodate the subregion’s estimated housing need for this time period, the 
Gateway Cities COG is also expected to determine that the SCS is consistent with 
the RHNA for this period.  However, it is technically impossible to make this 
determination due to the timing of these parallel planning efforts. 

The Gateway Cities COG must submit its final subregional SCS to SCAG by June 
2011.  SCAG, in turn, must approve the final regional SCS by April 2012.  SCAG 
will also release the draft RHNA in April 2012, and is tentatively scheduled to 
adopt the final RHNA when the SCAG RTP and SCS are approved in June 2012.  
Therefore, neither the Gateway Cities COG nor SCAG will have the ability to 
determine that the subregional and regional SCSs, respectively, are consistent 
with the RHNA prior to their finalization.  Instead, SCAG will need to determine 
whether the regional SCS is consistent with the RHNA, upon the release of the 
RHNA, and amend the regional SCS to achieve consistency, if needed. 

Despite the inability to determine consistency between the SCS and RHNA, the 
SCS must identify areas sufficient to accommodate the subregion’s projected 
housing need for the 2013 to 2021 period; and addressing the second requirement 
of SB 375, further identify areas sufficient to house the subregion’s projected 
population to the end of the RTP planning period in 2035.  In reviewing and 
commenting on SCAG’s preliminary Integrated Growth Forecast for the 2012 
RTP, the Gateway Cities have indicated what they believe are realistic estimates 
for household and population growth in each of their jurisdictions to 2020 and 
2035.  These estimates were based on past and current growth trends, as well as 
the capacity of the Gateway Cities general plans to support additional residential 
development.  Since these growth estimates reflect the housing development 
capacity of local general plans, it can be concluded that the Gateway Cities 
general plans, as presented in Appendix J, allocate adequate land at appropriate 
densities to house the subregion’s projected population to 2020 and 2035. 

The Gateway Cities expect that the subregional housing need eventually 
identified for the Gateway Cities COG in the 2013 to 2021 RHNA will be 
consistent with the Integrated Growth Forecast that is the underpinning of the 
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subregional SCS.  Each of the Gateway Cities has provided SCAG with 2020 and 
2035 household and population growth projections.  The subregion’s 
jurisdictions estimate 21,903 additional households from 2010 to 2020.  SCAG 
initially estimated 25,014 additional households, but released their estimate in 
May 2011 of 23,980 households over a 2011 to 2021 period, which most closely 
corresponds with the next RHNA planning period, taking into consideration the 
local input received and 2010 Census data.  As of this date, SCAG and the 
Gateway COG are still reviewing the projections, and Gateway COG is expecting 
further adjustments to bring the two projections into convergence. 
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6.0 Affordable Housing 
Accommodation 

The Gateway Cities’ 2020 and 2035 allocations of residential land use are 
designated in their general plans (Appendix J).  These residential land use 
designations specify allowable density ranges at and well above the default 
densities established in California Government Code §65583.2 that are applicable 
to the Gateway Cities.  These default densities, which are 20 or 30 dwelling units 
per acre depending upon city population, are the densities at which the State 
Department of Housing and Community Development has determined that the 
development of lower-income housing becomes financially feasible. 

Within the Gateway Cities’ general plans, the housing elements allocate 
sufficient land at appropriate densities to accommodate the projected housing 
needs.  In addition, the general plans identify programs for expanding the 
supply of affordable housing in the subregion to low- and moderate-income 
households.  These programs include: 

 Offering incentives to encourage in-fill development on vacant and 
underutilized residentially zoned land; 

 Rezoning to increase the permitted intensity of development on vacant and 
underutilized residentially zoned land; 

 Offering density bonuses and other incentives to encourage the development 
of housing affordable to low- and moderate-income households; 

 Utilizing redevelopment and brownfield development to generate new 
affordable housing for low- and moderate-income households; 

 Facilitating mixed-use development that incorporates high-density housing 
along major arterial streets and in downtown areas served by mass transit; 

 Pursuing and utilizing state and Federal funding sources to expand the 
supply of housing affordable to low- and moderate-income households; 

 Partnering with private developers and nonprofit housing sponsors to 
promote the development of housing affordable to low- and moderate-
income households; and 

 Utilizing housing overlay zones to provide options for the development of 
special needs and other affordable housing in areas otherwise designated for 
nonresidential uses. 
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7.0 Transportation Network 

This section describes the roadway, transit, TDM, and other strategies employed 
to reduce GHG. 

7.1 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 
Inefficient transportation networks are a key contributor to transportation-
related GHG emissions.  Transportation improvement projects that improve 
traffic flow, reduce vehicle idling and delay, and/or reduce overall VMT can 
significantly decrease per capita emissions on congested networks. 

Gateway Cities jurisdictions submitted 340 revenue-constrained transportation 
improvement projects, which together have the potential to considerably reduce 
per capita GHG emissions from the transportation sector. 

Figure 7.1 shows the locational extent of these transportation improvement 
projects in the Gateway Cities using the LACMTA iMpact Tool.  Figure 7.2 
shows the numerical distribution of submitted transportation projects.  These 
projects fall under six categories: 

1. Roadway Capacity Improvements (e.g., new lanes, bottleneck relief); 

2. Intersection Improvements (e.g., new signals, new signal phases, new 
intersection approach capacity); 

3. System Operations Improvements (e.g.,  intersection delay improvements, 
corridor-wide signal timing, ITS, adaptive traffic control systems, arterial 
management); 

4. Railroad Grade Separations; 

5. Nonmotorized Transportation Improvements (e.g., new bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities); and 

6. Park-and-Ride Facilities. 

Appendix D provides a list of all submitted strategies within these categories. 
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Figure 7.1 Submitted Transportation Project Locations 

 
Note: All red squares and dashed lines denote transportation projects. 
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Figure 7.2 Distribution of the Submitted Transportation Projects 

 
 

Each transportation improvement strategy offers unique potential for reducing 
per capita GHG emissions, and requires a different methodology to estimate 
potential emissions reductions.  To estimate these potential project-level benefits, 
a series of sketch planning methodologies was developed for each project type, 
using algorithms developed in the Moving Cooler Report, the Transportation 
Research Board (TRB) Highway Capacity Manual (2000), Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) Traffic Signal Timing Manual (2008), and other sources.15 

The resulting estimated total GHG reduction per capita per day amounts to 
0.74 lbs CO2e per capita per day in 2020 and 0.70 lbs CO2e per capita per day in 
2035. 

Each transportation improvement project category is described below, along 
with a brief note on the project-specific inputs that were required to make sketch 
planning estimates of potential GHG impacts. (See Appendix K for descriptions 
of the methodologies used to make these calculations. 

                                                      
15 Moving Cooler was an extensive research and documentation commissioned in 2010 by a 

wide range of agencies and interest groups to obtain objective information about the 
potential contributions of transportation strategies to GHG reduction goals.  Moving 
Cooler measures the effectiveness and costs of almost 50 types of strategies and 
combinations of strategies (http://www.movingcooler.info).  (See Appendix K). 
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7.1.1 Roadway Capacity Improvements 
Roadway capacity projects are those that either 1) widen an existing facility, or 
2) build or extend a new roadway.  Roadway capacity improvements have the 
potential to reduce excess GHG caused by delay at critical bottlenecks and 
chokepoints on heavily congested roadways.  Emission reductions from these 
projects are derived from increased average vehicle speeds due to capacity 
expansion and improved traffic flow rates resulting from decreased congestion.16  
Emission reductions vary by the type of facility under expansion and the location 
of the facility. 

At a large network scale, benefits gained from initial improved traffic flow rates 
on congested major highways are often offset to some degree by induced traffic 
(i.e., pent-up demand for travel) over the long term, resulting in lower emissions 
reductions than initially obtained.  All of the local transportation projects 
included in the subregional SCS, however, are small and mostly isolated 
improvements.  Their small scale and scope make it unlikely that their initial 
benefits would induce a significant amount of additional travel. 

Roadway capacity GHG reduction estimates are a function of several inputs, 
including project length, number of new lanes, corridor traffic volumes, facility 
type, and land use conditions.  Speed and capacity information by facility type 
and area types were obtained from the LACMTA travel demand model.  Travel 
speed changes on the facility after capacity expansion was calculated by sketch 
planning tools developed by Cambridge Systematics based on peer-reviewed 
methodologies (see Appendix K).  These tools used speed-flow curves from the 
travel demand model.  Travel speeds were calculated for peak periods and only 
during weekdays, since it is conservatively assumed that the speed variations 
during the off-peak periods and weekends are marginal. 

7.1.2 Intersection Improvements 
Intersection improvements have the potential to reduce excess GHG emissions 
caused by idling and delay at single intersections.  In general, these 
improvements fall under three categories: 

1. New Signal.  An unsignalized intersection approaching failure due to 
intolerable levels of delays is improved to a signalized intersection with an 
acceptable auto level of service. 

                                                      
16 The estimation of GHG impacts from local transportation projects were made using 

sketch planning models to estimate changes in speed, vehicle hours of delay, and 
vehicle miles of travel.  These outputs were then used as inputs for the EMission 
FACtors (EMFAC)  model, which calculates CO2 emissions for 2020 and 2035.  The 
EMFAC model incorporates future year emission factors that account for the lower 
emissions from future vehicles (see http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/msei.htm). 
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2. New Turning Phase.  A new specific turn or movement is enabled at the 
intersection, or a permissive turn is made into a protected turn by changing 
the signal phasing and/or timing. 

3. Improved Intersection Capacity.  Physical improvements are made to the 
signalized intersection that positively impact level of service, including 
improvements to geometry, approach redesign, or new lanes. 

The GHG reduction methodologies used to evaluate each intersection 
improvement type vary slightly, but estimates are generally a function of factors, 
such as approach capacities (i.e., number of lanes); peak-hour traffic volumes; 
facility types; cycle lengths; and land use densities.  Since detailed delay and 
level of service (LOS) calculations were not available for this analysis, traffic 
volumes and delay were generally approximated using travel model output.  
Signal cycle lengths either were specified by jurisdictions or approximated using 
the FHWA Traffic Signal Timing Manual (2008).  In each case, emissions reduction 
benefits were estimated by approximating the average reduction in delay per 
vehicle due to the improvement. 

7.1.3 System Operations Improvements 
System operations projects impact GHG emissions by improving traffic flows 
and reducing vehicle delay along key corridors involving multiple intersections.  
Examples include arterial management strategies such as corridor signalization 
and synchronization improvements, and ITS such as Advanced Traffic 
Management System (ATMS) implementation.  Travel timesavings at each 
intersection along the corridor are calculated and aggregated by applying a delay 
reduction factor.  Los Angeles County Public Works Department, for example, 
provided 14 traffic signal synchronization projects and ITS projects on primary 
arterials through both incorporated and unincorporated areas. 

System operations project benefits are a function of inputs, such as corridor 
length, number of intersections affected, number of lanes, traffic volumes, and 
existing travel times and cycle lengths.  These details were provided by 
jurisdictions or approximated using travel demand model output; the SCAG 
Highway Inventory17 (a TransCAD database recently compiled); and sources 
such as the Caltrans Traffic Light Synchronization Program and the TRB Highway 
Capacity Manual (2000). 

                                                      
17 The SCAG Modeling/GIS section undertook an inventory of major streets within the 

six counties comprising the SCAG region.  The inventory contains information 
pertaining to existing LOSs, as well as planned highway improvements.  Its primary 
purpose is to define the highway network for the RTP transportation demand model, 
but it will also support other programs, such as the Highway Performance Monitoring 
System.  It includes LOS attributes for more than 7,000 streets and highways.  It houses 
attributes such as posted speed, number of lanes, and median type. 
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7.1.4 Railroad Grade Separations 
Separating at-grade railroad crossings reduces vehicle delay and associated GHG 
emissions caused by railroad facility conflicts.  Grade separation project GHG 
benefits are a function of roadway average daily traffic, existing and improved 
average speeds, and average gate down time on the affected rail corridor.  
Average gate down time is used as a proxy for intersection delay prior to the 
grade separation improvement.  Inputs for the sketch analysis were provided by 
jurisdictions or approximated using travel demand model output, the SCAG 
Highway Inventory, and documentation and research prepared by local 
agencies. 

7.1.5 Nonmotorized Transportation Improvements 
The implementation of bicycle and pedestrian facilities can reduce GHG 
emissions to the extent that auto trips are replaced by walking or biking, or by 
transit trips accessed by walking or biking.  Generally, bicycle lanes and 
pedestrian facilities that offer access to transit have greater potential for GHG 
emissions reduction. 

While such improvements typically have a positive impact on reducing auto use, 
the magnitude of that impact is difficult to estimate.  Due to the scarcity of 
methodologies for accurately estimating the VMT impacts of nonmotorized 
transportation improvements at the project level, bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements were approximated using citywide factors based on research by 
Dill and Carr (2003).18  Ultimately, the planned bike lanes in Long Beach 
contributed an estimated 38,000 annual tons of CO2e reduced per bike lane mile. 

7.1.6 Park-and-Ride Facilities 
Increasing parking capacity at rail transit stations and major transit hubs reduces 
emissions by encouraging SOV drivers to shift to transit for a proportion of their 
commute trip.  Both new facilities and expansions of existing parking facilities 
have the potential to reduce per capita GHG.  A park-and-ride lot’s potential for 
reducing GHG is a function of a number of inputs, including number of spaces; 
average parking lot utilization; average auto trip commute lengths; and the type 
of transit being served (e.g., urban rail, commuter rail, bus rapid transit (BRT)/
express bus, etc.).  Project-specific inputs were provided by jurisdictions.  
Regional inputs, such as parking lot utilization and commute length, were 

                                                      
18 Dill, Jennifer, and Theresa Carr, 2003, Bicycle Commuting and Facilities at Major U.S. 

Cities:  If You Build Them, Commuters Will Use Them, TRB Annual Meeting, 2003.  Based 
on surveys collected in 35 major U.S. cities with at least 250,000 population; each 
additional mile of Type 2 bike lanes per square mile is associated with a 1-percent 
increase in bike commuting.  Note that this research differs from the methodology 
presented in Appendix K for quantifying GHG impacts from bicycle improvements. 
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approximated using local documents, such as the LACMTA Gold Line Phase II 
Draft EIR (2004).19 

7.2 TRAVEL DEMAND MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES 
7.2.1 TDM Strategies Employed to Reduce GHG Emissions 
As stated above, the SCS analysis also included consideration of TDM strategies 
being employed by Gateway Cities and an assessment of their GHG emission 
reduction impacts in 2020 and 2035.  The analysis keyed on three distinct 
strategies being implemented by many of the Gateway Cities, including: 

1. Compressed work week schedules for city employees, 

2. Ridesharing programs for city employees, and 

3. TDM or Trip Reduction Ordinances for new development. 

Compressed work weeks are generally in the form of city offices closing one day 
every two weeks, or offering employees 9/80 or 4/40 work schedules.  Some 
cities also utilize 3/36 schedules for safety officers.  As shown in Appendix E, 
11 cities reported utilizing compressed work week schedules, with more than 
3,200 employees participating.20  It was estimated that, on average, 14 percent of 
a participating city’s workers were off on any given day.  Six cities reported 
having ridesharing programs for their employees, with various incentives and 
promotions for the use of alternative commute modes.  Several of the cities 
reported that their Average Vehicle Ridership (AVR) was about 1.3 as a result of 
their ridesharing programs.  This rate is a rise from pre-program levels of 
between 1.21 to 1.23.  It was estimated that about 700 city employees subregion-
wide were participating in ridesharing programs. 

Finally, the last strategy, TDM ordinances, is reinforced by the LACMTA’s 
Congestion Management Program and model TDM ordinance.  TDM or Trip 
Reduction Ordinances have been adopted by many Los Angeles County cities in 
response to the LACMTA Congestion Management Plan, which includes 
developer-based TDM programs as one strategy for reducing congestion.  Seven 
cities reported having TDM ordinances that apply to new or expanded 
commercial development (mainly office) of 25,000 square feet or more.  One city 
reported that 30 percent to 40 percent of all its new commercial developments are 
subject to its TDM ordinance.  Conservatively, estimating that these TDM 
ordinances result in a 10-percent reduction in vehicle trips (many studies show 

                                                      
19 LACMTA, 2004, Gold Line Phase II – Pasadena to Montclair – Foothill Extension 

DEIS/DEIR, pp. 3-15-87. 
20 Appendix E provides the cost effectiveness of funded projects using published results 

of past evaluation studies, including many from the South Coast Air Basin. 
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reductions of 20 percent or more21) and applying this travel behavior impact to 
30 percent of the anticipated office growth in these 7 cities, it was possible to 
estimate the potential GHG reduction from applying TDM ordinance 
requirements to this new growth. 

Table 7.1 provides an estimate of the annual estimated GHG reductions (stated 
as metric tons of CO2 reduced) for 2020 and 2035 for each of the three TDM 
strategies described above. 

Table 7.1 Estimated Annual GHG Reduction from TDM Strategies for 2020 
and 2035 
In Metric Tons 

TDM Strategy 
Annual GHG Emission 

Reduction 2020 
Annual GHG Emission 

Reduction 2035 

Compressed work weeks1 607.5 530

Ridesharing program2 682.5 597.5 

TDM ordinance** 415 607.5

Total TDM Reduction 1,705 1,735 

1For city employees. 

2Applied to new office development. 

7.2.2 Other TDM Strategies Considered 
The TDM analysis also sought to quantify the impact of several other travel-
reducing strategies being employed in some Gateway Cities, but available data 
did not allow for more than a qualitative assessment.  TDM strategies that likely 
would contribute to GHG reduction and that are being implemented in many 
cities include: 

1. Participation in the Los Angeles County Bike to Work day (among city and 
private employees, estimated to reduce 4.36 ton of GHG on Bike to Work day 
within the Gateway Cities); 

2. Promotion and sales of transit passes to residents and others within the city 
(the U-Pass program at Long Beach State is estimated to reduce more than 
2,000 metric tons of GHG per year); 

3. Safe Routes to School projects being implemented in many cities, which can 
lead to travel behavior change (and reduced idling); and 

4. Distance learning at local colleges and universities through on-line courses, 
which reduces the need for some to drive to campus. 

                                                      
21 Spack Consulting, “TDM:  An Analysis of the Effectiveness of TDM Plans in Reducing 

Traffic and Parking in the Minneapolis/St. Paul Metropolitan Area,” January 2010. 
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While some evidence exists in the form of the self-reported results provided 
above, insufficient data was available from which to estimate the GHG potential 
impacts across a broader set of implementing cities and private entities.  The 
possible participation of private businesses and institutions presents significant 
potential for TDM strategies.  To the degree that there is widespread TDM 
activities among these private entities, the GHG reduction from TDM may be 
much larger than estimated for this SCS.  Unfortunately, the schedule and 
resources were insufficient to launch a comprehensive survey of Gateway Cities 
major employers.22 

7.2.3 Interactive Effects Between TDM and Land Use/Transit 
Improvements 

The analyses of TDM, transportation, and land use strategies, when considered 
independently, did not factor in the potential interactive effects between these 
complementary GHG reduction measures.  Smart land use policies and transit 
service improvements can serve to enhance the effectiveness of TDM strategies, 
especially when focused on employment at new developments that would 
benefit from the same land use policies and transit enhancements.  Therefore, an 
additional TDM analysis was undertaken to estimate the multiplicative effects of 
land use and transit improvements on TDM program effectiveness. 

This analysis focused on the TDM Ordinance element of the TDM analysis 
summarized in Section 7.2.1.  The TDM Ordinances are the avenue in which to 
condition developments to support vehicle trip reduction (and therefore GHG 
reduction) strategies.  These same developments may occur in areas that will 
benefit from smart land use policies (increased density, mixed uses, etc.) and 
transit improvements (such as increased coverage, frequency, type of service, 
fare policies, transit marketing enhancements, etc.).  Therefore, the interactive 
impact analysis of these three measures (TDM, transit, and land use) involved 
the application of a 13-percent trip reduction to new office development space as 
analyzed in Section 7.2.1.  That analysis assumed an 8-percent vehicle trip 
reduction (VTR) based on a conservative estimate of TDM program effectiveness 
at new developments subject to TDM requirements.  The higher effectiveness 
factor (13 percent vs. 8 percent VTR) is based on studies conducted in Utah23 and 
Virginia.24  In Fairfax County, Virginia, the research estimated the VTR impacts 

                                                      
22 Participating cities were unable to provide sufficient detailed information regarding 

any business-related TDM strategies needed to calculate GHG emissions. 
23 Cambridge Systematics, TDM Best Practices, prepared for the Utah TravelWise 

Program, Utah DOT, Draft Report, submitted January 13, 2009. 
24 Cambridge Systematics, Increasing the Integration of TDM into the Land Use and 

Development Process:  Findings and Recommendations, Draft Final Report, prepared for the 
Fairfax County DOT, submitted May 12, 2010. 
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of various TDM programs as implemented at new developments under various 
transit “intensity” assumptions.  The results of that analysis are shown in 
Table 7.2. 

Table 7.2 National Evidence on TDM Program Impacts 
Vehicle Trip Reduction from Background Conditions 

TDM Program or Strategy High Transit Moderate Transit Low Transit 

Support, Promotion, Information 3-5% 1-3% <1% 

Alternative Commute Services 5-10% 5-10% 1-3% 

Financial Incentives 10-20% 5-15% 1-5% 

Combined Strategies    

With Free Parking 15-20% 10-15% 3-7% 

With Paid Parking 25-30% 15-20% N/Aa

Source: Cambridge Systematics, Inc., UrbanTrans, and ESTC for Fairfax County DOT, 2010. 

This table was used to derive the projected vehicle trip reduction impacts for the 
application of the eight cities’ TDM ordinances to the new development 
projected for each city (8 percent) and for enhanced transit and land use policies 
as reflected in higher transit availability (13 percent).  Thirteen percent is a low 
estimate, as compared to the 15 to 20 percent cited in the table, given the lower 
base levels of transit availability in the Los Angeles Basin and the somewhat 
unproven relationship between land use, transit, and TDM effectiveness. 

As shown in Table 7.3, the application of a 13-percent vehicle trip reduction to 
the eight cities with TDM ordinances and their projected growth in office 
development, the estimated GHG reduction (as compared to TDM ordinance 
effectiveness without interactive effects or an 8-percent VTR) results in the 
following estimated impacts. 

Table 7.3 Estimated Annual GHG Reduction from TDM Strategies for 2020 
and 2035 with and Without Interactive Effects 
In Metric Tons 

TDM Ordinance Impacts 
Annual GHG Emission 

Reduction 2020 
Annual GHG Emission 

Reduction 2035 

Without Interactive Effects 415.0 607.5 

With Interactive Effects 652.5 957.5 
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7.3 OTHER TRANSPORTATION STRATEGIES NOT 
INCLUDED IN THE GATEWAY CITIES SUBREGIONAL 
SCS 
7.3.1 Strategies Submitted but not Analyzed 
Several transportation and transportation demand management strategies were 
submitted by Gateway Cities jurisdictions for analysis, but were either 
incomplete, did not have sufficient information for analysis, or were not relevant.  
Appendix D provides a list of these strategies under “Gateway Cities Submitted 
Other Projects that Were Not Analyzed.”  These projects were not analyzed for 
the SCS due to several overarching reasons: 

 ITS Applications such as Traffic Management Centers and Traffic Control 
Systems.  These are important systems operations improvements that could 
relieve congestion and reduce bottlenecks in the corridor.  Many of these 
investments are providing infrastructure for coordinated signal systems; 
however, based on the information provided by cities, a rigorous analysis 
could not be performed without more information.  These systems could be 
examined in the future for possible GHG reduction potential.  Table 7.4 
shows the range of annual GHG reduction that could be achieved with 
different ITS applications. 

 Transit Amenities on a Micro Scale, such as Bus Stops and Shelters.  There 
is no peer-reviewed literature on the analysis of GHG reduction due only to 
transit amenities at the micro scale.  Even with improvements at a handful of 
select bus stops, the change in ridership and GHGs is likely to be minimal.  
There are studies that show that comprehensive improvements in “customer 
service orientation,” including much more than just bus stops, can lead to a 
significant ridership increase; however, these strategies would move beyond 
the amenities submitted. 

 Transit Electric Vehicle Connection.  The Gateway Cities, along with the rest 
of Southern California, are encouraging electric vehicle usage by installing 
electric vehicle charging stations at key transit nodes.  To date, the research 
concerning GHG reduction due to mode shift has not been conclusive and 
there is not yet enough evidence on GHG reduction potential due to electric 
vehicles as a connection to transit.  In the upcoming year, more studies will 
be conducted, including one by Southern California Edison on Electric 
Vehicle Readiness. 
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Table 7.4 GHG Reduction from ITS Applications from Moving Cooler

ITS Application1

Moving Cooler Range of 
Percentage Annual GHG 

Reduction from Nationwide 
Baseline2

Moving Cooler Reduction per 
Cost (Metric Tons Reduced 

per 2008 Dollars 
Implementation Cost)3

Min Max Min Max 

Ramp Metering 0.01% 0.44% 0.011 0.025 

Variable Message Signs 0.00% 0.01% 0.001 0.003 

Active Traffic Management 0.01% 0.42% 0.003 0.004 

Integrated Corridor Management 0.01% 0.42% 0.004 0.031 

Incident Management 0.00% 0.45% 0.006 0.026 

Road Weather Management 0.00% 0.00% 0.000 0.001 

Signal Control Management 0.00% 0.15% 0.001 0.003 

Traveler Information 0.00% 0.15% 0.002 0.006 

Vehicle Infrastructure Integration 0.01% 0.37% 0.000 0.002 

1. Further definitions and assumptions on levels of deployment can be found in Moving Cooler, Appendix A, 
page A-14. 

2. Moving Cooler, Appendix D, Tables D.3 and D.4.  Note that percentage reductions are compared to a 
nationwide baseline, and ITS strategies are only applied in locations with certain levels of congestion.  
Therefore percentage reductions for urban areas may be higher than national numbers because they 
have a higher share of congested roadways than the whole nation. 

3. Calculated from Moving Cooler Main Report, Table 4.1. 

7.3.2 Possible Strategies to Consider for the Gateway Cities 
Beyond the strategies selected for analysis in the Gateway Cities subregional 
SCS, there are several additional strategies that could be explored further in 
future SCS development.  The Moving Cooler report analyzed nearly 50 strategies; 
some of which were included in the SCS, some of which do not apply to SB 375, 
and some of which cannot be implemented at the local or regional level. 

There are, however, three categories of strategies that could be explored further 
in future SCS development. 

 TDM or Trip Reduction Ordinances.  Within this SCS, we have analyzed the 
GHG reduction for eight cities in the Gateway Cities reporting having TDM 
ordinances.25  Based on an understanding of the LACMTA’s Congestion 
Management Program and model TDM ordinance, it is assumed that many 

                                                      
25 TDM or Trip Reduction Ordinances have been adopted by many Los Angeles County 

cities in response to the LACMTA Congestion Management Plan, which includes 
developer-based TDM programs as one strategy for reducing congestion. 
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cities – if not all of the cities within the Gateway Cities – have adopted a TDM 
ordinance within the Gateway Cities.  Further assessment of which cities in 
the Gateway Cities have adopted and implemented TDM ordinances could 
provide more GHG reduction within the subregion. 

 Pricing strategies (congestion, parking, VMT, etc.).  Despite the political 
challenges associated with implementing pricing strategies, this category can 
be both cost effective and provide significant GHG reductions.  This category 
of strategies focuses on raising the costs associated with use of the 
transportation system by autos and especially by SOVs, both in terms of the 
cost of VMT and fuel consumption.  The revenues generated from pricing 
strategies can be reinvested in transportation infrastructure, potentially 
covering the costs of implementing GHG reduction strategies. 

 Regulatory strategies (urban nonmotorized zones, urban parking 
restrictions, etc.).  This category includes various regulatory measures to 
moderate vehicle travel and encourage more efficient driving. 

For the Gateway Cities, parking pricing merits particular attention.  Parking fees 
could be implemented and charged for parking in CBDs in shopping districts 
and downtown areas, employment areas, and retail centers to encourage “park 
once” behavior or reduce single-occupant trips.  Other approaches include the 
introduction of taxes or higher fees on otherwise free private parking lots and 
parking management approaches, including requirements for residential parking 
permits, as well as permits for delivery and service vehicles and for visitors. 

In terms of regulatory strategies, nonmotorized zones could be established in 
CBDs and regional employment and retail centers, transforming these areas to 
transit malls, linear parks, or other nonmotorized zones.  Parking restrictions 
could be imposed in urban areas, capping the absolute number of commuter 
spaces in a CBD and other regional employment and retail centers, with potential 
exception for carpools. 
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8.0 Resource Areas and Farmland 

In preparing the SCS, the Gateway Cities COG was required to gather and 
consider the best practically available information regarding resource areas and 
farmland in the Gateway Cities subregion.  As defined in Government 
Code §65080.01, resource areas include: 

1. All publicly owned parks and open space; 

2. Open space or habitat areas protected by natural community conservation 
plans, habitat conservation plans, and other adopted natural resource 
protection plans; 

3. Habitat for species identified as candidate, fully protected, sensitive, or 
species of special status by local, state, or Federal agencies or protected by the 
Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973, the California Endangered Species 
Act, or the Native Plant Protection Act; 

4. Lands subject to conservation or agricultural easements for conservation or 
agricultural purposes by local governments, special districts, or nonprofit 
501(c)(3) organizations, areas of the state designated by the State Mining and 
Geology Board as areas of statewide or regional significance pursuant to 
Section 2790 of the Public Resources Code, and lands under Williamson Act 
contracts; 

5. Areas designated for open-space or agricultural uses in adopted open-space 
elements or agricultural elements of the local general plan or by local 
ordinance; 

6. Areas containing biological resources as described in Appendix G of the 
California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines that may be significantly 
affected by the SCS or the alternative planning strategy; and 

7. An area subject to flooding where a development project would not, at the 
time of development in the judgment of the agency, meet the requirements of 
the National Flood Insurance Program, or where the area is subject to more 
protective provisions of state law or local ordinance. 

Farmland, as defined in Government Code §65080.01, means farmland that is 
outside of all existing city spheres of influence or city limits as of January 1, 2008; 
and is classified as prime or unique farmland or farmland of statewide 
importance. 

There is no farmland as defined above in the Gateway Cities subregion.  Given 
the absence of farmland, there are no lands under Williamson Act contracts.  
Likewise, there are no areas of statewide or regional significance pursuant to 
Section 2790 of the Public Resources Code.  Nevertheless, there are a variety of 
other resource areas in the subregion, as defined in Government Code §65080.01. 
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The existing resource areas within the Gateway Cities subregion are shown on 
Figure 8.1.  These resource areas are an integral part of the planned urban 
development pattern for the subregion as depicted on the general plans of the 
Gateway cities.  These resource areas contribute to the sustainability of the 
subregion by the various functions they perform, which include: 

 Meeting the recreational needs of the subregion’s residents, and thereby 
contributing to their health and well being through the provision of parks, 
golf courses, and other recreational facilities; 

 Serving as aquifer recharge areas that allow for the replenishment of the 
groundwater basins beneath the subregion on which the Gateway Cities rely 
for a major portion of their water supply; 

 Preserving significant habitat and other ecologically important areas that are 
critical to maintaining the biodiversity of the subregion; 

 Protecting residents and property within the subregion from the hazard of 
flooding through an integrated system of flood control facilities; and 

 Supporting the production of energy resources by accommodating oil 
recovery operations. 

Recognizing the importance of these areas to the sustainability of the subregion, 
the majority of these areas have been designated in the Gateway Cities general 
plans and zoned as open space or public facilities.  In doing so, the Gateway 
Cities have clearly expressed their intent that these areas be preserved in 
perpetuity as open space/publicly-held land.  The one major exception is the 
areas devoted to oil production.  However, the preservation of these areas as 
open space is not essential to the continued production of oil in these areas.  
Through the consolidation of wells at strategically located drill sites and the use 
of slant drilling and other recovery techniques, oil production operations can 
continue within the oilfields existing across the subregion for years to come 
while releasing surface areas for other forms of urban in-fill development. 
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Figure 8.1 Resource Areas 
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9.0 State Housing Goals 

The SCS must consider the state housing goals set forth in Government 
Code §65580 and §65581.  In establishing state housing policy, the California 
Legislature finds and declares in Government Code §65580 that: 

 The availability of housing is of vital statewide importance, and the early 
attainment of decent housing and a suitable living environment for every 
Californian, including farm workers, is a priority of the highest order. 

 The early attainment of this goal requires the cooperative participation of 
government and the private sector in an effort to expand housing 
opportunities and accommodate the housing needs of Californians of all 
economic levels. 

 The provision of housing affordable to low- and moderate-income 
households requires the cooperation of all levels of government. 

 Local and state governments have a responsibility to use the powers vested 
in them to facilitate the improvement and development of housing to make 
adequate provision for the housing needs of all economic segments of the 
community. 

 The Legislature recognizes that in carrying out this responsibility, each local 
government also has the responsibility to consider economic, environmental, 
and fiscal factors and community goals set forth in the general plan; and to 
cooperate with other local governments and the State in addressing regional 
housing needs. 

In Government Code §65581 the Legislature further states that, in enacting the 
requirement that each general plan must contain a housing element, it is their 
intent: 

 To assure that counties and cities recognize their responsibilities in 
contributing to the attainment of the state housing goal; 

 To assure that counties and cities will prepare and implement housing 
elements that, along with Federal and state programs, will move toward 
attainment of the state housing goal; 

 To recognize that each locality is best capable of determining what efforts are 
required by it to contribute to the attainment of the state housing goal, 
provided such a determination is compatible with the state housing goal and 
regional housing needs; and 

 To ensure that each local government cooperates with other local 
governments in order to address regional housing needs. 
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These state housing goals were considered and fully taken into account during 
the formulation of this SCS.  The general plans of the COG’s member cities, 
which collectively constitute the land use component of the SCS, allocate 
adequate land at appropriate densities for residential development to meet the 
projected housing needs of the Gateway Cities subregion.  The goals and policies 
found in the housing elements of these general plans are consistent with the state 
housing goals, and the housing programs being implemented by the Gateway 
Cities contribute to the attainment of the state housing goals.  Some of the more 
widely implemented programs being deployed by the Gateway Cities to expand 
the supply of housing in the subregion that is affordable to low- and moderate-
income households, while also contributing to a more sustainable development 
pattern within the subregion, have already been identified in Section 6.0 of this 
SCS.  Additional measures that have been taken by the Gateway Cities to address 
the housing needs of all economic segments of the subregion’s population 
include: 

 Utilizing zoning and property rehabilitation programs to preserve well-
established residential neighborhoods and existing housing affordable to 
low- and moderate-income households; 

 Utilizing zoning and other land use controls to accommodate the housing 
needs of the elderly, disabled, homeless, and other special needs households; 

 Providing rental assistance to lower-income households; and 

 Offering first-time homebuyer assistance to low- and moderate-income 
households. 
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10.0 Integration of Development 
Pattern with the 
Transportation Network 

This section describes the methodology used to integrate future land 
development patterns for the subregion with the transportation network and the 
travel demand the network accommodates.  The SCAG Sustainability Tool is 
used to analyze 2020 and 2035 land use scenarios for each of the 26 participating 
cities.  Additionally, the subregional transportation network and other 
transportation measures and policies are layered on top of the locally significant 
projects listed in Section 7.0 and their combined impacts are assessed.  This 
section also reports interactions or synergies between land use changes and the 
transportation strategies and policies.  These synergies add significant 
magnitude to the reductions of GHG emissions from individual strategies in 
2035. 

10.1 LAND USE ANALYSIS USING THE SUSTAINABILITY 
TOOL 
SCAG has expended significant effort and conducted extensive one-on-one 
outreach efforts to develop the Sustainability Tool (ST).  For the subregional SCS, 
Gateway Cities has used the ST as the primary method of assessing GHG 
impacts of future land use scenarios from individual jurisdictions (i.e., the 
26 participating Gateway Cities).  By using the tool developed by SCAG, the 
Gateway Cities have been able to estimate GHG reductions from land use 
strategies, and provide the underlying GIS and Excel datasets to SCAG in order 
for SCAG to include the analysis in the regional SCS. 

One of the primary goals of SB 375 involves motivating local governments to 
implement aggressive smart growth land use strategies, and integrate these with 
systematic transit and nonmotorized transportation investments.  The consultant 
team and SCS Policy Development Committee advocated for this goal.  
Consultants, COG staff, and Committee members encouraged city staffs to 
consider aggressive land use reforms during the four technical workshops and 
numerous communications with individual cities throughout the SCS 
development process.  Some cities had already incorporated significant smart 
growth policies during the most recent update to their general plans.  Other cities 
considered pushing density and clustering of mixed-use development beyond 
what was specified in their general plans.  Long Beach, for example, 
experimented with some extremely dense development throughout their transit 
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corridors and CBDs.  At the end of this process, however, no city adopted land 
use policies for this SCS that significantly vary from those in their adopted 
general plans.  This outcome probably came about for four reasons: 

1. Some cities have already adopted aggressive smart growth policies in their 
general plans.  As an almost universal fact of local governments, cities will 
protect their authority over land use planning zealously. 

2. All cities are currently facing significant slumps in development and may be 
concerned that aggressive land use regulation may discourage new 
development. 

3. Just about all Gateway Cities are built out and are expecting modest amounts 
of in-fill development, which provides only modest opportunities to increase 
density and envision “place making” development opportunities. 

4. High quality transit nodes require high quality transit service to attract 
riders.  Current funding for such services has been reduced and service 
quality has suffered.  Meanwhile, little or no incentives (e.g., parking charges, 
congestion pricing, carbon tax, etc.) have been seriously proposed, let alone 
implemented, to encourage less driving and more use of transit, biking, and 
walking.  Most transportation analysts are adamant that until pricing policies 
are used to discourage driving, auto travel will dominate other modes of 
travel almost regardless of land use policy. 

Of the 26 participating cities, 11 cities evaluated the land use data loaded as 
default scenarios into the ST, and these cities worked with SCAG to develop a 
modified 2008 land use scenario, as well as apply smart growth policies in 2020 
and 2035 scenarios.26  The remaining cities used the ST equivalents of their 
adopted general plans (i.e., default scenarios in the ST), which is SCAG’s best 
judgment of city general plans converted to 5.5-acre grid cells.  The ST has 
functionality that estimates the interactions between land use (expressed as one 
of 24 types of land use) and proximity to a transit node.  The ST specifies 
proximity as one-quarter mile from a bus stop and one-half mile from a 
passenger rail station.  These interactions are included in the estimated GHG 
reductions from each city’s 2020 and 2035 land use policies. 

The resulting GHG reduction amounts to 0.47 lbs CO2e per capita per day in 2020 
and 0.49 lbs CO2e per capita per day in 2035.  Individual city scenarios can be 
found in Appendix F. 

                                                      
26 The ST converts general plan information from each city into 5.5-acre grid cells, where 

each grid cell is assigned 1 of 26 possible types of land use.  This assignment process 
provides a reasonable approximation of a city’s aggregate land use, but may on 
occasion assign general plan land use designations to incorrect grid cell types. 
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10.2 REGIONALLY SIGNIFICANT TRANSIT AND 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 
Planned regional transportation projects located within or near the Gateway 
Cities (e.g., HOT lanes on I-110, Green Line extension to LAX, Regional 
Connector) will impact GHG within the subregion.  Gateway Cities COG staff 
determined 17 such projects are included in the RTP.  These include Measure R 
projects, such as multimodal and intermodal facilities; and ramp and freeway 
improvements, such as HOV, HOT and toll lanes.27  The list of projects is shown 
in Table 10.1. 

Table 10.1 Key Regional Projects Included in the Gateway Cities SCS 

2020 Regional Project List 
Anticipated 
Completion 

Fully Funded/ 
Part of RTP 

Partially
Funded/Potentially 
Likely to Proceed 

I-5 (between I-605 to countyline) 2020 

I-110 Harbor Transitway HOV lane conversion 
to HOT lanes 

2012 

I-710 Arterial Hwy Improvements 2020 

I-710 TSM/TDM 2020 

BNSF Grade Separation 2035 

California High-Speed Rail 2035  

Goldline Eastside Extension 2035  

Green Line Extension to LAX 2035  

I-5 (between I-605 to I-710) 2035  

I-5 Arterial Highway Improvements 2035  

I-605 Hot Spots 2035  

I-710 Freight Corridor 2025  

ITS Integration Plan 2025  

Orangeline Development Authority – OLDA 
Project

2035 

Regional Connector 2025  

Signal Synchronization of Major Arterials (re:  
I-710)

2025 

SR 91/I-605/I-405 Arterial Highway 
Improvements

2035 

 
                                                      
27 Measure R is a one-half-cent, 30-year sales tax dedicated to specific transportation 

improvements throughout Los Angeles County.  Appendix G lists the specific projects 
located within the Gateway Cities region. 
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The analysis of their estimated GHG reductions requires using the travel 
demand model output from LACMTA and SCAG.  As shown in the second 
column of Table 10.1, the anticipated dates of completion for all but one of these 
projects (I-5 between I-605 to county line) occur after 2020.  Most of their 
estimated GHG impacts, therefore, are accounted for in the second target period 
from 2021 to 2035.  The results of LACMTA and SCAG modeling of these 
17 projects were input into EMFAC emission model, which estimated a 
7.0 percent reduction in daily CO2 in 2035, compared to the 2005 benchmark, 
because of increases in network speed; and a 1.1-percent reduction because of 
reduced VMT (i.e., mode shift).  When these two are combined, the estimated 
total daily CO2 reduction is 7.07 percent (the two are combined by multiplying 
rather than adding).28  Appendix G explains the methodology and analysis for 
the quantification of GHG reduction due to regional transportation projects. 

10.3 LAND USE – REGIONAL TRANSIT CAPACITY 
EXPANSION INTERACTION 
10.3.1 Overview 
The ST estimates the interaction between new development and redevelopment 
in Gateway Cities and regional public transportation projects funded under 
Measure R with the same methodology as applied for a local bus or local rail 
transit service.  This interaction, however, may be more substantial for regional 
transit projects that will serve travel across the subregion, the county, and the 
region.  This higher level of mobility from regional transit produces larger 
interactive impacts when station areas are developed as higher-density transit-
oriented developments (TOD). 

10.3.2 Assessment Process in Gateway Cities SCS 
There are two primary components to the land use-regional transit capacity 
expansion interaction under consideration in the SCS: 

1. Regional Transit Walk Access.  There are two potential interactions to 
consider: 

a. Residential and commercial development and redevelopment identified 
in the Gateway Cities adjacent to existing and planned transit stations 
will on average generate less VMT per household than households not 
adjacent to transit.  This interaction is accounted for in the ST. 

                                                      
28 The relative change in CO2 emissions based on build/no-build comparisons from 

Metro’s modeling for the 2009 LRTP was used to estimate the emission reductions for 
the 17 identified projects.  This assumes that the benefits of the 2009 LRTP are 
distributed equitably across Los Angeles County. 
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b. The improvement of transit access to regional destinations outside the 
Gateway Cities and new high capacity and frequent regional transit 
service in Gateway Cities improves the level of service and utility of the 
transit mode leading to mode shift from vehicle-based trips. 

2. TOD Opportunity.  New or improved transit stations may attract new TOD, 
as long as the appropriate combinations of higher-density, mixed-use zoning, 
parking policies, urban design guidelines, and redevelopment investments 
are implemented.  This type of high density and mixed residential and 
commercial development should facilitate attracting residents and workers 
with higher propensities for transit trips. 

10.3.3 Regional Transit Walk Access 
The ST has functionality that estimates the interactions between land use 
(expressed as the trip generation characteristics and mode shares of the 24 types 
of land use) and proximity to a fixed-guideway transit node (defined as within 
one-half mile) or a bus stop (defined as within one-quarter mile).  The ST 
subdivides the growth forecasts from the cities into 5.5-acre grid cells, overlays 
the data with existing and planned transit facilities (planned transit facilities 
include all projects in the fiscally constrained RTP), and flags all cells within a 
one-half mile of rail stations and one-quarter mile of bus stops. 

In the ST, regional transit walk access is the most significant environmental 
predictor of household transit trips, with an average elasticity of 0.25 (meaning 
that for every 10-percent increase in households flagged with regional transit 
walk access, there is an estimated 2.5-percent increase in transit trips.).  Another 
way to view this interaction is that for every 100 new trips generated within one-
half mile of regional transit, 25 of them will be on transit (a 25-percent mode 
share). 

The GHG reduction estimates developed through the ST reflect the benefit of 
both the growth and land use changes within the Gateway Cities through 2035 
and the added accessibility to regional destinations through new transit access in 
the RTP. 

What the ST does not presently consider is the additional VMT reduction that 
could occur in the Gateway Cities as a result of long-range implementation of 
Measure R projects that are partially funded and not included in the current 
fiscally-constrained RTP.  Projects in the Measure R plan, anticipated to be 
completed by 2035 impacting travel in Gateway Cities, include the Gold Line 
Eastside Extension, the Orange Line Development Authority (OLDA) grade-
separated regional transit project, the Regional Connector project linking the 
Blue Line to other lines in Downtown Los Angeles, and the Green Line extension 
to Los Angeles International Airport (LAX).  These projects will positively affect 
transit ridership in the Gateway Cities in two ways:  1) the projects will improve 
regional access to attractions, employment, and services for Gateway Cities 
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households, and 2) the projects will provide a new fixed guideway transit 
alternative to private vehicle or bus transit trips. 

Fixed guideway transit (i.e., commuter or light rail) tends to be more attractive 
than bus transit to discretionary travelers (people who have the option of 
driving), including commuters, visitors, and people traveling to major sport and 
cultural events if they are located along transit lines.  To reflect the transition 
from bus to fixed-guideway transit access, an assumption that the regional 
transit walk access elasticity increases from 0.17 for bus to 0.33 for rail is 
reasonable for these discretionary trips.  In other words, travelers with existing 
access to bus transit would be 1.5 to as much as 2 times as likely to choose transit 
if they had access to rail transit (while controlling for socioeconomic variables).  
This increase in transit mode share makes the regional rail projects that transect 
the Gateway Cities subregion more effective at reducing GHG than existing bus 
service, and even more effective when rail station areas are developed as TODs. 

10.3.4 TOD Opportunity 
In expanding transit corridors in California and elsewhere, the presence of new, 
high capacity, high level of service public transportation options has been shown 
to be a catalyst for new or redevelopment.  Through zoning codes and 
development regulations, cities may support development of these areas through 
reduced parking requirements, tax increment financing, and other incentives to 
maximize the opportunity for development and capitalize on their investment in 
transit. 

It is uncertain how much the opportunity for rezoning and eventual 
redevelopment of land uses near planned transit stations is incorporated into city 
general plans.  OLDA is the only transit project in the Measure R plan 
anticipated to be completed by 2035 within the Gateway Cities.  This project, 
which could facilitate TOD in Gateway Cities, would provide access to Vernon, 
Maywood, Bell, Huntington Park, Cudahy, Downey, South Gate, Paramount, 
Artesia, Bellflower, and Cerritos. 

In addition, other regional transit projects that increase the level of service and 
accessibility to attractions outside the Gateway Cities (for example, such as new 
Green Line access to LAX) could also, to a lesser degree than above, facilitate 
TOD at existing transit stations in the Gateway Cities.  It is likely that the benefits 
from TOD at these locations would occur sooner than TOD associated with the 
OLDA project given that the transit infrastructure is already in place. 

The level to which growth in the Gateway Cities could intensify or be 
redistributed to focus in areas adjacent to new fixed-guideway transit stations is 
dependent on available development capacity, supporting infrastructure, zoning 
and development regulations, and future economic and market conditions.  The 
example analysis of this interaction considers the effect of TOD in areas within 
one-half mile of Orange Line transit stations. 
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10.3.5 Results of Interactions 
The data summarized in Table 10.2 reflects the range of potential benefits 
resulting from the interaction between land use and Measure R transit projects in 
the Gateway Cities in 2035.  Given the anticipated long timeframe for 
implementation of the Measure R transit projects, as well as the long lead time 
for redevelopment activities adjacent to new transit, the resulting estimated GHG 
reductions associated with this interaction are only considered for 2035. 

Table 10.2 Gateway Cities SCS – GHG Reduction from Land Use 
and Regional Transit Interactions 

Gateway Cities – Land Use and Regional Transit Interaction 2035

Interaction 1 – Regional Walk Access 
Improved Access to Regional Destinations  

 Average Daily VMT per Household in Gateway Cities 42.5

 Total Daily GHG Reduction (lbs GHG per capita) 0.041-0.062

New Access to Fixed Guideway Transit  

 Total Households within 1/2 mile of  possible future station location for potential 
OLDA project1

40,075

 Total Daily GHG Reduction (lbs GHG per capita) 0.021-0.042

Interaction 2 – TOD 

 Target Density Range in TOD Station Areas (TOD defined as ½ mile of station)2 23.7-60.7 dwelling 
units/acre 

 Total Households in TOD Station Areas 8,186-20,966

 Total Daily GHG Reduction (lbs GHG per capita) 0.058-0.073

Total Daily GHG Reduction (lbs GHG per capita) 0.120-0.177

Notes:

1. Assumes constant residential density across each city based on 2035 forecasts. 

2. Change characteristics of range from Town Residential Low Mix to Town Residential High Mix for TOD 
station areas, as defined in the ST. 

Further explanation on interactive effects between transit and land use can be 
found in Appendix H. 
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11.0 Compliance with Regional 
and Federal Requirements 

11.1 COMPLIANCE WITH SCAG SCS/RTP 
At the time of this subregional SCS submittal, the SCAG RTP is still under 
development; thus, Gateway Cities COG cannot determine if the SCS strategies, 
growth forecasts, land use, housing accommodation, and other elements of this 
subregional SCS conform with the SCAG RTP and regional SCS plans and 
assumptions.  Nevertheless, the transportation investments included in this 
subregional SCS must also be included in the 2012 RTP, and must be scheduled 
in the Regional Transportation Improvement Plan (RTIP) for construction 
completion by the target years (2020 and 2035) in order to demonstrate any 
benefits as part of the SCS.  Gateway Cities COG has collaborated with LACMTA 
to coordinate the subregional SCS with future transportation investments. 

Gateway Cities COG expects SCAG to accept and incorporate this subregional 
SCS because 1) it complies with SB 375, 2) it complies with Federal law, and 3) it 
complies with SCAG’s Subregional Framework and Guidelines.  Furthermore, 
the compiled Gateway Cities subregional SCS achieves the regional targets set 
for SCAG by CARB.  Gateway Cities have adhered to a process and timeline; 
whereby, the draft subregional SCS was delivered to SCAG for its review and 
comment, so that SCAG could identify any inconsistencies and resolve these 
prior to the final SCS being completed. 

While completion of this subregional SCS does not exempt the subregion from 
further GHG emission reduction measures being included in the regional SCS, 
the clear intent and purpose of this subregional SCS is to occupy the field.  Thus, 
the Gateway Cities COG does not expect to be compelled to adopt additional 
regional measures needed to meet the regional targets. 

In addition, this SCS does work with SCAG to take advantage of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) streamlining provisions of SB 375.  To help 
Gateway Cities COG jurisdictions take advantage of the CEQA streamlining, 
SCAG will include maps in the regional 2012 RTP/SCS in order to show the uses, 
densities, intensities, and locations for future development; and in order to 
facilitate subsequent project consistency findings.  More on this subject can be 
found in Appendix I. 
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11.2 COMPLIANCE WITH CARB REGIONAL TARGETS 
According to CARB, the SCAG region is to comply with the regional targets set 
forth through the Regional Targets Advisory Committee target-setting exercise.29  
For the SCAG region, the proposed targets are 8 percent per capita GHG 
reduction from passenger vehicles and light trucks for 2020 relative to 2005 and 
13 percent in 2035 (Figure 11.1). 

Figure 11.1 CARB GHG Emissions Target for SCAG Region (Emission 
Reduction Based on 2005 per Capita CO2e)

 
 

Although the regional targets are not applicable at the subregional level, the 
Gateway Cities wished to compare the performance of their SCS with the 
regional targets.  Thus, the Gateway Cities worked with SCAG to obtain the 
information needed to generate the Gateway Cities subregional baseline 
emissions per capita in 2005.  This analysis applied the Adopted 2008 RTP 
Growth Forecast and the Local Input/General Plan 2012 RTP Growth Forecast as 
the per capita denominator for the SB 375 target years of 2020 and 2035.  The 
results of this analysis produced an estimated daily GHG per capita for 2005 of 
16.64 lbs CO2e for the Gateway Cities subregion, compared to 21.2 lbs CO2e for 
the SCAG region.30  This difference is consistent with the following differences 
between the Gateway Cities subregion and the SCAG region as a whole:  higher 
                                                      
29 CARB, Staff Report, Proposed Regional Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Targets for 

Automobiles and Light Trucks Pursuant to Senate Bill 375, September 23, 2010. 
30The unincorporated areas of Gateway Cities subregion are included in the total GHG 

per capita baseline. 
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land use density, lower car ownership per household, higher density and service 
levels for transit, and lower VMT per household.  The 16.64 lbs CO2e per capita 
in 2005 for the Gateway Cities subregion serves as the benchmark for the 
Gateway Cities SCS attainment of the CARB targets for the SCAG region.  The 
estimated GHG reductions relative to this benchmark are achieved with the 
following five bundles of strategies. 

1. Transportation Strategies.  Participating cities submitted approximately 
340 strategies; of these, a subset of strategies was either incomplete, did not 
have sufficient information for analysis, or was not relevant.  
(See Section 7.3.1, Strategies Submitted but not Analyzed, and Appendix D 
for detailed descriptions of these projects.)  This portfolio generates a 
significant amount of reduction, the highest GHG reduction after the regional 
transportation projects.  The interactive effects between these strategies and 
land use (smart growth policies) are accounted for in the land use analysis. 

2. TDM Strategies.  The focus was on three main categories of TDM:  
compressed work week schedules for city employees (12 cities), ridesharing 
programs for city employees (6 cities), and TDM or Trip Reduction 
Ordinances for new development (8 cities).  This bundle also incorporates the 
interactive effects between TDM and land use and transit. 

3. Land Use.  Of the 26 participating cities, 11 cities chose to modify their land 
use in the ST.  These cities worked with SCAG to develop a modified 2008 
scenario that more closely approximated their current land use, as well as to 
apply smart growth policies in 2020 and 2035 scenarios.  The remaining cities 
used the ST-equivalents of their adopted general plans (i.e., default scenarios 
in the ST), which is SCAG’s best judgment of city general plans converted to 
grid cells.  The ST has functionality that estimates the interactions between 
each of its 24 types of land use and proximity to a transit node.31  These are 
included in the estimated GHG reductions from each city’s 2020 and 2035 
land use policies. 

4. Regional Projects, including Measure R.  Regional transportation projects 
located within or near to the Gateway Cities will reduce GHG within the 
subregion.  Gateway Cities COG staff determined 17 projects that are 
included in the RTP, such as multimodal and intermodal facilities; and ramp 
and freeway improvements, such as HOV, HOT, and toll lanes.  The analysis 
of their estimated GHG reductions was derived from travel demand model 
output from LACMTA and SCAG. 

5. Interactive Effects Between Land Use and Regional Transit Projects.  The 
long timeframe for implementation of the Measure R transit projects and the 
long lead time for redevelopment activities adjacent to new transit justify 

                                                      
31 Proximity is defined as one-half mile from a rail station and one-quarter mile from a 

bus stop. 
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only attributing estimated GHG reductions resulting from the interaction 
between land use and Measure R transit projects in the Gateway Cities in 
2035 and none in 2020. 

Combining the GHG reduction strategies from the five categories described 
above, the subregion as a whole is expected to reduce GHG per capita from the 
benchmark in 2005 by approximately 8.5 percent in 2020 and just over 15 percent 
in 2035.  Table 11.1 and Figure 11.2 present these results. 

Table 11.1 Summary GHG Reduction Results for Gateway Cities from 2005 
Benchmark 
In lbs CO2e per Person per Day 

Absolute Daily GHG Reduction 
per Capita 

Percentage Daily GHG Reduction 
Per Capita 

2020 2035 2020 2035
Transportation 0.74 0.70 4.46% 4.22% 

TDM 0.007 0.007 0.04% 0.04% 

Land Use 0.48 0.49 2.91% 2.97% 

Regional Projects 0.18 1.17 1.10% 7.07% 

Interactive Effects N/A 0.12 N/A 0.72% 

Total 1.40 2.48 8.51% 15.02%
SCAG Targets 8% 13% 
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Figure 11.2 Percentage Daily GHG Reduction Per Capita in Gateway Cities 
In lbs CO2e per Person per Day 
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11.3 COMPLIANCE WITH THE FEDERAL CLEAN AIR ACT 
Under California Government Code §65080(b)(2)(B), the SCS prepared by SCAG 
is subject to the requirement that it allow the regional transportation plan to 
comply with Section 176 of the Federal Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. Sec. 7506).  
Section 176 is the portion of Title I, Subpart D, Subpart 1 of the 1990 Clean Air 
Amendments that establishes the statutory authority for the Transportation 
Conformity rule and the General Conformity rule.  While there is no State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) budget or National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) for GHG emissions, the policies and projects included in the SCS are 
likely to also affect the criteria pollutant and their precursor emissions, which are 
subject to conformity. 

What are the Requirements? 
Transportation Conformity and General Conformity requires that Federal actions 
(including transportation plans and programs) conform to the region’s State 
Implementation Plan [42 U.S.C. Sec. 7506(c)(1)].  Activities cannot: 

 cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard in any area; 

 increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any standard in 
any area; or 

 delay timely attainment of any standard or any required interim emission 
reductions or other milestones in any area [42 U.S.C. Sec. 7506(c)(1)(B)]. 
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The Transportation Conformity rule specifies procedures for use in the 
evaluation of transportation plans and programs.  Generally, these include an 
emissions budget test, timely implementation of all SIP traffic control measures 
(TCM), and use of the latest planning assumptions. 

General conformity applies to all Federal actions (e.g., funding, licensing, 
permitting or approving) that do not include the FHWA/Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA) projects.  In an area with a SIP, General Conformity can be 
demonstrated in one of four ways: 

1. By showing that the emission increases caused by an action are included in 
the SIP; 

2. By demonstrating that the State agrees to include the emission increases in 
the SIP; 

3. Through offsetting the action’s emissions in the same or nearby area; or 

4. Through mitigation to reduce the emission increase. 

Gateway Cities SCS 
The emission budget tests are applicable to both Transportation Conformity and 
General Conformity, but are applicable to the South Coast Air Basin as a whole, 
rather than the Gateway Cities subregion.  The strategies covered in the Gateway 
Cities SCS are expected to reduce the emissions of criteria pollutants and their 
precursors and, therefore, are consistent with the emission budget tests that 
SCAG will be required to meet for the next RTP.  Many of the regional projects 
are already included in conforming SCAG RTP and RTIP. 

Transportation conformity requires timely implementation of all transportation 
control measures from the applicable state implementation plan.  The 2007 Air 
Quality Management Plan (AQMP)/SIP includes the following three 
Transportation Control Measures (TCM) project categories: 

1. HOV measures, 

2. Transit and systems management measures, and 

3. Information-based transportation strategies. 

The TCM project categories in Appendix IV-C of the Regional Transportation 
Strategy and Control Measures of the 2007 Ozone AQMP/SIP are consistent with 
those of TCM01 specified in the 1994 and subsequent Ozone SIPs, and consist of 
the projects as specified in the fiscally-constrained portion, or the first two of the 
years (i.e., fiscal year (FY) 2010/2011 to 2011/2012) of SCAG’s 2011 FTIP, 
adopted September 2, 2010. 

SCAG’s 2011 FTIP incorporates LACMTA’s 2009 LRTP, which was the basis of 
the regional projects incorporated into the SCS.  Therefore, the SCS incorporates 
all applicable transportation control measures from the 2007 SIP, and is 
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consistent with the transportation conformity rule’s timely TCM implementation 
requirement. 

Future Implementation 
Experience in the Bay Area and San Joaquin Valley has shown that assumptions 
and proposed controls in the RTP can be treated by U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) as TCM during SIP revisions.  When selecting 
strategies, the implications of the SCS strategies and land use assumptions 
becoming SIP TCMs, subject to timely implementation requirements, should be 
considered. 
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12.0 Financial and Fiscal 
Implementation 

This section considers the fiscal challenges of implementing the SCS strategies, 
especially those that would be funded by local jurisdictions.  The fiscal 
challenges are large, including the need for approximately $156 million in project 
funding, even though the plan provides over $215 million in committed funding 
(see Table 12.2).  The cities and MPOs throughout the State have consistently 
commented that the success of GHG reductions at the local level relies on the 
State assisting Cities in developing predictable and stable funding sources in 
order to implement the SCS.  The existing predictable and stable funding sources 
have been eviscerated at the State and local level as result of the impacts of the 
severe economic recession of 2008 to 2010 and the slow economic recovery.  
These include drops in sales tax revenues that support local transportation 
projects, as well as deferrals of local revenues collected by the State.  This 
unpredictability makes it very difficult to plan the major statewide and regional 
projects that are necessary for GHG reductions. 

In many ways, this has been the most severe economic recession since the Great 
Depression of the 1930s.  The impacts of the current recession have been felt 
especially in the Gateway Cities in terms of persistent high unemployment.  
Unemployment in the Gateway Cities totaled 13.2 percent in April of this year.  
Six of the Gateway Cities have unemployment above 15 percent, while 11 of the 
local communities have unemployment above 13 percent.  The City of Long 
Beach has an unemployment rate of 12.9 percent, with 30,700 persons out of 
work.  Local municipal budgets have been severely reduced by the impacts of 
the recession, and the State has proposed the elimination of redevelopment, 
which up to now has been a successful tool at promoting sustainable 
communities and transit-oriented development in the Gateway Cities subregion.  
California’s housing market and construction industry has borne the brunt of the 
recession.  The State has the highest number of housing foreclosures in the 
nation, and the bottom of the housing market has not yet been reached.  Building 
permit activity in the region is at historic lows. 

The communities in the Gateway Cities have been proactive in funding this 
Subregional SCS, and will continue to be proactive in developing and securing 
the necessary funds to implement the strategy.  The voters in Los Angeles 
County have supported three “self-help” sales tax increases over the last 25 years 
in order to implement transportation measures, the most recent being Measure R.  
A small number of the Gateway Cities have traffic mitigation fees, and the 
LACMTA is working on a pilot program for several of the cities.  However, there 
is great concern in many of the communities that an impact fee will adversely 
impact a fragile and tentative economic recovery.  The success of the Gateway 
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Cities SCS depends in good part in financial assistance from both the State and 
Federal government, recognizing that there is only so much local funding that is 
realistic and available. 

12.1 PROJECT COSTS AND FUNDING STATUS 
All 26 participating cities plus the Los Angeles County Public Works Department 
submitted transportation projects totaling 340 projects.  Of that total, about 
240 were funded and became functional between 2005 and 2011.  The remaining 
100 are planned to become functional between 2011 and 2035 (see Table 12.1), 
and are estimated to cost a total of roughly $371 million.  These future projects 
are distributed among 16 of the 27 participating jurisdictions (including Los 
Angeles County). 

The 16 jurisdictions have identified about $206 million in funding, which leaves 
about $156 million more of required additional funding.  Table 12.2 below shows 
the total costs, number of projects, and the funded and unfunded portions. 

The $206 million of available funding comes from a broad range of local, county, 
regional, state, and Federal sources.  Appendix D provides details of each 
project’s funding assumptions. 

The estimates for each project’s total costs were either provided by the city staff 
submitting the project, or were generated by the consultant team.  The consultant 
estimates were made by comparing each project to similar projects with 
established costs.  When multiple projects were available for comparison, an 
average cost was devised and then applied to the project of unknown cost.  In the 
case of those projects where length was a factor, the average cost per mile was 
established and then multiplied by the length of the project of unknown cost. 

The consultant team has also made estimates for the funded and unfunded 
portions when city staff were unable to provide funding information.  Future 
revisions and refinements to these estimates are expected. 
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Table 12.1 Types of Transportation Strategies by Jurisdiction to be 
Implemented from 2011 through 2035 

City Ro
ad

wa
y C

ap
ac

ity Intersection 
Improvements1

Sy
st

em
 O

ps
-IT

S 

Gr
ad

e S
ep

ar
at

io
n 

No
nm

ot
or

ize
d 

Tr
an

sp
or

ta
tio

n 

Pa
rk

 an
d 

Ri
de

 

Total Ne
w 

Si
gn

al 

Ne
w 

Ph
as

e 

In
te

rs
ec

tio
n 

Ca
pa

cit
y 

Bell Gardens    2     2 

Bellflower 1 1 2

Commerce 1        1 

Compton 1 1

Downey 5 2 4 2 4    17 

La Mirada 1 1

LACDPW2     14    14 

Long Beach 1 4 3 4 4 19 35

Lynwood       1  1 

Norwalk 1 1 1 3

Pico Rivera  1 1   1   3 

Santa Fe Springs 1 1 2

Signal Hill 2 2 2  1  1  8 

South Gate 1 1

Vernon 1   1     2 

Whittier 1 3 3 7

Total 12 12 13 10 23 2 26 2 100 

1. Intersection improvements are divided into three types:  new signals, new phase, and new capacity. 

2. Los Angeles County Public Works Department projects are all almost all traffic signal synchronization 
projects and a few ITS projects on primary arterials through both incorporated and unincorporated 
areas.

Source: Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 
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Table 12.2 Estimated Total Costs and Funding for Future Transportation 
Strategies from 2011 through 2035 
2011 Current Dollars 

Number 
of Projects 

Total 
Cost

Funded 
Portion 

Unfunded
Portion 

Bell Gardens 2 $300,000 $195,000 $105,000

Bellflower 2 $4,020,000 $3,010,000 $1,010,000 

Commerce 1 $23,008,000 $15,582,000 $7,426,000

Compton 1 $12,000,000 $8,000,000 $4,000,000 

Downey 16 $87,555,000 $42,301,000 $45,254,000

La Mirada 1 $75,000,000 $37,000,000 $38,000,000 

LAPW 14 $24,672,350 $22,451,839 $2,220,512

Long Beach 35 $49,740,000 $35,755,000 $14,045,000 

Lynwood 1 $100,000 $0 $100,000

Norwalk 3 $5,497,351 $2,517,881 $2,979,470 

Pico Rivera 3 $44,400,000 $22,200,000 $22,200,000

Santa Fe Springs 2 $490,000 $320,000 $170,000 

Signal Hill 8 $9,119,000 $7,023,000 $2,096,000

South Gate 1 $14,721,000 $9,424,000 $5,297,000 

Vernon 2 $17,202,000 $7,002,000 $10,200,000

Whittier 7 $3,484,000 $2,515,000 $969,000 

All Projects 100 $371,308,701 $215,296,720 $156,071,982

Source: Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 

The remaining $156 million in unfunded costs presents a challenge for the 
subregion’s goal of demonstrating a feasible and implementable SCS.  The terms 
laid out in the MOU between SCAG and Gateway Cities COG are silent on the 
necessity that the subregional SCS conform with the same financial constraint 
requirement that applies to the SCAG RTP/SCS.32  If the RTP financial constraint 
requirement flows down from the regional SCS to a subregional SCS, then this 
subregional SCS must identify likely revenue sources sufficient to cover the 
$156 million in unfunded costs. 

Gateway Cities will investigate the feasibility of using an assortment of local, 
regional, state, and Federal sources over the next 24 years.  The potential sources 

                                                      
32 This financial constraint requirement provides the basis for the assumption that the 

17 regional projects, which are included in the 2008 RTP, are funded and thus may be 
included in this subregional SCS. 
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include local gas tax revenues, redevelopment tax increment, local assessment 
districts, LACMTA Call for Projects, and state and Federal revenues.  Some of 
these sources will require a local match, or by having a local match put a 
jurisdiction in a stronger competitive position. 

One of the few remaining untapped sources for local funding involves developer 
impact fees.  LACMTA has proposed a countywide Congestion Mitigation Fee 
(CMF) as a replacement to the debit/credit system previously required (and now 
temporarily suspended) to conform with the state-mandated Congestion 
Mitigation Program (CMP).  A countywide CMF would collect development 
impact fees to fund local projects with regional significance.  These projects 
would be selected by each local jurisdiction, but must conform with state 
requirements for development impact fees (Government Code §66000 et seq.).  
Two of these requirements are the most applicable for qualifying SCS strategies 
for funding with a CMF: 

1. Nexus test.  An SCS strategy must be shown to mitigate the impact of new 
development on future congestion in rough proportion to the amount of 
impact.  This means the aggregate benefits of the SCS strategies that are 
funded with CMF revenues cannot exceed the impacts of new development, 
and thus remedy existing deficiencies. 

2. Capital investments.  Only capital costs are eligible for CMF funding.  The 
operating costs of SCS strategies must be funded with other revenue sources. 

The CMF funds collected from new development remain under the control of 
each local jurisdiction.  The LACMTA’s role is limited to providing technical 
assistance in the nexus studies required to adopt a CMF, and monitoring and 
auditing the CMF programs once each jurisdiction implements them. 

LACMTA has initiated pilot studies with all seven other subregions in the 
County, but none of these pilot studies obligates a subregional COG or any of its 
member jurisdictions to adopt a CMF.  Each jurisdiction’s council (or Board of 
Supervisors for the unincorporated areas) may decide to adopt a CMF after the 
LACMTA Board has formally adopted the CMF as the method of complying 
with the CMP. 

Some Gateway Cities jurisdictions have agreed individually to undertake pilot 
studies for a CMF.  The Gateway Cities COG, however, has not formally 
approved proceeding with a subregional pilot study, so at this point wider 
participation remains uncertain.  This leaves this subregional SCS financially 
unconstrained.  While there is no clear legal guidance from CARB or SCAG, the 
Gateway Cities COG legal counsel advised the SCS Policy Development 
Committee (March 11, 2011) that further progress on identifying likely local 
funding sources may continue after the Gateway Cities COG Board approves 
and submits this subregional SCS to SCAG.  As implementation proceeds, cities 
may identify additional funding sources and be able to implement all of their 
strategies. 

Appendix A. 
Process Document 
 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) Between SCAG and Gateway 

Cities Council of Governments for the Gateway Cities Sustainable 
Communities Strategy, October 7, 2010 

Exhibit A.  SCAG Framework and Guidelines for Subregional 
Sustainable Communities Strategy, April 1, 2010 
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FRAMEWORK AND GUIDELINES
for

SUBREGIONAL SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY

I. INTRODUCTION 

SB 375 (Steinberg), also known as California’s Sustainable Communities Strategy and Climate 
Protection Act,  is a new state law which became effective January 1, 2009.  SB 375 calls for the 
integration of transportation, land use, and housing planning, and also establishes the reduction of 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as one of the main goals for regional planning.  SCAG, working 
with the individual County Transportation Commissions (CTCs) and the subregional organizations 
within the SCAG region, is responsible for implementing SB 375 in the Southern California region.
Success in this endeavor is dependent on collaboration with a range of public and private partners 
throughout the region.

Briefly summarized here, SB 375 requires SCAG as the Metropolitan Planning Organization to:

 Prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as part of the 2012 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP).  The SCS will meet a State-determined regional GHG emission 
reduction target, if it is feasible to do so. 

 Prepare an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) that is not part of the RTP if the SCS is 
unable to meet the regional target. 

 Integrate SCAG planning processes, in particular assuring that the Regional Housing Needs 
Assessment (RHNA) is consistent with the SCS, at the jurisdiction level. 

 Specific to SCAG only, allow for subregional SCS/APS development. 
 Develop a substantial public participation process involving all stakeholders. 

Unique to the SCAG region, SB 375 provides that “a subregional council of governments and the 
county transportation commission may work together to propose the sustainable communities 
strategy and an alternative planning strategy . . . for that subregional area.”  Govt. Code 
§65080(b)(2)(C).  In addition, SB 375 authorizes that SCAG “may adopt a framework for a 
subregional SCS or a subregional APS to address the intraregional land use, transportation, 
economic, air quality, and climate policy relationships.” Id.  Finally, SB 375 requires SCAG to 
“develop overall guidelines, create public participation plans, ensure coordination, resolve conflicts, 
make sure that the overall plan complies with applicable legal requirements, and adopt the plan for 
the region.” Id.

The intent of this Framework and Guidelines for Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategy (also 
referred to herein as the “Framework and Guidelines” or the “Subregional Framework and 
Guidelines”) is to offer the SCAG region’s subregional agencies the highest degree of autonomy, 
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flexibility and responsibility in developing a program and set of implementation strategies for their 
subregional areas.  This will allow the subregional strategies to better reflect the issues, concerns, and 
future vision of the region’s collective jurisdictions with the input of the fullest range of stakeholders.
In order to achieve these objectives, it is necessary for SCAG to develop measures that assure equity, 
consistency and coordination, such that  SCAG can incorporate the subregional SCSs in its regional 
SCS which will be adopted as part of  the 2012 RTP pursuant to SB 375.  For that reason, this 
Framework and Guidelines establishes standards for the subregion’s work in preparing and 
submitting subregional strategies, while also laying out SCAG’s role in facilitating and supporting 
the subregional effort with data, tools, and other assistance. 

While the Framework and Guidelines are intended to facilitate the specific subregional option to 
develop the SCS (and APS if necessary) as described in SB 375, SCAG encourages the fullest 
possible participation from all subregional organizations.  As SCAG undertakes implementation of 
SB 375 for the first time, SCAG has also designed a “collaborative” process, in cooperation with the 
subregions, that allows for robust subregional participation for subregions that choose not to exercise 
their statutory option. 

II. ELIGIBILITY AND PARTICIPATION 

SB 375 allows for subregional councils of governments in the SCAG region to have the option to 
develop the SCS (and the APS if necessary) for their area.  SCAG interprets this option as being 
available to any subregional organization recognized by SCAG, regardless of whether the 
organization is formally established as a “subregional council of governments.” 

County Transportation Commissions (CTCs) play an important and necessary role in the 
development of a subregional SCS.  Any subregion that chooses to develop a subregional strategy 
will need to work closely with the respective CTC in its subregional area in order to identify and 
integrate transportation projects and policies.  Beyond working with CTCs, SCAG encourages 
partnership efforts in the development of subregional strategies, including partnerships between and 
among subregions.   

Subregional agencies must formally indicate to SCAG, in writing, by December 31, 2009 if they 
intend to exercise this option to develop their own SCS.  Subregions that choose to develop an SCS 
for their area must do so in a manner consistent with this Framework and Guidelines.  The 
subregion’s intent to exercise its statutory option to prepare the strategy for their area must be 
decided and communicated through formal action of the subregional agency’s governing board.
Subsequent to receipt of any subregion’s intent to develop and adopt an SCS, SCAG will convene 
discussions  regarding a formal written agreement between SCAG and the subregion, which may be 
revised if necessary, as the SCS process is implemented. 

III. FRAMEWORK 

The Framework portion of this document covers regional objectives and policy considerations, and 
provides general direction to the subregions in preparing their own SCS, and APS if necessary. 
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A. SCAG’s preliminary goals for implementing SB 375 are as follows: 

o Achieve the regional GHG emission reduction target for cars and light trucks through an SCS. 
o Fully integrate SCAG’s planning processes for transportation, growth, intergovernmental 

review, land use, housing, and the environment. 
o Seek areas of cooperation that go beyond the procedural statutory requirements, but that also 

result in regional plans and strategies that are mutually supportive of a range of goals. 
o Build trust by providing an interactive, participatory and collaborative process for all 

stakeholders.  Provide, in particular, for the robust participation of local jurisdictions, 
subregions and CTCs in the development of the SCAG regional SCS and implementation of 
the subregional provisions of the law. 

o Assure that the SCS adopted by SCAG and submitted to California Air Resources  Board 
(ARB) is a reflection of the region’s collective growth strategy and vision for the future. 

o Develop strategies that incorporate and are respectful of local and subregional priorities, 
plans, and projects. 

B. Flexibility 

Subregions may develop any appropriate strategy to address the region’s greenhouse gas reduction 
goals and the intent of SB 375.  While subregions will be provided with SCAG data, and with a 
conceptual or preliminary scenario to use as a helpful starting point, they may employ any 
combination of land use policy change, transportation policy, and transportation investment, within 
the specific parameters described in the Guidelines. 

C. Outreach Effort and Principles 

Subregions are required to conduct an open and participatory process that includes the fullest possible 
range of stakeholders.  As further discussed within the Guidelines, SCAG amended its existing Public 
Participation Plan (PPP) to describes SCAG’s responsibilities in complying with the outreach 
requirements of SB 375 and other applicable laws and regulations.  SCAG will fulfill its outreach 
requirements for the regional SCS/APS which will include outreach activities regarding the 
subregional SCS/APS.  Subregions are also encouraged to design their own outreach process that 
meets each subregion’s own needs and reinforces the spirit of openness and full participation.  To the 
extent that subregions do establish their own outreach process, this process should be coordinated 
with SCAG’s outreach process.  

D. Communication and Coordination 

Subregions developing their own SCS are strongly encouraged to maintain regular communication 
with SCAG staff, the respective CTC, their jurisdictions and other stakeholders, and other subregions 
if necessary, to review issues as they arise and to assure close coordination.  Mechanisms for on-
going communication should be established in the early phases of strategy development. 

E. Planning Concepts 

SCAG, its subregions, and member cities have established a successful track record on a range of 
land use and transportation planning approaches through the on-going SCAG Compass Blueprint 
Program, including approximately 60 local demonstration projects completed to date.  Subregions are 
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encouraged to capture, further develop and build off the concepts and approaches of the Compass 
Blueprint program.  In brief, these include developing transit-oriented, mixed use, and walkable 
communities, and providing for a mix of housing and jobs. 

IV. GUIDELINES 

These Guidelines describe specific parameters for the subregional SCS/APS effort under SB 375, 
including process, deliverables, data, documentation, and timelines.  As described above, the 
Guidelines are created to ensure that the region can successfully incorporate strategies developed by 
the subregions into the regional SCS, and that the region can comply with its own requirements under 
SB 375.  Failure to proceed in a manner consistent with the Guidelines will result in SCAG not 
accepting a subregion’s submitted strategy.  

A. Subregional Process 

(1) Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategy

Subregions that choose to exercise their optional role under SB 375 will develop and adopt a 
subregional Sustainable Communities Strategy.  That strategy must contain all of the required 
elements, and follow all procedures, as described in SB 375.  Subregions may choose to further 
develop an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS), according to the procedures and requirements 
described in SB 375. If subregions prepare an APS, they must prepare a Sustainable Communities 
Strategy first, in accordance with SB 375. A subregional APS is not “in lieu of” a subregional SCS, 
but in addition to the subregional SCS.  In part, an APS must identify the principal impediments to 
achieving the targets within the SCS.  The APS must show how the GHG emission targets would be 
achieved through alternative development patterns, infrastructure, and additional transportation 
measures or policies.  SCAG encourages subregions to focus on feasible strategies that can be 
included in the SCS. 

The subregional SCS must include all components of a regional SCS as described in SB 375, and 
outlined below: 

(i.) identify the general location of uses, residential densities, and building intensities within the 
subregion;

(ii.) identify areas within the subregion sufficient to house all the population of the subregion, 
including all economic segments of the population, over the course of the planning period of 
the RTP taking into account net migration into the region, population growth, household 
formation and employment growth;  

(iii.) identify areas within the subregion sufficient to house an eight-year projection of the regional 
housing need for the subregion pursuant to Section 65584;

(iv.) identify a transportation network to service the transportation needs of the subregion;  
(v.) gather and consider the best practically available scientific information regarding resource 

areas and farmland in the subregion as defined in subdivisions (a) and (b) of Section 
65080.01;

(vi.) consider the state housing goals specified in Sections 65580 and 65581;
(vii.) set forth a forecasted development pattern for the subregion, which, when integrated with the 

transportation network, and other transportation measures and policies, will reduce the 
greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks to achieve, if there is a feasible 
way to do so, the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets approved by the ARB; and
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(viii.) allow the RTP to comply with Section 176 of the federal Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. Sec. 
7506). See, Government Code §65080(b)(2)(B). 

In preparing the subregional SCS, the subregion will consider feasible strategies, including local land 
use policies, transportation infrastructure investment (e.g., transportation projects), and other 
transportation policies such as Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies (which 
includes pricing), and Transportation System Management (TSM) strategies.  Technological 
measures may be included if they exceed measures captured in other state and federal requirements 
(e.g., AB32). 

As discussed further below (under “Documentation”), subregions need not constrain land use 
strategies considered for the SCS to current General Plans.  In other words, the adopted strategy need 
not be fully consistent with local General Plans currently in place.  However, should the adopted 
subregional strategy deviate from General Plans, subregions will need to demonstrate the feasibility 
of the strategy by documenting any affected jurisdictions’ willingness to adopt the necessary General 
Plan changes. 

The regional SCS shall be part of the 2012 RTP. Therefore, for transportation investments included 
in a subregional SCS to be valid, they must also be included in the 2012 RTP.  Further, such projects 
need to be scheduled in the RTIP for construction completion by the target years (2020 and 2035) in 
order to demonstrate any benefits as part of the SCS.  As such, subregions will need to collaborate 
with the respective CTC in their area to coordinate the subregional SCS with future transportation 
investments.  It should also be noted that the California Transportation Commission is updating their 
RTP Guidelines.  This topic is likely to be part of further discussion through the SCS process as well. 

SCAG will accept and incorporate the subregional SCS, unless (a) it does not comply with SB 375, 
(b) it is does not comply with federal law, or (c) it is does not comply with SCAG’s Subregional 
Framework and Guidelines.  In the event that a compiled regional SCS, including subregional 
submissions, does not achieve the regional target, SCAG will initiate a process to develop and 
consider additional GHG emission reduction measures region-wide.  SCAG will develop a written 
agreement with each subregional organization to define a process and timeline whereby subregions 
would submit a draft subregional SCS for review and comments to SCAG, so that any inconsistencies 
may be identified and resolved early in the process.  Furthermore, SCAG will compile and 
disseminate performance information on the preliminary regional SCS and its components in order to 
facilitate regional dialogue.  The development of a subregional SCS does not exempt any subregion 
from further GHG emission reduction measures being included in the regional SCS.  Further, all 
regional measures needed to meet the regional target will be subject to adoption by the Regional 
Council, and any additional subregional measures beyond the SCS submittal from subregions 
accepting delegation needed to meet the regional target must also be adopted by the subregional 
governing body. 

(2) Subregional Alternative Planning Strategy (APS)

Subregions are encouraged to focus their efforts on feasible measures that can be included in an SCS.
In the event that a subregion chooses to prepare an APS, the content of a subregional APS should be 
consistent with what is required by SB 375 (see, Government Code §65080(b)(2)(H)), as follows: 

(i.) Shall identify the principal impediments to achieving the subregional SCS. 
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(ii.) May include an alternative development pattern for the subregion pursuant to subparagraphs 
(B) to (F), inclusive. 

(iii.) Shall describe how the alternative planning strategy would contribute to the regional 
greenhouse gas emission reduction target, and why the development pattern, measures, and 
policies in the alternative planning strategy are the most practicable choices for the subregion. 

(iv.) An alternative development pattern set forth in the alternative planning strategy shall comply 
with Part 450 of Title 23 of, and Part 93 of Title 40 of, the Code of Federal Regulations, 
except to the extent that compliance will prevent achievement of the regional greenhouse gas 
emission reduction targets approved by the ARB. 

(v.) For purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with 
Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code), an alternative planning strategy shall not 
constitute a land use plan, policy, or regulation, and the inconsistency of a project with an 
alternative planning strategy shall not be a consideration in determining whether a project 
may have an environmental effect.   

Any precise timing or submission requirements for a subregional APS will be determined based on 
further discussions with subregional partners.  As previously noted, a subregional APS is in addition 
to a subregional SCS. 

(3) Outreach and Process
SCAG will fulfill all of its outreach requirements under SB 375 for the regional SCS/APS, which will 
include outreach regarding any subregional SCS/APS.  SCAG staff has revised its Public 
Participation Plan to incorporate the outreach requirements of SB 375, and integrate the SB 375 
process with the 2012 RTP development as part of SCAG’s Public Participation Plan Amendment 
No. 2, adopted by SCAG’s Regional Council on December 3, 2009.  Subsequent to the adoption of 
the PPP Amendment No. 2, SCAG will continue to discuss with subregions and stakeholders the 
Subregional Framework & Guidelines, which further describe the Public Participation elements of SB 
375.

Subregions that elect to prepare their own SCS or APS are encouraged to present their subregional 
SCS or APS, in coordination with SCAG, at all meetings, workshops and hearings held by SCAG in 
their respective counties.  Additionally, the subregions would be asked to either provide SCAG with 
their mailing lists so that public notices and outreach materials may also be posted and sent out by 
SCAG, or SCAG will provide notices and outreach materials to the subregions for their distribution 
to stakeholders. The SCAG PPP Amendment No. 2 provides that additional outreach may be 
performed by subregions.  Subregions are strongly encouraged to design and adopt their own 
outreach processes that mimic the specific requirements imposed on the region under SB 375.  
Subregional outreach processes should reinforce the regional goal of full and open participation, and 
engagement of the broadest possible range of stakeholders. 

(4) Subregional SCS Approval
It is recommended that the governing board of the subregional agency approve the subregional SCS 
prior to submission to SCAG.  While the exact format is still subject to further discussion, SCAG 
recommends that there be a resolution from the governing board of the subregion with a finding that 
the land use strategies included in the subregional SCS are feasible and based upon consultation with 
the local jurisdictions in the respective subregion.  Subregion should consult with their legal counsel 
as to compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  In SCAG’s view, the 
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subregional SCS is not a “project” for the purposes of CEQA; rather, the 2012 RTP which will 
include the regional SCS is the actual “project” which will be reviewed for environmental impacts 
pursuant to CEQA.  As such, the regional SCS, which will include the subregional SCSs, will 
undergo a thorough CEQA review.  Nevertheless, subregions approving subregional SCSs should 
consider issuing a notice of exemption under CEQA to notify the public of their “no project” 
determination and/or to invoke the “common sense” exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 
15061(b)(3).

Finally, in accordance with SB 375, subregions are strongly encouraged to work in partnership with 
the CTC in their area.  SCAG can facilitate these arrangements if needed. 

(5) Data Standards

SCAG is currently assessing the precise data standards anticipated for the regional and subregional 
SCS.  In particular, SCAG is reviewing the potential use of parcel data and development types 
currently used for regional planning.  At present, the following describes the anticipated data 
requirements for a subregional SCS. 

1. Types of Variables 
Variables are categorized into socio-economic variables and land use variables. The socio-
economic variables include population, households, housing units, and employment.  The land 
use variables include land uses, residential densities, building intensities, etc, as described in SB 
375.

2. Geographical Levels 
SCAG is considering the collection and adoption of the data at a small-area level as optional for 
local agencies in order to make accessible the CEQA streamlining provisions under SB 375.  The 
housing unit, employment, and the land use variables can be collected at a small-area level for 
those areas which under SB 375 qualify as containing a “transit priority project” (i.e. within half-
mile of a major transit stop or high-quality transit corridor) for purposes of allowing jurisdictions 
to take advantage of the CEQA streamlining incentives in SB 375. 

For all other areas in the region, SCAG staff will collect the population, household, employment, 
and land use variables at the Census tract or Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) level. 

3. Base Year and Forecast Years
The socio-economic and land use variables will be required for the base year of 2008, and the 
target years of 2020 and 2035. 

(6) Documentation 

Subregions are expected to maintain full and complete records related to the development of the 
subregional SCS, including utilizing the most recent planning assumptions considering local general 
plans and other factors.  In particular, subregions must document the feasibility of the subregional 
strategy by demonstrating the willingness of local agencies to consider and adopt land use changes 
necessitated by the SCS.  The format for this documentation may include adopted resolutions from 
local jurisdictions and/or the subregion’s governing board. 
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(7) Timing

An overview schedule of the major milestones of the subregional process and its relationship to the 
regional SCS/RTP is included below.  Subregions must submit the subregional SCS to SCAG by the 
date prescribed.  Further, SCAG will need a preliminary SCS from subregions for the purpose of 
preparing a project description for the 2012 RTP Program Environmental Impact Report.  The precise 
content of this preliminary submission will be determined based on further discussions.  The 
anticipated timing of this preliminary product is approximately February 2011. 

(8) Relationship to Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) and Housing Element

Although SB 375 calls for an integrated process, subregions are not automatically required to take on 
RHNA delegation as described in State law if they prepare an SCS/APS. However, SCAG 
encourages subregions to undertake both processes due to their inherent connections.

SB 375 requires that the RHNA allocated housing units be consistent with the development pattern 
included in the SCS. See, Government Code §65584.04(i).  Population and housing demand must 
also be proportional to employment growth.  At the same time, in addition to the requirement that the 
RHNA be consistent with the development pattern in the SCS, the SCS must also identify areas that 
are sufficient to house the regional population by income group through the RTP planning period, 
and must identify areas to accommodate the region’s housing need for the next local Housing 
Element eight year planning period update.  The requirements of the statute are being further 
interpreted through the RTP guidelines process.  Staff intends to monitor and participate in the 
guideline process, inform stakeholders regarding various material on these issues, and amend, if 
necessary, these Framework and Guidelines, pending its adoption. 

SCAG will be adopting the RHNA and applying it to local jurisdictions at the jurisdiction boundary 
level.  SCAG staff believes that consistency between the RHNA and the SCS may still be 
accomplished by aggregating the housing units contained in the smaller geographic levels noted in 
the SCS and including such as part of the total jurisdictional number for RHNA purpose.  SCAG staff 
has concluded that there is no consistency requirement for RHNA purposes at sub-jurisdictional 
level, even though the SCS is adopted at the smaller geographic level for the opportunity areas.

The option to develop a subregional SCS is separate from the option for subregions to adopt a RHNA 
distribution, and subject to separate statutory requirements. Nevertheless, subregions that develop and 
adopt a subregional SCS should be aware that the SCS will form the basis for the allocation of 
housing need as part of the RHNA process.  Further, SCS development requires integration of 
elements of the RHNA process, including assuring that areas are identified to accommodate the 8 
year need for housing, and that housing not be constrained by certain types of local growth controls 
as described in State law. 

SCAG will provide further guidance for subregions and a separate process description for the RHNA. 

B. COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSIONS’ ROLES AND RESPONSIBLITIES 

Subregions that develop a subregional SCS will need to work closely with the CTCs in their area in 
order to coordinate and integrate transportation projects and policies as part of the subregional SCS.
As discussed above (under “Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategy”), any transportation 
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projects identified in the subregional SCS must also be included in the 2012 RTP in order to be 
considered as a feasible strategy.  SCAG can help to facilitate communication between subregions 
and CTCs. 

C. SCAG ROLES AND RESPONSIBLITIES 

SCAG’s roles in supporting the subregional SCS development process are in the following areas: 

(1) Preparing and adopting the Framework and Guidelines

SCAG will adopt these Framework and Guidelines in order to assure regional consistency and the 
region’s compliance with law.

(2) Public Participation Plan

SCAG will assist the subregions by developing, adopting and implementing a Public Participation 
Plan and outreach process with stakeholders.  This process includes consultation with congestion 
management agencies, transportation agencies, and transportation commissions; and SCAG will hold 
public workshops and hearings.   SCAG will also conduct informational meetings in each county 
within the region for local elected officials (members of the board of supervisors and city councils), 
to present the draft SCS, and APS if necessary, and solicit and consider input and recommendations. 

(3) Methodology

As required by SB 375, SCAG will adopt a methodology for measuring greenhouse gas emission 
reductions associated with the strategy. 

(4) Incorporation/Modification

SCAG will accept and incorporate the subregional SCS unless it does not comply with SB 375, 
federal law, or the Subregional Framework and Guidelines.  As SCAG intends the entire SCS 
development process to be iterative, SCAG will not amend a locally-submitted SCS.  SCAG may 
provide additional guidance to subregions so that subregions may make amendments to its 
subregional SCS as part of the iterative process, or request a subregion to prepare an APS if 
necessary.  Further, SCAG can propose additional regional strategies if feasible and necessary to 
achieve the regional emission reduction target with the regional SCS.  SCAG will develop a written 
agreement with each subregional organization to define a process and timeline whereby subregions 
would submit a draft subregional SCS for review and comments to SCAG, so that any inconsistencies 
may be identified and resolved early in the process.

(5) Modeling

SCAG currently uses a Trip-Based Regional Transportation Demand Model and ARB’s EMFAC 
model for emissions purposes.  In addition to regional modeling, SCAG is developing tools to 
evaluate the effects of strategies that are not fully accounted for in the regional model.  SCAG is also 
developing two additional tools – a Land Use Model and an Activity Based Model – to assist in 
strategy development and measurement of outcomes under SB 375. 
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In addition to modeling tools which are used to measure results of completed scenarios, SCAG is 
developing a scenario planning tool for use in workshop settings as scenarios are being created with 
jurisdictions and stakeholders.  The tool will be made available to subregions and local governments 
for their use in subregional strategy development.  

(6) Adoption/Submission to State
After the incorporation of subregional strategies, SCAG will finalize and adopt the regional SCS as 
part of the 2012 RTP.  SCAG will submit the SCS to ARB for review as required in SB 375. 

(7) Conflict Resolution
While SB 375 requires SCAG to develop a process for resolving conflicts, it is unclear at this time 
the nature or purpose of a conflict resolution process as SCAG does not intend to amend a locally-
submitted SCS.  As noted above, SCAG will accept the subregional SCS unless it is inconsistent with 
SB 375, federal law, or the Subregional Framework and Guidelines.  SCAG will also request that a 
subregion prepare an APS if necessary.  It is SCAG’s intent that the process be iterative and that there 
be coordination among SCAG, subregions and their respective jurisdictions and CTCs.  SCAG is 
open to further discussion on issues which may generate a need to establish a conflict resolution 
process as part of the written agreement between SCAG and the subregional organization. 

(8) Funding

Funding for subregional activities is not available at this time, and any specific parameters for future 
funding are speculative.  Should funding become available, SCAG anticipates providing a share of 
available resources to subregions.  While there are no requirements associated with potential future 
funding at this time, it is advisable for subregions to track and record their expenses and activities 
associated with these efforts. 

(9) Preliminary Scenario Planning

SCAG will work with each subregion to collect information and prompt dialogue with each local 
jurisdiction prior to the start of formal SCS development.  This phase of the process is identified as 
“preliminary scenario planning” in the schedule below.  The purpose of this process is to create a 
base of information to inform SCAG’s recommendation of a regional target to ARB prior to June 
2010.  All subregions are encouraged to assist SCAG in facilitating this process.   

(10) Data

SCAG is currently developing, and will provide each subregion with datasets for the following: 
(1) 2008 Base year;
(2) General Plan/Growth projection & distribution;
(3) Trend Baseline; and  
(4) Policy Forecast/SCS.  

While the Trend Baseline is a technical projection that provides a best estimate of future growth 
based on past trends and assumes no general plan land use policy changes, the Policy Forecast/ SCS 
is derived using local input through a bottom-up process, reflecting regional policies including 
transportation investments.  Local input is collected from counties, subregions, and local 
jurisdictions. 
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Data/GIS maps will be provided to subregions and local jurisdiction for their review.  This data and 
maps include the 2008 base year socioeconomic estimates and 2020 and 2035 socioeconomic 
forecast.  Other GIS maps including the existing land use, the general plan land use, the resource 
areas, and other important areas identified in SB 375.  It should be noted that none of the data/ maps 
provided were endorsed or adopted by SCAG’s Community, Economic and Human Development 
Committee (CEHD).  All data/maps provided are for the purpose of collecting input and comments 
from subregions and local jurisdictions.  This is to initiate dialogue among stakeholders to address the 
requirements of SB 375 and its implementation. 

The list of data/GIS maps include: 
   1. Existing land use 
   2. Zoning 
   3. General plan land use 
   4. Resource areas include: 

(a.) all publicly owned parks and open space; 
(b.)open space or habitat areas protected by natural community conservation plans, habitat 

conservation plans, and other adopted natural resource protection plans; 
(c.) habitat for species identified as candidate, fully protected, sensitive, or species of special 

status by local, state, or federal agencies or protected by the federal Endangered Species Act 
(1973), the California Endangered Species Act, or Native Plant Protection Act; 

(d.)lands subject to conservation or agricultural easements for conservation or agricultural 
purposes by local governments, special districts, or nonprofit 501(c)(3) organizations, areas of 
the state designated by the State Mining and Geology Board as areas of statewide or regional 
significance pursuant to Section 2790 of the Public  Resources Code, and lands under 
Williamson Act contracts; 

(e.) areas designated for open-space or agricultural uses in adopted open-space elements or 
agricultural elements of the local general plan or by local ordinance; 

(f.) areas containing biological resources as described in Appendix G of the CEQA  Guidelines 
that may be significantly affected by the sustainable communities strategy or the alternative 
planning strategy; and 

(g.)an area subject to flooding where a development project would not, at the time of 
development in the judgment of the agency, meet the requirements of the National Flood 
Insurance Program or where the area is subject to more protective provisions of state law or 
local ordinance. 

   5. Farmland 
   6. Sphere of influence 
   7. Transit priority areas 
   8. City/Census tract boundary with ID 
   9. City/TAZ boundary with ID 

(11) Tools

SCAG is developing a Local Sustainability Planning Model (LSPM) for subregions/local 
jurisdictions to analyze land use impact.  The use of this tool is not mandatory and is at the discretion 
of the Subregion.  The LSPM is a web-based tool that can be used to analyze, visualize and calculate 
the impact of land use changes on auto ownership, mode use, vehicle miles of travel (VMT), and 
greenhouse gas emissions in real time.  Users will be able to estimate transportation and emissions 
impacts by modifying land use designations within their community. 

12

Other tools currently maintained by SCAG may be useful to the subregional SCS development effort, 
including the web-based CaLOTS application.  SCAG will consider providing guidance and training 
on additional tools based on further discussions with subregional partners. 

(12) Resources and technical assistance

SCAG will assist the subregions by making available technical tools for scenario development as 
described above.  Further, SCAG will assign a staff liaison to each subregion, regardless of whether 
the subregion exercises its statutory option to prepare an SCS.  SCAG staff can participate in 
subregional workshops, meetings, and other processes at the request of the subregion, and pending 
funding and availability.  SCAG’s legal staff will be available to assist with questions related to SB 
375 or SCAG’s implementation of SB 375. Further, SCAG will prepare materials for its own process 
in developing the regional SCS, and will make these materials available to subregions.

D. MILESTONES/SCHEDULE 

 CARB issues Final Regional Targets – September 2010 
 SCS development (preliminary scenario, draft, etc) – through early 2011 
 Release Draft RTP/regional SCS for public review – November 2011 
 Regional Council adopts RTP/SCS – April 2012 

If other milestones are needed, they will be incorporated into the written agreement between SCAG 
and the Subregion. 
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13iil•ltll 
,;ul,i-e~io;,d SCS wu,kpla10. 1 ti, al'.achc<l MOU w~, prtviou,Jy approved t>y (,alcwe.y C :,1 He< r_:rn; lhml in 
tlie wrnmci. In ,,,J~r le' !"i!isli;,e !lot ,~1cc111cul. ~idl ><·ck.s approval 1,y lh,' EAC and Rtgir,na I Cou~cil. ,.,d 
a,,thorily far Ille Execu(iw D;,cCl<>J ,,r bi, d~sig""e l<l cxccul~ lhc MOU. 

FISCAL ll\1J>Acr: 
Fu~di~g i.1 llQI pmvi,kd lo any P"r!i~s unde, !hi, MOU. linwcvor, in 1hc c-ve"I lloa! S!iik u, kdcnl fu,,d,ns 
b~t.:Orncs av:.i;j!aiJle for prcparutlon of tt1c Gateway CiliC.""i, scs! tt.c. ~10L m]y lJc amc11dc:d !If ,iJ: :,-:,ep,tF ~k:, 
mutud funding a~reernc11t dc•;ck,pcd to ad,Jrc\S Galcwav Cities SCS ~n.,1,. SCAG staft lime n~<-e,>an lo 
im~ie1nenl thi~ MC.i U clTid cor:nJinJI~ wi1h ~ubrcgion:=: ~t~ p;.irt nf SB 375 iin_Dlcrncnta1io11 acti,.,-il ic:;., ~-ill be 
,·l,~rg,co to wo, k dcmcn1 u5'i .SCGUJ\13.-J .1l1. 

ATI'ACHMENT: 

":,,Jcrn,,raJJdun: nf U nde1,;lamlin~ l,v a,ul bclwee!l Ga1tw,1y Ci lits Cr,unc1! of Gov€rnmeo;, and I l1e Snulhtrn 
Caiif~~r11i~ A:s~ncj,:11ion of Gov~·t!1,11..:.nii; l"l1t" Uot~wav Ciltt:f.i S·.1:...!aii1;:1:hlc C~i1nmu11i[ic'.'j S!:r:c.ili;::~y.·· wi!ll 
Fxh,IJils A-C: auadttJ. 
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MEMORANDUM OF Ua'l/tR/ff.-\NDla'(; 

BY AND llETWlcEN 

GATf::W .-\ Y CJTlES COl 1NCIL OF f;O\'~;l{NMFNTS 

AND 

THf. SOCTHim" CALll'Ol{NIA ASSOCATIOt>; OY GOVEllNMtt>i'fS 

FOi( 

GAH:W.\ Y CJTJJ,;S St:STAINAilLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY 

THIS ME\10fV1.ND1;M OF Ct>;DEltSTAt>iDING (hcr,;~afte, ,cfonctl tu as "MOU"') 

;, c"lc,cd b:, ""'I ucl\\ccn tht Gale way Ciiics CouE1,i I of Guwrnnicms, ( '.1cr~;oa.i~1 rcf(;r,-cd w 
a~ '"GCCOG":,, ~o<l lhc Suu(1c1 a Califm nia /\ss..1cia1ion of l ;,wnnoneam, (he1<•i e•ti~r rel~rrcd 10 
as ~'SCAG''), colkchvdy r~krred 10 1is 1he 1 ·P2r1;cs..~· 

RKCJTAI.S: 

Wll!,;REAS, Sena1c Ilill 375 (Ch~ptc, rs, la'>·, '1f 2008, "Sil 375"1 ,·c~ufrcs SC\G 10 

pn:p,1ri:,;. a rcgl:-in~I su~tainable CcimnLl11ilit:~ Sl1al-c"P:Y (h1vrdu~hcr r:.::fe, ,eJ 1u ::..i,<=: ~'scs·~ or 

·'Rc~i<•MI SCS") ~" r•n ol' 5C\G', Regional ·rrn,u,pona,ion Plan ("Rf P") 1,1 ~d,i~-,~ g~als for 

·.he:- rt:{J1J('Lrnn nl e,re~~nh(1'l-S.C t::3S emis:sion~ frnm au1nmcb1J'=':,, and light tru.::ks ici tfie SCA(i r("gion 

'.i..:h1cl1 c.o:T:pri-se~ !he counfi.('S. of lrnp~ri.J.l, Los: An£dt::.s 1 Orange) Rivi::-r~ide, San Dr.::rn.ardiE"!o -i.ilid 
V::::mun.1; 

\.YHl1JlFAS. SH .i J]! iillrw,.,.-s (iCCO{i, .u:-. ~ -:-;uhr:.:i:giiJLHJI council l'f 5c\·c1·nmi.:.:nl:s fur 

:--;ou1i,e.1s.·. Los Angdcs: C:>wi1i\ lo d11..--ydap anJ s.ubmit lo SCAG & s.uhrcg1on .. .d SCS for it.1 

juri:.:;di'-=iion 1. hcr~in:.if:cr rcfr::rrcJ .o .!~ ''G.1ti.:wi..!y C iti:.:s SCS"); 

WH f:l~t'.AS, ~-' ra:·1 "f i I., implern~n,~,ion M Sl1 :; '/~, SU'\C hes de·.,~k,ped and adcptcd 

a ~enai:l "l'rsmewNk and Gm,delmes for !fie Sc,bre;ional Sustainable Communities S1ra1cgy" 

(hcrcin~n~, referred t~ as ''Framework and Gui,lc:incs'\ ~n~chcd he,cto as Exltibi1 '·A"" ~,:d 

1r.co1r,o:.i:::.tc~j l1-c:r..:l11 by I fus ri..::fr:.:-c.1li.::c. 

\~iH EREAS, ~C/1.G ;, required by Sb J 7 I 1,, ,nc lud~ a su~rqponai SCS in 1bc regional 
S.CS, to the ex ten! con:>is1cr11 with .-.b.1c- an:.1 federal lriw: 

\"\''Hf.:rl.F.AS. ll('CO(i ~mi s,·A( i dt~-sir~ t;) enter inau !hi~ MUlJ lo di.:.:rnaF'!striue mt11ual 
r:omm1trr.enc,;; tf) prtran~ 1h..._,. u~1,C1.way Cit1~s SC~. 

NOW, TH!(UF.)'OJU:, !h<' 1'~•1,es enter into the following Mot·, 1•:i1h respect to the 

n1atlcr~: ~cl forlh herein: 

·rhi'.-. ~()lJ est:11J:t:-:.t.e1 the ;oles. re~p:1n.~ibihtie.\ and tl~q1iircmr-nt~ :-nr { l{ :, '(Xi 

;md Sl:A(j th~1 1irc netc'isri:ry lo develor a Gatc, ... ·ay Citic-s SCS lhat shall be in<::1ud~d in fr1e 

tc~ional SCS prepared by SC.a\G. 

) GCDX, shall rrerarc th<c (iat,,way Cili~s scs consjs1~m with SCA(i'.s adnpr,,d 

Fr~mewol:..::. ar.d (I 1...iiddin~s, as anach~d t.('Tdc, ic ensure th:1t ihi,: rt'"gJf~n ,;;ar. succ~s.!!fuUy 

inc.:orporat~ ::;lrclle:;ies \ 11:iLl-.i:n tl:c Galcway Ci1ics SCS into the Regional SCS. ~nd 1wl inh.i=bit tbc 

rcgiun ~f~>m ~0111pl ;ring ,,.;i'.1-. SB )75'. 

-~- t"iC(X)(I a2,re~~s (o Lo:npl:y with the: Mik:Slon;::;~ Schr-..Culr, ,i.11a;:ht:~ h~H~io ..t_:;. 

Exh,bl "l\" and incorporated herein b)' this reference, :rnd ·,:ork wi1h SCAG and the o!hcc 

suLrc~io:-.s to 1.:"nsurc tl:e st1cce.s::.::fu! de! f,,.·c1y of ~ regional SCS by uslng Lhc Ddivcr.:-.tbk3 
T,.:;111pL..1k, a1~~c:·1~d h:;rdo ~~ t-.:;:.;h!bi! ,~c~ ~nd im::l1qur-llcd by this. n.:fcrcm;.c a~ I he prfrn,u1 y 

lcn1pl;j_l~ ll).E di..:-v....-:lc·C--1ir1g ~ .:,..ub1 ~gim:i'..tl SC2 v,.o, kpl-i!ll. 1hi:... D::.::livi;;r~hk!:- T 1.,,:n:pkl-i::: Ill~) be 

:i:.1]hJi.::r.1 to thJnt_c:: h~sr-d O'.l dirf~Ui:1n frrnn '.he sr A( I Rrtior:::al Co1inr. i l or ( '.,rimmun•l)", 

J:conomic and Hur.1,m Dc·1~h1pmt'n1 Policy (_\~mmilt~c., a:-id aprrnv~I by UCC(J:'...i. 

4. GCC0(1 arc cr.~om~g~d by SC/\G lo conduct a pu\,lic p~rti~ipallon prnccss in 

ccvd1pir,~ the Gl\('½·ay Ci1ie, SCS. i;bov~ and beyo~d Lh, p,oces~ rcgui,~d fm the regioPal SCS 

n,qui,cd und~r Scch,n ~-,IJ~fl(b)(2)(1l)-fJ') ~1' ihe t:,.lifornia (;ovemmen! {'oc!c. Funher, S('A{; 

encourages GCCOG lo dc,.eiop a pllblic Far1icips1ion pian, similar lo SCA(,'; PuH.: 

P'1rlicipi::ilion Pbn adoph::d in Dct:c:nbc;r 2009. Cor SLH::h purpo~cS;_ 

S. (jCCOG a~re,s I~ parrk ii,ar.L in all po'>lic Ix no1 ir~ mce1ings. wt·rksb<>p,, 

h('...a~i:l~s, and o:!·1-cr OLILl'C"~ch ~H.'ti·Jitic:-s mc~ni7l':"d h:~' ~\·ti..{;; wi;hin tti!-: CJ<'{'(}( i~:-::. jun~d:dion. at 

which tho regional SCS "' 0acew,1• CiLics SCS is ind uded on tl:e o~enda. .'\11 parties ,hall 

1.oorCitrnle wi:h ~tll.! anot'.lcr d.ur;ng irnplemc1:iation of SCAG'~ pubJic parli;:;:ip.:i.tion pruc,;;:s~ in 

orJ~J w cn;jt.Jf...: b:-u{ld µublk :md '.i!akcho:J~r p41rti~tp..1lin11 1 a:1d le j,,.oid durllca!io!i nf t:ff(1E L 

6 hCC( 1(1' ~h.tll r-l-'lam :1r.d dd:"\·cr to SCA(_i ~ll dncu:r.enm[};:n1 rer~aininf; tc tt.c 

Gateway Ci:ic; SCS from pc,bhdy n~,iced ffi<Cctings. "orkshops, and hoarin !',,' ~I which the 

Gatc·,,,>y Ciciccs SCS is incbded un \he a~e~da. Such 1ocumrntat,on shall induJ~, bu! i, no\ 

lim".lcJ h\ 1Hi.;1.,:tng uut".,c:;~~ a~i;;.mh:i;:;.; rninulc::;, c.01mni . .:nt::. ~rn.1 n:spo1::s,.;:, to _;:om:nc11l.s, ~i~n-t.:p 
~l:c~ts, hi!!nJ~i~u(~~ ~nd cilpj.:=.::~ i>f fK·wt·r pain( p,rescNati{:ns. 

7. 1 he Pa:iies ac•knowl~d~c that p~pulati~n, ho·J<~ho]d, hnusin~, and employment 

e,tima!es ~re bci~[; prnparcd by GCCOG and.'cr it~ eonsul!,mts (hcrci,:aft~, rdcrr~d 10 as 
"GCCOG Cat,sc\"'o, SCAG d~rccs l<> use lhc OCCOO lJdl~sc1 '-' ,cvicv,d ~nd ?,pprn,d b;, 
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Gf:UXi, fm tt.e ](c,ginn,I ~c; and the ·.'IJlJ tnl'; provid,d, 1:101 SCAG, in ~<>nsu:tMinn wllh 

GCCOG. m")' make adj ~stmcnts to !~e GCCOG Datsset in o,der to c,.,urc consist~ncy w,1h 
SCA G's 2~ 12 I,TP growfa l;>r,casl. 

~- The Panic, agree anc ackr_,,.,,-ledg" illm population, hcuschnld, ho~sing. and 

<mrlovmcnl data suh,:1i!!~d lo SC/\G by GCCOG shall be accurald)" retlected in u;i 

documo11!atinn produced b) SCAG that rcbtcs to the Gatcwa)' Cite, SCS and !he Regi<>nal SCS. 

9. The Par1;e, agree anc ackn•Y.vkdgc [h"l RHN,\ resr,o11.,ih,1i1;1,, ,h"ll remain '"--ilh 
SC\G, and the.I (j(:C()(; shall nm GS<\Jme del~c;,ti,,n ,~,rl'·llSibdity fo, RHNA a, part of lhe 

Oa!eway Ci:ics SCS dne:oprr.cm. However, GCCOG is ""\ prcclud"<l by thic MOU fr"m 
£1:.~uming dc'.egJ.!it}ll rc'5po11s1biiily for Rl l~A as par1 Qf a subs(qucnt. sc-pa~~k .;1.gr,.:1;mcnt. 

'. C. SCA(, ~grees lh;;al iit addi1icin to pr~pr.iraticm cif 1hc: tJ."lft"Vi.·a:-,i ( 'ihc~ Sl'.S d~·1,.'(;ltipcd 

,ir.~er this MOl I, devcl"pncnt nf an Alkrnat;ve Plan11ing S1ra1~gy (APS) !,y GCCOG is 

ort'onal This u~derslandi r,g sl,~[ not ,reclude SCAG from Fropa,·ing a regional Al'S pucsuaul 

toSDJ'5. 

\I. SC:\(, shalt not d~,c lop SCS .,el aid t;,r~1'1< tha! are c.!id>utabl<, "' the 
.i:::u~rerinris ;.·.mher, SCAU al1,::-('e:i;. lh;;.it it will not impose a pe-11i:lilty <.~11 the Ga1cway Ci1i~s 

subrc~jor, if the grc,-nhouse 3as I argots, ~s cstab:i,hcd by tile California ./\ir Resources 8oa,d, ,re 

~ol met by th~ Rcgiorial SCS. 

\~, SC,;,,, shall accept th<c (;aieway Cities sc, p:epared in acc,,rrfantc "-'i!h this 

MOU as 11:e G,1cway Cities s·,bregio11·s inp~t into the· Regi.,nul SCS prepared b_,· 2CAG. 

IJ. GCCOG a,rnJ SCAG ,hall arn~nd thjs MOU in writ in, nr <l,·vdop a scp~rale. 

r11utl.!dl runlhn~ rt~ITcrncn! ~ddrcs.:--:ing Ga\t-way Cities SCS rosrn sh,~uld -state ~]r r"cdl~ral ~1ind1nt, 

hc:r0rr1e .av;,d,1hlr: 1tJ,1t c:an he ;1rpli2"<'1 lnw::--=.rtl pre pa ml inn ol" the Uakw::-tJ L1tie;.-; SCS. 

l--1. GCCOG and SC.,\O ~~rec to work closely (,>gclhcr thmaghct>! the Regional SCS 

proccs~ and Gateway Ci1jcs SCS p,uccss to pr,widc lcclmi~al i:ipul, appl i~abk plar.r,jn~. dHla. 

.]JLLl ,:..;.1H1.)ot1u::.::1i vi::: :·~~Jb~,i,.:k w:tl1 rcsp:::cl To ~lll d~H.:umems, produ~ts. tnd J.t>I iv~1ahle~ <lcvi:.:i:l:}pr.:d 

an<l associated wi I I, 1he Ca1eway C""" SCS 

15. SC".0 agrees ,,, m•ke good 0aith dl'or.s '.<> provide GCCOO wiili as.,istancc. 

i.-.c.h.:.ding tools and rrrndd:::t ii: lb posst:-'."i~ion! 110 h.::-~uc:5h.·J bJ GCCOG iH r; ·J~I 1..1c.:bng rrclim inary 
Ca'.{:W~•Y C ilic~ SCS ~ruwll! 11cl<l gn.::c..~1i ha use ~as (''Gl lG' 1 • cstimi1~cs. 

JG ~,AG 3~r<c:; <c ma·,~ ~oOl! foi1h cffor1, lo pmvi~t GCCOG with assistance with 

UIS servH'eS re!aung lo \he je,·elopmcnl ~,- the Uatewsy l'iti~, ~CS, a~ req11~s1cd by {il'CO(j _ 

17. GCCOG ,.11d SC./\G agree to work lc>('cthc, in goud foith, ,i,iri~ rea,una\,lc 

,ffc,rt, \U ;·c-,olv, a11y u:ifo,c,ccn !,sue,; a~J di~!>U1~, arisi,1g Qut d [he performance <!fthis M(J'.!. 

13. GCCOG and SC /10 a~rcc in g0od faith 1~ provide the res.,urc~s necessary to 

implement ".he p1ovi,io1>s of ihc MO'J. 

19. GCCOG and SC AG agrtc lo <lefrn<l, im:emnify and hold hMrnl<:s, ?,1<:h o\hcr, 

i :1cl·,uJing their offic:~rs. A~pnt!".i, t·'.("Gled ofl1c1.1!~_ ~n:J empluy('c::.;., from a'.I liab1!i1y, cl.aims, lo;:i;;cs 

and dem::rnd:i~ inc lud:i:g dcfousc cc:st:s and r..;::3:'IOn::Jbk altorrn::ys' lc-c-~i whether rc:su flicig ii-or:-. 

i:.ourt ac(ion ar t,1h~rwis;r...· 1 11ris.ing cut of the a:.::1:::-; er omi:;ston~ cf the <lcfcflding partJ~ ils ofJ!~rs, 

-i!!4Grlh, ur t:rnpluy~i;;s.. !B li1..: f:ter fo1 a,~m::"L.; uf th(~ MOL .. \Vhcu ui..:.h ,;y 'Jlni~~ivns vt· one p~r=.y a,,; 

di,e<:ld hy another r~ny. (he pally directing the ac1, m omissi,,., shall O'"-"' I his dc1ense sna 

ind(1-:1nit~ obligation t(1 the J13r1y followir1g the dire(:tions. "Jlie provii;io11:i;; nflhi~ r~r~graph ~hall 

survive t~rm1ns1ion of dois VOU. 

zo. This t.!OIJ shall be govcm~J hy all ap?llcabl~ fcdeiaL slat~, and luol law,. ·rll<, 

~1~nf11otit·~ w:arr~nt rhf'.t in Uu: pnform~nt·-e of 1h1:i:i t~Cll, ni.~h ;_.:h.£ill (:rimply with all aprhca';.il(" 

Jedcra', state am! ;oeal laws, ,1a1utes and c,rdinonces and all lswfol orders, rules and R'gu\atior.s 

promul~atcd lhcre ~nd-cr. 

1·11i~ MOl: m~y on! y he modified nr amendc<l upon wri1kn muiua.l t:onsen1 of ~I] 

".-i ~n::iloric:s- .,.\ H m;)difit~illi(1TIS, ami.:"'ndrnents, ch::rnges .and rt-vis:ioni; of this MOU in wh:)le or 

pert; and from time tc time, shall he binding ~pon tl1e parties, so J.,ns ~s 1lic ,a,n, shal I be m 

1,-vritin.g and i..:A'-.:C 1.Jl<::J by tti-c s;igr1ata1it:0. 

~2. Th.is MOt.r~ li1L':l1Jdin5 all c:xhjhi~s. .arirl dfJU1me1l!S: ln.trit~nri-"1Ll:rl h~rcin .and m~de 
arrlicahL~ hy :'efrr('rlCC~ CC'IMtihll(~!'i th.ta ~:omplch..· i.Uld ~~x<.:lusivc statemen·_ of th.e h.:rm(s) ond 

cur.di!ion(s) cf the a~rcctnrnt he(wccn the pr(ics with respect to the subject matte,· i1crcin ~r.d 

s.1,.::1::crscdc:::;. .::J.lJ p.nur rc;Hc~..::1:tat.:cns, · . .rndcr:H;}t1Ci11~:::. ;}nJ i;,.;tlmrnun!,i.::~\iom.;. fh: iHval idi.ty il t 
wh,,lc ,,, part ,,r 4H)" tern, u, wn<lilim> ,,f lhi, ~10U ,;l,411 n,11 affc,1 1hc Hlidit} ,_,f the olhc, 
1.crm(s) m ~01Hli1ior.(.)). 

2~\. An:,r party may withciraw fr1.1m this MOLi upon 30 dars~ writt~n nuLic~ to the 

other, ~rnil tlic due C~\c ,ct focb in b\,ibiL "Ir h· submit>al to SCAG of ll,~ p,chr,irn,:-:,· 

Gatcv.ay Citic, SCS A/\c, ,ucl1 clue ,hie. "" part, may wiil,Jr,,w fwm 1hi, VIO!J ,,nly Jpor, 
mulu.i1l \lirTllKn i1grec:mienl 
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24. bcb signatory shall be c~co,;.;J fiur11 pe,furmins Its obligatiur,, ""dcr this MOu 

Junn~ t!,c !im~ ,nd tu the c~tenl 1,,,.1 it i, rrc,·rnte<.I from pG:fo,ming by an onro,~,ctable ca.,,c 
bq•ond i1s cnmrnl, i,wludm[ b·Jt nol lirr.i1~d I(> ,ny in(;idcnt of foe, lloJd; atts oi God; 

cc-mmandec,rin~ or ma!nial, produces, plan1s or foci Iii ics by fc..icr;,I, s1a1c o, local sovcrnmcnt; 

n.Jtional ft.icl _,,hartagc:; o! t1 m~t~rid ~c: or omission by i1E1y :)\h:.:r p~rt:·: when sa!i~f~t..:lory 

c,·jdc,,~c A sue!, cau,c '' p.-c,cnic,J I<.; I l,c ul 1,cr pa,·(ic,;, and prov iced run her such 
:1onp~:formar.(C is unforcsecsblc, b,,yond th,, cont,c-1 snd is not du~ to the foul( or ncglig~ncc of 
~hC" p21rty n:)t rc.fcrming. 

25 _ Any notice s~n1 by fir 0t c.l.11.:•js moiL pn:;1,1,i.:,c r,ciiJt It i tl1::..": aJJr1;-:j.::,; -a.:1d rj:dJn.::s.::iee, 
,l:all be uck,,.ccl le• have [,,en ~i vrn w:,cn LI: !he ord:na:')· cour,c :1 wm.lJ he udi vcrc;J. ·1 h> 

rcr,·~sen\aHvcs of th<: pani,,s ,;.h., an, rnmanly resrnn,;ble for !hr .,c.m,n•,traiion of' this lvlOl_l, 

and 10 ·,,h.,m 1101,ccs, dc•rnanus and rn:nm~nications sh,Ji be gi.·~~ arc as dew.dcd below. lf 

:~_ere"'" ~llV change, :11th~ mmcs and/or act,hcsscs listed below, the r?r1y desiring !O make ,,,ch 

cha1lgi.;::=. ;;;.lial I ~l"'i..: d: v•,.': i tti..:11 nulit.:l:" t0 ,he oth~r n..":::-.p..;c::!i ..,..~ l)cJClic!- wilhin fiv~ (5) Jajii ot· s:ucb 
cheo~c. 

GatC\\·~y Citi~:i:: Council f'f <.ro\.1Crt1rnc.:nt:'.i 
.-\lk:uior.: Riclrnrd Po\vCrt, Exi:;:culi·~·c '.)ircc.1or 
I (,4{, 1 Paramoulll Blvd 

1'1r~moun:, CA 90723 

Somhcrn CaLfo1 ni~ .'\ssot;3lio~ 01· Go,•crnmen\,; 

Atlcnlion, 1 lasan lkhral~, faecuti,·e D1rcc(01 

SI li W c,1 Sc"rnlh Sl!cc·t, J 2'1'fbm 
Loi Angeles, CA 90:1:·,,.14 Vi 

Z~. Thi:;. \-\OU sh~ll conlinc,c in f•Jll force ~nJ cfTcd f.,,m the EIT,~:ivc l)a\l' '-'P lO 
and unti I tl-,c <la\c that lhc Rc~,onal SCS ;,; a~c-wed by ~Ci\G · s Rcti ~n8l Council, unle•;s 

olhcn.vi:i.::e term tna1cC. ~~.ritl ir:r in .?.c.:-r.ordaiH·.,~ w,1 h ~~c• •oil ) .1 of this r,,.-1c HJ_ I ·he Ffl~:t:1 i"'i.'e D.::tk- of 

!has MOU shall rncall the ds1e (last dsLc indi~a1ccl bc!ow) lh"l all Par1ics have foll;.· c,~culted lhis 
MOU 

JN WITl''ESS WllEHEOF, the Portie, hc,elo na,c caused this J\lOU le, be ,x.cc<ile<J by 
their July aulhori;:-...cJ rc:::p-:-c:s,cnt;..n.iYc:;. 

GATEWAY ClTIES COl'NClL 01' GOVER:-.'MEYfS 

Vi.!!1.:w..1~· Ciri...-:ti SCS l\.l()li -·· P,,i!,e 6 ut" 6 

. :? (::·? ~-
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E.ihibit A: SCAG's Adopted Framework arid Guidelines 
Sou them California Assu~ia!iun uf Govern men ts 

FRAMEWORK Al\D GUIDELINES 
foe 

SUBREGIONAL S\iSTAL\'ABl,F f:OMMU'.','1TIRS STRATEGY 

l. INTRODUCTIO'i 

:SB J~~ (Steir.berg) . .11:,.;o krioi"·o as C~lifo::n:i::i.'~ Sus.t...i:in:.-.blcCcmmtinirics Slra1Cb/ :.rnJ Ctim..!te 
Prme-~li{)n Aci. ii;;; r,;. nev.- s~tr. ·a~\· which htC:lmc.:- 1?lt:r.('_ti·,1.r. '::inn~ry 1, ~009. SR 375 .::al.s for the 
inte-grn!i11n 11f 1ransror;a!km, 14lnd os,c;, and housin~ rlanning, aod ali;;;o i.::stah[i~ht~ tht rc:thictiJin of 
gn.:.t:nh,.Ju~i::. .tr~~ ((j HG~ c1n i~::-iun~ a:'.!. 1Ynt..-: ll f lht n1~i:1 g.·J.~b for rc:~ic-n.il r,i4'tnoini,:i,. SC AG. '0-·orL"ir1g 
w!th the i11.j(,,.;Ju~I Coi...11Hy Trampml11tir.n Cm~1111i~sio:1:,. (CTCs'1 :r.:nJ the- 5ub1q;1",J11:.1.J 'l'I b<lllt.l..a!iv11::, 

with i11 lhc .SC AG n:~i{m, ii; 1 L'::.;po,n~ibl~ for impl~1no11t:ni; SH ] 75 in the S;)utl•..:rn (aliforn j;i tegii.:.:n 
:Stc~e-ss ir lhi-s: endca,•or is d,;:rendcnt =~U i;;:ul]ai)(l-ratil')n with .& ta 1gt {if rub lie ;,.nd pri\·:}1c: pairt11er-s 
thro1!8l101;t th· ~\~~(iJin. 

Dridl, surrnnaii£eJ l1c1c, S!J ,75 r,:q~irc; SCAG as •he Mcl'Dpolii.,n Pia""'"~ Ocgao.zo!ion n 

Pr:::.p~r...: :t Su~tain.abk C~mmuriilics. Stratc:g:, (SCS) fl:::. pm+. {1f tht. 2012 H:.L-gio11ill 
Tr>nsportat·on H,.n (R TP). The SCS w 111 moo I • Stalt-Jcicrm,ncJ rcgrmal GI![; car isslon 
r~rh;t-i.i,:ii1~ t;::u-r,~t. if 11 is- fe~~;_b!e tt, do :SO. 

Pr~parr: ar. A llr':filat '-'C' Plan:)1nz Slr~•et.y (J\ FS) tha'. i~ n::-n part ,yf the- RT:P !fthe SCS is 
tinal)I(! lll med -chc regio·i4ll ~rtet 

lo1cg,a1c ~CAG rlao:>io;, r,·oc(,se,c. ·,n r,,,ni,·olar assurir,g 1l1a11he l(cgiunal Hous,nc Ned, 
A~s.c~s.11cni (Rlf'NA} i.=; i..:un:,i-::;lc!H v..'ith 1h:.; SCS. ?.il ll1i:.:. i1.ui~Jidi,J11 k::vcl 
Srcc ific !o SC.\G col,, ,llow ror subrcgioral SCS/1\PS d:,·clo1'•"c"t. 
Dc.,_·clop ~ .::ub:-1...Ernlial pubiii.:. ~ar.ii;i~;ition pr{,,c.c:s.s iFn·ol ,·ing .al: :::rnkd1olJcr~. 

l ;niq11c tc lhc S.C.-\(i ri:::-c1ir,,ni Sri l'";'~ pm\·irlcs-th~:rt ''.& -subrcg:on.1.l ct,:..mcil d gn-vc1·1l1-:1enl-s and th.e 
llllJfl~)' 1r~w.>pt1r:ati:1n cmnm:<:::=:;ion 1ria:.r ·,.1,.,:1rk r-::\r;,i:.:i hc.;r L(' prurw:--i:::e ·.he ,i;;:11-r;ta1n2hlt L'.C1}lmunih~5 
~IT~ti;;gy arid ;_in ::..ilt,:.:m-i'ltiv~ µ·.,;::1.·mi11~ ~!rah.:RY .. , for !h:i! ~obr~gi,)11al area.'' (;o\·L Code 
*65080(b)(2)(C). lo additiora, sr, J,5 authvri,c., that SCAG "may bJurl a frarn~wu,k fv a 
:-:.t.J hrt" g ion J ! S.CS :>r a s:t. breg,on i.l l APS to ad Jr cs~ th t:" ;n Lr .1: reg io;.1. l l,iJn J u '..:C1 tr~ n spDrt ;Ll 1cn, 

..::c.;fln,)mic, ,,ir :1ll:dity, ::rnti ~lit'!"liatc pol:cy rdaticn;hir,s.." )d Vina!ly) SH 375 r~quin;~::,: .SC.,\G to 
''c.Je-velo1~ ovcrtill g_1,1idtl.n~:--:, cre;:ate puhlic panjc.ipaci::-m :?la:ri\ c.n...:uw c.onHlrn;;:3: 10h, resol\.·e c.,)n nirl\ 
:m1~i;,.· .sure '.h<ll ih-:.-:- :.J"(TE ;_di plan :.-:--t..impli-c.':i wlch ~pf:"hcllbk lc~al r-l..!qoir-~me111s, a:ld 1dcp( the pi~n for 
'.he rcgio1.1.'1 Id, 

r·1c: mem nfthi":i T·r:tm(~W{'rk ,lnd Guidtline~ I0r .Subr~sional Su.st~inablc Cornmt1nittcs .Str:)tcg.,- (~!so 
~cfcr~('d ll') l1trc·n as U1c ··t-"r~rne\,l,0rk ar.:d {i1jrli·linr:~1·· o~ the ·'Subrrgiunal Fmm{·v,:ork .:mJ 
Guid.:.:. incs'') is tc tifl("r rh:.': ~Ct'\.G ~,cg_,{'-fl ·s ~uhrc:ill"!'t::.l atcnci:et chc: hi the-... ikg,L~t: 1'.'1-f :-iulon11my. 
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rlc;,-;i')il L'.) 1.md n::~p:..tn:=;it,.tlity i11 dcvdor)in~ .a !Hugi .:SEH .]fU.i ~i;;.l uf iinp:eme:lHHiOf' :i:!ra~cgits: for 1ht-ir 
:::._ul~rcgicu1a: ~rn~s. lh·~ ,,,.j !I 'Dilluw the s1..1lircgional .;:.\I ~t1;si~~ h.1- b...:u.:.::.r r~lkt:I the i-;:i.uc:!i. cunr-ern,;, c.niJ 
tuh11·e v· s1on 0!·the wgii,_)n 1 ~ c-olled!H· juri1i.dicti.)n~ ,-.... ith rhc input ,i_i( lfll" ful lc5-l r.an:gc of ,\t~kd1ddc1 :.;, 

[n ot.Jer W J.cll1e\·C thC:.!;;;C ll_hjcniv.;.1:,;., il ior; Tll'"c..·e-:i;c;.i.ry fof SCAU to de\!do,p -,.,~-1rnrc~ tha[ assure equity. 
~ • ..,~---~1~lc,;.'.ii..:-) a~J L:uJn11rialllH'l~ sulh th~t SC AG c:ari ini.::or-por.l!o!:" tile suhrc~io.1i:1.I .SCS::: in ·1!s r~giGnaJ 
::.i.....:'.'> nhich w1I I be ijdQJih:J c:.::i. p.]r( ::.if th(:" 20 ! '2 RT? purnuarlt ir SU J 7). Fnr that r<:a,0n 1h 1.:. 
l"&amC\'!Orlt: J.nd GuiJdincs csL.:1ti-li~hi;.:'.'3 ~1.;md;:ird.5- r .. _.11 th,;.~ :-:-uhJc:g_i:u1·~ wect iu pn:.p~rHl~ a~d . 
~ur.milting sul°'r(':giur.al s11·3tegic:J\ wh ilc al.so LJ)'ing out SCAG, ~ rok ju focihLiling end :;.iwponing 
'.he ~LJh~~i::'l-nc1.l e.fort ·;..,ith dat.iii 1.x1ls.1 :.·rnd othc-c a:,~i:-:;toiucc. 

Wl.ik: the friJ1~1i.;wrnk a11J Gt.1id~liric:i. are 1n1~11,l('\i lo fai.::illlatc: 1hr T1P.~ifi<" subITgi;:i.n3:! :)pf ion to 
dc\ic.oµ th~ SCS ~c:inJ APS ifm:''i..:.t.:.'.'::-~iHY) ,.s desci)t;,;;:d :n SB J ,:), S.CAU tnr:m::r:1.,r.,r~ ~ht~ fotk:;1 
;}O~-siblc partici p.ation fr:>m all ~ubregio11;al (1T~f.HLil~tion1:i. A:-. SCAG unJi.::r.ak~~ imp!cmcn!alion of 
S.[3. 3f5 i(),- the: lirt! ti1•1c, :S2AG lla-s .:il.:::o d1...-si1:rnc.J il H~olbbur:ili\•c'i pre..;~~~- tn c(11Jf.'1;:1:1ti;;..rn ,viHi ~J'!c 
;ubrcg1ntis, 1h.l1 al !t,w~ fer tni"ui.t '.!>l1hr~g];)nJI partic-ipatif'n for ~ub::e1;;1on.5- that dmo~c nol to c.:i:.crc.is..;: 
!lii..::ir _-;~l-.:tNy O[)lion. 

IL EUC!BILJTY A/'.D PAitTJCll'ATIO.'i 

S:1-'!. -~ h allow~ fo, :o.:i;brtgiona I c-01..rnc-ils o·:.- gavcmmcnL::: in the SCAG :t::g~on to h-1vc the opt.ion '.c 
d~vi:.:lc·r !hl' SC.S \:c:ind tl-'e APS if 1wr-(":-:"'i.aryl k-r th.i!:'ir ;,;;r,r,::3 SCAC; ·.nlo!:'rprc!~ thi~ oplion 3,:;. b-ci,g 
:1·.·~ibl.,I~ to <:my ~ubrc.~i.}!1al vr:ga:lila!;(tf"I r-t:rognircd hy St '.A( i1 ~t:mil~:i:.;-s of wh~~,n:."'.r rhe: 
::i-rg:::rniidtion i~ 1·mrna! ly cs:abli'.'.,hcd !!i~ a '·s1J ~ri;:;gi::rn1:1l ..::.mirl-cil r1r ~overnmt-nls.·· 

Courity ·rr::m":::pottatior. Com1nis.srons (CJ"C·(1 pt.1y :.:ir fmport:·mt a.Ld necc.s.s~ry rok in [he 

dc\elr,pm("nl ofi-li s:ullrcti.1-11.:-il S(~~- Any e::ul---rr.eior lh.:lt-chor.,\..e~ tode\!CkJp ~ subr~gir:,11.J· ~trateg_...,., 
v-,ilt :ici;;:J t<1 w.}rlt; dr1sely v .. iih t'·ic.:: re:s:pe.:.:1lve CT<. rn ii"- ..,u':lH"gtD:lal ar.ca in .i-rd~~r lo id-t"n:iry :snd 
i11tcgr,lli:.: t1a11~pur1..:1lio11 prcjn.:-t~ ~11J polkiC"s Beyond W(irkh,g v,,i!h C J"(~s . .St '.A(:r enr:i:,urag~~( 

p,utnc-::..hlp .i;; fforts. i11 lhc Je,,c opmcnl vr sub i,;gLrn:;:sl .s.l!",i;i:Lcgic=i.. Pm:.bd i:1g '.Ji3r'.nersh ;ps. ht1w1.x-:n aocl 
am::i-r.g ~ub1·cg1cn ~. 

~ubr~i..:.ion~I dJ:'-~hcie_~ mus.I formally iridjtalc t.i- S('.,4.(j, in wrihng, by De~cm~er J) l 1Ct0'; if they 
1nu.:11J u, ...:;,-..-i..:n, .. 1~t: 111i,.., op,t1or1 lo ~,:vdop 1 l1ci1 ow1l SCS . .Subregi~)n,;,:- lh.;.1 clH1Ci~i'." ·.r., dcvrklp .m _i.::.(·s 
for t.h-i..:jr -i:Hea mu:';.t do s.~1 :n .a llliHlrLl'T consi1:iti:.;11t wiih ll1i~ Fr~mc,;.'i,,\0rt ar::~ G1.i<ldioi.::~. The 
:=:utir~gionJs .nti:=nt lo c,-...c-rc:~i:.:- ;ts. s.t;;n....110")' option l~.., pr:::p~rc::: !hi;:; :!!.1rati..:gy fw ih,..::ir Jrc4 :nu:)! ~c 
i:.kc.idt<l and :u1-:11nunic~1~d •hmugh formdl i'.K."'Lior. oflh-c: sub-:t:ginnJI ~g..;.ncy's. go,..·.:.m1ng bo,uJ 
S·.J.b~cqueot 10 t~teir,• ::lf ar.y ,;;;.1hrc-_c:ion '-::: ir11r.nl i,·. dc•Nlor, am: adopl en SCS 1 S.C."-G v,,.-i I! i:.:on.,..cni.;; 
tJ 1~u~".>J?1;-:: n.;!lan.:hng a fo~inal Vi-ttuen i!:lgr~ernent bcr.....-~r:n St '.AC :r a1-id the ::;:11hL'gi('ir, "hich m:!y be 
rcv1.scd Ir n~i;;.t'S:!!i-i:11~-, a.j :he scs Pl u-i.:....:.~~ i.~ impl•..:rnemcd. 

J:L F;Ul'lll(WORK 

The l'rn:m::w:,r~ f.'U1j~,n cfthi:-; du:i.:.u:ni.;n! co•1ers 1l.'lf{;-nal (l(°'jttll';ft:S and pnLcy C'"or.oi;.iflc:ri'.:ltian~, rrnd 
p-uv .de:> gr:nci·al d irccti,H1 to tll-c ~uk...:~icn ~ in 1JL·o;.:1li:.linng thi;.; i1 l.',,...II SCS, !iml APS if o.:::.c.ts.-<:a;J, 

(.' A..;;hi..::~·(: 111; ~t"glOOJI (i} tli C:lli:!s"Si0n, n:du::-:1i.[ln: nrg~t t;:-i.r car~ .£:ln,i lie\1t 1~t.1(" ~ s 1hmugh .:lll SCS. 
-l.: Fully in:cg11.".itc SCAl.i·~ pl-i::inri n~ prnc:.;~s.t!"S for tr.arisrmri..alior,~ tr<.'Wth. inlergC'lver'lmentJI 

·cvic~ 1 l.a,nj u.s.c::, hou..s.irg.. illld !hl" .::11YiwmH..:E1t. 
v Seek arca:J- of-ccopr.::rn!i(ir. th,tt go bcyflnd th.:;; pr,Jccd1.nal ~l.Jh.1t::M) r!';.-qt.:iTcrn-ctns.. l,ut lhai i.!lh~ 

·e1uli in fl':gi0n~I p:an-s and stralegi~.s. !hJ1 are mu!uaJl:y ,;;uppc.r.ivc. f'lf a n.u1ge c,f guoi.,IS. 
H .I ihl LIUSl bj prnv 1<line :m i1,kmCli\"t\ p...,rlfl ip...,tory ::ttd CGlbb,c,r.;un.·,:.: proCt""S-S for ,.l I 
ilah;;h1ll<l·~JS. Prt vidc, in r~rl l("':J!~r, for I h~ rohui;;.t [1-Jl1i~iration 01 ICT,1] jt1ri:i.di(·I inn:ii. 
".t~b1 !..:~iu11:::i 2111J c1·~~ iii lhc;:: :.ltvc!,;.ipmcn! l•f (l·e SCA0 ~e~.(Jni:1! SCS }JnJ imp,k::~illalion f!f 
lhc ~·....1brcgio11~I vcvisicns 01-11!...: l.aw. 
;\3-~un: 1h!!il t'~i:.-: SCS :.ld(lr:tcd by SCAG ~ri~ ~ubmittcd to C.tl 1forniu J\ ir !::.cs.curi.:cs Dca:!d 
1,.>\R~.i i$ ..-, rt'flt:<:t!(ir. (l.fth~ re~ioll's c:Dilcctivc growth ~tr..1!e:;_v .J11d \ tsic.u1 for- the f1..1!urc. 
[)e· ... ~ lor 5tratf!~i('-;,;: (ha( ncrup1lra:e and <'H"~ r~ ... r~ct:·1)1 •::-if 1('11.'.":'.~I atlC. ,i;;ubrcgicnal rriorili~-sl 
p!a11,, a~d ?N_ICCI, 

JI. Ft,x:bili!y 

Suhre~ ont 1na:1 d~,.-~lrr :1ny arrr·.lfiriatc ~lraiee.J 1(1 :tddres.~ llw r('_r1(':n 1 s; rrecnh.f'ltJ~~~ ;BJ,;;, n:i:(IUc(ic,t) 
goJ.b ami 1hi::: ir.tenl ofSJ3 "37S. \11/hde: sut=rtgioP.~ \."rd! ht-: prnvir.lt'.:d wi1h SC:\'. i C.:1ta, .1rid well'! i3 

wr1c1..:µ'.t.1::.'li 1,1 µc~l1cninilry ~~cruriv lv c:s.c 1s "· helpful sWrling p-c-int. th~\ 111:1y ~mploy ar.y 
1.:ornh;n.;.lli{lr1 {If bnd -.::s.~ pi:-,lii.:..y i..::h .. rng-i..::, lf~m,riurHHiun pdicf . .;md tr:111:::;p,;Hl,iHion in,,.c-!il1rcnt wilhin 
t.1(· ~rci..: Ifie par::11n:.les dc.....,crib:;;d iri the- G·.1Kkllrcs. 

C. OL!rcael, Effo,-1 and Pcindp!es 

SuL:itt-!.1{;11~ ~,c.:. r~t1vi1e.J lt.• ct·ciJaL:t :::i.n uri.:.11 ;;,mJ f}arricipa!~ry rrn,i,;.,;.::::;} thal ii,i:,:lud-:..:..;.; lhc folle-51 ]JCJ-5S.ihle: 
TJ.nrc cf :s!1-'"1..·bolJers /1..s f..nthcr dis:.;.u::.~cd ...,,,..;tt, in the Guiddin'L'..S, :SCAG atlic·idcd it~ cxi~ii11g Pt.:b1 i;; 
Porticir•!ion Plan (rPJ>) w describes SCtl.Ci ', rc,pnnsihilitic; in complyini; with 1ho out,oach 
l"l".,(jl: •reme-1,1-i;; of" s:~ ·17") ~.-.(I {llhC:::f" 3r,r,licaille l:JWli: ::tnd rc•.eulai ii""IYIS. SCAC w·,I! fulfil i it-s. filitrl.'".;1ch 
n,~cire,ncr,1, for 11,e regior1al 5CSiAf'S '-'hWh V>·ill indude ou1reach aui, ,ties regarding 1he 
::.u1.),cgior1-i1l SCSI I\ I'S. SulE t::giul::::i. ~rt:" 1::;lw t:-11::.-:~n..;ra~cJ t-c; dc.:')igri U1cir ov,,n oulr::::ai:.:h proc·..!:-.~ I hi:!.t 
meet~ c21.:.h ~i:.brcgim:~~ owi, ·1i::-cds iH~d r6r-.ki1 ccs (he ~p:.1 il o'.~ opcrmc~~ .;md fol I p-1rtii;.:;ip::.Uit.1 n. 'I 0 the 
c:.:tcnt '.h::1L ~ub-rcgions. do c-5.k.blish th::..ir O\"\'n o..ttri::.ach ,ro:::.css;~ t~ts: pmc-c~'ii should be ccordiili.iLCd 
with S.CAG't: {•uhe,,-ch pro-c-i.:=s.s. 

Si..:.bn::gions dcvclopinr I heir J-Wll SCS arc .strongly cn,c-ouriiti;C~ lo maint.;1in n:gui..1r :;.01:111i·.m i~.M.i:on 
'.v·th SC.-\G s:t,1 Ff, the r.:::s.p~cti,.·e CT(', tl-etr jJri¼lictions. end othcc :i,t.:.-.ke·-.olders.i :md other -subregio:1s 
1f ne(.C'~sary. tc, rc·11r::·..i,,, i.•:: .. sucs ,.<:: lhty ari.~t: :1r.:d tn .1i;;.i;;;t1re e11~~ r:nord1nt~t~1. Mech~1nism...: for l·,n-

1,:.l'ing cnnrn u nit.:.i:lfr:m :;h{·ulJ l,c csi.ablu,ht:ll in th-c e~dy rl1a~:c: of !>lr"I('.gy de-.,_•elop;l1CriL 

E, l'b n nb~ Co~copts 

S.CAV. 1~:i, :i,1JO.·cg·on:-:. antl 11·emt-ie .. (l!lt:S: have· t:S:L':tl::ili!!iherl ;.,=i ·~tcccC'".;,;-.:ft1l 1r;ick r,:,c('l(tf on .1 rnn~~: of 
la·,(] ·"'c a,id 1nrnipon,l ,,n rl~nn:og Jppr,,;,rht, 1hrt·u6h 1hc ,.,·,-g.Jing SCA(, c,in1pas, lllu~arin1 
f\w~1a:n, i11c:L.Jdi11~ .avno ..... i111.au.:L· GO lt..Ji.,.;al dc.in:m::Jra?ion ~WJI-CUS. -:::omrk1...:d t(J cc:HC. SuhK!{i.>n::;. ~r~ 

3 
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i::ncotirai;~d lo :.;.~ptur;;, fonh.::.r dC:"'!iCk'!p an<l buiiJ ~ff :he Cl')fli...:Cpb ::1.flt: 21.µpr~ii::l..:.;.hc~ (S ·.lie C.xr1p:;i,::-,~ 
Bh.1~pr';nl prograrr1. in hrieft lhe~c induJe de1,.clo-pi11g. 1r:in.:.:.it-c,icnlc:<l, mi:,.;:cd us,;.:;, ,;md -,..,.td:.Jbk: 
u:rn mun111i:.:s:, ~ml rrm·ill !::1r. fer a mi::.:. .t: hnu~Pne and job~. 

rv. GU!DHINES 

-:--hcsc Gi.u.h::.linc:-s d.;'.';.~ribc .s.i:ci:-.:ifit: pilninctcr~ for he suL~c;gion:.ll SC:3/APS t:IT1.nt 1,111.Jv SB .3 7 ). 
in::.Judin13 pwcc.ss, deiivcr:..bl:.l:st ji.!ta~ do:.::um-ent.:.ilioni and ti1nt'.'.in-c~. A,8. dc~crib-i.:d aboi.-·c 1 ti,,;.;. 

GJirk:l1n("::; are {'ri!2'~'.c:d \"[I. ~n'i1.u-e thal tr1c r.,;,':girin c~n S1.l("{'e~sfi1l!y incorpor.1te :5tr-3lCf:i<.:.::. dcvclopc~ by 
ih~~ o:;uhreern1!s: ir11~t 1he r;:-::~ion;:::.I SCS., :~nd lhat the re.~ion f:::in c.-.mply wiih il"S onn: rcquift"me-n1~ u"td-er 
SB 37~. h.ilmc la rr.t'ct:,i,;d i·i a owr~·ler i;,.J~SiH,cn( \.\.·ii'·\ lhc Ci"li1dclirie:i:.i Will r:-.::still in::,;;( ."!\Ci not 
.,cc-;rt"1\g a :s.•...1Lit;giun\, M•bmitwd :_..tralL::gy. 

(1) Sutregil~n~I St.t$?~;n.l!Jle Comm llititl~.\ S!ra1ep· 

S11b~.i:;,ion.s 1!1at c·1uu:st: le, t:x~rc.1sc their cp:iu-11al 1ak •rndc1 Sll :375 will J;.:.\i'd·.J-[J :1rn..i .at!u[)l .:..1 

·:a.1bregi0n:;.,d Sus:·.:iinab'.e Comnninilici~; Stralcg~:. Ti·:.lt :c.trntcg_,v mu:s.t c.or,'.ain J.tl ('lflhc rc:guircd 
: lemc:n• ~, and l"nl ID•,.1,.· :di rwu:r~forc'), a~ <l.e--i;;r:ribctl in S.8 )7 5. S ubftgiom;. may chum,e tn !i..rl iler 
J.C:-\·{"-·_np an A hern::-1: i·-,c. P lam~ inf, S1rntr.e,y ( APS.j, acco1·dint 1,-,. the: r,rnc.e(Ltres .uid Jc:q1Jin::T1=e11ti.:. 
Ji;,;;:::t;,:.rjbc,:J ir, SD 3 7 5. l f ~!..I tn..::giun::-"" rr~par.:: .Jfl: .AP:3. Lhcy m1..,;~\ rr~p.i:tfl,,.': it ~UHtiin~blc Curnm·..tr ilic~ 
S.'.1al::.-:gy fir~I. in i!i;,,..:;...~lr.h.u1....;;..; ,.,. Lth SR 3 75 1\ ~Jl1r.-:-gi,J11~l ,i\PS i~ nl1c ·• i11 I 1c·..1 or· -i::i .::=.utm:.-gi,i,_inal :SCS. 
i)Ut in addi1ior. lo Ulc .su·:-:;,rc:5ion;1I SCS. Jn :,ar:1 1 . .1:l APS mn~,t identify the princip::il imr~dimcnt!i to 
.1c.:h!e\-'ing ti),;.- :argels wnhjn the SCS. Th:;_,: t\PS musl shmv hcnv th~ Gi-JG c.mis.:i:iio-n 1-:lF(;~t: \\·cu·!d b~ 
ac.l.itved rhrDu~ll ::thi?mati\"e de·.if: lGpmc:nt patle~n-s. infrastru,.tut{". arid .f.idd1tio,al tramporlal :on 
rr,ciliLJ:r<.:s or P·Ol1cii:;;~ SL"AU cr:-c;;'l-uragcs i;ub~~ior-1-i;: lC'I- fcc·Js or fc-1~1hl~ :;.1r2.ttp.1-1:"s: 1ha1 -t,1n hE-: 
im..:-lcJ:.;.J :_.1 t·11; SCS. 

1 hi..": s:ubf\:gitiri::.: SCS rnu::s1 i 'K,lu~e- ::SIi co:np~111erits of a resj0nai SCS i.lS desc.ribcd tr: SH J.':5, ,l1id 

C'I-Ll!linNJ !ir.1[1.W' 

(i.) 1Jl'.:n!ify thl! ~i:..:n,i,;;1::1l l,.)1;.::1Ii1..m :~1·u:si.::~. rc~1dcn1i~I dcr.s11icsT and lmilding in:e-n.;.i·ii.:.:s. w·1lhi111h~ 
~t1bn:.gir .. n; 

(ii.) identify arc.as y.,.·ithin the subrt:[;ion ::;;uni~ic:H l:J ho\1~~ all tl·c popol~1ion uf th~ ~ubrc:5,ion, 

· nc luding al I cconori",it ~egm~n!s: ."'If 1h.:- pL1 pub1iori. {'\"~t 1hc course of the pli.!nning pe-rioJ Gf 
the R l !1 tali·\)?. mr, :cccouni ntl mi~rnl inn inln 1h~ 1.r.:c,(\t\ pnpu:atlt)h ~mu.th, hi:1u5:?.-h0ld 
krn1aliclf1 ar.J ,:;·11plc·yT1c:n griJwlh. 

(ifi.) 1dcn\ify nrc;;a::i. ·,vitrlin 11111,. ::--ub:,1,.;~inn _,;;;.1ffi~icr11 t:J lmusc. iill i.;(gllt·/!,;O.:- ;;ruji.'.:i;.;.tiiia: ~lflh-i.:: n:-r~Ymi".I 
,ous.1ng. ric:t.:J for tt.e subregion purst.1ant lo Sc,:..tion 655S-i; 

(i,• ) iCc:n11fy a 1-ani;fOr!ali("in r.eL,v("l.l'k t0 !rC1'\·ii;.e tile in-mspur-'.ation needs of the :nibrc-gien; 
\ v ."1 ~:.·'illH:-r an,<I ::".or.,;; <i<-~ the he-i;.t p~a~~IH . .:al ly i:lv~i lahl~ :=.c.ientiti,· infvrm:n1on rcgardirg rc~C'lmcc 

'.HC::.t~ ~nd formJard h ll-.~ ~·Jlm:.tii:-m ..t~ dcflried JO S.iJIJdivj;-.iqJl~ fo;, and (b} of~CCPnn 
6\0fODl. 

(1•i.) cons.dee Lho si,:~ lm.1,ing g~als Specified in Scclaon, ,;ssso a!ld r,sss1' 
{·-tii.·1 :=.:tl 1MLh ::i fore-i:::tt.te-{l dcv~~lrtpml"l1t pi.l1Lfr11 1(~r (t.e s:1bn:·t:;i.1n, whi~h. ~,..hen imcgr~kt1 with th~ 

(ri;l!ll;SpJrt;11 H~n, n2:1v,, riE"t. a·u.J rnh~t trani:::r,0rtultfin mta.-.;:urt>-i.; ar.:d pnli(·j;_-:,,,;;, u-, n red11l·e th~ 
grccrihroji;;: ~~s ...::missio:1~ from auh11nobHC"$ arid I igt.c lnH:h to acb~'Ve. if the-re i;,: J; fea~jbfe 
\-"rJ.f ti.:., t.h., ~u. lhc:: i::n:,;,;:nhl,u:;.c ~,oj c·ni:sYon I c;:Jw..:lit .. 1i t.tlgd:i,; .-pprnvcJ by the /\RO. and 

(Y111.)allow the RTP to coinply wi:h Scd~r ; i6 afir,c federal Clean Ai, .\U (~, U S.C. St'~. 
l,Of.) See, Govcrnmen! :~·~de 165Ll~(•(b:,(7.)(BJ. 

b p;-.;.::p~J~ng If!..: :;;ubre:t:=it,nal SCS, the ~u::ne-gio11 V..·ill COr~ det Jca~iblt i:;.1~::itee1c.:.s:, inc-Ltd ina loi;.•Ai bnd 
1..'se pul:c1e~: tmns?ortalilln infra~~rui:.Aur..:. ir•v11;::-.l1TICII( 1·i...:.g. 1 [ri:Jnf!ipUflii!il•fi pr1)JC-C.:.l'{I. J:rd nJ1t·r 
~rnn-::p,0rt~l1_("in poi1::..1e~ ~UC 1 as ·rransporta1ion 0C['lli!nd J\l..!.ll:)ciCmcn'. nuM··. ~lT9!,i,;gjc;.::i- r whit.":h 
lllcluoc-s P~•ci-,t) • .'imr.l ·;·rr1n:~Mt.11:on Sy~l~m l\1i.!n3i1-l!men'. O'SI\I) str.llc:_;(c~. Tcc··~11o[ogii;;:at 
~1e.a~ut~f-: rn'.1} be 1nclu1jcd 1 f '.he:/ ~XCl"-:."ti nv:i,;;;LtTe3. ~~(!r-tur.:.:-d in other stare ~1ld :'.'"cderal rcq1.. ircmcnts 
(c.~. AIJ32.,. 

/\s distus.scd 11..nhcr b-clo\:.,.· -'.und•.;r 1 'Dui...:.u111..:11t.tlion"), ~uOrl·tj!'l.1n~ nc{'d no'. ccinslrajn 1bnd use 
stra111.:git".;;. C"{"tlSid~red for _th~ SCS to eurr:;lll Cc:n:;r~ 1 Pl...1.ris. hl •.Jth...;r w{'I.-Js 1 !he: ~J·.)fHi.;J ;1,u~'.t:gy nci::d 
r10

1
t hi11: fully cons1-,,.t-enL w1r-i kc-.=il Gcnerat P"bni; c.urrenH;· in rl~ce:. Lbwt::u:r, shcn.ild the: aiiopli:::d 

su:JJ'('.;?t0rliiil StUH.!bY dev:atc..; Jrrir., (je;H•.:ral n~ns. ~ubre,r;iC'l::1:i; w: II rie~d lo Cemo11.st~~le !he: fea.sib-il ity 
~:f th1,.; .:::.t! a1cg:1 :.1;· doi...:u1rn::::11tin~ i:!OY ~:T-:::{'teC ju~h.dii;;,.1ioi1S • \l.'i Ii irigncs..~ to adnp,1 the riece-i.::o::;:-,.ry (leritri.\l 
.Pkrn ch~ng.cs, · 

·1·ric r~r_:iiinal \{ '.S: sh:::.11 f:;e pa1 l'Jf (he 2L'I-I:. R 1':' 1'h~rcl :i-re, for lrnn~pvrtfllion ir.vc:~t 'llt:nls ,nclut1r;d 
m .a ~ubre~ion~I SCS to be v~ii:i. ihi...:::y mll:-..1 ai-s;J. t,i..1: ir.c:mk~fl in !he ~C, ! 2 RTP. Furt"1.cr, ~uch proiecls 
i-c:.:J ~IJ tJi.: .S4,;.h,.:~;ukJ in ti i;,.~ RT! P for (O:l:::tructior C:{;Olp!uicin bf tt.e lar~r.l yc:,·u--.. {)ff}, 1 ,1111d .:i.0-1\ ;, in 
(lldc:r to di:;m{'ln~h.1h: .u,) bcncJil~ ::i:~ r:i2:.• I 1,.lflht SCS. A.::i- ~m..:11, ~·Jbr:.;gio11;i,. wiH need 10 c~1ll,.h0r.iil(' 
with lb:;: r~spc<.ti1r·e CTC in :hci, area hi ..;:{1c;irdi11~t,c; 1hc s.1..1br~t:;i1Ji1ill SCS ,,..., l!h fol:nc trli:Hi~fo~tUitin 
in·-tt-s::menls. ll ~h:::iu Id :i ;so b~ no-tc<l (hJ:'_ !he C:..iliforni~ Transportaticn Comm ts~j(ul i'\ updi!lting il,~,1 
K. J ·p ( T·J 1dd1r.es 1'h Pc: tl'.":·pic rs likdy t(" be part -cf h .. inhcr discus:'ii(ln Hrcugh the SCS prr:icc~.s as; \"\-ell. 

SCAG ,,,. ill 1cccp1 anJ i ev,Toratc lhe subrc~ iora, SCS, uoless 1a:, it docs n~, cmr,pl; w:th S3 171, 
(b·, ·tis docs llN cGmply wj1h fcJcral 1,w. or le) ii is Jue,"'·" cur,1pl) w:!h SCAG'i Sll:,reg,rnal 
FralnC\'/f)rk a11d Guidelines. In the. C!f-C:tl'. th11 t.i i..:ornpilcd ~cgionill ~cs, 111<..luUing .subrr;giu112:1I 
~uhn:is.:-.inn~, rints no•. a(hie-v~ d~c ri:-r,ionat '.3rgcl 1 SCAU ',\·ii. initi .. ::r.e a ~ru:r.:cs5 t:, dc!fc:k1p anj 
l:(•0S1d,i,;r ajd~tl:tnal liE(I" ~mi.;;s.i~u• ~crbr.ti(ln measure:::,;; r2ginn-v..,!dc. SC AC. w1! I devi;;-Tor ~ 1•.·rit1::::.11 
~gn.:,c111ct11 w_,tl: r,;;1.1d! subrc1;,iuri~I 1JJgiini/Ui0n lC d<.:1ioe ~ p•cc~.~s a:id tim{':1tre wh('rel~y :s:uhrri_:iun,;;; 
would it:bmLl a drnH ~ut-rcgiondl SCS ft.,r n;.\ icw ,:u1ti f1,..1111mt:Bl~ lu SC.'\G, ~u lh.J! ~nv incori!:ii~·1cn<:""ic!"-; 
in,=t) ~i:.: identified an-1.i resol·.,..,c:d-i.::11rl/ 1n the pro:..css. ft.1rlr.c1-r:1Qrc, SCAG will 1.A.,1ni,.-:il~ ~nd 
<11!"-;-Seinin~L(.'. perfJrrn;;m:::c mfurm.iiltiun or. lhe pre:imina~; reiional SCS and 1t~ c{1rnpon:::::111~ :l1 order ti:::, 

fac.ili~::!i~ t;-i:i;t,,n.£:11 d;akgtr~. 1·he. dcw:k)µmcnt o:·.1 ~ub~gi0nal SCS d0e~ n1.~1 c::.:-cmµI 3ny subrr.;;giiin 
fru~ furth,;.r GftC.1 ~wis~iur. Ji::::du(ti,111 :riel:tu1E~ b1~ing incluck:d in tlw rcgil'Jilal SCS. Fur1hi:.:r, ~11 
1C610~1i.:!I niea:5:1..!fC.'-. •111.;cJt"J to 11H.:s.1 he: n.;giO'loi1:l t11r~c1 wi ii IJ~ ~iJtj-i..:c'. 10 adopuon hv fhe i~ep_irtlc11l 
Cu1..•n;;_il, imd all)' addit1crml :::;ubrcgional nic:-:1:;;un;:!- bcyu11d [ht::: SCS ~ulrn1 ilt~I frL•rr. ~-uhr-tb!'.i01H 
hcc.crt1~1~ d~l~g_::itic,n nc~dt"d :c meet the Tt:£ iun3! ~arge:1 rn1..1st als.:.i be. i:J.dc:,ptOO by 111(: ~uh! c~ivrrnl 
f.(•Vi.":mlf"f h0ti:1. 

(2) Si.:bn:girlr.t~I A.l~i..Tni:£1:~1:_flrinui_n_x S_1ra1CJ!.~ j APS) 

S1.brtgiom .iilre cn.;oLnted tu .-~ot::us th~i:- effmts oi11 fca:s.1bk nC.[Jsurt.:s 1ln1 ,;~11 b-:-; incluJ~J in an SCS. 
ln tl1r. C\.·t"::11 th~l a -s;.1 hrer;i.1il r-ht:u<::es l,."'1, pre par..: a11 i\ [)S, thl': ..::.onh:nt "Jf J. -.:ub-egion.1 l A f)S ~ho-uld Ix: 
ocn;)i~leill wiLh wh,j~ i5. requir~d l)y SH .l7~ t~·e,?. (in,..·c-m...-.cn: c·nd-r. ~6~0}:0(t,}())!1·1)1~ a~ fdlu\!o.'S: 

{i._1 Shi.":ill it!c.:.nlify the principal impc:di111c11I~ t(1 dCt11-i.'.!v111~ lhc ~u.Ur,:;.~io;1al SCS. 
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(i.) 

(.ii.) 

May L1i....li. . .1dc 2.11 ~ltcm:1fr,,.·..: (,h;.vdupn111,.·nt µaui;,:;m for lh..! :iubre~iur1 pt.=r!:LJan1 to i.titp;-nagrnphi;. 
(B;, 10 (i'), inclus' ,·c. 

(v.) 

.S h.1.J I des~ ti h,;: hm1,: the a lt-e: rnafrr' c p iarrn in~ :i;t r ~ tcg,y wo u Id co-n h i Ou le to ifr,:. n,; g ic r 1 :::d 
gre~~\ hf,u:..:i<' g.r1.;;; Pill h s ion ~d u:c-1 i(, tl I arg("1, at' d why th ( d,c vc: lop;ncnt p:im.-=n, m c,,J-~iiLm . .:~1 a r1J 
P1Jl1,i,:ic.;:s in ~he ~ll~mmiv(:" piilnoin~ ~:rate.;n r:rr: '.he nieis1 prarticubl~ ..::hcic,s: for th~ ~ubrc:;;ion,. 
A~ zilkrn"li-,,i.: J_iev.~hp111-1;11t f.M?tcrn ~cl fnlh m :he a :u::m.JI i'-"e pla<inin~ ~Er~1h·.GY shal! rrin1ply 
"11h brt 45J o'. 1 ,tic ;'J c,f, anJ Part 93 ~f Tille 4(1 "/. (he CuJc "r federal J\egola,ions. 
t~:-0:Cl:'pl fo ihit i::.·.,..tir.:nC that crnrp!i:1r1c12 \11,.·ill prevent :1thicvcrnenl cf tt,i: n:.:i:;i•Jnal g,1-ec!1h,;)1J:!iiit: gm 
~1nli;;sior, rt:dLK'1inn r..:iirgi..'!ts appt'Llved by u.~ ARg 

('.') r,Jr purpos.G:s of !ht' c ·alifornia l·.aw1r::lt1m-e:nl~I Quahty Act (Div"i.si0n ! 3 (con1rncn::::in.; \~·iih 
S.::tt 1oci 21 ?0{1) ol lhe Puhl 1, R~~1)ur::.-i.::~ (:ode), 8n ~ ltC""rri:ativc ptam·int; -shateg:,i -s:h:ii I no~ 
c,.,m.liluk a :a1.d U:'.!-'i.'.: JJlt.11\ P'l-,11it:y, ~'r r-i.:~ulati:Jn, ~nd th~ i1H;< . ..in.S.i:-:iHmcy of a rr1~jtc1 with c,ri 
a lt-crnativc plan.'ling slriltCt!}' shall t1,;_1t b~ :j_ (.:-;JJ1~1J,;;rutbn ir1 d,i,::!trm inin:I..!. wlH:th(:"r 1 pmject 
rra7 h.1vc :m .r.:nv irunml'ntd ~ff.cct. 

1\r._v pri;c...i:sc t:m L.1,r. 1Jr ~uti:ni:s-sioil requ1r:mt~nti.. ti.-'ii :.t _::.1Jhreei:(·,rtal .\PS v..-'il I DE (kie,mir:cd b.a~.ed on 
f...1rth,cr dis:u~,\i,;.,1i~ will, ~\.. br,i,:~iunal panncr:;., :\~ previ-0;.:isly :1111ed. a .;;;:ubrel':ional A PS: is in. ad,i tii0n 

f,.) J S\Jbri.::gional SCS.. 

( )", () u_!, cad, "a_d l'ru ccss 

SC AG 1>i 11 fc Iii II all of its outreach rccuitcmen!> under Sil ] 7) ,;_,, the ,c~iQ>WI SCS.iAPS, w1ieh wil: 
1::iclu<lc: outreach r::::g:udi.'l~ :1r.y sulnt::~!on,c1.I SCS.1/\PS. SCAG 5t:iffhil:";. 1e·.1iscd it_..., Pub:it 
Pani.rirat1;ln Pla,1 lo 1t1:-'orpora:c 1:1t outr~.1ch rcquLrem("n1~ ofS!) 3i-5, anJ integrate tht:- SH 375-
proi.:es.s with the: 201-:... K 1·p ck~\elcprnC'"nt ::-i,i;.-: p.~rt 0-fS.{'.AG'-s Pu~\ic P:r;icip.&tion Pl:m A1"".'l:er:d1r::cnl 

Nr,. 2 . .is~k:ip·,c.j by SCAG's Regi1)n~I C::luricil flfi l)eccmh.f'r 1, ~oor;_ Siih~.:'"t]UCill to the: .P.doptil'n of 
1tu: PPP At11cnd1:1~nt Ni.-:,.~- SCAG will cuntinue !a J1:s-:u~s wiih SJhtef10i"'IS~ml s.takehn- dc:r:i. the 
:Subr-cgiein.li 1:t.lrncwmk & Gl.lidclincs, wl: ich fo,il-ic1 J:;~,:.;r ibc thi.,:; Public P~lit:ip.:tlfiJH :::h::mcnl s. -.};° SD 
:75. 

Subr-i.:gi(.'fl~ tha• -cli..:~t W prc"'l:uc Lt1cir owo SC~ or AP~ ::.Jr-t roco1ir.l,;ed to rHe~~enl !hr-ir -:;ul--re_gion<.1! 
SCS nr A11S, i r. C(:OrllirHttiun wi!h SCAG~ -i":t'. al. irLcUfm~~. v..urkshop:s i:irHi h,cario~!.: held hy SCA(J in 

rlleir rcsp<::ctii,·i: counli-c~. Add;tion~l:y. !he s.u"bregion~ Wo1.."'=UIJ b!,; c::1:'.':ikr<l h.1- ~itl:Lr Jfl.'\'1d~ SC~AG wi~h 
tlui:ir n"j::i:i!ing lis.ts. w lha! rublii.:: 1wl.c~:i; :ind cutrc.ec'l 1r..:1lcri~!.s may al.i.;o be p-.J~t~d iHd ~m u1,.U hy 
S(:;..(;. c·,r .S('AC1 wci! p,c:,·.tid(· 'l(•licc~ Jnd owri;:-ath m:uc:1·1als lo ihc S:librt!gic.tn.s for their dislrihu1iun: 
>J ,1ake~old(r,. The SC\(; Pl'[' Amcnda,e~I N<•. 2 pw,·jde, <ral acdi!icnll 0ulreacn m",' be 
p;;:;.c furnitd by sul1,,:,;giu:1;i,;_ St.1hrtµi•.m'5: a,~ s.tirmgly er1COllrngtd 10 de_,;;ign an~t adop1 t1"1e-1r o,;.·n 

out re M..: h r roe c ".>:SC:-i that mi m ic the .s pc..;:; i ii.i..: H::.q t..1 i ~u !:en 1 '.':i i 1 :i ~o:si..-:tl un 1h-: n;gi0n tmdi;;r SB J -/ 5, 
SLbreg:i-cnal ot..1tt-t.1ch procc,;-scJ ;t.ouid rci1,fon:::c thr.;; r,i,;5io:1al ~Dill cf r1JI\ inJ 0pc;n p~11li.::-ipi:Hiu11. an.d 
t:ngae,:-,rr.e-n1 nf U,c::: hr~"'l,aC,·-.:t po-:;sibl...:- r:'."Mige of st~kchclJ<.:r"i. 

(4) Sub rcgiooal SCS Apprm·~! 

h is r-i.:<:ornrne:-ridi:::d 1h~! 1'1e go\·err irit be.a~d {:-t tlH' .;.;uhn~[!:iD':l:111 accncy :1ppn_1,..·e, lu.! subrcgion.ll SCS 
pr·of tl· ::.,wh:11i~:siu!1 to SC.\G. Whi:c:: t!u; c.x1tcl format :~ ~iU -.::ubkct le fwlhcr dis:2.u!?i_i;:;iC'l11 :SC '.,,-!._(i 

re-ccim1:,.::1:d; lh-£ll d~.::rc f::c ~ n.:{,alt:tion frt.l'rn the g{;vcmini:;. bo::1.1J-vftt,i;;. :;.uln..:::~ivn wilh a tio.j)o~ thal 
1hr. ':and Ll~e 1:Ha1eg1~s; ·n<::lud12:C in the subrc~k"",rul SCS are fea::;il:,lc :-.i.nd based t1po11 ci:::rnsu!taliu:i v,:ilh 
lll C ; oc.a J j I.I rj ;i;d I ct Kl 1l_i;, in l he• re: ~pcc:t1 ,,,.e -s dbri:::-g i oai . S1..:h1·cg ion shou Id c:on s J It w tt ll ti: e Ir l-i.= ga I -ct 1 uns...: I 
-ti~ tu c.cimpl a•mc w1Eh lh~ ca:ifo~riia [~,m-mm1nenul l..)t1ak) Art (Cl-•Qt\). in .SC/ ... G\; •,tiev•.=i the 

n 

stb·c~icn,,I SCS is n,>1 e, "prnject" '°"' the purro.;,, of CEQA: r,1hcr, !lie i.11 l2 l<TY whd wdl 
11i;;ludi;; lh;;-: H."~it11i~. SCS 1:,,;. ht" i3i:."lu~I "rroJ-:l·-l'' ·.i..t1i1..:-'i Vi.ill bt: rcv.ewed Lore·\viTcmr:ell;f ·1:r.pa,c.1;; 

7unuanl tu CI-.QA. A,;; ,;;:uc:n, th,; r..;g'.onal :SCSI ".-'l,"hich 't"rill lncll.!do!:: th.:: sub~j.;,·1.)1}.j-jl scs~t v.ill 
'JIH:icr~o :Jo 1hnrau,;.h CEQA ri;\iew, N~,crhde~s, ~u·:i-u:::gio:1s. ilpprn\•ing .:.;uhTcgfc.,i4tl scs~ s:houid 
i.'..(1ns-·1di:r i::::suir g .a notice- of cx~mphon under CEQA tr, nr,hfy the pu~h-c.:. {lf their t,no p--cjtcl~' 
Jct-i.::r1r 1naucm 21nd/or !0 n-:vokt tho?. '·c.cm1;1011: ~~n~e·· ~xcmpt ~;1 p·.u-i;:·;1;:mt ·.c { :F<)A C-wdc-!1 :\e~ t 
I 5({,l (bJ(3l. 

P .rnH)\ i1·. i,1CC·J•·d,H1cc with Sl1 } ... 51 S\..brc.~ions. ~re s1n.u1gly i.;.ncouragi:.:.d l:::t •,•,:orl. in parlnl"rship ,v1th 
·.ne C'J'C i.n their o1n::a. SCAG ~ar faoi..: ilil3Le- tfl~St' :}Tr.:1ng~men!~ 1f needed. 

(5) lhfa St"TICarJ, 

S( .. i\(i i~ .:'.:11rrr.ntfy a-r;~t:"-~~in_e 1hc prec.i.~,c r..:1ta sl.&nd1irrl:i: tl!r1tic1pated iiff 1hC" u-•gionaf and qJhrf'!:::ie-nal 
SCS le prniculer, SCA(, ii rcvic·~·'n!: tl1c p<>1cnLi•I w~c nf p1,rcd d,i; ,nd dc,•dopr1cnt 1ypc, 
i.;:um.:uUy L..tf!.t:.d f,J1 n . .:~·1vr1al p!.i:mniu~. ,'1.r 1Jn::.~1.:u' .. the f.JHowing :.k~,;,;.~ibc:-. lht:: mHi...::ipai:;d L..fa:11a 
rcguircm..;r~ 10r .,1 suhcgi.;J1:al SCS. 

Types ~fYariaoles 
V.r.1riab·e:-: ,lre(':"'llt")nri:,c-~ 1r1to ~:c:0Tcrnnifl1m..:: v;nrnt""ilc!!: aru..l laild use \.al'1ahlc~. ·1 ht ~oc:ior 
cc0n~n1ic v,ri,.t->1/1 ;acl '1dC pOpLfoliOO, h,,u,chold,, hou,iag ,.111;1,. ar,d ernpl0ymrn1. The land 
t...sc vari~f.11...::s ini.;.lLJJ...;: l~•1J u~c~. rc~1Ur:rittal J,;:n~i1ii:.:::--., ·:...L!il~iu~ intc,;.n:...itit:~, cl::;, .a;t d~:--.i...::rib-i::J in S[l 
:7S 

7.. (;«,i:raph,cal Ltvel.s 
~LAG ;, coosidcring 1'1c wlkclioo Mel adcp1;:,n 01 1he da1, a1 ~ ,rn~ll-~,e~ bcl "' opfrrnal for 
b:..:a! ~;~_pi,;,;.1,c;) ir vr~cr 1n :mt~,;: a•:.:'i..:.i.;:.--~iLl,i.:. tl1,;;: CEQ,.\ ~l1 .:;tr,1lir1in~ p1 uv i~iua.~ ui,d..;.J SB 3 "''.::. Tl"!=C: 
li-1,..,u".!ii1ig u.1it~ c1t·1plcyu1.cnt 1 ~nd lh·:::- land use \arLJbl~ ..:::~fl be wlk:cicd Lf .a .sm.all·.arc.a lc"i-·d fur 
lh\)~e ar(.:.ilS \."\ h.ch uridtr :SE 31 S -quJlify a~ c,nnt.:-1in ing .:1 ,,1,1ra1,s1t primiry p~ojocl'. {t.e. v::i thin Ind r
milc: ;i,f ;"!. majo~ trans 1t -.:tor or hi~l,-qt1:1!:1y tran-i;;i1 c~uricJ"'r) fcH r,urrr~,;:;.r.i;;; of al,n\i.,.·mg, juris.il~!iGns 
w la~c aJvaritage c,f 1h~ CCcQ!\ wtarnlinjnJ ir.cenl "~' in SO l : ). 

FiJr -i:..!ll ether :1r..;:;i~ in tht li.::.t;iOi11 SCAG "Sl..affv..i!( ..:.olle.:.:.11hc pu-~Lll~tion1 ho..!'.!iellolJ, ~mrlo)'rnc.r:ilt 
ar.d land us:! v.uiable:s: a~ th~ Ccnsu~ hai.:::t o, Tr..1ffic ,\n~lysis. Zone (TAZ) lt::vcl. 

·). Ha~c Ye;ir rrnd 1-"crr:(·Atl YeMs: 

(6) 

T ·\~ !CC1<'·~~onoin ;~ ""d :a·,d ""' '"';"~ks ,,ill be r~qu ,reJ fer lhe h"se ,e~, oi' 21)%, "~d 1h~ 
1;,, ~ct ye"" uf 2020 a11d :03 l. 

JJocu•nent:=-tio-u 

S\ibrcgjt1n:; are cxr,ci:.·u;J lQ rr.9irtai11 foll 1::r.,J 1..:.ornpli..::1c n::i:,:, .. mj:; reb1;;d tc 1hc t:kvc-.upmcm cf the 
~ubrcg1onal SC.S, iri:.:..luding utifit.Ln:; lhc nic.s\ rcccr.t pla11ni:1g .:t.::~u1npt1c11s .:.ons.idciing fo.:'::~I ~~ncr~l 
p-hw.s a11J o·.hcr fa.::.10-.s. In p-Hr::icul.ar. sub;-ci_;,1ons must do..:.umcnt the frMibil ;ty uf tin-: .subn.::gHmaf 
stra·.eg,:: b? Jc-rnors.Lmtrng the •.,1.··,I. ingne~ or loc-eil agcntie:s: to cunsider and adort (anj ui:.C char!gc:s 
iir-ci.::s~ t.1tr:d h.) th:::. S~."S. Tiu: l(lrmal for this- doct.rncnla.O;)il rray tnclude adoftM rer,ohJfio:c:i:; frr.im 
I o•,::,i,, I J 1,1 r .:,,,J i-i.;;l io ri:i an iJ/u r l h:: :tu i'n:: gj nri ' ::i: gt, vc~ n.i ri ~ l~L,anJ. 
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(7) '.l'imin]:! 

An Dv...:rvi,:.,:w s~hi:.:du le of tl·c m-ilj~}r m ik'5't0.1c~ rvf rh,.-. s.1..:ilt1..::giu:1al 1.Yl1-..::~:,;:s am.I its rela!ion~hlr· k1 tht 

reeion~I SCS1W,P IS included below, Subrc~ianc n1ml St1bmit lhc '"b,cg;,,,"'1 scs \u SCAG b··,' •he 
<l~h'.: pr;::i:;critwd 1:ur1h("r1 ;.;:CA(j will n~d .a 1uclimln:1ry SCS from :1H.1brc.;;f,i0l'S for (h,c: ptaJO:S.i.; .;.;r 
~ri.=Jk.rio.? a r,rniCC( de.~('rit1tioo 1()1 ih~ lt•U KJ"P Pr{'lgram Envimnment::i.l 1mp.Jct RcporL lhc prc...:i.":.t:: 
u~jili:..:1![ ,,f this p:l·I irr1lna:, .,utmi~~it:l'l wil I b-~ d~t~rrni :'lit.:d h:;;i:--:e.d cin t11r1hcr d1~..::us.sion!i. ·1·h'2" 
::articip-~1cd ti1nin~ ofthi~ prdi,nfrary pnduct i5- appr•l:-::.iniatd;· l-"d"11·11ary }[) 11 

(ll) Rdafionship fo Rc~ion.tl Housing Nl.'.cds A.ss.c~:-.m cii, (RIINA)_ an~l 111}_1:'_~Elcment 

Alth('ugh SB 37S c1l1_.., f::.ir ar in:t::~rntl·J pr{ice:1::~. ;-.Ub1·e:-~-0n:, ~re rnl ~umm:ili(~:-!ll.) ret1uin..-d t{~ !akc- uri 
RHNA dd-eg_.11ian ..1.o:;; dc:.~-c.rib~d in St.J.lc: .aw if- th'.'.:} ~)JC:J<1.1i...; ~ll SCSh\PS. HIJWC\.'(:"~. SC A Ci 
r:rc-::rnr.1~cs subr .:-giun_,;;; h un<ltrta-:...e both proc~s:sc.i.:: dur:; to t"·H::ir inherent ..::om1c~1ions. 

SI~ 3 7 5 ri::::1uires th:::ir H'e- RI-INA :.:.iii lncated t,("Ju~ir.g uril"S" be C"1nsis:en! \') ;th ih.~ d:J\'el0prnc:nt pattcm 
.uduiJcd iTi the SCS. Sef., Gove.rr1mcm CLJde 9{n_):.:4.04(i}. Poru1l:t[1.tn aml h0u::::int dt'm;;ind must 
::.l.~c be: pr,)pc,rtit,r.al to c1r.i;luy111.i..-:11l gr.)w'.!1. /1.t th,i; ~me ~irne. io addiliori t011e req~itf:rntn.l !hal th.e 
1.~A be co"'l.~i~t~nt ..... ,.ith the clcvclo:Jnlcnt palt~rFl ill 1t1c SCS, t·1c SCS uiu~I i:lb-u idt:ntifl .ar~a._,;; th~( 
i:ir~~ Sll ftl..:: il•nt lu hou'5c th-t" r:.::gCon;1I popul,1tK}..,. by h1-c.om~ gmup thmugh th,i,; RTP planri iT;b- u,;:r t.:-J. 
;md 1niJ.,;;r 1d(~n1cfy $;lire.fl!.~ '.c1 ;::.c~omm('li(iah.: 1hc- n:::(oo·-s housins n~ci for th-c nc:-~t lo..::e.11 !ou~ing 
·)cm-::lll ,i,_•i~ht 1/¢-i:lr p . .ann t11~ pc.r,r:d urd.:il~. ·[ hr,, te-qui11.::-1r:Pilt~ of ttle- s:ia'.ute: .arc being forlh~r 
ntc(p1 ·..::h.':J '.t1r~n:gh thi:..· R TP ),11 idcl:11,;,;.:i;; proc-c:5,5:. Sil ff ir.tcr:d:-. tr:- rnnnil0r Jnd p,irt1tip~lc in 1hc 
~uiJclin~ pmcc:".:::-:;. i11fcrm :s.taf...elioidcr s 11,..'.;g;;irding v~1 ·.uu~ :'TI-ii!i.:'=rial ('n, the_,;;.,~ i.~suc:,. aod a-rK.":nti~ 1 f 
neccs:s:,!Uy, lhc:,;,,e Framc:\vork aruj GJid~lir.:c~, pcnC L11r. its ~Jopli{in. · 

SCA(.i wi I b~ ador;rin~ rhea RH NA a-.rl aprl_yi:11J it to lo~al jtri~j1ctiun_o:;; :it ihc jurisJidiuri l1ourid~r)'" 
bd. SCAG s!a IT oelicvcs 11,a1 cJnsi,tency hchwrn 1:10 RHN/1 and the ~C~ ,na•· ,t, II be 
11:i.::cmn :Jh:=:t1cd r,:,: aggu::~a:i 11g lhi:.; trnu~ir,g u[)i!:=. n'nta•nC"J in ltl:(" smaller r::::ar.rar.;hir: l:.":veb n(ltNi iil 
th,;,:: SCS ~,J inc.:ud 1r!g such a::.. ~a.l of ihc l1..•U1I jm i~J.c.tiaJ1.ol numtJt'T for RHNA ruT-!')~,c. SCAG staa 
:1~i::: C":}nc iuccd Ih:n there is i.o ..:.on:::: :_i.;tellC.) requi::erncnl for RJ ["P-\A ~)urp{'ISC:.~ ~l '.'!iur,.~un:;<liE..:1iun,1I 
1evd, tvC'n LhCillgh tfle -...:l'.S 1:-: ;u;0r1c:i at ltl~ s.m:11 ier ;c-cgr.Jphic l,.Acl 1"'o.r the oppmti...:nity J.u:;a::;:. 

f11~ opt11..n t,r di;; Ydo:1 ~ s:.1br,.;:p;i::nwl S.CS is ,,;.i_;:;p~U!~ fro n th,c ophlfl f1H suhrc~ion~ m ad(l,r,t a RHNA 
distribution. ,1nd .~u::ijc:..;.t tJ- ').t.:r,.araK :".::latut:irr r:.:-11t..1i1c::.11j~11l~. Ncvcnhel~s . .;;., _,;;•...1hr~giOr\s that d::::,,t:l('ip :-ind 
.-Ld0pL a :!iub:-cgional S.CS ~l·.oliid be .aw.a~c tri21t lk SCS \'rt·ilt f:.i-nll :he b.:.1.;...L_~ IOr lhc all1Ki:Hi:)r.. ul 
iL11J..;,in~ n~t:d .:".~ parl {'I!° ·.he !~1 '.~A prcc:,:_.;.s_ r'urd·.cr, SCS cieY~!o-pmcnt requires inlcgra:!i11ri of 
elements of ih,c RHN A pri..)CC~.,, indnrting a~.~urint: tr1c.1t c'lfi::"";..~ ::i.rc- :dentificd tu .acc0rn:no::fo.tl,.': the 8 
y ..... a· ·1cciJ for ~11 •• 1u~i ·1g, iir1i.J tha: lmu".!iin~ 111,I be C'"O!'li:HJa .ricd by :::.~r:~in 1yr~.r.,;;:- ot k ea] L-,MWltl CD'11r-c-ls 
:\5 di.:::scrib::d n St~t.::. law. 

S{~.\(j will prn,.•1(k !t1rlher £_11id::=ince for subrci;io,.-s dnd;] sop2:r.at!.:: JrOcc:55 description fof the R.J}~A. 

:i. COUNTY T,{ANSPORTATlON COMM!SSl(JNS' l!ULJo:s AND RFSPONS!ILrnES 

:")ubrcgiurs th3l de'.'elc1p ~ subreBinn.al S.CS "\Yill n:ccC to wcr~: =.;lo~cly with the. CTCs in lhi.::tr -::l.ft:::i 1n 
t~tdct t:~ tnfirdin,,.te ~1u.l int.i::grale: Lr.ln:s~,or·.aU,Jn pro,iec::t~ .:.:ind pu-J 1-i::i-c:-: :15= parl uf the- ~ubrcg:-on.ai SCS. 
A;; diSCl!S::::cd ahu,·e !_11 11i!Lr ··s.i1hre:i;tor,:1 '-..;11stair1ahk-· Ccmniur.:i1ir.:s :Stra1t!i;y''), any lt.1n.spr.irt.Jt:on 

3 

prt,jcct!> jjentificd ir lhc ~ubrcgiu1·.::ll SCS nu~t also be inclt. dcd i r: tflc 2012 R Tf in ordc-r li..' h; 
c,:rnsi(l!:"red :::is .a frr,;5.ihlc' '5h,,H-c:8Y- SCAG can h,clp ~o fai.:.ilii::1~e coinn1unic:)1ion hrlv.·tcn ~1,.1hrcgions 
a,1dCTCs. 

C. SCAG ROI.ES AND RESI'ONSIDLITIF.S 

SCAG wil! .;n.1op: lltc.:.< Fn.1:111-1.:work ...1n~! O~i:.kli1~:> in-ixdcr lo ,t:'>~urc: ft!~if1fla! c:00-::.i~lCi"H.::y and l~1<" 
rc~ion \; c.umpli:ince w!th !a\)."_ 

(l) Puhlit l>;trt:{'ip~hnn l~l~n 

SCAG will assist lh~ ~\1bl,.:~iu11;s. by J!;;..,.·ck1µi11~. adt .. ptL;1g arJ irnp!ementing :a Pt.:blic Pa.rti:.:tp..11iori 
fll::in Jnd oulreach proccs:i- with ~t~f...ch-i.:.liJ1..:~. Thi;:: pr•.KC:"5:5 in;ludc:-. i,;u!1:-.uhatirn1 with i;,:011~!.;~'.iw, 
1n8.nagcmcnl agt...:.nc.i~st lr.a.'Hipo~t:u i(ln 3~tnc;~')., :ind tr:1nf,pGU.:,jliw1 ,._;.om1ni:5"Sio:-..:.;.; a~d SC.·\Cl will hald 
pub!ti:... wnrk:::ih~;p~ :md IH~a·rng"?:. SC/\{I,;. dl ;.ilc:o ;:-ond11d infu:m.:jlion3l rw.::eiings in c,1ch co1.i1:1y· 
witl· in ih~ r{'gi\ 1r: fo:· !f;Cll e-1,cc~ed officii..:.b (metr.be:s ci the bo1rd .r.f -:.:11pcr1.·i~or~ ~mt" il"'J cnt1ncil~), 
!·.J µ~"t":...,('111 [hi::. Jr~f\ SCS. f.lid APS i:~ ru,:.,;,;.c~i;iry, t.nJ ~ohci1 anj cari_i;;id,r.r inrmt ani1 r.frnmrn-ci'lidations. 

(J) ~!,tho>dologv 

As rC(.JUi~ed by SB j)'.\ SC..:\(i \:1ill ad.npl a mclhri(hl(lg__V !Cr n-e""i:'l~mrinr, ~r~.:i:nhou.se gas t:'m1s.:-=.ion 
r.::.dl!C\[1}n~ t1-SSUi.:.i~trd witt· 1h..: slr£it~gy. 

(4) Ini::orporationJ~lodific:ation 

SCAG v,.ill ~,i,;,i,;.qH ao.j incmror1:H<: lh·.! s.ut-irc(;iuna· SCS unk:.'-1...:. 11 uie~ n.n1 cnm!)'Y wiih SB ·1"1\ 
fcdl.'.r.al law, (.r the SL.JU·.,...giun::111=r.)mi.;wn,,;. and GuiJ!.:.linc:.;. ... \:-,; SCAG inlends lhe Cn(irc S{:S 
<lc-..·..:.:lopr-i,n proc~Sl ur be 1tc.r;.Hi\C, SCAG will n,,, i.m1..;.nd a. loi.::~11_,,.--~ubcr.iu!,;d SCS . .S.Ct\G 1ri;.'.ly 
rr::-i-\·id(: J('.di1 Oni:.'41 guic ,mc-c !o subr::git)TIS i,D that ~ubr~fi(1rt:-:': may make. tun,ndr!"ICnls 10 i1s 
~ub-re~i('l:,,al S('.S 1:.is pan o! Lhe. il(~ral i vf pr~xcs.~, or ri:!q;.1(:-i;:c .t s.1;brc-gi('rt 10 pcepclre an, .i\FS j f 
ncccss~rY. l"Hnl1i;;.r, ~Cf.G ..:.ar: pr,lrii-si;;:. addili{;nar rc~i;;H1.::.i! ~irnkgk::i:. i~ f~:t~ihlr.: ~nc n~~i..-:;:-1.ry t(i 
~i.:.hic::.v-i..: th~ n·gil111;;i ~1·1is.:.i-u11 ri:::.:.hu.:tlv11 ri::ni:i:.:t w!1 h the- r .:g\1..m~I 5CS Sl.~,V i will dc-vclnp ., wrt~kr 
~gn:c: 111 c nl \;,.' ith tac h s.11 t:-.1 ·:::f i o nal a n~.l!l iut ion t~· .. J.i:fm":..'. ~ pn::,1,_:.;:; ~~ ~ ml ! j m...:: ! ir,i:.;; w r1e ~ieb v s ubri::-: t:;, i~1r s 
wiiu!d :st:bmit .{ dra.1 :;uhr:gti.)ll3l SC::S for rc\.jr.;w Jnd i.::omrnc:nts 1;) SC'\G, Sit.J th:il {lfl'.1-' ill1.,.H1::.i~U::m.;ic.-. 
n1j) bf' i.ir.n!ifi('d ~n<i re":::olvtd c:::arly it: the:: pr,oc.c:ss:. 

(S) Mo,leling 

~f:AG i.:.,1rn.:.r:tly u-:;cs :a Trip~UtH,cJ rtcg1-.11\~1 ·1·mn~p(irlat1nr. J)i~1';"1,.1f:d Mt~f:[ ,u .. d ARB's. lMFAC 
model r~11 c ni::-~i,Jn~ p1tr;,u~cs. l1i at..lJiri,m tu n;gi-Jnai mo.Jeling, SCAG i:i,. devclop1nt tools.,._-, 
~\'a·u:He tll-c ,cffr..;ts of str.;.n,gir.;:-.s lll,;,11 are nlH ru111 :;.c1..:o·...1.111i:.::J !tlr i11 1h;:: ~c;~1-1,31a! riwdt:I. SCA(, h i::!.l.~(~ 

flcv.:-lorint Lwo ilddition.il tools - a l.anJ Us.i..: MnJ..:.l ..lnd ~r A...:t1vi1y 1~~5ll::d Mudd - t(I -i:i.S.')i:5-1 ~- 1 
S.lf-i:'1\l-g/ j.c\·elc 1p1rei"lt i':.nd mf:ast:rct11etit ut' (HJILome_i.; undfr SB }7 5-. 
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In, ~lli itic,n 10 mcd~l1nt:; t;)o]~ ~hich ..1rc us.::d io rn{·a;ur~~ rc-s:;.1lt-s. c,f C:Jn1nle1ed i::;(.en,~rj{'s, ~CA.G i~ 
dt':·.•tlnp1n[ a 8t"C:nc'.r1(1 r:lar-nirie 1(1.0I tor ui;;~ 1n, work.~hr.,p ~r:Tlin!.:'5 a., .mi!nar.o-::.:: are bc1rie. crca1cti \\·1th 
ji:.uisdic'.hiri s .r10.j sla!<i1..:t,olllt:r:,.. Tk wol si 11 be r 1 . .-ujt: ov~ilabit- l-J s.ubrtgion~ -d!m.l lci..:.al g.:J"-tCP'Wl~rt!

fm 1'·1~;: u~t: in ~t-hi.:.gL01·.ii'.l:I ~l~atcgy J~,·c.lt1p1ne11I. 

(6) Adoptinn/S o ln:,j,:.sion lo Staie 

A ft-er lt1e ia,orp, ,ral K'O t'f-:,;.uhrc~io11al strateg!es. SC A{i \i\·ill fin::ili1.-e ..1n.d ::.:d:)!ll 11~ regtonitl ~CS ::is 
r~rl ~~flhe 2012 Rfr. SC:\G will :,..L1L1~1ti th~ SCS. l0 ARB fur r(:vie\\ ~~ n:1.Julri..:d !11 S.B .~:s. 

(7) Co"n:cc Rc,du!io" 

\\1'1ilt Stt 3,·,5 re~uirts SCAG lo t.:C-•JdiJp a pn.~.:.;,css fm p.;s.olvirgi1..'1...~1111i...:h, il i~ om;kar at !his. lime 
ltu: r1~turi..: ur f.H11 p(ii:·.::,;.;. uf :t ,.;.tmfl i,i,;l 1c~ululi-:-1n 1mJ=.;~~~ a~ SCAG -i..:b:.:::".::. r.u'.. .i 1h:1d lo J1: ti;;1;J i::I 1<),i,;.jjlly
~ubmlHc.J SCS A.'?'. no!c:d abo\·c. S.CAC wi)I ::it:.;;:cpt the :;.ubri::::g.iunal SCS t1C;l(:'::,_5- 1l is in::.D11:5is!c;.! witf-. 
Sl-3 J"':'5, frdcral lc:lW, or !hi.:: S·.1lir,;.::gi,)nal h.i.·Hn~1,·ork and Cuit:dim.:s. SC:'\C wEII a:l~o m(\lEC~! lh.;1t ~ 
~lJ.;)H'Sio11 prcp:ue an t\PS if 11cc::-<.i.ruy il i~ ~C .. \G's in1e:11 th:-u the pr~~ces~ hf' i~-errJiv-:-: ;;iin(: 1rL.1t lhrre 
he (:O:lrdiria".i1~n :iniirir: ."i( :AC i, :!-:1J.1rc\~ion:i-: ;,.ml ihc.::ir Jc:r.rec11\ e j11rH-tlicL 1tln_,;, and (:·1l:s:. SCA {.J i.~ 
rirc:1. l{' further disc1J:::s1u, Ul i:i.~1.u..:~ whi,i,;h may ,-:_-l;!:ot:1atc.:: 1;1: nc~<l tc e-si~l-)h::..h a con Ilic! n::~i:..1IHt!l~n 
p-rl.}l..;,c~::,. .:1~ pdrt -of tl-,,t; \'-'I il1,,e11 ag,r,t;cmi::.i.l L::twieci. SC,\G anJ lhie ~ul,1 ..:gi-:-1ni1I u1 gi:ui i1 ... ;:Himt. 

l· tJoJ· 1~g l1lr s,..i:-u,i;!i!..)ttll iiclivi1ie~ i.:i not a·,11;ii1..f::::ik! .J( 1his I me. a1,d ar=y $;:,e, i fie pon,.mt~,cr.s Ccr run.1ri.! 
!Ur1Jin~ J1C ~pc,;,:.uiotiv!.'.. °ShiJu\l f1Jr1~lir1J..:, L1."'\:.Q1c1F.; J\lcila.bk:, ~CAG :.mti-ci~:.C~ prc-viJi11 p; i"l ~h .. occ-f 
i1\·alli•tik rcs:ourccs tv s1..brcgi,,_1ns. '~'hi!;;. there arr.:: i10 rcquircmcni:s. a-s:~c!otcd wi1h potcntiC:11 fut1;rc 
'.unJ.rn~ i!il tll;.-s tin'Ci it is ~dv·.s:.:iihk for -::::ulirc:~ions vi. lr,tck .3:nd r,cco,d lhc:-i: c:,.;p~11~,;,; .;rnd ~iivi·.ic-s 
:1.ssoci~lcd with 1hcsc tffons. 

'SC.\G will wurk wt1h C..l(.h subregion[{" coH..::d inforrn1Hiori ::Hu.: proin;::,1 lfo1logt..1c wilh ,ca,,;.h )oc~d 
1uri'5di..::tirin prior :c tf.e :;t'.!l.rt ol lmm,-1 SCS Je·.,.rc..:lopmcnt. Th is :JitU:~":;.L c~f 1h,e pm;:.e:::-s.':i 1~ idcn{iti~d a:-. 
· .. rr:~limin,uy ,;;;~~{·nari~1 plannitl{' in ih(' "i{'")H~.(h!'e hc: 1rH:i.-. The ru1p:'1.::.(~ ofthi~ :-,m,"':e...:-s. i~ rt1 ~'.r(-'~lC a 
bas~ of .nfor 1riati-un w i1,forr11 SC ·\G ':c, 1e,;;:c1nuni.:r1da1iii~1 of a r~~iJnal tarJ,.i:et lu AR 8 p~ior liJ .hH'IC 
2.0 l 0. ~.11 subrcg.:cTki 1ci;: cnc ........ rn i:',gi;.:;<l lu c::~:,ist SC.o.\(i !II fa-i..: ti i1i1li11g lh-.~ ~ 1_11..-:l'..~S.. 

(HI) D,10 

SC •\C ;, ""m:o(ly J.~,c lu~i~i:.- aac will pro, i!Jc ta:h ,,:~n:giun wiU: d~llbtl, for (lie fJI luw.cig; 
(I) 20{18 ll,.,c y•ce.,, 
(2) Ccn~ri:l I rliin/Grn'l'-·th ;.:,r0;1cc!i1..,~ & dis.lribu.tjDn~ 
(J} Treml ~<.'l:;:dine; ;;ind 

1.4) Pnlii:y ~ r,rec-a--.;.1/S( :S 

Wl•tl-t: tl1-t: Trc.nJ 3.:1.::-c.l i•1,i,: :~ .a ti;;c..:tmi....:aJ piuj-i::-i..:tiuFJ lhd'. p1uviJ~:i-: l: h-i..:~t i.:~cirrial;:; uf '.~rnt11 i.; ~Fowih 
b-1}CJ on p:1H hcm . .:s. tlnd ~%umi..:} rio gcni;ul pl.;n: bm.: u::-:c r,iol ic; -ch:rngc::;.. Lfu: Pdic)"' f,.)r,c;...::3t,t/ SCS 
i-s tlcri\•i.::c usin~ 1Dc..-!.l i1~pul ti·n:ugh a b•)!lom .tp prn..::r.::.s'), r~t1c-cting ; e:gion::i.l po: tc-ic~ in,:-lutli~g 
t1,.!;~srJ-11;il 1,("t. 111\ ~·-.::1me11L5: I .o.,::;JI 1nrltl rs c:ollt.c"1Cl1 tm-n COll1~lie<::, or;ul"l-rc~K'°'i1S, and )no.,i.tl 
it.1ri~d.clion~. 

'(J 

Da!a.{;Js rrap, ._,,ill t<: J>ro•,dcd lo subrogionr, anJ lccaljurisdiclion for their rc1•icw. n,;, Jal, and 
:niiip,;;; im:ludf' 1hc:- /OOX r.:a~e vf.ar 5.r,ci0c:-cfJn01ni-c.-c-s1i1nafc:"i ,nnd 202:0 J11d 2035 ~{K:i{lct::on<'.n1ic 
ltin;c::1,;:.t Ocl-'er GIS ·ria:1s in.clud inc_r. ~lie- ex i-i:.ling l)ud ti SC", !ht! J-t".:ne:c.11 ;~l:--t1l I.and u~e. the r~:-:::H11·cr 
a1 :.:.d:,., anJ 1..'th'L'.r i111w1r':.i:.11H ol'l.r~~:s idcnri :lc:x.l to SB ~ T) ll Shilul-d be nnted th-n ntini...:: of th-:.". rli'.1.ti:111 m~rs: 
-,ro·,id..::d w::::rc c·idNs-i..:d 1..~r .::.i.dv~:Hi:--d li_y SCA(j"s Co1nn~un1ty. b..:::.murni...:: ,u,c l h..tr1Mr. Develq)trl-C-n[ 
C)1n iliHe;;: {CEI l:J}. ,, · I d::i!J:'tiiap":o '.)r01.-·idc~ ,He for ll°lr.;; purpvs.c o:" c(llkc1·1Jg input ;.md i;:c,; r11 necH:-. 
:·rnm <::.lhi'('"['.iJ-n,;;; <imi lor :1-I ju~i_::.did ie,n:,.;. Thi,;;, is [I} init:ate.:..: i:ibguc .:1mong stllchok.Jcr:s. to ~Jdrc:s1 :fi:.:: 
·equ1rthl('O~:i;. ( f ::,.:u j /) a1~~ 1.tB imrk•m~niatiJ-n. 

·ni-i.:: li~t o:· ~l;;iti-!/Cil S t11.:1p~ i:t.;.::ludc:: 
I [,:isfo~ bnd use 
.? Zonirg 
-~ C ;c.::ncr.ni j)l<m l-:::incl use 
4 Rcsourc:e are;1:,-; i11c!ud,.: 

(ii.',t.11 put/i-i..;ly 0wu...::d r}-i:3rb. .c1nd-1..--:,r.ier: space; 
(b.}tipc:1l spucc :::ir h.abi l~t .:11 ~:d~ fJroti.::i...:t,i;,:;ll by I ia!\..1!t1I :.:u1:11w.mity cvr1scn·a~ion pla1\~. ··1abl~i 

i::.on5il!..:rvation plans} a:ld ofh,;.::r adopt~d ni!n.1r:.:i:I rcsou1 ..:.c. prvlr;ctto 11 plafl!=; 
(c.._1 t'ahilal hH :i;pl~f'i-r:,;;; 1<lc11tinet.1 a~ -i..::::rndid.a1i::\ fult_y pro1c..;:1cd~ s~nsirrvc, or :s.p-ceics ofspcc;tJ· 

:i; ti:.!.t U5 by l J.t:oi I. shrh·, C'I ~ fr..cle r a I a c,~nt 1 t:...: 0r r:nt u: tf'"d hy rh e frt.lcra I End an gi.::: re :i S[J c-i::. j es /t. -:-t 
( l 173 }. 1hc C:1lifo ·11it ~~,llCiln~rreU Specie:~ A..:.!, vr Nal ive P[ool J1 Mttt.linn A{:i. 

(<l.)h1His s·...1bj~t tu c-u1:~i::.rva111...·n u1 .l~1 i-i...:uitunil -t::i:l~i:.-:111tnt!- hr {'{i.ns-i.:;rv~tiori ::u i'.l.t=;rt-C'.ulfur,1! 
purrcs::::s b,; loc-Hl govc:n1mc11ts, s.pe,::;.i.al dist~i==-t~. or nonf.'lrnfil 50 I ("L-)(3 '.· Uf[~iii'il.,i":1:llJns~ i:iJC,fS rf 
thi.:: sble de~t£;,11~t,cd l:::,y tlu.: .S1~Jc ;\-~i1~mg Jnd G:;.ulog:,. Du.;.ird il) :ir,i::as ot· ~ldi..::w .d~ or '!"-cgiv1jJI 

~i~r ifi{:;m::r. pur:,.:1Jai11 t::i- S~c.t1an "1790 of th.i:.: P~ blic it.:.:;~ourc-cs Cod..::~ and tands ur-Oer 
,Ni II i.::sm:-:f;O Art contracts; 

(c.}2.r...::.t:1::-i.<lc:-.i~n~H.:d fo..- up,~11-~·lati:!O~ a~tic!JIWr.-1 u':i~:'i )o ador,ted ,:,pen~;,;pact~ -tlf'1nc:1w. ~)r 

c1~ric.1...dt~r .. ll ,;,;k:mcnt.s of the lotal g,cr.cral r,d~11 rJJ bv luc-i:ll (J!t.:hriar1cc; 
(t'.; .Jr~es ~Dntairi1rig t'iulogical reio~rccs as dcscrib~d in App-.::1·.dix G of"lht: C[QA (iuick:lini;\ 

lh;U ml\}· he -signifi.canlly affrctcd by the sus.!dinabk i;:;tlrnmur.ities scr,lt:}g:,· or t!lr: ahcrrativt 
r l.tnr !1'1£. .~lratcry I :met 

(.2,.}~1: i:11 t-:1::. :i-:ubje:J w flood 1n,g •,.i,Jher ~ a dcve-l(lpff(;nl rirJjit~CI wcH1ld nr.-l, :it ch(" I irnP nf 
dcv:;loJm..;r.l i11 · .. he jm:g111t::11I uf lht <-1~t::nL_v. meet th~ je4uin;.1n!,;nls o:~lhe Na1ionJ1I F l0,1d 
I nsuri!lni.::c Frograrn or 'r"Jhcn::: tl-c ar{'a i~ ~ubjccl 10 mere piulcr:!i \'t' rro\'i:'iilJfl:,;. {,f :,,;.l.;jk l;tw u·r 
loi..':-dl ore in~m.::c-. 

'..'I f·":-:1r:nl<".111i 
() sr,b:::re- (1 r jn nucn-i.:.i.:: 
7. Trar-..~ir pri 1:..l1 ity t.11 ta:-. 
8. Cit:,,·/C~nw~ tn..: 1 boui~d;t ")' with lD 
'' Ci1~.'L'IZ boL1n<Ja1·i· w11 h ID 

()ll T,,ul, 

SC AC is dt\'elorins a ] .r,cal Sus:aina,ilil:, J>b1ini ng \,fodtl (LS!'M) fo· sub,cgiuns;l~~"I 
ruriditlErn-c;: tr~ a1ia!)"J"~ lf'.nd uo:.:~ imr::tL:t. Th~ ·.1:sc nfthi:,.; iool i~ nv• i-:,a.11:dato:y .Jnd i.s 1;:1t tl!e ciscrctkJn 
of lfl:. S·JIJr~:..d::nt l"he L.SP:Vi is,. wcb-hase:fl ttii:11 lhdl c'°'n .1e u"'iei:.1 tn i:'lnaly:n•, v1-.u;•l1z<~ a,d .::.:::iku!.au 
tl·c imp;1i.:.l O'.~·a.u.l ....1~c -..:ti,1r1~i:..-:'5: 'Jn ;.rn[1J owric;r:"itip. med:::: u;,,;c, vi:::h1c.li: T1ii2!S of !ra,.,el {Vl\·1.l'}, a1:~l 
grcenhou~c g,11:s cmi:::.slons in r:;.;:1] timc. Lsc:rs will be .-t.li;; 10 {.~li rr1al...:: lr.1r1:s.poH.;.-itio:1 .:uu.J .emJ-s:i::ions 
imp.-:u::.::L~; by mpdify1n£_ land tis::: d.:::-:-::i~n:.11i(1n3 v..-ilh :n Lh,.:ir c'l,.1nun~rii!_y 

:1 
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:")rf1c:·· lC•C",!:s corrtrit :y l~l~1nrnin~rl 0l;' .',( :AG may be useful i.:t tl•c subrcgPond SCS dcvdvrmcnt l!::ffurt, 
Ile lld!ng the w..-:~-t)a~ctl C~l~O::;s .:lpplici::tl:O"l. S( '.i\(i ....-,;ill cQ:\~iJ~r pmvidirg guiC:'.l:lCC t.nd trainir.g 

.}n .. Lcditional to1)b b:.1scd 01, fu1'.l1,;.r Jj~i..'.U~!".ion--; 'i..\-ilh S!Jhreg)o"::.;I {Mrtnof"1i;;: 

SC1\G wit I d'i.Sis.I lht ~~1Jregio1~s b) milking cJ\·ai la He 1e.:::hr:i,i::.11 tools for ~'-=en.:-.t·iu dt;Y·tkprr:cn! i..!.S 

,Ji::::\:.:dbcd a:1v\l·. Fm1her. SCAG will a~~irn ~ stafl lt:i.H,nn to c:.?.ch subr~~i(in, r,:,,g,.1:dk~s -:,f·.,,...hdbcr 
:he ~ubr..:::bi1Jri c;,.,cr1.. i:scs ils .;1 .. Uulv• ;· tiptK.:i1 t{1 1ir:.;.p(.lft ar. ~f :s_ ;.;cA {;. -sLan· {:an plllni..:: [r,i.:.i1~ in 
~l-brcg1ot1:-tl works.i·ops, nu:clin5~ .. ,·wJ utb,:,;.r ;)jo::.-:t:.'?..-..c~ o~ lhe ~qu¢:H i)I !h~ ~ur:rceiiin. 3n(i pcndinr: 
ri.uding and i:naildhi'ity. SCA.els. :ti;~I ,o::::aff .... ,..-ill be a,.·~ilc:Lf-itc w -;.1~-:;i:-;.1 wfti1 t1t.:~:;1Ltms r"Ll~1ed 10 SLI 
J'?) ur SCA{i', imrl;:1.m~nta1irn ,c,fS..d :r/,'\. Fmthc\ SCAG wil pr~p;.~N:: m-11cd:-,ls f-c1 ih ow:1 vu~t:~:-,. 
1n di.:::vt:kJipi'lg :b~ tt:~ionat .SC:O,.. r.iod v.-ill mJke tl~esi:.--:- rnm-r.1·ial~ :-c,1iv:tilab'c to s.ubr,.:gion.'i, 

'.)_ Mll.ESTONESISCJIElJU!.E 

LARI! ,ss,,., Fir,aJ l<e;_:inn,:I T argelS -· Scplember 2010 
~C5 de 1•cl0rrn~n1 (rreli,nma,} scenarin, dr.,tt, CIC) - thmugh ea+, 20 \ 1 
Rdeasc D1A1 ltTP/rq;ic·n•I SCS for poblic review - t,;m•r.rnbcr 20 l l 
Rcgicn:. Coi,nc1I ,d,,p1; RTP/SCS - April ZO 12 

lt oltc1 mil,;:~torc":; "rt" 1:c-c-dcd 1 !hi.:') will ~t ini..:orpr::n1t,:.d inlc., the wr ittc1: agn:c1rcn1 hci 1wt"n S-CA(i 
a1,d I he Sutrccrnr. 

12 

F><hibit B, Milee.tnn~s Sc h<>d ule 

The kev mile~ti.)n@s an:1 r.Plat.;:itl ~ch~(luk· JPqui~@d c:1:c; pr1rt o-f lhe- devi.?lop:-nenl of ~he G.at':'w?iy Ci1:('s COG 

S.11br"'tional srs ar~ a~ r::illcv,. s: 

2. /,cop led GCCO::; D~:asot/Ddiver~ to SU.G Ji>n 1011 

3. i--irelirniriairy :i.c~ / for puri)O~,e~ ot prepnr1ng f,'IHR proj.PC""t .rCe~n1ptii.)n 1,iotenc'led t,, bP 

na1""r.r11ti·J,e. nnty prDjQt.t c.P'i.l'"f"ip~ioi'l the!! de~tl'1b~s intended s.t!·~tegies o~ s.~~.i:te~v o;:::iii{",n::; thc1~ 

w.-e Hkel~· ~o be incorpor.ited ir,,1o 1'lc fina1 Subt,:·gir.in.;;i,' SCS.) -· rc.-b ~011 

4 Sl•H.J> repc,r\ un D<af: Scbre~ional S(.5 - ,e\l ,OJ 1 

s. Draft S.1bregr:::ir-.al ::;cs. {::::ont-i'lioins :Jli compon.cr1ts dc:~c,ibcj ,J,'t)ove:11o be iocorpor21tc-c in.~o 

~raft r,c~ioeal SCS AF,;1 1011 

fin-ul S.ubre1:ion.al S.C$ ror in(O']JOr at1e:n intu R1=bionc;:I 5(~-J..111e :'.011 

8 lriel'.~1i\-e prote~~. it n"'r.ps::i;a')' tri- meet t::ur,et -JlJrt:Q to ....,o,,emblc"r 2C11 

9. Gdte'flJi:I~' Chtc:::i CQC; to l)Clrtff...FJ.)rjle in rt-i=;:ur•dlurn1e1:1d1t.:ondui.;teJ in Or~rige Coori.!y-June 

lOJ l !O Februaq 201 l 

10 Re~ional SCS adopt on -April ~01 l 
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Exhibit C: Deliverabl~s TerJ1plate 

,.._,,.,. Gat~wc1iv Citie~ CO(i Subregion,)! S.CS w II coF1::.i'.:.t or !he f,v!l,;wi[)~ .:ornpcni:?rits· 

DtiitdlJ.d~~ (GC.COU D,.H~set} fh.:11 c:iltocali~i;:; port;l,i,1:or,,. l"ous.i[')f.1 hou:::.t:l1old, .and CTiployni.e11l tu 

.. ueos of Uie cour1ty Geos.ra-;U'Ji.c area )~1outi hP 1 Ile ~rnaJle!.t leveii pr~clit.:"able for !he COG to 
p;cdu.:::11:"1 pr:e f~robl-:t ::.11 thie parce, level. I hf.: tlat.th~;P rrh1t1 ,.elii::ii.::t th@ base vear 2:Jl}8 i:lfld eJcl· 

vari.Jbk: in the lYIIO G,·G ! ::HR~I ye::H::., j 202.Q and l03~:-. 1fF dt.rnrdanc:(I w th tl-1e Dat.a S1.;rnda,d5 
!.et foHh below. 

A map c,r 'i~rie-s. of mcJps 1ha1 illu~tr?les !~ grcwlh :.Jis~nLuli~n des.criL"=d ,;1t,(\vei. ilnj I h.r:1:t 
fur~l'"1Pi' i1.P.lin.P::11PS. u:se-:;.. t11tt"r-s1ties., J.nd re:::;idE:!nh-c::I der:s.itie:;, 1n ,:::,c.r;{1rd.c11i,i,;!;: ~vi th the Data 
~\fJndards sei font. b~fc½. 

3. A li~ltn~ oflra'l~fJ01a!ion proJ~r1~ 1ha1 c1r~ incorporated ir- lhe s;1bresiooal s.cs.. 
ti. A. lis.ii1i~ d1ir.J desu iplion uf tran~p:~Hl.aliuo pol1r.1.P.'i (e .2.. TDM, TS.Mand 01her:::;) to be crrpJc,y[.'-d, 

S. D0i.:t.menti:1l 1Cfl lh,:1l es.t::abl1~h~s lhe piocess, inc lud1og l"hP r,ub!it pankif.a.tior- arid c.iutreach 

prccc~:!: us.~d 10 de·.;elop !he SC$, i}!ld der11vf)s.!rr;1iles.1he ,;1lfectt:d }t1J1:i::jl:{"lio11s ½i~io,:;n.Ps.~ t:i 
cons de~ g('fle ~-i3I pbra chor11;es.. 

6 CJ, na•Talh·-t? ces.crip~io11 of th(' ~~E..llC"g1e~ ernµiovt",iJ 1v r~dl.F-Ce ~r~~11ho1~:§.t" l=.:i;l'S. em1$~1DM. A 
f1;nher t1.P.i;;;C'rip! ion of c111v otller s:tr.att&ill?~ Uul w11.:re cofl:::;,1de1~d dfid not ultirn,::1l~l 1f n.:::luded. 

PATA S'._/l,_NDJ'~O~ 

\l,p,1 iJbl~-s .are (i:ltegcr :zed intf! ~or10-~.:.::<.mo.T1:1r varir1bles. aind land usr: vari.abk-s. The .s.oc:io-e.:::ono111it. 

\·3riabtl:"s Hl(l1u1":' ropt1lc1tiOi'l, hot.:seholds. hcu~ing u11its -i31~d cniptoyrnc-111. Thit land u~t' \'i::H ii}blQS. 

r.-.av in,,l11d~ lti nd LJ!ie,s de~1g_'l.at on.s.1 b:.1ilciri:g densiit~s. b,.iUing n1erf~1ti~~. (ind ilf.'fJli-c.aVr polic1~:r;. 

Socio e::::or-ornir crnd IM1-d-u~e v,t1ri-0Ll~5- ~hou d Le ~HO'i11r.c-C1 to 5"lA0 ~l n,e- ~rr <1Ue~( ~~n15raph1fc1I 

lcv...::-1 µracticad)I~ for OCCOG w iuoduce. prete~~t>ly at rre p;;:m-,;:i,: l.p.y·et. At ct m1rlimurn. s~1c.h vadablc,~ 

vJi:I bf 11oviJ~d -al the ~e1·s.1s lf.?.ct 01 rratfic Art;'il\"1>:,;;; ?or-=c (TAZ) le-....-e-J 

~- Rai_i:,e Year arid foreeast v~ar~ 

Hie S.{1cw-e-co-nom·c da~<i doj lariti U"\f.L t·a~i.afll@s: wi!I be required for th,:,- b.asc ye.a1 of 2:00E. arid ,c.1~ 

fea;,~le, fc, !he lil'set ·1ears ot 2021J ~oJ 1n,, 
)OCUMcNTAllON 

S.l,bre~ivns. i:He e:w:-:'.!ieON:: lo mainta1'l f1JII ~nd conp!ete rc-c.orc.s. rc-J.alc-d tc 1h~ rj,e..,·elc,µr1·ei~·- vf tt1c" 

~1..,b<l::'gmna· '5{\ 1ncludins ll! ifi!ing the mes! ,ccerit plaonin.B al'5LJrnption~ t:cns1de11n~ IOC.al ~ene ral fi'laris 

.a.--d other f,1clors. In p.1~ticulclir, subrc-~iuil~ mus! ciat.urnent the fe,;1i1b1I t'f 011 ti.e ~!Jhr.Pf:IOn:~I 'itr:.:tte-gy bl( 

demonstrating th-r •.v llin~11e.s.s. of loc:;QI t15er1de:- la cons Jei .air.a adopl lr:1r:l'i uc:..p d"1eirlf.':',;; nece"5.sit.atec by 

rhe S(S f h-E- fo~M.JI for thj:; jor.urrii1:-•u:itmn may ,n~lttdP c11dort.Pci r{ll,;.o u(ions. tmrn lnc-a.1 11Jr:.;;d1rfirm-;. 

:1nd/or 1hi1:- s;_1hn11gion.',;. ~.-,1_1p,rning board. S.ubte-r,iuns. sh:111 include inb1m.a=tion regr11rd1ng the ~t~lus- of 

th~ Oocurne11tc1tion as pa'"t of ~he required st,;1lus reports :o SCAG . .and c.orii?~ of the -i3CU,1al 

doct.nl(;ntat.on. :5-hall be ~ubmitl(!d to SCAG .JS ~.aft the: J=n~1 Subre&ion.al SC5.. 
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Appendix B. 
Prior Studies of the Gateway Cities Council 
of Governments Relevant to SB 375 
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BACKGROUND/INTRODUCTION 
 
In mid-2010, the Gateway Cities Council of Governments (COG) retained a Cambridge 
Systematics led team to assist the COG with the development of a Sustainable 
Communites Strategy (SCS) for the Gateway Cities sub-region, in accordance with the 
requirements of SB 375.  One of the initial tasks of the work program for the 
development of the SCS involved the review of prior COG studies.  The purpose of this 
task was to review prior studies to identify Vehicle Miles Traveled/ Greenhouse Gas 
(VMT/GHG) reduction measures contained in these studies that could be included in 
SCS Strategy portfolios to be prepared for each city by Cambridge Systematics.  Team 
member Willdan Engineering was charged with this task of compiling and reviewing the 
prior COG studies. 

Being proactive in addressing issues facing its sub-region, the Gateway Cities COG has 
generated a number of studies since its inception.  The COG has conducted 37 studies 
since 1996, exclusive of addendums and supplements, and of these, 25 are germane to 
SB 375 and the development of the sub-regional SCS and/or Regional Housing Needs 
Assessment.  On the pages that follow, the 16 reports that contained the most relevant 
measures or other information with regard to VMT/GHG reductions are discussed in the 
chronological order in which they were prepared.  Each report is briefly summarized and 
any key findings/recommendations relevant to VMT/GHG reductions are listed.
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Report: Community Link 21: Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG’s) Draft Regional Transportation Plan 
 
Date: February 1998 
 
Summary: This report reviews SCAG’s draft Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
(Community Link 21), explains its significance for the Gateway Cities Sub-region, and 
makes recommendations as to what position the Gateway Cities COG should take with 
respect to these issues.

Findings/Recommendations Relevant to GHG and VMT Reductions include: 
 

 Gateway Cities Goods Movement Network, a system of intersections and 
connecting arterials, should be accorded programmatic status by SCAG, 
similar to the Alameda Corridor East, and properly budgeted with regional 
funding;

 endorse truck lanes on I-710 in concept only, subject to further review and 
clarification; 

 request SCAG to allocate funding in the RTP for grade crossing 
improvements in the Gateway Cities; 

 Gateway Cities COG should participate in any regional bus restructuring and 
smart shuttles studies to have adequate local control over route and service 
decisions;

 LAX expansion should be subject to the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority’s (MTA’s) Congestion Management Plan requirements; 

 Intelligent Transportation System technologies should be identified as a 
means to improve the efficient and safe movement of people and goods; and  

 Gateway Cities COG should request a reconfiguration of the RTP to support 
infrastructure improvements in the industrial core as opposed to funding for 
spread out development that increases the burden on meeting air quality 
requirements in increasing vehicle miles traveled.  
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Report: Livable Cities Case Studies 
 
Date: 2001 

Summary: Three case studies are presented in this report to demonstrate the 
possibilities of creating a livable community through strategies of downtown 
revitalization, reuse of industrial lands, and streetscape improvements to arterial 
corridors. Alternatives and recommendations presented in each case study are intended 
to provide lessons that can be utilized by all member cities facing similar challenges. 
Alternatives and recommendations by city include: 

1. The case study for the City of Artesia focused on revitalizing an existing 
downtown by incorporating a healthy mix of uses, utilizing building form, 
architectural details and design guidelines to showcase the unique qualities of 
the city. In addition, the case study showed how to utilize the current assets of 
the city to focus their redevelopment energy and use the vitality of the 
downtown to strengthen the structure of the city as a whole.  

2. The case study for the City of Paramount focused on the redevelopment of 
underutilized industrial land to achieve a city structure based on a series of 
walk-able, mixed-use districts serving local residents. In addition, the case 
study addressed how to link these districts through the use of public transit 
and streetscape design.

3. The case study for the City of Pico Rivera focused on the revitalization of a 
commercial arterial through the use of streetscape enhancements and urban 
design recommendations. More specifically, the case study addressed how to 
handle the transformation of a large thoroughfare historically dominated by 
industrial truck traffic into a mixed-use boulevard that contributes to the 
overall structure and vitality of the city.

One of the greatest issues facing the case study cities of Artesia, Paramount and Pico 
Rivera, and of relevance to all of the Gateway Cities, is the shift in land use caused by 
the changing regional economy. As large-scale manufacturing becomes less relevant to 
local economies, the conversion of post-industrial land becomes a key opportunity for 
these otherwise built-out metropolitan areas. Study and analysis of regional trends, as 
well as an understanding of what is important to the community, can help to direct the 
reuse of this land. New uses should support current and anticipated future trends in 
both the economics of land use and allocation, and support the retail, civic, and 
residential structure necessary to create “livable cities”.
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Findings/Recommendations Relevant to GHG and VMT Reductions include: 

 Increase utilization of underutilized industrial land to create mixed-use activity 
areas that are linked through public transportation; 

 Improve the vitality of the downtown by incorporating a mix of uses and 
through the use of building form, architectural details and design guidelines;
and

 Transform a traffic-ridden thoroughfare into a more pedestrian-friendly, 
mixed-use boulevard. 

Report: OrangeLine Feasibility Study 
 
Date: 2002 
 
Summary: The OrangeLine feasibility study is a financial, engineering and 
environmental assessment of an advanced technology, 30-33 mile high-speed 
transportation system operating along the former Pacific Electric “Red Car” land and 
adjoining corridors. This corridor extends from downtown Los Angeles to central Orange 
County. Results indicate that the OrangeLine transportation system can provide the 
required transportation improvements to support current and future development, and 
that it could be successfully built and operated without the need for significant 
government subsidies.

It is anticipated that additional housing, office and retail development projects completed 
along the OrangeLine corridor by 2025 will accommodate an increased population of 
8,000 people within a quarter mile of station areas and tens of thousands more in  the 
surrounding area, as well as up to 125,000 additional jobs. This growth in population 
and employment will result in added trips per day in the corridor. In addition to providing 
a very high quality, non-polluting transportation service to over 46,000 daily riders by 
2025, the OrangeLine will also divert an estimated number of daily riders to other transit 
modes, thus significantly reducing the traffic impacts of future growth. The OrangeLine 
is projected to reduce auto trips in the corridor compared to travel patterns that would 
exist if the OrangeLine were not built.

Findings/Recommendations Relevant to GHG and VMT Reductions include: 

 reduce auto trips by providing an advanced technology high-speed transportation 
system along a transportation corridor linking Los Angeles with central Orange 
County; and
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 provide for higher intensity housing, office and retail development projects along 
this public transit corridor.  

Report: Supplemental Southeast Area Bus Restructuring Study  
 
Date: 2003 
 
Summary: The purpose of this study was to identify and evaluate opportunities to 
improve existing local and regional fixed-route bus transit services, transit facilities, and 
community-level transit and Para transit systems serving the Southeast study area. This 
study builds on the Southeast Area Bus Restructuring Study, completed in August 2000, 
with an increased focus on community-based services in the Southeast area. The study 
presented concrete recommendations for improving transit service within the Southeast 
study area.

Findings/Recommendations Relevant to GHG and VMT Reductions include: 
 

 County should conduct a more detailed review and analysis of passenger trip-
making patterns to determine whether current service area designations 
effectively match reasonable trip requests from County residents (i.e., review 
the destinations commonly served or commonly requested to identify 
destination-rich areas and to determine what fit or misfit may exist with 
current service area designation);

 cross-jurisdictional trips should be provided when needed to enhance 
services and provide services more cost-effectively;

 cities within the study area should view the gradual implementation and 
development of both city-specific and coordinated multi-jurisdictional transit 
projects as wholly interrelated and necessary to develop a cohesive 
transportation network in the Southeast; and  

 cities in the study area should establish a formalized institutional arrangement 
that is easy to administer and consistent with MTA current plans for the 
Southeast area and other transit funding plans (i.e., programming of projects). 
The recommended option is a cooperative agreement based on an MOU 
among all parties, with the City of Norwalk designated as the lead agency as 
recommended by the Technical Advisory Committee for this study. This 
option is recommended for several reasons: simplicity; ease of 
implementation; flexibility; effectiveness in achieving its goal; and ability to 
encompass the MTA Sector as an accepted partner.
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Report: The Gateway Cities Council of Governments Sub- 
      Regional Housing Implementation Strategy  
 
Date: July 2003 

Summary: The Gateway Cities COG is mandated by the State to assist in developing 
housing policy, and as a result, is required to go through a series of processes to 
identify housing issues and needs.  The objective of this study was to identify ways that 
the Gateway Cities COG, as a coalition of twenty-seven cities, can play a beneficial role 
in solving the regional housing shortage. Particular emphasis was placed on identifying 
potential financing mechanisms available to local governments that could be effectively 
used by the Gateway Cities COG to make new housing more feasible.  
The study identifies a number of strategies for promoting the sub-region and affordable 
housing.

Findings/Recommendations Relevant to GHG and VMT Reductions include: 
 

 transit-oriented development relieving transportation pressures; 
 brownfield redevelopment as a source of available land for economic
      development and new housing; 
 initiate programs to promote manufacturing-based sustainable
      economic development, educational programs and employee training 
      programs to help encourage new employers to locate or expand in the
      sub-region to address the jobs/housing balance and reduce VMT; and 
 promote infill development for housing. 

Report: Gateway Cities Infrastructure Needs Assessment  
 
Date: September 2003 
 
Summary: This report summarizes the finding and recommendations from the Gateway 
Cities Infrastructure Needs Assessment project SCAG. The Gateway Cities sub-region 
is located in a major goods transportation corridor connected to the Port of Los Angeles 
and the Port of Long Beach, which generates high concentrations of heavy truck traffic 
passing through the sub-region. In a recent study by SCAG, the Gateway Cities 
Trucking Study identified pavement deterioration resulting from heavy truck traffic as the 
number one concern of Gateway Cities Public Works staff. The primary purpose of the 
study was to conduct an inventory of current pavement management and rehabilitation 
practices, an assessment of pavement conditions of the study area through selective 
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sampling of representative streets, and an assessment of the current under-funded 
needs of each Gateway City. The study also reviewed the latest pavement maintenance 
and rehabilitation practices of each Gateway City. The study concluded that a significant 
shortfall exists between the total annual maintenance and rehabilitation budget for the 
Gateway Cities region and the projected annual maintenance and rehabilitation costs. 
Most cities will be faced with a significant maintenance and rehabilitation shortfall for 
their streets.

 
Report: I-710 Tier 2 Community Advisory Committee Final  
     Report 
 
Date: August 2004 

Summary: A broad-based committee, known as the Tier 2 Committee, was appointed 
by the I-710 Oversight Policy Committee (OPC) to study the current congestion and 
design of the I-710 Freeway. The I-710 Corridor impacts homes, businesses, schools, 
parks and lives of the communities in the immediate area. The committee’s 
recommendations were made in the areas of health, jobs and economic development, 
safety, noise, congestion and mobility, community enhancements, design concepts and 
environmental justice.

Findings/Recommendations Relevant to GHG and VMT Reductions include: 

 implement local alternative fuels/electrification and/or hydrogen policies and 
programs to reduce diesel emissions;

 implement port-specific air quality improvement strategies; 
 position the I-710 corridor and Gateway communities for a post-oil economy; 
 separate trucks and cars; 
 conduct a study to assess how truck traffic from extended gate hours will 

impact communities, and assess what mitigations may be appropriate; 
 maximize use of existing infrastructure; 
 implement expanded public transit solutions; 
 provide a comprehensive bicycle and pedestrian network with connectivity 

throughout the area;
 support cooperative planning among all ports along the West Coast; 
 preserve existing parks, open spaces, and natural areas; 
 provide programs to minimize construction impacts; 
 use of new truck lanes; and 
 redesign unsafe and congested I-710 interchanges.
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Report: I-710 Oversight Policy Committee Adopted Locally Preferred 
Strategy  
 
Date:  November 2004 

Summary: The I-710 Oversight Policy Committee (OPC) is advised by a Technical 
Advisory Committee (TAC) and several Community Advisory Committees (Tier 1 Committee 
and Tier 2 Committee). The TAC was directed by the OPC in May 2003 to develop a hybrid 
design alternative to the 5 alternative designs presented in the I-710 Major Corridor Study.  

Working from the following guiding principles: 
1. Minimize ROW acquisitions to preserve existing houses, businesses and open 

space.  
2. Identify and minimize exposure to air toxics and pollution through diesel 

emissions reduction programs, use of alternative fuels, and project planning and 
design. 

3. Improve safety through truck safety inspection facilities, reduced truck/car 
conflicts and improved roadway design. 

4. Relieve congestion and reduce traffic by employing a comprehensive regional 
systems approach adding needed capacity and deploying Transportation 
Systems Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
to make full use of freeway, roadway, rail and transit systems.  

5. Facilitate effective public participation.  

The OPC adopted the Locally Preferred Strategy developed in close cooperation with the 
TAC, Tier 1 and Tier 2 Committees: 

 The hybrid design concept consists of 10 mixed flow lanes, specified  
      interchange improvements, and 4 truck lanes between inter-modal rail 
      yards in Vernon/Commerce and Ocean Boulevard in Long Beach.  
 Implementation of Alternative B TSM/TDM measures. 
 Improvement of arterial highways within the I-710 Corridor. 
 Construction of truck inspection facilities to be integrated with the  
      selected overall design.  

Findings/Recommendations Relevant to GHG and VMT Reductions include: 
 

 Interchange improvements; 
 Coordination of truck and inter-modal rail yards; and 
 Transportation Systems Management and Transportation Demand  
 Management. 
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Report: Gateway Cities COG – Summary of the Proceedings of  
      the Joint Housing Summit “Strategies and Tactics for  
              Infill Development Success” 
 
Date: November 2004 
 
Summary: This joint housing summit by the Gateway Cities and the South Bay Cities 
Councils of Governments discussed federal and state initiatives to promote affordable 
housing and home ownership. The President’s initiative: America’s Affordable 
Communities Initiative: Bringing Homes Within Reach Through Regulatory Reform 
emphasizes that government regulation contributes to the high cost of housing and 
regulatory reform may serve to increase the affordability of housing. The initiative is 
supported by research conferences, awards programs, incentives in competitive grants 
and HUD internal screening of housing programs and regulations that create barriers for 
affordable housing. The State supports the availability of housing as a key factor to 
promote a prosperous economy, a quality environment and social equity. Anticipated 
State initiatives will promote program changes to support affordable housing and seek 
funding sources to help house low and very low income persons. 

Report: SR-91 / I-605 Needs Assessment Study 
 
Date: September 2005 

 Summary: The freeways in Southern California are continuing to become 
increasingly congested due to the region’s expanding population. In addition, the 
freeways in Southeast Los Angeles County are also affected by the continuing 
growth of the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles.  The impetus to prepare the 
SR-91 and  I-605 Needs Assessment is, in large part, the result of the effect on 
these two freeways by the truck traffic volumes from the two ports, as well as the 
additional truck volumes in the future from continued port growth. The report 
analyzed projections for continued traffic growth that would affect these two 
freeways and examined improvements needed to accommodate this increasing 
traffic. Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) were also examined as a 
technology to increase mobility and improve safety for people and freight to 
complete end-to-end trips as efficiently as possible.

Findings/Recommendations Relevant to GHG and VMT Reductions include: 

 additional freeway lanes for general purpose traffic; 
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 upgrade and improve the I-405/I-605, the SR-91/I-605 and the I05/I-605 
interchanges;

 analysis of possible carpool-to-carpool interchanges at major freeway 
interchanges;

 further study the possibility of adding truck lanes to SR-91, I-105 and  I-605; 
 add additional lanes to at least one arterial highway that parallels each 

freeway, including signal synchronization and consideration/ evaluation of 
removal and replacement of on-street parking (as needed) along freeway 
corridors;

 all arterial bridges over the San Gabriel River next to the I-605 freeway need 
to be widened by one lane in each direction;  

 signal synchronization of most of the nearby arterial highways that border the 
SR-91 and I-605 corridors as part of an ITS strategy;

 develop an ITS master plan for the COG region and establish traffic 
management centers as needed within the region; and

 air quality and quality of life issues and concerns should be addressed as part 
of any additional studies.

Report: The Gateway Cities & Surrounding Areas Intelligent  
      Transportation System (ITS) Research and Strategies  
      For Transportation and Goods Movement Study 
 
Date: December 2005  

ITS is the application of technology to the highway systems. Many Gateway Cities are in 
the process of implementing a variety of ITS programs. This study was initiated to 
research the ITS planning, design, deployment and operations that are being planned or 
implemented by other agencies for traffic and for goods movement strategies to reduce 
traffic congestion, increase safety, reduce pavement/roadway damage and improve real 
time traveler information sharing for the freeways in the Gateway Cities COG area. The 
increasing cargo shipments in the ports, expected to double over the next 15 years and 
possibly triple over the next 20 years, will increase diesel emissions affecting regional 
air quality and increase traffic along routes to and from the ports. Improving the goods 
movement systems and infrastructure can serve to reduce environmental impacts and 
relieve congestion on freeways and increase mobility in the area. The application of ITS 
technology includes: 

 automatic collection and transmission of “real time” traffic information; 
 commercial vehicle operations; 
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 electronic tolling and collection; 
 traffic management centers; 
 arterial highway traffic signal synchronization; 
 development of a 511 Traveler Information System; 
 development of telecommunications systems providing “real time” traffic 

information to the driver; 
 incident management alerts for drivers and the California Highway Patrol; and 
 incident reduction systems.

This study identifies a number of ITS projects adopted by various agencies in the 
region.

Findings/Recommendations Relevant to GHG and VMT Reductions include: 
 

 ramp metering; 
 signal coordination with ramp metering; 
 incident management; 
 real-time traveler information; 
 arterial signal management; 
 isolated traffic actuated signals; 
 actuated corridor signal coordination; 
 central control signal coordination; 
 automatic transit vehicle location and scheduling; 
 transit vehicle signal priority; 
 traffic management center; 
 traffic signal synchronization;
 clean air program; and 
 shuttle train pilot program.

Report: SR-91 / I-605 / I-405 Proposal for Major Corridor Study  
      and RSTIS Peer Review Presented by Gateway Cities  
      COG 
 
Date: October 2006 
 
Summary: On January 27, 2005, the Board of Directors of the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) adopted the Draft Final Report on the I-
710 Major Corridor Study.  As a result of the I-710 Major Corridor Study (MCS), it was 
apparent that existing and future port-related truck traffic impacting the I-710 freeway
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would also impact the other freeways in Southeast Los Angeles County east of the I-
710 freeway. These freeways include the SR-91, I-605, I-405 and I-105. The results of a 
needs assessment study showed that these freeways will be overwhelmed with general 
purpose, car-pool and heavy-duty truck traffic in the future, clearly identifying a need for 
further analysis and mitigation. In order to proceed with a Major Corridor Study, federal 
funding is required. Therefore, Regionally Significant Transportation Investment Studies 
(RSTIS) requirements needed to be followed. Based on the preceding, the Gateway 
Cities COG requested a RSTIS Peer Review for these freeway corridors.

Report: Draft (Revised) Technical Scope of Work Southeast Los 
Angeles County SR-91 / I-605 / I-405 Freeway Corridors 
Major Corridor Study (MCS) 

 
Date: May 2007 

Summary: This Scope of Work addresses the transportation issues to be addressed 
through the preparation of a Major Corridor Study for the SR-91 / I-605 / I-405 Corridors, 
as required for the Regionally Significant Transportation Investment Study (RSTIS) by 
SCAG. The purpose of the study is to conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the 
overall transportation system, the results of which will be assembled into a Corridor 
Analysis Report and will include a Preferred Alternative assuming a built-out 
environment for all alternatives considering existing houses and businesses. 

 
Report: Development of the Air Quality Action Plan for the I-710 
      Corridor 
 
Date: May 2007 
 
Summary: A study assessing the options and costs associated with widening the 
freeway to expand the capacity of the Interstate 710 Freeway (I-710) from the ports 
(Ocean Boulevard) to SR-60 freeway began in 2001. As part of the study, feedback was 
obtained from the communities in the I-710 corridor and determined that the main 
concerns about expanding the freeway were related to issues of air quality in the region. 
The Gateway Cities COG was asked by stakeholders in the I-710 Corridor planning 
process to prepare an Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP) to address the air quality 
concerns associated with expanding the freeway.  This report was a preliminary step in 
the development of the AQAP. This report summarizes the process that resulted in the 
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creation of the AQAP and the expectations that stakeholders have for the document. It 
also reviews the primary emission reduction measures from diesel fueled engines and 
the goods movement sector that have been proposed or which are being implemented 
and should improve air quality in the I-710 Corridor communities. 

Findings/Recommendations Relevant to GHG and VMT Reductions include:  

Provided below is a listing of emission reduction policies and programs from various 
agencies that should have a direct impact on GHG emissions.

California Air Resources Board Goods Movement/Diesel Risk Reduction Measures 
 stricter PM and NOx emissions standards for new and in-use 
      cargo handling equipment (CHE) at California's ports and inter-modal
      rail yards; 
 limit the amount of time 2008 and newer sleeper berth equipped trucks can 

operate at idle;
 measure to reduce emissions from diesel-powered trucks in port

service;
 measure to reduce emissions from in-use heavy-duty diesel powered

vehicles by requiring in-use controls such as verified diesel 
emission controls to ensure engines operate as cleanly as possible; 

 railroads commitment to studying and reducing pollution risks at 17 
designated rail yards in and around Los Angeles County;

 require public agency and utility vehicle owners to reduce diesel PM 
     emissions from their affected vehicles through the application of best  
     available control technologies (BACT); 
 manufacturer-run heavy-duty diesel engine in-use compliance program 

on 2007 and newer heavy-duty engines; 
 measure to reduce emissions from in-use off-road vehicles requiring each 

fleet to meet fleet average requirements by March 1 of each year or 
demonstrate that BACT technology be applied;

 requires the use of low-sulfur fuel in the main engine of ocean-going 
      vessels (OGVs); 
 requires ships entering California’s ports to use 0.5 percent sulfur 

content Marine Diesel Oil by January 1, 2007, or Marine Gas Oil for auxiliary 
diesel engines within 24 nautical miles of the California coast; 

 regulation to reduce emissions from commercial harbor craft such as
           tugs, tows, ferries and fishing vessels through engine retrofits and
           re-powers, as well as regulations on fuel type; 

 requires OGVs use shore power (connecting to electrical power at the dock) 
in lieu of auxiliary engines while hotelling; and 
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 assess the emission reduction results from the other OGV measures. 

San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan Measures 

 requirement to meet or be cleaner than the EPA 2007 on-road PM emissions 
standards and the cleanest available NOx at the time of replacement or 
retrofit for all trucks frequently or semi-frequently calling at ports by the end of 
2011;

 measure providing for the development of an alternative fuel refueling and 
central maintenance facility, jointly owned by both ports, and located on 
Terminal Island; 

 compliance with the vehicle speed reduction requirement 20  
       nautical miles (nm) from Point Fermin, with the prospect of expanding
       the measure to 40 nm from Point Fermin; 

 mandates the use of shore power to reduce hotelling emissions at container 
terminals, cruise terminals, container terminals and one crude oil terminal and 
exploration of alternative emission reduction technologies for hotelling OGVs; 

 measure establishing a fuel standard for fuel used in on-board auxiliary power 
units of ≤0.2 percent sulfur distillate or Marine Gas Oil equivalent reduction; 

 establishes a fuel standard for fuel used when ships are arriving or 
departing San Pedro Bay of ≤0.2 percent sulfur distillate or Marine Gas Oil 
equivalent reduction; 

 measure provides research money for the development of new
      technologies that reduce emissions from both auxiliary power units
     (APUs) and main engines; 
 requirement that, beginning in 2007, all cargo handling equipment
     (CHE) purchases will be required to have either the cleanest available  
     NOx alternative fueled engine or the cleanest available NOx diesel  
     fueled engine; 
 San Pedro Bay Ports (SPBP) harbor craft will meet EPA standards within 

specified timeframes and eventually all previously re-powered harbor craft will 
be retrofitted with the most effective NOx and PM emission reduction devices; 

 require that, by 2008, all existing switch engines in the ports be 
     replaced with cleaner engines and use emulsified fuels as available
     or other equivalently clean alternative diesel fuels. Additionally, new  
     switch engines acquired after the initial replacement must meet
     even cleaner standards; 
 require, by 2011, all diesel-powered Class 1 switcher and helper locomotives 

entering port facilities be 90 percent controlled for PM and NOx and have 15-
minute idle restriction devices installed. After January 1, 2007, all locomotives 
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will be required to use ultra low sulfur diesel fuel. Additional cleaner standards 
are required by 2012; and

 require the cleanest available technology for switcher, helper and long
haul locomotives for new or redeveloped rail yards on SPBP’s property and 
require “green-container” transport systems, idling shut off devices, idling 
exhaust hoods, ultra-low sulfur diesel or alternative fuels and clean CHE and 
heavy-duty vehicles. 

Tier 2 Committee Report Measures 

 establish a baseline of current levels of pollution, identify level of air  
           quality impacts from increasing truck, rail and shipping and determine
           costs of health care that can be traced to pollution encountered by corridor 

communities as a result of construction; and 
 require the increased use of enforcement and inspections to 
     control emissions from on-road heavy-duty vehicles. 

Report: SR-91 / I-605 / I-405 Initial Corridors Studies  
 
Date: April 2008 
 
Summary: This report is a follow-up to the 2005 SR-91 / I-605 Needs Assessment 
which projected growth in ports-related goods movement will significantly increase truck 
traffic on all the freeways in the Gateway Cities area.  This follow-up report reflects a 
new SCAG Regional Model with 2035 projections (previously 2030 projections), 
applying the same assumptions for port operations and adding results for three 
additional links including I-605 north of I-405, I-405 between I-110 and I-710 as well as 
I-405 between I-710 and I-605. The projected increase in truck traffic has resulted in the 
freeway study evolving to include an assessment of regional goods movement through 
the area without total reliance on the traditional port-to-truck-to-freeway-to-destination
option. The report’s adopted guiding principles are provided below: 

1. Confine new freeway construction to existing State right-of-way in
 order to preserve and enhance local economies and environments. 

2. Address freeway operational deficiencies, relieve freeway congestion
      “hot-spots” and decease the impact of truck bypass traffic on
       communities. 
3. Secure funding for major corridor studies and improvements. 
4. Support a separate freight movement corridor provided it is evaluated
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      and constructed along non-freeway (e.g., rail or utility) alignments
      using minimally or non-polluting technologies. 
5. Implement additional Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)
      improvements in the SR-91 / I-605 / I-405 Corridor and advocate a  
      broader regional approach. 
6. Continue collaborative planning efforts. 
7. Advocate to preserve and enhance health and quality of life in the 
      corridor. 

The report identifies a number of needs and recommendations for improvements. 

Findings/Recommendations Relevant to GHG and VMT Reductions include:  

 Gateway Cities COG and its communities will support a separate freight 
movement corridor constructed along non-freeway alignments using 
minimally or non-polluting transportation technologies; 

 ITS Integration Plan demonstrates the computer technology providing real-
time traveler information can be used to have a significant benefit for both the 
private and public sectors for goods movement and should be implemented;  

 freeway operational deficiencies should be addressed as mainline freeway 
improvements including local freeway interchanges; 

 one additional lane in each direction added to freeways (with some local 
property impacts) may be sufficient to meet projected general traffic demands 
if a successful and reliable freight movement corridor can be implemented; 
and

 HOV direct connectors may be feasible at some freeway-to-freeway 
interchanges.
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Report: White Paper – Addressing the Requirements of SB 375 at the 
Sub-regional Level  
 
Date: December 2009 
 
Summary: This report discusses in detail the month’s long process undertaken by the 
Gateway Cities COG during 2009 to determine its response to the requirements of SB 
375 and the formulation of a Sustainable Communities Strategy.  The COG initially 
engaged the MTA as a co-partner in the SB 375 process and then its member 
jurisdictions assessed themselves to retain a consulting team to provide technical 
support in responding to this complex and evolving legislation.   

Over an 8-month period, the consultant team conducted an on-line survey of COG 
sustainability efforts; compared the general plans of COG jurisdictions to SCAG growth 
assumptions; evaluated the current efforts of COG members as compared to the efforts 
that may be needed, based on a Best Management Practices list and weighting factors, 
in order to attain the desired level of GHG emissions reductions; monitored and 
reported on the SB 375 process and related meetings; organized and conducted a 
series of SB 375 workshops for COG representatives; and presented the results of 
these efforts in a final comprehensive report to the COG.  Based on the 
recommendations presented in this report, the COG Board elected to assume 
responsibility from SCAG for preparing the SB 375 required Sustainable Communities 
Strategies (SCS) for the Gateway Cities sub-region. 

Findings/Recommendations Relevant to GHG and VMT Reductions include: 

 the web-based survey documented that COG member cities have already 
initiated or are planning to undertake various measures that have/will reduce 
VMT and GHG emissions; 

 the Gateway cities demonstrate a strong institutional capacity for strategies 
that are the foundation for complying with SB 375 and SCS requirements; 

 current and planned policies and improvements could achieve +15% of a 
hypothetical sub-regional target of 4% GHG reduction by 2020; 

 in order to meet the hypothetical target, 80% of COG members would need to 
adopt various land use and transportation policies; and 

 the COG should assume responsibility from SCAG for developing the sub-
regional SCS and Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) as allowed 
by SB 375.

,   
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Appendix C. 
Public Outreach Materials 

1

Stakeholder Organizations 
Included in Gateway Cities SCS Outreach During 2011 

1. American Lung Association 
2. Artesia Chamber of Commerce 
3. Avalon Chamber of Commerce 
4. Bell Chamber of Commerce 
5. Bell Gardens Chamber of Commerce 
6. Bellflower Chamber of Commerce 
7. Breathe California of LA County 
8. Building Industry Association of Southern California 
9. California Air Resources Board 
10. California Conference for Equality & Justice 
11. California Department of Transportation - District 7 
12. Center for Law in the Public Interest
13. Cerritos Chamber of Commerce 
14. ClimatePlan 
15. Coalition for Clean Air 
16. Commerce Chamber of Commerce 
17. Communities for a Better Environment 
18. Community Development Commission of the County of Los Angeles 
19. Compton Chamber of Commerce 
20. Cudahy Chamber of Commerce 
21. Downey Chamber of Commerce 
22. East Yard Communities for Environmental Justice 
23. Environment Now 
24. Fair Housing Foundation of Long Beach
25. Hawaiian Gardens Chamber of Commerce 
26. Huntington Park Chamber of Commerce 
27. ICLEI 
28. International Longshore Warehouse Union 
29. Jamboree Housing Corporation  
30. LA County Department of Public Health, PLACE Program 
31. La Habra Heights Chamber of Commerce 
32. La Mirada Chamber of Commerce 
33. Lakewood Chamber of Commerce 
34. LINC Housing 
35. Long Beach Chamber of Commerce 
36. Long Beach Cyclists 
37. Long Beach Diabetes Collaborative and Long Beach Alliance for Food & Fitness 
38. Long Beach Housing Development Company  
39. Long Beach Transit 
40. Los Angeles County Economic Development Corporation 
41. Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
42. Los Angeles County Public Health  
43. Lynwood Chamber of Commerce 
44. Maywood Chamber of Commerce 
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45. Metropolitan Water District 
46. Montebello Chamber of Commerce 
47. Move LA 
48. NAACP 
49. National Safe Routes to School Partnership 
50. Natural Resources Defense Council 
51. Norwalk Chamber of Commerce 
52. Orange County Transportation Authority 
53. Paramount Chamber of Commerce 
54. Pedal Movement 
55. Pico Rivera Chamber of Commerce 
56. Port of Long Beach 
57. Santa Fe Springs Chamber of Commerce 
58. Signal Hill Chamber of Commerce 
59. South Coast Air Quality Management District 
60. South Gate Chamber of Commerce 
61. Southeast Water Coalition 
62. Southern California Association of Non-Profit Housing 
63. TELACU 
64. The HUB Pedal Movement 
65. U.S. Green Building Council 
66. ULI LA Chapter 
67. Vernon Chamber of Commerce 
68. Water Replenishment District 
69. We Love Long Beach 
70. Whittier Chamber of Commerce 
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For Immediate Release  April 12, 2011 

 

SOUTHEAST AREA CITIES TO ADOPT PLAN TO REDUCE GREENHOUSE GASES 

Twenty‐six cities  in southeastern Los Angeles County,  located  in  the area called  the Gateway 
Cities,  are  working  together  to  develop  an  unprecedented  plan  to  reduce  greenhouse  gas 
emissions  from  cars  and  light  trucks by  changing  land use  and  transportation patterns.   The 
plan,  called  a  Sustainable  Communities  Strategy  or  SCS,  is  a  new  requirement  of  state  law 
adopted in 2008 known as SB 375. 

The Gateway Cities SCS is under development and is expected to be finalized in June.  The plan 
compiles  city,  county,  and  regional  strategies  in  three  categories.    The  first  category, 
transportation projects, includes bicycle and pedestrian improvements, such as separated bike 
lanes,  intersection  improvements, and traffic signal synchronization, among many others that 
will  help  reduce  auto  usage  and  emissions.    For  example,  in  2009  the  City  of  Bellflower 
reclaimed a bike and pedestrian path from an unused rail right‐of‐way. 

The second category, land use changes, involves denser development near existing or planned 
transit  stations.    Examples  can  be  seen  on  Long  Beach  Boulevard  in  Long  Beach,  along  the 
Metro Blue Line. 

The third category is known to planners as TDM, or travel demand management.  This refers to 
programs  like  shortened  work  weeks  and  employer‐sponsored  ride  sharing,  which  enable 
commuters to use their personal cars less often while still getting to and from work.  The City of 
Commerce, for one, makes extensive use of this strategy. 

The projects and strategies comprising the Gateway Cities SCS are expected to be implemented 
by one of two target years:  2020, or 2035.  The California Air Resources Board has set regional 
emission reduction targets for each of these years.  The targets must be collectively met by six 
Southern California counties that comprise the Southern California Association of Governments, 
or SCAG. 
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  Page 2 

The Gateway Cities make up the area of Los Angeles County generally bordered by the City of 
Los Angeles on the west, Orange County on the east, and the Pomona (SR‐60) Freeway on the 
north, and extending south to the cities of Long Beach and Avalon.   The entire Gateway Cities 
region  is home to about 2 million residents.   The cities’ collaboration dates back to their  joint 
establishment of a regional authority, the Gateway Cities Council of Governments (or COG)  in 
the mid‐1990’s.   

With SB 375, the Gateway Cities had a choice:  to prepare their own plan, or allow the regional 
authority, SCAG, to prepare it on their behalf.  According to Gil Hurtado, President of the COG’s 
Board of Directors and Council Member from the City of South Gate, “The Gateway Cities have 
a  long  history  of  working  together  to  address  our  unique  situation:    high  density,  built‐out 
cities, and very diverse  residents.   The Gateway Cities wanted  to  create our own vision of a 
cleaner, lower‐emissions future.” 

According  to SCAG Executive Director Hasan  Ikhrata,  “As a  regional partner, SCAG  is pleased 
that Gateway Cities is undertaking its own SCS.  Their ability to work directly with their member 
jurisdictions will ensure an  inclusive, bottoms‐up approach.   We  look forward to  including the 
Gateway Cities' strategies as a key component of a successful Regional SCS.” 

To  learn  more  about  the  Gateway  Cities  SCS,  please  visit  the  COG  web  site  at 
www.gatewaycog.org/sb375.html.  Additionally, four public information sessions about the SCS 
will be offered  in  late April and early May at various  locations around  the Gateway Cities as 
follows: 

 Tuesday, April 26:  Cerritos – Cerritos Library, Skyline Room, 6:30 – 8:30 p.m. 
 Tuesday, May 3:  Long Beach – Mark Twain Library, 6:30 – 8:30 p.m. 
 Monday, May 9:  Pico Rivera – Golf Course ‐ Banquet Room, 6:30 – 8:30 p.m. 
 Thursday, May 12:  Commerce – Senior Center, 6:30 – 8:30 p.m. 

The Gateway Cities Council of Governments  is a California  joint powers authority made up of 
twenty‐seven cities and the County of Los Angeles, formed for the purpose of providing a vehicle 
for the members to voluntarily engage in regional and cooperative planning and coordination of 
government services for the collective benefit of the residents of Southeast Los Angeles County.  
The goal and intent of the COG is one of voluntary cooperation among cities and the County in 
the  areas  of  transportation,  air  quality,  housing,  and  economic  development.    For  further 
information,  please  contact  Richard  Powers,  Executive  Director,  562‐663‐6850  or 
richardpowers@gatewaycog.org. 

# # # 

Representatives from the COG’s 
member cities have been working 
with the COG staff and consultants to 
identify specific strategies to include
in the plan for the Southeast Los 
Angeles County sub-region.

Please join us for a 
public open house!

To learn more about the SCS drop 
in on one of these information 
sessions!

The Gateway Cities Council of Governments (COG) is leading a process to 
develop a plan that includes strategies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from 
cars and light trucks in the sub-region. The Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS) is required by California law in order to achieve the State’s greenhouse 
gas reduction goals. 

For additional information please 
visit the COG website at:

www.gatewaycog.org/sb375.html

Tuesday, April 26, 6:30 - 8:30 p.m.
Cerritos - Cerritos Library, Skyline 
Room, 18025 Bloomfield Avenue, 
Cerritos, CA 90703

Tuesday, May 3, 6:30 - 8:30 p.m.
Long Beach - Mark Twain Library, 
1401 East Anaheim Street, 
Long Beach, CA 90813

Monday, May 9, 6:30 - 8:30 p.m.
Pico Rivera - Golf Course, Banquet 
Room, 3260 Fairway Drive, 
Pico Rivera, CA 90660

• ursday, May 12, 6:30 - 8:30 p.m.
Commerce - Senior Center, 
2555 Commerce Way, 
Commerce, CA 90040

Come and learn more about:

• SCS process and schedule
• Relationship of the SCS to local 

planning efforts
• Types of transportation and land 

use strategies included in the SCS
• How the SCS will affect you
• Opportunities to stay involved in 

process

Gateway Cities Council of Governments
Sustainable Communities Strategy
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1

Gateway Cities COG SCS 
Overview

Spring 2011
Public Information
Open Houses

2

Background

Senate Bill 375 - Overview

• Legislation passed in 2008

• Aims at reducing greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) 
from cars and light trucks

• Includes mechanism for California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) to set  GHG reduction targets for 2020 
and 2035 to 1990 levels
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3

Background

Senate Bill 375 - Approach

• Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) produce 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as part of 
the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)

• The Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG) - MPO for Southern California - will update its 
RTP by 2012

4

Background

Senate Bill 375 - Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS)

• Is a regional GHG plan that links transportation, 
housing and land use to reduce GHG emissions from 
cars and light trucks 

• Achieves GHG reduction targets set by the California 
Air Resources Board
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5

Gateway Cities Sub-regional SCS

Gateway Cities Process

• Council of Governments (COG) have option to 
prepare SCS for sub-region 

• Gateway Cities COG provides regional leadership 
for southeast Los Angeles County cities

• Gateway Cities COG Board chose SCS delegation in 
January 2010

• First effort of its type!

6

Gateway Cities Sub-regional SCS

Gateway Cities Approach

• Focus on three strategy categories for GHG 
Reduction

• Travel Demand Management 
• Land Use 
• Transportation projects

• Work with city staff to provide inputs

• Develop strategies consistent with cities’ plans
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7

Process Schedule

8

Findings

Preliminary results indicate GHG reductions in Gateway 
sub-region meet the CARB regional targets

• Strategies contributing to reductions
• Local transportation projects
• Local land use projects
• Travel Demand Management
• Regional transportation projects
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9

Lessons Learned

Some strategies result in greater reductions than others
• Regional transportation projects
• Local transportation projects

• Need to refine tools and models

• These lessons will assist in future 4-year planning 
cycles

10

Public Engagement

• Attend Public Information Open Houses
• Cerritos
• Long Beach
• Pico Rivera
• Commerce

• Attend Gateway Cities COG Board meeting
• May – Draft SCS
• June – Final SCS
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11

Next Steps

• Final Gateway Cities SCS approval by Gateway 
Cities COG Board - June, 2011

• Submit Final Gateway Cities SCS to SCAG - June, 
2011

• SCAG Incorporates Gateway Cities SCS into regional 
SCS and RTP - Summer 2011

• SCAG completes draft Regional SCS - Fall 2011

• SCAG submits final Regional SCS to CARB - Spring 
2012

12

For additional information please visit the
COG website at:

www.gatewaycog.org/sb375.html
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13

COG SCS CIUDADES 
GATEWAY

GENERALIDADES

Primavera 2011
Difusión Social
Juntas Informativas

14

Antecedentes

Ley del Senado 375 - Generalidades

• Se aprobó la legislación en 2008

• Trata de reducir la emisión de gases con efecto 
invernadero (GHG) producidos por autos y camiones 
de carga ligera

• Incluye mecanismos de la Junta de Recursos 
Atmosféricos de California (CARB) para establecer
metas para la reducción de GHG en el 2020  y 2035  
a los niveles de 1990
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15

Antecedentes

Ley del Senado 375 - Enfoque

• Las Organizaciones Metropolitanas de Planeación 
(MPOs) diseñaron la Estrategia para Comunidades 
Sustentables (SCS) como parte del Plan Regional de 
Transporte (RTP)

• La Asociación de Gobiernos del Sur de California 
(SCAG)-MPO para el Sur de California, actualizará su 
RTP para el 2012

16

Antecedentes

Ley del Senado 375 – Estrategia para Comunidades 
Sustentables (SCS)

• Es un plan regional de GHG que relaciona el 
transporte, la vivienda y el uso de suelo para la 
reducción en la emisión de GHG producidos por 
autos y camiones de carga ligera

• Alcanza las metas de reducción de GHG establecidos 
por la Junta de Recursos Atmosféricos de California
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17

La SCS Subregional, Ciudades Gateway

Proceso de las Ciudades Gateway

• El Consejo de Gobiernos (COG) tiene la opción de 
preparar la SCS para la sub-región

• El COG de las Ciudades Gateway provee 
liderazgo regional para las ciudades del sureste 
del Condado de Los Angeles

• La  Mesa Directiva del COG de las Ciudades 
Gateway optó por la delegar la SCS en enero del 
2010

• ¡Son los primeros trabajos de este tipo!

18

La SCS Subregional, Ciudades Gateway

Enfoque de las Ciudades Gateway

• Enfoque en tres categorias para estrategias de 
reducción de GHG
• Gestión para la Demanda del Transporte
• Uso de Suelo
• Proyectos para transporte

• Trabajar con el personal de la ciudad para la 
retroalimentación de información

• Desarrollar estrategias que sean consistentes con los 
planes de la ciudad
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19

Calendario del Proceso

20

Resultados

Los resultados preliminares indican que la reducción de 
GHG en la sub-región Gateway, cumplirá con las metas 
regionales establecidas por CARB

• Estrategias que contribuyen a la reducción
• Proyectos locales para el transporte
• Proyectos locales para uso de suelo
• Gestión de la demanda de transporte
• Proyectos regionales de transporte
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21

Lecciones Aprendidas

Algunas estrategias resultan en una mayor reducción que 
otras

• Proyectos regionales de transporte
• Proyectos locales de transporte

• Se necesita afinar los modelos y herramientas

• Estas lecciones ayudarán a futuro en los ciclos de 
planeación de 4 años

22

Participación Pública

• Asistir a las Juntas Informativas Abiertas al Público
• Cerritos
• Long Beach
• Pico Rivera
• Commerce

• Asistir a las Juntas de la Mesa Directiva del COG de 
las Ciudades Gateway 
• Mayo – Borrador de la SCS
• Junio – Versión Final de la SCS
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23

Pasos a seguir

• Aprobación de la versión final de la SCS de las 
Ciudades Gateway por la Mesa Directiva del COG de 
las Ciudades Gateway - Junio 2011

• Presentación de la versión final de la SCS de las 
Ciudades Gateway al SCAG Junio 2011

• El SCAG incorpora la SCS de las Ciudades Gateway 
en la SCS regional y el RTP - Verano 2011

• El SCAG finalizará el borrador de la SCS regional  
Otoño 2011

• El SCAG presenta la versión final de la SCS regional 
a la CARB – Primavera 2012

24

Para obtener información adicional por
favor visite el sitio Web de COG en:

www.gatewaycog.org/sb375.html
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Appendix D. 
List of Transportation Improvement Projects 
in the Gateway Cities 

Gateway Cities Submitted Roadway Capacity Projects

City Project Name Project Description Location

Length 
of 

Project 
(miles)

Facility 
Type

Area 
Type

No. of 
Lanes
(Pre‐

Project)

No. of 
Lanes
(Post‐

Project)
ADT 

(weekday)

ADT (18.4% 
growth in 

VMT)

Bell Gardens Eastern Avenue Widening The Street was widened by 5 feet to create better flow of traffic Eastern Avenue from Muller to 
Florence

1.5
Primary 
Arterial

Urban 4 6             14,351              16,992 

Commerce Washington Blvd 
Reconsttuction

Reconstruct pavement in concrete, add 1 lane, traffic signals, 
landscape & hardscape improvements, ADA ramps, RxR crossing, 
street lights, etc.

Washington Blvd from I‐5 Fwy to 
westerly City limit (west of Arrowmill)

2 Primary 
Arterial

CBD 2 3             26,788              31,717 

Downey LAKEWOOD BLVD 
IMPROVEMENT ‐ Phase 2

Minor widening to provide three continuous travel lanes, 
additional turn lanes, wider lanes and larger turning radii to 
decrease congestion and accommodate truck traffic.   Rehab 
pavement, construct curb, gutter, and sidewalk, block wall(s), 
center landscaped medians, street and ornamental pedestrian 
lighting systems. Upgrade to traffic signal at Gardendale St and 
Lakewood Bl.

On Lakewood Bl between Dalen Street 
and Gardendale Street

0.44 Primary 
Arterial

Urban 2 3             26,233              31,060 

Downey PARAMOUNT MEDIAN Construction of raised medians, installation of landscaping and 
irrigation system, construction of stamped concrete paving, 
installation of accent tree lighting fixtures, and replacement of 
traffic striping and pavement markings. Added to this contract 
was the installation of a midblock traffic signal in front of Fire 
Station No. 3. 

On Paramount Bl between Florence 
Avenue and Lubec Street

0.27 Primary 
Arterial

Urban 2 2             35,332              41,833 

Downey LAKEWOOD BLVD 
IMPROVEMENTS PHASE 3

Minor widening to provide three 12‐foot travel lanes, minor 
widening of intersections, traffic signal system upgrades, drainage 
improvements, reduction of cross‐slopes, pavement removal and 
resurfacing, construction of curb, gutter and sidewalk, raised 
medians with landscaping, parkways with landscaping, install 
pedestrian and street lighting system.

On Lakewood Bl from Florence Ave to 
Telegraph Road

1.01 Primary 
Arterial

Urban 2 3             45,921              54,370 

Downey LAKEWOOD BLVD IMPR 
PHASE 3A  5TH TO 
FLORENCE

Minor widening to provide three 12‐foot travel lanes, center LS 
medians, installation of decorative street lighting, construction of 
a recycled water main, resurfacing of existing asphalt concrete, 
and repair of miscellaneous concrete. 

On Lakewood Bl between Fifth St and 
Florence Ave

0.64 Primary 
Arterial

Urban 2 3             20,101              23,800 

Downey IMPERIAL LANDSCAPED 
MEDIAN

Construction of raised LS medians, sidewalk, curb ramps, street 
trees, solar‐powered irrigation systems, striping and signage 
modifications.  Construct new midblock traffic signal at school at 
La Reina Ave, upgrade to the traffic signal at the intersection of 
Imperial Highway at Downey Avenue.  

On Imperial Hwy between Paramount 
Bl and Bellflower Bl

1.9 Primary 
Arterial

Urban 3 3             29,512              34,942 

Downey IMPERIAL MEDIAN, SAFETY 
& REHAB IMPROV PH 2

Minor widening to provide 11‐foot travel lanes, minor widening at 
intersections, construction of new raised landscaped median 
islands, rehabilitation of the existing pavement, reclaimed water 
irrigation system, traffic signal improvements and modifications, 
sound walls, sidewalk, curb ramps, and signing and striping 
modifications. 

On Imperial Hwy between Old River 
School Rd and Paramount Bl and 
between Bellflower Bl and Woodruff 
Avenue

1.44 Primary 
Arterial

Urban 3 3             29,602              35,048 
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Gateway Cities Submitted Roadway Capacity Projects

City Project Name Project Description Location

Length 
of 

Project 
(miles)

Facility 
Type

Area 
Type

No. of 
Lanes
(Pre‐

Project)

No. of 
Lanes
(Post‐

Project)
ADT 

(weekday)

ADT (18.4% 
growth in 

VMT)

Downey LAKEWOOD BLVD IMPR 
FROM IMP HWY TO S & G

Constructing AC pavement; resurfacing with a variable AC overlay; 
cold planning; curb and gutter, driveway approach; curb ramps 
and sidewalk; local depressions and cross gutters; curb opening 
catch basins; masonry walls; reclaimed water main and potable 
water improvements; traffic signal upgrades, ornamental street 
and pedestrian lights, irrigation and landscaping; and traffic 
striping. 

On Lakewood Bl from Imperial Hwy to 
Stewart & Gray Rd

0.9 Primary 
Arterial

Urban 2 3             23,112              27,364 

Downey TELEGRAPH RD TRFIC 
THRPUT & SFTY ENHCMTS 
PHS 1

Construction of raised landscaped median islands  On Telegraph Rd between the Passons 
Bl and E City Limit

0.5 Primary 
Arterial

Urban 2 3             48,039              56,879 

La Mirada

Additional Lane on Artesia  Restriping to add an additional lane Artesia from Knott and Valley View

1 Primary 
Arterial

Urban 2 3             17,355              20,548 

Long Beach Spring Street Transporation 
Improvement Project

Roadway geometrics were modified to convert a 4 lane highway 
into a six lane highway.

Spring Street between Cherry Avenue 
and Redondo Avenue

Primary 
Arterial

Urban 4 6             21,890              25,918 

Long Beach Lakewood Bouevard 
Transporation Improvement 
Project

Parking was removed and roadway geometrics were modified to 
convert this regional highway from 4 lanes to 6 lanes.  Traffic 
signals were modernized to facilitate traffic flow.

Lakewood Bouevard between Willow 
Street and PCH.

Primary 
Arterial

Urban 4 6             14,711              17,418 

Long Beach PCH & Cherry Cities of Long Beach & Signal Hill are working collectively to 
acquire property to widen Cherry Avenue to add a second travel 
lane in Long Beach from the Signal Hill boarder to south of PCH.

Cherry Avenue between 19th Street 
and 15th Street

Primary 
Arterial

Urban 3.5 4.5             12,142              14,376 

Norwalk Firestone Bridge Extend 3rd WB lane. Firestone Bridge over SG River 0.5 Primary 
Arterial

Urban 2 3             61,490              72,804 

Signal Hill 786 Cherry Ave Additional lanes 19th St to PCH 0.04 Primary 
Arterial

Urban 2 4             17,882              21,172 

Signal Hill 800 Crescent Heights Street 
Improvement

Reconstruction of Crescent Street Cherry Ave to Gardena  0.1 Secondary Urban 2 4               8,899              10,536 

Signal Hill California Avenue Reconstruction Patterson St to Willow Avenue 0.1 Secondary Urban 2 2               8,899              10,536 
South Gate 424‐ST Kauffman and 

Dorothy Ave Street 
Widenings

Removal of existing improvement and widening on Kauffman Ave 
and Dorothy Ave and construction and landscaping of median 
island in Firestone Blvd

Kauffman and Dorothy Avenues 
between Firestone Blvd and Southern 
Ave

0.4 Secondary Urban 2 2               7,811                9,249 

South Gate 409‐ST Willow Place 
Widening

Removal of existing improvement  and widening on Willow place Willow Pl between Santa Fe Ave and 
Long Beach Blvd

0.3 Secondary Urban 2 2               7,811                9,249 

South Gate I‐710/Rio Hondo Bridge 
Widening Project

Widen both sides of Firestone Boulevard Bridge over the Rio 
Hondo channel to provide a seven‐lane structure, three through 
lanes in each direction with a median/turning lane.

Firestone Boulevard over Rio Hondo 
Channel

0.2 Primary 
Arterial

Urban 2 3             42,018              49,749 

South Gate I‐710/Firestone Blvd 
Interchange

This project involves widening south side of the Firestone 
Boulevard Bridge over the Los Angles River to provide three 
through lanes in each direction with a center raised median from 
Rayo Ave to I‐710 freeway. 

Firestone Boulevard over LA River 0.2 Primary 
Arterial

Urban 2 3             58,662              69,455 

Vernon 26th  Street ‐ Widening & 
Storm Drain

Widen 26th Street, added new C&G, shoulder, and middle lane. 
Installation of storm drain system. New Traffic Signal System 
Installation.

Project extended from 2500 feet west 
of Indiana to west of Atlantic 
Boulevard. New traffic signal on 26th 
Street at Bonnie Beach Place (“T” 
Intersection) 

2.1 Secondary Urban 2 2.5               7,811                9,249 

Gateway Cities Submitted Roadway Capacity Projects

City Project Name Project Description Location

Length 
of 

Project 
(miles)

Facility 
Type

Area 
Type

No. of 
Lanes
(Pre‐

Project)

No. of 
Lanes
(Post‐

Project)
ADT 

(weekday)

ADT (18.4% 
growth in 

VMT)

Vernon Atlantic Blvd. Bridge over 
the LA River

The City of Vernon proposes to widen Atlantic Blvd. bridge over 
the Los Angeles River. Project will enhance the safety and 
operational use of Atlantic Blvd. bridge over the Los Angeles River 
and improve the intersection performance at District Blvd. The 
project involves widening Atlantic Blvd. for approximately 1,300 
linear feet to provide traffic shoulders, standard sidewalks and 
extending the right‐turn lane over to the Atlantic Blvd. Bridge. The 
proposed roadway configuration includes six 11‐foot through 
traffic lanes, one northbound 11‐foot right turn lane, 4‐foot 
minimum shoulders, 5' sidewalks, and a center median. The 
adjacent intersection of Atlantic Blvd. and District Blvd. will be 
reconfigured and the traffic timing optimized. 

Project limits are from Atlantic Blvd. 
north of the Los
Angeles River to 800 feet south of the 
intersection with District Blvd. The 
proposed project is located
approximately 0.25 miles (mi) 
southwest of the Long Beach Freeway 
(1‐710) in the City of Vernon.

Primary 
Arterial

Urban 6 6.5             57,528              68,114 
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Gateway Cities Submitted Intersection Improvements ‐ New Signal

City Project Name Project Description Location Area Type
Facility 
Type ‐ 

Total 
Number 

Facility 
Type ‐ 

Total 
Number of  ADT ‐ Street 1 ADT ‐ Street 2

Peak Hour 
Volume ‐ Street 

Peak Hour 
Volume ‐ Street 

Proposed 
Intersecti

Peak 
Hour 

Artesia Norwalk Blvd/186th St Replace obsolete signal controllers, install new 
traffic signal, improve vehicle detection to reduce 
traffic congestion

Norwalk Blvd/186th St Suburban Primary  4.5 Primary  4 12618 325 1262 33 60 50

Bell Gardens Signal at Fire Station 39 New Signal was installed at the Fire Station 39 to 
facilitate movement of Fire Trucks in and out of 
Station as as well as to be used by Pedestrian to 
cross Garfield from City Hall to Post Office and 
DMV across the Street

Garfield Avenue at Fire 
Station 39

Suburban Primary  4.5 Secondary 1 24396 7645 2440 765 90 50

Cerritos Beach Street @ 
Carmenita Avenue, 
Project No. 75072

New traffic signal Beach Street and Carmenita 
Avenue

Suburban Secondary 2.5 Primary  5 7645 18076 765 1808 60 50

Cerritos Dumont Avenue @ 
Artesia Boulevard, 
Project No. 45071

New traffic signal Dumont Avenue and Artesia 
Boulevard

Suburban Primary  4.5 Secondary 1 20620 7645 2062 765 60 50

Commerce Garfield @ Slauson Reconstruct intersection in concrete, new traffic 
signal, enhance turning radius, ADA ramps, 
concrete repair (sidewalk, curb & gutter), etc.

Garfield & Slauson Suburban Primary  5 Primary  6 34173 21065 3417 2107 90 50

Commerce Telegraph @ Slauson Reconstruct intersection in concrete, new traffic 
signal, enhance turning radius, ADA ramps, 
concrete reparis (sidewalk,  curb & gutter).

Telegraph & Slauson Urban Primary  6 Primary  6 41635 44326 4163 4433 90 50

Downey WOODRUFF/VIA 
AMORITA TRAFFIC 
SIGNAL

Installation of a new vehicle and pedestrian‐
actuated traffic signal, video detection, countdown 
pedestrian signals, provide fiber optic 
communication to the intersection to enable 
remote traffic management and surveillance

Woodruff Ave, Via Amorita Suburban Primary  2 Secondary 1 7297 7645 730 765 60 50

Downey FLORENCE AVE / 
ARRINGTON AVE 
TRAFFIC SIGNAL

The installation of traffic signals at the intersection 
of Florence Avenue and Arrington Avenue, 
modifications to the traffic signals at the 
intersection of Florence Avenue and Lakewood 
Boulevard, and the purchasing of equipment 
required for the application of thermoplastic 
pavement markings to be installed. 

Florence Ave, Lakewood Bl, 
Arrington Ave

Urban Primary  7 Secondary 2 47055 7645 4706 765 60 50

Downey IMPERIAL 
Improvements, La Reina 
Ave

Construct new midblock traffic signal at school at 
La Reina Ave

At Imperial Hwy and La 
Reina Ave

Suburban Primary  7 Secondary 1 25863 16036 2586 1604 60 50

Long Beach Walnut Avenue 
Transportation 
Enhancement Project

Reconfigure two separate intersections into a 
single intersection and provide new signalized 
pedestrian crossings at a location that serves four 
grade schools and adults accessing LBCC.

Walnut Avenue & 
Alamitos/20th Street

Suburban Primary  2 Secondary 2 13615 7645 1362 765 60 50

Gateway Cities Submitted Intersection Improvements ‐ New Signal

City Project Name Project Description Location Area Type
Facility 
Type ‐ 

Total 
Number 

Facility 
Type ‐ 

Total 
Number of  ADT ‐ Street 1 ADT ‐ Street 2

Peak Hour 
Volume ‐ Street 

Peak Hour 
Volume ‐ Street 

Proposed 
Intersecti

Peak 
Hour 

Long Beach LCD Traffic Enhancement 
Project

Reconfigure the LCD (LOS COYOTES DIAGONAL)  & 
Studebaker Road/Parkcrest intersection into two 
separate intersections to improve traffic opeations 
and capacity while improving access to a new high 
school currently underconstruction.  Project also 
includes reconfigeration of the lanes and traffic 
signal operations at LCD & Carson Street to address 
peak period congestion issues.

LCD (LOS COYOTES 
DIAGONAL) between 
Studebaker & Carson Street

Suburban Primary  4.5 Primary  6 27215 16292 2721 1629 60 50

Long Beach
Del Amo & Locust Intersec

Signalize intersection to provide improved 
neighborhood connectivity and access to tranist 
and park facilities

Del Amo Boulevard & Locust 
Avenue

Suburban Primary  7 Secondary 2 37129 7645 3713 765 60 50

Long Beach
Park Avenue & Anahiem S

Installation of a new traffic signal to adress access 
and traffic congestion related to Wilson High 
School and events at Recreation Park.

Park Avenue & Anahiem 
Street

Suburban Primary  2.5 Primary  5 25546 19562 2555 1956 60 50

Long Beach

2nd Street & Pomona Ave

Construction of a new traffic signal to facilitate 
traffic flow during the peak period while also 
providing a new signalized pedestrian crossing in a 
dense retail shopping center.

2nd Street & Pomona 
Avenue

CBD Primary  4.5 Secondary 1 25546 7645 2555 765 60 50

Maywood Slauson @ Loma Vista Traffic Signal Slauson @ Loma Vista urban Primary  5 Secondary 2 30740 2673 3074 267 60 50
Norwalk Project 7209 New traffic signal  Rosecrans 

Avenue/Greenstone Avenue
urban Primary  5.5 Secondary 2 49351 7645 4935 765 120 50

Norwalk Project 7219 New traffic signal  Shoemaker 
Avenue/Excelsior Drive

urban Primary  4 Secondary 2.5 16933 5050 1693 505 90 50

Norwalk Project 7214 New traffic signal  Norwalk Boulevard/Cheshire 
Street

Urban Primary  4 Secondary 2 14662 7645 1466 765 90 50

Norwalk Project 7215 New traffic signal  Imperial Highway/Fairford 
Avenue

Urban Primary  6.5 Secondary 2 56291 7645 5629 765 90 50

Norwalk Project 7211 New traffic signal  Firestone 
Boulevard/Paddison Avenue

Urban Primary  4.5 Secondary 2 28621 7645 2862 765 90 50

Paramount Downey and Madison Installation of new traffic signal Urban Primary  4.5 Secondary 2 15572 7645 1557 765 60 50
Paramount Orange and Jackson Installation of new traffic signal Urban Primary  4.5 Secondary 2 11804 619 1180 62 60 50
Paramount Somerset and El Camino Installation of new traffic signal Urban Primary  4.5 Secondary 2 15979 7645 1598 765 60 50
Paramount Garfield and Peterson Installation of new traffic signal Urban Primary  4.5 Secondary 2 35355 7645 3536 765 60 50
Paramount Garfield and Howery Installation of new traffic signal Urban Primary  4.5 Secondary 2 17623 7645 1762 765 60 50
Paramount Garfield and Exeter Installation of new traffic signal Urban Primary  4.5 Secondary 2 22934 7645 2293 765 60 50
Pico Rivera Beverly Boulevard 

Median Rehabilitiaon 
Project

Installation of new signalized intersection Beverly Boulevard and 
Sandoval Avenue/Pico Park

Urban Primary  6.5 Secondary 2 65675 7645 6568 765 120 50
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Gateway Cities Submitted Intersection Improvements ‐ New Signal

City Project Name Project Description Location Area Type
Facility 
Type ‐ 

Total 
Number 

Facility 
Type ‐ 

Total 
Number of  ADT ‐ Street 1 ADT ‐ Street 2

Peak Hour 
Volume ‐ Street 

Peak Hour 
Volume ‐ Street 

Proposed 
Intersecti

Peak 
Hour 

Pico Rivera Traffic Signal Plan Installation of new signalized intersection Washington Boulevard and 
Loch Alene Avenue

Urban Primary  6.5 Secondary 2 14409 535 1441 54 120 50

Pico Rivera Traffic Signal Plan Installation of new signalized intersection Rosemead Boulevard and 
L.A. Fitness Driveway

Urban Primary  5 Secondary 2 28976 11721 2898 1172 120 50

SantaFe Springs Traffic signal; Norwalk at 
Mora/Heritatge Springs 
Drive

Installation of new traffic signal. Installation of right 
turn only pocket for NB traffic 

Norwalk Blvd. & Mora Dr. Suburban Primary  4.5 Secondary 2 19236 14289 1924 1429 60 50

SantaFe Springs Traffic signal; Bloomfield 
at Heritage Springs Dr. 
East

Installation of new traffic signal. Installation of right 
turn only pocket for SB traffic.

Bloomfield & Heritage 
Springs Dr. East

Suburban Primary  4.5 Secondary 2.5 16159 7645 1616 765 60 50

SantaFe Springs Traffic Signal; Florence at 
Laurel (LA County)

Installation of new traffic signal at intersection of 
Florence at Laurel 

Florence Ave. & Laurel Ave. Urban Primary  4.5 Secondary 2.5 31564 7645 3156 765 60 50

SantaFe Springs Traffic Signal Installation 
at Bloomfield at Corral

Installation of new traffic signal at intersection of 
Bloomfield at Corral

Bloomfield Ave. & Corral Pl. Urban Primary  4.5 Secondary 2 24544 7645 2454 765 60 50

SantaFe Springs Traffic signal; Telegraph 
at Villages Dr.

Installation of new traffic signal.  Installation of 
right turn only pocket for EB traffic

Telegraph Rd. & Villages 
Drive, (new road between 
Bloomfield and Norwalk)

Urban Primary  5.5 Primary  2 35845 7645 3584 765 60 50

Signal Hill 746 Traffic Signal Cherry 
& 20th Street

New traffic signal (no signal or stop sign currently) Cherry Ave/ 20th St Suburban Primary  4.5 Secondary 2 17882 7645 1788 765 60 50

Signal Hill Orizaba & PCH Traffic 
Signal

New traffic signal  Orizaba & PCH intersection Urban Secondary 2 Primary  6.5 7645 54215 765 5421 60 50

South Gate 357‐TRF Traffic Signal at 
Tweedy & Alameda

Installation/modification of traffic signals, lighting, 
electrical systems, tree removals, and concrete 
curb and sidewalk work.

Tweedy Blvd, Alameda St Urban Primary  4.5 Primary  6.5 13258 30990 1326 3099 60 50

Vernon New Traffic Signal 26th 
at Bonnie Beach Pl

Widen 26th Street, added new C&G, shoulder, and 
middle lane. Installation of storm drain system. 
New Traffic Signal System Installation.

Project extended from 2500 
feet west of Indiana to west 
of Atlantic Boulevard. New 
traffic signal on 26th Street 
at Bonnie Beach Place (“T” 
Intersection) 

Suburban Secondary 2.5 Secondary 2.5 7645 7645 765 765 60 50

Gateway Cities Submitted Intersection Improvements ‐ New Signal

City Project Name Project Description Location Area Type
Facility 
Type ‐ 

Total 
Number 

Facility 
Type ‐ 

Total 
Number of  ADT ‐ Street 1 ADT ‐ Street 2

Peak Hour 
Volume ‐ Street 

Peak Hour 
Volume ‐ Street 

Proposed 
Intersecti

Peak 
Hour 

Whittier Santa Gertrudes Avenue 
at Starbuck Street

Installation of new traffic signal Santa Gertrudes Avenue and 
Starbuck Street

Suburban Primary  4.5 Secondary 2.5 8703 7645 870 765 60 50

Whittier Philadelphia Street at 
Whittier Greenway 
Trail/Gregory Avenue

Installation of new traffic signal Philadelphia Street at 
Whittier Greenway 
Trail/Gregory Avenue

Urban Primary  4 Secondary 2 4539 7645 454 765 60 50

Whittier Pickering Avenue at 
Bailey Street

Installation of new traffic signal Pickering Avenue at Bailey 
Street

Suburban Secondary 2.5 Secondary 2 7645 7645 765 765 60 50

Whittier Hadley Street at Whittier 
Avenue

Installation of new traffic signal Hadley Street at Whittier 
Avenue

Urban Primary  4.5 Primary  4.5 16832 5993 1683 599 60 50
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Gateway Cities Submitted Intersection Improvements ‐ New Phase

City Project Name Project Description Location
Intersection 

Improvement Type

Type of 
Turn with 

New 
Phase

Proposed 
Intersection 
Signal Cycle 
Length (sec)

Number of 
lanes for 
which the 
movement 

is being 
enabled

Cerritos Traffic Signal Modifications at 195th Street and 
Norwalk Boulevard, Project No. 75041

Added left turn phasing 195th Street and Norwalk 
Boulevard

Added left turn phasing Left 120 4

Cerritos Traffic Signal Modifications at Marquardt Avenue 
and Artesia Boulevard, Project No. 75042

Added left turn phasing Marquardt Avenue and Artesia 
Boulevard

Added left turn phasing Left 120 4

Cerritos Traffic Signal Modifications at 195th Street and 
Pioneer Boulevard, Project No. 75044

Added left turn phasing 195th Street and Pioneer 
Boulevard

Added left turn phasing Left 120 4

Cerritos Traffic Signal Modifications at 195th Street and 
Studebaker Road, Project No. 75044

Added left turn phasing 195th Street and Studebaker 
Road

Added left turn phasing Left 120 4

Downey PARAMOUNT/GALLATIN T.S. UPGRADE Traffic signal upgrades including E‐W left‐turn phasing, 
implementation of vehicle video detection system, signal 
communication system.

Paramount Bl. Gallatin Rd Improved phasing for left 
or right turns only

Left 120 2

Downey PARAMOUNT/TELEGRAPH T.S. UPGRADE Traffic signal upgrades including E‐W left‐turn phasing, 
implementation of vehicle video detection system, signal 
communication system, emergency vehicle pre‐emption 
system.

Paramount Bl, Telegraph Rd Improved phasing for left 
or right turns only

Left 120 2

Downey WOODRUFF / WASHBURN TRAFFIC SIGNAL Upgrade of the existing traffic signal, including the installation 
of accessible audible pedestrian devices to accommodate the 
disabled

Woodruff Ave, Washburn Road Improved phasing for left 
or right turns only

Left 90 4

Downey IMPERIAL HWY/COLUMBIA WY TRAFFIC SIGNAL Traffic signal upgrades, curb ramps. Imperial Hwy, Columbia Way Improved phasing for left 
or right turns only

Left 90 4

La Mirada Alondra and Valley View Int. Improvement Extend westbound left turn lane  Alondra and Valley View Signal phasing 
improvement with LT 
lanes

Left 90 1

Long Beach 7th Street & Park Avenue Reconfigure medians & add left‐turn phasing 7th Street & Park Avenue left 100 4
Long Beach Carson Street & Woodruff Avenue Intersection 

Improvement Project
Modernize traffic signal control and provide improved left‐
turn phasing to improve safety and operations 

Carson Street & Woodruff 
Avenue

left 100 4

Long Beach Paramount & South Street Intersection 
Enhancement Project

Modernize traffic signal to provide left‐turn phasing, 
countdown pedestrain indications, and improved lighting to 
address elevated accident rate and severe peak period 
congestion

Paramount Boulevard & South 
Street

left 100 4

Long Beach Atlantic Avenue & Carson Street Reconfigure travel lanes and install westbound left‐turn 
arrows to improve safety and improve traffic operations

Atlantic Avenue & Carson 
Street

left 100 1

Long Beach Spring Street & Woodruff Avenue Intersection 
Improvement Project

Modernize traffic signal to provide left‐turn phasing in two 
directions and improved pedestrian crossings to address 
safety and congestion issues.

Spring Street & Woodruff 
Avenue

left 100 2

Gateway Cities Submitted Intersection Improvements ‐ New Phase

City Project Name Project Description Location
Intersection 

Improvement Type

Type of 
Turn with 

New 
Phase

Proposed 
Intersection 
Signal Cycle 
Length (sec)

Number of 
lanes for 
which the 
movement 

is being 
enabled

Long Beach Willow Street & Woodruff Avenue Intersection 
Improvement Project

Moderrnize traffic signal to provide left‐turn phasing and 
improved pedestrian crossings to address congestion issues at 
this intersection that provides access to and from the I‐405 
freeway ramps

Willow Street & Woodruff 
Avenue

left 100 4

Long Beach Magnolia & Willow Add Left‐turn phasing to improve access to freeway and 
reduce congestion

Magnolia Avenue & Willow 
Street

left 100 4

Long Beach Pine & Ocean Transporation Enhancement Project Modernization of an existing traffic signal to provide adaptive 
control and left‐turn phasing to address congestion arrising 
from brisk pedestrian and vehcile demand related to special 
events and other evening activity.

Pine Avenue & Ocean 
Boulevard

left 100 4

Long Beach Studebaker & Willow Intersection Improvement Project to modernize the traffic signal to provide left‐turn 
phasing, countdown pedestrian indications, and modification 
of landscaped medians to address congestion issues and  
facilitate the safe and orderly movement of left‐turn vehicles.

Studebaker Road & Willow 
Street.

left 100 4

Long Beach Studebaker Road & Wardlow Road Intersection 
Improvement

Project to modernize the traffic signal to provide left‐turn 
phasing, countdown pedestrian indications, and modification 
of landscaped medians to address congestion issues and  
facilitate the safe and orderly movement of left‐turn vehicles.

Studebaker Road & Wardlow 
Road

left 100 4

Long Beach PCH & Cherry Caltrans modernized the traffic signal to provide adaptive 
control and left‐turn phasing to address congestion issues.

PCH & Cherry Avenue left 100 4

Long Beach Bellflower Boulevard & Anahiem Road Traffic Signal 
Upgrade

The signalized intersection was modernized and left‐turn 
phasing was installed to improve traffic operations, reduce 
congestion, and improve safety. 

Bellflower Boulevard & 
Anaheim Road

Left 100 4

Paramount Flower and Downey N/S bound protective Left turn phasing Left 90 2
Pico Rivera Beverly Boulevard Rehabilitaion Project Part of the improvements Is the signal modification at Beverly 

Boulevard  and Durfee Avenue
Beverly Boulevard and Durfee 
Avanue

Improved phasing for left 
or right turns only

Left 120 4

Signal Hill Willow & Walnut Traffic Signal  Left‐turn phasing traffic signal   Willow & Walnut intersection New signal or signal 
phasing improvement 
impacting all approaches

Left 90 4

Signal Hill Willow & Orange Traffic Signal Left‐turn phasing traffic signal   Orange and Willow 
intersection

New signal or signal 
phasing improvement 
impacting all approaches

Left 90 4

South Gate 343‐TRF Traffic Signal Upgrade at Tweedy Blvd and 
Hildreth

Modify traffic signal and construct handicap access ramps Tweedy Blvd, Hildreth Ave New signal or signal 
phasing improvement 
impacting all approaches

Left 90 4
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Gateway Cities Submitted Intersection Improvements ‐ New Phase

City Project Name Project Description Location
Intersection 

Improvement Type

Type of 
Turn with 

New 
Phase

Proposed 
Intersection 
Signal Cycle 
Length (sec)

Number of 
lanes for 
which the 
movement 

is being 
enabled

Whittier Painter Avenue at Philadelphia Street Traffic Signal Modification Painter Avenue at Philadelphia 
Street

Improved phasing for left 
or right turns only

Left 90 4

Whittier Lambert Road at Santa Gertrudes Avenue Traffic Signal Modification Lambert Road at Santa 
Gertrudes Avenue. Includes 
installation of median island to 
separate traffic on Santa 
Gertrudes Avenue at adjacent 
railroad grade crossing.

Improved phasing for left 
or right turns only

Left 90 4

Whittier Lambert Road at Painter Avenue Traffic Signal Modification Lambert Road at Painter 
Avenue

Improved phasing for left 
or right turns only

Left 120 4

Whittier Lambert Road at Mills Avenue Traffic Signal Modification Lambert Road at Mills Avenue. 
Joint juridictional project with 
Los Angeles County. City 25% 
share of project cost.

Improved phasing for left 
or right turns only

Left 120 4

Gateway Cities Submitted Intersection Improvements ‐ Capacity

City Project Name Project Description Location Area Type

Facility 
Type ‐ 

Street 1

Existing 
Number of 

Lanes ‐ 
Street 1

Facility 
Type ‐ 

Street 2

Existing 
Number of 

Lanes ‐ 
Street 2

Total Lanes 
After Imp. ‐ 

Street 1

Total Lanes 
After Imp. ‐ 

Street 2
ADT Volume ‐ 

Street 1
ADT Volume ‐ 

Street 2

Peak Hour 
Volume ‐ 
Street 1

Peak Hour 
Volume ‐ 
Street 2

Intersection 
Existing Signal 
Cycle Length 

(sec)

Bell Gardens Truck Impacted Intersection The intersection is being re‐constructeded to provided 
exclusive Left Turn Pockets in the Noth and South 
Direction to alocate more time to the east/west direction 
to create better flow of traffic in that direction.

Florence Avenue and 
Jaboneria Street

Urban Primary  6.5 Secondary 2 6.5 2.5 46593 6456 4659 646 120

Bell Gardens Truck Impacted Intersection The intersection is being re‐constructeded to provided 
exclusive Left Turn Pockets in the Noth and South 
Direction to alocate more time to the east/west direction 
to create better flow of traffic in that direction.

Florence Avenue and Ajax 
Street

Urban Primary  6.5 Secondary 2 6.5 2.5 45777 7645 4578 765 120

Bellflower  Clark/Flower Restriping to create left turn pockets for eastbound and 
westbound Flower Street at 3‐phase (split phase) 
signalized intersection

Clark Avenue at Flower 
Street

Suburban Secondary 4 Primary  4 4 4.5 16925 2150 1693 215 90

Downey IMPERIAL Improvements, 
Downey Ave

upgrade to the traffic signal at the intersection of Imperial 
Highway at Downey Avenue.  

At Imperial Hwy and 
Downey Ave

Urban 33095 45133 3309 4513 120

Downey PARAMOUNT/FLORENCE 
TRUCK IMP INST

Intersection widening at NW and SE corners, installation of 
right‐turn only lanes in N‐S direction, signal modification, 
relocation of existing street lighting, construction of new 
curb ramps, incidental pavement striping, markings, and 
signage.

Paramount Bl, Florence 
Ave

Urban Primary  4.5 Primary  6.5 5 6.5 20844 25546 2084 2555 120

Downey LAKEWOOD/FIRESTONE 
INTERSECTION

Widening at SW corner, providing one thru and one right‐
turn only lane in east bound direction, installation of 
pedestrian safety lighting, decorative sw, bollards, curb 
ramp, asphalt paving, parkway and median trees and LS, 
irrigation system, potable water main, curb, gutter, 
striping and pavement markings.

Firestone Bl, Lakewood Bl Urban 6 Primary  7 7.5 7 25863 16036 2586 1604 120

Downey BELLFLOWER/IMPERIAL 
INTERSECTION IMP

Construction of double left‐turn pockets in the 
northbound and southbound directions on Bellflower 
Boulevard and right‐turn pockets in the southbound, 
eastbound and northbound directions, the reconstruction 
of all four curb returns to provide 50‐foot radii, 
modification of the existing traffic signal and incidental 
utility relocations and lane restriping

Bellflower Bl, Imperial 
Hwy

Urban Primary  4.5 Primary  6.5 5.5 7 15340 22951 1534 2295 120

Downey PARAMOUNT BLVD AT 
FIRESTONE BLVD 
IMPRVMTS

Construction of a right‐turn pocket in the eastbound 
direction, widening of all four curb returns to provide 50‐
foot radii, modification of the traffic signal, incidental 
utility relocations, curb ramps, sw, AC pavement, striping, 
and signage modifications

Paramount Bl, Firestone 
Bl

Urban Primary  6 Primary  6.5 6 7 14202 38785 1420 3878 120

Lakewood Carwood West Add Right Turn Lane
  

Woodruff s/b @ Carson Urban Primary  6 Primary  6.5 6.5 6.5 20642 17238 2064 1724 120

Lakewood Douglas Park Add Right Turn Lane
  

Paramount n/b @ Carson Urban Primary  5 Primary  6.5 5.5 6.5 4662 33534 466 3353 120

Lakewood Douglas Park Add two Left turn Lanes Cover w/b @ Cherry Urban Secondary 2 Primary  6.5 2.5 6.5 7645 27281 765 2728 90
Lakewood Lakewood Collection Add Left and right Turn Lanes   Clark @ Candlewood Urban Primary  4 Primary  4.5 5 4.5 10512 8846 1051 885 120
Lakewood Lakewood Collection Add Through only lane  Candlewood @ Lakewood Urban Primary  4 Primary  7.5 4.5 7.5 17138 27170 1714 2717 120
Lakewood Lakewood Collection Add through and right turn lanes South St and Lakewood 

Blvd
Urban Primary  4.5 Primary  6.5 6 6.5 16141 26320 1614 2632 120

Long Beach Redondo & Anahiem 
Intersection Improvement

Widen Southbound Redondo Avenue to provide for right‐
turn lane

Redondo & Anaheim Urban Primary  4 Primary  4.5 4.5 4.5 18148 28084 1815 2808 90

Long Beach PCH & 2nd Street 
Improvement Project

Widen Southbound PCH to provide for 2nd left‐turn lane 
and right‐turn lane

PCH & 2nd Street Urban Primary  6 Primary  7 7.5 7 45505 47920 4551 4792 120

Long Beach PCH & Atlantic Avenue 
Intersection Improvement

Widen Northbound Atlantic Avenue to provide for right‐
turn lane and traffic signal overlap phase

PCH & Atlantic Avenue Urban Primary  6.5 Primary  4.5 6.5 5 46648 8102 4665 810 120
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Gateway Cities Submitted Intersection Improvements ‐ Capacity

City Project Name Project Description Location Area Type

Facility 
Type ‐ 

Street 1

Existing 
Number of 

Lanes ‐ 
Street 1

Facility 
Type ‐ 

Street 2

Existing 
Number of 

Lanes ‐ 
Street 2

Total Lanes 
After Imp. ‐ 

Street 1

Total Lanes 
After Imp. ‐ 

Street 2
ADT Volume ‐ 

Street 1
ADT Volume ‐ 

Street 2

Peak Hour 
Volume ‐ 
Street 1

Peak Hour 
Volume ‐ 
Street 2

Intersection 
Existing Signal 
Cycle Length 

(sec)

Long Beach Los Alamitos Traffic Circle 
Improvement Project

Cooperative Project with Caltrans to implement changes 
to the traffic characteristics of the facility to improve 
capacity and reduce accidents

PCH, Lakewood 
Boulevard, LCD

Urban Primary  Primary  48154 11196 4815 1120

Long Beach 2nd Street & Studebaker 
Intersection Improvement 
Project

Reconfigure intersection geometrics through the removal 
of a median to add a third westbound travel lane

2nd Street & Studebaker 
Road

Suburban Primary  5.5 Primary  5.5 6.5 5.5 39559 29293 3956 2929 90

Long Beach Wardlow Road & Cherry 
Avenue Intersection 
Improvement Project

Roadway geometrics were modified to provide a third 
southbound through lane and a northbound right‐turn 
lane.  Traffic signal was modernized to provide adaptive 
control to address varring traffic demands.

Wardlow Road & Cherry 
Avenue

Urban Primary  4.5 Primary  5.5 5.5 5.5 2431 28873 243 2887 90

Long Beach Wardlow Road & Orange 
Avenue Intersection 
Improvement Project

Wardlow Road was widened to provide left‐turn pockets 
and the trafic signal was modernized to provide left‐turn 
phasing improving access to and from the freeway and 
airport industrial areas.

Wardlow Road & Orange 
Avenue

Urban Primary  4 Primary  4.5 4.5 4.5 9792 17622 979 1762 90

Norwalk McDonalds Install a WB right turn only lane. WB Imperial Highway at 
Norwalk Boulevard

Urban Primary  6 Primary  7 6.5 7 56291 21959 5629 2196 120

Santa Fe Springs RTO for WB Telegraph at 
SFS Rd.

Installation of right turn only pocket for WB traffic  at the 
intersection of Telegraph at Santa Fe Springs Rd

Telegraph Road & Santa 
Fe Springs Rd.

Suburban Primary  6.5 Secondary 4.5 7 4.5 35845 13833 3584 1383 120

South Gate 303‐ST Firestone Blvd and 
Garfield Ave Intersection 
Improvements

Widen the west side of Garfield Ave, install right turn 
lanes, construct PCC concrete pavement approaches on 
three legs, asphalt pavement, modification of medians, 
construction of catch basin and connector pipe, traffic 
signal modifications, street light relocations, ADA ramps, 
curb, gutter, sidwalk, and landscape restoration

Firestone Blvd, Garfield 
Ave

Urban Primary  7.5 Primary  6 7.5 6.5 61950 39694 6195 3969 90

Vernon Atlantic Blvd. And District 
Blvd Intersection 
Improvement

The City of Vernon proposes to widen Atlantic Blvd. bridge 
over the Los Angeles River. Project will enhance the safety 
and operational use of Atlantic Blvd. bridge over the Los 
Angeles River and improve the intersection performance 
at District Blvd. The project involves widening Atlantic 
Blvd. for approximately 1,300 linear feet to provide traffic 
shoulders, standard sidewalks and extending the right‐turn 
lane over to the Atlantic Blvd. Bridge. The proposed 
roadway configuration includes six 11‐foot through traffic 
lanes, one northbound 11‐foot right turn lane, 4‐foot 
minimum shoulders, 5' sidewalks, and a center median. 
The adjacent intersection of Atlantic Blvd. and District 
Blvd. will be reconfigured and the traffic timing optimized. 

Project limits are from 
Atlantic Blvd. north of the 
Los
Angeles River to 800 feet 
south of the intersection 
with District Blvd. The 
proposed project is 
located
approximately 0.25 miles 
(mi) southwest of the 
Long Beach Freeway (1‐
710) in the City of 
Vernon.

Urban Primary  6.5 Primary  4.5 7 4.5 50661 26266 5066 2627 120

Gateway Cities Submitted System Operations/ Signal Sync / ITS

City Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)
Total # of 

Lanes 

# of 
Signalized 

Intersections 
Affected

ADT 
Volume

Peak hour 
Traffic 

Volume

Existing 
Peak Hour 
Travel Time

Existing 
Average 

Cycle Length 
(secs)

Artesia Air Quaility Management 
District

Traffic signal synchronization South Street 0.9 5 6 8848              885  3.5 100

Bellflower Artesia Blvd Signal synch City limit to City limit 2.6 5 8 10413           1,041  4.5 100

Bellflower Alondra Blvd Signal synch City limit to City limit 2.3 4.5 9 15295           1,530  4.5 100

Bellflower Bellflower Blvd Signal synch City limit to City limit 2.8 4.5 15 13727           1,373  6.0 100

Bellflower Boeing project mitigation Signal communication Bellflower portion: Bellflower Blvd: 
SCL to 91 fwy

0.5 4.5 5 15922           1,592  1.5 100

Downey PARAMOUNT BLVD F.O. 
SYSTEM, Phase I

Installation of fiber‐optic conduit/cable along 
Paramount Bl, interconnection to existing signal comm 
network at Telegraph, traffic signal upgrades, vehicle 
video detection system

On Paramount Bl between 
Telegraph Rd and Lubec St

1.0 5.5 6 24577           2,458  3.3 120

Downey FLORENCE AVENUE TRAFFIC 
SIGNAL COMM SYS

Installation of fiber‐optic conduit/cable along the 
length of Florence Ave, interconnection to existing 
signal comm network at Lakewood Bl, traffic signal 
upgrades, vehicle video detection, incidental utility 
relocation, signage.

On Florence Ave between Old River 
School Rd and the E City Limit     

3.2 7 13 26763           2,676  6.8 100

Downey IMPERIAL HWY TRAFFIC 
SIGNAL COMM SYSTEM

Installation of fiber‐optic conduit/cable along the 
length of Imperial Hwy, interconnection to existing 
signal comm network at Paramount Bl, Lakewood Bl, 
traffic signal upgrades, vehicle video detection, 
incidental utility relocation, signage.

On Imperial Hwy  between Rives 
Ave and Woodruff Ave

2.5 7 10 17903           1,790  4.9 120

Downey PARAMOUNT BLVD TRAFFIC 
IMP‐FIRESTONE TO IMPERIAL

Installation of fiber‐optic conduit/cable along 
Paramount Bl, traffic signal upgrades, coodinated 
timing along corridor, comm network modifications at 
TMC

On Paramount Bl between 
Firestone Bl and Imperial Hwy 

1.5 5.5 6 8807              881  3.2 120

Downey PARAMOUNT BLVD TRAFFIC 
IMP‐FIRESTONE TO 
FLORENCE

Installation of fiber‐optic conduit/cable along 
Paramount Bl, traffic signal upgrades, coodinated 
timing along corridor, comm network modifications at 
TMC

On Paramount Bl between 
Firestone Bl and Florence Ave 

0.9 5.5 5 8224              822  1.8 120

Lakewood ATCS Cherry Ave/Del Amo to 
Candlewood 

LADOT's Adaptive Traffic Control System installed   0.5 6.5 2 15456           1,546  1.1 120

Lakewood ATCS Lakewood Blvd/Del 
Amo to Ashworth

LADOT's Adaptive Traffic Control System installed   1.5 6.5 5 16105           1,610  3.0 100

Lakewood ATCS Bellflower Blvd/Del 
Amo to Ashworth

LADOT's Adaptive Traffic Control System installed   1.5 6.5 4 11437           1,144  3.2 100

Lakewood ATCS Carson St/Paramount 
to Lakewood Dr

LADOT's Adaptive Traffic Control System installed   1.0 7 5 21093           2,109  2.8 100

Lakewood ATCS Carson St/San Gabriel 
River to Pioneer

LADOT's Adaptive Traffic Control System installed   0.7 7 4 31576           3,158  1.7 100

Lakewood ATCS Del Amo/Cherry Ave to 
I‐605

LADOT's Adaptive Traffic Control System installed   4.4 6.5 11 16495           1,650  9.7 120

LAPW Alondra Blvd Traffic Signal 
Synchronization Project 
(TSSP) 

Traffic Signal Syncronization improvements. Including 
Providing additional vehicle detection to enable 
operation of each signal as a fully traffic actuated 
signal, and installing the appropriate components to 
enable each signal to be capable of time‐based 
coordination  

Figueroa Street to La Mirada Bl  16.0 6 62 15295           1,530  29.1 100

LAPW Pacific /Long Beach Blvd 
TSSP

Traffic Signal Syncronization improvements, additional 
vehicle detection, traffic actuated signals, and time‐
based coordination.

Florence Av to Greenleaf Blvd 15.0 4 30 18243           1,824  27.0 90
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Gateway Cities Submitted System Operations/ Signal Sync / ITS

City Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)
Total # of 

Lanes 

# of 
Signalized 

Intersections 
Affected

ADT 
Volume

Peak hour 
Traffic 

Volume

Existing 
Peak Hour 
Travel Time

Existing 
Average 

Cycle Length 
(secs)

LAPW Bellflower Blvd TSSP See above.    Lakewood Bl to PCH 7.0 6 47 13727           1,373  25.3 90

LAPW Eastern/Garfield/Cherry Av 
TSSP

See above.    Atlantic to PCH 15.0 4.5 61 13955           1,396  31.5 100

LAPW Artesia Bl TSSP See above.    Alameda St to Valley View Av  11.0 6 34 10413           1,041  25.2 100

LAPW Central Av TSSP See above.    El Segundo Bl to Victoria St 6.0 4.5 13 10720           1,072  14.0 100

LAPW Gage Av TSSP See above.    Central Av to Slauson Av 8.0 4.5 40 11074           1,107  18.0 100

LAPW Whittier Av TSSP See above.    Paramount Bl to Valley Home Av 9.0 4.5 34 21920           2,192  20.4 100

LAPW Wilmington Av TSSP See above.    Imperial Hwy to Sepulveda Bl 6.0 4.5 37 11782           1,178  20.1 100

LAPW Carson St TSSP See above.    Long Beach Bl to Bloomfield Av 7.3 6 28 17604           1,760  16.6 100

LAPW Bandini/37th St St/8th St 
TSSP

See above.    Alameda St to Garfield Ave 6.0 6 17 13445           1,345  14.6 100

LAPW Colima Rd/Lamirada Bl TSSP See above.    Mar Vista Bl to Alondra Bl 5.5 6 19 17753           1,775  14.5 100

LAPW Garfield Av  See above.    Olympic Bl to Eastern Av 4.5 5 19 20731           2,073  13.4 100

LAPW Painter Av / Carmenita Rd 
TSSP

See above.    Hadley St to South St 9.0 4 30 12287           1,229  20.4 100

LAPW Studebaker Rd TSSP See above.    Florence Av to Del Amo Bl 6.0 4.5 25 12256           1,226  15.8 100

LAPW Alameda St TSSP See above.    Nadeau St to Auto Dr South   6.0 5 24 10425           1,043  21.2 100

LAPW Woodruff Av TSSP See above.    Firestone Av to Willow St 9.0 5 26 10117           1,012  21.4 100

LAPW Leffingwell Rd TSSP See above.    Imperial Hwy to Valley Home Av 4.5 5 14 16724           1,672  11.6 100

LAPW Beverly Bl TSSP See above.    Pomona Bl to Pickering Av 7.5 5 34 20847           2,085  18.3 100

LAPW South St TSSP See above.    Atlantic Bl to Studebaker Rd 5.0 5 13 9303              930  10.8 100

LAPW Washington Bl TSSP See above.    Atlantic Av to Whittier Bl 8.0 6 29 24287           2,429  22.8 100

LAPW Lambert Rd TSSP See above.    Washington Bl to Grayling Av 5.0 5 17 14445           1,444  11.8 100

LAPW I‐710/Atlantic Corridor ITS 
Project

See above.    Alameda St from Randolph Ave to 
Industry Wy

4.5 4.5 13 18971           1,897  10.3 100

LAPW I‐5/Telegraph Corridor ITS 
Project

Installation of fiber optic equipment and closed circuit 
television cameras, the modification of traffic signals, 
and the performance of other appurtenant work. 

Telegraph Rd from Parmount Bl to 
Carmenita Rd; Carmenita Rd from 
Telegraph Rd to Imperial Hwy; 
Bloomfield Ave from Telegraph Rd 
to Emmens Wy; Emmens Wy from 
Bloomfield Ave to Santa Fe Springs 
Yard

4.6 7 20 48156           4,816  15.5 100

Gateway Cities Submitted System Operations/ Signal Sync / ITS

City Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)
Total # of 

Lanes 

# of 
Signalized 

Intersections 
Affected

ADT 
Volume

Peak hour 
Traffic 

Volume

Existing 
Peak Hour 
Travel Time

Existing 
Average 

Cycle Length 
(secs)

LAPW I‐105 Corridor ITS Project See above.    Firestone Bl from Stewart & Gray 
Rd to Imperial Hwy; Imperial Hwy 
from Firestone Bl to Carmenita Rd; 
Imperial Hwy from Paramount Bl to 
Bellflower Bl.

1.6 6.5 7 73006           7,301  3.6 100

LAPW I‐5 ATMS Integration Project See above.    Imperial Hwy from Carmenita Rd to 
Valley View Ave; Valley View Ave 
from Imperial Hwy to Rosecrans 
Ave

1.0 6.5 4 11782           1,178  2.5 100

Long Beach Ocean Boulevard 
Transportation Enhancement 
Project

Interconnect and modernize traffic signals along Ocean 
Boulevard Corridor and add two new traffic signals to 
improve safety and traffic operations

Ocean Boulevard between Alamitos 
& Livingston/2nd Street

2.6 4 16 20069           2,007  7.2 100

Long Beach Atlantic Avenue 
Transportation Enhancement 
Project

Interconnect and modernize traffic signals along 
Atlantic Avenue to improve operations and traffic 
safety

Atlantic Avenue between Ocean 
Boulevard & Wardlow Road

3.6 4 27 5593              559  9.0 100

Long Beach Studebaker Road ATCS and 
Communictions 
Enhancement Project

Construction of an eastside communications backbone 
to support trafic signal control and motorist 
information systems, conversion of traffic signal control 
from fixed time to adaptive control.

Studebaker Road between Spring 
Street and 2nd Street

3.6 4 12 13175           1,318  7.0 100

Long Beach Bellflower Boulevard Traffic 
Signal Syncronization Project

Operational and timing improvements to traffic signals 
along the Bellflower corridor throughout the City.

Bellflower Boulevard between 7th 
Street & Del Amo Boulevard

5.0 6 20 349049         34,905  11.2 100

Long Beach Artesia Boulevard Traffic 
Signal Syncronization Project

Operational and timing improvements to traffic signals 
along the Artesia Boulevard corridor throughout the 
City.

Artesia Boulevard between Long 
Beach Boulevard and Downey Road

3.0 4 11 9144              914  6.5 100

Long Beach Wardlow Road Traffic Signal 
Syncronization Project

Operational and timing improvements to traffic signals 
along the Wardlow Road corridor in the western part of 
the City.

Wardlow Road between Santa Fe & 
the western City limit

0.5 4 3 18316           1,832  3.5 100

Long Beach Atlantic Avenue  Cooridor 
Improvement Project

Modernization of existing traffic signals, construction of 
a new traffic signal, installation of left‐turn phasing, 
installation of medians to reduce/eliminate vehicle 
conflicts,  along a retail corridor that is being renovated 
to improve safety and faciliate traffic movement

Atlantic Avenue between 55th 
Street & 61st Street

0.6 4 4 10162           1,016  2.0 100

Lynwood Long Beach Blvd. 
Synchronization Project

Synchronization of 10 Traffic Signals in Lynwood.  Part 
of the County's synchronization progam.

Long Beach Blvd. from south city 
limit to north city limit.

2.0 4 10 17534           1,753  4.0 100

Lynwood Atlantic Avenue 
Synchronization Project

Synchronization of 10 Traffic Signals in Lynwood.  Part 
of the County's synchronization program which 
includes the installation of KITS for the City.

Atlantic Avenue from south city 
limit to north city limit

3.0 4 10 14736           1,474  6.0 100

Norwalk Project 7166 LA County TSSP Alondra Boulevard 1.5 4 4 15295           1,530  3.2 100

Norwalk Project 7155 LA County TSSP Studebaker Road 3.5 4 14 12256           1,226  7.0 100

Norwalk Project 7157 LA County TSSP Firestone Boulevard 1.0 5 4 21307           2,131  4.6 100

SantaFe Springs Painter‐Carmenita Rd. Signal 
synchronization project (LA 
County)

Painter/Carmenita Road 3.8 5 16 12287           1,229  6.0 105

SantaFe Springs I‐5/Telegraph Rd. ITS Project 
(LA County)

I‐5/Telegraph Road 3.0 5 13 25032           2,503  5.0 105

Signal Hill 673 Orange Ave Signal 
Upgrades

Replace traffic signals 32nd and 33rd Streets @ Orange 
Ave

0.1 2 2 5085              509  0.9 100

Signal Hill Boeing ATCS Synchronize traffic signals Cherry Avenue corridor (Long Beach 
and Signal Hill)

1.4 7 7 15456           1,546  3.4 100
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Gateway Cities Submitted System Operations/ Signal Sync / ITS

City Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)
Total # of 
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# of 
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Intersections 
Affected

ADT 
Volume

Peak hour 
Traffic 
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Peak Hour 
Travel Time

Existing 
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Cycle Length 
(secs)

Signal Hill Orange Avenue Corridor 
Traffic Signal Synchronization

Synchronize traffic signals Spring Street to Hill Street 1.0 3 5 4460              446  2.9 100

South Gate 355‐ST Otis Street 
Rehabilitation

Remove and replace pavement, grind and overlay 
asphalt rubber hot mix, make sidewalk, curb, and 
gutter repairs, reconstruct new ADA ramps, convert 
street lighting to LED, install signal interconnect 
conduit between Firestone and Southern Ave, make 
traffic signal upgrades

Otis St from North City Limit to 
South City Limit

1.8 4 6 8602              860  4.2 100

South Gate 358‐ST Atlantic Avenue 
Improvements

Roadway pavement rehabilitation with asphalt rubber 
hot mix,  construction landscaped median island , 
sidewalk, curb, and gutter repairs, reconstruction of 
curb ramps to meet Americans with Disabilities Act 
standards,  signal interconnect between Tweedy 
Boulevard and Michigan Avenue and traffic signal 
upgrades, and peripheral improvements

Atlantic Avenue from Firestone 
Boulevard to South City Limit

1.2 4.5 4 13718           1,372  2.6 100

Gateway Cities Submitted Railroad Grade Separation Projects

City Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location

Daily # of 
Trains Using 

Corridor

Average Gate 
Down Time 

(mins) ADT
Avg Vehicle RR 

Xing Speed
Posted Speed Limit 

(after project)
Downey Firestone Bl at Old River School 

Rd Grade Separation Study
Either an undercrossing or overcrossing of the RR 
with roadway; yet to be determined.

Firestone Bl at Old River School Rd and Burns 
Ave

50 3.6 61490 25 40

Pico Rivera Passons Grade Separation 
Project

Construction of a grade separtion at Passons 
Boulevard

Passons Boulevard at Rivera Road 50 3.6 48039 25 25

La Mirada Valley View Ave to go under 
BNSF lines at Stage Road

Valley View Ave to go under BNSF lines at Stage Road Valley View Ave and Stage Road 50 3.6 25000 25 45
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Gateway Cities Submitted Non‐motorized Transportation Improvements (Bicycle/Pedestrian)

Location Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)

Bike, Ped 
or Bike + 

Ped?

Within 2 mi 
of University 
or College?

Access to 
Transit?

Access to 
Rail 

Transit?

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/2 mi of 
project

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/4 mi of project
Artesia American 

Recovery and Re‐
Investment Act

Landscaped median, 
sidewalk/handicapped ramp 
improvements,street 
pavement reconstruction 
with recycled rubberized 
asphalt

South Street 0.5 Bike + Ped N Y <3 <3

Artesia Safe Routes to 
School Program 
(State 5th Cycle)

Landscape Norwalk Blvd 
frontage road and install 
sidewalk for students 
walking to school

Norwalk Blvd 0.1 Bike + Ped N Y N <3 <3

Bellflower West Branch 
Greenway Multi‐
modal 
Transportation 
Corridor aka 
Bellflower Bike 
Trail

Class 1 bike and ped path Former PE ROW Lakewood 
Blvd. to Caruthers Park

2.4 Bike + Ped Y Y N >6 >6

Downey PEDESTRIAN 
IMPROVEMENTS ‐
FY05/06/07 
(Blodgett)

Construct new sw, wc 
ramps.

On Blodgett Ave from 
Alameda St to Mory St; On 
Mory St from Blodgett Ave 
to Lakewood Bl; on Donovan 
St between Birchdale 
Avenue and Lakewood Bl; 
8500 block of Orange St; 
7700 block of Arnett St; 
7700 block of Phlox St

0.9 Ped Only N N N <3 <3

Downey 3RD STREET 
SIDEWALKS‐NEW 
TO LA REINA

Construct tree wells, PCC, 
install parkway trees

On Second, Third, and 
Fourth St from New St to La 
Reina Ave; on New St and La 
Reina Ave from Firestone Bl 
to Fourth St

0.62 Ped Only N Y N 4‐6 3

Downey SAFE ROUTE TO 
SCHOOL‐OLD 
RIVER SCHOOL 
RD

Construct new sw, wc 
ramps, modify traffic signal 
at Old River School Rd at 
Stewart & Gray Rd, remove 
exist SCE street lighting

On Old River School Rd from 
Laura St to Florence Ave

1.7 Ped Only N Y N 4‐6 3

Gateway Cities Submitted Non‐motorized Transportation Improvements (Bicycle/Pedestrian)

Location Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)

Bike, Ped 
or Bike + 

Ped?

Within 2 mi 
of University 
or College?

Access to 
Transit?

Access to 
Rail 

Transit?

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/2 mi of 
project

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/4 mi of project
La Mirada Beach Blvd Bike 

Path
Path along flood control 
channel

Hillsborough Dr to Imperial 
highway

0.5 Bike Only Y Y N >6 >6

Lakewood Douglas Park Add Class I Bike Path north side of Cover from 
Paramount 0.25 mile east to 
City Limit

Bike Only Y Y N >6 >6

Lakewood Safe Routes to 
School

Pedestrian improvements 
constructed to facilitate 
routes. 

16 schools ‐ 275 miles of 
safe routes

Ped Only N Y N >6 >6

Lakewood Douglas Park 
Bike Path

Bike‐Ped north side of Cover from 
Paramount 0.25 mile east to 
City Limit

Long Beach 9th Street 
Pedestrian 
Enhancement 
Project

Signalize two intersections 
and provide an all‐way stop 
at a third to provide 
improved connectivity for 
pedestrians and cyclists 
traveling along 9th Street to 
access schools, medical 
faclities, park facilities, and 
shopping.

9th Street between Pacific 
Avenue and Long Beach 
Boulevard

Long Beach Linberg Middle 
School 
Transporation 
Enhancement 
Project

Upgrade of school zone 
traffic controls including the 
installation of a new 
pedestrian traffic signal to 
provide enhanced access to 
the campus

Market Street & Lewis 
Avenue

Long Beach Market Street 
Transporation 
Enhancement 
Project

Reconfigure the roadway to 
provide improved pedestrian 
facilities (widen sidewalks, 
enhanced pedestrian 
crossings) and access to key 
destinations (post office, 
transit stops, fire station, 
schools, shopping) for 
pedestrians, cylists, and 
motorists.

Market Street between Long 
Beach Boulevard and 
Atlantic Avenue
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Gateway Cities Submitted Non‐motorized Transportation Improvements (Bicycle/Pedestrian)

Location Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)

Bike, Ped 
or Bike + 

Ped?

Within 2 mi 
of University 
or College?

Access to 
Transit?

Access to 
Rail 

Transit?

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/2 mi of 
project

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/4 mi of project
Long Beach 4th Street & 

Lime Avenue
Construction of a new traffic 
signal to address traffic 
congestion and pedestrian 
access issues to schools and 
transit stops

4th Street & Lime Avenue

Long Beach Santa Fe Avenue 
& 20th Street

Installation of a new traffic 
signal to provide primary 
access to Cabrillo High 
School, Admiral Kidd Park, 
and transit stops

Santa Fe Avenue & 20th 
Street

Long Beach Orange Avenue 
Transportation 
Improvement 
Project

Traffic Calming project to 
narrow the roadway via 
striping to reduce vehicle 
speeds along this residential 
collector street and to add a 
traffic signal midway to 
improve neighborhood 
connectivity and access to 
transit stops.

Orange Avenue between 
Wardlow Road & Bixby Road

Long Beach Long Beach 
Boulevard & 51st 
Street

Installation of a new traffic 
signal at a newly constructed 
elementry school to provide 
a signalized pedestrian 
crossing to connect the 
campus to the residential 
areas it serves.

Long Beach Boulevard & 
51st Street

Long Beach Walnut Avenue 
& 4th Street 
Intersection 
Improvement

Modernize the traffic signal 
to provide enhanced 
pedestrian access to bus 
stops and relocation of 
signal and electrical 
equipment to improve 
pedestrian access to bus 
stops.

Walnut Avenue & 4th Street

Gateway Cities Submitted Non‐motorized Transportation Improvements (Bicycle/Pedestrian)

Location Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)

Bike, Ped 
or Bike + 

Ped?

Within 2 mi 
of University 
or College?

Access to 
Transit?

Access to 
Rail 

Transit?

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/2 mi of 
project

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/4 mi of project
Long Beach 3rd Street & 

Lime Avenue 
Intersection 
Improvement

Construction of a new traffic 
signal in downtown to 
improve pedestrain access 
to a nearby grocery market, 
schools, and transit stops.

3rd Street & Lime Avenue

Long Beach Belmont Shore 
Green Lane and 
Sharrows

Installed green painted bike 
lanes with sharrows on 2nd 
Street in Belmont Shore 
along with modified "Share 
the Road" signs.  The results 
include a 29% increase in 
bicycle usage, about 400 
more cyclists over the 3‐day 
count period, about the 
same as the increase in the 
number of cyclists riding on 
the green lane.

2nd Street in Belmont Shore, 
between Livingston Dr. and 
Bay Shore Ave.

0 N >6 >6

Long Beach Bicycle Boxes Installed bike boxes on the 
left‐hand turn lane to safely 
guide cyclists into the green 
shared lanes when heavy 
traffic makes merging from 
the striped bike lane to the 
shared lane more 
challenging.

Marina to 2nd Street and 
2nd Street at Bayshore 
Avenue

Long Beach Bicycle Lanes to 
California State 
University, Long 
Beach

Implemented Class II bicycle 
lanes as a safe passage for 
cyclists to travel to the 
campus from nearby 
housing or from longer 
distances with a connection 
to the regional San Gabriel 
River bike path.

East and West streets 
adjacent to the campus on 
Atherton Street  and on 7th 
Street.

Y

Long Beach Naples Road Diet Replaced one automobile 
lane with a Class II bicycle 
lane.

Eastbound on 2nd Street 
between Bayshore Bridge 
and Marina Drive

1.02 Y >6 >6
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Gateway Cities Submitted Non‐motorized Transportation Improvements (Bicycle/Pedestrian)

Location Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)

Bike, Ped 
or Bike + 

Ped?

Within 2 mi 
of University 
or College?

Access to 
Transit?

Access to 
Rail 

Transit?

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/2 mi of 
project

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/4 mi of project
Long Beach Willow Street 

Pedestrian 
Improvement

This project provides 
pedestrian‐oriented 
improvements to Willow St 
including medians, 
pedestrian lighting, 
landscaping, signage and 
crosswalk treatments.

Willow Street from Los 
Angeles River to Atlantic 
Avenue.

1.2 Y >6 >6

Long Beach I‐710 
Improvements

Funded by the SAFETEA‐LU 
Demo Project, the project 
improves bicycle, 
pedestrian, and streetscape 
on major thoroughfares.

On Broadway, 3rd Street, 
6th Street, and 7th Street 
from Shoreline Drive to 
Alamitos.

Y

Long Beach Pacific Electric 
Right‐of‐Way

Funded by the MTA, the 
project improves bikeway 
and pedestrian access along 
a former railroad right‐of‐
way.

The Pacific Electric ROW in 
Long Beach (South of Willow 
Street and North of 4th 
Street)

Gateway Cities Submitted Non‐motorized Transportation Improvements (Bicycle/Pedestrian)

Location Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)

Bike, Ped 
or Bike + 

Ped?

Within 2 mi 
of University 
or College?

Access to 
Transit?

Access to 
Rail 

Transit?

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/2 mi of 
project

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/4 mi of project
Long Beach South 

Waterfront Bike 
Path Connection

The South Waterfront Bike 
Path Connection (SWBPC) 
project is the construction of 
a new Class I bike path 
segment that closes an 
existing gap in the area. The 
project will include a  mid‐
block crossing and 
wayfinding. The SWBPC links 
two primary segments of an 
existing pathway system in 
the south waterfront area to 
one of Downtown Long 
Beach’s primary pedestrian 
and bikeway networks. This 
proposed path closes a vital 
gap between the existing 
Class I path across 
Queensway Bridge and the 
existing Class I bike and 
pedestrian path along the 
south waterfront, 
connecting the Greater 
Downtown with the hotels 
and commercial centers 
located across the harbor. 
This proposed bike path 
creates a safe and much 
needed segment that 
connects two existing 
systems and provides what 
will be both an alternate 

The proposed South 
Waterfront Bike Path starts 
at the north end of the 
Queensway Bridge at the 
existing terminus of the 
Class I path. The proposed 
alignment follows the north 
side of Queensway Drive 
within the City right‐of‐way 
as a Class I bike path to the 
Special Events Park existing 
Class I path. Total proposed 
bike path ditance in miles: 
0.3.

0.3 N 4‐6 3
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Gateway Cities Submitted Non‐motorized Transportation Improvements (Bicycle/Pedestrian)

Location Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)

Bike, Ped 
or Bike + 

Ped?

Within 2 mi 
of University 
or College?

Access to 
Transit?

Access to 
Rail 

Transit?

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/2 mi of 
project

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/4 mi of project
Long Beach 3rd Separated 

Bikeway
Dedicated bike lanes on 
Broadway and 3rd in 
downtown Long Beach will 
encourage residents, 
families, and visitors to 
participate in a more bike 
friendly downtown. Initially, 
the pilot will include a 
painted island to separate 
the bike lane. One traffic 
lane will be lost to preserve 
parking on both sides of the 
street.

3rd from Alamitos and 
Golden Avenue 

1.16 Y >6 >6

Long Beach Broadway 
Separated 
Bikeway

See above Broadway from Alamitos 
and Golden Avenue

1.15 Y >6 >6

Long Beach Third Street 
Street Bike Lanes

Bike lanes (Class II) along 
Third Street between 
Alamitos/Junipero and Bike 
lane on Third Street b/w 
Alamitos/Junipero

Third Street between 
Alamitos/Junipero 

1 Y >6 >6

Gateway Cities Submitted Non‐motorized Transportation Improvements (Bicycle/Pedestrian)

Location Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)

Bike, Ped 
or Bike + 

Ped?

Within 2 mi 
of University 
or College?

Access to 
Transit?

Access to 
Rail 

Transit?

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/2 mi of 
project

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/4 mi of project
Long Beach Vista Bike 

Boulevard
In an effort to provide 
sustainable transportation 
alternatives to the 
community, as well as a safe 
route to several 
neighborhood schools, the 
City of Long Beach is 
installing a “bike boulevard” 
on Vista Street, extending 
from Temple Avenue to 
Nieto Avenue. The bike 
boulevard on Vista Street 
will provide a safe route to 
school for students at Lowell 
Elementary and Rogers 
Middle School on the east, 
and Horace Mann 
Elementary on the west end 
of Vista Street. More 
broadly, the bike boulevard 
will provide a convenient, 
direct cycling option for 
families with young children, 
students, commuters, and 
recreational cyclists.

Vista Street, from Temple 
Ave to Nieto Ave

1.5 N >6 >6

Long Beach Daisy Street ‐ 
Bike Boulevard

Bike boulevard will provide 
North‐South Class III bicycle 
facility (running the length of 
the City‐ from downtown to 
70th).

running the length of the 
City‐ from downtown to 
70th

8.73 Y >6 >6

Long Beach Sixth Street ‐ 
Bike Boulevard

Bike boulevard will provide  
East‐West Class III bicycle 
facility (running from 
Junipero to Park).

6th St from Junipero to Park 1.53 Y >6 >6
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Gateway Cities Submitted Non‐motorized Transportation Improvements (Bicycle/Pedestrian)

Location Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)

Bike, Ped 
or Bike + 

Ped?

Within 2 mi 
of University 
or College?

Access to 
Transit?

Access to 
Rail 

Transit?

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/2 mi of 
project

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/4 mi of project
Long Beach Long Beach Blvd. 

Pedestrian 
Improvement 
Project

Project provides pedestrian‐
oriented improvements to 
Long Beach Boulevard 
including pedestrian lighting, 
street trees, and crosswalk 
treatments.

Long Beach Blvd b/t Willow 
Ave & I‐405

0 Y >6 >6

Long Beach Atherton Street 
Enhancement 
Project

Rehabilitating the 
landscaped median to 
enhance the experience of 
over 37,000 pedestrians, 
bicyclists, transit users and 
autos daily.

Bellflower & Los Cerritos 
Channel

Long Beach Willow Street 
Pedestrian 
Improvement 
Project

This project provides 
pedestrian‐oriented 
improvements to Willow St 
including medians, 
pedestrian lighting, 
landscaping, signage and 
crosswalk treatments.

Willow St B/t LA River & 
Atlantic 

Long Beach San Gabriel River 
Bike Path Closure 
at Willow Street 

Creation of off‐street bicycle 
path to achieve bicycle route 
gap closure on Willow Street 
from the San Gabriel River 
Bike Path west to 
Studebaker Road

Willow St, at San Gabriel 
River & Studebaker

0 Y <3 <3

Long Beach Carson Street 
Bike 
Improvement 
Project

Add Bike Lanes on Carson 
Street between Atlantic & 
Long Beach Boulevard

Carson Street between 
Atlantic & Long Beach 
Boulevard

0 N >6 >6

Long Beach Atlantic Avenue 
Bike Lane Project

Provide new bike lanes 
connecting facilities on San 
Antonio and those on Del 
Amo

Atlantic Avenue north of 
Bixby Knolls

0 N >6 >6

Long Beach Harding Street 
Traffic Calming 
Project

Reconfigure roadway 
stripping to install bike lanes 
and new pedestrian 
crossings

Harding Street between 
Atlantic Avenue and Cherry 
Avenue

0 Y >6 >6

Gateway Cities Submitted Non‐motorized Transportation Improvements (Bicycle/Pedestrian)

Location Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)

Bike, Ped 
or Bike + 

Ped?

Within 2 mi 
of University 
or College?

Access to 
Transit?

Access to 
Rail 

Transit?

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/2 mi of 
project

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/4 mi of project
Lynwood Abbott Road 

Improvement 
Project

Roadway improvement 
project that includes 
upgrading existing sidewalk 
and new sidewalk and curb 
ramp installation.

Abbott Road (Martin Luther 
King Jr. Blvd. to East City 
Limit)

1.46 Ped Only N Y N >6 >6

Lynwood Sidewalk 
Improvement 
Project FY 09‐10

Reconstructed damaged 
sidewalk and install new 
sidewalk.

Various locations City Wide 
(Major work Martin Luther 
King Jr Blvd. and Clark 
Avenue)

0.25 Ped Only Y Y N >6 >6

Lynwood Annual Sidewalk 
Improvement 
Project FY 10‐11

Reconstructed damaged 
sidewalk and install new 
sidewalk.

Various locations citywide.   Ped Only N Y N <3 <3
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Gateway Cities Submitted Non‐motorized Transportation Improvements (Bicycle/Pedestrian)

Location Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)

Bike, Ped 
or Bike + 

Ped?

Within 2 mi 
of University 
or College?

Access to 
Transit?

Access to 
Rail 

Transit?

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/2 mi of 
project

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/4 mi of project
Norwalk Norwalk/Santa 

Fe 
SpringsTransport
ation Center‐
Metrolink Park 
and Ride ‐ 
Pedestrian Plaza 
Upgrade

Upgrade of existing 
passenger amenities for the 
Pedestrian Plaza at the 
regional inter‐modal 
Norwalk/Santa Fe Springs ‐ 
Metrolink Transportation 
Center.   The projec includes 
construction of a pedestrian 
plaza with pathways for 
bicycles and pedestrians, a 
passenger car pick‐up/drop‐
off area to encourage access 
to the buses and trains as 
alternative modes of 
transportation, seating 
areas,security lighting, 
signage, electronic bus 
schedule information, 
decorative paving and 
landscaping. The project also 
includes widening of the 
approach into the 
Transportation Center and 
modifications to the 
entrance to improve access 
and visibility, as well as 
signage improvements to 
the transit center, bus 
layover areas and park and 
ride lot.  The project is 
intended to improve 
pedestrian and vehicular 

The project is located at the 
Norwalk‐Santa Fe 
SpringsIMetrolink 
Transportation Centerand 
Park and Ride at 12700 
E.lmperial Highway, 
Norwalk, CA 90650. The 
transportation  center serves 
all of Los Angeles, Orange 
and San Bernardino 
Counties.   This project is 
totally enclosed within the 
Norwalk/Santa Fe Springs 
Transportation Center ‐ 
Metrolink Park and Ride. 

< 1 Bike + Ped N Y Y 4‐6 <3

Gateway Cities Submitted Non‐motorized Transportation Improvements (Bicycle/Pedestrian)

Location Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)

Bike, Ped 
or Bike + 

Ped?

Within 2 mi 
of University 
or College?

Access to 
Transit?

Access to 
Rail 

Transit?

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/2 mi of 
project

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/4 mi of project
Pico Rivera Safe Route to 

School Program
New sidewalk Loch Alene Avenue Balfour 

Street, Catherne Street, 
Lidsey Avenue, Havenwood 
Drive, Kilgarry Aveneu, 
Lemoran Avenue, Reichling 
Lane, Coffman Pico Road, 
Crossway Drive, Shade Lane, 
Sideview Drive, Sunglow 
Street, Roma Street, 
Clarinda Avenue

2.5 Ped Only N Y N >6 >6

Pico Rivera CDBG‐R Sidewalk 
Curb and Gutter 
Improvemtents

Sidewalk Curb and Gutter 
Improvemtents

Loch Alene Avenue  0.25 Ped Only N Y N <3 <3

SantaFe Springs Sorensen Avenue 
Sidewalk 
Improvements

Sorensen Avenue Bike + Ped N Y N <3 <3

SantaFe Springs New Bike Lanes 
and Bike Lockers

Bike lanes connecting 
Coyote Creek to Metrolink 
Transportation Center and 
to San Gabriel River Path; 
and Bike lockers (total of 20 
bike lockers) at Metrolink 
station

Foster Rd. to Carmenita Rd.  
to Orden Dr. west, 
Leffingwell Rd. north, to 
Adler Dr. west, to 
Shoemaker Av. north, to 
Imperial Hwy. west, to 
Transit Center, then to 
Bloomfield Ave. north, to Los 
Nietos Rd. west, to the San 

6 Bike Only Y Y Y >6 >6

Signal Hill 674 Coronado 
Sidewalk

new sidewalk PCH and Coronado 0.02 Ped Only Y Y N >6 >6

Signal Hill 743 Illuminated 
Crosswalk  19th 
& Cherry

Crosswalk upgrade 19th St and Cherry Ave 0.01 Ped Only Y Y N >6 >6

Signal Hill 629 Willow 
Street ADA 
Improvements

ADA Ramps, new sidewalk Willow Street, between 
California and Orange 

0.1 Ped Only Y Y N >6 >6

Signal Hill 675 21st Street & 
Stanley Sidewalk

new sidewalk Stanley and 21st Street 0.01 Ped Only Y N N <3 <3
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Gateway Cities Submitted Non‐motorized Transportation Improvements (Bicycle/Pedestrian)

Location Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)

Bike, Ped 
or Bike + 

Ped?

Within 2 mi 
of University 
or College?

Access to 
Transit?

Access to 
Rail 

Transit?

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/2 mi of 
project

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/4 mi of project
Signal Hill 602 ADA Access 

Improvements
Sidewalk improvements Orange and Willow 0.01 Ped Only Y Y N >6 >6

Signal Hill 606 Las Brisas St  ‐
Phase 2

Sidewalk improvements California Ave Las Brisas area 0.02 Ped Only Y Y N >6 >6

Signal Hill Crescent Heights 
Street Sidewalk 
Improvements

Sidewalk improvements Gardena Street to Cherry 
Ave

0.01 Ped Only Y Y N >6 >6

Signal Hill Citywide ADA 
Sidewalk 
Improvements

Sidewalk improvements Citywide 1 Ped Only Y Y N >6 >6

Signal Hill 612 25th Street 
Improvement

Resurface street & construct 
sidewalks, ADA ramps, 
curb&gutter etc 

Between Lewis and Orange 
Avenues

0.2 Bike + Ped

South Gate Safe Route to 
Schools Cycle 1

Construct a traffic signal, 
countdown pedestrian 
signals, flashing beacons/in‐
pavement crosswalk light, 
install speed awareness 
signs, and widen the 
sidewalk adjacent to a new 
school location

Pinehurst Ave between 
Tweedy and Southern

0.5 Ped Only N N N 4‐6 4‐6

South Gate Safe Route to 
Schools Cycle 2

Hold two educational 
community workshops to 
the benefits of 
walking/biking, hiring a 
coordinating consultant, 
developing site specific 
education materials, and 
conducting education and 
encouragement campaigns

Near 16 Primary schools 
within South gate

Ped Only Y Y N >6 >6

Gateway Cities Submitted Non‐motorized Transportation Improvements (Bicycle/Pedestrian)

Location Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)

Bike, Ped 
or Bike + 

Ped?

Within 2 mi 
of University 
or College?

Access to 
Transit?

Access to 
Rail 

Transit?

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/2 mi of 
project

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/4 mi of project
South Gate Safe Route to 

Schools Cycle 8 
Construct 1.5 mi. Class I bike 
path along Southern Ave and 
2000 ft. sidewalk along 
Tweedy Boulevard, install 98 
ped heads, 17 driver speed 
awareness signs, 6 speed 
humps, 1 new flashing 
beacon/in‐pavement light 
system

Various locations near 14 
schools. Bike path on 
Southern Ave. between 
State St and Burke Ave; 
Sidewalk on Tweedy Blvd 
from Pinehurst Ave to 
Hildreth Ave

1.5 Bike + Ped Y Y N >6 >6

South Gate Safe Route to 
Schools Cycle 9

Construct 1.2 miles of Class 
II bike lanes and 1,500 feet 
of raised center traffic 
calming medians with 
related encouragement 
activities

Alexander Ave between 
Firestone Blvd and Abbot Rd 
(bike lane); and Southern 
Ave between Vossler Ave 
and Pinehurst Ave (medians)

1.2 Bike + Ped N N N <3 <3

South Gate Los Angeles River 
Trail Head 
Improvements

Make improvements on 
existing facilities at two 
locations along the Los 
Angeles River Bicycle Trail. 
At Hollydale Park existing 
restroom facilities and 
landscaping and at Southern 
Avenue improvements to 
the existing Los Angeles 
River Bicycle Trail entrance.

Los Angeles River Trail Heads 
located at Southern Ave 
(east end) and Hollydale 
Park.

Bike + Ped N N N <3 <3

Whittier Whittier 
Greenway Trail

Class I Bike and Pedestrian 
trail

Along abandon UPRR ROW 
from Pioneer Blvd. to Mills 
Ave.

5.2 Bike + Ped Y Y N >6 >6
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Gateway Cities Submitted Non‐motorized Transportation Improvements (Bicycle/Pedestrian)

Location Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)

Bike, Ped 
or Bike + 

Ped?

Within 2 mi 
of University 
or College?

Access to 
Transit?

Access to 
Rail 

Transit?

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/2 mi of 
project

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/4 mi of project
Whittier Pio Pico Bikeway 

Connection
Bikeway connection from 
San Gabriel River Bike Path 
to the Pio Pico State 
Histrocial Park

Adjacent to Whittier 
Boulevard from San Gabriel 
River Bike Path to Pio Pico 
State Historical Park

0.4 Bike + Ped N Y N <3 3

Whittier Greenleaf 
Avenue Class II 
Bike Lanes

Installation of Class II Bike 
Lanes and Two‐Way Left‐
Turn Lane. Road Diet from 4 
lane to 2 lane.

La Cuarta Street to South of 
Mulberry Drive

1 Bike Only Y Y N >6 >6

Whittier Pioneer Blvd. 
Class II Bike Lane

Installation of Class II 
Northbound Bike Lane and 
Southbound Sharrow Lane 
on Pioneer Blvd. from 
Whittier Greenway Trail to 
Beverly Blvd.

Pioneer Blvd. from Whittier 
Greenway Trail to Beverly 
Blvd.

0.38 Bike Only N Y N <3 <3

Whittier Philadelphia 
Street Class II 
Bike Lanes

Installation of Class II Bike 
Lanes adjactent to Whittier 
College

Philadelphia Street from 
Painter Avenue to Bryn 
Mawr Way

0.25 Bike Only Y Y N >6 >6

Whittier Beverly 
Boulevard Class II 
Bike Lanes

Installation of Class II Bike 
Lanes, Median Islands, 
Safety Lighting and Bus 
Shelters

Beverly Blvd. from 605 
Freeway to Norwalk 
Blvd./Workman Mill Road.

0.59 Bike + Ped N Y N >6 >6

Whittier Mills Avenue 
Sidewalks

Installation of Sidewalks and 
Wheelchair Access Ramps

Mills Avenue from Whittier 
Blvd. to Lambert Road

0.65 Ped Only N Y N 4‐6 3

Whittier Laurel Avenue 
Bike Lanes

Installation of Class II Bike 
Lanes

Laurel Avenue from Whittier 
Blvd. to Carnell Street

0.2 Bike Only Y Y N >6 4‐6

Compton Safe Routes to 
School

Construction of pedestrian 
safety devices:lighted 
crosswalks and hardscape 
improvements in school 
vicinties

Longfellow Elementary 
(Reeve St at Central Av), 
Washington Elementary 
(Rosecrans Av at Kemp Av), 
Mayo Elementary (Chester 
Av at Rosecrans Av), and 
Roosevelt Middle (Alondra 
Bl at Sloan Av)

Bike + Ped Y N N 4‐6 >6

Gateway Cities Submitted Non‐motorized Transportation Improvements (Bicycle/Pedestrian)

Location Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Length of 

Project (mi)

Bike, Ped 
or Bike + 

Ped?

Within 2 mi 
of University 
or College?

Access to 
Transit?

Access to 
Rail 

Transit?

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/2 mi of 
project

# of Activity 
Centers within 

1/4 mi of project
Compton Blue Line 

Enhancement
Along Artesia Station 
pathway various 
enhancements, including 
construction of medians, 
monuments, irrigation, 
walls, provision of 
landscaping, signage and 
striping

Artesia Boulevard and Acacia 
Avenue in vicinity of Artesia 
Blueline Station

Bike + Ped Y Y Y <3 4‐6
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Gateway Cities Submitted Park‐and‐Ride Lots

City Project Name Project Description Location
Implementa
tion Date

Estimated 
Cost

Funding 
Source

Total New 
Parking 
Spaces

Type of 
Transit 
Served

Average 
Auto Trip 
Length

Parking 
Lot 

Utilization

Average 
Auto 

Access Trip 
Length

Days of 
use/year

Bellflower New Bellflower Town Center Transit 
Center

Planned Transit Center.  Will provide 
bus layover; inter‐operator bus 
connections; park'n'ride; bike'n'ride; 
shuttle service to/from Green Line; 
add'l rail in future per outcome of 
SCAG PE ROW Alternatives Analysis

16307 Bellflower Blvd 2011 ‐ 2020 4000000 Actively 
applying 

for various 
grant funds

134 Transit 
Center

20 60% 5 250

Compton Public Parking Structure The structure will be approximately 
192 feet x 300 feet in size. 4‐level 
parking structure with 600 spaces

Adjacent to the MLK Transit 
Center, 301 N. Willowbrook 
Ave.

2011 ‐ 2020 $12 million Community 
Redevelop

ment 
Agency

600 Urban Rail 20 95% 5 250

Long Beach Blue Line Park & Ride Large parking structure (920 parking 
spaces) at the Metro Blue Line 
Willow Station.

Metro Blue Line Willow 
Station

920 Urban Rail 20 95% 5 250

Santa Fe 
Springs

Expansion of existing park and ride 
facility

Imperial Highway 2006 ‐ 2010 896000 MTA 277 Commuter 
Rail

20 77% 5 250

Gateway Cities Submitted Other Projects that Were Not Analyzed
City Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Artesia Economic Development Administration Install landscaped median and traffic signal interconnect on Pioneer Boulevard to mitigate traffic 

congestion
Pioneer Boulevard

Artesia Air Quaility Management District/Prop C Install master signal computer for traffic signal synchronization City‐Wide
Artesia 183rd/South St Install signal interconnect system 183rd/South St
Bell Gardens Signal at Fire Station 39 Existing Signal at Eastern and Village Center was upgraded to provide East/West split phases to 

enhance safety and better traffic flow.
Eastern and Village Center

Bellflower Belmont Court Land Use: Increased Density & Reduced Distance or Need for Travel/Belmont Village Overlay Zone 
(pending); 30‐unit residential condo with 6,000 sqft of commercial (approved 10‐25‐10); Density ‐ 50 
units per acre 

SE Corner of Belmont and Bellflower

Bellflower Mixed Use Overlay Zone Land Use: Increased Density & Reduced Distance or Need for Travel/Adjaceny to completed 
Greenway Trail and potential Orange Line; Mixed Use Overlay Zone (pending); Study Sessions 
underway at Planning Commission 

Intersection of Alondra and Bellflower and south on Bellflower to Greenway Trail

Bellflower The Village Land Use: Increased Density & Reduced Distance or Need for Travel/The Village; Completed July 
2010; 20 units per acre 

9815 Walnut

Cerritos Cerritos College Bus Stop The City of Cerritos/Redevelopment Agency constructed a new bus stop at Cerritos College to 
accommodate the new larger fixed route buses and the increased demand for the service.  In spring 
2009, there were 24,334 students enrolled at the college.  These students have access to the COW 
bus stop on the south campus.

New Falcon Way and Studebaker Road

Commerce Traffic Synchronization Procurement and installation of new  Traffic Signal Control System consistent with Gateway Cities 
Regional Traffic Signal Forum's Intelligent Transportation System.

All signalized location in City of Commerce

Compton Traffic Signal Upgrade Upgrading the traffic signal control system and installation of a Traffic Management and Operations 
Center

Citywide

Compton MLK 
Transit Center 
Expansion – 
Multi‐Modal 
Transportation 
Building

The new Transit Center will include a 10,000 
square foot building to house the Regional 
Traffic Management and Operations Center, 
Renaissance Bus Transit System, Dial‐a‐Ride 
Service, Dial‐a‐Taxi Service, Park and Ride, and 
Bus Lay‐over Facilities.

301 North Willowbrook Avenue, Compton CA 90220‐2430  .5 miles

Downey MULLER/ORSR TRAFFIC SIGNAL Construction of traffic signal opposite main entrance to City golf course and dining facility; removal 
of existing street lighting, construction of new curb ramps, incidental pavement striping, markings, 
and signage.

Old River School Road, Muller Street

Downey BELLFLOWER/STEVE HORN WAY INTERSECTION Traffic signal modifications, vehicle video detection system, construction of west approach to 
intersection, new stiping, signage, curb ramps

Bellflower Bl, Steve Horn Way

Downey LAKEWOOD I‐5 INTERSECTION (JPA) I‐5 interchange at Lakewood Bl Lakewood Bl, Vista Del Rio Ave, Brookshire Ave, Vista Del Rosa St, Lindell Ave
Downey LAKEWOOD AT COLUMBIA INTERSECTION IMP Removal of existing center median island, landscaping and irrigation within the intersection; 

construction of AC pavement, new median nose and flare, replacement of existing overhead street 
lighting with new street and ped lighting, modification of traffic signal on Lakewood Boulevard at 
Downey Studios, installation of incidental pavement striping, markings and signage.

Lakewood Bl, Columbia Way

Downey LAKEWOOD/IMPERIAL INTERSECTION Minor widening, traffic signal modifications, installation of countdown ped heads, decorative 
crosswalks in pavement, bollards, curb ramps

Lakewood Bl, Imperial Hwy

Downey LAKEWOOD/STEWART & GRAY INTERSECTION Traffic signal modifications, decorative crosswalks in pavement, bollards, curb ramps Lakewood Bl, Stewart & Gray Rd
Downey LAKEWOOD/BELLFLOWER INTERSECTION Minor widening, traffic signal modifications, curb ramps Lakewood Bl, Bellflower Bl
Downey BELLFLOWER/STEWART & GRAY INTER. Installation of fiber‐optic cable into existing conduits along both Bellflower Bl and Stewart & Gray Rd 

to connect to both the City's Water Yard and Public Works Yard with the City's communication 
network 

Bellflower Bl, Stewart & Gray Rd

Downey SIGNAL SYSTEM INTEGRATION Initial construction of ethernet based communication network utilizing fiber optic cable to transmit 
real time data from field equipment back to central system in City Hall.

Firestone Corridor, from Ryerson Ave to Stewart & Gray Rd

Downey CENTRALIZED TRAFFIC MANG'T CENTER Construction of Traffic Management Center in City Hall, video wall software acquisition and licensure Citywide

Downey T.S. CONTROL SYSTEM Implementation of i2 Traffic Signal Management System software, acceptance testing, training, 
maintenance Contract

Citywide

Downey CITYWIDE TRAFFIC SIGNAL COMM SYSTEM EXP Upgrade to County regional communcation (video distribution) system, new servers and software, 
interfaced with City system and field equipment (CCTV network), training

Citywide
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Gateway Cities Submitted Other Projects that Were Not Analyzed
City Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Downey DOWNEY ADVANCED TRAFFIC CONTROL 

SYSTEM
Upgrade to County regional Information Exchange Network (IEN), new server and software, 
interfaced with City i2 software and traffic signal management system, interfacing with field 
equipment (controllers, switches, video cameras), training

Citywide

La Mirada La Mirada Signal Sync Signal Syncronization Rosecrans Ave, La Mirada Blvd, Imperial highway, Telegraph rd
Lakewood Housing Element Increase maximum residential density from 27 du/acre to 30 du/acre Citywide (multi‐family zones)
Lakewood ATCS Adaptive Traffic Control System installed on Five (5) Corridors in Lakewood.  LADOT is the system 

installed.
Lakewood Bus PAX Shelters 18 Passenger Bus Shelters added with solar lighting, benches and litter receptacles at various transit 

stops.
Various transit stops.

Long Beach I‐405 & Orange Avenue Reconfigure off‐ramp and signalize to improve safety and capacity I‐405 & Orange Avenue
Long Beach I‐405 & Cherry Avenue Reconfigure on‐ramp to improve safety and capacity I‐405 & Cherry Avenue
Long Beach Anaheim Street & Oregon Avenue Reconfigure southbound intersection approach to reduce conflicts and modernize traffic signal to 

improve peak traffic flow.
Anahiem Street & Oregon Avenue

Long Beach Millikan High School Transporation 
Improvement Project

Modernize a traffic signal to address ADA issues, traffic congestion, and an ackward intersection jog, 
thereby improving traffic operations and safety for residents and students.

Spring Street & Snowden Avenue

Long Beach Pacific Avenue & Spring Street Intersection 
Enhancement Project

Intersection provides primary access across Blue Line tracks, to an adjacent park, and nearby 
hospital.  Improvements include pedestrian countdown signals, lighting improvements, and adaptive 
control elements to address varrying traffic and emergency vheicle demands while providing traffic 
calming elements off peak.

Pacific Avenue & Spring Street

Long Beach Orange Avenue/Alamitos Avenue Traffic 
Improvement Project

Reconfigured a schewed roadway alignment to eliminate conflicts, concentrate pedestrian 
movements, and provide traffic signal control.

Alamitos Avenue between 17th Street & 15th Street

Long Beach Virgina Village Transportation Enhancement 
Project

Construct median, install two new traffic signals, convert cross streets to one‐way to reduce 
conflicting traffic movements, enhance capacity, and improve safety

Long Beach Boulevard between Del Amo Boulevard and 55th Street

Long Beach Wardlow Road Transportation Improvement 
Project

Complete gaps in sidewalks and modernize traffic signals to facilitate peak period traffic flow and 
safety

Wardlow Road between Cherry Avenue & Long Beach Boulevard

Long Beach Atherton Transportation Improvement Project Modernize one traffic signal to provide left‐turn phasing and adaptive control and install a new 
traffic signal to improve access for vehciles and pedestrians to improve traffic opeations between 
freeway connections and CSULB.

Atherton Street between Studebaker Road & Bellflower Boulevard

Long Beach Iron Triangle Transporation Improvement 
Project

Project to provide grade separation of a number of traffic movements at the primary access point 
between freeways and the southeast area of the City

7th Street, Bellflower, & PCH triangle of intersections.

Long Beach Shoreline Adpative Traffic Signal Project Implement an Adaptive Traffic Signal Control system, including CCTV, CMS, and other motorist 
information systems in downtown Long Beach to address peak period congestion and special events.

Downtown Long Beach

Long Beach Long Beach Traffic Management Center Construciton of a new regional TMC to operate traffic signals and motorist information systems for 
the Cities of Long Beach, Lakewood, Signal Hill, Bellflower, Hawaiian Gardens, and some State owned 
traffic signals/faclities

Long Beach City Hall

Long Beach Douglas Park ATCS Expansion Project Expansion of the recently completed 160 traffic signal Long Beach TLSP project to include 
approximately 120 additonal traffic signals into the new system

8 Square Mile area comprising multiple jursdictions in the area bounded by I‐405, I‐605, 
CA‐91, I‐710

Long Beach Orange Avenue Transportation Improvement 
Project

A project to reduce conflicts and traffic operations adjacent to a new grocery market and fire station 
underconstruction.  Project involves a number of improvements to an existing traffic signal and the 
installation of a new traffic signal.

Orange Avenue between CA‐91 and Artesia Boulevard

Lynwood Imperial Hwy and Martin Luther King Blvd. 
Intersection Improvement Project

Truck impacted instersection. County project to widen curb returns, PCC intersection, traffic signal 
improvements and sidewalk improvements.

Imperial Hwy and Martin Luther King Jr, Blvd.

Lynwood Long Beach Blvd Improvement Project Street improvement project including realignment and improve intersection geometry of Long Beach 
Blvd., State Street and Tenaya Avenue.

Long Beach Blvd., State Street and Tenaya Avenue.

maywood Slauson @ Atlantic Intersection widening and concrete lanes Slauson @ Atlantic
Multiple install wireless communications for traffic signal system City of South Gate, Lynwood, Huntington Park, La Mirada, Commerce, 
Multiple install wireless communications for traffic signal system City of Bell, Bell Gardens,  Santa Fe Springs,  Cudahy, Maywood, Pico Rivera, Paramount
Norwalk Project 7212 Replaced  signal cabinet and upgraded  traffic signal controller assembly, conduits, cables, and

electrical service
Pioneer Boulevard/Lakeland Road

Norwalk Firestone Boulevard Rehabilitation Extend 3rd WB lane. WB Firestone Boulevard at Target Driveway (west of I‐605 Freeway)
Norwalk Traffic Control System Installation of a traffic control system  Citywide
Norwalk Traffic Control System Upgrade and expand traffic control system  Citywide

Gateway Cities Submitted Other Projects that Were Not Analyzed
City Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Parmount Rosecrans and Anderson Vehicle video detection
Parmount Rosecrans and Bianchi Way Vehicle video detection
Parmount Somerset and Texaco Vehicle video detection
Parmount Somerset and Garfield Vehicle video detection
Parmount Somerset and Paramount Vehicle video detection
Parmount Somerset and Orizaba Vehicle video detection
Parmount Somerset and Downey Vehicle video detection
Parmount Downey and Gardendale Vehicle video detection
Parmount Rosecrans and Downey Vehicle video detection
Regionwide Charging Stations at Key Test Stations (Norwalk, 

Long Beach)
VMT Reduction from Mode Shift at Stations that have EV Station Cars or Charging Stations.  Research 
to estimate mode shift for drivers of EV vehicles?

Region‐wide

Santa Fe 
Springs

RTO for EB Telegraph at Bloomfield Ave. Installation of right turn only pocket for EB traffic  at the intersection of Telegraph at Bloomfield Telegraph Rd. & Bloomfield Ave.

Santa Fe 
Springs

Traffic Control System Installation of a traffic control system  Citywide

Signal Hill Orange & Hill Street Bridge Overpass Removal Demo the bridge overpass at Hill & Orange intersection and remove existing grade separation Orange Ave & Hill Street
Signal Hill Cherry Ave and I‐405 Ramp Interchange Ramp Interchange improvement Cherry Ave & I‐405 interchange
Signal Hill 800 Crescent Heights Street Improvement Reconstruction of Gardena St Burnett to Crescent Heights Streets
Signal Hill 613 Nevada Street Reconstruct Orange to Cerritos
Signal Hill Patterson Street New Street segment California to Olive
Signal Hill Olive Street New Street segment Patterson to 27th
Signal Hill 28th Street New Street segment California to Olive
Signal Hill Olive Street New Street segment 28th to Patterson
Signal Hill 673 Orange Ave Signal Upgrades Replace traffic signals 32nd and 33rd Streets @ Orange Ave
Signal Hill Citywide bus stop improvements Install newly designed bus stops Citywide
South Gate 329‐ST Truck impacted intersection Phase II 

Imperial Highway and Garfield Ave
This project will benift the city by improving the traffic flow conditions on Imperial Highway and 
Garfield Avenue. The construction  consists of widening the intersection that includes new curbs, 
gutters, sidewalk and drainage system as well as upgrades of traffic signals.

Imperial Hwy, Garfield Ave

South Gate 365‐ST Atlantic Ave & Firestone Blvd 
Intersection Improvements

Three thru lanes in each direction and a left turn lane is designated for arterial roadways.  The 
proposed improvements will be consistent with the General Plan. Provide a wider typical section in 
order to realign the intersection.

Firestone Blvd, Atlantic Ave

South Gate 358‐ST Atlantic Ave Improvement Project Roadway pavement rehabilitation with asphalt rubber hot mix,  construction landscaped median 
island , sidewalk, curb, and gutter repairs, reconstruction of curb ramps to meet Americans with 
Disabilities Act standards,  signal interconnect between Tweedy Boulevard and Michigan Avenue and 
traffic signal upgrades, and peripheral improvements.

Atlantic Ave and Tweedy Blvd, Atlantic and Michigan Ave.

South Gate 448‐TRF Traffic Signal Left Turn Phasing on 
Firestone Blvd at Santa Fe, Long Beach, 
California, Otis

 design protected left turns for the 4 intersections, provide compliance with ADA as it relates to 
access ramps at the 4 intersections, and synchronize the modified signals with the Firestone corridor

Firestone Blvd at Santa Fe Ave, Long Beach Blvd, California Ave, Otis St

South Gate Traffic Management Center Remodeling and upgrade space at the City Yard with work stations, TCS software, computers, video 
display. Upon completion the TMC will contribute traffic data to the Information Exchange Network, 
integrate traffic signals into the Traffic Control System, and develop coordination plans from 
information gathered.

TMC construction at the City Yard, upgrades to approx. 40 intersections throught the City

South Gate 358‐ST Atlantic Ave Improvement Project Roadway pavement rehabilitation with asphalt rubber hot mix,  construction landscaped median 
island , sidewalk, curb, and gutter repairs, reconstruction of curb ramps to meet Americans with 
Disabilities Act standards,  signal interconnect between Tweedy Boulevard and Michigan Avenue and 
traffic signal upgrades, and peripheral improvements.

Atlantic Ave and Tweedy Blvd, Atlantic and Michigan Ave.

South Gate 448‐TRF Traffic Signal Left Turn Phasing on 
Firestone Blvd at Santa Fe, Long Beach, 
California, Otis

 design protected left turns for the 4 intersections, provide compliance with ADA as it relates to 
access ramps at the 4 intersections, and synchronize the modified signals with the Firestone corridor

Firestone Blvd at Santa Fe Ave, Long Beach Blvd, California Ave, Otis St

South Gate Traffic Control System Installation of a traffic control system and Traffic Management Center Citywide
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Gateway Cities Submitted Other Projects that Were Not Analyzed
City Project Name Detailed Description Detailed Location
Vernon 26th St Bridge and Street Improvement Street 

Bridge
Extend 26th Street by constructing a bridge over Atlantic Blvd. and construct a new street 
(Pennington Way) from the bridge to Bandini Blvd.  Installation of a new traffic. New street and 
bridge provides an alternative roadway route to commuters to and from the City, as well as easing 
the traffic congestion throughout the City, especially at the adjacent intersection of Atlantic Blvd. 
and Bandini Blvd.  

Project is located at the east end of the Vernon. New traffic signal installed at the newly 
constructed intersection of Pennington Way and Bandini Blvd.

Vernon Traffic Control System Project Installation of a Traffic Control System in the City of Vernon to facilitate the synchronization of traffic 
signals, integrate ITS systems and exchange real‐time data among ITS systems located across 
jurisdictional boundaries.

Signalized intersections citywide.

Vernon 37th/Bandini Blvd. Traffic Signal 
Synchronization Project

Synchronization and upgrade of traffic signals along 37th/Bandini Blvd. corridor. 37th St./Bandini Blvd. from Alameda to Pennington Way

Whittier Painter Avenue at Whittier Greenway Trail Installation of new Pedestrian signal Painter Aveue at Whittier Greenway Trail
Whittier Hadley Street at Whittier Greenway Trail/City 

Yard
Installation of new traffic signal Hadley Street at Whittier Greenway Trail/City Yard 

Gateway Cities Future (Post 2010) Project Costs and Funding 

City Project Name Project Description Location
Implementation 

Date Total Cost Funded Portion Unfunded Portion Funding Source

Bell Gardens Truck Impacted Intersection The intersection is being re‐constructeded to provided exclusive 
Left Turn Pockets in the Noth and South Direction to alocate more 
time to the east/west direction to create better flow of traffic in 
that direction.

Florence Avenue 
and Jaboneria 
Street

2011 ‐ 2020 $150,000 $97,500 $52,500 65% COG and 35% 
Local Funds

Bell Gardens Truck Impacted Intersection The intersection is being re‐constructeded to provided exclusive 
Left Turn Pockets in the Noth and South Direction to alocate more 
time to the east/west direction to create better flow of traffic in 
that direction.

Florence Avenue 
and Ajax Street

2011 ‐ 2020 $150,000 $97,500 $52,500 65% COG and 35% 
Local Funds

Bellflower  Clark/Flower Restriping to create left turn pockets for eastbound and 
westbound Flower Street at 3‐phase (split phase) signalized 
intersection

Clark Avenue at 
Flower Street

2011 ‐ 2020 $20,000 $10,000 $10,000 HES

Bellflower New Bellflower Town 
Center Transit Center

Planned Transit Center.  Will provide bus layover; inter‐operator 
bus connections; park'n'ride; bike'n'ride; shuttle service to/from 
Green Line; add'l rail in future per outcome of SCAG PE ROW 
Alternatives Analysis

16307 Bellflower 
Blvd

2011 ‐ 2020 $4,000,000 $3,000,000 $1,000,000 Actively applying for 
various grant funds

Commerce Washington Blvd 
Reconsttuction

Reconstruct pavement in concrete, add 1 lane, traffic signals, 
landscape & hardscape improvements, ADA ramps, RxR crossing, 
street lights, etc.

Washington Blvd 
from I‐5 Fwy to 
westerly City limit 
(west of Arrowmill)

2011 ‐ 2020 $23,008,000 $15,582,000 $7,426,000 LAMTA ‐ $13.6 mil; 
TCIF ‐ $5.8 mil; 

SafeTEALU ‐ $2.2 
mil; City ‐$10.4

Compton Public Parking Structure The structure will be approximately 192 feet x 300 feet in size. 4‐
level parking structure with 600 spaces

Adjacent to the MLK 
Transit Center, 301 
N. Willowbrook Ave.

2011 ‐ 2020 $12,000,000 $8,000,000 $4,000,000 Community 
Redevelopment 

Agency

Downey LAKEWOOD BLVD 
IMPROVEMENTS PHASE 3

Minor widening to provide three 12‐foot travel lanes, minor 
widening of intersections, traffic signal system upgrades, drainage 
improvements, reduction of cross‐slopes, pavement removal and 
resurfacing, construction of curb, gutter and sidewalk, raised 
medians with landscaping, parkways with landscaping, install 
pedestrian and street lighting system.

On Lakewood Bl 
from Florence Ave 
to Telegraph Road

2011 ‐ 2020 $7,778,000 $3,943,000 $3,835,000 TBD

Downey LAKEWOOD BLVD IMPR  Minor widening to provide three 12‐foot travel lanes, center LS  On Lakewood Bl  2011 ‐ 2020 $5,600,000 $2,000,000 $3,600,000 Federal ARRA Tier I, 
PHASE 3A  5TH TO 
FLORENCE

medians, installation of decorative street lighting, construction of 
a recycled water main, resurfacing of existing asphalt concrete, 
and repair of miscellaneous concrete. 

between Fifth St 
and Florence Ave

SAFETEA‐LU, local 
gas tax

Downey IMPERIAL MEDIAN, SAFETY 
& REHAB IMPROV PH 2

Minor widening to provide 11‐foot travel lanes, minor widening at 
intersections, construction of new raised landscaped median 
islands, rehabilitation of the existing pavement, reclaimed water 
irrigation system, traffic signal improvements and modifications, 
sound walls, sidewalk, curb ramps, and signing and striping 
modifications. 

On Imperial Hwy 
between Old River 
School Rd and 
Paramount Bl and 
between Bellflower 
Bl and Woodruff 
Avenue

2011 ‐ 2020 $3,000,000 $1,000,000 $2,000,000 Federal 
Transportation 
Enhancements 

Grant, Proposition 
1B, local Prop "C", 

gas tax

Downey TELEGRAPH RD TRFIC 
THRPUT & SFTY ENHCMTS 
PHS 1

Construction of raised landscaped median islands  On Telegraph Rd 
between the 
Passons Bl and E 
City Limit

2011 ‐ 2020 $2,000,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 SAFETEA‐LU, HSIP 
grant, Prop "C", and 

gas tax

Downey FLORENCE AVE / 
ARRINGTON AVE TRAFFIC 
SIGNAL

The installation of traffic signals at the intersection of Florence 
Avenue and Arrington Avenue, modifications to the traffic signals 
at the intersection of Florence Avenue and Lakewood Boulevard, 
and the purchasing of equipment required for the application of 
thermoplastic pavement markings to be installed. 

Florence Ave, 
Lakewood Bl, 
Arrington Ave

2011 ‐ 2020 $215,000 $100,000 $115,000 SAFETEA‐LU, gas tax

Downey PARAMOUNT/GALLATIN T.S. 
UPGRADE

Traffic signal upgrades including E‐W left‐turn phasing, 
implementation of vehicle video detection system, signal 
communication system.

Paramount Bl. 
Gallatin Rd

2011 ‐ 2020 $100,000 $0 $100,000 Local gas tax



128     Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategies

Gateway Cities Future (Post 2010) Project Costs and Funding 

City Project Name Project Description Location
Implementation 

Date Total Cost Funded Portion Unfunded Portion Funding Source

Downey PARAMOUNT/TELEGRAPH 
T.S. UPGRADE

Traffic signal upgrades including E‐W left‐turn phasing, 
implementation of vehicle video detection system, signal 
communication system, emergency vehicle pre‐emption system.

Paramount Bl, 
Telegraph Rd

2011 ‐ 2020 $120,000 $60,000 $60,000 Local gas tax

Downey WOODRUFF / WASHBURN 
TRAFFIC SIGNAL

Upgrade of the existing traffic signal, including the installation of 
accessible audible pedestrian devices to accommodate the 
disabled

Woodruff Ave, 
Washburn Road

2011 ‐ 2020 $150,000 $75,000 $75,000 SAFETEA‐LU, gas tax

Downey IMPERIAL Improvements, 
Downey Ave

upgrade to the traffic signal at the intersection of Imperial 
Highway at Downey Avenue.  

At Imperial Hwy and 
Downey Ave

$150,000 $0 $150,000

Downey IMPERIAL HWY/COLUMBIA 
WY TRAFFIC SIGNAL

Traffic signal upgrades, curb ramps. Imperial Hwy, 
Columbia Way

2011 ‐ 2020 $125,000 $0 $125,000 Local gas tax

Downey BELLFLOWER/IMPERIAL 
INTERSECTION IMP

Construction of double left‐turn pockets in the northbound and 
southbound directions on Bellflower Boulevard and right‐turn 
pockets in the southbound, eastbound and northbound directions, 
the reconstruction of all four curb returns to provide 50‐foot radii, 
modification of the existing traffic signal and incidental utility 
relocations and lane restriping

Bellflower Bl, 
Imperial Hwy

2011 ‐ 2020 $210,000 $105,000 $105,000 Local (NASA Develp 
fund), gas tax

Downey PARAMOUNT BLVD AT 
FIRESTONE BLVD IMPRVMTS

Construction of a right‐turn pocket in the eastbound direction, 
widening of all four curb returns to provide 50‐foot radii, 
modification of the traffic signal, incidental utility relocations, 
curb ramps, sw, AC pavement, striping, and signage modifications

Paramount Bl, 
Firestone Bl

2011 ‐ 2020 $3,019,000 $1,822,000 $1,197,000 Prop "C" (Metro 
2007 Call f Projects, 
Local Return), gas 

tax

Downey PARAMOUNT BLVD F.O. 
SYSTEM, Phase I

Installation of fiber‐optic conduit/cable along Paramount Bl, 
interconnection to existing signal comm network at Telegraph, 
traffic signal upgrades, vehicle video detection system

On Paramount Bl 
between Telegraph 
Rd and Lubec St

2011 ‐ 2020 $1,150,000 $230,000 $920,000 Proposition C Local 
Return, Measure R 

and Gas Tax
Downey FLORENCE AVENUE TRAFFIC 

SIGNAL COMM SYS
Installation of fiber‐optic conduit/cable along the length of 
Florence Ave, interconnection to existing signal comm network at 
Lakewood Bl, traffic signal upgrades, vehicle video detection, 
incidental utility relocation, signage.

On Florence Ave 
between Old River 
School Rd and the E 
City Limit     

2011 ‐ 2020 $1,798,000 $1,438,000 $360,000 Proposition "C" 
(2007 Metro Call for 

Projects, Local 
Return funds)

Downey PARAMOUNT BLVD TRAFFIC  Installation of fiber‐optic conduit/cable along Paramount Bl,  On Paramount Bl  2011 ‐ 2020 $1,670,000 $334,000 $1,336,000 TEA 21, transit fund
IMP‐FIRESTONE TO 
IMPERIAL

traffic signal upgrades, coodinated timing along corridor, comm 
network modifications at TMC

between Firestone 
Bl and Imperial Hwy 

Downey PARAMOUNT BLVD TRAFFIC 
IMP‐FIRESTONE TO 
FLORENCE

Installation of fiber‐optic conduit/cable along Paramount Bl, 
traffic signal upgrades, coodinated timing along corridor, comm 
network modifications at TMC

On Paramount Bl 
between Firestone 
Bl and Florence Ave 

2011 ‐ 2020 $970,000 $194,000 $776,000 TEA 21, transit fund

Downey Firestone Bl at Old River 
School Rd Grade Separation 
Study

Either an undercrossing or overcrossing of the RR with roadway; 
yet to be determined.

Firestone Bl at Old 
River School Rd and 
Burns Ave

2021 ‐ 2035 $59,500,000 $30,000,000 $29,500,000 PUC Section 190 
Grant, gas tax

La Mirada Valley View Ave to go under 
BNSF lines at Stage Road

Valley View Ave to go under BNSF lines at Stage Road Valley View Ave and 
Stage Road

2011 ‐ 2020 $75,000,000 $37,000,000 $38,000,000 Federal and State

LAPW Bandini/37th St St/8th St 
TSSP

Traffic Signal Syncronization improvements, additional vehicle 
detection, traffic actuated signals, and time‐based coordination.

Alameda St to 
Garfield Ave

2011 ‐ 2020 $844,000 $768,040 $75,960 MTA Prop C with LA 
County Prop C local 

money as match

LAPW Colima Rd/Lamirada Bl TSSP See above.    Mar Vista Bl to 
Alondra Bl

2011 ‐ 2020 $877,000 $798,070 $78,930 See above.   

LAPW Garfield Av  See above.    Olympic Bl to 
Eastern Av

2011 ‐ 2020 $776,000 $706,160 $69,840 See above.   

LAPW Painter Av / Carmenita Rd 
TSSP

See above.    Hadley St to South 
St

2011 ‐ 2020 $2,027,000 $1,844,570 $182,430 See above.   

LAPW Studebaker Rd TSSP See above.    Florence Av to Del 
Amo Bl

2011 ‐ 2020 $1,226,000 $1,115,660 $110,340 See above.   

LAPW Alameda St TSSP See above.    Nadeau St to Auto 
Dr South  

2011 ‐ 2020 $2,130,000 $1,938,300 $191,700 MTA Prop C with LA 
County Prop C local 

t h

Gateway Cities Future (Post 2010) Project Costs and Funding 

City Project Name Project Description Location
Implementation 

Date Total Cost Funded Portion Unfunded Portion Funding Source

LAPW Woodruff Av TSSP See above.    Firestone Av to 
Willow St

2011 ‐ 2020 $2,491,350 $2,267,129 $224,222 See above.   

LAPW Leffingwell Rd TSSP See above.    Imperial Hwy to 
Valley Home Av

2011 ‐ 2020 $929,000 $845,390 $83,610 See above.   

LAPW Beverly Bl TSSP See above.    Pomona Bl to 
Pickering Av

2011 ‐ 2020 $2,393,000 $2,177,630 $215,370 See above.   

LAPW South St TSSP See above.    Atlantic Bl to 
Studebaker Rd

2011 ‐ 2020 $1,485,000 $1,351,350 $133,650 See above.   

LAPW Washington Bl TSSP See above.    Atlantic Av to 
Whittier Bl

2011 ‐ 2020 $2,341,000 $2,130,310 $210,690 See above.   

LAPW Lambert Rd TSSP See above.    Washington Bl to 
Grayling Av

2011 ‐ 2020 $2,626,000 $2,389,660 $236,340 See above.   

LAPW I‐710/Atlantic Corridor ITS 
Project

See above.    Alameda St from 
Randolph Ave to 
Industry Wy

2011 ‐ 2020 $3,226,000 $2,935,660 $290,340 See above.   

LAPW I‐5 ATMS Integration Project See above.    Imperial Hwy from 
Carmenita Rd to 
Valley View Ave; 
Valley View Ave 
from Imperial Hwy 
to Rosecrans Ave

2011 ‐ 2020 $1,301,000 $1,183,910 $117,090 ISTEA DEMO and 
Prop C local money 

as match

Long Beach PCH & Cherry Cities of Long Beach & Signal Hill are working collectively to 
acquire property to widen Cherry Avenue to add a second travel 
lane in Long Beach from the Signal Hill boarder to south of PCH.

Cherry Avenue 
between 19th 
Street and 15th 

2011 ‐ 2020 $6,721,000 $5,921,000 $800,000

Long Beach Walnut Avenue 
Transportation 
Enhancement Project

Reconfigure two separate intersections into a single intersection 
and provide new signalized pedestrian crossings at a location that 
serves four grade schools and adults accessing LBCC.

Walnut Avenue & 
Alamitos/20th 
Street

2011 ‐ 2020
$1,200,000 $800,000 $400,000  TMP/ SC25 

Long Beach LCD Traffic Enhancement 
Project

Reconfigure the LCD (LOS COYOTES DIAGONAL)  & Studebaker 
Road/Parkcrest intersection into two separate intersections to 

LCD (LOS COYOTES 
DIAGONAL) 

2011 ‐ 2020 $2,500,000 $1,600,000 $900,000 TMP

improve traffic opeations and capacity while improving access to 
a new high school currently underconstruction.  Project also 
includes reconfigeration of the lanes and traffic signal operations 
at LCD & Carson Street to address peak period congestion issues.

between 
Studebaker & 
Carson Street

Long Beach
Del Amo & Locust Intersectio

Signalize intersection to provide improved neighborhood 
connectivity and access to tranist and park facilities

Del Amo Boulevard 
& Locust Avenue

2011 ‐ 2020 $200,000 $0 $200,000 Gas tax

Long Beach
2nd Street & Pomona Avenue

Construction of a new traffic signal to facilitate traffic flow during 
the peak period while also providing a new signalized pedestrian 
crossing in a dense retail shopping center.

2nd Street & 
Pomona Avenue

2011 ‐ 2020 $50,000 $0 $50,000 Parking meter 
revenue

Long Beach Carson Street & Woodruff 
Avenue Intersection 
Improvement Project

Modernize traffic signal control and provide improved left‐turn 
phasing to improve safety and operations 

Carson Street & 
Woodruff Avenue

2011 ‐ 2020 $35,000 $0 $35,000 TMP

Long Beach Spring Street & Woodruff 
Avenue Intersection 
Improvement Project

Modernize traffic signal to provide left‐turn phasing in two 
directions and improved pedestrian crossings to address safety 
and congestion issues.

Spring Street & 
Woodruff Avenue

2011 ‐ 2020 $175,000 $0 $175,000 Gas tax

Long Beach PCH & Cherry Caltrans modernized the traffic signal to provide adaptive control 
and left‐turn phasing to address congestion issues.

PCH & Cherry 
Avenue

2011 ‐ 2020 $5,000,000 $3,000,000 $2,000,000 RDA / grant (sh)

Long Beach Redondo & Anahiem 
Intersection Improvement

Widen Southbound Redondo Avenue to provide for right‐turn lane Redondo & 
Anaheim

2011 ‐ 2020 $40,000 $26,000 $14,000 TMP

Long Beach PCH & 2nd Street 
Improvement Project

Widen Southbound PCH to provide for 2nd left‐turn lane and right‐
turn lane

PCH & 2nd Street 2011 ‐ 2020 $3,000,000 $2,000,000 $1,000,000 TMP

Long Beach Los Alamitos Traffic Circle 
Improvement Project

Cooperative Project with Caltrans to implement changes to the 
traffic characteristics of the facility to improve capacity and 
reduce accidents

PCH, Lakewood 
Boulevard, LCD

2011 ‐ 2020 $2,000,000 $1,300,000 $700,000 state funds
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Gateway Cities Future (Post 2010) Project Costs and Funding 

City Project Name Project Description Location
Implementation 

Date Total Cost Funded Portion Unfunded Portion Funding Source

Long Beach 2nd Street & Studebaker 
Intersection Improvement 
Project

Reconfigure intersection geometrics through the removal of a 
median to add a third westbound travel lane

2nd Street & 
Studebaker Road

2011 ‐ 2020 $400,000 $260,000 $140,000 TMP

Long Beach Ocean Boulevard 
Transportation 
Enhancement Project

Interconnect and modernize traffic signals along Ocean Boulevard 
Corridor and add two new traffic signals to improve safety and 
traffic operations

Ocean Boulevard 
between Alamitos & 
Livingston/2nd 

2011 ‐ 2020

$1,280,000 $256,000 $1,024,000

Long Beach Atlantic Avenue 
Transportation 
Enhancement Project

Interconnect and modernize traffic signals along Atlantic Avenue 
to improve operations and traffic safety

Atlantic Avenue 
between Ocean 
Boulevard & 
Wardlow Road

2011 ‐ 2020

$1,080,000 $216,000 $864,000

Long Beach Studebaker Road ATCS and 
Communictions 
Enhancement Project

Construction of an eastside communications backbone to support 
trafic signal control and motorist information systems, conversion 
of traffic signal control from fixed time to adaptive control.

Studebaker Road 
between Spring 
Street and 2nd 

2011 ‐ 2020
$1,080,000 $216,000 $864,000

Long Beach Wardlow Road Traffic Signal 
Syncronization Project

Operational and timing improvements to traffic signals along the 
Wardlow Road corridor in the western part of the City.

Wardlow Road 
between Santa Fe & 
the western City 
li it

2011 ‐ 2020

$159,000 $31,000 $128,000

Long Beach 9th Street Pedestrian 
Enhancement Project

Signalize two intersections and provide an all‐way stop at a third 
to provide improved connectivity for pedestrians and cyclists 
traveling along 9th Street to access schools, medical faclities, park 
facilities, and shopping.

9th Street between 
Pacific Avenue and 
Long Beach 
Boulevard

2011 ‐ 2020

$500,000 $385,000 $115,000

Long Beach Orange Avenue 
Transportation 
Improvement Project

Traffic Calming project to narrow the roadway via striping to 
reduce vehicle speeds along this residential collector street and to 
add a traffic signal midway to improve neighborhood connectivity 
and access to transit stops.

Orange Avenue 
between Wardlow 
Road & Bixby Road

2011 ‐ 2020

$350,000 $385,000 $115,000

Long Beach Walnut Avenue & 4th Street 
Intersection Improvement

Modernize the traffic signal to provide enhanced pedestrian 
access to bus stops and relocation of signal and electrical 
equipment to improve pedestrian access to bus stops.

Walnut Avenue & 
4th Street 2011 ‐ 2020

$150,000 $112,500 $27,500

Long Beach 3rd Street & Lime Avenue  Construction of a new traffic signal in downtown to improve  3rd Street & Lime  $175,000 $131,000 $44,000
Intersection Improvement pedestrain access to a nearby grocery market, schools, and transit 

stops.
Avenue 2011 ‐ 2020

Long Beach Naples Road Diet Replaced one automobile lane with a Class II bicycle lane. Eastbound on 2nd 
Street between 
Bayshore Bridge and 
Marina Drive

2011 ‐ 2020

$45,000 $34,000 $11,000

Long Beach Willow Street Pedestrian 
Improvement

This project provides pedestrian‐oriented improvements to 
Willow St including medians, pedestrian lighting, landscaping, 
signage and crosswalk treatments.

Willow Street from 
Los Angeles River to 
Atlantic Avenue.

2011 ‐ 2020 $3,097,000 $2,180,000 $917,000 CMAQ
Local

Gateway Cities Future (Post 2010) Project Costs and Funding 

City Project Name Project Description Location
Implementation 

Date Total Cost Funded Portion Unfunded Portion Funding Source

Long Beach South Waterfront Bike Path 
Connection

SWBPC project is the construction of a new Class I bike path 
segment that closes an existing gap in the area. The project will 
include a  mid‐block crossing and wayfinding. This proposed path 
closes a vital gap between the existing Class I path across 
Queensway Bridge and the existing Class I bike and pedestrian 
path along the south waterfront, connecting the Greater 
Downtown with the hotels and commercial centers located across 
the harbor. 

The proposed South 
Waterfront Bike 
Path starts at the 
north end of the 
Queensway Bridge 
at the existing 
terminus of the 
Class I path. The 
proposed alignment 
follows the north 
side of Queensway 
Drive within the City 
right‐of‐way as a 
Class I bike path to 
the Special Events 
Park existing Class I 

2011 ‐ 2020 $1,500,000 $1,313,000 $187,000 CMAQ
Local

Long Beach 3rd Separated Bikeway Dedicated bike lanes on Broadway and 3rd  will include a painted 
island to separate the bike lane. One traffic lane will be lost to 
preserve parking on both sides of the street.

3rd from Alamitos 
and Golden Avenue 

$940,000 $705,000 $195,000

Long Beach Broadway Separated 
Bikeway

See above Broadway from 
Alamitos and 
Golden Avenue

$940,000 $705,000 $195,000

Long Beach Third Street Street Bike 
Lanes

Bike lanes (Class II) along Third Street between Alamitos/Junipero 
and Bike lane on Third Street b/w Alamitos/Junipero

Third Street 
between 

2011 ‐ 2020 $50,000 $37,500 $12,500

Long Beach Daisy Street ‐ Bike 
Boulevard

Bike boulevard will provide North‐South Class III bicycle facility 
(running the length of the City‐ from downtown to 70th).

running the length 
of the City‐ from 
downtown to 70th

2011 ‐ 2020 $2,200,000 $1,980,000 $220,000 CMAQ
SRTS

Long Beach Sixth Street ‐ Bike Boulevard Bike boulevard will provide  East‐West Class III bicycle facility 
(running from Junipero to Park).

6th St from Junipero 
to Park

2011 ‐ 2020 $630,000 $567,000 $63,000 CMAQ
SRTS(running from Junipero to Park). to Park SRTS

Long Beach Market Street 
Transporation Enhancement 
Project

Reconfigure the roadway to provide improved pedestrian facilities 
(widen sidewalks, enhanced pedestrian crossings) and access to 
key destinations (post office, transit stops, fire station, schools, 
shopping) for pedestrians, cylists, and motorists.

Market Street 
between Long 
Beach Boulevard 
and Atlantic Avenue

2011 ‐ 2020 $5,000,000 $4,500,000 $500,000

Long Beach Long Beach Blvd. Pedestrian 
Improvement Project

Project provides pedestrian‐oriented improvements to Long 
Beach Boulevard including pedestrian lighting, street trees, and 
crosswalk treatments.

Long Beach Blvd b/t 
Willow Ave & I‐405

2011 ‐ 2020 $2,521,000 $1,722,000 $799,000 CMAQ
Local

Long Beach Atherton Street 
Enhancement Project

Rehabilitating the landscaped median to enhance the experience 
of over 37,000 pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users and autos 
d l

Bellflower & Los 
Cerritos Channel

2011 ‐ 2020 $1,322,000 $1,322,000 $0 CMAQ
Prop C

Long Beach San Gabriel River Bike Path 
Closure at Willow Street 

Creation of off‐street bicycle path to achieve bicycle route gap 
closure on Willow Street from the San Gabriel River Bike Path 
west to Studebaker Road

Willow St, at San 
Gabriel River & 
Studebaker

2011 ‐ 2020 $200,000 $150,000 $50,000 CMAQ
Local

Long Beach Harding Street Traffic 
Calming Project

Reconfigure roadway stripping to install bike lanes and new 
pedestrian crossings

Harding Street 
between Atlantic 
Avenue and Cherry 
Avenue

2011 ‐ 2020 $1,200,000 $900,000 $300,000

Long Beach I‐710 Improvements Funded by the SAFETEA‐LU Demo Project, the project improves 
bicycle, pedestrian, and streetscape on major thoroughfares.

On Broadway, 3rd 
Street, 6th Street, 
and 7th Street from 
Shoreline Drive to 
Alamitos.

2011 ‐ 2020 $2,000,000 $1,500,000 $500,000
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Gateway Cities Future (Post 2010) Project Costs and Funding 

City Project Name Project Description Location
Implementation 

Date Total Cost Funded Portion Unfunded Portion Funding Source

Long Beach Pacific Electric Right‐of‐Way Funded by the MTA, the project improves bikeway and pedestrian 
access along a former railroad right‐of‐way.

The Pacific Electric 
ROW in Long Beach 
(South of Willow 
Street and North of 
4th Street)

2021 ‐ 2035 $2,000,000 $1,500,000 $500,000

Lynwood Annual Sidewalk 
Improvement Project FY 10‐
11

Reconstructed damaged sidewalk and install new sidewalk. Various locations 
citywide.  

2011 ‐ 2020 $100,000 $100,000 CDBG

Norwalk Firestone Bridge Extend 3rd WB lane. Firestone Bridge 
over SG River

2011 ‐ 2020 $4,331,000 $1,580,000 $2,751,000 MTA & LA County 
grant, HBRR 

PNorwalk Project 7219 New traffic signal  Shoemaker 
Avenue/Excelsior 
Drive

2011 ‐ 2020 $200,000 $100,000 $100,000 MTA, Prop C

Norwalk Norwalk/Santa Fe 
SpringsTransportation 
Center‐Metrolink Park and 
Ride ‐ Pedestrian Plaza 
Upgrade

Upgrade of existing passenger amenities for the Pedestrian Plaza 
at the regional inter‐modal Norwalk/Santa Fe Springs ‐ Metrolink 
Transportation Center.   The projec includes construction of a 
pedestrian plaza with pathways for bicycles and pedestrians, a 
passenger car pick‐up/drop‐off area to encourage access to the 
buses and trains as alternative modes of transportation, seating 
areas,security lighting, signage, electronic bus schedule 
information, decorative paving and landscaping. The project also 
includes widening of the approach into the Transportation Center 
and modifications to the entrance to improve access and visibility, 
as well as signage improvements to the transit center, bus layover 
areas and park and ride lot.  The project is intended to improve 
pedestrian and vehicular access, safety, and functionality of the 
inter‐modal Norwalk/SantaFe Springs ‐ Metrolink Transportation 
Center.  

The project is 
located at the 
Norwalk‐Santa Fe 
SpringsIMetrolink 
Transportation 
Centerand Park and 
Ride at 12700 
E.lmperial Highway, 
Norwalk, CA 90650. 
The transportation  
center serves all of 
Los Angeles, Orange 
and San Bernardino 
Counties.   This 
project is totally 
enclosed within the

2011 ‐ 2020 $966,351 $837,881 $128,470 Federal ‐ $612,881   
local total  $128,470 

inkind $48,318      

enclosed within the 
Norwalk/Santa Fe 
Springs 
Transportation 
Center ‐ Metrolink 
Park and Ride. 

Pico Rivera Beverly Boulevard Median 
Rehabilitiaon Project

Installation of new signalized intersection Beverly Boulevard 
and Sandoval 
Avenue/Pico Park

2011 ‐ 2020 $225,000 $75,000 $150,000 Measure R, Prop C 
and Prop 42

Pico Rivera Beverly Boulevard 
Rehabilitaion Project

Part of the improvements Is the signal modification at Beverly 
Boulevard  and Durfee Avenue

Beverly Boulevard 
and Durfee Avanue

2011 ‐ 2020 $175,000 $125,000 $50,000 ARRA Money

Pico Rivera Passons Grade Separation 
Project

Construction of a grade separtion at Passons Boulevard Passons Boulevard 
at Rivera Road

2011 ‐ 2020 $44,000,000 $22,000,000 $22,000,000 TCRP, SAFETEA‐LU, 
STIP, Prop C, BNSF 

and PUC

SantaFe Springs Traffic Signal Installation at 
Bloomfield at Corral

Installation of new traffic signal at intersection of Bloomfield at 
Corral

Bloomfield Ave. & 
Corral Pl.

2011 ‐ 2020 $90,000 $0 $90,000 Developer

Gateway Cities Future (Post 2010) Project Costs and Funding 

City Project Name Project Description Location
Implementation 

Date Total Cost Funded Portion Unfunded Portion Funding Source

SantaFe Springs New Bike Lanes and Bike 
Lockers

Bike lanes connecting Coyote Creek to Metrolink Transportation 
Center and to San Gabriel River Path; and Bike lockers (total of 20 
bike lockers) at Metrolink station

Foster Rd. to 
Carmenita Rd.  to 
Orden Dr. west, 
Leffingwell Rd. 
north, to Adler Dr. 
west, to Shoemaker 
Av. north, to 
Imperial Hwy. west, 
to Transit Center, 
then to Bloomfield 
Ave. north, to Los 
Nietos Rd. west, to 
the San Gabriel 
River bike path.

2011 ‐ 2020 $400,000 $320,000 $80,000 Federal Grant

Signal Hill 786 Cherry Ave Additional lanes 19th St to PCH 2011 ‐ 2020 $6,721,000 $5,921,000 $800,000 Traffic Impact Fees, 
demo TE‐LU, MTA

Signal Hill California Avenue Reconstruction Patterson St to 
Willow Avenue

2011 ‐ 2020 $508,000 $508,000

Signal Hill 746 Traffic Signal Cherry & 
20th Street

New traffic signal (no signal or stop sign currently) Cherry Ave/ 20th St 2011 ‐ 2020 $750,000 $500,000 $250,000 Safe Routes to 
School & Federal 

Funds (HSIP)

Signal Hill Orizaba & PCH Traffic Signal New traffic signal  Orizaba & PCH 
intersection

2011 ‐ 2020 $250,000 $125,000 $125,000 Various Sources

Signal Hill Willow & Walnut Traffic 
Signal 

Left‐turn phasing traffic signal   Willow & Walnut 
intersection

2011 ‐ 2020 $120,000 $80,000 $40,000 Truck Impacted 
Intersections South 

Bay COG (MTA 
Grants)

Signal Hill Willow & Orange Traffic  Left‐turn phasing traffic signal   Orange and Willow  2011 ‐ 2020 $370,000 $260,000 $110,000 Truck Impacted 
Signal intersection Intersections South 

Bay COG (MTA 
Grants)

Signal Hill Orange Avenue Corridor 
Traffic Signal 
Synchronization

Synchronize traffic signals Spring Street to Hill 
Street

$300,000 $60,000 $240,000 Gateway Cities 
Traffic Forum

Signal Hill Citywide ADA Sidewalk 
Improvements

Sidewalk improvements Citywide 2011 ‐ 2020 $100,000 $77,000 $23,000 CDBG

South Gate I‐710/Firestone Blvd 
Interchange

This project involves widening south side of the Firestone 
Boulevard Bridge over the Los Angles River to provide three 
through lanes in each direction with a center raised median from 
Rayo Ave to I‐710 freeway. 

Firestone Boulevard 
over LA River

2011 ‐ 2020 $14,721,000 $9,424,000 $5,297,000 Federal, Prop C
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Gateway Cities Future (Post 2010) Project Costs and Funding 

City Project Name Project Description Location
Implementation 

Date Total Cost Funded Portion Unfunded Portion Funding Source

Vernon Atlantic Blvd. Bridge over 
the LA River

The City of Vernon proposes to widen Atlantic Blvd. bridge over 
the Los Angeles River. Project will enhance the safety and 
operational use of Atlantic Blvd. bridge over the Los Angeles River 
and improve the intersection performance at District Blvd. The 
project involves widening Atlantic Blvd. for approximately 1,300 
linear feet to provide traffic shoulders, standard sidewalks and 
extending the right‐turn lane over to the Atlantic Blvd. Bridge. The 
proposed roadway configuration includes six 11‐foot through 
traffic lanes, one northbound 11‐foot right turn lane, 4‐foot 
minimum shoulders, 5' sidewalks, and a center median. The 
adjacent intersection of Atlantic Blvd. and District Blvd. will be 
reconfigured and the traffic timing optimized. 

Project limits are 
from Atlantic Blvd. 
north of the Los
Angeles River to 800 
feet south of the 
intersection with 
District Blvd. The 
proposed project is 
located
approximately 0.25 
miles (mi) 
southwest of the 
Long Beach Freeway 
(1‐710) in the City of 
Vernon

2011 ‐ 2020 $10,402,000 $3,602,000 $6,800,000 City Local and MTA 
Funds

Vernon Atlantic Blvd. And District 
Blvd Intersection 
Improvement

The City of Vernon proposes to widen Atlantic Blvd. bridge over 
the Los Angeles River. Project will enhance the safety and 
operational use of Atlantic Blvd. bridge over the Los Angeles River 
and improve the intersection performance at District Blvd. The 
project involves widening Atlantic Blvd. for approximately 1,300 
linear feet to provide traffic shoulders, standard sidewalks and 
extending the right‐turn lane over to the Atlantic Blvd. Bridge. The 
proposed roadway configuration includes six 11‐foot through 
traffic lanes, one northbound 11‐foot right turn lane, 4‐foot 
minimum shoulders, 5' sidewalks, and a center median. The 
adjacent intersection of Atlantic Blvd. and District Blvd. will be 
reconfigured and the traffic timing optimized. 

Project limits are 
from Atlantic Blvd. 
north of the Los
Angeles River to 800 
feet south of the 
intersection with 
District Blvd. The 
proposed project is 
located
approximately 0.25 
miles (mi) 
southwest of the 
Long Beach Freeway 
(1‐710) in the City of 
V

2011 ‐ 2020 $6,800,000 $3,400,000 $3,400,000 City Local and MTA 
Funds

Vernon
Whittier Hadley Street at Whittier 

Avenue
Installation of new traffic signal Hadley Street at 

Whittier Avenue
2011 ‐ 2020 $240,000 $120,000 $120,000 STPLG  and Gas Tax 

B

Whittier Lambert Road at Santa 
Gertrudes Avenue

Traffic Signal Modification Lambert Road at 
Santa Gertrudes 
Avenue. Includes 
installation of 
median island to 
separate traffic on 
Santa Gertrudes 
Avenue at adjacent 
railroad grade 
crossing.

2011 ‐ 2020 $535,000 $340,000 $195,000 HSIP Grant and 
Proposition 1B

Whittier Lambert Road at Painter 
Avenue

Traffic Signal Modification Lambert Road at 
Painter Avenue

2011 ‐ 2020 $240,000 $120,000 $120,000 STPLG  and Gas Tax 
B

Whittier Lambert Road at Mills 
Avenue

Traffic Signal Modification Lambert Road at 
Mills Avenue. Joint 
juridictional project 
with Los Angeles 
County. City 25% 
share of project 
cost.

2011 ‐ 2020 $131,500 $65,000 $66,500 STPLG 

Gateway Cities Future (Post 2010) Project Costs and Funding 

City Project Name Project Description Location
Implementation 

Date Total Cost Funded Portion Unfunded Portion Funding Source

Whittier Pio Pico Bikeway 
Connection

Bikeway connection from San Gabriel River Bike Path to the Pio 
Pico State Histrocial Park

Adjacent to Whittier 
Boulevard from San 
Gabriel River Bike 
Path to Pio Pico 
State Historical Park

2011 ‐ 2020 $670,000 $536,000 $134,000 Rivers and 
Mountains 

Conservancy

Whittier Laurel Avenue Bike Lanes Installation of Class II Bike Lanes Laurel Avenue from 
Whittier Blvd. to 
Carnell Street

2006 ‐ 2010 $20,000 ARRA

Whittier Beverly Boulevard Class II 
Bike Lanes

Installation of Class II Bike Lanes, Median Islands, Safety Lighting 
and Bus Shelters

Beverly Blvd. from 
605 Freeway to 
Norwalk 
Blvd/Workman Mill 
Road.

2011 ‐ 2020 $1,242,500 $994,000 $248,500 HSIP and Propostion 
1B

Whittier Mills Avenue Sidewalks Installation of Sidewalks and Wheelchair Access Ramps Mills Avenue from 
Whittier Blvd. to 
Lambert Road

2011 ‐ 2020 $425,000 $340,000 $85,000 SR2S and Gas Tax B

TOTAL $371,328,701 $215,296,720 $156,071,982

Note:  Blue cells contain estimated costs.  Orange cells contain per project cost averages devised from the FTIP in the case where multiple projects were funded as a single entity.  Please see text for description of estimate methodology.



132     Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategies

Appendix E.
Analysis for Transportation Demand Management 
Strategies in the Gateway Cities 
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E. Analysis for Travel Demand 
Management Strategies in the 
Gateway Cities 

The TDM analysis, the impacts of which were summarized in Section 7, was 
based on information provided by the Gateways cities.  Two inquiries were 
made of the cities to elicit information on if and what TDM strategies the cities 
employed or were present in the cities.  Not surprisingly, most of the strategies 
reported were those under the control of the city as employer and land use 
regulator. 

The results of this inquiry are summarized in Table E.1.  Although cities reported 
activities in some eight categories of TDM strategies, participation (mode shift) 
data was available for only two strategies (Compressed Work Weeks and City 
Employee Rideshare Programs).  Additionally, for those cities who reported 
having active TDM ordinances, trip reduction estimates were made based on 
growth in office development in each of these cities.  Clearly, additional trip and 
emission reduction impacts are being produced by all eight types of TDM 
strategies, such as on-line course offerings at local colleges, shuttle services, safe 
routes to school projects, and bicycle programs, such as the Long Beach Bike 
Station. 

Table E.1 TDM Strategies by Gateway City 
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Artesia       X  

Cerritos  X X X X X   

Commerce X X X     X 

Downey X X X    X  

Hawaiian Gardens X X     X X 

Huntington Park X        

Lakewood X        
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La Mirada X  X      

Long Beach X  X X X X X X 

Lynwood X       X 

Pico Rivera X  X   X X X 

Santa Fe Springs X  X      

Signal Hill X        

Southgate X X X    X X 

Vernon X X      X 

Whittier X X X    X X 

The calculation of impacts for each of the three TDM strategies, for which mode 
shift or related data existed, is summarized below. 

Compressed Work Weeks 

Some 14 cities reported using compressed work week schedules for some or all 
of municipal employees.  This is a very common strategy among South Coast Air 
Basin cities.  While most cities used a 9/80 schedule, closing nonessential city 
office every other Friday, other cities employed 4/40 and 3/36 schedules. 

In total, 3,309 employees are using a CWW schedule in the Gateway Cities.  Most 
of these programs were implemented after 2005.  The number of participants is 
not expected to grow in the planning years of 2020 and 2035.  The calculation of 
GHG emission reduction impacts (in metric tons) is as follows: 

 Participating employees  3,309 (a) 

 Vehicle trip reduction (a x 80% prior SOV) 2,647 (b) 

 VMT reduction (b x 20 mile commute) 52,944 (c) 

 2020 GHG reduction (c x 327.36 g/mi) 17.3 tons per 
CWW day 
off (d) 

 2035 GHG reduction (c x 286.13 g/mi) 15.15 tons 
per CWW 
day off (e) 
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 2020 GHG daily reduction (d x 14% of days are CWW days off) 2.43 tons per 
day (f) 

 2035 GHG daily reduction (e x 14%) 2.12 tons per 
day (g) 

 2020 GHG annual reduction (f x 250 commute days) 607.5 tons 
per year 

 2035 GHG annual reduction (g x 250 commute days) 530 tons per 
year

City Employee Ridesharing Program 

Six cities reported having employee ridesharing programs for municipal 
workers.  These cities reported that approximately 700 employees participated in 
the programs.  Two of the cities reported an average vehicle ridership (AVR) of 
1.29 and 1.31.  Therefore, an AVR of 1.3 was applied to this employment and 
exemplary mode shares developed to equate to 1.3.  This equated to a vehicle trip 
reduction of 418 trips.  Assuming a 20-mile round trip commute, this equated to 
a VMT reduction of 8,360 miles.  Applying the same emission factors cited above 
for CWW, this VMT reduction equates to a GHG emission reduction of 2.73 tons 
per day (2020) and 2.39 tons per day (2035).  Annual reductions equate to 
682.5 tons (2020) and 597.5 tons (2035).  The diminishing reductions are due to 
lower emission factors in 2035 as California cars being cleaner and more efficient.  
City employee ridesharing participation was not expected to grow in future 
years. 

TDM Ordinance 

Eight cities reported having active TDM ordinances, seeking trip reduction 
mitigation at new commercial developments.  While other cities presumably 
have TDM ordinances, they may not have reported due to inactivity of 
commercial development or with the ordinance application itself.  The TDM 
ordinance analysis was different from that for Compressed Work Weeks and 
Employee Ridesharing, which had reported participation statistics.  The known 
information related to this area was the existence of an ordinance and amount of 
estimated future office development in each city for 2020 and 2035 (from the 
SCAG Sustainability Tool). 

First, trip reduction impacts were derived for new employment based on three 
scenarios:  1) a typical baseline mode split at office worksites, 2) an expected trip 
reduction of 8 percent due to the implementation of TDM strategies at new office 
developments (with the expected range of impacts from the most recent TDM 
literature – see Section 7), and 3) an expected trip reduction of 13 percent due to 
the interactive effects of TDM implemented at new developments, which are 
located in cities with aggressive smart growth and transit improvement policies 
and programs (see Section 10).  These forecasted impacts were applied to a 
hypothetical group of 1,000 office workers and resulting mode splits were 
derived. 
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 The vehicle trip reduction impacts estimated for the second scenario (TDM 
ordinance alone) was calculated to be 80 trips per 1,000 employees or 2,400 
miles (for a 30-mile round trip commute). 

 The 2020 emission reduction impacts were estimated to be 0.79 tons per 1,000 
office employee or 0.031 tons per 10,000 sq. ft. of office space. 

 The 2035 emission reduction impacts were estimated to be 0.69 tons per 1,000 
workers and 0.027 tons per 10,000 sq. ft. 

 The vehicle trip reduction impacts estimated for the third scenario 
(interactive effects) was calculated to be 126 trips per 1,000 employees or 
3,780 miles (for a 30-mile round trip commute). 

 The 2020 emission reduction impacts were estimated to be 1.24 tons per 1,000 
office employee or 0.0495 tons per 10,000 sq. ft. of office space. 

 The 2035 emission reduction impacts were estimated to be 1.08 tons per 1,000 
workers and 0.043 tons per 10,000 square feet. 

The emission reduction estimates per 10,000 square feet of office development 
were then applied to the forecasted growth in such development in each city.  
The estimated 2020 growth in office development in the eight TDM ordinance 
cities is 1,759, 380 square feet of office space.  In 2035, this number is expected to 
grow to 2,945,340.  However, TDM ordinance provisions only apply to 
developments of a certain size (generally 25,000 square feet or larger).  Therefore, 
trip and emission reduction impacts were only applied to 30 percent of new 
office space growth (as per one cities estimate). 

The resulting emission estimates, using the same emission factors, were 
calculated to be: 

 1.66 tons per day or 415  tons per year for 2020 due to TDM ordinance 
application; 

 2.43 tons per day or 607.5 tons per year in 2035 due to TDM ordinance 
application; 

 2.61 tons per day or 652.5 tons per year in 2020 due to interactive effects of 
smart growth and transit; and 

 3.83 tons per day or 957.5 tons per year in 2035 due to interactive effects. 

Appendix F. 
Land Use Scenario Strategies from Sustainability Tool 
(2008, 2020, and 2035) 
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Acres

Rural Acres -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 778                  100% 778                  100% 778                  100% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 778                 778                 778                 -                  -                  

Artesia
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035

‐

500 

1,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 2,923               68% 2,979               67% 2,981               66% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 1,404               32% 1,440               33% 1,562               34% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 4,327              4,419              4,543              -                  -                  

Employment Mix

‐

500 

1,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

‐

2,000 
4,000 

6,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 1,877               32% 1,952               32% 2,016               31% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 3,497               59% 3,722               60% 3,926               61% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 517                  9% 521                  8% 518                  8% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 5,891              6,195              6,460              -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 5.6                   5.7                   5.8                   -                  -                  

‐

500 

1,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

‐

2,000 
4,000 

6,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

‐

5,000 

10,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

60.0 

VMT per Household

Employment 7.6                   8.0                   8.3                   -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 1.4                   1.4                  1.4                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 2.2                   2.2                  2.2                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 49.8                 49.4                49.0               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split

‐

500 

1,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

‐

2,000 
4,000 

6,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

‐

5,000 

10,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

‐

20.0 

40.0 

60.0 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 57.6% 57.7% 57.7% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 29.0% 29.0% 28.9% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 4.1% 4.0% 4.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 9.4% 9.4% 9.4% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0222             0.0217             0.0218             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:

‐
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

0%

50%

100%

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Travel Mode Split

Non‐Auto Trip

Transit Trip

Auto‐Passenger Trip

Drive Alone Trip

   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 

Acres

Vacant Acres 187                       42% 726                  70% 729                  69% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 261                       58% 305                  30% 323                  31% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 449                      1,031              1,052              -                  -                  

Avalon
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 Existing YR 2035 Base YR2003 ALT1

‐

1,000 

2,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Vacant Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 302                       24% 349                  24% 384                  23% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                       0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 937                       76% 1,095               76% 1,260               77% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                       0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 1,239                   1,444              1,644              -                  -                  

Employment Mix

‐

1,000 

2,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Vacant Acres

‐

1,000 

2,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 1,773                    41% 1,842               39% 1,931               39% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 1,747                    40% 1,997               43% 2,092               43% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 857                       20% 857                  18% 898                  18% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 4,377                   4,696              4,921              -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 2.8                        1.4                   1.6                   -                  -                  
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Housing & Mix

Multifamily
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Mobile Home

‐

2,000 

4,000 

6,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

50.0 

VMT per Household

Employment 9.8                        4.6                   4.7                   -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 3.5                        3.3                  3.0                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 1.6                        1.6                  1.6                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 39.6                      39.5                39.5               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split

‐
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2,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Vacant Acres

‐

1,000 

2,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

‐

2,000 

4,000 

6,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

‐
10.0 
20.0 
30.0 
40.0 
50.0 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 54.5% 54.6% 54.3% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 26.2% 26.2% 26.2% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 4.6% 4.6% 4.7% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 14.6% 14.6% 14.9% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0177                  0.0176             0.0176             -                  -                  
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Travel Mode Split
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Drive Alone Trip

                 

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 

Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 
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Acres

Rural Acres 2                     0% 3                     0% 3                     0% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 1,266               100% 1,283               100% 1,283               100% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 1,267              1,286              1,286              -                  -                  

Bell
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035

‐

1,000 

2,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 3,502               39% 3,502               39% 3,502               38% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 5,489               61% 5,540               61% 5,595               62% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 8,991              9,042              9,097              -                  -                  

Employment Mix

‐

1,000 

2,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

‐

5,000 

10,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 3,010               34% 3,267               34% 3,475               35% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 3,103               35% 3,427               36% 3,716               37% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 2,856               32% 2,821               30% 2,773               28% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 8,969              9,515              9,964              -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 7.1                   7.0                   7.1                   -                  -                  
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

50.0 

VMT per Household

Employment 7.1                   7.4                   7.7                   -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 1.0                   1.1                  1.1                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 1.9                   1.9                  1.9                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 39.6                 39.2                39.2               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 46.2% 46.2% 46.2% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 32.0% 32.0% 32.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 6.1% 6.0% 6.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 15.7% 15.7% 15.7% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0177             0.0172             0.0174             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:

‐

1,000 

2,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

‐

5,000 

10,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

‐

5,000 

10,000 

15,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

‐
10.0 
20.0 
30.0 
40.0 
50.0 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

0%

50%

100%

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Travel Mode Split

Non‐Auto Trip

Transit Trip

Auto‐Passenger Trip

Drive Alone Trip

   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 

Acres

Rural Acres 29                    1% 63                    2% 63                    2% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 3,511               99% 3,633               98% 3,633               98% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 3,541              3,696              3,696              -                  -                  

Bellflower
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035

‐
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 12,547             76% 13,220             75% 13,567             72% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 4,068               24% 4,460               25% 5,177               28% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 16,615            17,680            18,744            -                  -                  

Employment Mix
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Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 8,245               51% 8,645               51% 8,936               51% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 4,965               31% 5,311               32% 5,689               33% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 2,922               18% 2,893               17% 2,875               16% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 16,132            16,849            17,500            -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 4.7                   4.8                   5.1                   -                  -                  
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60.0 

VMT per Household

Employment 4.6                   4.6                   4.7                   -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 1.0                   1.0                  0.9                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 2.2                   2.2                  2.2                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 48.6                 48.1                47.8               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 54.8% 54.8% 54.7% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 30.4% 30.5% 30.5% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 4.2% 4.2% 4.2% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 10.5% 10.5% 10.6% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0217             0.0211             0.0213             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:
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   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 
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Acres

Rural Acres 25                    2% 26                    2% 26                    2% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 1,057               98% 1,093               98% 1,093               98% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 1,081              1,119              1,119              -                  -                  

Bell Gardens
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035

‐
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2,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 4,488               47% 4,488               47% 4,488               46% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 5,110               53% 5,154               53% 5,201               54% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 9,598              9,642              9,689              -                  -                  

Employment Mix

‐
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Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 3,087               38% 3,297               38% 3,463               38% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 3,428               42% 3,786               44% 4,111               45% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 1,564               19% 1,566               18% 1,567               17% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 8,079              8,650              9,141              -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 8.9                   8.6                   8.7                   -                  -                  
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VMT per Household

Employment 7.5                   7.7                   8.2                   -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 0.8                   0.9                  0.9                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 2.0                   2.0                  2.0                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 43.0                 41.3                41.2               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split
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VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 44.6% 44.7% 44.7% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 33.9% 34.0% 33.9% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 5.9% 5.7% 5.7% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 15.7% 15.7% 15.7% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0192             0.0181             0.0183             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:

‐

1,000 

2,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

‐
5,000 

10,000 
15,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

‐

5,000 

10,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

‐
10.0 
20.0 
30.0 
40.0 
50.0 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

0%

50%

100%

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Travel Mode Split

Non‐Auto Trip

Transit Trip

Auto‐Passenger Trip

Drive Alone Trip

   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 

Acres

Rural Acres 18                    1% 40                    1% 40                    1% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 3,519               99% 3,579               99% 3,579               99% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 3,537              3,619              3,619              -                  -                  

Cerritos
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035

‐
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 13,272             84% 13,272             84% 13,272             83% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 2,452               16% 2,554               16% 2,663               17% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 15,725            15,827            15,936            -                  -                  

Employment Mix
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Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 11,638             33% 12,426             33% 13,057             33% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 16,601             47% 18,076             48% 19,442             49% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 7,371               21% 7,271               19% 7,153               18% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 35,610            37,773            39,652            -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 4.4                   4.4                   4.4                   -                  -                  
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Jobs & Mix
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Office

Retail

60.0 

VMT per Household

Employment 10.1                 10.4                 11.0                 -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 2.3                   2.4                  2.5                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 2.4                   2.4                  2.4                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 55.1                 54.9                54.8               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 63.0% 63.1% 63.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 26.7% 26.7% 26.7% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 7.3% 7.3% 7.3% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0246             0.0241             0.0244             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:
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   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 
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Acres

Rural Acres 17                    1% 51                    2% 51                    2% -                   0% -                   0%

Developed Acres 3,296               99% 3,330               98% 3,330               98% -                   0% -                   0%

Total 3,313              3,381              3,381              -                  -                  

Housing Mix

Single Family 1,921               57% 1,921               57% 1,921               55% -                   0% -                   0%

Townhome -                   0% -                   0% -                   0% -                   0% -                   0%

Multifamily 1,435               43% 1,479               43% 1,542               45% -                   0% -                   0%

Mobile Home -                   0% -                   0% -                   0% -                   0% -                   0%

Total 3,356              3,400              3,463              -                  -                  

Employment Mix

Retail 15,285             32% 16,347             33% 17,229             34% -                   0% -                   0%

Office 11,265             23% 12,018             24% 12,775             25% -                   0% -                   0%

Industrial 21,648             45% 21,041             43% 20,627             41% -                   0% -                   0%

Total 48,198            49,406            50,631            -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 1.0                   1.0                   1.0                   -                   -                   

Employment 14.5                 14.6                 15.0                 -                   -                   

Jobs/Housing Balance 14.4                 14.5                14.6               -                 -                  

Vehicle Ownership per Household 2.0                   2.0                  2.0                 -                 -                  

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 42.5                 42.6                42.6               -                 -                  

Commerce
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035
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Jobs & Mix
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30.0 

40.0 

50.0 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

Travel Mode Split

Drive Alone Trip 51.1% 51.1% 51.1% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 31.1% 31.1% 31.1% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 12.8% 12.8% 12.7% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0190             0.0187             0.0189             -                   -                   

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:  

Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Travel Mode Split

Non‐Auto Trip

Transit Trip

Auto‐Passenger Trip

Drive Alone Trip

Acres

Rural Acres 80                    2% 112                  2% 112                  2% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 4,604               98% 4,631               98% 4,631               98% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 4,683              4,744              4,744              -                  -                  

Compton
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035

‐

5,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 15,498             68% 15,498             68% 15,498             68% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 7,154               32% 7,169               32% 7,184               32% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 22,652            22,667            22,682            -                  -                  

Employment Mix
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Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 7,933               26% 8,512               27% 8,982               27% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 12,937             42% 14,078             44% 15,169             45% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 9,700               32% 9,468               30% 9,293               28% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 30,570            32,058            33,444            -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 4.8                   4.8                   4.8                   -                  -                  
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VMT per Household

Employment 6.5                   6.8                   7.1                   -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 1.3                   1.4                  1.5                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 2.0                   2.0                  2.0                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 42.5                 42.2                42.1               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split
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VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 47.6% 47.6% 47.6% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 33.1% 33.2% 33.2% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 5.4% 5.3% 5.3% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 13.9% 13.9% 13.9% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0190             0.0185             0.0188             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:
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   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 



Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategies     139

Acres

Rural Acres -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 576                  100% 597                  100% 597                  100% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 576                 597                 597                 -                  -                  

Cudahy
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035

‐
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1,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 1,665               31% 1,696               30% 1,717               28% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 3,760               69% 4,046               70% 4,404               72% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 5,425              5,742              6,121              -                  -                  

Employment Mix
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Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 1,015               30% 1,084               30% 1,144               30% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 1,674               49% 1,827               50% 1,961               51% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 736                  21% 727                  20% 721                  19% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 3,425              3,638              3,826              -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 9.4                   9.6                   10.2                 -                  -                  
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VMT per Household

Employment 5.9                   6.1                   6.4                   -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 0.6                   0.6                  0.6                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 1.9                   1.9                  1.9                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 39.7                 39.0                38.6               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split
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VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 44.0% 44.0% 44.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 34.2% 34.2% 34.2% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 6.2% 6.1% 6.1% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 15.6% 15.6% 15.7% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0177             0.0171             0.0172             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:
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   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 

Acres

Rural Acres 12                    0% 20                    0% 20                    0% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 5,378               100% 5,583               100% 5,583               100% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 5,390              5,602              5,602              -                  -                  

Downey
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 27,600             66% 28,037             65% 28,057             64% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 14,109             34% 14,770             35% 15,952             36% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 41,709            42,807            44,009            -                  -                  
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Retail 8,862               59% 9,542               60% 10,059             62% -                  0% -                  0%

Office -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 6,243               41% 6,242               40% 6,181               38% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 15,105            15,784            16,240            -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 7.7                   7.6                   7.9                   -                  -                  
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VMT per Household

Employment 2.8                   2.8                   2.9                   -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 0.4                   0.4                  0.4                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 2.0                   2.0                  2.0                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 43.8                 43.6                43.4               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split
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VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 56.3% 56.3% 56.3% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 27.9% 28.0% 28.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 11.8% 11.7% 11.7% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0195             0.0191             0.0193             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:
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   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 
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Acres

Rural Acres -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 429                  100% 438                  100% 438                  100% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 429                 438                 438                 -                  -                  

Hawaiian Gardens
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035

‐
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 1,456               41% 1,468               40% 1,472               38% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 2,139               59% 2,248               60% 2,403               62% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 3,595              3,716              3,875              -                  -                  

Employment Mix
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Employment Mix

Retail 1,539               54% 1,633               52% 1,696               51% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 1,158               41% 1,312               42% 1,454               44% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 162                  6% 171                  5% 175                  5% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 2,859              3,116              3,325              -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 8.4                   8.5                   8.8                   -                  -                  
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Jobs & Mix
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50.0 

VMT per Household

Employment 6.7                   7.1                   7.6                   -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 0.8                   0.8                  0.9                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 2.1                   2.1                  2.1                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 46.8                 46.5                46.5               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 49.9% 49.9% 49.9% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 31.6% 31.7% 31.7% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 13.5% 13.4% 13.4% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0209             0.0204             0.0207             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:
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   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 

Acres

Rural Acres 1                     0% 1                     0% 1                     0% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 1,400               100% 1,400               100% 1,400               100% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 1,401              1,401              1,401              -                  -                  

Huntington Park
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035

‐

1,000 

2,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 5,172               35% 5,351               34% 5,473               32% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 9,797               65% 10,561             66% 11,531             68% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 14,969            15,912            17,004            -                  -                  

Employment Mix

‐

1,000 

2,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

‐

10,000 

20,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 4,846               30% 5,141               30% 5,404               30% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 7,934               48% 8,543               50% 9,103               51% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 3,614               22% 3,515               20% 3,435               19% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 16,394            17,199            17,942            -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 10.7                 11.4                 12.1                 -                  -                  

‐
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‐
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Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

‐

10,000 

20,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

40.0 

VMT per Household

Employment 11.7                 12.3                 12.8                 -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 1.1                   1.1                  1.1                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 1.9                   1.8                  1.8                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 37.8                 37.6                37.1               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split

‐
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Acres Consumed

Developed Acres
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‐
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Housing & Mix
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Single Family

Mobile Home

‐

10,000 

20,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

‐

10.0 

20.0 

30.0 

40.0 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 45.2% 45.1% 44.9% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 32.3% 32.3% 32.2% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 6.5% 6.5% 6.6% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 16.0% 16.1% 16.3% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0169             0.0165             0.0165             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:
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   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 
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Acres

Rural Acres 550                  23% 728                  27% 728                  27% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 1,852               77% 1,959               73% 1,959               73% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 2,402              2,687              2,687              -                  -                  

La Habra Heights
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035

‐

2,000 

4,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 1,929               98% 2,052               97% 2,179               94% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 32                    2% 55                    3% 132                  6% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 1,961              2,107              2,311              -                  -                  

Employment Mix

‐

2,000 

4,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

‐
1,000 
2,000 
3,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 173                  22% 190                  22% 191                  21% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 375                  47% 423                  49% 468                  52% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 244                  31% 248                  29% 239                  27% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 793                 861                 898                 -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 0.8                   0.8                   0.9                   -                  -                  

‐
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‐
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

80.0 

VMT per Household

Employment 0.3                   0.3                   0.3                   -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 0.4                   0.4                  0.4                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 2.5                   2.5                  2.5                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 60.6                 60.6                60.6               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split

‐
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

‐

20.0 

40.0 

60.0 

80.0 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 69.9% 69.9% 69.8% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 26.6% 26.6% 26.6% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 2.1% 2.1% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 1.4% 1.4% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0270             0.0266             0.0270             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:
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   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 

Acres

Rural Acres 46                    1% 46                    1% 46                    1% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 3,916               99% 3,916               99% 3,916               99% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 3,962              3,962              3,962              -                  -                  

Lakewood
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035

‐

5,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 18,126             67% 26,201             76% 25,447             76% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 8,877               33% 8,205               24% 7,993               24% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 27,002            34,406            33,440            -                  -                  

Employment Mix

‐

5,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

‐

20,000 

40,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 7,306               46% 7,246               39% 7,143               39% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 7,933               50% 10,903             58% 10,771             58% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 683                  4% 590                  3% 523                  3% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 15,923            18,738            18,438            -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 6.8                   8.7                   8.4                   -                  -                  
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Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

60.0 

VMT per Household

Employment 4.0                   4.7                   4.7                   -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 0.6                   0.5                  0.6                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 2.1                   2.1                  2.1                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 50.2                 48.2                48.3               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split

‐
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Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

‐

10,000 
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Jobs & Mix
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Office

Retail

‐

20.0 

40.0 

60.0 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 60.9% 60.9% 60.9% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 28.5% 27.3% 27.3% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 3.4% 3.3% 3.3% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 7.2% 8.4% 8.4% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0224             0.0212             0.0215             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:
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   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 
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Acres

Rural Acres 24                    1% 43                    1% 43                    1% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 3,460               99% 3,555               99% 3,555               99% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 3,484              3,597              3,597              -                  -                  

La Mirada
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035

‐

2,000 

4,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 11,939             81% 12,049             80% 12,049             78% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 2,781               19% 2,958               20% 3,317               22% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 14,720            15,007            15,366            -                  -                  

Employment Mix

‐
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Rural Acres

‐

10,000 
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 4,588               24% 4,789               24% 4,955               24% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 8,690               45% 9,076               46% 9,470               47% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 6,070               31% 5,973               30% 5,929               29% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 19,348            19,838            20,354            -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 4.2                   4.2                   4.3                   -                  -                  
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Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

60.0 

VMT per Household

Employment 5.6                   5.5                   5.7                   -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 1.3                   1.3                  1.3                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 2.2                   2.2                  2.2                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 50.5                 50.4                50.2               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split

‐
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 61.5% 61.6% 61.5% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 27.7% 27.7% 27.7% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 3.1% 3.1% 3.1% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 7.6% 7.6% 7.7% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0225             0.0221             0.0224             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:
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   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 

Long Beach
Acres

Vacant Acres -                  0% 72.28              0% 94.52              0% 383.64            2% 1,829.24            8%
Developed Acres 21,817.48       100% 21,817.48       100% 21,817.48       100% 21,817.48        98% 21,817.48           92%

Housing Mix
Single Family 65,205.95       33% 64,883.34       33% 65,192.71       33% 65,176.48        33% 51,111.87           6%
Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                     0%
Multifamily 134,973.33     67% 134,278.61     67% 134,041.02     67% 134,028.72      67% 803,273.02         94%
Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                     0%

200,179.29     199,161.95     199,233.72     199,205.20     854,384.89        
Employment Mix

Retail 39,535.31       12% 43,895.43       12% 47,473.53       12% 49,121.46        11% 600,486.35         18%
Office 281,561.65     85% 316,292.88     86% 338,726.51     86% 385,642.69      87% 2,814,008.83      82%
Industrial 9,303.69         3% 9,048.60         2% 8,947.61         2% 10,748.37        2% 8,004.07            0%

330,400.65     369,236.92     395,147.65     445,512.52     3,422,499.25     
Density

Housing Unit 9.18                9.10                9.09                8.97                36.13                 
Employment 15.14              16.87              18.03              20.07              144.73               

Jobs/Housing Balance 1.65                1.85                1.98                2.24                4.01                   

Vehicle Ownership per Household 1.57                1.57                1.57                1.57                1.40                   

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 32.77              32.01              32.01              32.01              27.12

Travel Mode Split
Drive Alone Trip 54.2% 54.2% 54.3% 54.3% 49.5%
Auto-Passenger Trip 26.8% 26.9% 26.9% 26.9% 26.0%
Transit Trip 4.9% 4.7% 4.7% 4.7% 5.3%
Non-Auto Trip 14.1% 14.1% 14.1% 14.1% 19.2%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Tons/Day) 3,201.33         3,110.83         3,112.10         3,111.68          11,308.26
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Tons/Household) 0.01599229374 0.01561958158 0.01562037241 0.01562047180 0.01323556088

2008 Total Population 491273.00
2008 Total Household 166363.00
2008 Average Household Size 2.95

GHG per Capita 0.0054 0.0053 0.0053 0.0053 0.0045

*Based on April 4 discussion with Ira Brown, the Scenarios are defined as above (2008, 2020 and 2035)

Scenario 5Scenario 1 (2008) Scenario 2 Scenario 3 (2020) Scenario 4 (2035)

- 72.28 94.52 383.64 1,829.24 
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Acres

Rural Acres 3                     0% 7                     0% 7                     0% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 2,124               100% 2,185               100% 2,185               100% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 2,127              2,191              2,191              -                  -                  

Lynwood
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035

‐

2,000 

4,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 7,803               49% 7,973               48% 7,973               47% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 7,974               51% 8,564               52% 8,839               53% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 15,776            16,538            16,812            -                  -                  

Employment Mix

‐

2,000 

4,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

‐

10,000 

20,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 2,742               22% 4,041               29% 5,564               36% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 6,770               54% 7,141               51% 7,740               50% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 3,081               24% 2,862               20% 2,227               14% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 12,593            14,044            15,531            -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 7.4                   7.5                   7.7                   -                  -                  

‐

2,000 

4,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

‐

10,000 

20,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

‐

10,000 

20,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

50.0 

VMT per Household

Employment 5.9                   6.4                   7.1                   -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 0.8                   0.8                  0.9                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 2.2                   2.2                  2.2                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 46.8                 46.6                46.5               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split

‐

2,000 

4,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

‐

10,000 

20,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

‐

10,000 

20,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

‐
10.0 
20.0 
30.0 
40.0 
50.0 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 46.5% 46.5% 46.5% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 33.9% 33.9% 33.9% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 5.4% 5.4% 5.4% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 14.2% 14.2% 14.2% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0209             0.0204             0.0207             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:
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   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 

Acres

Rural Acres 3                     1% 3                     1% 3                     1% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 556                  99% 556                  99% 556                  99% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 559                 559                 559                 -                  -                  

Maywood
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035

‐

500 

1,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 2,730               41% 2,730               41% 2,730               40% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 3,864               59% 3,931               59% 4,013               60% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 6,594              6,661              6,743              -                  -                  

Employment Mix

‐
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Acres Consumed

Developed Acres
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5
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Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 1,108               29% 1,194               29% 1,254               30% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 1,832               47% 1,964               48% 2,079               49% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 921                  24% 903                  22% 885                  21% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 3,861              4,060              4,218              -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 11.8                 11.9                 12.1                 -                  -                  
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VMT per Household

Employment 6.9                   7.3                   7.5                   -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 0.6                   0.6                  0.6                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 2.0                   2.0                  2.0                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 43.0                 42.9                42.9               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split
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VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 45.9% 45.9% 45.9% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 32.9% 32.9% 32.9% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 6.1% 6.1% 6.1% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 15.1% 15.1% 15.1% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0192             0.0189             0.0191             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:
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   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 
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Acres

Rural Acres 24                    1% 28                    1% 28                    1% 24                    1% -                  0%

Developed Acres 4,086               99% 4,087               99% 4,063               99% 3,460               99% -                  0%

Total 4,110              4,115              4,091              3,484              -                  

blank blankNorwalk
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035

‐

5,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 20,297             70% 20,297             70% 20,286             70% 11,939             81% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 8,196               28% 8,196               28% 8,194               28% 2,781               19% -                  0%

Mobile Home 423                  1% 423                  1% 423                  1% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 28,494            28,494            28,481            14,720            -                  

Employment Mix

‐
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Acres Consumed

Developed Acres
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‐

20,000 
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix
Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 6,339               25% 6,342               25% 6,350               26% 4,588               24% -                  0%

Office 15,154             61% 15,251             61% 15,277             61% 8,690               45% -                  0%

Industrial 3,375               14% 3,375               14% 3,244               13% 6,070               31% -                  0%

Total 24,868            24,969            24,871            19,348            -                  

Density

Housing Unit 7.0                   7.0                   7.1                   4.2                   -                  
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Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

60.0 

VMT per Household

Employment 6.1                   6.1                   6.1                   5.6                   -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 0.9                   0.9                  0.9                 1.3                 -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 2.2                   2.2                  2.2                 2.2                 -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 48.5                 48.6                48.5               50.5               -                 

Travel Mode Split

‐
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split
Non‐Auto Trip

Drive Alone Trip 54.2% 54.2% 54.2% 61.5% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 30.5% 30.5% 30.5% 27.7% 0.0%

Transit Trip 4.3% 4.3% 4.3% 3.1% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 11.0% 11.0% 11.0% 7.6% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0216             0.0213             0.0216             0.0225             -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:

‐

5,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

‐

20,000 

40,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix
Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

‐

10,000 

20,000 

30,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

‐

20.0 

40.0 

60.0 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

0%

50%

100%

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Travel Mode Split
Non‐Auto Trip

Transit Trip

Auto‐Passenger Trip

Drive Alone Trip

   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 

Acres

Rural Acres 68                    3% 73                    4% 73                    4% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 1,951               97% 1,970               96% 1,970               96% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 2,019              2,043              2,043              -                  -                  

Paramount
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035

‐

2,000 

4,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 5,972               43% 6,000               42% 6,000               41% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 8,004               57% 8,156               58% 8,532               59% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 13,976            14,156            14,532            -                  -                  

Employment Mix

‐
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

‐

10,000 

20,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 4,708               26% 5,028               27% 5,304               27% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 7,368               41% 7,941               42% 8,471               43% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 6,009               33% 5,907               31% 5,829               30% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 18,085            18,876            19,604            -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 6.9                   6.9                   7.1                   -                  -                  
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

50.0 

VMT per Household

Employment 9.0                   9.2                   9.6                   -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 1.3                   1.3                  1.3                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 2.0                   2.0                  2.0                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 43.7                 42.8                42.6               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split

‐
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Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office
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‐
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20.0 
30.0 
40.0 
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 49.2% 49.3% 49.3% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 32.0% 32.2% 32.1% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 5.0% 4.9% 4.9% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 13.7% 13.7% 13.7% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0195             0.0188             0.0190             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:
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   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 
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Acres

Rural Acres 30                    1% 39                    1% 39                    1% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 3,469               99% 3,522               99% 3,505               99% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 3,500              3,561              3,544              -                  -                  

Pico Rivera
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035

‐

2,000 

4,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 11,686             64% 12,261             61% 12,291             50% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 6,592               36% 7,722               39% 12,304             50% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 18,278            19,983            24,594            -                  -                  

Employment Mix

‐
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Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 6,889               37% 7,711               36% 9,476               37% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 7,022               37% 9,300               44% 12,411             49% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 4,828               26% 4,118               19% 3,648               14% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 18,739            21,129            25,535            -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 5.2                   5.6                   6.9                   -                  -                  
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60.0 

VMT per Household

Employment 5.4                   5.9                   7.2                   -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 1.0                   1.1                  1.0                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 2.2                   2.2                  2.1                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 48.2                 47.2                45.0               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split

‐

2,000 

4,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

‐

10,000 
20,000 

30,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

‐

10,000 

20,000 

30,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

‐

20.0 

40.0 

60.0 
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VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 54.3% 54.2% 53.5% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 30.3% 30.3% 30.2% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 4.4% 4.4% 4.4% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 11.0% 11.1% 11.9% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0215             0.0207             0.0200             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:
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   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 

Acres

Rural Acres 83                    2% 83                    2% 83                    2% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 4,521               98% 4,521               98% 4,516               98% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 4,604              4,604              4,599              -                  -                  

YR 2035Santa Fe Springs
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020

‐

5,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 2,179               50% 2,478               54% 3,233               56% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 2,152               50% 2,106               46% 2,492               44% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 4,331              4,584              5,725              -                  -                  

Employment Mix
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Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 7,310               11% 7,790               10% 14,174             27% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 28,370             43% 41,512             52% 16,081             30% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 30,900             46% 31,251             39% 22,662             43% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 66,580            80,554            52,917            -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 0.9                   1.0                   1.2                   -                  -                  
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VMT per Household

Employment 14.5                 17.5                 11.5                 -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 15.4                 17.6                9.2                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 1.9                   1.9                  2.1                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 43.7                 43.7                46.6               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split
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VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split
Non‐Auto Trip

Drive Alone Trip 55.4% 55.7% 54.8% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 29.6% 29.5% 29.1% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 4.3% 4.3% 4.5% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 10.7% 10.4% 11.6% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0195             0.0192             0.0208             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:
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   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 
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Acres

Rural Acres 52                    6% 124                  13% 124                  13% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 811                  94% 849                  87% 849                  87% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 863                 973                 973                 -                  -                  

YR 2020 YR 2035Signal Hill
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008

‐

1,000 

2,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 1,367               31% 1,447               32% 1,482               32% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 3,046               69% 3,045               68% 3,119               68% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 4,413              4,492              4,601              -                  -                  

Employment Mix
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Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 2,382               21% 2,198               16% 2,435               17% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 4,979               45% 7,691               56% 8,200               56% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 3,755               34% 3,873               28% 3,932               27% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 11,116            13,762            14,567            -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 5.1                   4.6                   4.7                   -                  -                  
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VMT per Household

Employment 12.9                 14.1                 15.0                 -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 2.5                   3.1                  3.2                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 1.7                   1.7                  1.7                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 41.4                 41.4                41.4               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non‐Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 59.0% 59.4% 59.4% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 25.9% 25.9% 25.9% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 4.2% 4.1% 4.1% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 10.9% 10.6% 10.5% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0185             0.0182             0.0184             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:
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   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 

Acres

Rural Acres 17                    0% 28                    1% 28                    1% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 3,452               100% 3,508               99% 3,508               99% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 3,469              3,536              3,536              -                  -                  

South Gate
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035

‐

2,000 

4,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 12,159             51% 12,784             51% 13,027             49% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 11,476             49% 12,346             49% 13,437             51% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 23,635            25,130            26,464            -                  -                  

Employment Mix
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Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 5,744               30% 6,137               30% 6,454               31% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 8,099               42% 8,697               43% 9,273               44% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 5,513               28% 5,323               26% 5,175               25% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 19,356            20,157            20,902            -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 6.8                   7.1                   7.5                   -                  -                  
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Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office
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50.0 

VMT per Household

Employment 5.6                   5.7                   5.9                   -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 0.8                   0.8                  0.8                 -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 2.0                   2.0                  2.0                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 44.2                 43.4                43.1               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 48.4% 48.5% 48.4% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 31.9% 32.0% 32.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 5.5% 5.4% 5.4% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 14.2% 14.1% 14.2% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0197             0.0191             0.0192             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:
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   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 
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Acres

Rural Acres 42                    2% 86                    3% 86                    3% -                  0% -                  0%

Developed Acres 2,523               98% 2,593               97% 2,593               97% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 2,565              2,679              2,679              -                  -                  

Vernon
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035

‐

2,000 

4,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 19                    76% 19                    76% 19                    76% -                  0% -                  0%

Townhome -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 6                     24% 6                     24% 6                     24% -                  0% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 25                   25                   25                   -                  -                  

Employment Mix

‐

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5
Rural Acres

‐

10 
20 

30 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix

Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 12,240             27% 13,899             30% 15,264             31% -                  0% -                  0%

Office 3,634               8% 4,095               9% 4,531               9% -                  0% -                  0%

Industrial 28,727             64% 28,852             62% 28,928             59% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 44,601            46,846            48,723            -                  -                  

Density

Housing Unit 0.0                   0.0                   0.0                   -                  -                  

‐

20,000 

40,000 

60,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

50.0 

VMT per Household

Employment 17.4                 17.5                 18.2                 -                  -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 1,784.0            1,873.9           1,948.9          -                -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 2.2                   2.2                  2.2                 -                -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 44.2                 44.6                44.8               -                -                 

Travel Mode Split

‐
10.0 
20.0 
30.0 
40.0 
50.0 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split

Non Auto TripDrive Alone Trip 55.0% 55.0% 55.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 34.0% 33.9% 33.8% 0.0% 0.0%

Transit Trip 5.3% 5.4% 5.5% 0.0% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 5.7% 5.7% 5.8% 0.0% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0197             0.0196             0.0200             -                  -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:
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Auto‐Passenger Trip
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   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 

Acres

Rural Acres 165                  3% 165                  3% 165                  3% 24                    1% -                  0%

Developed Acres 5,386               97% 5,452               97% 5,452               97% 3,460               99% -                  0%

Total 5,551              5,617              5,617              3,484              -                  

blankWhittier
Scenario 5Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4

YR 2008 YR 2020 YR 2035 blank

‐

5,000 

10,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

Housing Mix

Single Family 20,508             73% 21,525             75% 20,851             71% 11,939             81% -                  0%

Townhome 296                  1% -                  0% 315                  1% -                  0% -                  0%

Multifamily 7,479               26% 7,028               25% 8,204               28% 2,781               19% -                  0%

Mobile Home -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0% -                  0%

Total 28,282            28,554            29,371            14,720            -                  

Employment Mix

‐
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres

‐
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40,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix
Multifamily

Townhome

Single Family

Mobile Home

Jobs & Mix
Employment Mix

Retail 5,750               19% 6,153               20% 6,256               20% 4,588               24% -                  0%

Office 21,939             72% 22,113             72% 23,049             73% 8,690               45% -                  0%

Industrial 2,603               9% 2,492               8% 2,288               7% 6,070               31% -                  0%

Total 30,292            30,758            31,592            19,348            -                  

Density

Housing Unit 5.1                   5.1                   5.2                   4.2                   -                  

‐
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10,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres

Rural Acres
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Housing & Mix
Multifamily

Townhome
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Mobile Home

‐

20,000 

40,000 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

60.0 

VMT per Household

Employment 5.5                   5.5                   5.6                   5.6                   -                  

Jobs/Housing Balance 1.1                   1.1                  1.1                 1.3                 -                 

Vehicle Ownership per Household 2.1                   2.1                  2.0                 2.2                 -                 

Vehicle Miles Traveled per Household 49.0                 49.0                48.2               50.5               -                 

Travel Mode Split
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Acres Consumed

Developed Acres
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Housing & Mix
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Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

Jobs & Mix

Industrial

Office

Retail

‐

20.0 

40.0 

60.0 

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 Scenario 5

VMT per Household

100%

Travel Mode Split
Non‐Auto Trip

Transit TripDrive Alone Trip 61.7% 61.8% 61.5% 61.5% 0.0%

Auto-Passenger Trip 27.4% 27.4% 27.3% 27.7% 0.0%

Transit Trip 3.5% 3.4% 3.5% 3.1% 0.0%

Non-Auto Trip 7.4% 7.4% 7.7% 7.6% 0.0%

Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Household 
(Tons) 0.0219             0.0215             0.0215             0.0225             -                  

* GHG emissions per Household is calculated by dividing GHG emissions total (total VMT X Emission Factor) by the total number of households. 
The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles) calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3:
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   The below Emission Factors are for light‐ and medium‐duty vehicles only (excluding motorcycles), calculated with EMFACT model output based on 2008 RTP Amendment #3: 
Year 2008: 0.000446 tons per vmt
Year 2020: 0.000439 tons per vmt
Year 2035: 0.000445 tons per vmt

   By default, emission factors for the years 2008, 2020, and 2035 are applied to calculate GHG emissions per Household values for Scenario 1~3 respectively (row 37 under columns B, D, F). 



148     Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategies

Appendix G. 
List of Regional Transportation Strategies 
in the Gateway Cities, including Analysis 

555 12th St reet ,  Sui te  1600 
Oakland,  CA  94607 

te l  510-873-8700 www.camsys.com fax  510-873-8701 

Memorandum

TO: Gateway Cities COG 

FROM: Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 

DATE: April 25, 2011 

RE: Gateway Cities GHG Emission Reduction Benefits from Regional Projects 

This memorandum documents the regional greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction 
estimates provided for Gateway Cities Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  Those 
reductions were: 

 Daily CO2 reduction due to changes in network speed = 7 percent; 

 Daily CO2 reduction due to reduced VMT (i.e., mode shift) = 1.1 percent; and 

 Packaging is multiplicative: so the combined benefit is 7.07 percent. 

GHG emission reduction estimates from regional actions are based on the expected carbon 
dioxide (CO2) reductions from the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(LAMTA) 2009 to 2040 Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRPT)1.  The 2009 LRTP project lists 
confirmed that the Gateway Cities 17 key projects (see Table 1) had been included in LRTP 
modeling.  The 2040 no-build and 2040 plan model summaries for Los Angeles County were 
obtained from LAMTA.  (Gateway Cities specific results were not available.)  The datasets are 
provided as Attachment 1 and Attachment 2, respectively.  Calculations were done to reflect the 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduction and changes in speed distributions. 

VMT Reductions 

VMT reductions result in a proportional reduction in CO2 emissions.  The 2009 LRTP resulted in 
a 1.1 percent (i.e., 0.011) reduction in VMT for 2040.  This 1.1 percent reduction is used for the 
2035 horizon year of the SCS. 

                                                     
1 2009 Long-Range Transportation Plan, Technical Document (2009) Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority, available online at: http://www.metro.net/projects_studies/images/final-
2009-LRTP.pdf, last accessed April 25, 2011. 
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Table 1. List of Key Regional Projects 

Regional Project List 
Anticipated 
Completion 

2020

I-5 (between I-605 to county line) 2020 

I-110 Harbor Transitway HOV lane conversion to HOT lanes 2012 

I-710 Arterial Hwy Improvements 2020 

I-710 TSM/TDM 2020 

2035 

BNSF Grade Separation 2035 

California High-Speed Rail 2035 

Goldline Eastside Extension 2035 

Green Line Extension to LAX 2035 

I-5 (between I-605 to I-710) 2035 

I-5 Arterial Highway Improvements 2035 

I-605 Hot Spots 2035 

I-710 Freight Corridor 2025 

ITS Integration Plan 2025 

OLDA Project 2035 

Regional Connector 2025 

Signal Synchronization of Major Arterials (Re:  I-710) 2025 

SR 91/I-605/I-405 Arterial Highway Improvements 2035 

Speed Distributions Changes 

The 2009 LRTP projects alter the average network speeds by targeting bottlenecks.  The 
resulting change in speeds yields a net reduction in CO2 emissions.  This emissions benefit was 
estimated based on the ratio of the Unified cycle correction factor (Equation 1)2, applied by 
EMFAC2007 to account for the variation in emissions as a function of average trip speed. 

                                                     
2 On-Road Emission Model Methodology Documentation Section 6.2, available on-line at 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/onroad/doctable_test.htm, last accessed on April 25, 2011. 

-  3 -  

 Equation 1

Where:

CCF = CO2 Cycle Correction Factor for light- and medium-duty fuel injected vehicles given 
speed “S”.

For example, the CCF at 18.1 mph is 1.364 and the CCF at 20.9 mph is 1.225; and the emission 
reduction is therefore 1-1.23/1.36 or 10.1 percent.  The calculation for each period modeled for 
the 2009 LRTP is shown in Table 2 below. 

Table2. Unified Cycle Correction Factors Calculations for No-Build and Plan 
Network Speeds 

Period 
2040 Plan 

VMT 
2040 No-Build 
Average Speed 

2040 Plan 
Average Speed CO2 Reduction 

VMT Weighted 
CO2 reduction 

AM Peak 49,433,206 18.1 20.9 10.1% 2.2% 

Mid Day 65,659,326 33.3 35.2 3.0% 0.9% 

PM Peak 76,791,120 16.1 19 11.2% 3.8% 

Night
time 35,186,868 46.4 45.2 0.1% 0.0% 

Total 227,070,520 7% 

Packaging 

The emission reduction based on reduced VMT and the emission reduction based on network 
speed changes are not additive.  The factors can be combined as multiplicative adjustments 
rather than additive adjustments.  The combined benefit is therefore 7.07 percent. 
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Attachment 1.  2040 Plan Model Summery from 2009 LRTP 

----------------------------------------------
Daily Los Angeles County Highway Person Trips 
----------------------------------------------
HBW Drive Alone            5,399,611 
HBW 2 Person Carpool         844,321 
HBW 3 Person Carpool         454,525 
HBO Drive Alone            5,729,347 
HBO 2 Person Carpool       5,397,498 
HBO 3 Person Carpool       7,027,722 
NHB Drive Alone            6,843,996 
NHB 2 Person Carpool       2,868,070 
NHB 3 Person Carpool       2,460,488 
----------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------
Daily Los Angeles County Highway Vehicle Trips 
----------------------------------------------
HBW                        5,959,493 
HBO                       10,557,496 
NHB                        9,023,559 
----------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------
Daily Los Angeles County Transit Person Trips 
----------------------------------------------
HBW                          851,296 
HBO                          505,698 
NHB                          149,232 
----------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
 Los Angeles AM 3 Hour Free-Flow VHT    Congested VHT          VMT    SPEED      DELAY 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
 Freeway(1,9)                246,232        794,078     17,680,811     22.3    547,845 
 HOV(5,8)                     56,467        157,337      4,059,612     25.8    100,870 
 Arterials(2,3,4)            674,870      1,216,892     22,578,946     18.6    542,022 
 Total(1-5,7-9)            1,001,005      2,196,123     45,248,548     20.6  1,195,118 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
 Los Angeles AM 1 Hour Free-Flow VHT    Congested VHT          VMT    SPEED      DELAY 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
 Freeway(1,9)                 98,901        560,411      7,102,449     12.7    461,510 
 HOV(5,8)                     22,568        110,812      1,622,459     14.6     88,244 
 Arterials(2,3,4)            307,116        857,868     10,217,198     11.9    550,752 
 Total(1-5,7-9)              439,432      1,545,531     19,372,152     12.5  1,106,099 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
 Los Angeles Daily     Free-Flow VHT    Congested VHT          VMT    SPEED      DELAY 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
 AM                        1,169,292      2,364,409     49,433,206     20.9  1,195,118 
 MD                        1,466,445      1,865,362     65,659,326     35.2    398,917 
 PM                        1,855,418      4,035,464     76,791,120     19.0  2,180,047 
 NT                          724,945        779,122     35,186,868     45.2     54,177 
 Total                     5,216,099      9,044,358    227,070,520     25.1  3,828,258 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

-  5 -  

Attachment 2.  2040 No-Build Model Summary from 2009 LRTP 

----------------------------------------------
Daily Los Angeles County Highway Person Trips 
----------------------------------------------
HBW Drive Alone            5,440,219 
HBW 2 Person Carpool         844,219 
HBW 3 Person Carpool         458,703 
HBO Drive Alone            5,733,554 
HBO 2 Person Carpool       5,402,991 
HBO 3 Person Carpool       7,044,461 
NHB Drive Alone            6,855,621 
NHB 2 Person Carpool       2,870,124 
NHB 3 Person Carpool       2,460,100 
----------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------
Daily Los Angeles County Highway Vehicle Trips 
----------------------------------------------
HBW                        6,001,315 
HBO                       10,569,521 
NHB                        9,036,093 
----------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------
Daily Los Angeles County Transit Person Trips 
----------------------------------------------
HBW                          781,466 
HBO                          465,556 
NHB                          130,569 
----------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
 Los Angeles AM 3 Hour Free-Flow VHT    Congested VHT          VMT    SPEED      DELAY 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
 Freeway(1,9)                250,374        974,193     17,978,524     18.5    723,819 
 HOV(5,8)                     41,057        111,516      2,951,382     26.5     70,459 
 Arterials(2,3,4)            725,109      1,494,804     24,129,851     16.1    769,696 
 Total(1-5,7-9)            1,041,414      2,611,819     46,046,055     17.6  1,570,405 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
 Los Angeles AM 1 Hour Free-Flow VHT    Congested VHT          VMT    SPEED      DELAY 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
 Freeway(1,9)                100,554        683,446      7,221,179     10.6    582,892 
 HOV(5,8)                     16,304         77,542      1,172,001     15.1     61,238 
 Arterials(2,3,4)            327,764      1,103,914     10,864,077     9.8     776,151 
 Total(1-5,7-9)              456,380      1,886,573     19,723,507     10.5  1,430,193 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
 Los Angeles Daily     Free-Flow VHT    Congested VHT          VMT    SPEED      DELAY 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
 AM                        1,211,452      2,781,857     50,267,789     18.1  1,570,405 
 MD                        1,500,572      1,980,730     65,927,142     33.3    480,158 
 PM                        1,922,297      4,842,504     78,201,854     16.1  2,920,207 
 NT                          730,867        768,483     35,681,328     46.4     37,616 
 Total                     5,365,189     10,373,575    230,078,112     22.2  5,008,386 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Appendix H. 
Analysis of Interactive Effects Contributing to Further 
GHG Reduction in the Gateway Cities 

Gateway Cities Council of Governments Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategy 
Appendix 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. H-1

H. Land Use – Regional Transit 
Capacity Expansion Interaction 

Overview 

The interaction between new development and redevelopment in Gateway Cities 
as modeled through the Sustainability Tool (ST) and regional public 
transportation projects funded under Measure R is a critical component of 
estimating GHG emission reductions in 2020 and 2035.  This interaction is 
assumed to represent all components of the 4D concept – that households in 
communities featuring high density development, a diverse and balanced mix of 
uses, a high quality pedestrian environment, and superior access to regional 
opportunities via transit are much less auto dependent. 

The element of the 4Ds under more careful consideration in the Gateway Cities 
SCS analysis is with regard to change in transit access and level of service.  The 
reason for this additional attention is the recognition of the significant role that 
regional transit projects in the RTP and funded under Measure R will play in 
future development patterns and travel choices in the Gateway Cities. 

Assessment Process in Gateway Cities SCS 

There are two primary components to the land use-regional transit capacity 
expansion interaction under consideration in the SCS: 

1. Regional Transit Walk Access – There are two potential interactions to 
consider:

a. Residential and commercial development and redevelopment identified 
in the Gateway Cities adjacent to existing transit stations will on average 
generate less VMT per household than households not adjacent to transit.  
This interaction is accounted for in the ST. 

b. The improvement of transit access to regional destinations outside the 
Gateway Cities and new high capacity and frequent regional transit 
service in Gateway Cities as identified in the RTP and Measure R project 
list improves the level of service and utility of the transit mode leading to 
mode shift from vehicle-based trips. 

2. Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) Opportunity – New or improved 
transit stations attract new TOD, consisting of high-density, mixed residential 
and commercial development with a higher propensity for transit trips. 

Regional Transit Walk Access 

The Sustainability Tool has functionality that estimates the interactions between 
land use (expressed as the 4Ds:  density, diversity, design, destination) and 
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proximity to a fixed-guideway transit node (defined as within ½ mile).  The ST 
subdivides the growth forecasts from the cities into 5.5-acre grid cells, overlays 
the data with existing transit facilities, and flags all cells within a one-half mile of 
transit station locations and one-quarter mile of bus transit routes. 

In the ST, regional transit walk access is an environmental (nondemographic 
based) predictor of household transit trips, with an average reported elasticity of 
0.25 (meaning that for every 10-percent increase in households flagged with 
regional transit walk access, there is a 2.5-percent increase in transit trips). 

The GHG reduction estimates developed through the ST reflects the benefit of 
growth and land use change within the Gateway Cities through 2035 overlaid on 
the existing regional transit network. 

The ST does not consider the additional VMT reduction that could occur in the 
Gateway Cities as a result of long-range implementation of Measure R transit 
projects.  Projects in the Measure R plan anticipated to be completed by 2035 that 
will affect travel in Gateway Cities includes: 

1. The Gold Line Eastside Extension, 

2. The Orange Line Development Authority (OLDA) grade-separated regional 
transit project, 

3. The Regional Connector project linking the Blue Line to other MTA facilities 
in Downtown Los Angeles, and 

4. The Green Line extension to LAX. 

These projects will positively affect transit ridership in the Gateway Cities in two 
ways:  1) the projects will improve regional access to attractions, employment, 
and services for Gateway Cities households; and 2) the projects will provide a 
new fixed guideway transit alternative to private vehicle or bus transit trips. 

Inside Gateway Cities, the primary project of interest is the OLDA project.  It is 
likely that most, if not all, of the households adjacent to this project already have 
access to transit.  The ST currently applies the same regional transit walk access 
approach for the households in these grid cells, however, uses a one-quarter-mile 
access buffer. 

Fixed guideway transit tends to be more attractive than bus transit to 
discretionary travelers (people who have the option of driving), including 
commuters, visitors, and people traveling to major sporting and cultural events if 
they are located along transit lines.  To reflect the transition from bus to fixed-
guideway transit access, an assumption that the regional transit walk access 
elasticity increases from 0.17 for bus to 0.33 for rail is reasonable for these 
discretionary trips.  Essentially, travelers with existing access to bus transit, 
which will in the future have access to rail transit, will be 1.5 to 2 times as likely 
to choose transit than before (while controlling for socioeconomic variables).  
Results from travel demand modeling activities completed for these regional 
transit projects will effectively demonstrate the benefit of this interaction as well. 

Gateway Cities Council of Governments Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategy 
Appendix 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. H-3

TOD Opportunity 

In expanding transit corridors in California and elsewhere, the presence of new, 
high capacity, high level of service public transportation options has been shown 
to be a catalyst for new or redevelopment.  Through zoning codes and 
development regulations, cities may support development of these areas through 
reduced parking requirements, tax increment financing, and other incentives to 
maximize the opportunity for development and capitalize on their investment in 
transit. 

It is uncertain how much the opportunity for rezoning and eventual 
redevelopment of land uses near planned transit stations is incorporated into city 
general plans.  The only project in the Measure R plan anticipated to be 
completed by 2035 that could facilitate TOD in Gateway Cities is the Orange Line 
Development Authority grade-separated high-speed regional transit project 
planned to provide access to Vernon, Maywood, Bell, Huntington Park, Cudahy, 
Downey, South Gate, Paramount, Artesia, Bellflower, and Cerritos. 

In addition, other regional transit projects which increase the level of service and 
accessibility to attractions outside the Gateway Cities (for example such as new 
Green Line access to LAX) could also, to a lesser degree than above, facilitate 
TOD at existing transit stations in the Gateway Cities.  It is likely, that the 
benefits from TOD at these locations would occur sooner than TOD associated 
with the OLDA project given that the transit infrastructure is already in place. 

The level to which growth in the Gateway Cities could intensify or be 
redistributed to focus in areas adjacent to new fixed-guideway transit stations is 
dependent on available development capacity, supporting infrastructure, zoning 
and development regulations, and future economic and market conditions.  The 
example analysis of this interaction considers the affect of TOD in areas within 
one-eighth mile of Orange Line transit stations. 

Results

The data summarized in Table H.1 reflects the range of potential benefits 
resulting from the interaction between land use and Measure R transit projects in 
the Gateway Cities in 2035.  Given the anticipated long timeframe for 
implementation of the Measure R transit projects, as well as the long lead time 
for redevelopment activities adjacent to new transit, the resulting GHG 
reductions associated with this interaction is only considered for 2035. 
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Table H.1 Gateway Cities SCS – GHG Reduction from Land Use and 
Regional Transit Interactions 

Gateway Cities – Land Use and Regional Transit Interaction 2035

Interaction 1 – Regional Walk Access 
Improved Access to Regional Destinations 

 Average Daily VMT per Household in Gateway Cities 42.5

 Total Daily GHG Reduction (lbs GHG per capita) 0.041-0.062

New Access to Fixed Guideway Transit 

 Total Households within 1/2 mile of “Orange Line” Station Locations 1 40,075

 Total Daily GHG Reduction (lbs GHG per capita) 0.021-0.042

Interaction 2 – TOD 

 Target Density Range in TOD Station Areas (TOD defined as 1/8 mile of station)2 23.7-60.7 hu/acre 

 Total Households in TOD Station Areas 8,186-20,966

 Total Daily GHG Reduction (lbs GHG per capita) 0.058-0.073

Total Daily GHG Reduction (lbs GHG per capita) 0.120-0.177

Notes:

1. Assumes constant household density within each city based on 2035 forecasts. 

2. Apply characteristics of range “Town Residential High Mix to Town Residential Low Mix” to TOD station 
areas.

Appendix I. 
CEQA Streamlining 
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I. CEQA Streamlining:  Existing 
Land Use, Density, and 
Building Intensity Data

SB 375 provides incentives in the form of CEQA streamlining to support 
community designs that help reduce GHG emissions. To take advantage of these 
CEQA streamlining provisions in SB 375, projects must prequalify based on two 
criteria:

1. A project must be consistent with the land use designation, density, building 
intensity, and applicable policies in an approved SCS or Alternative Planning
Strategy1

2. A project must be considered a Transit Priority Project (TPP) or a 
Residential/Mixed Use Residential Project (as defined in SB 375).

; and

To help Gateway Cities Council of Governments (GCCOG) jurisdictions take 
advantage of the CEQA streamlining provisions in SB 375, SCAG will include 
maps in the regional 2012 RTP/SCS in order to show the uses, densities, 
intensities, and locations for future development; and in order to facilitate
subsequent project consistency findings. These maps will use the GCCOG 
dataset as reviewed and approved by GCCOG. SCAG, in consultation with 
GCCOG and their jurisdictions, may provide more detail to allow interested 
jurisdictions to take advantage of the CEQA streamlining provisions in SB 375. 
SCAG will only show more land use detail, where a jurisdiction has 
acknowledged that the land use information is based on their input and 
approved of its being displayed in the adopted plan.

To facilitate SB 375 CEQA Streamlining, individual GCCOG jurisdictions are
asked to provide detailed land use information (uses, densities, intensities at a 
defined geographic level) to SCAG. These data are called out in the SCAG 
Framework and Guidelines and the legislation specific to the streamlining 

1 CARB will review the regional SCS to accept or reject SCAG’s determination 
whether or not the implementation of the SCS would achieve the GHG 
emission reduction targets for the region. If the regional targets cannot be 
achieved by the regional SCS, then SCAG must prepare an Alternative 
Planning Strategy (APS).  An APS is a separate document from the RTP and 
describes how the targets could be achieved through alternative development 
patterns, infrastructure, or additional transportation measures or policies.
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provisions.  Additionally, or in lieu of detailed land use information, 
jurisdictions may work with SCAG in designating the appropriate regional 
“development type” in locations for potential future projects.  Jurisdictions 
themselves will determine whether a particular project meets the CEQA
streamlining qualifications, including making the consistency finding.  If a 
jurisdiction does not participate in the SCS data collection effort for existing land 
use, density, and building intensity, there is no direct adverse consequence due 
to not providing input.

In order to provide the most accurate data possible for the GCCOG subregion, 
and to preserve individual jurisdictions’ general plan and existing data accuracy, 
detail, and integrity, and to meet the requirements under SB 375 for purposes of 
CEQA streamlining, SCAG prepared and provided GCCOG local jurisdictions 
with a set of data/GIS maps of detailed land use information, including General 
Plan, zoning, and existing general land use designation, density and building 
intensity data and maps, all for the jurisdictions’ review and comment.  The data 
was provided in the format of the Sustainability Tool by January 31, 2011.  
GCCOG consultants helped to extract the data for review during the February 16 
workshop at the GCCOG offices in Paramount, California.

The information contained in the data packets document was developed and/or 
collected by the staff in the Data and GIS group in the Department of Research, 
Analysis, and Information Services (RAIS) under the Land Use and 
Environmental Planning (LUEP) Division at SCAG. The SCAG Data/Map Guide 
included information on the sources, methodologies, and contents of each 
dataset.  These data/GIS maps are identified in SB 375 as required to be 
considered in the SCS development to address the requirements of SB 375 and its 
implementation for purposes of CEQA streamlining.  Comments and corrections 
from subregions and local jurisdictions are due to SCAG as part of the Gateway 
SCS process by April 29, 2011.  The list of data/GIS maps included in the SCAG 
map and data packets, along with the review requested of GCCOG jurisdictions, 
appears as Table I.1 below.
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Table I.1 Contents of the SCAG Map and Data from the Sustainability Tool
Category GIS Shapefile Available?

Land Use

General Plan Yes

Zoning Yes

Existing Land Use of 2008 Yes

Geographical Boundaries

Jurisdictional Boundary and Sphere of Influence Yes

Census Tract Boundary Yes

TAZ Boundary Yes

Transit Priority Projects

Major Stops & High Quality Transit Corridors Yes

Resource Areas & Farmland

Endangered Species and Plants Yes

Flood Areas Yes

Natural Areas Yes

Open Space and Parks Yes

Farmland Yes

Background:  Existing Land Use, Density, and Building Intensity
In 2008 and early 2009, SCAG began to collect the general plan and zoning 
information from local jurisdictions, with year adopted ranging from 1971 to 
2009 by jurisdiction. The general plan and zoning documents, maps, and/or GIS 
shapefiles collected were coded into GIS shapefiles at parcel level. Parcel data 
were acquired from Digital Map Product for Gateway Cities COG. Beginning in 
July 2009, SCAG communicated with local jurisdictions, and revised the general 
plan and zoning data based on the results of the local review. Through a process 
of collecting general plan and zoning documents and receiving comments from 
local jurisdictions, information included in the data packets reflected the local 
inputs received by January 31, 2010. SCAG continues to receive local input, and 
will incorporate them into the database. General Plan data are shown at a parcel 
level; in many areas, they depict a local agency’s adopted documents accurately.
However, the data shown in some areas may be generalized or inaccurate for 
many reasons, a primary reason because the parcel-level database representing 
general plan does not support multiple uses or designations on a single parcel 
(either splitting the parcel or representing overlays). Additionally, data on 
building size, existing use, and other specific parcel-related information that 
SCAG collected from other original data sources, such as the Gateway Cities
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County Assessor’s Office, may have been in error and/or not up to date.  Due to 
these inaccuracies and limitations, if site-specific data is necessary, users should 
always reference a local agency’s adopted documents or field surveys to
determine actual land use designations.

At the jurisdiction level, both general plan land use and zoning maps are 
prepared with the land use or zoning codes used in each local jurisdiction. 
General Plan land use maps are also available at larger geographic levels, such as 
subregion, county, or the entire SCAG region with SCAG’s standardized General 
Plan codes. For detailed information on the standardized codes, please refer to 
SCAG’s General Plan Code Table.

SCAG prepared three sets of land use maps (General Plan Land Use, Zoning and 
2008 Existing Land Use) at parcel level. The three land use maps were originally 
provided to local jurisdictions in September/October 2009.  Based on one-on-one 
meetings and communication with local jurisdictions throughout the first round 
outreach (July 2009 to January 2010) the Data/Map packets of existing land use, 
density, and building intensity data transmitted to Gateway Cities COG
jurisdictions in February 2011 reflect the local inputs received by January 31, 
2010.

Gateway Cities Jurisdiction Review Process
GCCOG distributed the electronic files and hard copies to Gateway cities for 
review. They were asked to review and submit updates and comments for 
purposes of SB 375 CEQA streamlining and with regard to the land use strategies 
developed for GHG reduction in SB 375. All GCCOG jurisdictions received the 
SCAG datasets in both electronic and hard copy format.  Most, but not all, 
GCCGOG jurisdictions reviewed the data for purposes of SB 375.

SCAG staff presented a data orientation and review session to the GCCOG on
February 16, 2011, at a technical workshop held at the Gateway COG.
Additionally, SCAG staff was available and conducted one-on-one meetings with 
cities who were interested in modifying and/or reviewing their land use during 
the last week of March 2011 to provide technical data and GIS assistance to 
GCCOG jurisdictions with limited data/GIS capability that needed assistance in 
the Data/Map review.

Based upon parcel level data originally provided by SCAG, GCCOG jurisdictions 
reviewed the data to various degrees for purposes of CEQA streamlining.

Results
The results of that process have been provided electronically to SCAG through 
the Sustainability Tool.  For a select number of cities, modifications were made in 
conjunction with SCAG staff.  For the remainder, default scenarios were used, 
which were part of the SCAG original dataset.
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In Appendix J, individual jurisdiction General Plans are presented along with 
web address links to individual jurisdictions’ General Plans.  Individual 
jurisdiction General Plans are always considered the final and ultimate authority 
on land use and zoning, especially for those jurisdictions that opted not to review 
the SCAG data.

For those jurisdictions that did not fully review, there are some limitations, 
conditions, and caveats to the existing land use, density, and building intensity 
data. Data provided by SCAG on land use is in some areas inaccurate and/or 
generalized.  Because the parcel-level database representing existing land use, 
general plan, and zoning data does not support multiple uses or designations on 
a single parcel (either splitting the parcel or representing overlays, such as 
zoning overlays), the data ultimately shown may generalize the data and thus 
not accurately depict a local government’s adopted general plan or zoning or the 
existing land use on the site (including land use designated through a
development or other legal agreement).

Due to these caveats and limitation, if site-specific data is necessary, users should 
always reference and rely on individual Gateway Cities jurisdiction general 
plans as the final authority. A local agency’s adopted documents are always the 
final say on allowable land use designations and zoning, and actual site visits or 
field surveys to determine densities and building intensities should be 
undertaken.

Appendix J. 
Jurisdiction General Plans 
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Norwalk
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La Mirada
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Pico Rivera

Vernon

Bell

South Gate

Bellflower

Commerce

Lynwood

Santa Fe Springs

Paramount

La Habra Heights

Artesia

Bell Gardens
Cudahy

Signal Hill

Huntington Park

Maywood

Hawaiian Gardens

Year 2007 General Plan Land Use (GPLU) data and ArcView 3.2 Land Use 
mapping by DIVERSA CONSULTING 062307

Willdan Engineering converted this map to ArcGIS 9.3 format,
added City Boundary data and substituted Year 2000 GPLU data for 

cities for which Year 2007 GPLU data was not available, including Cities of 
Bell, Cudahy, Montebello, Signal Hill, South Gate, Vernon and Whittier.

GPLU data for Year 2000 prepared by 
California State University Long Beach (CSULB) Geography Department.
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Appendix K. 
LA MTA Congestion Mitigation Fee Tool – GHG 
Emissions Calculator 



Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategies     171

September 27, 2010 www.camsys.com

LA MTA Congestion Mitigation Fee Tool - 
GHG Emissions Calculator 
Draft Methodology Documentation 

prepared for 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

prepared by 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 

technical
memorandum

technical memorandum 

LA MTA Congestion Mitigation Fee 
Tool - GHG Emissions Calculator 

Draft Methodology Documentation 

prepared for 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

prepared by 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 
555 12th Street, Suite 1600 
Oakland, CA  94607 

date 

September 27, 2010 



172     Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategies

LA MTA Congestion Mitigation Fee Tool - GHG Emissions Calculator 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. i
8157-007

Table of Contents 

1.0  Introduction ......................................................................................................... 1-1 

2.0  Technical Documentation by Project Type .................................................... 2-1 
2.1  Roadway Capacity ...................................................................................... 2-3 
2.2  Interchange Capacity ................................................................................. 2-5 
2.3  Intersection Improvement ......................................................................... 2-7 
2.4  System Operations .................................................................................... 2-13 
2.5  Grade Separation ...................................................................................... 2-15 
2.6  Bike/Pedestrian and Transit ................................................................... 2-20 
2.7  Transit Expansion ..................................................................................... 2-23 
2.8  Park-and-Ride ........................................................................................... 2-26 
2.9  Managed Lanes ......................................................................................... 2-28 

3.0  Other Project Types ............................................................................................ 3-1 
3.1  Corridor Improvement/Streetscape ........................................................ 3-1 
3.2  Roadway Upgrade ...................................................................................... 3-1 

4.0  GHG Emission Calculations ............................................................................. 4-1 
4.1  EMFAC CO2 Emission Factor Lookup Tables ........................................ 4-1 
4.2  CO2 Emission Reduction Calculation ...................................................... 4-3 

5.0  Next Steps ............................................................................................................. 5-1 

A.  References ........................................................................................................... A-1 

B.  SCAG Area Type Map ...................................................................................... B-1 

C.  LA MTA Model Speed and Capacity Lookup Table .................................. C-1 

D.  GHG Emissions Calculator Constants and Assumptions .......................... D-1 

LA MTA Congestion Mitigation Fee Tool - GHG Emissions Calculator 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. iii 

List of Tables 

Table 2.1  Roadway Capacity Project User-Defined Inputs .................................... 2-4 

Table 2.2  Interchange Capacity Project User-Defined Inputs ............................. 2-6 

Table 2.3  Intersection Improvement Project User-Defined Inputs .................... 2-9 

Table 2.4  FHWA Signal Timing Manual Reference ........................................... 2-10 

Table 2.5  System Operations Project User-Defined Inputs ............................... 2-14 

Table 2.6  Grade Separation Project User-Defined Inputs ................................. 2-16 

Table 2.7  Bike/Pedestrian Project User-Defined Inputs ................................... 2-18 

Table 2.8  Bike/Pedestrian and Transit Project User-Defined Inputs .............. 2-21 

Table 2.9  Increase in Transit Trips by Area Type and Transit Mode .............. 2-22 

Table 2.10  VMT per Capita by Area Type ............................................................. 2-23 

Table 2.11  Transit Expansion Project User-Defined Inputs ................................ 2-24 

Table 2.12  Park-and-Ride Project User-Defined Inputs ...................................... 2-27 

Table 2.13  Managed Lane Project User-Defined Inputs ...................................... 2-30 

Table 4.1  2020 CO2 Emission Factors by Vehicle Type and Speed .................... 4-3 

Table 4.2  CO2 Emission Reduction Calculations by Project Type ...................... 4-4 



Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategies     173

LA MTA Congestion Mitigation Fee Tool - GHG Emissions Calculator 

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 1-1

1.0 Introduction

At the behest of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(MTA), Cambridge Systematics (CS) developed a set of sketch-planning tools 
designed to estimate the potential greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction benefits of 
congestion mitigation fee (CMF) candidate projects included in the web-based 
Fee Revenue and Growth Forecast Calculator.

A diverse range of national, state, and regional tools and research were 
referenced to support the development of the tool, including CS’ Moving Cooler
report and the U.S. Department of Transportation (U.S. DOT) Report to 
Congress, Transportation’s Role in Reducing U.S. GHG Emissions.  Significant 
adaptations and refinements were made to these existing tools and research 
findings in order to ensure these methodologies are context sensitive to MTA 
regional features and produce the most reasonable results possible.  CS used the 
following four-step process to adapt these various tools and research into an 
analytical tool for use in Los Angeles County: 

1. Define the context of the MTA region.  The accurate GHG analysis of any 
individual project or set of projects relies on a relationship to the location 
context in which these projects are deployed.  This step also involved 
analyzing and categorizing projects included in the Fee Revenue and Growth 
Forecast Calculator to ensure that methodologies were available for the vast 
majority of projects that might be included in a Los Angeles County CMF 
program.

2. Adapt the Moving Cooler tools to regional analysis.  The Moving Cooler
methodology evaluates the efficacy of more than 50 transportation and land 
use strategies, and estimated synergies between individual strategies when 
bundled.  The methods rely on empirical data and experience from research 
projects.  CS updated these methods to pivot off the Moving Cooler analysis 
while applying region-specific data.  As appropriate, additional region- 
and/or state-specific tools were incorporated into the analysis.  These data 
and resources were applied to the preliminary list of CMF-eligible projects, 
and 10 separate project methodologies were identified for development. 

3. Develop and test a draft analytical tool. CS developed and tested an 
interactive sketch-planning model in Excel spreadsheet format, allowing for 
on-the-fly individual project GHG emission reduction analysis, pursuant to a 
set of user-defined inputs. 

4. Develop and test a web-based GHG analysis tool.  CS adapted the 
spreadsheet-based sketch-planning tools into a user-friendly, web-based 
module to be used within the Fee Revenue and Growth Forecast Calculator’s
Geographic Information System (GIS) tool.  The finished tool allows cities 
and subregions to test individual GHG reduction scenarios for one or more 
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CMF projects specified by Los Angeles County jurisdictions.  The 
spreadsheets and web-based tool tested five identical sets of inputs by project 
type to validate consistency between the spreadsheet and web-based coded 
methodologies.

Each of the 10 project types available for analysis within the web tool are subject 
to specific user-defined inputs, constraints, and calculations, as detailed in 
Section 2.0 of this technical memorandum.  While the 10 project type 
methodologies are able to analyze the GHG impacts of the vast majority of 
preliminary projects entered in the CMF web tool, some unique projects may not 
be suitable for these analyses.  However, for the vast majority of eligible projects, 
the tool provides a common platform to estimate GHG reduction benefits and 
compare results within and across different geographic and political boundaries.  
Section 3.0 details two project types not included in this version of the web tool.  
Section 4.0 outlines the approach for developing carbon dioxide (CO2) emission 
factors via the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) Emissions Factors 
(EMFAC) model; and the process for applying emissions factors in combination 
with estimates of changes in travel behavior (e.g., vehicle miles traveled (VMT), 
speed, and delay) to determine CO2 emission reductions.  Section 5.0 provides a 
summary of the major limitations of the tool as currently designed, and identifies 
next steps for expanding the tool’s calculation abilities. 

The references are provided in Appendix A.  Appendices B, C, and D provide 
additional details regarding factors used in the calculation of GHG emission 
reductions for each project type.  Appendix B presents a map of SCAG-defined 
area types; Appendix C includes the LA MTA model free-flow speed and 
capacity lookup table; and Appendix D presents all constants and assumptions, 
along with the citation and justification for their use in the project calculations. 
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2.0 Technical Documentation 
by Project Type 

This section presents the project type objective, evaluation constraints, inputs, 
assumptions, and methodologies supporting the calculation of GHG emission 
reduction benefits of 10 unique types of CMF projects: 

1. Roadway capacity, 

2. Interchange capacity, 

3. Intersection improvement, 

4. System operations, 

5. Grade separation, 

6. Bike/pedestrian,

7. Bike/pedestrian and transit, 

8. Transit expansion, 

9. Park-and-ride, and 

10. Managed lanes. 

Sketch-planning tools are used to calculate emission reductions for all projects 
within each project type.  It is important to note that there are some travel model 
and microsimulation-based approaches not included here that are considered 
extremely effective for simulating and calculating emission reductions on a 
project-by-project basis.  The web-based platform is currently unable to 
accommodate this precision of detail at the project level without performing 
many costly and time consuming model runs.  Nevertheless, these project-type 
methodologies offer a reasonable approximation of GHG impacts given the 
limited details provided by CMF project descriptions. 

The design of the equations, lookup tables, and overall calculation process is 
transparent, while maintaining technical validity.  The critical lookup tables and 
background information supporting the calculations and their location in this 
document are listed below: 

1. Roadway Capacity

a. SCAG area type map (Appendix  b)  

b. LA MTA model speed and capacity lookup table (Appendix C) 

c. LA MTA model speed-flow curve equations (Section 2.1) 

d. EMFAC emission factors (Section 4.0) 

2. Interchange Capacity

a. LA MTA model speed and capacity lookup table (Appendix C) 

b. LA MTA model speed-flow curve equations (Section 2.1) 

c. EMFAC emission factors (Section 4.0) 
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3. Intersection Improvement

a. LA MTA model speed and capacity lookup table (Appendix C) 

b. EMFAC emission factors (Section 4.0) 

4. Systems Operations

a. California DOT’s (Caltrans) Traffic Light Synchronization Program 
(TLSP) evaluation algorithms (Section 2.4)

b. EMFAC emission factors (Section 4.0) 

5. Grade Separation

a. EMFAC emission factors (Section 4.0) 

6. Bike/Pedestrian

a. ADT adjustment factor lookup table (Appendix D, Section 2.6) 

b. Activity center credits (Appendix D) 

c. EMFAC emission factors (Section 4.0) 

7. Bike/Pedestrian and Transit

a. ADT adjustment factor lookup table (see Appendix D, Section 2.6) 

b. Activity center credits (Appendix D) 

c. Increase in transit trips by area type and transit mode (Section 2.7) 

d. VMT per capita by area type (Section 2.7) 

e. SCAG area type map (Appendix B) 

f. EMFAC emission factors (Section 4.0) 

8. Transit Expansion

a. Increase in transit trips by area type and transit mode (Section 2.7) 

b. VMT per capita by area type (Section 2.7) 

c. SCAG area type map (Appendix B) 

d. EMFAC emission factors (Section 4.0) 

9. Park-and-Ride

a. Average weekday parking utilization (Table 2.12) 

b. EMFAC emission factors (Section 4.0) 

10. Managed Lanes

a. LA MTA model speed-flow curve equations (Section 2.1) 

b. EMFAC emission factors (Section 4.0) 

Each existing CMF project-type calculation was first developed and tested in a 
spreadsheet format.  Five unique test cases were evaluated for each project type 
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in the spreadsheets, and then retested in the web-based platform in order to 
validate the calculations. 

All project-level calculations are first estimated at the daily level, and then 
annualized based on a factor of 250 days.1 All emission factors and calculations 
are presented in Section 4.0. 

2.1 ROADWAY CAPACITY

Overview and Project Types 
This project type evaluates those roadway capacity projects that add new 
capacity by widening an existing facility, or by building or extending a new 
roadway.  The evaluation requires the user to specify a facility type, which 
defines the physical characteristics of the facility under improvement; and an 
area type, which describes the area where the facility is located.  Emission 
reductions from these projects are derived from increased average vehicle speeds 
due to capacity expansion and improved traffic flow rates resulting from 
decreased congestion.  Emission reductions vary by the type of facility under 
expansion and the location of the facility. 

Methodology Limitations 
This approach is used for projects involving capacity expansion through the 
addition of additional travel lanes.  Construction of new access lanes or 
connecting facilities can only be evaluated using this method if the existing 
average speed on alternative routes is known; and the anticipated traffic volume 
due to the construction of the proposed facility can be estimated from a study, 
modeling exercise, or analysis based on valid assumptions.  Turning lanes, 
center-turn lanes, and capacity additions at intersections cannot be evaluated 
using this method.  Emission reductions benefits are calculated for the peak 
period, and it is assumed that benefits are negligible during off-peak hours. 

This approach does not account for the impact of diverted traffic resulting from 
the capacity expansion.  Enhanced capacity in one corridor may act to move trips 
from a parallel corridor with higher congestion.  It is assumed that, at a regional 
level, the impact of diverted traffic results in no net change in GHG emissions. 

It is further assumed that the potential impact of induced travel is negligible due 
to the minor impact of these projects on cumulative regional travel. 

                                                     
1 There are approximately 250 workdays in a year. 
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User-Defined Inputs 
The methodology requires a set of project-specific, user-defined inputs presented 
in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1 Roadway Capacity Project User-Defined Inputs 
User-Defined 
Input

Default 
Values Input Guidance 

Average Annual 
Weekday Traffic 
(AAWT) Volume 

 Enter total daily weekday traffic on the corridor 

Facility type   Select from Interstate, Expressway, Primary, or Secondary arterial type 

 Definitions inherited from the Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) travel demand model 

Area type  Select from Central Business District (CBD), Urban, Suburban, 
Mountain, and Rural area types 

 Definitions based on traffic analysis zone attributes and inherited from 
the SCAG travel demand model (see Appendix A) 

Total number of 
lanes (existing, in 
2010)

 Enter total number of lanes before improvement in one direction in case 
of a divided facility, and in both directions in case of an undivided facility 

 Intersection turn pockets are represented by ½ lanes 

Total number of 
lanes (proposed, 
by 2020) 

 Enter total number of lanes after improvement in one direction in case of 
a divided facility, and in both directions in case of an undivided facility 

Project Length 
(miles)

 Enter total length of the project 

Truck percentage   Enter share of trucks as a fraction of total corridor traffic 

Methodology 
Emission reductions due to capacity expansion projects are a result of improved 
traffic flow as a result of added capacity.  The extent of improvement is based on 
the type of facility being improved and area characteristics representing travel 
intensity.  Speed and capacity information by facility type and area types have 
been obtained from the MTA’s travel demand model (see Appendix B).  Travel 
speeds on the facility’s before-and-after capacity expansion are calculated using 
speed-flow curves from the MTA’s travel demand model.  Speed flow equations 
used in the MTA travel demand model are as follows: 
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S = s0/(1+1.5 (x)^6) for Freeways, high-occupancy vehicle (HOV), 
and Toll Facilities 

 S = s0/(1+0.15 (x)^5)  for Other Facility Types 

Where:

s0 = Free-flow speed; and 

x = Volume to capacity ratio. 

Travel speeds are calculated for peak periods and only during weekdays, since it 
is conservatively assumed that the speed variations during the off-peak periods 
and weekends are marginal.  The methodology calculates separate emissions 
reduction rates for trucks and cars, pursuant to a user-defined estimate of the 
average share of trucks relative to total traffic on the segment. 

2.2 INTERCHANGE CAPACITY

Overview and Project Types 
Interchange capacity projects are those that improve capacity through existing 
interchange and ramp improvements, either by adding lanes to existing ramps, 
or by improving traffic flow conditions by improving vehicle delay at off-ramps 
serviced by a downstream-signalized intersection.  The evaluation methodology 
incorporates emissions reductions due to improvements in traffic flow for both 
on-ramps and off-ramps. 

Methodology Limitations 
In order to accommodate as many types of interchanges as possible, the 
methodology addresses improvements by classifying them for on-ramps and off-
ramps.  Otherwise, the project input will be dependent on the type of 
intersection; opening the door to a number of possibilities, which makes the data 
input complex for a sketch-planning approach.  New ramp access connections 
cannot be evaluated using this method. 

User-Defined Inputs 
The methodology requires the set of project-specific, user-defined inputs 
presented in Table 2.2. 
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Table 2.2 Interchange Capacity Project User-Defined Inputs 

User-Defined Input 
Default 
Values Input Guidance 

On-ramp 1 AAWT   Enter average annual weekday traffic on the first on-
ramp 

On-ramp 2 AAWT   Enter average annual weekday traffic on the second 
on-ramp 

On-ramp 1 existing number of lanes   Enter total number of lanes before improvement on 
the on-ramp (2010) 

 Intersection turn pockets are represented by ½ lane 

On-Ramp 2 existing number of lanes   Enter total number of lanes before improvement on 
the off-ramp 

On-ramp 1 capacity enhancement 
(added # of lanes by 2020) 

 Enter total number of lanes after improvement on the 
first on-ramp 

On-ramp 2 Capacity Enhancement 
(added # of lanes by 2020) 

 Enter total number of lanes after improvement on the 
second on-ramp 

Methodology 
Emission reductions from interchange improvements can be classified from two 
different types of improvements:  1) adding capacity to existing ramps to 
improve traffic flow, and thereby improve speeds and reduce emissions; and 
2) reducing delay on interchange off-ramps due to traffic control (such as a 
signalized intersection) downstream of the off-ramp. 

Emission reductions from improvements to interchanges are achieved through 
providing improved access to arterial streets or other connecting highway 
facilities through ramp improvements.  Turn lanes at the traffic signal 
downstream of the off-ramp from the interchange are considered to be one-half 
the capacity of a single lane.  Generalized ramp capacity and average speeds are 
obtained from LA MTA’s travel demand model output. 

The methodology is similar to providing additional capacity, resulting in 
improved speed and level of service (LOS).  Speed-flow curves equations from 
MTA’s travel demand model are used for calculating the travel time taken to 
navigate the ramps before and after the improvement. 

TC = T0 * (1 + 1.50*(X)^6) 

Where:

TC = Congested travel time; 

T0 = Free-flow travel time; and 

X = Volume to capacity ratio. 
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Travel time before and after the improvement is translated to average speed.  
Emission factor lookups are applied based on the before-and-after improvement 
speeds and ramp VMT to estimate total change in emissions. 

Improvements downstream of an off-ramp may include changes to signal timing 
and phasing, or adding turn pockets and right-turn phases to reduce intersection 
delay.  Control delay per vehicle can be calculated by an intersection delay study, 
or by estimation on the basis of traffic arrival patterns and progression criteria.  
Table 2.3 provides guidance for determining intersection LOS and control delay 
per vehicle. 

The estimate of total delay savings as a result of an intersection improvement at 
the ramp termini uses the Section following formula: 

Where C = is the cycle length, g/C = is the green time to cycle ratio = 0.5 (for 
simplicity) and X is the highest volume to capacity ratio of any turning 
movement or a lane group at the intersection.  This approach is consistent with 
the calculation for intersection project type #3 as presented in Section 2.3.  

The improvement in delay experienced per vehicle due to a change in capacity at 
the intersection is transformed into total delay in vehicle hours and thereby used 
for estimation of emission reductions. 

Ultimately, total emission savings for this project type is a product of both the 
savings from improving ramp capacity and the savings from reduced 
intersection delay at ramp termini. 

2.3 INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENT

Overview and Project Types 
The model is designed to evaluate at-grade intersection improvement projects.  
CO2 emission reductions due to intersection improvements are a result of the 
reduced delay navigating the intersection– – either due to idling at the red light, 
or due to deceleration and queuing that occurs at the intersection.  The 
methodology to estimate the reduction in greenhouse gas emissions includes 
three types of intersection improvements leading to emission reductions: 

 Type 1.  New Signal.  An unsignalized intersection approaching failure due 
to intolerable levels of delays is improved to a signalized intersection with an 
acceptable level of service. 
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 Type 2.  New Turning Phase.  Enabling a specific turn or movement at the 
intersection that was non-existent or making a permissive turn into a 
protected turn by changing the signal phasing and/or timing. 

 Type 3.  Improved Intersection Capacity.  Changes to the signalized 
intersection positively impacting level of service, including improvements to 
geometry, approach redesign, or new lanes. 

In each case, average reduction in delay per vehicle due to the improvement is 
estimated to determine the emission reduction benefits as a result of the 
improvement.  Intersection delay can be measured by conducting intersection 
delay studies or by estimation with input data like signal cycle length and 
effective green times for critical movements. 

This methodology strives to hit the middle-ground between conducting a full 
intersection delay analysis for determining delay before and after improvement, 
and conducting a field study for obtaining delay parameters.  To achieve this, the 
methodology makes some key assumptions.  Typically, agencies perform delay 
and LOS calculations as part of an intersection delay study or intersection LOS 
analysis.  In the absence of such detailed data, delay can be estimated by arrival 
patterns and LOS data.  Some of this data is already available from intersection 
studies and corridor studies, or might be maintained by the traffic or public 
works departments charged with maintaining the signals. 

A major overarching assumption is that the design methodology considers the 
signals as pre-timed, given the difficulty of accounting for the dynamics of 
changes to signal times and phases under an actuated setting. 

Methodology Limitations 
The intersection improvement methodology calculates delay at a single 
intersection level, and is not equipped to estimate improvement benefits for 
multiple intersections or systemwide improvements.  Intersection delay studies 
are the best source for delay measurements, if available.  In the absence of 
observed intersection delay information, guidance to estimate delay is provided 
based on arrival types or LOS, as presented in Table 2.3.  This methodology is not 
applicable in case of a staggered (five-legged or more) intersection. 

In the absence of accurate delay data, estimation through vehicle approach and 
progression should be made as accurately as possible.  LOS corresponding to 
delay windows may only be used to approximate control delay due to the 
difference in lower and upper bounds of each LOS (for example, LOS F 
corresponds to a delay between 55 to 80 seconds per vehicle, which might not be 
precise enough to provide an accurate estimation of emission reduction benefits). 

User-defined input data like peak hour volumes, cycle length, and approach 
capacity are the minimum required to support the calculation of intersection 
improvement emission reduction benefits.  Available traffic data and signal 
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operating plans from a traffic management data center or a public 
works/transportation department is recommended.  If unavailable, observed 
delay or intersection LOS can be used as an approximation.  In order to calculate 
delay reduction benefits, a number of key assumptions are required to simplify 
the calculations so that the number of inputs is manageable. 

Note:  The web-based version of the GHG Emissions Calculator allows users to 
assign one or more of the intersection improvement project types listed above.  In 
project definitions where both a new phase and added capacity are included (i.e., 
a mix of project type 2 and 3), the following approach is recommended: 

1. For projects adding only turn-lane capacity and new turn phasing, only 
apply the project type 2 approach, entering the new number of turn lanes as 
an input. 

2. For projects adding both turn-lane and through-lane capacity, apply both the 
project type 2 and project type 3 approach separately. 

User-Defined Inputs 
The three unique intersection project approaches require the set of project-
specific, user-defined inputs presented in Table 2.3. 

Table 2.3 Intersection Improvement Project User-Defined Inputs 

User-Defined Input 
Default 
Values Input Guidance 

1.  Unsignalized (2-way of 4-way stop) to Signalized Intersection 

Area Type  Five options are available (CBD, Urban, Suburban, 
Mountain, Rural) 

Peak Hour Volume (Approach 
Street 1 and 2) 

 Enter the average weekday peak hour volume for each 
intersection approach2

Total number of lanes (Street 1 
and Street 2) 

 Note:  Each turn lane, auxiliary lane or reversible lane 
equals 1/2 lane.  Input total lanes for both approaches of 
the street.

Facility Type (Street 1 and Street 
2)

 Four options are available (Interstate, Expressway, 
Primary, Secondary) 

Proposed Signalized Intersection 
Cycle Length (sec) 

60 – 120 Guidance based on FHWA signal timing manual (see 
Table 2.4)

Peak Hour Intersection Delay 
before Improvement (s/veh) 

50 50 sec. per vehicle is the default assumption for LOS F at 
unsignalized intersections.  Higher values may be entered 
if supported by a recent study.

                                                     
2 If only average daily traffic is known, peak-hour volumes can be approximated by 

applying a factor of 0.1 (regional average). 
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User-Defined Input 
Default 
Values Input Guidance 

2.  New or Protected Turn Phasing at Existing Signalized Intersection 

Type of Turn Affected by Project  Input the turn movement (left or right) enabled by the new 
phase.  Project approach can measure the benefit of 
adding a single phase only. 

Proposed Total Cycle Length (sec) 
(including impact from new or 
extended turn phases) 

60 – 120 Guidance based on FHWA signal timing manual (See 
Table 2.4) 

Total number of turn lanes on 
improved turn movements 

 The total number of turn lanes for all of the improved turn 
movements.  For example, if 2 left turns at the intersection 
are being improved, each with 1 turn lane, the user should 
enter 2. 

3.  Improvement in Overall Intersection Capacity 

Area Type  Five options are available (CBD, Urban, Suburban, 
Mountain, Rural) 

Facility Type (Street 1 and Street 
2)

 Four options are available (Interstate, Expressway, 
Primary, Secondary) 

Total number of lanes (Street 1 
and Street 2) 

 Note:  Each turn lane, auxiliary lane or reversible lane 
equals 1/2 lane.  Input total lanes for both approaches of 
the street. 

Total number of lanes after 
improvement (Street 1 and Street 
2)

 Note:  Each turn lane, auxiliary lane or reversible lane 
equals 1/2 lane.  Input total added lanes for both 
approaches of the street. 

Peak Hour Volume (Approach 
Street 1 and 2) 

 Enter the average weekday peak hour volume for each 
intersection approach 

Existing Cycle Length (sec) 60-120 See signal complexity guidance from FHWA Signal Timing 
Manual (see Table 2.4)

Table 2.4 FHWA Signal Timing Manual Reference 

Signal Complexity 
Commonly Assumed 

Cycle Lengths 

Permissive left turns on both streets 60 seconds

Protected left turns, protected-permissive left turns, or split phasing on one 
street

90 seconds 

Protected left turns, protected-permissive left turns, or split phasing on both 
street

120 seconds 

Source: FHWA Traffic Signal Timing Manual, 2008. 
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Methodology 
Intersection improvements that provide additional turn lanes, better geometric 
design, improved signal timing and phasing can reduce vehicle delay in 
navigating the intersection.  This delay reduction results in lower vehicle 
emissions due to less vehicle time spent decelerating, accelerating, or idling.  
Existing vehicle hours of delay for each intersecting street (by each approach) 
must be estimated separately, either via an intersection delay study or data from 
a traffic management center.  Alternatively, estimation through vehicle approach 
and progression should be instrumental in estimating the average delay for each 
approach, and thereby for intersecting streets. 

Delay at the intersection is calculated given the delays for individual approaches 
and flow rates as follows: 

Where:

d = Delay for the approach; 

v = Approach flow rate (vehicles per hour); and 

n = Number of approaches to the intersection. 

This reduction in average delay per vehicle approaching the intersection equates 
to less time spent idling, where CO2 emission rates are highest.  Since control 
delay takes into consideration the time elapsed for deceleration, queuing, and 
idling, the difference in travel speeds for noncongested conditions before-and-
after improvements are not included in the GHG reduction calculation.  The total 
change in vehicle hours of delay at the intersection, before and after the 
improvement, is calculated as follows: 

Dint = Dintnb– – Dintb

Where:

Dintnb = Total delay at the intersection for the no-build condition; and 

Dintb = Total delay at the intersection for the build condition. 

The change in delay (Dint) is multiplied by the idle CO2 emissions factor (g/hr) 
to estimate emission reductions. 

Project Type #1– – New Signal 
For estimating the delay at a planned signalized intersection, short of obtaining 
basic design parameters of the intersection including turning movements and the 
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lane configuration changes, the user is prompted to provide peak hour volumes 
for intersecting streets, respective capacity at the intersection and the total signal 
cycle length at the intersection.  Delay at the intersection is calculated using the 
following formula (this formula is used within each project type approach):

Where C = is the cycle length, g/C = is the green time to cycle ratio = 0.5 (for 
simplicity) and X is the highest volume to capacity ratio of any turning 
movement or a lane group at the intersection.

The improvement in delay experienced per vehicle due to signalization is 
transformed into total delay in vehicle hours and thereby used for estimation of 
emission reductions. 

Estimated delay in this methodology is assumed to be uniform delay resulting 
due to uniform arrival of traffic at the intersection, which is an ideal assumption.  
In the absence of detailed turning movement data and proposed signal timing 
and phasing details, green time to cycle ratio is assumed to be 0.5.  It should be 
recognized that the mid-block capacity of a street is different from the capacity at 
the intersection due to turning traffic and effects of signal controls. 

Project Type #2- New Turn Phase 
Intersection delay can be reduced by enabling a specific turn or movement at the 
intersection that was non-existent or permissive before into a protected turn by 
providing a new phase, or by including the movement in an existing phase by 
changing the time allocated to the phase.  If the movement is not allowed at the 
intersection in the existing set-up, the existing delay is assumed to reflect a level 
of service F or more, which translates into a delay of 80 seconds or more.  By 
providing protected phase to this movement, we are not only changing the signal 
timing plan, but also potentially adding to the cycle length.  Because the delay at 
the intersection will be reduced for this movement, due to the provision of a 
green time to serve this movement, delay can be calculated based on the new 
cycle time and the effective green time for that movement. 

The same formula presented in Project Type 1 is used to calculate before and 
after intersection delay.  This methodology relies on assuming several constants 
for estimation of delay at the intersection for the turning lane group.  Saturation 
flow rate is adjusted to area type and based on the type of turn.  Saturation flow 
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rate in CBDs and urban areas is assumed to be 1,700 veh/hr/lane3.  Further, this 
saturation rate needs to be adjusted for the type of turn, which is lower for right 
and left turns compared to the through movement.  For right turns, the 
adjustment factor is 0.85 and for left turns, it is 0.95.  The default v/c ratio for the 
turning movement is 0.9.4

Project Type #3– – Improved Intersection Capacity 
Physical changes to the intersection for increasing capacity or geometric design, 
including provision of new through or turn lanes can reduce delay-related 
emissions at congested intersections under certain conditions.  These changes to 
capacity result in an easing of capacity restrictions due to changes caused by the 
improvement.  Volume is considered constant for practical purposes, since it is 
hard to estimate the quantity of traffic that is re-routed from other facilities due 
to improvement in delay at the intersection.  Given the added capacity and 
geometric redesign resulting in delay reduction, a comparative analysis of 
intersection configuration before and after the improvement can be conducted to 
estimate the reduction in greenhouse gas emissions due to physical intersection 
design changes. 

The same formula presented in Project Type 1 is used to calculate before and 
after intersection delay.  Effective green to cycle ratio is assumed to be 0.5 for 
simplification in absence of turning movement and signal timing data to 
calculate it.  Traffic is assumed to arrive in a uniform fashion at the intersection 
and improvement in uniform delay is estimated for calculating reductions in 
total greenhouse gas emissions as a result of improved geometric design and 
approach changes. 

2.4 SYSTEM OPERATIONS

Overview and Project Types 
Projects that can be evaluated using this methodology include corridor 
signalization and synchronization improvements and intelligent transportation 
systems (ITS)/Advanced Traffic Management System (ATMS) implementation.  
Travel timesavings at each intersection along the corridor are calculated and 
aggregated by applying a delay reduction factor. 

                                                     
3 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM 2000), Chapter 16-11, Adjustments for Saturation 

Flow Rate Chapter. 
4 HCM 2000, Chapter 16-99, Signalized Intersections, Design Strategies for Signal Timing 

Plan Design for Pre-timed Control. 
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Methodology Limitations 
This method specifically evaluates arterial management strategies, such as 
corridor signalization, and cannot estimate systemwide or areawide 
improvements.  However, areawide improvements can be estimated by testing 
individual corridors separately and summing their unique impacts.  The length 
of the corridors and the signals being improved for synchronization should be 
reasonably spaced to achieve a meaningful reduction in travel savings.  For 
example, travel time savings will be minimal for two signals spaced a mile apart 
compared to seven signals in a one-mile corridor. 

User-Defined Inputs 
The methodology requires the set of project-specific, user-defined inputs 
presented in Table 2.5. 

Table 2.5 System Operations Project User-Defined Inputs 

User-Defined Input 
Default 
Values Input Guidance 

Length of the signalized corridor (miles)   Enter length of corridor targeted for signal 
synchronization 

Existing number of signalized intersections  Enter number of signalized intersections in the 
corridor 

Existing number of lanes   Enter number of through lanes that serve the 
highest directional flow of the peak-hour traffic in 
the corridor 

 Intersection turn pockets are represented by ½ 
lane

Peak-hour traffic volume  Enter highest one-hour directional volume of the 
day in the corridor for the highest volume 
segment in the corridor 

Existing peak-hour travel time (minutes)   Enter time it currently takes for a vehicle to travel 
the length of the corridor during the peak hour in 
the peak direction 

Existing average cycle length (seconds)   Enter average cycle length of all the signalized 
intersections in the corridor 
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Methodology 
This methodology uses California DOT’s (Caltrans) Traffic Light 
Synchronization Program (TLSP)5 evaluation algorithms to calculate delay at 
each intersection along a defined corridor.  The TLSP offers an established 
method of calculating various benefits of corridor traffic signal synchronization 
in California, and is consistent with the evaluation and calculation of fuel savings 
from signal synchronization projects in the State of California.  Travel 
timesavings due to the synchronization are estimated by calculating average 
delay at each intersection in the corridor.  The travel timesavings formula is 
based on the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) equation for delay (Equation 16-
11 Chapter 16).  When signals are synchronized, it is assumed that delay is 
reduced by a factor of 0.55.6

Where:

C = Cycle length; and 

g/C = Green time to cycle ratio.7

The travel timesaving is the difference in seconds per vehicle per signal.  It is 
multiplied by the number of signals and divided by 60 to return the benefit in 
minutes per vehicle for the total length of the arterial.  Finally, the approach 
multiplies this by the volume to estimate total savings in minutes. 

2.5 GRADE SEPARATION

Overview and Project Types 
This approach evaluates projects that improve the roadway capacity and safety 
of current at-grade railroad crossings.  Potential improvements include grade 

5 Caltrans (2008), Traffic Light Synchronization Program (TLSP) Evaluation and Scoring 
Methodology, California Department of Transportation, available on-line at:   
http://www.catc.ca.gov/programs/tlsp.htm. 

6 HCM (2000), Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board (TRB), 
Exhibit 16-12. 

7 To avoid users having to enter time-to-cycle ratios for each intersection, g/C is assumed 
to be 0.5 for the corridor. This is a recommended practice per HCM (2000). 
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separation of at-grade railroad crossings, which reduces delay caused by at-
grade railroad facility conflicts. 

This method is applicable for projects that facilitate uninterrupted movement for 
vehicles along a roadway and reduce delay at the crossing.  Average gate down 
time is used as a proxy for intersection delay prior to the grade separation 
improvement.  Gate down time varies between freight rail and passenger rail, 
and should be adjusted in accordance with the type and number of trains 
operating along the rail corridor. 

Methodology Limitations 
This approach should only be used to analyze projects that remove at-grade 
crossings of active rail corridors.  Installing a grade-separated interchange at an 
existing at-grade intersection is not accommodated through this project 
approach.  Improvements to at-grade rail crossings that do not include a full 
grade separation can be analyzed as long as future average crossing speed can be 
estimated, and the total daily delay resulting from queues when gates are down 
does not change. 

User-Defined Inputs 
The methodology requires the set of project-specific, user-defined inputs 
presented in Table 2.6. 

Table 2.6 Grade Separation Project User-Defined Inputs 

User-Defined Input 
Default 
Values Input Guidance 

Daily number of trains using rail corridor   Enter average number of weekday trains passing 
through the at-grade crossing  

Average gate down time for each train 
(minutes)

 Enter average length of time during which the 
gate at the crossing remains down for each train 

Roadway average daily traffic  Enter total daily weekday traffic on the highway 
facility 

Average vehicle railroad crossing speed 
(mph)

25 mph  Enter average speed of vehicles negotiating the 
crossing when gate is not down 

 According to the California Department of Motor 
Vehicle (DMV), speed limits are to be 15 mph 
within 100 feet of a railroad crossing without 
gates; it is assumed that most urban locations 
have gates, and hence have a default crossing 
speed of 25 mph 

Improved roadway posted speed limit 
(mph)

 Enter improved speed due to the construction of 
a grade-separation or other alternative that 
eliminates at-grade conflicts 
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Methodology 
The duration of conflict of movement between roadway and railroad modes can 
be calculated by assuming an average gate down time for trains passing through 
the crossing, which is a proxy for existing intersection delay.  Once there is a 
grade separation, the intersection delay is avoided completely, resulting in fuel 
savings, and thereby emission reductions.8

This methodology assumes that railroads are afforded preference of movement 
(right-of-way) at the intersection, thereby eliminating any delays to the rail 
services due to roadway traffic (Extreme circumstances like passage of 
emergency vehicles is not considered to occur frequently enough to affect rail 
services substantially.).  Three types of vehicle delays result from an at-grade 
crossing:  1) stopping, 2) deceleration, and 3) queuing.  Since stopping delay 
accounts for the vast majority of delay experienced by vehicles at an at-grade 
crossing, it is considered a reasonable and conservative proxy for total at-grade 
delay.

Because data on the length and type of trains passing through the grade crossing 
may be difficult for most users to specify accurately, an average gate down time 
is used to approximate vehicle delay.  Gate down time and total vehicles delayed 
are estimated as follows: 

Gate Down Time = Length of the Train/Train Speed 

Total Vehicles Delayed (Daily) = Total Gate Down Time (Daily hrs)/24 x Annual 
Average Daily Traffic (AADT) 

The approach assumes that the total vehicular traffic impacted by delay caused 
by gate down time is equal to the total daily share of gate down time. 

                                                     
8 ICC (2002-2003), Motorist Delay at Public Highway– – Rail Grade Crossings in Northeastern 

Illinois, Research and Analysis Section Transportation Division, Illinois Commerce 
Commission, Working Paper. 
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Table 2.7 Bike/Pedestrian Project User-Defined Inputs 

User-Defined Input 
Default 
Values Input Guidance 

ADT on the parallel arterial   Enter average weekday passenger vehicle traffic on 
nearest parallel roadway 

Length of project (miles)  Enter total length of the bike/pedestrian project 

Within 2 miles of a university or 
college (Y/N)? 

 Select “Y” if any segment of project is within 2 miles of a 
university or college 

Average length of bicycle trips 
(miles)

1.8  Enter estimated average length of bicycle trips in the 
area; leave blank if a pedestrian project only 

 Default value (1.8 mi) is based on National Household 
Travel Survey (NHTS) statistics, excluding purely 
recreational trips.

Average length of pedestrian trips 
(miles)

0.5  Enter estimated average length of pedestrian trips in the 
area; leave blank if bike project only

 Default value (0.5 mi) is based on NHTS statistics, 
excluding purely recreational trips 

Number of activity centers within 
½ mile and ¼ mile of project 

 Select the number of activity centers within ½ mile (bike) 
and ¼ mile (pedestrian) of the project 

 Activity center examples include banks, churches, 
hospitals, park-and-ride, office parks, library, shopping, 
and schools; credit is only given for 3 or more centers 

Methodology 
The bike project approach is consistent with Methods to Find the Cost-Effectiveness 
of Funding Air Quality Projects, a handbook prepared by the CARB in 2005.  The 
CARB handbook describes how to evaluate Motor Vehicle Registration Fee 
Projects and Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) 
projects, and is the basis for determining the amount of GHG reductions from 
bicycle facility projects. 

The 2009 report Methodologies for Evaluating Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
Improvement Projects, developed for the Maricopa Association of Governments 
(MAG), is the basis for determining GHG reductions resulting from auto trips 
replaced by pedestrian trips.  The MAG document adapted the methodology for 
calculating the impact of pedestrian improvements from the 2005 CARB 
handbook. 

The approaches for bike and pedestrian projects are consistent.  Within the 
general CARB approach, two primary factors drive the calculation of reduced 
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auto trips:  1) the number of activity centers adjacent to the project, and 2) the 
project location with respect to a nearby university or college. 9 These factors are 
presented in Appendix C. 

The number of activity centers within one-quarter mile of a pedestrian project 
and one-half mile of a bike project feed into a lookup table of factors generating 
percent auto trip reductions.  The university/college location factor increases 
average trip lengths on the assumption that willingness to bike or walk, and the 
average distances for these trips are greater for college students. 

Auto trip reductions are translated into VMT based on average bike and walk 
trip lengths.  These average trip lengths default to 2001 National Household 
Travel Survey (NHTS) data, but the user interface allows users to override these 
figures with local-specific data. 

Calculations for auto trips reduced as a result of increased bike and pedestrian 
trips generated by the project are listed below.  Trips are then equated to VMT 
savings based on average bike and walk trip lengths.  The VMT reductions are 
calculated separately for bike and pedestrian on a daily scale, then summed 
together and annualized (assumes a factor of 250 days, since commute benefits 
are assumed only to accrue during workdays).  The GHG emissions calculation 
approach is included in Section 4.0. 

Daily auto trips reduced (bike) = AWT * 0.091 * (A ½ mile + C) 

Daily auto trips reduced (walk) = AWT * 0.091 * (A ¼ mile + C) 

Where:

AWT = Average weekday traffic on the adjacent or nearest parallel arterial. 

0.91 = Factor to convert average weekday traffic to AADT. 

                                                     
9 Per CARB documentation, adjustment factors were derived from a limited set of bicycle 

commute mode split data for cities and university towns in the southern and western 
United States (Source:   U.S. DOT (1992), National Bicycling And Walking Study– – 
Transportation Choices for a Changing America).  This data was then averaged and 
multiplied by 0.7 to estimate potential auto travel diverted to bikes. On average, about 
70 percent of all person trips are taken by auto driving (Source:   Caltrans (2002), 2000-
2001 California Statewide Travel Survey), and it is these trips that can be considered as 
possible auto trips reduced.  Finally, this number was multiplied by 0.65 to estimate the 
growth in bicycle trips from construction of the bike facility.  Sixty-five percent 
represent the average growth in bike trips from a new bike facility, as observed in 
before and after data for bike projects (Source:   U.S. DOT (1994), A Compendium of 
Available Bicycle and Pedestrian Trip Generation Data in the United States).  Benefits are 
scaled to reflect differences in project structure, length, traffic intensity, community 
size, and proximity of activity centers. The scale has been adapted from a method 
developed by Dave Burch of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD). 
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A = Adjustment factor for ADT (auto trips replaced by bike or 
pedestrian trips).  The adjustment factor is based on a lookup table 
of project length and AADT. 

C = Credit for number of activity centers within one-quarter mile of the 
pedestrian project and one-half mile of the bike project. 

2.6 BIKE/PEDESTRIAN AND TRANSIT

Overview and Project Types 
This approach evaluates all bike and pedestrian infrastructure improvements 
that provide increased nonmotorized accessibility to transit.  Projects can be 
evaluated individually for bike or pedestrian facilities, or combined.  The 
approach and rules for inputs are similar to those used in the bike/pedestrian 
project-type methodology, but also include additional factors to estimate the 
effect of the interaction of nonmotorized infrastructure improvements with 
existing transit facilities. 

Pedestrian and bicycle facilities can reduce GHG emissions when auto trips are 
replaced by walking and biking to transit stations.  The methodology estimates 
the annual number of vehicle trips reduced, and the annual auto VMT reduced to 
approximate the GHG reduction associated with pedestrian and bike 
improvements at and around transit stations. 

Methodology Limitations 
The approach does not completely account for all elements of pedestrian bridges 
or multiuse facilities/greenways in exclusive ROW; however, these can be tested 
with careful consideration of inputs.  In these cases, the total travel demand 
between the facility start point and end point, or an estimate of total walk or bike 
access trips to the transit stop or station can be entered in lieu of ADT. 

The approach does not test potential mode shifts to nonmotorized and transit 
modes as a result of complete street elements (e.g., benches, lighting, improved 
buffers); traffic-calming strategies; transit station design elements, such as a bike 
station; employer-based strategies (e.g., bike lockers, showers); or improved 
transit amenities. 

User-Defined Inputs
The methodology requires the set of project-specific, user-defined inputs 
presented in Table 2.8. 
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Table 2.8 Bike/Pedestrian and Transit Project User-Defined Inputs 

User-Defined Input 
Default 
Values Input Guidance 

Project Type  Select from bike, pedestrian, or bike + pedestrian. 

ADT on the parallel arterial   Enter average weekday passenger vehicle traffic on nearest 
parallel roadway. 

Length of project (miles)   Enter total length of the bike/pedestrian project. 

Average length of bicycle trips 
(miles)

1.8  Enter estimated average length of bicycle trips in the area; 
leave blank if a pedestrian project only. 

 Default value (1.8 mi) is based on 2001 NHTS statistics, 
excluding purely recreational trips.

Average length of pedestrian 
trips (miles) 

0.5  Enter estimated average length of pedestrian trips in the 
area; leave blank if bike project only. 

 Default value (0.5 mi) is based on 2001 NHTS statistics, 
excluding purely recreational trips 

Average length of transit trips 
(miles)

5.2  Enter estimated average length of transit trips in the area. 

 Default value based on the American Public Transportation 
Association (APTA) 2009 Factbook,10 Table 7 (Bus = 3.9 mi; 
Commuter Rail = 24.3 mi; Heavy Rail = 4.7 mi; Average = 
5.2 mi). 

Number of activity centers 
within ½ mile of project 

 Select appropriate number of activity centers. 

 Activity center examples include banks, churches, hospitals, 
park-and-ride, office parks, library, shopping, and schools. 

Within 2 miles of a university or 
college (Y/N)? 

 Select “Y” if any segment of project is within 2 miles of a 
university or college. 

Area type  Select from CBD, Urban, Suburban, Mountain, and Rural 
area types. 

 Definitions based on traffic analysis zone attributes and 
inherited from the SCAG travel demand model (see 
Appendix A). 

Does project provide direct 
access to transit? 

 Answer “Y” if any segment of project provides direct access 
to transit (station or bus stop). 

Existing daily transit boardings  Enter estimated total weekday boardings for all transit 
access points along project corridor. 

Provides access to fixed 
guideway transit? 

 Select “Y” if the segment provides direct access to fixed 
guideway transit. 

                                                     
10 APTA (2009), Public Transportation Factbook, 60th Edition, American Public 

Transportation Association, accessed at http://www.apta.com/gap/policyresearch/
Documents/APTA_2009_Fact_Book.pdf. 
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Methodology 
The bike and pedestrian project approach follows the same procedures outlined 
in Section 2.6.  The additional transit access element within this project approach 
is addressed through a lookup table quantifying the increase in transit trips, 
based on type of access and area type (two percent for improved access to bus; 
four percent for improved access to fixed guideway). 

The source for increases in transit trips is the Transit Cooperative Research 
Program (TCRP) Report 95, Traveler Response to Transportation System Changes, 
Chapter 17 – Transit-Oriented Development (TOD), which summarizes travel mode 
shifts of residents upon relocation into TODs.  The TCRP report specifically 
references California results based upon a 2003 study by Lund, Cervero, and 
Willson.11 The shift to transit was larger for residents along the Bay Area Rapid 
Transit District (BART) heavy-rail system (4.2 percent) than for TOD survey 
respondents statewide (1.8 percent).  These results indicated a reasonable 
estimate for percent increases as a result of improved accessibility:  two percent 
for bus trips and four percent for fixed guideway trips.  Results from the TCRP
Report 95 sources are assumed to approximate responses in high-density areas.  
Increase percentages in suburban, mountain, and rural areas are based on VMT 
per capita relationships by population density from the 2001 NHTS (see 
Tables 2.9 and 2.10). 

Table 2.9 Increase in Transit Trips by Area Type and Transit Mode 
Area Type Bus Fixed Guideway 

CBD/Core 2.0% 4.0% 

Urban 2.0% 4.0% 

Suburban 1.6% 3.2% 

Mountain 1.4% 2.8% 

Rural 1.4% 2.8% 

Source: NHTS (2001). 

                                                     
11 H. Lund, R. Cervero, and R. Willson (2003), Travel Characteristics of Transit-Oriented 

Development in California, accessed at:    http://www.csupomona.edu/~rwwillson/tod/
Pictures/TOD2.pdf. 
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Table 2.10 VMT per Capita by Area Type 

Area Type 

Population Density 
People per Square Mile 

(ppsm) 
Annual VMT 
Per Capita 

Mountain/Rural 0– – 499 11,818

Suburban 500 -1,999 10,435 

Urban 2,000– – 3,999 9,678

Urban 4,000– – 9,999 8,285

CBD/Core 10,000+ 4,639 

Source: 2001 NHTS. 

Auto trips reduced by bike, walk, and transit modes are translated into VMT 
based on average bike, walk, and transit trip lengths.  The methodology uses 
default average trip lengths based on the NHTS and APTA 2009 Factbook data, 
but can be replaced with user-defined, local-specific data. 

For a description of the methodology for calculating reduced auto trips resulting 
from the project, see Section 2.6.4.  The calculation for transit trips is detailed 
below.  Trip reductions are equated to VMT savings based on average bike, walk, 
and transit trip lengths.  VMT reductions are calculated separately for all modes 
on a daily scale, and then summed together and annualized (assuming a factor of 
250 days).  For the GHG emissions calculation approach, see Section 4.0. 

Daily auto trips reduced (transit) = B (project corridor) * I (area type & mode)

B = Daily transit boarding for all transit access points along bike/
pedestrian project corridor; and 

I = Percent increase in transit trips as presented in Table 2.9. 

2.7 TRANSIT EXPANSION

Overview and Project Types 
Transit expansion projects can cause shifts from auto travel, resulting in 
reductions in VMT and thus GHG emissions.  The methodology assumes that, 
per passenger mile, all modes of transit, including buses, emit less CO2 than an 
average occupancy light-duty vehicle trip. 

This methodology estimates the emission reduction benefits of transit amenities, 
such as real-time transit arrival information or decreased out-of-vehicle travel 
times due to increased frequency of service (or reducing headways) and fleet 
expansions. 
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Methodology Limitations 
This method is not applicable to new transit routes in areas without existing 
transit services.  The evaluation design is tailored to “typical” CMF-eligible 
projects (e.g., purchasing new buses, headways, stop amenities, traveler info).  
Improvements such as service extensions; new corridors; new stations; general 
enhancement of transit amenities (stops, sidewalks, benches); transit signal 
priority; queue jumper lanes; or bus rapid transit (BRT) are beyond the scope of 
this analysis. 

User-Defined Inputs 
The methodology requires the set of project-specific, user-defined inputs 
presented in Table 2.11. 

Table 2.11 Transit Expansion Project User-Defined Inputs 

User-Defined Input 
Default 
Values Input Guidance 

Average peak-period 
headway before 
improvements (mins) 

 Enter average peak-period headway (minutes) before the 
project (2010) 

Average peak-period 
headway after improvements 
(mins) 

 Enter average peak-period headway (minutes) after the 
project (2020) 

Does project include real-time 
arrival information? 

 Select “Y” if project involves real-time arrival information 

Existing (2010) project 
corridor transit travel time 
(mins) 

 Enter average time it takes transit to travel the affected 
corridor (average can be for one route or across multiple 
routes)

Average peak-period transit 
ridership (2010) affected by 
improvements

 Enter average peak-period transit ridership affected by 
improvements (2010) 

Methodology 
The approach calculates the increase in transit ridership resulting from a change 
in headways using elasticities reported in the TCRP Report 95.12 The 
methodology applies an average headway elasticity of +0.5.  In other words, for 
each 1-percent decrease in headways, a corresponding 0.5-percent increase in 

                                                     
12 TCRP 95c9 (2004), TCRP Report 95, Chapter 9– – Transit Scheduling and Frequency,

Transportation Research Board, on-line at:   http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/
tcrp/tcrp_rpt_95c9.pdf.
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ridership occurs.  This elasticity is derived from an average effect observed on 
multiple bus transit systems in urban areas across the U.S.  CS performed a 
validation using coefficients in SCAG’s mode choice model, and arrived at a 
comparable elasticity for changes in headways in Southern California. 

The TCRP Report 95 references case studies for Santa Clarita Transit in the mid-
1990s and Santa Monica Municipal Bus Lines in 1998 that suggest the region-
specific headway elasticity may be higher– – from +0.8 to +1.1.  However, the 
current calculation framework maintains the more conservative +0.5 elasticity 
assumption. 

The equation to calculate the change in ridership and resulting decrease in 
weekday light-duty VMT is as follows: 

Where:

VMT = Reduction in daily light-duty VMT; 

H = Percent change in headways due to improvement; 

eh = Headway elasticity (-0.5); 

R = Existing ridership impacted improvement; 

AVO = Average passenger vehicle occupancy; and 

TL = Average passenger vehicle trip length. 

The methodology also accounts for the impact of real-time transit arrival 
information, which is based on an average travel time reduction as a result of 
real-time transit information.  The 1995 NHTS indicated that transit wait times 
represent 22 percent of total transit trip time (or 10 minutes) on average (This 
was also validated through evaluation of the 2001 NHTS.).13 The methodology 
assumes that the presence of real-time transit arrival information allows users to 
reduce average wait times by approximately 50 percent, resulting in a 10-percent 
reduction of overall travel time. 

Where:

VMT = Reduction in daily light-duty VMT; 

T = Percent change in travel time due to real-time arrival info 
(10 percent); 

                                                     
13 CUTR (1998), Public Transit in America:   Findings from the 1995 Nationwide Personal 

Transportation Survey, Center for Urban Transportation Research, Table 4-13. 
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et = Travel time elasticity (+0.23);14

R = Existing ridership impacted improvement; 

AVO = Average passenger vehicle occupancy; and 

TL = Average passenger vehicle trip length 

The reduction in GHG caused by shorter headways is offset somewhat by the 
addition of transit revenue miles that generate CO2 emissions.  The increase in 
total corridor transit revenue miles is estimated via the change in total number of 
daily buses multiplied by transit corridor length. 

2.8 PARK-AND-RIDE

Overview and Project Types 
Increasing parking capacity at transit stations reduces emissions by encouraging 
single-occupant vehicle drivers to shift to transit for a proportion of their 
commute trip. 

This method is applicable for new or existing parking lots providing park-and-
ride access to transit.  The projects can include both expansions of existing 
parking facilities adjacent to transit.  The user-defined type of transit station 
(urban rail, commuter rail, BRT/express bus, or transit center) determines the 
share of additional parking lot users that are new transit riders.  This factor is 
combined with a parking lot utilization factor to estimate reduced vehicle trips as 
a result of the parking expansion. 

Methodology Limitations 
This methodology is not designed to estimate the impact of a new parking 
facility associated with a new transit station.  The station must be existing with 
some level of existing parking available, but any type of existing parking (public, 
private, or shared) or type of transit station can be accommodated. 

User-Defined Inputs 
The methodology requires the set of project-specific, user-defined inputs 
presented in Table 2.12. 

                                                     
14 VTPI (2010), Transportation Elasticities:   How Prices and Other Factors Affect Travel 

Behavior. Victoria Transport Policy Institute, May 3, 2010. 
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Table 2.12 Park-and-Ride Project User-Defined Inputs 

User-Defined Input 
Default 
Values Input Guidance 

Transit station type  Select from urban rail, commuter rail, BRT/express bus, 
transit center, or other. 

Additional parking added by 
2020

 Enter number of new parking spaces (by expansion of an 
existing lot or a new lot). 

Average auto trip length 
(miles)

15  Enter average commute distance traveled by autos in the 
area.

 15 miles is the default option, based on 2009 NHTS data for 
the Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County MSA.15

Average weekday parking 
lot utilization 

95%  Enter post-parking expansion expected average weekday 
utilization expected 

 Default value, 95% parking occupancy, is the assumed 
utilization in MTA’s Gold Line Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS)16;

 Other input guidance by transit station type:  77% for 
Metrolink (the midpoint of the 70-85% range for commuter 
rail reported in TCRP 95, Ch.3), 65% for BRT/Express Bus; 
and 50-60% for urban bus systems/shared use facilities.17

Average auto access trip 
length (miles) 

5  Enter the average distance traveled by vehicles accessing 
the park-and-ride lot. 

 5 miles is the default option.  As a reference, per TCRP 
Report 95 (2004), 80% of trips to a park-and-ride facility 
travel less than 10 miles.  Given the density of transit 
service in LA County, an average drive to park-and ride of 
less than 10 miles is reasonable for this application. 

Parking lot usage Weekdays  Select from weekdays (250 days per year) and everyday 
(365 days per year) 

Methodology 
The approach calculates the CO2 emissions reductions from added parking 
capacity at transit stations as a result of new transit riders shifting from the 

                                                     
15 NHTS (2009), National Household Travel Survey, data available at:   

http://nhts.ornl.gov/tools.shtml, 
16 MTA (2004), Gold Line Phase II– – Pasadena to Montclair– – Foothill Extension DEIS/DEIR,

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, pp. 3-15-87. 
17 TCRP 95c3 (2004), TCRP 95, Chapter 3– – Park and Ride/Pool, Transportation Research 

Board, http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_95c9.pdf.
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private vehicle mode.  The calculation of the VMT reduction is tied to a 
combination of user-defined inputs, as presented in Table 2.12.  In addition, the 
percentage of new transit riders utilizing park-and-ride lots is assumed to be 
37 percent, pursuant to data collected for the Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension 
environmental documents.18

The calculated VMT reduction is only applied to the portion of the trip length 
that shifts from auto to transit.  Default average auto commute trip lengths and 
auto access to park-and-ride trip lengths are assumed to be 15 and 5 miles, 
respectively (see Table 2.12 for references).  However, users may substitute 
unique corridor- or subregion-specific average auto trip length and auto access to 
parking trip lengths. 

The volume of new transit riders utilizing the expanded park-and-ride lot 
capacity is estimated by multiplying the new parking spaces by the parking lot 
utilization, and by the percent of new riders using the park-and-ride lots 
(37 percent).19 This new rider estimate is multiplied by the average round trip 
distance, excluding auto access, to obtain a daily VMT reduction for the project.  
The daily VMT reduction is calculated as follows: 

��� � ���� � ����
2 � �� � � � ����

Where:

VMT = Reduction in daily light-duty VMT; 

L = Average auto trip length; 

TL2 = Average auto access to PNR trip length; 

P = Total added parking spaces; 

U = Average parking lot utilization; and 

NRm = Percentage of new transit riders using park and ride lot (37 percent). 

2.9 MANAGED LANES

Overview and Project Types 
The emissions reduction for transit managed lanes projects is calculated based on 
the benefit of:  1) decreased travel time on ridership, and 2) increased bus transit 
speed on GHG emissions per mile. 

                                                     
18 FTA (2003), Metro Gold Line East Side Extension, Pending Full-Funding Grant Agreement,

Federal Transit Administration. www.fta.dot.gov/documents/LA_Metro1AA.doc.
19 Per TCRP 95c3 (2004), the percent of new riders using park-and-ride lots varies from 20 

to 75 percent nationwide. Per FTA (2003), 37 percent of ridership are new riders. 
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The El Monte busway project assumes new ramp access to an existing managed 
lane facility.  This project approach evaluates the benefit of switching a portion of 
an existing bus transit corridor operating in general purpose lane traffic to a 
managed lane as a result of new ramp access points. 

Methodology Limitations 
The methodology does not consider any inputs or emission impacts regarding 
change in corridor transit service (headways or route alignment), any mode 
shifts from single-occupancy vehicle (SOV) to HOV as a result of new managed 
lane capacity, or a general reduction in corridor delay resulting from overall 
improved flow.  While there are expected GHG emission impacts resulting from 
these outcomes of managed lane projects, at this point, the benefit to existing 
transit is the only outcome considered per the currently proposed list of CMF 
projects.

User-Defined Inputs 
The methodology requires the set of project-specific, user-defined inputs 
presented in Table 2.13. 

Methodology 
The user-defined inputs presented in Table 2.13 describe characteristics of the 
managed lane (restrictions, AADT, and number of lanes) and the corridor transit 
service (travel time, total length, length on managed lane, peak and off-peak 
number of buses, and existing daily ridership). 

These inputs are combined with default transit-related factors, such as the 
elasticity of transit ridership with respect to travel time.  Managed lane capacity 
and free-flow speed assumptions come from the same speed and capacity lookup 
table used in the roadway capacity methodology. 
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Table 2.13 Managed Lane Project User-Defined Inputs 

User-Defined Input 
Default 
Values Input Guidance 

Managed lane restrictions   Select the appropriate managed lane restriction:  1) bus 
only, 2) HOV, or 3) HOV + high-occupancy toll (HOT) 

Managed lane annual average 
daily traffic 

 Enter the existing average daily traffic on the managed 
lane facility.  

 If restriction = 1, AADT = total daily buses; if 2, AADT = 
buses + HOV; if 3, AADT = buses + HOV + tolled SOV 

Managed lane # of lanes 
(one-way) 

 Enter number of managed lanes in a single direction 
(peak direction, if reversible lanes are in place) 

Corridor total average travel 
time (min) (existing) 

 Existing average travel time for the transit corridor (route 
start point to end point) 

Total transit corridor length (mi)  Enter transit corridor length (route start point to end point)

Corridor length on managed 
lane (mi) 

 Enter total mileage of transit corridor proposed for 
operation on the managed lane 

Daily # of peak buses 
(6:00-9:00 a.m., 3:00-:00 p.m.) 

 Enter total number of peak-period buses 

Daily # of off-peak buses   Enter total number of off-peak-period buses 

Daily corridor transit ridership 
affected by improvements 

 Enter existing transit ridership in the affected transit 
corridor 

Existing average speed on the transit corridor is calculated based on user-defined 
corridor length and travel time.  Managed lane average peak speeds are 
estimated based on MTA model speed-volume curve equations, while off-peak 
speeds are assumed to represent free-flow conditions.  Calculated speeds are 
reduced by 10 percent to reflect slightly slower transit vehicle operating speeds. 

Sm = S0/(1+1.5X^6) 

Where:

Sm = Managed lane average peak transit speed

S0 = Managed lane free-flow speed (70 mph) * 0.9 (adjustment for transit 
vehicles); and 

X = Peak-period volume/capacity. 

Based on the changes in average speed and corridor distance on and off the 
managed lanes, improved total peak and off-peak travel times are calculated.  
The difference in travel time is applied to the transit ridership with respect to 
travel time elasticity (+0.23) to obtain an estimate of the increase in transit trips.  
Transit trips are converted to VMT savings based on average trip lengths and 
average vehicle occupancy. 
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Where:

VMT = Reduction in daily light-duty VMT; 

T = Percent change in travel time resulting from change in route 
alignment to managed lane; 

et = Travel time elasticity (+0.23);20

R = Existing ridership impacted improvement; 

AVO = Average passenger vehicle occupancy; and 

TL = Average passenger vehicle trip length. 

In addition, the change in average transit corridor travel speed is input into CO2

emission factor lookup tables to estimate emission reductions resulting from 
more efficient travel conditions. 

                                                     
20 VTPI (2010). 
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3.0 Other Project Types 

Two project types entered in the July 2010 CMF project list were considered for 
inclusion within the tool, but were removed from the tool development process 
due to insignificant GHG reduction potential and questionable adherence to 
AB 1600 nexus requirements. 

3.1 CORRIDOR IMPROVEMENT/STREETSCAPE
These projects involve the installation of medians, new landscaping, street 
lighting, signage or pedestrian amenities (i.e., benches, trash cans).  It is not clear 
how median installation would positively affect speed or travel time in a way 
that substantially impacts GHG emissions.  Conventionally, installation of a 
median reduces speeds and reduces truck traffic in urban settings– – commonly 
due to the difficulty in navigating around the barriers.  While the other elements 
within this project category may lead to increased walking, biking, or transit 
research, the literature is not conclusive on the level of impact.  Benefits of 
improved bike, pedestrian, and transit infrastructure are included in other 
project types within the tool. 

3.2 ROADWAY UPGRADE
A national comparison of speed study results for individual resurfacing sites 
found that the differences in mean speed before and after resurfacing ranged 
from an increase of 7 mph to a decrease of 4 mph, with an average of 1 mph 
increase.  The differences in 85th percentile speed ranged from an increase of 
6 mph to a decrease of 4 mph; also with an average difference of 1 mph.21 These 
findings suggest negligible potential for reducing regional GHG emissions 
through resurfacing. 

                                                     
21 NCHRP (2003), NCHRP Report 486:   Systemwide Impact of Safety and Traffic Operations – 

Design Decisions for 3R Projects, National Cooperative Highway Research Program. 
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4.0 GHG Emission Calculations 

4.1 EMFAC CO2 EMISSION FACTOR LOOKUP TABLES
The CARB’s EMFAC model was used to calculate CO2 emission factors by speed 
and vehicle type.  EMFAC is the official emissions model for California, and is 
currently being used by SCAG for SB 375 analysis.  Since EMFAC does not 
consider the recently implemented Pavley I clean car standards or the Low 
Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS) in California, adjustments were made after the 
EMFAC runs were completed.22 CARB has created a post-processor for EMFAC 
that adjusts for these new standards, but it does not accept emission factors by 
speed.  Therefore, the adjustments were made manually in an Excel sheet. 

The following steps summarize the assumptions supporting the EMFAC runs 
and the outputs post-processed to provide CO2 emission factors by speed and 
vehicle type: 

1. Run EMFAC using the following parameters: 

a. Los Angeles County; 

b. Calculation Method:  Use Average; 

c. Calendar Years:  2010, 2020, and 2030; 

d. All model years; 

e. All vehicle classes; 

f. Default I/M program schedule; 

g. Burden Inventory Output; 

h. Detailed Planning Inventories (CSV); 

i. Provide detail for model years, tech groups, and speed; and 

j. Speed Categories:  5 mph. 

2. Summarize CO2 running emissions inventory by calendar year, vehicle type, 
tech group (selecting only total for each speed category), and model year. 

3. Summarize VMT by calendar year, vehicle type, tech group (selecting only 
total for each speed category), and model year. 

                                                     
22 The regional per capita emissions reduction targets set by CARB do not include 

emissions reductions resulting from Pavley I or LCFS. 
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4. Divide each CO2 inventory number by each VMT number to obtain CO2

emission factors.  Multiply by 907,184.74 grams per ton to convert from tons 
per mile to grams per mile. 

5. Apply Pavley reduction factors to appropriate vehicle types and model years, 
as specified in CARB’s User’s Guide for the Pavley I + LCFS Post-Processor.23

6. Calculate composite emission factor for all model years by using a VMT-
weighted average. 

7. Apply an adjustment factor for the LCFS to the composite emission factor 
using the reduction factors found in CARB’s User’s Guide for the Pavley I + 
LCFS Post-Processor.24

8. Final CO2 emission factors are provided in grams per mile by speed and 
vehicle type. 

Since EMFAC does not provide idling emission rates in grams per hour, these 
were approximated by using emission rates for 3 mph.  These were calculated in 
EMFAC using the same method, as described above; however, at the end the 
gram per mile emission rates are multiplied by 3 miles per hour to convert to 
grams per hour. 

All metric units were subsequently converted to pounds (lbs). 

Table 4.1 presents the lookup tables used in the emissions calculator tool.  Results 
by vehicle type are aggregated into three primary vehicle types for the emissions 
calculation lookups by project type.  The aggregation of emissions factors are 
based on a weighting by VMT by speed by vehicle type.  The aggregation 
process by vehicle type combines the following vehicle types: 

 Light-duty passenger cars:  LDA, LDT1, LDT2, and MCY; and 

 All trucks:  HHD, LHD1, LHD2, MDV, and MHD. 

The aggregation process works the same for 2010, 2020, and 2030.  Ultimately, 
the 2020 emissions factors are applied in the emission reduction calculations in 
the tool.  The 2020 emission factors are presented in Table 4.1 by 5 mpg speed 
increments (the emission reduction calculations use each 1 mph increments). 

                                                     
23 CARB (2010), Pavley I + Low Carbon Fuel Standard Postprocessor, Version 1.0 User’s Guide, California

Air Resources Board, http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/tools/pavleylcfs-userguide.pdf, Table 1. 

24 Ibid., Table 2. 
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Table 4.1 2020 CO2 Emission Factors by Vehicle Type and Speed 
Vehicle Type 

Light-Duty Truck Urban Bus 

Speed CO2 grams/mile 

Idle (grams/hour) 2,724.96 5,197.15 7,081.33

5 mph 908.32 1,732.38 2,360.44

10 mph 675.38 1,383.41 2,217.43

15 mph 520.03 1,092.16 2,024.59

20 mph 415.75 896.14 1,908.85

25 mph 345.56 785.96 1,837.53

30 mph 297.38 718.25 1,793.02

35 mph 265.70 676.46 1,765.58

40 mph 247.89 680.79 1,749.82

45 mph 239.65 691.13 1,742.88

50 mph 239.63 676.64 1,743.56

55 mph 248.70 695.19 1,751.97

60 mph 266.66 744.09 1,769.58

65 mph 296.33 882.24 -

70 mph 310.31 919.65 -

Average VMT Weighted Speed 327.36 807.25 1,826.77 

Note: All emission factors by speed are grams CO2 per mile, except for idling, which is grams CO2 per hour. 

4.2 CO2 EMISSION REDUCTION CALCULATION
Each project calculates a change in vehicle speed, delay, or VMT; and equates 
these results to a reduction in CO2.  Table 4.2 presents the output for each project 
type and a summary of the emissions calculation. 
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Table 4.2 CO2 Emission Reduction Calculations by Project Type 
Project Type Project Performance Outputs CO2 Emissions Calculation 
Roadway
capacity

Change in peak-hour speed by vehicle 
type for project limit VMT 

Emission factors (g/mi) for pre- and post-
improvement speeds are multiplied by total 
VMT.

Interchange
capacity

Change in average peak-hour speed by 
vehicle type for all ramp VMT, change in 
intersection hours of delay. 

Emission factors (g/mi) for pre- and post-
improvement speeds s multiplied by total 
VMT; and idle emission factor is multiplied 
by pre- and post-improvement intersection 
hours of delay by vehicle type. 

Grade separation Change in speed by vehicle type for 
project limit VMT, total reduction in delay 
resulting from removing queues at 
existing at-grade intersection. 

Emission factors (g/mi) for pre- and post-
improvement speeds is multiplied by total 
VMT; and idle emission factor is multiplied 
by pre- and post-improvement intersection 
hours of delay. 

Intersection
improvement

Change in average seconds of delay per 
vehicle by intersection approach 

Idle emission factor is multiplied by pre- and 
post-improvement intersection hours of 
delay. 

System
operations

Change in corridor average speed 
resulting from decreased travel time 

Emission factors (g/mi) for pre- and post-
improvement speeds (average speed for 
entire corridor, including idling at signalized 
intersections) is multiplied by total VMT. 

Bike/pedestrian Reduction in VMT Total reduction in VMT is multiplied by 
average VMT weighted speed light-duty 
vehicle emissions factor. 

Bike/pedestrian
and transit 

Reduction in VMT Total reduction in VMT is multiplied by 
average VMT weighted speed light-duty 
vehicle emissions factor.  No additional 
emissions from transit are assumed (no 
change in service provision). 

Transit expansion Reduction in VMT Total reduction in VMT is multiplied by 
average VMT weighted speed light-duty 
vehicle emissions factor; and additional 
transit revenue miles are multiplied by 
average urban bus VMT weighted speed 
emission factor. 

Park-and-ride Reduction in VMT Total reduction in VMT is multiplied by 
average VMT weighted speed light-duty 
vehicle emissions factor.  No additional 
emissions from transit are assumed (no 
change in service provision). 

Managed lanes Reduction in VMT, improvement in 
transit speeds 

Total reduction in VMT is multiplied by 
average VMT weighted speed light-duty 
vehicle emissions factor; and emission 
factors (g/mi) for pre- and post-
improvement urban bus speeds are 
multiplied by total transit miles. 
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5.0 Next Steps 

Depending on the next steps in the evolution of the congestion mitigation fee 
program, there are a range of potential updates and enhancements to the web 
tool calculation methodologies as currently defined.  The three most critical near 
term enhancements are: 

1. Expansion of the transit expansion project type.  The current approach is 
designed only to assess benefits of a combination of average corridor transit 
frequency adjustment or the deployment of real-time arrival information at 
transit stops.  The scope of potential other transit improvements included 
within the CMF program suggests that a number of other options may be 
appropriate.  These additional modules within the transit approach may 
include transit priority corridors/signal priority, new routes or circulator 
systems, transit vehicle replacements (i.e., diesel replaced with hybrid or 
other low emission technologies). 

2. Expansion of the system operations project type.  The current approach is 
constrained to assessing the benefits of corridor-specific signal 
synchronization projects.  It does not represent the full scope of traditional 
system management projects/programs, particular corridor, subarea, or 
citywide ITS and ATMS applications, as currently defined in the congestion 
mitigation fee program list.  An enhancement to this tool, or a completely 
new, separate approach, is a near-term priority in order to fill in this project 
gap.

3. Expansion of the managed lanes project benefits calculation.  The current 
approach focuses exclusively on the GHG emission reductions resulting from 
rerouting a portion of a bus route onto an existing managed lane via 
construction of new access.  As more information becomes available about 
this project type, it is possible that inclusion of an assessment of how new 
managed lane access points improve HOV access to new developments and 
results in mode shifts and potential travel timesavings should be considered.  
In addition, the existing tool could also be adjusted or combined with the 
transit tool to assess the benefits of bus-only lanes or BRT on major arterials. 

In addition, the methodologies as currently constructed can report other project-
related outputs, such as reduction in VMT and reduction in delay or vehicle 
hours of travel.  These outputs could be reported through the web tool interface; 
or serve as the starting point for other critical project calculations, such as 
project-level cost-benefit assessments and reductions in criteria pollutant 
emissions. 
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B. SCAG Area Type Map 

Source: http://www.scag.ca.gov/modeling/pdf/MVS03/MVS03_Chap04.pdf.
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C. LA MTA Model Speed 
and Capacity Lookup Table 

Facility Type Area Type 
Number 
of Lanes 

Capacity 
Per Hour, 
Per Lane 

Free-Flow Speed 
(mph) 

1 1 1 1,950 70 

1 2 1 1,950 70 

1 3 1 1,950 70 

1 4 1 1,950 70 

1 5 1 1,950 70 

2 1 1 625 35

2 2 1 650 40

2 3 1 675 45

2 4 1 800 50

2 5 1 1,250 55

3 1 1 575 35

3 2 1 600 40

3 3 1 625 45

3 4 1 800 50

3 5 1 900 55

4 1 1 500 35

4 2 1 525 40

4 3 1 550 45

4 4 1 800 50

4 5 1 900 55

Multilane Specific 

2 1 >1 800 35 

2 2 >1 850 40 

2 3 >1 900 45 

2 4 >1 1,000 50 

2 5 >1 1,500 55 

3 1 >1 650 35 
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Facility Type Area Type 
Number 
of Lanes 

Capacity 
Per Hour, 
Per Lane 

Free-Flow Speed 
(mph) 

3 2 >1 750 40 

3 3 >1 750 45 

3 4 >1 900 50 

3 5 >1 1,000 55 

4 1 >1 550 35 

4 2 >1 600 40 

4 3 >1 625 45 

4 4 >1 900 50 

4 5 >1 1,000 55 
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D. GHG Emissions Calculator 
Constants and Assumptions 

Project Type Constant Value Citation/Explanation 

Roadway
Capacity 

Number of week days/year 250 
Assumes delay reduction benefits on holidays and weekends 
are marginal. 

Peak-period factor 32% SCAG 2003 trip assignment model documentation. 

Hours in peak period 4 SCAG 2003 trip assignment model documentation. 

Auto occupancy 
(persons/vehicle) 

1.7 NHTS (2009), Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County MSA. 

Interchange 
Capacity 1

Ramp Capacity (per hour per 
lane)

1950 LA MTA Model Documentation– – Speed Volume Curve 
Equations. 

Ramp Free-Flow Speed (mph) 25 LA MTA Model Documentation– – Speed Volume Curve 
Equations. 

Peak hour to daily conversion 10 LA MTA Model Documentation. 

Intersection 
Improvement 

Proposed Signalized Intersection 
Cycle Length (sec) 

60-120 FHWA Traffic Signal Timing Manual (2008) 

System
Operations1

% Turns from Exclusive Lanes 
from the Peak Direction 

10% 
HCM (2000), Intersection Turning Movements, Default Values in 
Absence of Turning Movement Data. 

Transit
Expansion 

Headway Elasticity to Ridership 
Increase

-0.50 TCRP 95c9 (2004). 

Share of Wait Time as a portion 
of the Total Travel Time 

22% CUTR (1998), Table 4-13. 

Travel Time Reduction Due to 
Real Time Arrival 

20% TCRP 95c9 (2004). 

Elasticity of Transit Ridership 
WRT Transit Travel Time 

-0.23 VTPI (2010). 

Average Trip Length (mi) 9 
NHTS (2009) Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County MSA 
(all trip types). 

Park-and-Ride Percentage of New Riders 
Utilizing Park-and-Ride Lots 

37% TCRP 95c18 (2004).  Per FTA (2003), 37% of ridership are new 
riders.

Managed 
Lanes1

Elasticity of Transit Ridership 
WRT Transit Travel Time 

-0.23 VTPI (2010). 

Managed Lane Capacity (per 
hour per lane) 1950

LA MTA Model Documentation– – Speed Volume Curve 
Equations. 

Managed Lane Free-Flow Speed 
(mph)

70
LA MTA Model Documentation– – Speed Volume Curve 
Equations. 

1 Number of week days/year, peak period factor, hours in peak period and auto occupancy use same values as roadway capacity 
approach.
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ADT Adjustment Factor Lookup Table (Adopted from CARB (2005)) 

Non-University Area 
Project Length (mi) 

University Area 
Project Length (mi) 

Max ADT < 1 1– – 2 > 2 Max ADT < 1 1– – 2 > 2 

12,000 0.0019 0.0029 0.0038 12,000 0.0104 0.0155 0.0207 

24,000 0.0014 0.0020 0.0027 24,000 0.0073 0.0109 0.0145 

30,000 0.0010 0.0014 0.0019 30,000 0.0052 0.0078 0.0104 

Activity Center Credits (Bike) 
Activity center examples:  Banks, churches, hospitals, park-and-ride, office parks, 
library, shopping, schools). 

Centers One-Half Mile 

At least 3 0.0005 

4 to 6 0.001

> 6 0.0015

Activity Center Credits (Pedestrian) 
Activity center examples:  Banks, churches, hospitals, park-and-ride, office parks, 
library, shopping, schools). 

Centers One-Quarter Mile 

At least 3 0.001 

4 to 6 0.002

> 6 0.003
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING NO. C-0"1712 

referred to as "Framework and Guideline~"), attached hereto as Exhibit "A" and incorporated herein by 

this reference. 

WHEREAS. SCAG is required by SB 375 to include a subregional SCS in the regional SCS. to 

ti I e extent cons i ,lent with state and led e ral law including the SC S conducted by Orange County: and 

WHEREAS, AUTHORITY. OCCOG and SCAG desire to enler ir,to lhis MOU to demorslrate 

mutual comm;tme nts to pre pare the Orange County SCS. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Parties enter into the following MOU with respect to the matters set 

forth he,ei n: 

Th is MOU establislies lhe roles, responsibilities. and require men ls For AU T HOH IT Y. 

OCCOG, and SCA G ll, Bt are necessary to develop an Orange County S CS lhat st ia 11 bu incl udLs,I i" tl1e 

regional SCS prepared by SCAG 

2. AUTHORITY and OCCOG shall prepare the Orange County SCS consistent with 

SCAG ·s adopted Framework and Guidelines, as atta,;hed hereto, to ensure ttim the region can 

successfully ;,,corporate strategies within the Orange County SCS into the Regional SCS, and not 

inhibit tl1e region from cornpJ,,ing w;th SB 375 

3. AUTHOR I TY and OCCOG agrcu lo wm ply with the Milestones Schedule, attached 

he re to as Exhibit "B" and incorporated b,, th is reference. and work wit t, S CAG a.1d the other subregions 

to en sure the sue cessful delivery or a region al SC S by using the Deli vera bl es Template, a ttaclled 

h erelo as Exhibit "C" and incorporated herein by !h:s referen r.e as the primary tern plate for deve la p;ng a 

s ubreg io.oa I SCS v,orkpian _ Tile De I ,verab les Te mp la le may be subject lo r.h a nge, based o 1 d,recti on 

from the SCAG Regional Council or Comr,,unity, Economic and Human Development Poky 

Committee, and approval by OCCOG. 

4. AUTHORITY shall prupare the 1ransportation element of Iha Orange County SCS 

th ro u g 11 AUTHOR I TY'S Long-Range Trans po rte ti on Pian { LRTP J. Such trans porta I ion e:eme nl s h;a 11, ;a'. 

a n1i~imum, identify a transportation network {i.e .. list of transportation projects) to service tt," 

Pa')e2 ofB 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING NO. C-0·1712 

transportaUon needs or Orange County, ond describe transportation policies (e.g., Transportation 

Demand Ma nagem en l and Tra~ sportafon System Management strategies). 

5. OCCOG sha 11 prep a re the Orange County SCS, and use AUTHORITY'S LRTP as the 

transportation element of the Omnge County SCS. 

6. OCCOG and AUTHORITY ~rs encouraged by SCAG to ccndud a public participalion 

process in develop,ng the Orange County SCS. a~ove clnd beyond the proc,ass required for lhe 

1: regiona: SCS required under Section 65080(b)(2){D)-(E) of the California Government Code. Further, 

8 : SCAG encourages OCCOG lo develop a public participation plan. similar lo SCAG's Public 

9 Participalion Plan adopted in December 2009, for such purposes. 

'" 
Il 

IJ 

14 

15 

,. 
17 

19 

'-1. 

,1 

!l 

7. OCCOG and AUTHORITY agree 10 participate in all publicly noticed mac1ings, 

works hops, hearings. and other ou trea ell activi I ies organized in O:ang e County by SCAG at which t,'1e 

reg iori;a I s cs or Orange County SC S is i ncludeu on the agenda. Al I parties sh all coordinate with one 

another during implementation o/ SCAG,'s public participation process in order 10 ensure broad public 

ard stal<eholder participation. ,md to avoid duplication of effort. 

B. OCCOG and AUTHORITY sl1all retain and deliver to SCAG all documentation 

pertaining to 1he Orange County SCS from publicly noticed meetings, workshops, ~nd he~rings at 

which the Orange County SCS is included on the agenda. Such documentation sl1all incl•Jde out is not 

limited to meebng notices. agendas, mmutes. comments arid responses to comments, sign-up sheets, 

handouts, and cop i as of power point presentations. 

9. AUTHORITY, OCCOG, and SCAG acknowledge that pupulation. housir>g. ilnd smploymenl 

estim~tes are being prepared by the Center for Demographic R~search at California S'.ate University 

Fullerton through the Orange County Projection proccs~ and the 2012 RTP grov.1h forecast;ng process 

(h,.-einatler referred to as the "OCP dataset"). SCAG agree~ to use tl1e OCP dataset as revie,·,ed a~d 

approved Ly OCCOG, for the Reg,onal SCS a~d the 2012 RTP: provided, that SCAG. in consultation 

with OCCOG, may make adjustmen1s lo the OCP dataset in order to ensure consistency with SCAG's 

2012 RTP growl h forocas I. 

Page 3 of8 
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1 0. AUTHORITY and Orange County Io ca I agencies sha II provide SC AG wi\h pop u la lion, 

employment. and hous ,~g e stim ales in transportation analysis zon1o (T AZ) form at consistent with th1o 

Or an g e County T ra nsportabo n An atysis Mode I (OCT AM). 

11. AUTHORITY agrees to incorporate ~ew land use-transportation interactions into OCT AM. 

and these shall include, at a minimum, net residential and employment densities, jobs/hous,ng d,versity, 

design characteristics, and destination accessibilj(y. 

12. The Parties agree and acknowledge that population. housing, and employment data 

submitted lo S CAG by O CC OG and AUT HO RI TY shall be accurately re fie cte d in a 11 do r.umen t~ti on 

produced by SCAG that relates to lhe Orange Coonty SCS and Regional SCS. 

13. The Parties agree anM acknowledge that RHNA responsibilities shall remain with SCAG. 

1: 
11 i and neither AUTHORITY nor OCCOG shall assume delegation responsibility for RHNA as part of tile 

1: I Orange County SGS development. However, neither AUTHORITY nor OCCOG is precluded by this 

IJ , MOU from a~~uming delegation responsibil;ty for RHNA as part of a subsequent, separate agreemen'.. 

" 
l5 

" 
17 

19 

" 

,; 

14. SCAG agrees to acc~pt AUTHORITY'S LRTP as Orar,ge Countis program of 

iransportation projects as input for lhe 2012 Regional TransportaLion Plan. 

15 SCAG agrees to acknowledge that the Renewed Measure M program is exempt from SB 

375 requiremi.nts. to the exlenl consistent with SB 375 and the final. adopted Cal,fornia Transpmtatrn 

Commission RTP guidelines. 

16. SCAG agrees that in addiliun to preparation of 1he Orar,ge County SGS developed under 

th: s MOU, development of an Al tema I ive Planning S tralE'gy ( APS) by AUTHOR I TY and O CCO G is 

o~\i ona I. Th is understanding sMa 11 not preclude SC AG from prep a ring a reg ion al APS purs ua n'. to SB 

375. 

17. S CAG sha II not d eve I op SC S related ta rgels I hat a re altri butabl e to the s u~ re~ ions. 

18. SCAG agrees lhat it wiil not impose a penally on the Oran<Je County subreg:un if the 

grec n ho use gas targets, as est a t>I ished t>y the Cali Forni a Air Rcso•J recs Boa rd. a re n ol rnel by the 

Reg,onal scs 

P~ge 4 of 8 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING NO. C-0-1712 

19. SCAG shall accept the Orange County SCS prepared in accordance with lhis MOU. as lhe 

Orange County subregion's input into the Regional SGS prepared by SCAG. 

20. AUTHORITY, OCCOG, and SCAG shall separately amend this MOU in writing or develop a 

separate, mutual Funding Jgreement addressing Orange Cou~ly SCS costs should state or federal 

funding become available thm can be applied tow~rd prep,!ration of the Orange County SCS. 

21. AUTHORITY. OCCOG. and SCAG agree !O work closely together throughout the regional 

SC S process and Orange County S CS process to pro vi de tcchn ical input a pp I icab I e planning data. 

and ~o nstrnctive feedback with respect to al I do cumcnts, prod Jets and de I ive ra b I es d eve: oped B nd 

as so ciJted witt, the Ora r,ge County SC S. 

22. The AUTHORITY. OCCOG. @d SCAG agree to work togett,er in good faith, usi~g 

reas o na bl e eff arts to resolve any u nloresee n issues ~ nd dis pules arising out of the performance ~r this 

MOU 

23. Tt,e Pa rt ies agree in good faith to provide the resources ne cess8 ry to i m pie mer, I !he 

" ; I provis;ons af ll1e MOU. 

L5 

1, 

11 

19 

24. AUTHORITY, OCCOG, and SCAG agree to cidend, indemnify and hold harmless the other 

parties, their O!licers. agents, elected officials, and employees, Iron, all liabilily. clain,s, losses and 

demands, including defense cosls and reasonable a~orneys' lees. whether resu'ling from cour( action 

or otherwise, arising out of lhe clCts or amiss ions of the defending party, its officers, agents, or 

employees, in the performa nee of lh e MOU. VII hen acts or omissions of one party a re directed by 

~nother party, the party direcling the acts or om,ssion sh~II owe this defense and i~demnity obligafon to 

the ~ge ncies following the di reciin ns. The pro visions of this p,, rngrnp h s ha 11 survive te rmi nation ol th is 

MOU. 

25, This MOU shall be governed by all appl,CcJble fede:-al. state. ,ind local laws. The 

signatories warra~1 that in the performance of this MOU, eJch sl1all comply with all ~pplicable fadecal, 

s(Jte and local laws, statutes ~nd ordinances Jnd all lawful order.;, r~les and rE'g·Jlations promulgated 

!here under. 

PJge 5 of8 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING NO. C-0-1712 

26. TI1is MOU may only be modified or amended upon wril'.en mutual consent of all signatories. 

A 11 med i" cations, amendments, changes and revisions of th is MOU in who I e or ·" art, and from ti me to 

tirne, s ha II be binding upon the p artics. so I on~ as !he same s ha 11 be ;n w riti r,g and executed by the 

signalori~s. 

27. Thos MOU, includir,g al! exhibits and documents incorporated herein and made applicable 

by reference, con srnu tes the complete and exclusive s taternen1 of \he \errn ( s J and co ndiiion( s J of the 

agree men l between the parties and it su pe rsed es a 11 prior rep re sentatio ns, understandings and 

com mun.cations. The invalidity in whole or par- of any term or condition of this MOU sh all not affect the 

validity ot !he other term(s) or condition(s). 

28. Any party may ,.,;thdraw from this MOU upon 30 days written no'.ice lo the other. un'.il the 

due date set forth in Exhibit "B" for submitlal to SCAG of the preliminary Ornnge Caunty SCS. Aftet 

such dLre date. any party may withdmw from this MOU only upon mutual written agreement by all 

Parties. 

29. E,icl1 signa1ory shall oe excused from pcrfomning its obligations under this MOU during the 

lime and to tlie extent that it is prevented from performing by an unforeseeable cause beyond i:s 

control, including but nol limit"'1 to: any inc1denl of fire, flood: acts of God; commandeering o! material, 

produces, plants or fac:I i I ies by fe de r,i I, slate or bca I go vemme nl: national fuel shortage: u r a mate,ia I 

a ct or a m,s sion by any other party: when satisfactory ev,dence of such ca use is prnsented lo I he ol her 

parties, and provided I u rt her such no npe riorma n ce is u n!orese ea ble, beyond I he contro I and is not due 

to ti ,e fa u It or ncgligcr.c e of I he pa rly not performing. 

3li. Any notice se nl by f1 rst c;:as s ma i I, postage paid, to the address and ad dcessBc, st, all be 

uee med to have been given when in the o rd i nary course i I wou Id t>e de I ive rod. The re presen tati ve s of 

!ne paries who are primarily responsible for the administration of !h,s MOU, and '.o ~,horn no!ices. 

cemands and communications shall be given are as detailed in Exhibit "D·. If there are any changes in 

tile names and/or addrnsses listed in Exhibit· o·. tl1e party uesirir,~ lo rr1ake such d1ang~s sh,ill give a 

written noiic~ to the other respective part'es within five (~) days of such change. 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING NO. C-0-1712 

31. This MOU shall continue in full force and effect from the Effective Date up to and until the 

date that the Re~ional SCS is Jdopted by SCAG's Regional Council, unless othervvise terminated 

earl ie: in accordance with sect ion 28 of this MOU. The E ffe rtive Date of 1 his MOU sh all me an 1h e date 

lf8~1 d~le indicated below) that all parties have fullt executed this MOU. 

[Signature Page to 1o:1ow.] 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING NO. C-0-1712 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF. the Parties hereto h~ve caused this MOU No. C-0-1712 to be 

executed by 1heir duly authOTized representatives. 

ORANGE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY ( .. Authority") 

Date: ------"q'--"f 1A"-'-{=t D:___ __ 

/ 

ORANGE COLIN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS {"OCCOG") 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS {"SCAG"} 

By~ Date_!//S /~~ 
Hasan I kn rat~, Exe ,;uHve Di reciCY 

P>llJe 8 of 8 

Exhibit A: SCAG's Adopted Framework and Guidelines 

South em California Aisodstion of Gove~nments 

(Appm,cd by Re1;ional ( ·o;mcil - April /, .'OJ 0) 

FRAMEWORK AND GUIDELINES 
fo,· 

SUBREGIO~-AL SUSTAINABLE COM.\.tUNITIES STRATEGY 

I. INTRODUCTION 

SB .175 (Steinberg}, also knowr, as CJ)ifornia's Su,tainablc Communities Strnlc~y and Climate 
l'rcteclion Ac!. is a new slo'.e law whid, became cffec(ive Jan"arv 1. 21)U9. SB 175 cal Is for tho 
inkgrat[nn uf tro:Jrispo;-l~1tion. l:and use. and houjing planning, an(l ~i.l I~~ csl:1Dlish~~ thc-: rcductio-r: Qf 
gri:enhl}u~e gas (OHG·i cmiss.iun~ c:S~ one of the main goals for regional planning. SC.I\.G, 1,1,,'orking 
with lhe individual County Tcansportation Cumrr.issio.1S (CfCs) ar,d ,he subregional ori;anita\ions 
w~thin '.he SCAG reg ion. is re~rnnsihle for irnp:em~nL'.11 g SB }7~ iii the S()ulltern C.iJifor~ta region. 
Sucet.:".,.~ in th is ,:;:m.h::i:lvur i~ Jc-per.dent on col :-~llm,.:.HiDn with :i nrnge- of publi-j_': ~nJ privaii: p;::ir·•.:net.~ 
th1·ot..ighoul the.:: ri:.::ginn. 

B:"iclly summ.arizL":d ti~re1 Sil ~ 75 requires S( .. /\(l ~5 1ttc \1ctrOpl)li1an Planning Organ iz.1iior: lo: 

Prepare a Sustainable Cummunilies Stralegv (SCS) as par! nf1t,e 2012 Regiunal 
Trar,.sportation l'lan (Rl'P). ·i·hi SCS wili rr,cct a Statc-delcnnincJ rc~iunal Gl 10 cmissi~n 
reductioi; 1a,~et. if it is frasia!e ta do .,o. 

Prepare an Alternative l'land!>g Stratc~y (.~PS) 1tia1 is not pait nftl,c RTI' il"ihe SCS i, 
unable to meet Ute: rcgiilna[ la~g{"t. 

l n1:::bra1L': SC.'\G pl:mning proces.si:.:~. in parti;ular ass~1rlr1~. tha1 t.hc Ri.::gional I lousing r..·~eds 
Ass.c:s.smc:11t (IU f.\JA) i:s. nmsi~tcnt \.\ ith the SCS . .at tf1t.:. juristlictinn I eve I. 
Spl;';cific to SCAG mJty, allow fnr subr~gil)n;_i] S( .. S/APS di;vclopment. 
Dcvelor a suh'.'-it..arilial pub Ii:::- participation r~ni.:.:{.':s:"i involvine al'. ::;t..-tkt::h();',J.::rs. 

L:iiguc to t~c SCAG reg;,,n, SB 17'\ pr,wides that "a subregional ccuncil ofgc-,·crnrnents a11d 1hc 
county iran:s:porti;ltion. commission may ,..,·ork togeth~r ~o propr.i.;e the sui.:tainable comraU'i'lttics 
strnli!£Y and a11 altcr:1ativc rili.mning strategy _ for thai s:ubr::::g[onal area." (iovL Cut.li:-
~65Q~u(b)(2)(C). ln aduitior1, SB .17.\ au1h~rizes That SCAt, ··may aJ"pt a framework for a 
subregicnal SCS or a ,uhregional 1\PS to address lhc iatrnrcgional boil ui,i;, lran,po11a•ioo. 
CCOi1omic, iiir ']Wllif.)' . .and dir.:rnte p~ihcy rclmiciuhip~.·: Id. ~ini.tlly, SB ·n) rl.!quir~s SCAG tci 

'·dcYt:lop 01,·i:ral I guideline\ create r,uh!ii.;: ~arti,;,;.ipation plan~. ensure r-oordination, r.:sol "r·c i_:.onn1ct.~. 
maki:..: sure 1!1:'.l11he: uv,:;::rctl! p[an -::omplics ,i;,·ith .;Jppli.:.:~bl.:: l:t::gi:!l req1J iiement:s. clr:J adr}r,L the pl;j::ln f,;r 
the n;~ion.'i ld 

J h~ int~11t ,:::,ftt"Li:s Frnn~i..':wmk anJ Guiddiri-t:s for S·,1bn:·giunal Su5tilinable C.'ommunih~~ StrateQV (i:1.bu 
rL":frrre-d to ht'rt:in i.l~ the ·Tramev,.·-ork anJ Gu;i:..:.elines·' or the ' 1Subregirmal Framewo!k arid ~·· · 
Guideline~··) i~ L:l offer the SCAG rl'!gion\; suhrcgi(,ntll agencies th::: highesl deg.rec ofaut()nomy. 
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A. SCAG', preliminarJ goals for implementing SB 375 are ns follows: 

0 Achicse lhc regional GHG cm [.,,i,m reduction 1argc1 for cars and I ight trn~ks \hw.:gh an SCS. 
0 l"·..Jl_ly irilcgrntt SCAU'_s plirnning pr0ct:.'?.s:;s for lranspmla1icni grnwth, intt:rg,: . .n-cmmcntal 

TL':\·11;:\',,·i land LL:'iL\ hou~1ng, i:lnd ti" . ..-: envircr.im('.tlL 

i) Seel iffC:i.!S Ot'°C(1L>pt:ri1lion that ge heyond cht:. prnr..ed:1r::i.l slai:LllOry rc4.utrem~nh, but that also 
ti:.::s~ !t in region~I p ~a[.lS and ~1 ri-:tcgi~s that ;,1.n: r.~ut1.Jally s11ppurli\•t: 01· il rn11gc ()f ~cal.'i.. 

c lJ.u I Id irus( by provtdir1~ lln 1ntcract,,..,e:, p,31-tic.ipu~rir,· ,;1,nJ i.;.uJlu.horai iv.:: pn,;,,;;,;,;~5 fo~ ,111 
_o:,takcholders. Pro...- ide. in p21rtii,;:11Jari for the rc)t.ust par1ic(p;ition of l,[l:.al jurisdictinn~. 
~ubrcgion.~ ::ind CTCs in tbL": JcvcJopmerit oi" the SC,\(I" regional S(:S ,ind implc-rncnt~rion .:,r 
the subrL":ginnal provisions of the [.::1.\ ..... 

Assure that ihc SCS aJopu,d l>y SCAG and sobm ittcd to California .'I ir Re">urce, Eloard 
(A RB) is a r-e(kuiun i)f the region ·s col l("i.::tiv~ gro~.,·th stralL\~.y and ,·hior.i for tt.e fu1mc. 
lJc:v:::.lop s~rnre~ It.:.~ thr..1 i n(.orpnrat~ JnJ .:..irt:: ri;,.-5pcc(fol c:if local a11d subregional priori,.ic:s. 
pl,1ns, anrl ('H'(1~it:L.:ts. 

B. Fl e~i l>i li ty 

Subregions. 1nay develop any apprupriate stratcgJ !o ~ddres:s the r~gion I s g.reenhirns~ gas ~t:duc.:tion. 
goals acid [he in1 tnt uf SB 375. While ~u bregions wilt he rro'"·ided \Vllh SC/\G J;)ti:li and with a 
;::c,r.cep1ual or preliminary ~i;enario- td use ~s a hc-lpfol starting pfli nl. :h~y may em pl()Y ari,, 
:::c:-rr.binmiori ul'land ltSe polic} c.h~ngc1 tt-i:!n:-if1Ur1alion polk:y, -i..!nd transporL1lion in,.'C5tm~rit. within 
the spec. i fie p am.mete::-.~ dc:)cribe d i n the: Guide l i 1:es, 

C. Outr<arh l(tfo rt and Principles 

S ubn:gion:s me re4ui~d tn cundi:ct an optn .:,r.d rar(ic-ipiilm)' rrocess that ihcludes thi: ru :le::-;;t po'5:.s.iblc 
mag.e uf stakchDlders. As iurthcr d i,cusscd within lhe G«idelino,, SCAG amen Jed it, esisting Pub Ii, 
Parn..:ipation Pkrn ,_PPP) lo <le.,crihes SCAG's rcsp.)llsibiliti~~ in comi)lyinµ with th~ olltreach 
,cquiremencs of SB 375 and other applicable law, end rc~ula,bn,. SC.'IG wil I folti II ils outreach 
rcquir-:::rni::::nts t"u-; the region~: 8CS/,\PS which v.·ill include outri::::ach ac.trvitics rcgardln;~ t~.e 
~u"!--ircgional SCS.1.APS. Subregion . .;; ~re: al:-io encoumgc:::d ui Jcsign their owri Olltrcach pnlces::; that 
mcc1:"s each :~ubrcgion ·sown ne"t:d::; and reinfori.:.e$ the spirit of opt:nnes~ rjnd fu fl i)articip~[ icn. Tri the 
exten~ tb&[ _;;uhrcgio-.n~ Ju l:'stabl ish lhcir own nutrnach proccs:;;~ this rroces.::. .'>huuld be coordin;:!kd 
w1lh SCAG's outreach process. 

D. Comm u 11ica:licrn aod (:uorrJinati.(m 

Subregions dewlopir,g !heir own SCS arc strongly encollragc<l to rnaimain regular con:munie>tion 
with SC'IG staff.1he rcspccti,e ere, theirjuri.,di~1ians and other stakeholders, and other suhrcgion, 
if=iec~ssary. to rcyiew issues .1s they aris~ and to a5-:=iUT~ close coordtnaition .. Mechan+:sms. fc.r Oll

~n:n~ cornrr. m1 icati,:.~n should be ~~lab] ished in (hL": c~rly phases of sirti!cgy dcveJopn1cnt. 

E. Plannin~ Cune<pts 

-~Ci\C. !ts subregi()ns. a_nd 1n~m b.1.·:r citi1;;s hi1ve LS.ta bl ish~d ~ suc-::es::-ful track r:::i..:ord OEl ~ r.1J1ge 01· 
;ar.d '.JS~ anJ trnns[J(lrtat1on plall n1ng approaci:hc.::. thrnurh th~ 1...H1-go[ng SCAG Cor:-ip<l.% n l:icprint 
Prngram_ i1K:.J11dii1g ,iJprroxir':lll:.:.ly 60 loca I Ui.:.m~n:iitraiion prn_iL":i.;t:i-; cor':lplt:kd tr.i d~tc. S ubrct'..ioris .1rc 

(vii;.J«llow the kTP to C'vmply wi!h Sccti~n 176 oftl,c f"lernl Clean ;>,ir Acl (42 U.S.C. Sc,. 
7506). Sec. Go,crnrnenl Code §65080(b)(2i(ll). 

Tn prcparin~ the subregion~! S(:·s, the: subregion will cun:::iidcr fr:a~ihle s~ratc~ic:s, iHc!uJing loc~! land 
use polir.ic.:s~ trans:po:n.ntior1 infrasl111ct1m:: invcstmcni \e.g., trnnsptirta1ton prnjrcrs), and 1)ther 
tran~portaiion pDlit:ic5 such as Transportation DC!mand Management ("l.DM) stri1tcg.ics (whit.:.h 
includes prking). a1d Transportation Sysk:m Mi:111.:11::cmcnt (TSM) i.;trategie.s.. Technt)lop;i.:.al 
measurc.i.. m;iy be inL·ludctl if (hey exc:..:Ld mi.:asure~ c.a;itu~-cd in olher slctti.:. and lCJcra[ rcq"Jircmems 
(e.g., Afll2) 

As diseu~scd furth~r below (under '1Docume11.tatlon'J, srihrc~ions need riot constrain land use 
~liateglcs. ccr..::,idcr~d for the:: S('. S tn current Gcncrol Plans. l~n 01her words. the adopted s(rakgy 11cGd 
flL}t b~ fully ~or.sistent '.A.'itfi_ l(~ca] General Pla.n.s currently in µbeat:. I1ow~,,cr, shou)d th('! adti[lt~.d 
subregional strmcgy Cc-,..iatc from Ccnc.::rnl Pkms, subregion:-; wi 11 need t1..l 1.h:mo11~triltc the fea:\ibihl v

of [he :s.1ra1egr by dt1cumenti11g ,:jny i:lff.:;:ctcd .i urisd:ctiom, willingr:i~~s lo Lldopt th~ ncrrssary Gcnt.:.;al 
Plan chan~cs. 

The regional SCS shat: be patt ol"thc 2012 RTP, ·11,creforc, for lransportation invc.,tmcnts includ<.il 
in a subregional ~l:S tub, nlid. they mu;t ai,n be ind•.ided in Th,· 2Ul:, RTr. Funlier. such prnjects 
need to be schcd u led in :l,e RTI P for construction complc1i,rn hy the tacgel years (2020 ,rnd ?03 5) in 
tird,;;:r to dcmo1t~tratc:: an"/ ber:i~fits as part fl I' th~ S(:S. A:-.-: :=-;uch! Sllbre~ion$ ,i.,·fl I need lo collahi,ra:k 
wit!: the re:s.p(':clivc (~TC: iri their area rn coordinate: th,;;: sul::ri;gio-1tal SL'S with foture trz.nsporlatio:-i 
inveslments. It should also be noteJ that the C(1lifornia Transporta(i<lrt (:,immission is tl~::fating their 
J{"l P (iuidclin-cs. This topic is !ikt:ly tn he p~rl of for1h-:.:r Ji::,;,;;:u.i:;:-;ion thrniigh the SCS process a:=; wi:11. 

SCA{i \l,o]ll aci:..·t:p! 11nd inci.Jr?urate dw s'Uhn.':gional SC~. tilllc-s-s (a} it dl)c:.i.;. n.ot comply with SI~ ]/S_ 
(h} it[~ do~s not t:lJmrl"/ with li:::dcrnl li1w, or (c} it is d(1L':s nnt cnmply with SCAG 1s Subr(':gional 
I'ri!mcwork and Guidelines. [ti the event that a t::nmpilcd rcgiDnal SCS, including siibregio11al 
Sllbmissi1.H1s, tlt1l'.'~ not achii;,,e the regional targd, SC.-'\C wE:l initi::it~ :i proL":~ss LO devclo~ and 
cunsider a(lJiti~~nal ( iH(i em issior.i rcdi1ction measures ~giDn,.wid~. SL".-\G wi I I develop a writ[cn 
.agrecrn,;:nt with c-a;;:~ subri;gional org-ilr1L2a1iun h) tl~fi nc a process and timr:linC" whc-rcby-subre~_:Dns 
would suhmit a drnfi subregional SCS f.;:1r revi,;;:w and cnmmenti.:: tt, SL'AG, s.o that an~ ini.::onsi~li:ncje~ 
m2i1· be identified antl rt:~L)l 'lr·t=d early it1 the prnccss Purlht::rrnore, SC1\G ,,,_.j[I ::ompilc- and. 
di:ss:i:minme perlon~Li:1nCl': infrmc1atio·) or1 tl1,;:: pn::lin1inary rc:~!onal SCS .anJ it~ .;_:tJmptrn~c,ts in order to 
fodlit;1k r-t:gionaJ d[alc~\lC. The ::k:velupmt.:.nl ofa ::.:u·:::iregiormt SCS docs riot t-:xcmpt fill.} ::iubrrgion 
frum further GJIG emi;sion reduetior, mes.sure, bein~ indudcJ in the rcgioaai SCS further oil 
re~ional measl1lcs nci:..:~lcd to meet the regional target will he subject to adupcian by ~h~ ReRit;nal 
CourKi I, 1.rnJ .:1n-... .. additioc1rll suhel~1onal measures ht::vQ11J the- sc·s suhrn i-:-tal from subre(•ions 
ilcccptillg dl!li.;g;titir1 n~ej~d t0 m;~t th-c regional tar~d mu~t als,·~· b~ adoptt:d by the s~br~gi(;c1al 
guven1irig ht,dy. 

(lJ Snt:ugionrtl AllcrnatiYe Pf.:.nning Strategy (..\i>S} 

Subei~ions are cnc.ourn~cd [li t~-:.cus th~1r i:ffort~ on fc.i.l.sib(c measures thi:lC rnr. bot: in chided in a11 SCS. 
[1.1 tl1e e:vi::=nt chat a ~;ub-rq~icin choose-s. to pri:_.-p.c1rt: ar . .-\PS, th~ content of~ suhn.":gio11~l A f1S ~hou:ld bt:: 
consistent with whal is re~u ird b)' S!l : 7l {.<ee, Cc,vcmmellt CuJc \65080(b)(, )(11)). '1.1 fullm,·.s: 

{ i.) Shall id,ntify tl1c prir1L tp3l impeciim~nts to aehie'\1i1ig th(: .-.;,ubregional SCS. 
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~ui:'irL'?,k~n,il :SCS i~ m)[ a ·';)mi..:'.:.L" f:ir :h:· pur;-:0':=J:.!"s r:-i"C::J),\: rat:':~r. 1111." 2C I~ kTI' ,vhi...:h 1~·il! 
in..::l:.i,:.k Lhi: n:.!.!,-;i:1n;JJ :iCS is H:i..": i:K{\.l~.l 1·p1 ;:.,ji;::..:::" v,.hi..:..h will b~ ~,..ii.::wc(: ;;iJ rn~·i1,mm:..":n1~1 ·.mp;.i..:{:,; 
r·.1r:=;u~111 ir: CFQ,\ . .-\:::. ~1-dt. ll1,;; 1i:.:;it)r1;.:;: SCS. whk.h ,;.,,ill ir.cilldi:: the ~11br,:_g,i01:al S[S:-:... wi 11 
1::11J<:"ri;,j .;:i tl1:::irourh CF:{..)A rc,·lcw. r--;i:-..,.cnl:ch~ .. ~ub~c-gil~ns ;)pr,ru1,-ir.i; ~ubrc:~i~nal SCSs sr.ould 
c ::ins !i:.: er i!i-~u in 8 .:i n 1~Li c:i:: (if~ "ii.! 11 :p'. i .Jti ,1 :·.d-.: r Cl :J).,\ L(J :· tai r y Lh i: fl uhl :i..: ,1f 1 hi:: i r · 'n,o rr tJj D,:'. .. 
:::c1i.::Jr.=-:1n:=!lr.011 1md.-·or Lo ir1~·oke rr.~ =·;:.Dr.i::.tm wn~•:.:"' c-:-...i::Tipt·,c,n p: . .ir~uJ.'1.t {O CE{~A Guitkl..1.~s f 
ijOfil(l1_1(1;. 

Fin:1.ll)·, in i.l:::Gr.!d;m~:c-wi:h :"iH -:;;,;,_ ~tibr~~li:il.5 i.l~C ~irn::tlY -::11..::1..1.:ri.!t.d [<) ·.~·1:-rk ir. pi!r1fl~rsh Ip -....,·ith 
th~ c~·c in :ht.:b ::l1L.'.~. SlACi ,.::~11 fai.::ili:;tli= thrn; :::;~r::i..n1_;,:;rn.:.:-ms if ne-:::d-td. 

SC:\ 0 i ~ c.1rm~II y .:.i.s~i:.:~s: r1 ~ !l,;,: ;,r~ ~ i ~,;: (: .it.;i ~1 ;i.:iJ,.11d s .-.n tk: p:itc{ l,.ir ,t11..: 1 cgim ill ,u: ;J ::-::.it r-.:~ i ;; 11,1 I 
~C~. :ri p?.nic\,:ar, SC\0 is rc..,i~wtr1~ i:it pc~~-miill use l~f r,-:.m:~: .J.::i.Li!. and Lle~·..;l.,prr.cnt 1ypcs 
i::·Jrri=r.'.iy U~l·d f;ir rl.!"~i,m,il pia:mm~. A1 1ri=~e!"lr t~.;: UI.J-w).~~~ d~~crib~s {he afll'.i..:ir,,1:l·t'. 1j;,r·l 
1vq111rcmc1:ts for J subH;~1::ir.;)I SC"S. 

ryp<~~ ,: f V ~-ri ah I :~s 
\:'.1.: 1.al:k:~ ;:ir;::, i:tit:t1)r;i.::cl irlll) ::,.r:.:.:1f:-Cc(1nl:rni,.:: 1r;:ir1::!.°:;,li..:s :!.rid l(~nd u~t: v;tr1;1b-l~s. Thi;:: socio~ 
i.::c::'lr·.oini.:- -.,.,~ri.:ibic-::. i1•.;:.lui:Je. p,:.,pulJ1!<n. ltcu~d1tJlrl~ i1l~usio:,+ m1i1s, and cmpk_1·mi."c.1[. ·: h~ l:1.mJ 
u:..:!- ~-,:IJ".i.Jbk~ in..::ludi.:" IJ11d t.:SI.!~, :i..::--:id;!.n\iill <kn.,iLi1:.1, ht1il:.Jin!:=: inL:.:~silil!:s. i.::le, J~ <'.~:y.,;r1':;,,;ij ;:-: ~D 
1;,;; 

(i:=:1i_-:r.::.:;:,hit:~_] ] .L~'r·t•':::,; 

SC,\() ;~ ,;::1\;(-=-::iJ..::ring :hi.:- ~011..::c;i<m ;::.1:d i.lr.op1i8n 1)f:h.:; d..=i1J ?.t ;::i s::iall-~rc<l 1-::~·ei as (Jptir.,n;tl ;"t:1 
IL,;:a] i.!lg-:.-:;i,;::.;:.~ iJ1 t)r.Jc: {•.1 m;tk ~v.:.;;:;:i.il>li:. the ('.J;Q.'i ::;b;:.iJ11lir1i11g '.-'l\)'r .~i,:J:~ um.l:!-r Sl"l ]"/~ r·hl· 
h o·,.1.5 in; u 1: i l, ~ 1n p 101 n:-c:nt. :1 nr.l '.) i= ;:!.:,d iis,:;: v:-.~i::ibb c J n be ~.::i I l~;ti::d .ii t ii 5,.-i ~: 1-;;irc:'!I I cw: J fo1 
tb:i-:.i..: ;:;r-::.;:.~ whic:1·, u111.k1 SH 37~ qu-:J!;::\· ;:i~ ..:vJ:'.;Ji11i: ~ i.! 1"{(L111~it 1i1 i:1ci1_~· p1u.i-.:-.:.f' ;i.~. wi{hi:i h;ili"
m: :~ i.;-f .J mi.I j(i:: L~ .ms it .:::(.i.)r i.H :_i: gh-q•J.:.i.l iLy lmn siL i.:vrri J~: r) ft)r purp(1~~ of ;;i I lc-1,., i n-b _iu .isd ;Clio r;5 
t•.i L;tk.~ ,l<h<'l:-l{i.!bi.:: :1t"t;1c CU.lA .ilt~i."!-mlini11h i:r.i..:i..:,1t.vi:::=:. in SU ~ 7:5. 

J<i~ :,l] ('lt1::r _iri::;i~ ir1 Lb.e rc!:_';ii1r., ~CA( r ~1:tff ·"'·ill ...:l:ll.:::i.:l :hi.: r~ipul:!.iic-n, t1-::nit..-..+0id. i.:1q·,]0_'IIYK":nt, 
;1r:i 1~11,i u~~ ·v:i:ri~.blr:5 a1 ~he: C;:~rn:::. :r;:i,~t ::'Ir Trailic A.11::tl\~i~ /.c,ric. (T.-\ 7) ll;:!1·~.1. 

HE~~ v~ara!"ld F"i:-irc~::.~1 Yc:'!lr~ 

T:·,I,) ~\iCi\J-GCvll(J:':1'.i..: .J;!J l;::.:,.(1 1,1~-1,; ~·~~\i:ibk~ t~i'.1 bi..": 1·~·q1,1i;tJ flll tho:.:. bi.l:i-C }~a: t)f:008, -:lnd :i"I:..: 
1:1rr.r:: )"L·;=.i~~ of".J)2\l .:1:-id 2015. 

({t} l)ll~Uffll'illatiilll 

Subres.iO!"l,i, .;ire ::<rc:cci::d :(i ma:nt:::ii:-: ~t.:11 .:.md ~;~mpk·:e r~c1.>1.is 1i::lati::ri t;i 1~.c- iii.::...,.t·l1.>r::,c:,.,1 :1f tl:e 
s·.1l:ri:=:~ir:,n.a! SCS. ir:..:.!udi:i_~ u1: !i;.i:i~ :he most l'"c;::-e11t pl.:.1:,ni1·g ilS5ulllp'.i(lnS i..:urtsiJeri:-.1! l;JL.al gi..::1.:.:-r;!:. 
pl.:Jn.~ md i:1hi:..""T l;:ii.::Lnr~. In p<!rLi,;.::.:l.::i:. ~1.;::,re!;i:1r;~ 1::u~l (.t);:.um".!nl Ll1-c- fc-:J.~ilo:l11y (ifihe -.:.11D:i.;y.ic;i<1I 
s:~at,:;!;y by -.tcm::111m..=i1ini:.; ~hi: \l.-illrq,~ni.::.:,s of l:x,;11 ~!,:i.::r,:;:1i:.:, to ,1,-nsi.icr .an.j .i.dov lar;d US\:! cha:".:J.e~ 
lltl·,;.:~~iti.!kcl h:,- [f;;_: s(·:-;:. l"i1.::- =·.Jfnl,:L f:JJ {fj:-:: d1).:llnlt:":i(,1{i1)["1 t'.li.1.Y ;ili..:l...id~ ;1J, 1pti.:-d r,_:-qi[u1i(ir1s. f~t)m 
):_iu I : uri~d i ;,:.t io:, 5 ~n j\i r :hc :;....ibn-'=~ i-.J-n · ~ ~o~·i,;r;n,i: ,~ f11)~.r.J. 

proje,.;ts itlt:ntifiL-J in the :,ubr,j_':i~iPnul SCS must Jlso be indudcd in the ~O l 2 RTP in nn.ler 1..-:.:i be 
um,sidL":ri..':d as a for.is[b!e SlraLeiy. SCAG can help to- foi:::ilit~t:; communi:::ation bet....,·t:t:r1 .'?-ubr-e~ion.'i. 
and CTCs. 

C. SCAG ROLES A:\!) RF.Sl'or,;smLITIES 

S{ '.A(i- ·s mlcs L11 supporting the siibrc:giotial S.CS dcvelopm-enl pro::.L":ss an.': in the following areas: 

(I) PrepariTig aTIJ •dopting tbc Framework and Guidelines 

SCAG will adopt lhese I; r.amework anJ (lui(li.::lint.:... in order to assurt: regional ~·orisE.slency ~nd t'.1c 
region's cnmrli;:rncc with law. 

(2) Yuhlic P.artidpalion Plan 

SCAC will rissi:;t th~ subregion~ by Jc\·~loping, ,1J1,pliC1g and imp!c:mmtin~~ a Publit.:: Pt:lrtkipri1.ion 
l'bn •nJ c,u\rcac~ prc,c.ess with ,rnhliolJcrs. This pre>cess inC'iudes co.isultal i,,n with congestion 
ma,n.ige:mt::-.t uge:nc[..::s, tr2nsporta~_i{1n ,:1~er1ut::s. and trari::;pnrt.Jtinn ,;;:orr.rr.is~ii1ns; .i.JncJ SCAG will hold 
p1tblic wor'.r;_shors :1c1d h::.a~i r.gs. S(.A(J wi I [ .i.l l~u ~c,11Juct [11 forrr.:1Lil1n.u.l rr.i.::t:ti ng,~ in ea....:t: (.;.i.Xlnty 

within thi;; riL:bii.)n fLir kJ...:.al t.li.::,;kJ Dffii.:idl.~ (m:..:mbL::::-s {Jft~c bocinJ. ofsupcrvisor::i and city counc:il.c::j. 
tn rn . .:~cnt the Jrnft SCS, and APS il" m:.ccssary~ and :,,;·:illcLt and c::rnsidc:r i:-irut and recr"t~meriJafons. 

I 3) Mctl, od ol ogy 

As required by SB 375, SCAC "'iii adopt a methodolo~· for measuring grecnhuu,e •"' emission 
rcd1..1ctions. i1S5DciatcJ 1;1yith the strai-c-t~Y· 

(4) In ,:or po r a Hon 1r:vl od iftca hon 

S( '.AC will accept and incor~orotc the .,ubrcgior.al SCS unless i: does oo: rnrnply v. Hh SB :l 75, 
federal law, ur the Su brcgional rromework and Guidd iries. As SCAG interids the entire SCS 
dc,•clGpmcnt pruccss :o l,c iterative, SCAG will not amend a locally-su!,mitted SCS. SCAG n,ay 
provide udd i1ional guidance to su brcg'.ons ,0 that iubrcgions rr.ay make amendment, !O ils 
subregional SCS JS p~m ot" 1hi;;: iten.itiv:e process., or request i.l subregion ll1 prepare .an APS if 
ne:c,;;:,')~ary. h:rtht:..t, SCJ\(j i...:an pr,,p~1s~ at.klitiowd regional str;,ite~i~s it"fe,i,lsible :ind nitc~s~.:Jry to 
achieve the region a I emission reduction target v.ith the ,e~ional SCS. SCJ\G will develop a wrinen 
11gn .. -i;;:mi:fl1 witlE c:ach ~ubrc:r,iunJl ~)T~-i:'lnl"l.1,.lllun to Ji.::fin-t: a prv,;:e::-;~ i.mJ time:l ine: whe:r-i::::by 5ubn:~;,:,.1ris 

\Voult..l ."i:ubmit ;i dra(l siibr~giui1al SCS for review :ind comrn-:.;.n1s i.o SCAG 1 m that an:y incon~iitencie.s 
ma'j b:.:: iJL":ntifii..:.J am.l r~sti]\.·~J cJr!y bi the p1·c:,cesf.. 

(5) 

S( ·.ACi t:urre11lly U~:-:o i.l l"ripr(~a::;t:J .Kt'\'.i~)[li:.ll ·1·rm1.~portat IGEI [)~[Llarid M,1J-t:I and AKB'::; l.::MF1\C 
mmfol for .:.":missinns purpiJSI:.':~. l n aJd i[iur. l(! rc!:_!:itinal moJdin~. SC.:\C i::i- develori=ig tools to, 
evaluate [h;:: dlCct.i::. iil· st:-~tc.:g_ics thilt arc nnt l"ul !y ilt-ciiuntcd for in the ret:;i:inal model. SC,\G is al.~o 
developing two ~ddition~! tools- a Lt1nd Csc Mor.cl and an Activ:t")' Uased MudeJ -to a~sis! In 
sLrJlt,'.:gy d...:velL•pml':Jlt and n1ca,'i:1...1remi:::nt i,f i,uli..":ornes under Sf~ 17). 
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Data/GJS rr.ap.:::. will be pri:widt:J LD s.ub1cgior1s .and :o.;::al _jurisJictil.)JL for their .-cview. Thi-'i da1a and 
m;:!ps inciudt": the 2008 ba.~ year socii;,,cconcm ic estimates and 20J.U and 203 5 socioecor.ornti:. 
forccasl. Other GlS 1naps incliidir.g the ~xi~1ing la11d use. the general plan la11J 11.sc~ tbc 1·e=:;ourcc 
areas, ::inJ oth~r ir•1?ortant ~reas Ldcnlifled in SH ~ 75. it should be noL~J 1ha[ nOT:i: of the: C.ata.' maps 
µ1"nvi<l...:.d wer~· t":ndorsed er adoplcJ by SCAGi~ Comtr.unity, 1~~):1omi-c and ffumjn l)~\·c:lupmec1l 
('.<)fT'_J1tirLce. (CEl·fD}. All Jata/inap::; r,rovidi..:-d [Jr~ foi· ttLe purp()SC uf collecting input ~lld commi.;nl::-i 
frorT" .. i;.uhrc~it:r\S and locJ I jurisdictions. This is to ioi[i.!k Jii1log1:,;; ~mo111s stak~h;)lders to add res:=. the 
rtquircrncnts of SB 3 7 5 i1nd Lts irnrlcmt.":nti:H ion. 

Tf:L": I i.::..t c:if data/GlS mLtp::;. inciuJe: 
I Existing land use 
2. Zoning 
3. GenL":ral pl~n land use 
4. Resa~rce are.a~ in(:.]ude: 

(a.j all publicly iiwned p:..irks and op~n sp,i,;.:.::; 
(~.}()rcr.. ~p.1cc u:- habjti1 ari:a:i,, r~otc:::tc<l by r:il~Llr.:i\ community· conscrv~tion pJ3:1s. habi~i1t 

c~Jnsen .. at!rni rlan~, and other (1r.opwJ 11atural rc.sourc,;;: pn)tt:i..-:tion pl~n~; 
(c.i tLJbitii! for :ci.pci.::ic~ idcntifo;J a:j c;:rnJ\d.a'.1.\ fully prmecred, sensitive. or ~pL":L:ics c["spc~i~l 

~latu ~ b':r' lctc.i1J 1 stiJU.::, ur kdcn'.I ::.igcnri;,;~ ()r protected by 1hi..:: f";,;:Ji:ii:11 l·:.c1dangcr;;d S~,;,;.c)e~ Act 

( l 973 ), the Cali [crnia EnJan~ereJ Species ,\ct, or Nalive Plant l'rNcclion Act; 
(d.)bnds .subjet.::t rn conscrv~tion i::..ir ag~ii.::ult•Jr:.11 c.:::3.s,:.:rnents for con.scrvatlon or agriculturnl 

purposes hy \(:;.cal gov~rrimcnt:\ s.pcc.ial J!~tri:::ts, or n~:inprofit 501(c.){'.l) m~£1ni1.J.ti~~ris~ are~.5 of 
th.:: ~ti:ik: J~s.lgnalcd by ~he StJte Mlr:in~ anJ Geology B0.,:rd as an:as ofslatcwidc ::-ir regional 
sign ifo;_-;;rnc:.l': pursur,nt v.i S;:t.:tim, :.ni;iu of thi.:: Pi1bl le Re_:.;uur..:cs ( '.ode, and hmds umlel 

\J,,'i IJ i11mson Ai,;.[ cuntwcts; 
(c.)are~s Jc:;ig.naied J()r cpL\n-_:,pace or i1gricultun.:.j n:-.es iri adopted open-spact:. eleJr1cnts: er 

agri;::.ul[ur;t\ e:t"mcnts e:fthe loc.11 ['.Cnt::ral plan 01· b)' kKal ordin,rnc:-:; 
(f.) ar~a1; cunlaining hi1)lngi~al rcsl..!iirt:t;S c,s dcs~6hed in App~n.dix. lj tifthe CEQA GuiJel:nes 

l:hat may bt· -~igni l);;aolly a: l~rte-d bJ th~· sust~ini1bl~· l.;()m mu11i'.jes stra!cgy or th~ J\tern:Jlf,. e 
p!:rnning_ sEratcgy; .arjd 

(~.) ,n ,1re• subject w fiooding where. a dc,elopmcnt project woulJ nOI, a'. the \imc of 
d~v~lopmcnL in the judgmenl of \he agency, mccl the requircn'.Cnts of the ~aliona! r lo<>d 
fnsurar.cc Pn)gr;:im or ·~here lhe ~reo is suh_ject to more prok;..:.ti ... ·t: pmYiSi0ns: of S\nte li:lw or 
locfll 0rdinanc~·-

5_ farm[,Mitl 
G. Sphere of influence 
7. Tnmsit rriDrity ,iJrr;:as 
8. Llty/C'-.:n'i.u:-.;; lra-i.:.t bo1Jntl::1ry wi~h ID 
9. Ciry.TAZ bu1rnJat·y wilh ID 

(Ill Tools 

SC,\G b (kn.":hlpir1g a Lo;al Sm.taimibility Planning ~mld (I.SPM) for s.ubre.t:iom:/loc~l 
juri:,;Jlctk1ns to am1ly:1.-i:::: l.:1r1<l H~c imrau. Th~ 1)5-C ofLhis r_ool is :101 mi:lr.J..",tor: c1wl [i.:. ac thi.: ,:.fo:crction 
()f [he Subregion. Thl': I.SPM is ~ wcb-has~J tL:o] 1h2.t c..:.m be u~ed to an.;ilv:,.c, visuai!zc rrnd c11ku laH: 

,i,c impact of l"nJ use cha~ge, on auto cwncrsoip, m0dc use. vrhiclt. mi l~s ~f travel (V\1Tj, and 
gret:11housc ga~ emi:c;sirms in n:~t limt:. l,"se::-s wi 11 h...::: able to i.,;;;timati..': tTi:mSpDr1i1t:on ~ nd cmi~:-!iivns 
irnpi!d::i b;- modifyirit~ land t1si:;:o design~ticns within th~ir l'.t)m1•1li11ity. 

ll 

Exhibit 8: Milestones Schedule 

Ir.e ~e)' niilestones and related schedule req "ired as part of the development of the Oran~e County 

5ubrr:'P,.ionc1I S.CS ar~ .:l~ follows: 

1. Status report on ~relirni nary Subreeional SCS - DH 201 o 

l Adopted OCP 2u10/~eliwr1 to SCIIG -Jan 1011 

3. Prelimi1ar•1 SCS / for purposes of preparing PCI R project description (intenrJed to be 

r.arrative or1ly projei::.t des.criptior- th cit des.c.ribes. fnte nde-d stra~er,ies or straiter,:v option-s th.at 

are likel•1 to be incorporated into the final Subregion, I ~V,.) -reb 2Ul J 

'I. Stat1..1:s report on Draft S.ubregiOnil I S.CS - f"eb :2U11 

S. Draft S.ubrc~io 11.::11 SCS. ln.mtair1ing .a II rnrnpo11En~:s de~tr1bed abov~J to be i1irnrporate.d i11to 

d ratt Regional 5C5 - April 2011 

G. Status report on f;na I Suo,eeiona I SCS · April 2Ull 

7. Final Subregional SCS for ;ncorporation i·no Regional scs June 2Ull 

lte:ati .... e process. if necessary to meet t.:Jrget - June to November 2011 

Y. OCCOG ta participate in rer,iorial outte.ai:::h cond JLted in Ora r1r~e County - June 2011 lo 

February lOll 

10. ~egional SCS adaption - April wn 
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Exhibit C: Deliverables Template 

The Ot ~nf,C' County S.uUrcgion;il SCS will cor1sist of th{' following compor1ents: 

1. oat.abas.e (OCP dcit,1s:f!t) thc1t allorates. popiil;ition, hous.in!::., hou-s.cholili, and emp[oymerit to 
areas of the county. Geo~rc:1pt1ic cirf!a should '::le the sm.alle'St level pr(1nic:cib1e for the COG to 
µr odu<.e, preferably ot the porcel 1e,,e1. The dalaba,e mu,t re/lee\ the base yea, 2008 and each 
v,,ri-iil ble in thr two GHG tar~et ye:-ars (20l0 il nd 203.Sli in aci.:ufdaince with the Di:ltil Sttindard5 

5 et forth b~low. 
2. A m~p 01 series. of ma.p:s. thc1t illu~trates the i::rowth d istr"1bution describt1U cJbave, and that 

fur the:1 deline-'3tes uses, ·1ntensiti'=~- a nJ re5identi::il den:;;itie~. in acc.ordance with tht! Data 

Standard, set forth below. 
3.. A !is.ting nf tr.;msportatior~ projec.ts that are incorporated in the subrC'gion;i:1 $CS. 
•l. I\ !is.ting ;-ind ,rle!",r.ription of transport;1tion policiP-~ ·:e.e. TDM, T5M ,1nd others) to be en1plo~·ed . 
.J. Docun1enta.tion thilt est~blis.hris the proce~s, :r1cludin.5 the public p<lrticipiltion anJ outreach 

rmrt"<;.:, 1.J"s.ed to d.r.vr.lop the SC$, iln.:1 demonstrate-s the .affected J 1Jri:sdiction~ willi11Br1('SS to 

c.onsld['r gener.al plain chai11,5e.5,. 
6. A narr,3~iv-e de.s.[riptior-. uf tl1e- -s.trate~ies. employed to reduce grc-f'nhous.e ga:s Emis.sions. A 

further description of any othEr ~tr~t~~ies thct were consider~d anU riot ultimately included. 

DATA STANDA~DS 

The tollo•.ving i:at.:i :st.rnd.a rds will be 1J:sed in thE doe"veloprnent of;:. 5U br1:giona! SCS: 

1. T~pes of V.Jri3b1es 

Va r:ablE:S are categoriled into !",ocio-eu.;,norni{ vari~ble-s. and land u~e varia blcs. Th~ .i;.acio-economic 

"variables include por,i-ul~tiori, t1ou:sehold~, ho1Jsing uriits1 c)nd employmi:-nt. Th~ lcl 11J use variables 

rna~· include I.and us.es d,r:s,LgnatiomF buildi n~ Uens.ities., build·1np,. inten":iitics1 ;i n(1 r!pplicn ble pol·1cies 

?. Geographical Leo el, 

Socia-'=rnnumic and I.and-use v-r3ri,1bles ::.hul1IU lir pm-..:~Jed to ~CAG at the -s.ma.llE-:.i-t gco15raphica I 

l('1J('I rrr.1nic-r3h!e for OCCOG to produ[e, preferabl}1 at the piJrcel le-1.·,el. At ,1 ITiini rnllrn, :,uc-h 1..·,Mir.1blr.s 

will be proviUed at the Ccn:sus t~ac.{ or Traff"1r Anr!ly!i:b Zone tTAL) leviel . 

.3. ['i.ai.s.e "e;;1r and fore ca :§it Years 

T'rie- so[io-economic d :it.a and li:in=d use varic1bles will be required 1u.- the base year of 2008. and a.s 

Feasible, foe the targN year; ot 2020 and ,035. 

DOCUMENTATION 

S.ubr-e!:::iun~ ~re rxrcctrid to ini::lintairl full and complete recl)fU:s related to the de·,~lopmcnt of th~ 

S1i b:i-eg1u11i:1I SCS, including LJt'1li7ing tht1 most rc-c('nr r1r.1nni11_5 a5.surnp1iar1::=. (Dmiderin=~ local gcnr-:rill plans: 

.and othl:'r fiai:;:tors. In partin1IM, :subrL""g·1ons mu5L document ttLe fa·as1bility of the s.ubr~~iur1al str.ateE:v by 

den1onstr:;!lting thf. willingness. of ID(.,3:1 .age-ncies to con.sider dnd c1t1ort liJ nd 11:'i-L" chi.J nges necessitated b'{ 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In 2008, California State Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) was enacted to reduce greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions from automobiles and light trucks through integrated transportation, 
land use, housing and environmental planning. To achieve the goal of reduced GHG 
emissions, the legislation requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) 
throughout the state to include a new element in their Regional Transportation Plans 
(RTPs) called a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is the MPO encompassing 
the counties of Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura. 
They prepare the RTP for the SCAG region, with input from each of the counties and 
county transportation commissions. SCAG is also responsible for developing the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy for the SCAG Region, known as the SCAG 
Regional SCS. 

However, in the SCAG region, SB 375 also allows for a subregional council of 
governments and county transportation commission to work together to propose a 
subregional SCS. As one of these subregions, Orange County has availed itself of this 
opportunity to prepare its own subregional SCS (OC SCS). As long as the OC SCS 
follows the requirements of SB 375, SCAG will incorporate it into the SCAG 
Regional SCS. 

The following document constitutes the OC SCS. It was prepared by the Orange County 
Council of Governments (OCCOG) and the Orange County Transportation Authority 
(OCTA), in collaboration with multiple Orange County stakeholders including city 
agencies, the County of Orange, County special districts, OCTA, the Center for 
Demographic Research (CDR), the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), 
Transportation Corridor Agencies, and many community organizations and the public. 

The OC SCS begins with the setting of current population, housing, and employment in 
Orange County, and then describes projected long-term trends for these socio-economic 
variables. The resulting assessment is this: a majority of Orange County’s projected 
growth of population, housing, and employment will occur near existing and future job 
centers, which will positively impact transportation patterns and therefore be beneficial to 
GHG emission reductions.  

The projected growth in Orange County housing units will be sufficient to house the 
anticipated population growth in the subregion. Further, Orange County will create 
housing to accommodate employment growth during this period. 

Because there is an indisputable interconnectedness between Orange County’s 
population, housing and employment and the transportation systems that support them, 
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the OC SCS also delineates the foundational transportation systems that currently exist in 
Orange County. Transportation systems described include freeways, arterial streets and 
local roads, rail and bus transit, bikeways, and demand responsive services and 
transportation demand management.  

Central to the OC SCS are the strategies identified to reduce GHG emissions. These 
strategies illustrate that there is already a collective effort by many Orange County 
jurisdictions, agencies, and groups to link transportation and land uses through a variety 
of processes and an array of progressive measures. The strategies outlined in the OC SCS 
and summarized below are collectively called sustainability strategies, and include both 
land use-related strategies and transportation system improvements. 

Sustainability Strategies 
 Support transit-oriented development. 
 Support infill housing development and redevelopment.
 Support mixed-use development and thereby improve walkabilty of communities.
 Increase regional accessibility in order to reduce vehicle miles traveled.
 Improve jobs-to-housing ratio.
 Promote land use patterns that encourage the use of alternatives to single-occupant 

automobile use.
 Support retention and/or development of affordable housing.
 Support natural land restoration and conservation and/or protection offering significant 

carbon mitigation potential via both sequestration and avoidance of increased emissions 
due to land conversion.

 Eliminate bottlenecks and reduce delay on freeways, toll roads, and arterials.
 Apply Transportation System Management and Complete Street practices to arterials and 

freeways to maximize efficiency.
 Improve modes through enhanced service, frequency, convenience, and choices.
 Expand and enhance Transportation Demand Management practices to reduce barriers to 

alternative travel modes and attract commuters away from single occupant vehicle travel.
 Continue existing, and explore expansion of, highway pricing strategies. 
 Implement near-term (Transportation Improvement Program and Measure M2 Early 

Capital Action Plan) and long-term (LRTP 2035 Preferred Plan) transportation 
improvements to provide mobility choices and sustainable transportation options.

 Acknowledge current sustainability strategies practiced by Orange County jurisdictions 
and continue to implement strategies that will result in or support the reduction of GHG 
emissions.

In summary, Orange County is engaged in a collective effort to link transportation and 
land uses. This effort includes a variety of progressive measures undertaken by Orange 

              x 

County jurisdictions, agencies, and groups that lead to changes in the use of automobiles 
and light duty trucks, resulting in reductions in GHG. The scope of current and planned 
strategies is broad and encompasses significant investment by both the public and private 
sectors to implement them. They include the following: 

 Promoting a land use pattern that accommodates future employment and housing 
needs. 

 Using land in ways that make developments more compact and improves linkages 
among jobs, housing and major activity centers. 

 Protecting natural habitats and resource areas.  
 Implementing a transportation network of public transit, managed lanes and 

highways, local streets, bikeways, and walkways built and maintained with 
available funds.  

 Managing demands on the transportation system (TDM) in ways that reduce or 
eliminate traffic congestion during peak periods of demand.  

 Managing the transportation system (TSM) through measures that maximize the 
efficiency of the transportation network.  

 Utilizing innovative pricing policies to reduce vehicle miles traveled and traffic 
congestion during peak periods of demand. 

These strategies and actions are Orange County's contribution to the region's efforts to achieve 
both 2020 and 2035 GHG thresholds established by CARB.
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INTRODUCTION

BACKGROUND 

SB 375 was enacted in 2008 to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from 

automobiles and light trucks through integrated transportation, land use, housing and 

environmental planning. To achieve the goal of reduced GHG emissions, the legislation 

requires MPOs throughout the state to include a new element in their RTPs called an 

SCS. Specific to the SCAG region, SB 375 also allows for a subregional council of 

governments and county transportation commission to work together to propose a 

subregional SCS.  

When SB 375 was enacted, it set in motion several activities related to regional and local 

planning for transportation and land use. The legislation focused attention on the 

relationship that land use and transportation have on one another relative to how people 

choose to move around the region, which in turn affects GHG emissions that result from 

those choices. SB 375 established new processes and procedures for land use and 

transportation planning that are intended to ensure that opportunities for the synergy 

between land use and transportation will result in a reduction of GHG emissions from 

passenger cars and light duty trucks. 

THE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

Each urbanized area in California with a population of 50,000 or more has a designated 

regional planning organization called an MPO. MPOs prepare and regularly update an 

RTP, a long-range planning document that details the transportation plans, policies, 

projects, and related funding necessary to address the transportation needs of the region.  

SCAG is the MPO encompassing the Counties of Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, 

Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura. The SCAG region appears in Figure 1. SCAG 

prepares the RTP for the SCAG region, with input from each of the counties and county 

transportation commissions. OCTA prepares a county-level Long Range Transportation 

Plan (LRTP) that offers input into SCAG’s RTP. Like the RTP, the LRTP analyzes the 

trends in Orange County related to population, housing, employment, and transportation, 

and sets forth a comprehensive plan for transportation projects and programs to meet the 
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County’s transportation needs. SB 375 requires that the RTP for each region include a 

new planning element, the SCS, to be developed by the region’s MPO.

Figure 1: SCAG Region and Surrounding Area

SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY 

As mentioned earlier, one of the key items established by SB 375 is a new planning 

element, the SCS, to be developed for inclusion in each region’s RTP by its MPO, with 

input from the counties and county transportation commissions in each region. Each SCS 

must outline the strategies being undertaken in order to reduce GHG emissions from 

automobiles and light trucks in the region.  

SB 375 outlines the elements that must be included in the SCS document. The SCS must 

do the following: 
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� Identify the general location of uses, residential densities, and building intensities 

within the region  

� Identify areas within the region sufficient to house all the population of the 

region, including all economic segments of the population, over the course of the 

planning period of the regional transportation plan taking into account net 

migration into the region, population growth, household formation and 

employment growth  

� Identify areas within the region sufficient to house an eight-year projection of the 

regional housing need for the region pursuant to state law (Government Code 

Section 65584)  

� Identify a transportation network to service the transportation needs of the region  

� Gather and consider the best practically available scientific information regarding 

resource areas and farmland in the region as defined in state law (Government 

Code subdivisions (a) and (b) of Section 65080.01)  

� Consider the state housing goals specified in state law (Government Code 

Sections 65580 and 65581)  

� Set forth a forecast development pattern for the region, which, when integrated 

with the transportation network, and other transportation measures and policies, 

will reduce the greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks to 

achieve, if there is a feasible way to do so, the greenhouse gas emission reduction 

targets approved by the state board  

� Allow the regional transportation plan to comply with Section 176 of the federal 

Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. Sec. 7506) 

THE REGIONAL SCS 

As the MPO for the region, SCAG is tasked with preparing the regional SCS element of 

the RTP. This element, referred to as the SCAG Regional SCS, includes the strategies 

proposed to reduce GHG emissions in the SCAG region, along with analysis 

documenting the amount of reduction that can be achieved through the plans, programs, 

and projects in the regional SCS.  

SB 375 requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to provide each affected 

MPO/region with GHG emission reduction targets for 2020 and 2035. In September 

2010, CARB approved the following GHG emissions reductions targets for the SCAG 

region, expressed as a percentage reduction of per capita GHG emissions produced by 

cars and light duty trucks, and using 2005 as the baseline:  

               4 

� 2020—8 percent reduction 

� 2035—13 percent reduction, conditioned on discussions with the MPO (See 

Appendix A for SCAG’s letter to CARB dated September 20, 2010, which 

outlines conditions.)

No subregional GHG emissions reduction targets were set by CARB or SCAG. GHG 

emissions reduction targets, and the GHG emissions reductions achieved by the regional 

SCS, are only calculated at the regional level. 

Although the base year set by federal agencies for the RTP is 2008, CARB has identified 

2005 as the initial year for calculating GHG emissions reduction. In other words, the 

amount of GHG reduction achieved through the region’s collective sustainable 

communities’ strategy will be measured by comparing projected GHG emissions for 

2020 and 2035 against GHG emissions that occurred in 2005. All projects, programs, and 

policies put into place after 2005 to help reduce GHG emissions will be included in the 

analysis of the region’s GHG emissions reductions.

THE SUBREGIONAL SCS 

Unique to the SCAG region, SB 375 provides for a subregional council of governments 

and county transportation commission to work together to propose the SCS for a 

subregional area. Orange County is one of these subregional areas. As allowed, OCCOG 

and OCTA have agreed to prepare the OC SCS.  

Orange County’s subregional effort aims to ensure an accurate reflection of existing and 

planned local land uses, conditions, and activities. Additionally, the OC SCS

demonstrates that the subregion is already undertaking strategies to reduce GHG 

emissions through existing and planned transportation projects and programs; showcases 

Orange County’s longstanding history of integrating land use and transportation 

planning; and facilitates and supports the ongoing leadership and innovation occurring in 

Orange County towards sustainable land use and transportation practices.  

To reiterate, no subregional GHG emissions reduction targets were set by CARB or 

SCAG. GHG emission reduction targets are only calculated at the regional level. 

A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) among SCAG, OCCOG, and OCTA 

formalized the roles and responsibilities of each party related to the preparation and 

acceptance of the Orange County subregional SCS as it relates to the SCAG Regional 

SCS. In summary, SCAG is required to prepare the regional SCS, and OCCOG and 

OCTA are tasked with preparing the OC SCS consistent with SCAG’s adopted 

Framework and Guidelines. SCAG must include the OC SCS in the SCAG Regional SCS 
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and RTP as long as the OC SCS meets the requirements set in statute and in SCAG’s 

Subregional SCS Framework and Guidelines. The MOU and SCAG Framework and 

Guidelines are in Appendix B. The Framework and Guidelines requires documentation of 

affected jurisdictions’ willingness to adopt the necessary General Plan changes if 

necessary. For this OC SCS, the jurisdictions General Plan policies actively support GHG 

emissions reduction; therefore, no General Plan changes are necessary. This 

documentation is provided in Appendix C. 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN THE SCS 

SCAG is leading the public participation process for the SCAG Regional SCS. As part of 

their public outreach effort, SCAG will hold informational meetings, workshops, and 

public hearings on the draft SCS including some in Orange County, in order to solicit 

input and recommendations. Additionally, the OCCOG will augment the regional public 

participation effort with local outreach for the OC SCS. 

6
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CHAPTER 1: POPULATION, HOUSING, AND EMPLOYMENT

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the 2008 base year conditions for key socio-economic variables 

required in the subregional SCS, including Orange County population, housing, and 

employment. SB 375 designates two future dates for which GHG emissions reductions 

targets are set: 2020 and 2035. Therefore, this chapter also describes projected conditions 

for these socio-economic variables and gives a synopsis of countywide trends.  

The socio-economic variables of population, housing, and employment are reported for 

geographic areas known as Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs), units of geography most 

commonly used for transportation planning models. In order to be consistent with the 

regional SCS, SCAG TAZs were used in this analysis. One SCAG TAZ is generally 

made up of three Orange County TAZs that nest into one SCAG TAZ and covers an 

average of 767 acres; an OC TAZ, in comparison, covers an average of 294 acres and 

does not follow jurisdictional boundaries. Thus, any given TAZ can be made up of areas

that span one or more jurisdictions and include aggregated socio-economic information 

from the multiple jurisdictions within it. The TAZs represent the same geographic unit 

for population, employment and housing; they do not change from variable to variable.  

A few important things to note when reviewing the maps in this chapter: 

� Not all acreage within each TAZ is slated for development. For example, acreage 

within any TAZ that is protected open space, forests, land preserve, etc., is not 

factored for future development. The growth reported by TAZ is only for the 

developed and developable land within each TAZ. However, due to data 

limitations, the density analyses require using acreage of the full TAZ. 

� The transit networks that are shown on the maps are included for illustrative 

purposes to highlight the connections current and planned land uses will have to 

potential high-quality transit corridors. These corridors reflect transit 

improvements discussed in the OCTA Long-Range Transportation Plan that may 

take place between 2021 and 2035. Further, these transit improvements are 
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subject to change based on future action by the OCTA Board of Directors 

regarding the ongoing Transit System Study. 

� There are currently 34 incorporated cities and several unincorporated areas within 

Orange County (see Figure 2).

The following tables summarize the base year and projected data for population, housing, 

and employment in Orange County from the approved 2010 Orange County Projections. 

A description of the demographic data projections and development process conducted 

by CDR to produce the forecast data is provided in Appendix D.  

Table A: 2010 Orange County Projections for Population, Housing, and 

Employment 2008, 2020 and 2035 

2008 2020 2035

Population 3,123,058 3,430,505 3,582,266

Housing Units 1,035,005 1,100,260 1,174,912

Employment 1,624,061 1,646,437 1,799,477

Table B: 2010 Orange County Projections for Population, Housing, and 

Employment Growth 2008—2035

2008-2020 Growth 2020-2035 Growth 2008-2035 Growth

Numeric Percent Numeric Percent Numeric Percent

Population 307,447 9.84% 151,761 4.42% 459,208 14.70%

Housing Units 65,255 6.30% 74,652 6.78% 139,907 13.50%

Employment 22,376 1.38% 153,040 9.30% 175,416 10.80%

Orange County Sustainable Communities Strategy

Figure 2 Orange County Jurisdictional Boundaries

10
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Orange County Projections and the 2010 Census

The OCP-2010 dataset (population, housing and employment) referenced in the OC SCS 

was approved by the OCCOG Board on January 27, 2011. OCP-2010 is based on the 

approved OCP update and revision process which took place during 2009-2010; it does 

not include the 2010 Census data for California released on March 8, 2011.

SCAG policy committee actions have directed SCAG staff to revise the draft growth 

forecast dataset for the Regional SCS and RTP to include the 2010 Census data and the 

2010 State Employment Development Department (EDD) employment benchmark. The 

CDR is coordinating with SCAG on this update process, and is evaluating the timeline 

and process to revise OCP-2010 to include the new data and be consistent with the 

growth forecast update effort being undertaken by SCAG.

Consistent with SCAG’s process, any update to the growth forecast dataset will be to the 

2010 totals for population, housing, and employment, and the growth increments from 

2010 to 2035 will remain the same and be applied to the revised 2010 totals. If a revision 

is made to the OCP-2010, this effort will be completed after the June 2011 submittal

deadline of the final OC SCS to SCAG. Further, the updated dataset will be provided to 

SCAG through a data amendment process and the full OC SCS document will not be 

revised.

POPULATION   

In 2008, Orange County’s population was 3,123,058 persons (see Figure 3). Though the 

majority of residents live in the northern regions of the County, the southern region also 

holds a sizeable portion of the population, with increasingly even population distribution 

occurring throughout the County. Figure 4 shows that the majority of people are 

concentrated mostly in the mature, northern and central cities—areas established as 

bedroom communities for Los Angeles prior to the 1970s. U.S. Census and other 

demographic information sources reveal that Orange County is no longer a suburb. In 

fact, it is one of the most densely populated areas in the United States, and according to 

the 2010 U.S. Census, as Table C shows, Orange County is the most densely populated 

county in the SCAG region and has the highest residential density per square mile.  

Cleveland National Forest and
Adjoining Protected Open Space

Orange County Sustainable Communities Strategy

Figure 3 Existing (2008) Orange County Population

12
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Figure 4 Existing (2008) Orange County
Population Density
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Table C: Comparative Population Density for Counties within SCAG Region, 2010 

Census 

County

Population Density per 

Square Mile

Housing Units per 

Square Mile

Orange 3,813 1,329

Los Angeles 2,405 848

Ventura 446 153

Riverside 304 111

San Bernardino 101 35
Imperial 42 13

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census. 

Note: The above densities reflect total square miles of land, without distinguishing between 

developable or undevelopable land.

Between 2008 and 2020, Orange County’s total population is projected to increase by 

307,447 persons to a total of 3,430,505 (Figure 5). The number of sparsely populated 

TAZs is projected to shrink, along with the number of “zero population TAZs” in the 

southern portion of the County. Jurisdictions projected to experience the most population 

growth during this time include Anaheim, Brea, Tustin, Irvine, and areas within the 

unincorporated County. There is also significant growth in the number of TAZs with 

populations of 6,000 to 9,999 residents, and 10,000+ residents, occurring in central and 

south county (Figures 6 and 7). 

Orange County’s population density in 2020 (Figure 8) is projected to mirror the 

population changes forecast to occur between 2008 and 2020 (see Figure 9). In short, the 

County will become more densely populated. While population growth will occur in the 

remaining vacant areas planned for growth, increased density will also be prevalent in the 

established urban cores due to infill, reuse, and mixed-use developments. This increased 

density of development will result in more efficient residential land use. Efficient land 

use, as discussed in this document, is a land use or pattern of land uses anticipated to 

reduce regional GHG emissions from automobiles or light duty trucks. The land uses and 

patterns of use will foster efficient usage of transportation resources and infrastructure 

such that people will have options other than a single-occupant vehicle for travel. The 

projected population of Orange County in 2035 totals 3,582,266 (see Figure 10), an 

increase of 151,761 or 4.4% between 2020 and 2035, and an increase of 459,208 or 

14.7% from 2008 to 2035. Figures 11 and 12 demonstrate that population growth will 

continue throughout the County.  

By 2035, Orange County’s population density (Figure 13) is projected to have increased 

along with population totals throughout the County. This increase in density is 

anticipated to be most prevalent in the urban core of the County, as the result of increased 
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infill development, reuse of land, and increased creation of mixed-use developments, 

providing housing, employment, recreational, and leisure opportunities (Figure 14). 

POPULATION CONCLUSION

Compared to 2008 conditions, Orange County’s population is projected to grow 10% by 

2020 and 15% by 2035. A majority of this forecast growth will occur in areas with 

approved entitlements for large residential developments such as La Floresta and Canyon 

Crest in Brea, the Great Park in Irvine (formerly Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro), the 

Platinum Triangle in the City of Anaheim, the East Orange planned community in the

City of Orange and unincorporated County, and the Rancho Mission Viejo planned 

community known as The Ranch Plan, also located in unincorporated County territory. It 

is important to note that population growth is forecast to occur throughout the County, 

within the built environment and in areas with new development. This will result in 

increased infill development in housing and demand for support services (i.e., 

employment, recreation, education, etc.). The County’s population density will increase, 

most markedly in the established urban core.

Population growth in Orange County will be served by a robust transportation system 

offering mobility choices other than passenger car travel. The existing and future 

transportation infrastructure of Orange County includes freeways, arterial highways, a 

priced transportation network, fixed bus routes, High Frequency Corridors (corridors with 

15-minute or better transit headways), and Metrolink rail service. 

Cleveland National Forest and
Adjoining Protected Open Space

Orange County Sustainable Communities Strategy

Figure 5 Year 2020 Orange County Population
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Figure 6 Orange County Population
Growth 2008 - 2020
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Figure 7 Orange County Percent Change
Population Growth 2008 - 2020
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Figure 8 Year 2020 Orange County
Population Density
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Figure 9 Orange County Population
Density Change 2008 - 2020
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Figure 10 Year 2035 Orange County Population
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Figure 11 Orange County Population
Growth 2020 - 2035
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Figure 12 Orange County Percent Change
Population Growth 2020 - 2035
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Figure 13 Year 2035 Orange County
 Population Density
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Figure 14 Orange County Population
Density Change 2020 - 2035
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HOUSING  

In 2008, Orange County had 1,035,005 housing units (Figure 15). Taking population and 

employment into account, this equates to one housing unit per 3.02 Orange County 

residents, and one housing unit for every 1.57 jobs. Due to the large influx of population 

from the 1950s to the 1980s, most housing units in Orange County were built during that 

time. Table D shows housing construction from 1950 to 2005 and later, as reported by the 

2008 American Community Survey. 

Figure 16 shows that between 2005 and 2008, housing construction clearly outweighed 

housing demolitions. The largest pockets of housing construction occurred in the coastal 

and southern regions of Orange County, while the majority of housing demolitions 

occurred in the mature central and northern portions of the County. This concentration of 

demolitions may point to the projected transition near the urban cores, tending to increase 

residential density in these areas. 

Table D: 2008 American Community Survey Orange County Homes  

by Decade 

Year Built Number Percent 

2005 or later 20,677 2%

2000 to 2004 60,876 5.9%

1990 to 1999 112,207 10.8%

1980 to 1989 164,819 15.9%

1970 to 1979 268,535 25.9%

1960 to 1969 213,269 20.6%

1950 to 1959 142,282 13.7%

Before 1950 52,545 5.3%

Total 1,035,210 100.0%

Source: 2008 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimate, Housing Data Profile 
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Figure 15 Existing (2008)
Orange County Housing Units
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Adjoining Protected Open Space
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Figure 16 Orange County Housing Activity 2005 - 2008
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Table E shows that just over half of Orange County’s housing (51.6%) is comprised of 

one-unit, detached structures. The second most common housing is 20-unit or more 

structures, which make up 12.6% of housing in the County, followed by one-unit, 

attached housing at 11.7%.  

Table E: 2008 American Community Survey Orange County Homes  

by Type 

Type of Structure

Number of 

Units in 

Structures

Percent of 

Total

1-Unit, Detached 533,218 51.6%

1-Unit, Attached 121,432 11.7%

2 Units 16,471 1.6%

3 or 4 Units 73,948 7.1%

5 to 9 Units 69,788 6.7%

10 to 19 Units 56,357 5.4%

20 Units or More 130,209 12.6%

Mobile Home 33,254 3.2%

Boat, RV, Van, Etc. 533 0.1%

Total 1,035,210 100.0%
Source: 2008 American Community Survey 1-Year Estimate, Housing Data Profile 

Between 2008 and 2035, Orange County is projected to experience a net gain of 139,907 

housing units, based upon the input of the Orange County jurisdictions, with about a third 

of these units (36.9% or 51,663 housing units) planned on raw land within the  

hashmarked areas on Figure 17A.1 Raw land for the purpose of developing Figure 17A 

was defined as land not previously developed or land that is a decommissioned military 

base and is not a protected, open space or habitat area. Figure 17B illustrates permanently 

protected open space areas, consolidated from several categories.
2
 The remaining two 

thirds of projected housing units, (88,244 units or 63.1%), will be infill or redevelopment 

projects. Of the total, 38,821 (27.7%) are projected to be single-family detached units and 

101,086 (72.3%) are projected to be attached units. 

                                                     
1  Figure 17A was first developed in 2002 by CDR to look at future housing development on raw land in Orange 

County. This map is updated over time and has been updated with the OCP-2010 housing projections data, which 

was reviewed and approved by jurisdictions in Orange County. This map first identifies areas not available for 

development including national forest, land or habitat preserves, major parks and open space, military 

installations, and landfills. Because of the scale of the map, smaller parks and open space areas are not displayed. 

The areas identified in red, most prevalent in the eastern and southern portions of the County, have slopes of 30% 

or greater on which it is typically cost-prohibitive to build. An aerial photo was reviewed to identify large areas in 

the county that looked vacant. Those areas were bounded and then each jurisdiction with an identified area was 

contacted about any residential development planned for the area. Although some of the project areas are large, 

not all of the land within the project areas will be developed for residential or employment uses. Much of the land 

within those project areas will be left as open space. 
2  Though certain elements of open space are illustrated in Figure 17B, Chapter 5 provides a comprehensive

inventory of the resource areas and farmlands located within the County.
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Figure 17B Orange County Comprehensive 
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To summarize, about three of every four units to be built between 2008 and 2035 are 

projected to be attached residential, such as a condominium, townhome, or apartment.  

In 2008, the majority of TAZs in the County have housing densities of one to under five 

housing units per TAZ acre. The use of the term “housing density” for a TAZ refers to 

the housing density of the total TAZ acreage, not the density of any specific housing 

development within the TAZ. The concentration of TAZs with high densities of housing 

in the central region of the county follows the trend established in the population density 

analysis. In other words, the urban cores are experiencing increased infill, reuse of land, 

and increased developments of multi-unit housing structures to support the growing 

populations in these regions (see Figure 18).  

By 2020, the total number of housing units in Orange County is projected to increase by 

65,255, from 1,035,005 to 1,100,260 (see Figure 19). A growing population requires 

approximately one housing unit per 3.28 residents or 1.5 jobs.
3
 The projected housing 

production by 2020 will continue to satisfy the growing population. Given the forecast 

growth in population, this projected growth in housing is sufficient to house all the 

population of Orange County by 2020. 

This housing growth will occur throughout the County and there will be fewer large areas 

without housing. The largest concentration of housing growth between 2008 and 2020 

will occur in Brea; the middle section of the County straddling the I-5 Freeway in Irvine; 

Tustin’s Legacy development; and Rancho Mission Viejo in unincorporated South 

County. Additionally, TAZs with 3,000 or greater housing units are expected to grow in 

numbers, signaling increased densification (see Figure 20). 

Overall, the County is projected to experience an even spread of housing unit growth 

between 2008 and 2020. During this time, the majority of TAZs will experience an 

increase of between 1-99 housing units. Figure 21 does show many TAZs that will 

experience no growth or loss of units that can be explained by the fact that much of 

Orange County’s developable land has already been built on and, therefore, is limited in 

the number of units that can be added. This is especially true where the housing stock is 

newer and/or within planned communities. Future developments will be more dense to 

offset the limited land supply. As previously mentioned, 75 percent of the future housing 

growth will be an attached or some form of attached unit. 

                                                     
3  Cervero, Robert. 1991. “Jobs/Housing Balance as Public Policy.” Urban Land 50, no.10:10-14; Ewing, Reid. 

1996. Best Development Practices: Doing the Right Thing and Making Money at the Same Time. Chicago: 

Planners Press; Weitz, Jerry. 2003. “Jobs-Housing Balance.” Planning Advisory Service Report 516. Michigan: 

American Planning Association.
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Figure 18 Existing (2008)
Orange County Housing Density
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Figure 19 Year 2020
Orange County Housing Units
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Figure 20 Orange County Housing
Growth 2008 - 2020
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Adjoining Protected Open Space
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Figure 21 Orange County Percent Change
Housing Unit Growth 2008 - 2020
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Orange County housing unit density in 2020, measured in units per TAZ acre, shows 

pockets of increasing densification adjacent to transit options, especially around the 

Metrolink rail line (see Figures 22 and 23).  

By 2035, housing totals in Orange County are projected to grow to 1,174,912. This 

constitutes an increase of 74,652 units between 2020 and 2035. This equates to one 

housing unit for every 3.02 Orange County residents and one housing unit for every 1.53 

jobs. 

In 2035, the only TAZs with no housing units are areas of permanently dedicated open 

space and parkland. The densest TAZs, holding 3,000 housing units or more, become 

much more prevalent in 2035 and are most notably found in Brea, Fullerton, Anaheim, 

Tustin, Irvine, Lake Forest, Newport Beach, San Juan Capistrano, Yorba Linda, and 

unincorporated south county communities of Ladera Ranch and Rancho Mission Viejo 

(Figure 24).  

As shown in Figures 25 and 26, from 2020 to 2035, the majority of high-growth TAZs 

that grow by 1,000 units or more, and by 100% or more, effectively double the housing 

units in those areas. These include TAZs in Anaheim, La Habra, Orange, Fullerton, 

Irvine, Tustin, and the future Rancho Mission Viejo community in unincorporated South 

County. 

In 2035, the continued trend of housing unit densification is clearly seen. Many of the 

most housing-dense TAZs are concentrated in the centralized urban cores of Orange 

County, along the commuter rail lines, and the proposed bus rapid transit and high 

frequency bus routes (Figures 27 and 28). 

In summary, from 2008 to 2035, the County is projected to add 139,907 housing units, an 

increase of 13.5%, of which 75% will be attached units. The projected evolution of the 

County is for housing unit growth and housing unit density to increase throughout the 

County, with growth concentrated in the traditional urban cores. The majority of future 

residential developments on raw land are projected to occur in the central cities of Irvine 

and Tustin, and the southern region encompassing Rancho Mission Viejo in the 

unincorporated portion of the County east of San Clemente. Cleveland National Forest and
Adjoining Protected Open Space

Orange County Sustainable Communities Strategy

Figure 22 Year 2020
Orange County Housing Density
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Figure 23 Orange County Housing
Density Change 2008 - 2020
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Figure 24 Year 2035
Orange County Housing Units
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Figure 25 Orange County
Housing Unit Growth 2020 - 2035
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Figure 26 Orange County Percent Change
Housing Unit Growth 2020 - 2035
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Figure 27 Year 2035 
Orange County Housing Density

43

Cleveland National Forest and
Adjoining Protected Open Space

Orange County Sustainable Communities Strategy

Figure 28 Orange County Housing
Density Change 2020 - 2035
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HOUSING CONCLUSION

Orange County’s existing (2008) housing stock includes a variety of densities, and only 

about half of the housing inventory is single-family detached structures. Approximately 

three out of every four housing units projected to be built between 2008 and 2035 will be 

some type of attached unit. The result will be denser housing developments and a future 

housing stock whose makeup will have a majority of attached units instead of a housing 

stock with a majority of single-family detached structures.

The number of new housing units is forecast to grow sufficiently to house all the 

population of the subregion. By 2020, the total number of housing units in Orange 

County is projected to increase by 65,255 units, resulting in an average of 3.12 Orange 

County residents per housing unit by 2020 and one housing unit per 1.50 jobs (one 

housing unit created for every 0.34 jobs created between 2008 and 2020). Between 2008 

and 2035, Orange County is projected to create one housing unit for every 1.25 new jobs

and one housing unit for every 3.28 new residents, resulting in a 2035 total of one 

housing unit for every 3.02 Orange County residents and one housing unit for every 1.53 

jobs. The standard “healthy” ratio of jobs to housing is 1.50 jobs to 1.0 housing unit.
4

Because available land is scarce, housing will grow primarily in terms of density. 

Increased housing density affords greater variety in housing type (i.e., multi-family, flat, 

apartment, condominium, high-rise, etc.) and increased supply contributes to housing 

affordability. Increasing the supply of affordable housing within Orange County may 

result in workers living closer to their jobs, thereby reducing vehicle miles traveled and 

urban sprawl. The densification of housing is forecast to accommodate population growth 

and locate proximate to major transportation routes and the priced transportation network, 

including the High Frequency Corridors and Metrolink stations.

Housing growth is projected to occur in and adjacent to areas that are forecast for 

increased employment growth. This adjacency will create opportunities to link housing 

and jobs at a human scale and afford pedestrian, cycling and transit choices for 

home/work travel.

Additionally, intensification of both employment and housing will enhance the built 

environment for mixed uses, transit-oriented and transit-adjacent developments, and 

multi-use projects along pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 

                                                     
4

Cervero, Robert. 1991. “Jobs/Housing Balance as Public Policy.” Urban Land 50, no.10:10-14; Ewing, Reid. 

1996. Best Development Practices: Doing the Right Thing and Making Money at the Same Time. Chicago: 

Planners Press; Weitz, Jerry. 2003. “Jobs-Housing Balance.” Planning Advisory Service Report 516. Michigan: 

American Planning Association.
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EMPLOYMENT 

Orange County’s estimated total job market was 1,624,061 jobs in 2008 (see Figure 29). 

The preponderance of TAZs host fewer than 5,000 jobs in 2008. Only three TAZs hold 

no employment, and these are located in areas comprised predominantly of parkland. 

TAZs with 5,000-9,999 employed workers are spread throughout the northern, central, 

and southern portions of the County along major transportation routes, as are TAZs 

holding 10,000-14,999 workers. The three largest employment TAZs—those holding 

15,000-24,999, or 25,000 or more jobs—are located in the Irvine Business Complex, the 

Canyon industrial and business area north of the 91 Freeway located in Anaheim.

Figure 30 illustrates Orange County’s employment density by jobs per acre in 2008. The 

northern and central portions of the County contain the majority of TAZs with mid- and 

high-level employment density. 

By 2020, Orange County’s total job count is projected to increase to 1,646,437, an 

increase of 22,376 jobs between 2008 and 2020 (see Figure 31). Employment growth 

between 2008 and 2020 is apparent near the Irvine Spectrum, Irvine Business Complex, 

Tustin Legacy, and in and around the Orange County Great Park—most likely 

developments of mixed-use structures and high-rise structures to offset the scarcity of 

developable land in the area (see Figures 32 and 33).  

In 2020, TAZs with less than five jobs per TAZ acre are projected to make up the 

majority of TAZs in the County. High-density employment will continue in The Canyon, 

Anaheim Resort, and Irvine Business Complex. This high density of employment will 

also be expanded to additional areas including the Santa Ana Civic Center, the Irvine 

Spectrum, and other areas surrounding these locations (see Figures 34 and 35). 

Orange County’s net job growth from 2008 to 2020 includes the significant job losses 

incurred during the latest recession, starting in 2006 and lasting through 2009. The large 

decrease in overall employment, coupled with the slower-than-average past annual job 

growth, translates to a slow recovery of the County’s employment landscape.  

Consistent with employment growth trend projections by the UCLA Anderson School, 

Chapman University, Cal State Fullerton, and Cal State Long Beach, the estimated 

recovery of Orange County’s employment level—back to its prior peak employment—is

anticipated sometime between 2016 and 2020.  
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Figure 29 Existing (2008)
Orange County Employment
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Figure 30 Existing (2008)
Orange County Employment Density

48



Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategies     235

Cleveland National Forest and
Adjoining Protected Open Space

Orange County Sustainable Communities Strategy

Figure 31 Year 2020
Orange County Employment
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Figure 32 Orange County Employment
Growth 2008 - 2020
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Figure 33 Orange County Percent Change
Employment Growth 2008 - 2020
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Figure 34 Year 2020
Orange County Employment Density
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Figure 35 Orange County Employment
Density Change 2008 - 2020
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By 2035, Orange County is projected to have 1,799,477 jobs, an increase of 153,040 jobs 

between 2020 and 2035 (see Figure 36). This represents an increase of 9.3% from 2020, 

and equates to 130,664 jobs or almost seven times more jobs than are projected to be 

added between 2008 and 2020. The large difference between the numbers of jobs added 

between these two time periods is attributed to initial job losses in the early phases of the 

time period and then slow economic recovery leading to sluggish employment growth 

expected between 2008 and 2020. 

The TAZs projected to experience the largest employment growth—additions of 5,000 

jobs or more—are primarily located in the cities of Irvine, Anaheim, Tustin, and Orange, 

all existing employment centers, which are projected to continue to grow as major 

employment centers (see Figures 37 and 38).  

Orange County employment density in 2035 (jobs per acre) is projected to increase 

throughout the County (see Figure 39). Between 2008 and 2035, Orange County is 

projected to add 175,416 jobs, the majority of which will be added between 2020 and 

2035. While southern regions of Orange County are projected to increase employment 

and experience employment densification, this will be comparatively small relative to 

those increases projected to occur in the northern and central regions of the County. 

Significant employment growth is projected to occur predominantly in the cities of 

Anaheim and Irvine (see Figure 40). Mixed-use and single-use, higher-density 

developments will continue to play a large role as population levels increase with 

employment opportunities.  
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Figure 36 Year 2035
Orange County Employment
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Figure 37 Orange County Employment
Growth 2020 - 2035
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Figure 38 Orange County Percent Change
Employment Growth 2020 - 2035
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Figure 39 Year 2035
Orange County Employment Density
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Figure 40 Orange County Employment 
Density Change 2020 - 2035
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EMPLOYMENT CONCLUSION

Existing (2008) employment centers are located near major transportation nodes and 

routes, as commerce requires transportation infrastructure to thrive. Most Orange County 

employment is aggregated around the major highways (I-5, I-405, SR-22, SR-55, SR-57,

and SR-91 freeways). 

In more recent developments, job centers have tended to locate near transit stations or 

areas served by bus service and other transit options. The same trend is expected to occur 

for projected developments. Major growth in employment is projected to occur near 

Fullerton, Buena Park, Tustin, and around the Irvine Spectrum and the Anaheim Canyon, 

all near Metrolink stations. Toll roads also provide access to and from Anaheim and 

Irvine, both major receptors of future job growth and workers. Growth in employment 

will continue in these centers. This intensification will result in more of the working 

population proximate to High Frequency Corridors for rubber tire transit, as well as the 

Orange County Metrolink stops.

Intensification of employment centers also means increased density of land uses and the 

creation of synergies and opportunities to mix uses to satisfy a variety of needs. As mixed 

uses are developed within intense employment nodes, opportunities for pedestrian scale 

mobility are enhanced. Social and commercial needs, once satisfied only by passenger car 

due to distance, will be met by walking, cycling, or transit options.

CONCLUSION 

Orange County’s current and projected growth of population, housing, and employment 

near existing and future job centers will influence transportation patterns and therefore 

have the potential to be beneficial to GHG emission reductions.  

Higher density vertical developments are being built in many Orange County 

jurisdictions, such as Anaheim’s Platinum Triangle project. The construction of 

residential towers in Irvine, Anaheim, and Santa Ana illustrates that Orange County is 

indeed building “up.” Such towers are part of a larger set of new developments built 

inside existing urban areas and known as infill developments. Infill developments may be 

anything from single-family homes to high-density residential complexes; the key is that 

they are built within existing urbanized areas, not on the periphery. Even before the start 

of these high-rise residential developments, many County jurisdictions experienced 

substantial increases in population density between 1990 and 2005. Gains in density can 

be attributed in part to jurisdictions’ efforts to increase multi-unit housing, and/or to 

rezoning for higher and more efficient uses (referring to land uses or patterns that will 
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reduce regional GHG emissions from automobiles or trucks by fostering efficient usage 

of transportation resources and infrastructure). 

Additionally, many Orange County jurisdictions have already begun the process of more 

strategic growth, with higher densities and housing development concentrated around 

employment centers, transportation nodes, and transit options. Of the projected net gain 

of 139,907 housing units in the County between 2008 and 2035, about two out of every 

three units to be built will be infill/redevelopment that will use and be supported by 

existing infrastructure. An estimated 51,663 units are planned to be built on raw land 

(36.9%), but the remaining 88,244 units (63.1%), will be infill or redevelopment projects, 

demonstrating Orange County’s increasingly strategic growth. Further, 38,821 units 

(27.7%) of the 2008-2035 new housing total will be single-family detached units, while 

101,086 (72.3%) will be attached units which tend to be more affordable to a wider range 

of the regional income spectrum. 

Infill development will likely prove an asset for the already-prominent Orange County 

economy. Young professionals to retirees alike are turning from suburbs to urban areas to 

find ease of movement and access to services offered by dense, vibrant mixed-use areas. 

The County already has most of the infrastructure of an urban metropolis, and as revealed 

by the OCP-2010 data and analysis, the County also has tremendous potential for 

providing compact, mixed-use development. 

In terms of employment, between 2008 and 2020, Orange County is projected to generate 

22,376 jobs. Research by Dr. John Landis, Chair of the City and Regional Planning 

Department at UC Berkeley, and other housing experts and planners, finds that a healthy 

ratio of housing to jobs is one housing unit for every 1.5 jobs. This ratio is also affirmed 

as a benchmark by Workforce Housing Scorecards created for Orange County, San Diego 

County, and Los Angeles County. Workforce housing is housing supply, type, and 

affordability sufficient to adequately house the broad spectrum of workforce employed in 

the region. Orange County is expected to create approximately one new housing unit for 

every 0.34 jobs, which is greater than the projected employment growth that will be 

required between 2008 and 2020. Between 2008 and 2035, Orange County is projected to 

create one housing unit for every 1.25 new jobs, resulting in a 2035 total of one housing 

unit for every 1.53 jobs, nearly matching the standard healthy ratio of 1.0 housing unit for 

every 1.5 jobs. 
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MEETING ORANGE COUNTY’S HOUSING NEEDS

The projected growth in Orange County housing units between 2008 and 2035 is

sufficient to house the anticipated population growth in the subregion. In fact, Orange 

County will create more housing units than employment growth will require: one housing 

unit per 3.12 Orange County residents by 2020 and one housing unit per 1.50 jobs (one 

housing unit created for every 0.34 jobs created between 2008 and 2020).

The same is true for housing growth between 2008 and 2035. During this time period, 

Orange County is projected to create one housing unit for every 1.25 new jobs and one 

housing unit for every 3.28 new residents, resulting in a 2035 total of one housing unit for 

every 3.02 Orange County residents and one housing unit for every 1.53 jobs.

Of the new housing units created between 2008 and 2035, fully 63% will be created 

through infill or redevelopment projects. Further, 72% of the total housing units will be 

attached units, which tend to be more affordable to a wider range of the regional income 

spectrum.

Based upon Orange County’s projected population and job growth, Orange County’s 

projected housing unit supply growth is more than sufficient to meet the subregion’s 8-

year projected growth. Additionally, it is anticipated the mix and type of units identified 

through the OCP process will be ample to meet the needs of all income segments of 

Orange County’s population.

Housing growth envisioned in the OC SCS is intended to be consistent with the SCAG 

region’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA). However, because the draft 

RHNA for the SCAG region will not be released until August 2011, it is not possible to 

address the RHNA or its context with the State housing goals in the OC SCS that is due 

to SCAG in June 2011. Therefore, it is anticipated that the RHNA and State housing 

goals will be addressed in SCAG’s Regional SCS. 
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CHAPTER 2: EXISTING TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS 

INTRODU<.1LON 

Omnge County's popul1111on, housing, emplcyment., and the tnmsporrotion s~tems tha1 
support !hem are inu 1ca1cly conocctcd. ·n1is c.hap1cr dcscnbcs lhc transportation systems 
in place as of 2008, whicb arc both foundational and inllucnlial to the socio-economic 
mind$ described in the prcviou$ ,haptcr. 

SB 375 requ ires the regional SCS 10 be included in the RTP. The base year for lhe 20 12 
RTP is 2008 For cousistc-ncy. Ibis ycar-2008--is also th1: bas<' year for 1111: subrng,ona I 
and regional SCSs. As outline<! in the MOU between SCAG. OCCOG and OCTA, the 
OC SCS uses OCT A's LRTP 10 define the 2008 base year trnnsponation system 

FREEWAY SYST EM 

Orarige County's (County) travel lletwork is anchored by ru1 extensive fr.,eway system 
that mcludcs toll roads, expr.:l,S lanes, and th~ most comprehensive I IOV network 111 the 
nation As of 2008, che freeway system consisted of I, I 00 lane miles of general-purpc,se 
rravcl lanes and 230 lnne miles of HOV Innes The system also included over 280 lane 
miles of toll roads and 40 lane mi les of express lanes. Over J 9 percent of the County's 
fre!lway syst1;:tn is compris,,d of prked facilities, the most sophistic at~'<! pr iced 
lranspom,tion network in Califomia. Figure 41 illustrates the ex1>tinj! 2008 freeway 

sysrem, which meals approx im3tely 1,650 lane miles. The existing freeway system 
experiences high levels of congestion nnd delay during peak hour~ Acconiing to 1he 
Orange County Long Rani;e Tra11spo11a1ion PlaJ1. only hair of the frwway system 
operates a, lh~ minimum acceptable le, el of service (LOS D). while the 01her half 
opcnucs al orabovccapncity (14 pcrccnr 01 LOSE nnd 33 percent nt LOS F), where 
speeds and travel times arc highly impacred. 

-- r,_ 
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Fieurr 41 
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f.xi"ini: (2008} Freeway Sysi<m 
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ARTERlALS AN D LOCAL ROADS 

The freeway sys1em is complememed by an arierial roadway system that serves both 
regional and local 1ra~cl. Since 1956, the Orange Couniy Mas1cr Plan of Anei ial 
Highways (MPAH) bas served as the 1,'Uitllng plan for fu1ure roadway improvement~. 1lte 
existing 2008 number of lanes over the MPAH is illustr~lt'd ia f,it,'Um 42A and D. 
Today, the anerial roadw3y system carries approximately one-half of Lhedaily -ehicle 
miles 1ravelcd in the Co1mry 

The anenal roadway system also expenences congestion during peak periods. About IO 
pon:ent of the system operates OL or near capacity. The performnnce of the countywid.
system is also affcc1cd by 1.hc condition of 1h: streets and roads Po1holes and damaged 
roadway infrastructure can reduce the opemuooal cttpacity of ro~ds. slow trnffic. and 
comribute 10 1ral11c incidems. Local jurisdictions monitor the pavement conditions 
through a Pavement Management Plan, which is adop1ed and updated on a biennial basis. 

RAJL AND BUS TRANSIT 

The County is served by a commuter rail ncr,vork (Mctrolink) tru1L prol'ldes both nonb
soulh lllld east-west service oa three route.s exknding past the County's boundaries 
(Figure 43), The Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) is the regional 
commmer rail agency for S0111heni California, and opcra1es Metrolink commuter rail 
secv1cc as a JOIOI powers a11thonty (JPA) comprised of the transponauon agencies 111 Los 
Angeles, Orangt'. Riverside_ San Bernardino. and Venrura Coum,es. Metrohnk and 
Amtrak services co1111ect Onu1ge County 10 San Diegu. Los Angeles. Riverside. Ventuni 
and San Bernardino Counties. Amtrak's Pacific. Surfliner inter-city rail service and 
TI1n1way Bus also operates in Orange C"ou111y, serv111g s1a11011s in Fullcnon. A11ahein1, 
Orange, Santa Ana, Ir, inc, Laguna Niguel/Mission Viejo, San Juan C:ap,sirano, and San 
Clemente.. and has institulecl limited stop service to improve cross-regional U1tvel time. 
The Californill Department ofTranspona1ion Division of Rail manages and coordinates 
th~ intercity Amtrak rail passenger services in the region. 

OCT A end local bus transit prov 1dccs offer over f!O bus routes serving con,muters 1ha1 
begin or end their trip w111Jin the County. as well as travelers within the County that need 
local and express bus services. OCT A operates 40 local fixed routes, 14 community and 
shunle rornes, fi,•e intra-county express ro111es, 13 Starionlink Metrolink rail feeder 
routes and five inter-county express routes. b some cities, S1Jcb as Anaheim, Brea, Bueno 
Pwk, lJ ,iuc, u,i;u11a Bc•cl~ und Lui;uua WuM. OCTA l,u.,i scovicc i$ comph::meull:cl by 
service prov,ded locally, expanding the wu1,i1 opuons available 10 County residents and 
commuters. Addi1ionally, private providers cf bus ser,~ce and shared ride shuules such as 
Greyhound, Disneyland Re5on fix press, And Airpon Shuulc operate in Orange County. 
Public tmnsit agencies se"·ing adjacent counri(s also provide limi1e(I service inro Omnge 
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County Including Los Angeles Metro. Long 3eacb T{ansit, Norwalk Transit System. 
Foothill Tr:1nsit, Riwrside Transit Agency, and Nonh County Tmnsi1 District. 

While thc1e have been extensive mvcstment! in commuter rail and 11a1Jsll bus ser,,iccs 
within Orange County, ridership on public transit ha.~ declined during tlle rec.:m 
economic crisis. The losses in sales 1ax and sra1e fonding revenues dedicared lO i.ransit 
operations, when combined with the decrease in fare revenue. created a need to reduce 
bus service levels by about 20 percent between 2008 nnd 20 I 0 

Brl<EWAYS 

Orange rnuoty's transponation system includes over 1.000 miles of bikeways linking 
residential communities ro employment and nctivicy cemers, and ro 1111nsfcr poi ms 10 
oilier types or transportation (Figures 4~A aml B). There are three classe:; of bike ways 
with differeut levels of infrastructure complexity. Class J bikewuys are off-street paved 
bike paths which may be shnrcd with pedestrians. Nine percent of the Orange County 
bicycle network are Class I hikeways. Class II bike lanes are on-road srnped nod signed 
t,icycle lanes, ('lass II bike lanes com]lri~ 65 percent of the Orange County bicycle 
network. Class ID bille routes are on-road signed bicycle routes shared with automobiles. 
Class Ill bike routes represent 26 percent of the Orange County bicycle network. The 
bikewny network ls denser in the con!.tnl cities nnd in South Omnge County Bikewnys 
co,mect business centers to rcsidci11inl areas n some Jurisdictions includi11g Irvine. Costa 
Mesa, ond Ncwpon Bench. nnd provide seveml good connections 10 Metrolink station .. ~ 
south ofS1111e Route 55 (SR-55). 

All OCTA buses arc equipped with bicycle racks, located at the from of the vehicle, with 
capacity to carry two bicycles~• a time, expanding 01e number of po1en11al des1ma11ons 
that can be reached by bicycle. Additionally, aU iShurtlc buses - whicb s~rve 1he Tust,n 
Metro link station - have bike racks. Bicycle loc kess at Metrolink stations aud bicycle 
rocks on Metrolink trains provide safe and secure storage and transpon ofbicycl~ for 
trnin riders using a bicycle as an access mode lo transit. TI1ese ame-nities encourage 
bicycle use by c(11111n111ers 

PtOF,STRIAN PROGRAMS 
Pedestrian friendly environments improve th! efficie11cy and col1Jlectiviry of other modes 
of transportation, such as l!llnsit. A safe and attractive walking en,iromnent Hlso furtlte1s 
rhc goals of eovrronmcmal sus1amab1h1y by supponmg reduced auromobllc dependence. 

While nm all public thllmughfare; have sidewalk~, there are many miles of sidewalk.~ and 
walkways throughout Orange County that allow pedestrians to complete their nip~ 
without die use ofmorori1.ed vehicles Progress is be_,ng made in adding sidewalks to 

lllkewoys 

-W-. ~~~,,~~""" 
:: • ~A!os1nptd 
_, .. 041,i.l!t: 
~ On Rood Nflll Su.,lfd 

-- Oon I El'lstln,g 
-- Omll&tsung 
-- Gmlll Dl:i~inQ 

....,.om 

.... , 
E,i<tiue (21111N) Cnmmutl'T Rik•"•·>' 

(;\onh c ,,unty) 



246     Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategies

811<,,w•y, 

~ ~:.::... ...... 
I CI.S.S lt 
~ (>nR'kldSlf111t'cl 

• Owllt
~ Oo- Not ltno<d 

-- Cl.us l t.dl.h~ 
-- CJ.tt~ t t:.r.l~u hq 
-- 0.~IILfflUn'J 

Q -
Flaure448 E,:i~lin~ (100H) Commuter Bik .. ~•3)\ 

tS0u1h tounl)·) 

commerccial areas that lack them, and in 11!1uoving obstacles to pcd~strfan trawl whi::re 
they e11ist. 

OCrA recently incorporated the reqmrements of1l1c Complete Sneets Act into the 
MPAH guaddines for roadway de.sign and cross sections. TI1is Act ,equires tlaat 
jurisdictions' general plan ci1cula1ion elemeus and rnmsponation plans mee1 the needs of 
all roadway users, including pedesnfans, bicyclists and rransit users. These requirements 
will be reflected in the bufldou1 of the MPAH proposed as pan of the LR'n> Year2035 
Prderred Pinn. 

OJ::MAND-R!:SJ'O~SIVE SERVICES ANO TRANSPORTATION DEMAN D 
MANAGt:M E:NT 

The County's muhi-modaJ transportation system includes otber transportation-related 
services aod programs that reduc~ demand for auto travel, fncrease tht: efficiency ofthi: 
system, meet legal requirements, ond mitigate impacts of freeways on adjacent 
com11m11i1ies: 

• Pa riuransit Serviee: Dcmand-n:sponsivc rrnJ1Si1 scr.•iccs arc provided for 
seniors, disabled, and other populaLioo.s through ACC'ESS Services. I hi$ includes 
curb-10-cu1b service (standard). door-to-door service. and same-day taxi service, 
and meets the requiremen!S of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 

• Taxi Operntions: The Orange County Taxi Administration Program (OCT AP) is 
responsible for issuing permits. conrrallinl! the number of providers, perfom1ing 
security checks, sud mo1.1ito1iog iu.sura.ncc con1pliaocc for taxi companies in 
Orange Cowuy. The countywide S)'Stem io 2010 consist.s of 25 companies and 
over 820 taxicabs. 

Parl<-und-Ride Service;;: Park-and-ride focilities encoutage rideshuring, 
vanpooting, and transit use by providing transit users with n convcnicm 
centralized location to meet and connect with various transportation services. 
Park-and-ride focili1ies are located 1hrougholl1 Ornogc County Park-nnd-ridc 
facilities afe p11blicly owned either by C'ahraos. OCTA, or a loelll jurisdic1io11. 
Many ofth,:,se facilnics arc located adjacent to a trans,1 center or Mctroflnk 
sration, expanding access to al1e.mntive trnnsponation modes. Other sites are 
locnted on private property, typically in n parking lot owned hy n religious 
institution or other use ,viii., lo,~ park.mg dclllands 011 weekdays, aod leased by a 
public agency. 

• Rideslrnr• St-rvices: OCTA participates iu regional programs 1ha1 pro,•idc 
,upport for carpools, vanpoots. and other sef\ices that encourage ridesharing. 
This includes cuirtomer call cemers, cross-county d~tnbases thnt link individuals 
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CHAPTER 3: STRATEGIES TO REDUCE GREENHOUSE GAS 

EMISSIONS

INTRODUCTION 

The OC SCS coordinates transportation and land use planning in order to contribute to 

the reduction of GHG emissions in the SCAG region. This chapter begins with a brief 

review of practices already occurring in Orange County that integrate land use and 

transportation elements, or that are known to reduce or avoid the creation of GHG 

emissions. This is followed by the proposed strategies, collectively called sustainability 

strategies, set forth by this OC SCS to reduce GHG emissions. 

A HISTORY OF INTEGRATING LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION  

AND IMPLEMENTING ACTIVITIES 

The integration of land use and transportation is not new to Orange County. Examples of 

integrated planning and community development efforts in Orange County abound; 

several are described below. On one hand, significant development-related planning has 

occurred tying a broad range of infrastructure—including transportation—to

development. On the other hand, significant transportation-related planning has also 

occurred whereby land uses are developed and created to maximize the use of 

transportation systems, such as transit-oriented development near Metrolink routes and 

development of housing and employment centers along major arterials. 

Planned Communities 

A significant portion of Orange County was developed as part of master planned 

communities, where—on a large-scale basis—specific attention was given to the 

relationship between the planned land uses and the infrastructure needed to support those 

uses, from transportation to water and waste, to recreation and open space. Examples of 

planned communities in Orange County that integrated transportation and land use 

planning include the City of Aliso Viejo, City of Irvine, City of Mission Viejo, City of 

Rancho Santa Margarita, and the communities of Anaheim Hills, Coto de Caza, Tustin 
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Ranch, Talega, and Ladera Ranch. Within these communities the integration of 

transportation into the overall plan was an explicit planning objective. The linkage of 

transportation and land use minimizes the effects of vehicle travel within these 

communities. 

Traditional Neighborhoods 

Many of the older neighborhoods of Orange County were built before car travel was 

common. Most Orange County cities with historic downtowns still retain patterns of 

compact development, grid-pattern streets, live-work mixed uses, pedestrian access to 

local services and neighborhood grocery stores, and most are served by rail or bus 

service. 

Master Plan of Arterial Highways 

The MPAH was established in 1956 and is continuously updated to reflect changing 

development and traffic patterns throughout the County. The MPAH defines a network of 

surface roadways, showing both built and planned arterial streets that are necessary to 

serve existing and planned land uses in the County. OCTA is responsible for 

administering the MPAH, including the review and approval of amendments requested by 

local agencies. In order to be eligible to receive Measure M2 (M2) funds, cities and the 

County must ensure their local circulation elements are consistent with the MPAH.  

In response to the State of California’s recent passage of the Complete Streets Act, 

OCTA recently amended the MPAH guidelines to encourage local jurisdictions to 

consider and evaluate all mobility needs when requesting modifications to the MPAH. 

Congestion Management Program 

With the passage of the Proposition 111 gas tax increase, in 1990, came the requirement 

for urbanized areas in California to adopt a Congestion Management Program 

(CMP). The Orange County CMP is regularly updated every two years by OCTA to 

address and monitor transportation system performance issues. The CMP includes 

elements developed in coordination with local jurisdictions, the California Department of 

Transportation, and the South Coast Air Quality Management District. These elements 

aim to effectively manage traffic congestion and improve regional mobility and air 

quality. They include the following:  

� Traffic LOS Standards 

� Transit Service Performance Measures 

� Promotion of Transportation Demand Management 

� A Capital Improvement Program  
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� A Land Use Impact Analysis Program 

� Deficiency Plan Procedures 

Every two years, OCTA monitors local conformance with the CMP. In 2009, OCTA 

found that all local jurisdictions were in conformance with the CMP. To ensure 

consistency among CMPs within the SCAG region, OCTA submits each biennial update 

to SCAG. As the regional planning agency, SCAG evaluates consistency with the 

Regional Transportation Plan and with the CMPs of adjoining counties, and incorporates 

the program into the Federal Transportation Improvement Program, once consistency is 

determined.  

OCTA’s Mitigation and Resource Protection Program (MRPP) 

M2 includes a comprehensive Environmental Mitigation Program that provides 

landscape-level mitigation to offset environmental impacts for the 13 freeway 

improvement projects using five percent of M2 freeway program revenue. OCTA is 

implementing the mitigation program through a collaborative partnership with CDFG, 

USFWS, Caltrans, and the environmental community. 

The M2 mitigation program was among a handful of projects identified by the OCTA 

Board of Directors that allowed for early planning, advance funding, and implementation. 

Approximately $42 million has been authorized for the acquisition and long-term 

management of natural lands as part of the M2 Environmental Mitigation Program. As of 

June 2011, OCTA has purchased four properties totaling approximately 900 acres 

through this program (Saddle Creek South ≈ 84 acres, Hayashi ≈ 296 acres, O’Neill Oaks ≈ 119 

acres, and Ferber Ranch ≈ 399 acres).

Additional funds are anticipated to be available in the future; the specific amount of funds 

available will be dependent on the revenue stream from the sale tax measure. A suite of 

the most biologically valuable properties and those that most closely align with the 

freeway impacts are under consideration and/or negotiation. This program is conducted 

through a voluntary process, similar to private open market transactions. Offers have 

been made to a number of properties and it is conceivable that the initial funding 

allocation could yield over a thousand acres of acquired open space properties throughout 

Orange County. OCTA will receive streamlined permits from the resource agencies for

its freeway projects. 

These protected open space areas provide GHG emissions reduction benefits, by 

promoting densification of urban areas and impeding sprawl. More compact development 

encourages fewer, shorter trips, which also help reduce greenhouse gas emissions 

associated with passenger vehicles. 
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TCA’s Open Space Mitigation Programs

The TCA has an existing 2,200-acre open space mitigation program that is integral to the 

development of the 67-mile public toll road network. This open space mitigation program 

includes the Live Oak Preservation Area, Chiquita Canyon, Bonita Creek and portions of 

Limestone Canyon.  

In 1996, TCA placed a conservation easement over a 1,182 acre area, known as Upper 

Chiquita Canyon. The conservation area was originally planned for development as a golf 

course and residential area. The TCA has been actively managing the site since 1996 and 

increasing its habitat values. In 2005, TCA acquired the Live Oak Preservation Area, a 

23.2-acre site that sits east of the 241 Toll Road at El Toro Road and Live Oak Canyon. 

The Bonita Creek Mitigation Site comprises approximately 40 acres of wetland and 

coastal sage scrub, and is the main wildlife link from Upper Newport Bay to the San 

Joaquin Hills. The Cactus Wren Habitat Linkage and Restoration Project includes 

planting cactus in a habitat corridor used by the federally threatened California 

gnatcatcher bird along the wildlife linkage area that parallels the 73 Toll Road from 

Upper Newport Bay south through Bonita Channel to Coyote Canyon.  

These protected open space areas provide GHG emissions reduction benefits from carbon 

sequestration. As described above, extensive protected open space contributes to a more 

compact development form for Orange County, which encourages infill development and 

fewer, shorter trips, which also help reduce greenhouse gas emissions associated with 

passenger vehicles. 

SUSTAINABILITY STRATEGIES 

Particular to the development of the OC SCS, local jurisdictions throughout Orange 

County were polled about the strategies and policies employed within their cities or the 

unincorporated areas of the County of Orange. Collectively, they used over 30 different 

tiered measures tied to reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Many of these measures 

relate to reducing vehicle miles traveled, such as approving compact building designs 

with a mix of uses, improving the accessibility of housing to transit, and increasing 

housing densities within or adjacent to employment. Other measures promote green 

building and efficiencies, such as developing model green development and green 

building laws or enhancing energy efficient code enforcement.  

Key sustainability strategies related to land use and transportation employed within 

Orange County are provided below. A listing of Sustainability Strategies being practiced 

in Orange County is provided in Appendix F. Existing and planned land uses for all 
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jurisdictions comprising Orange County are provided in the General Plans for 

jurisdictions, included as Appendix I. 

OC SCS Sustainability Strategy A:
Support Transit-Oriented Development.

Creating development around a transit hub can increase people’s access to and use of 

transit. This may shift trips from cars to transit leading to reduced vehicle trips, vehicle 

miles traveled and greenhouse gas emissions. Several land use actions can support 

transit-oriented development, including mixed-use development within walking distance 

of transit facilities, increasing housing density near transit, increasing employment 

density near transit, and providing transit-oriented amenities. Further, transit agencies 

may provide new or increased service to a transit hub, positively compounding the use of 

transit and reduction in vehicle trips. (Sources: Draft Policy Brief on the Impacts of 

Transit Access, Gil Tal and Susan Handy, UC Davis and Marlon G. Boarnet, UC, Irvine 

for California Air Resources Board, 2010; and Driving Change: Reducing Vehicle Miles 

Traveled in California, Louise Bedsworth, Ellen Hanak, Jed Koiko, Public Policy 

Institute of California, 2011.) 

The Metrolink Service Expansion Program (MSEP) will increase the frequency of mid-

day rail service through the core of Orange County. This program is expected to begin 

implementation in 2011. The Measure M2 Go Local Program (M2) (described in greater 

detail below) will address increases in demand induced by the rail improvements through 

development of feeder services between rail stations and key destinations. OCTA is also 

undergoing the Transit System Study to determine where and how to increase public 

transportation service oriented to existing and future land use and maximizing ridership. 

In Orange County, seven jurisdictions report having implemented transit-oriented 

development policies. New development has already occurred adjacent to, and taking 

advantage of, transit infrastructure in many jurisdictions. Examples include the following: 

� Founders Walk in Buena Park 

� SoCo Walk in Fullerton 

� The Platinum Triangle in Anaheim 

� Depot Walk in Orange 

� The Transit Zoning Code in Santa Ana 
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OC SCS Sustainability Strategy B:
Support infill housing development and redevelopment.

Developing new housing in existing urbanized areas—also known as “infill 

development”—helps to avoid urban sprawl. Because the majority of Orange County is 

already developed, and there is limited vacant, buildable land, when infill housing 

development occurs, it creates an overall increase in housing density throughout the 

County. As recently as 2004, almost 50% of new residential development in Orange 

County was infill housing, primarily multiple-family dwelling units. This trend is 

expected to continue in the future, with 63% of housing units projected from infill or 

redevelopment between 2008 and 2035. 

Infill development can help reduce the number of miles residents have to travel between 

home and work or other activities, which in turn reduces freeway and arterial congestion 

and related GHG emissions. Increased housing density has been linked to reduced vehicle 

travel and related GHG. Policies that support increased housing infill development and 

residential density therefore support reduced vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and reduced 

GHG.  

Jurisdictions may promote higher residential densities through combinations of 

infrastructure, zoning, or public finance policies that encourage higher densities—for 

example, relaxing minimum lot size requirements, increasing the density of allowed 

development, or focusing development around transit stations. (Source: Draft Policy 

Brief on the Impacts of Residential Density, Susan Handy, UC Davis and Marlon G 

Boarnet, UC, Irvine for California Air Resources Board, 2010) 

In Orange County, several jurisdictions have adopted land use policies that support infill 

development and increased housing densities. Seven jurisdictions have reported General 

Plan policies to add new housing and jobs within a half mile of existing or planned transit 

stations. Twelve cities have General Plan policies that allow increased residential or 

commercial density near transit. And twelve cities have General Plan policies that 

promote accessibility of housing to transit.  

OC SCS Sustainability Strategy C:
Support mixed-use development and thereby improve walkabilty of 

communities.

Jointly developing different types of land uses together within a building, a set of 

buildings or a specific area is referred to as “mixed use” development. Locating land 
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uses such as housing, essential neighborhood-serving retail, and employment together 

may result in shorter distances between individuals’ destinations. This facilitates both 

lower VMT and the use of non-motorized transportation such as walking and biking. 

(Source: Draft Policy Brief on the Impacts of Land Use Mix, Steve Spears and Marlon G. 

Boarnet, UC Irvine and Susan Handy, UC, Davis for California Air Resources Board, 

2010.) 

Nineteen Orange County jurisdictions have developed or planned mixed use communities 

with housing, employment, retail and recreational facilities co-located. A total of 20 

jurisdictions have General Plan policies supporting horizontal or vertical mixed use. 

Some jurisdictions have created “walkable communities” designed specifically to 

promote pedestrian use as an alternative to automobile travel. Nineteen jurisdictions have 

General Plan policies to improve the pedestrian environment through either beautification 

or facilities construction. Projects to improve the pedestrian environment are ongoing in 

25 Orange County jurisdictions.  

OC SCS Sustainability Strategy D:
Increase regional accessibility in order to reduce vehicle miles traveled.

Regional accessibility is the ease with which destinations can be reached throughout a 

region; it encompasses both the proximity of housing to potential destinations like 

employment, shopping and recreation, and the transportation links to those destinations. 

Higher regional accessibility results in shorter travel distances on roadways to potential 

destinations, thereby reducing VMT. When there is higher regional accessibility via a 

transit system, residents may choose transit or another mode over using an automobile. 

On the other hand, higher regional accessibility can increase trips, so this may lead to 

more vehicle miles traveled. In short, the significance of the impact of regional 

accessibility on VMT depends on the combination of these different effects. (Source: 

Draft Policy Brief on the Impacts of Regional Accessibility, Susan Handy and Gil Tal, 

UC Davis and Marlon G. Boarnet, UC Irvine for California Air Resources Board, 2010). 

An example of regional accessibility is seen in the Coto de Caza General Store. This 

store, which has been in existence for over 20 years, serves the community as a local 

grocery store and deli. While this may seem a commonplace element of any number of 

neighborhoods in Orange County, it illustrates the importance of the proximity of 

housing (in the neighborhoods close to the general store) to potential destinations (the 

grocery/eatery) thereby reducing the need for vehicle trips for residents to pick up 

household essentials. Regional accessibility is influenced by historical land use and 
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transportation patterns, which may be preserved and enhanced through land use and 

transportation policies.  

OC SCS Sustainability Strategy E:
Improve jobs to housing ratio.

The concept of creating an improved ratio of jobs to housing suggests that when 

residence and work locations are closer together, people’s travel distance to and from 

work will be reduced. This, in turn, will reduce vehicle-related greenhouse gas emissions. 

Policies related to an improved jobs-housing ratio are intended to shorten commute 

distances (this strategy focuses on work travel as opposed to shortening all travel as 

described in the regional accessibility strategy described above). Fourteen Orange County 

jurisdictions have General Plan policies to increase housing density near employment 

areas. Factors influencing jobs-housing ratio include the necessary match between worker 

skills and type of jobs, as well as other amenities that might attract residents to a specific 

area. However, studies show an association between an improved ratio of jobs to housing 

and reduced VMT. (Source: Draft Policy Brief, Impact of Jobs-Housing Balance on 

Passenger Vehicle Use, Marlon G. Boarnet and Hsin-Ping Hsu, UC Irvine and Susan 

Handy, UC Davis for California Air Resources Board, 2011.) 

OC SCS Sustainability Strategy F:
Promote land use patterns that encourage the use of alternatives to 

single-occupant automobile use.

This strategy covers multiple activities undertaken by local jurisdictions. Strategies range 

from constructing pedestrian and bicycle facilities and improving linkages between these 

facilities to implementing site planning and design strategies that promote alternative 

transportation, to parking preferences for rideshare vehicles to support of transit facilities 

and amenities. 

Because a large number of practices fall within this strategy, a few have been selected to 

highlight parking strategies and bikeway/pedestrian facilities: 

� Expansion of parking facilities at all Metrolink stations as part of Metrolink 

Service Expansion Program. 

� Incentivizing affordable housing projects through reductions in parking 

requirements in Anaheim. 
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� Preferential parking for alternative fuel vehicles in Huntington Beach. 

� Completion of sidewalk system in the Irvine Business Complex as part of 

developer fee program. 

� Promotion of bicycle sharing project in Garden Grove. 

� Development of bicycle facilities plan in Newport Beach. 

� Review of Downtown Specific Plan for human scale activity in Fullerton. 

OC SCS Sustainability Strategy G:
Support retention and/or development of affordable housing.
Because available land is scarce in Orange County, housing will grow primarily in terms 

of increasing density. Increased housing density affords greater variety in housing type 

(i.e., multi-family, flat, apartment, condominium, high-rise, etc.) and increased supply 

contributes to housing affordability. Increasing the supply of affordable housing within 

Orange County may result in workers living closer to their jobs, thereby reducing vehicle 

miles traveled and urban sprawl. The densification of housing is forecast to accommodate 

population growth and locate residents proximate to employment centers, shopping and 

recreation opportunities and major transportation routes, including the High Frequency 

Corridors and Metrolink stations. 

One of the sustainability strategies identified for reducing GHG emissions is a land use 

strategy for local jurisdictions to provide affordable as well as market rate housing. 

Among the jurisdictions that responded to the survey of sustainability strategies, 12 

indicated they have completed projects within Orange County employing this land use 

strategy, and 18 additional jurisdictions report ongoing projects. There are 14 planned 

future projects that provide affordable housing and 20 local jurisdictions report General 

Plan policies that promote this strategy.  

OC SCS Sustainability Strategy H:
Support natural land restoration and conservation and/or protection 

offering significant carbon mitigation potential via both sequestration 

and avoidance of increased emissions due to land conversion.

Leverage existing regional conservation efforts that lead to reduced carbon 

emissions. Superior resource management, restoration, and resource land protection are 

emerging means of emissions avoidance or reductions. This conservation or protection 

may occur through the purchase of natural resource lands. There are a multitude of 
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benefits and co-benefits for this strategy including decreased need for future 

infrastructure in less developed regions of the county; avoidance of construction, 

household, and infrastructure emissions; and avoidance of VMTs that would have been 

generated if the land was converted.  

The OC SCS, by leveraging existing conservation efforts such as Renewed Measure M’s 

Mitigation Program, can lead the way for strategic open space/resource protection as a 

means of reducing the County’s carbon footprint and meeting the goals of SB 375. 

Through this strategy, local jurisdictions and other organizations may align their planning 

priorities and land use decisions together with funds necessary to purchase and preserve 

natural lands. Jurisdictions and organizations have the option to invest early in this open 

space strategy which offers both near-term and long-term GHG emissions avoidance 

benefits. 

Another example of protected natural lands is the TCA’s open space mitigation program 

described above, which includes the following protected natural lands: 

� Cactus Wren Habitat Linkage and Restoration Project (Completed) 

� Bonita Creek Mitigation Site (Completed) 

� Chiquita Canyon Conservation Area (Partially Completed) 

� Live Oak Preservation Area (Planned) 

OC SCS Sustainability Strategy I: 
Eliminate bottlenecks and reduce delay on freeways, toll roads, and 

arterials.

Freeway Vision 

The freeway vision provides guidance for prioritizing freeway projects within the 

financially constrained Preferred Plan for the Orange County LRTP. 

In order for the freeway vision to serve its intended purpose, and to make certain it 

contributes toward meeting the OC SCS goals and objectives, the following guiding 

elements are identified: 

� Deliver committed projects, including M2  

� Expand access for high-occupancy vehicles 

� Improve freeway system operations 

� Consider recent transportation studies 

� Promote environmental sustainability 

� Seek additional funding opportunities 
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Deliver Committed Projects, including M2 

As of 2008, the Orange County freeway network has about 1,650 lane miles in operation, 

including HOV lanes and toll facilities. The voter-approved M2 program plans for 

numerous improvements to Orange County freeways, adding roughly 155 lane miles to 

the system. 

Additionally, a number of freeway projects are not part of M2 but have funding 

commitments within the Federal Transportation Improvement Program. These committed 

projects will also enhance freeway accessibility and add about 100 lane miles to existing 

toll facilities and about 90 lane miles of new toll facilities. These improvements (Figure 

45) will benefit every mode of travel on Orange County freeways, from single-occupant 

commuters to commercial truckers.

Expand Access for High-Occupancy Vehicles (HOV) 

The continuous access HOV project on the Garden Grove (SR-22) Freeway opened to the 

public in May 2007, and was the first of its kind in Southern California. Since then, 

continuous access was expanded on the portion of the Costa Mesa (SR-55) Freeway, 

between the Riverside (SR-91) Freeway and the Santa Ana (I-5) Freeway. Figure 46 

highlights the expansion of the continuous access HOV program. Additionally, through 

the committed improvements identified in the LRTP, OCTA plans to expand the HOV 

network by roughly 20 lane miles. 

Priced Transportation Travel Options 

The Orange County toll road and express lane network currently consists of the San 

Joaquin Hills Transportation Corridor (SR-73), portions of the Laguna Freeway (SR-

133), the Foothill Transportation Corridor (SR-241), and the Eastern Transportation 

Corridor (SR-261), managed by the Transportation Corridor Agencies, as well as the 

OCTA-operated 91 Express Lanes on the Riverside (SR-91) Freeway. These facilities 

total about 325 lane miles and allow the traveling public the option to pay a fee in order 

to use a more direct and/or less congested route. 

The committed improvements contained in the Orange County LRTP and the OC SCS 

will expand the toll network to roughly 520 lane miles. To leverage these committed 

investments, priority was given to projects that enhance connectivity between toll 

facilities in an effort to provide a seamless free-flowing network throughout the County. 

Consider Recent Transportation Studies 

In recent years, several major investment studies (MISs) have been completed for some 

of Orange County’s most heavily-traveled corridors. MISs study multimodal corridors, 

collect input from elected officials and the public, and find consensus on a locally  
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preferred alternative that identifies the best projects for Orange County. In addition, 

Caltrans is currently completing a series of Corridor System Management Plans 

(CSMPs).  

As a result of these studies, Caltrans and OCTA are cooperatively considering 

augmenting many freeway/tollway-related Transportation System Management 

(TSM)/Transportation Demand Management (TDM) investments. These investments 

could include, but are not limited to, increased support for park-and-ride lots, directional 

lanes, enhanced use of electronic message boards, and improved incident and event 

management strategies. The Orange County LRTP and OC SCS incorporate selected 

locally preferred alternatives from the OCTA MISs into the preferred and unconstrained 

plans. OCTA will also coordinate with Caltrans and consider the proposed improvements 

from the CSMPs. 

Promote Environmental Sustainability 

New state requirements for greenhouse gas emissions brought on by SB 375, along with 

previously existing air quality requirements, have brought environmental concerns to the 

forefront of planning. Pricing and other TDM and TSM methods will need to be looked at 

more closely in order for Orange County to contribute toward improving air quality. As 

previously mentioned, the M2 Mitigation and Resource Protection Program is providing 

for coordinated environmental benefits on a regional scale rather than a piecemeal 

project-by-project approach. The mitigation program is currently being implemented 

under an agreement among OCTA and state and federal resource agencies. 

OC SCS Sustainability Strategy J: 
Apply Transportation System Management and Complete Street 

practices to arterials and freeways to maximize efficiency.

Arterial Roadways 

Streets and roads form the foundation of Orange County’s transportation system. This 

transportation infrastructure provides residents and commuters with access to the 

County’s freeway network, the OCTA bus system, and it connects residential 

neighborhoods to jobs, schools, and services. 

Master Plan of Arterial Highways 

The MPAH was established in 1956 to provide a roadmap for the implementation of a 

countywide network of roadways that follow consistent standards and design guidelines. 

Recently, OCTA completed the Regional Capacity Needs Assessment study, which 
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identifies priority street improvement projects that would be eligible for funding under 

M2 programs. M2, passed by Orange County voters in 2006, ensures the continuation of 

an important local funding source for the continued implementation of the MPAH. 

The current MPAH reflects the existing roadway plans for the 34 Orange County cities 

and the County of Orange (Figures 47A and B). Implementation of the MPAH is 

essential to ensuring the mobility of Orange County residents and commuters into the 

future. Implementation of the MPAH, along with the complementary elements of the 

County-wide transportation network, results in a system that operates with improved 

levels of service when compared to 2008 conditions. 

Complete Streets 

In 2007 the State of California passed the Complete Streets Act. This act requires local 

jurisdictions to consider and evaluate the needs of all users of the roadway, including 

pedestrians, bicyclists, users of public transit, motorists, children, the elderly, and the 

disabled when they update their General Plans. Orange County cities will comply with 

the state law when updating the Circulation Elements of their General Plans. Some cities 

such as Santa Ana, Irvine, and Huntington Beach report they have already begun to adopt 

and implement a complete streets policy. In addition, OCTA recently amended the 

MPAH Guidelines to encourage local jurisdictions to consider and evaluate all mobility 

needs when requesting modifications to the MPAH. 

Traffic Light Synchronization Master Plan 

In the past, the traffic signals on individual roadways could be coordinated within the 

boundaries of a particular city, but not necessarily across city limits to the neighboring 

city. OCTA and local jurisdictions have initiated the Traffic Light Synchronization 

Master Plan, targeting key roadway corridors throughout Orange County for the 

implementation of a regional traffic signal synchronization program.  

OCTA recently conducted two traffic signal synchronization demonstration projects to 

examine the potential benefits of regional traffic signal synchronization. Oso Parkway in 

South County and Euclid Avenue in North County were designated as the demonstration 

corridors for this program. Both projects showed substantial improvements to travel time 

and congestion levels within the individual corridors. The success of these demonstration 

projects led to the development of the Traffic Light Synchronization Master Plan and the 

identification of a County-wide network of synchronized corridors, allowing for more 

efficient travel across multiple jurisdictions.  

Further, all Orange County jurisdictions adopted a local signal synchronization plan 

identifying traffic signal system routing consistent with the Regional Traffic Signal 

Synchronization Master Plan. The implementation of this plan begins with 10 regional 
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corridors. Eventually, signal synchronization will be implemented along 750 miles of 

roadways and at over 2,000 intersections (Figure 48). Completion of the traffic signal 

synchronization projects is a key element of the LRTP and these improvements are 

funded by M2, local match requirement, and Proposition 1B.  

Roadway Pavement Management Plan 

Ongoing roadway maintenance is an important element to ensuring that roadways operate 

at peak efficiency and service levels, and that travelers can move safely and conveniently. 

As a condition for receiving M2 funds, each city and the County must have a certified 

Pavement Management Plan, which includes an inventory of pavement conditions, 

identification of needed pavement rehabilitation or replacement, and a budget to complete 

the required maintenance. 

Transportation System Management. While expansion of the transportation system is 

vital to responding to the growing needs of Orange County, making the existing system 

operate as efficiently as possible is critical. TSM strategies are designed to maintain and 

preserve the transportation system and ensure that it functions at an optimal level. OCTA 

is activity participating in or exploring several TSM strategies.

Caltrans already incorporates TSM and TDM strategies on many of their facilities, such 

as metered ramps, traffic monitoring technologies, and park and ride lots, which 

contribute to improved freeway performance. However, if further investments are made 

cooperatively with OCTA, there is potential to increase the efficiency of Orange 

County’s facilities. These investments could include, but are not limited to, increased 

support for park and ride lots, directional lanes, enhanced use of electronic message 

boards, and improved incident and event management strategies. Augmenting these TSM 

strategies from the LRTP are sustainability strategies employed by jurisdictions in 

Orange County, such as improving circulation efficiency through signage, and 

implementing operational improvements to relieve bottlenecks. 

ITS. Technology has long played a role in transportation, from communication and 

scheduling systems for buses and rail services to vehicle detection sensors under the 

pavement that control traffic signals. More and more agencies are using technology and 

applying it regionally so that freeways, roadways, and transit vehicles operate more 

cohesively and carry more people without needing more lanes or transit vehicles. 

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) are used to improve the operational efficiency, 

effectiveness, and safety of ground transportation. ITS technology includes ramp 

metering, bus fleet management and signal priority, and computerized traffic signal 

systems. Examples of these systems include the following: 
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Figure 47B Orange County Master Plan of

Arterial Highways (South County)
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� Arterial management (traffic control, surveillance, information dissemination, 

parking management, and travel information systems) 

� Freeway management (lane management, ramp control, surveillance, information 

dissemination, special event management, and travel information) 

� Crash prevention and safety (warning systems) 

� Transit management (operations and fleet management, information 

dissemination, transportation demand management, and safety and security 

management systems) 

� Electronic payment and pricing (toll collection, pricing, transit fee, parking fee 

and multi-use payment systems) 

� Commercial vehicle operations (credential administration, safety assurance, 

electronic screening, carrier operations/fleet management, and security operations 

systems) 

� Intermodal freight (freight tracking, asset tracking, freight terminal processes, 

drayage operations, international border crossing process, and freight-highway 

connection systems) 

Traffic accidents, stalled vehicles, weather-related congestion, and special events at 

major attractions are all examples of occurrences that can cause nonrecurring congestion. 

Because nonrecurring congestion is not always predictable, traditional solutions such as

adding lanes are not always effective. ITS solutions can help relieve this type of 

congestion by identifying the type of incident and developing a response plan, such as 

dispatching assistance or providing information to motorists. 

Orange County has developed a framework for coordinating all future ITS projects, 

called the Orange County Regional ITS Architecture. OCTA, Caltrans, the Federal 

Highways Administration, and Orange County jurisdictions have collaborated on this 

foundational plan, which has a 10-year time frame. Orange County’s ITS plan is 

integrated with the Southern California Regional ITS Architecture, completed by the 

SCAG. It is part of a nationwide mandate to establish national standards and common or 

interchangeable technologies for transportation management. 

OCTA currently uses ITS technologies for a number of purposes ranging from 

supervising bus fleets to managing traffic on the Riverside (SR-91) Freeway express 

lanes. In addition, OCTA is in the process of identifying opportunities to implement ITS 

projects throughout the County within the Orange County Regional ITS Architecture 

framework. 

94

OC SCS Sustainability Strategy K: 
Improve transit modes through enhanced service, frequency, 

convenience, and choices. 

Public Transit Network 

Orange County's existing public transportation network is described in detail in Chapter 

2. Orange County is served by Metrolink commuter rail service and Amtrak's Pacific 

Surfliner intercity rail service connecting Orange County to San Diego, Los Angeles, 

Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura Counties. OCTA operates local fixed route bus 

service, community shuttle routes, StationLink Metrolink rail feeder routes, and express 

bus routes both within and outside the County. OCTA bus service is complemented by 

local transit service in the cities of Anaheim, Buena Park, Irvine, and Laguna Beach. 

Losses in sales tax and state funding revenues, combined with a decrease in fare revenue 

during the recent economic crisis created a need to reduce bus service levels by about 20 

percent between 2008 and 2010. 

The transit strategy identifies broad objectives for prioritizing future transit 

improvements to meet future demand as effectively and efficiently as possible. These 

objectives will serve to meet as much of the forecast transit demand as financially 

feasible and support OCTA’s existing transit goals:

� Target high-demand corridors for improvements to fixed-route frequencies and 

hours of operations 

� Initiate bus rapid transit (BRT) services 

� Invest in Metrolink and Go Local feeders, and support California high-speed rail 

� Explore express bus opportunities 

� Improve access to regional bus service and local destinations with community 

circulators and rideshare programs 

� Coordinate service planning with local land-use agencies 

� Seek to restore transit funding from state and federal sources, as well as new 

funding and savings for transit operations 

Target High-Demand Corridors and Initiate BRT Service  

High-demand transit corridors are identified as corridors that received 15-minute or better 

peak-period headway service, on aggregate, during OCTA’s peak level of service 

observed in June 2008. It is anticipated that these corridors will continue to show enough 

future demand to support the 15-minute or better peak-period headway transit service by 

2035. These corridors are typically located in close proximity to many Orange County 
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employment centers and higher density residential areas. Figure 49 highlights potential 

high-demand corridors for high-frequency transit service, including proposed BRT 

routes. OCTA will continue periodic evaluation of transit demand and potential high-

frequency transit corridors. As financial resources become available over the next 25 

years, core service areas such as these will be prioritized for fixed-route bus service 

expansion. 

The first three BRT projects being planned are as follows: 

� Westminster Avenue/Westminster Boulevard/17th Street: 22-mile fixed route 

BRT between Santa Ana and Long Beach including bus shelters and rolling stock 

� Harbor Boulevard: 19-mile fixed route BRT between Fullerton and Costa Mesa 

including bus shelters and rolling stock 

� Bristol Street-State College Boulevard: 28-mile fixed BRT from Brea Mall to 

Irvine Transportation Center includes shelters, and rolling stock 

Invest in Metrolink and Go Local Feeders and Support California High-Speed Rail  

OCTA is implementing the MSEP that involves the addition of more frequent commuter 

rail service between Fullerton and Laguna Niguel, and the necessary station and 

infrastructure improvements to accommodate this service. Additionally, OCTA is 

coordinating with the State on the California High Speed Rail project. To support these 

future rail services, regional gateway station improvements such as the Anaheim 

Regional Transportation Intermodal Center (ARTIC) are underway. These efforts will 

strengthen the backbone of Orange County’s transit system.

The MSEP will increase the number of trains operating between Fullerton and Laguna 

Niguel and expand service outside typical peak commute periods in the morning and 

evening to provide more mid-day and off-peak services. These improvements, designed 

to attract additional riders, will enhance the Metrolink services by offering more frequent 

services throughout the day, providing up to 30-minute headways (Figure 50). Through 

M2, OCTA’s goal is to extend the enhanced Metrolink service levels to Union Station in Los 

Angeles.  

The M2 Go Local Program is intended to address increases in demand induced by the rail 

improvements noted above. Go Local provides a competitive opportunity for local 

jurisdictions to develop feeder services between rail stations and key destinations. 

Figure 51 displays the coordinated efforts between rail service expansion and feeder 

service. The California High-Speed Rail corridor and Metrolink service improvements 

are highlighted, along with the proposed Go Local projects.  
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Public Transportation Corridors
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Figure 50 Orange County Metrolink

Service Expansion Program
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Figure 51 Orange County Rail Service Expansion

and Station Feeder Service Plan
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OCTA also plans to increase StationLink services as needed to coordinate with Metrolink 

service.  

Explore Express Bus Opportunities 

Intercounty and intracounty bus services are planned for those corridors that serve major 

destination areas and improve regional connectivity. Figure 52 identifies selected 

potential express bus corridors that will be further studied to determine their viability. 

Improve Access to Regional Bus Service and Local Destinations  

M2 provides another competitive opportunity to local jurisdictions to develop community 

circulator shuttles that will provide access to and from regional bus service and local 

destinations. These services could greatly improve the effectiveness of some major 

regional services such as BRT and express bus. 

Other Transit Enhancements 

The LRTP also includes safe transit stops and expanded transit convenience and choices 

for the elderly and handicapped population. Demand-responsive transit services are 

provided for the elderly, disabled, and other populations through ACCESS Services. This 

includes curb-to curb service, door-to-door service, and same-day taxi service, all of 

which meet the requirements of the ADA. The growth rate in demand for ACCESS 

services is higher than for traditional bus transit service. This is projected to continue 

throughout the timeframe covered by the LRTP. Between 2010 and 2035, ACCESS costs 

are projected to increase from 19% of the transit operating budget to 31%. As a result, 

OCTA is initiating a review of strategies that could continue to meet the requirements of 

ADA in a more cost-effective manner. 
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OC SCS Sustainability Strategy L: 
Expand and enhance Transportation Demand Management practices to 

reduce barriers to alternative travel modes and attract commuters away 

from single occupant vehicle travel.

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TDM) 

TDM Ordinances 

All jurisdictions in Orange County have adopted TDM ordinances that incorporate 

provisions consistent with rules adopted by the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District (SCAQMD). There are many programs administered or supported by OCTA to

manage travel demand through the use of alternative transportation modes. These 

services help to reduce single occupant vehicle travel, reduce congestion, and enhance the 

quality of life for Orange County residents, commuters, and visitors.

Vanpool and Rideshare Programs 

Vanpools and ridesharing provide substantial benefits for reducing congestion and 

reducing vehicle miles traveled. Vanpools and carpools typically reduce the number of 

long distance commute trips within a particular region, maximizing the congestion 

reduction and air quality benefits from each trip removed from the transportation system. 

The expansion of vanpool services will focus on two target commute markets. The first 

commute market consists of expanding the long-distance vanpool services by targeting 

new or expanded services to employment and activity centers that are not currently well 

served by existing vanpools. Target employment centers include the Irvine Spectrum 

area, the Santa Ana Civic Center, the South Coast Metro area, and the Anaheim Canyon 

employment center along the Riverside (SR-91) Freeway. 

The second vanpool strategy would explore the potential for shorter distance vanpools 

that would originate from Metrolink stations in Orange County and provide connections 

to employment centers that are not currently well served by OCTA’s existing Stationlink 

and local bus services. These employment destinations could be directly served by the 

vanpool, reducing travel times from the Metrolink station to the commuter’s ultimate 

destination. These services are beneficial in that the Metrolink commuter rail service can 

fulfill the long-distance portion of the commute and bring together several commuters 

from a larger area than a traditional vanpool. 

Potential opportunity areas for vanpools for the year 2010 and 2035 within Orange 

County are depicted on Figure 53. These opportunity areas have an employment density  
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of 5,000 jobs per square mile or more and could be served by vanpools developed 

through either of the strategies described above. 

Park-and-Ride 

Park-and ride facilities play an important role in increasing commuter access to 

alternative transportation modes. Orange County will continue to explore opportunities to 

increase the number of park-and-rides facilities through coordination with Caltrans, local 

jurisdictions, and private property owners to identify additional suitable park-and-ride 

sites, and will actively pursue resources to fund the construction and/or lease of new 

park-and-ride facilities. 

Bicycle Programs 

Bicycles can be used as the sole mode of transportation or as a complement to bus and 

rail travel. Bicycles can also play an important role in mitigating the growing challenges 

imposed by automobile dependence, including congestion and air pollution. 

Bikeway planning, implementation, and maintenance efforts are recorded in the 

Commuter Bikeways Strategic Plan (CBSP). The CBSP was developed through a 

collaborative process among cities, the County, OCTA, Caltrans, and nonprofit 

organizations and the general public. The resulting CBSP (shown on Figure 54) includes 

a compilation of local bikeway plans proposing the addition of a total of 210 miles of 

Class I bikeways, 480 miles of Class II bikeways, and 95 miles of Class III bikeways. 

The CBSP also identifies regional bikeway priority locations that include transit stations, 

major employment centers, and schools. OCTA encourages implementing agencies to 

give priority to bikeway projects that connect to, or within these locations to improve 

regional connectivity. OCTA also recommends that projects be prioritized based on 

CBSP performance criteria that include safety, ease of implementation, and continuity.  

Pedestrian Programs 

Pedestrian-friendly environments improve the efficiency and connectivity of other modes 

of transportation, such as transit. A safe and attractive walking environment also furthers 

the goals of environmental sustainability by supporting reduced automobile dependence. 

Pedestrian programs and improvements are currently underway in many jurisdictions and 

will continue to be supported in Orange County. 

Other TDM Programs 

Multimodal Transportation Hubs. Multimodal transportation hubs are staffed or 

automated facilities that provide commuters access to multiple transportation modes in 

order to complete all or a portion of their trip. These facilities are typically located 

adjacent to a commuter rail station, park-and-ride or transit center and provide access to  
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bicycle lockers, bicycle rental, and carshare services. In the future, OCTA will explore 

the potential for implementing these types of facilities at Metrolink stations and transit 

centers in Orange County and work to identify potential satellite facilities that would 

supplement and extend the reach and effectiveness of the facilities placed at commuter 

rail stations and transit centers. 

Commuter Financial Incentives. Commuter financial incentives incorporate a wide 

range of strategies and incentives that are intended to encourage alternative commute 

modes. Common incentives include employer-subsidized transit, parking, and rideshare 

benefits offered to commuters who utilize an alternative mode of transportation for a 

majority of their commute trips. A program that has been implemented elsewhere in the 

State offers employers the opportunity to provide their employees with discounted transit 

passes that are deducted pre-tax from employee paychecks, offering tax benefits for both 

the employer and the employee. Orange County employers are encouraged to explore the 

potential viability of this and other commuter incentive programs. 

OC SCS Sustainability Strategy M: 
Continue existing, and explore expansion of, highway pricing measures.

Priced Transportation Network 

Orange County already has a unique resource in its priced transportation network. The 

OC SCS pricing strategy is designed to complete and optimize the scope and capacity of 

the County’s priced transportation network composed of publicly-owned toll and express 

lanes. Priced facilities are an especially important tool for providing intra-county, inter-

county and interregional capacity, while at the same time contributing to sustainability 

and emission reduction goals related to SB 375 and other state and federal mandates. 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 pollutant and greenhouse gas 

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. 
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Existing Priced Network 

As of 2008, the County’s “freeway” system includes over 280 lane-miles of toll roads 

and 40 lane-miles of express lanes. The existing toll road and express lane network in 

Orange County includes the following facilities:  

� State Route 91 (SR 91) Express Lanes  

� Eastern/Foothill Transportation Corridors (SR 261, SR 241, and SR 133)  

� San Joaquin Hills Transportation Corridor (SR 73)  

The Eastern, Foothill, and San Joaquin Hills Transportation Corridors are owned by 

Caltrans and operated by the Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCAs). OCTA owns and 

operates the SR 91 Express Lanes. The Eastern, Foothill, and San Joaquin Transportation 

Corridors are operated with variable tolls that are adjusted based on peak and non-peak 

traffic levels and usage. The pricing for the SR 91 Express Lanes is dynamic, with toll 

rates directly tied to congestion levels in the express lanes and in the adjacent freeway 

lanes. Both toll programs serve as potential models for future pricing strategies that could 

be implemented elsewhere in Orange County and the region. The toll roads and the 

express lanes use the same FasTrak electronic payment system, providing seamless 

consumer convenience and flexibility.  

Future Pricing Facilities and Related Services 

Planned future toll projects in Orange County include the Foothill Transportation 

Corridor South project and the addition of direct toll-to-toll connectors at the State 

Route 91/State Route 241 interchange. When completed, the southern portion of State 

Route 241 would enhance the network by an adding 105 new tolled lane-miles. 

In addition, TCA’s public toll roads can accommodate and facilitate additional future 

intra-county and inter-county express bus services. The Toll Roads access major future 

employment growth concentrations in Irvine, Anaheim, Orange and south Orange 

County, where express bus service may be viable.  

Further, TCA is planning to convert its operations to all-electronic tolling, eliminating 

any potential congestion at toll booths due to cash transactions. This streamlining 

program will result in further GHG emission reduction associated with congestion.  
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OC SCS Sustainability Strategy N: 
Implement near-term (Transportation Improvement Program and 

Measure M2 Capital Action Plan) and long-term (LRTP 2035 Preferred 

Plan) transportation improvements to provide mobility choices and 

sustainable transportation options.

MEASURE M2 CAPITAL ACTION PLAN: YEAR 2020 STRATEGIES 

Following the approval of M2 by Orange County voters in 2006, OCTA prepared the 

Measure M2 Capital Action Plan (CAP), which outlines a 5-year plan to advance the 

implementation of M2 projects through the 2011–2012 fiscal year. The primary 

objectives of the M2 CAP are the following: 

� Objective 1: Complete the first major milestone (conceptual engineering) for 

every M2 freeway project. This ensures that all projects are eligible for matching 

funds and are ready to enter environmental review, design, and construction. 

� Objective 2: Start construction of five major M2 freeway projects on the 

Riverside (SR-91), Orange (SR-57), and Santa Ana (I-5) Freeways. 

� Objective 3: Enable Orange County local agencies to meet eligibility 

requirements for M2 funds, including new pavement management and signal 

synchronization programs. 

� Objective 4: Award up to $165 million to cities and the County for signal 

synchronization and road upgrades. 

� Objective 5: Implement high-frequency Metrolink service within Orange County 

with associated railroad crossing safety and quiet zone improvements completed 

or under construction. Begin project development for at least five major grade 

separation projects. 

� Objective 6: Award up to $200 million in competitive funding for transit projects. 

� Objective 7: Complete development work and allocate funds for transit fare 

discounts and improved services for seniors and persons with disabilities. 

� Objective 8: Complete an agreement between OCTA and resource agencies 

detailing environmental mitigation of freeway improvements and commitments 

for project permitting. Begin allocation of funds for mitigation. 

� Objective 9: Complete program development for road runoff/water quality 

improvements. Begin allocation of funds to water quality projects. 

Major projects completed, currently underway, and planned within a Year 2020 horizon 

under the M2 CAP include the following:  
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� Conceptual engineering for all CAP freeway projects (Figure 55) 

� Start construction for these freeway projects: 

o Orange (SR-57) Freeway: Add northbound lane from Orangethorpe Avenue to 

Lambert Road and from Katella Avenue to Lincoln Avenue 

o Riverside (SR-91) Freeway: Add eastbound lane from Eastern Transportation 

Corridor (SR-241) to the Corona Expressway (SR-71) 

o Riverside (SR-91) Freeway: Lane additions from Costa Mesa (SR-55) 

Freeway to Eastern Transportation Corridor (SR-241) 

o San Diego (I-5) Freeway interchange at Ortega Highway (SR-74)\ 

o Riverside (SR-91) Freeway: Add westbound lane from Santa Ana (I-5) 

Freeway to Orange (SR-57 Freeway)

� Approval of the M2 Local Agency Eligibility Procedures Manual 

� Award of $8 million in funding for traffic signal synchronization along 10 

significant street corridors

� Final design for seven railroad grade separation projects in Fullerton and 

Placentia 

Initiation of rail rolling stock purchases for MSEP

� Initiation of rail grade crossing safety enhancements and quiet zone improvements 

at 51 grade crossings in Orange County 

� Initiation of construction on the Sand Canyon Avenue grade separation project

� Approval of $82.3 million in funds to be used towards the completion of Phase 1 

for ARTIC 

� Ongoing planning and design work for Go Local fixed-guideway and bus/shuttle 

projects 

� Planning for policies related to transit fare discounts for seniors and persons with 

disabilities 

� Initiation of work on the M2 Freeway Environmental Mitigation Program 

� Development of program guidelines for water quality programs is currently 

underway. Implementation of the M2 CAP projects will provide noticeable 

benefits for Orange County residents. The construction projects proposed in the 

CAP will also help the local economy by creating jobs within Orange County. 

LRTP YEAR 2035 PREFERRED PLAN 

OCTA has developed a detailed program of transportation projects and improvements to 

address the transportation needs and challenges through the Year 2035. Specific focus is 

placed on the identification of projects that improve connectivity and mobility throughout 

the County, improvements that provide benefits for person throughput, travel time, and 
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 level of service, and projects that provide for alternative modes of transportation and/or 

help to offset and minimize the environmental impact of transportation sources. The Year 

2035 Preferred Plan represents the financially constrained plan identified in the Orange 

County LRTP. The Orange County LRTP also includes an unconstrained plan that will be 

included as part of the RTP development. 

Transit Projects 

Transit projects contained in the LRTP Year 2035 Preferred Plan range from 

improvements to OCTA bus services, to expansions of Metrolink commuter rail service, 

to the construction of regional transit gateways in Orange County that will improve 

access to a range of transit, including high-speed rail. A brief overview of transit projects 

contained in the Year 2035 Preferred Plan is provided below. A full list of transit projects 

with forecast costs is included in the Year 2035 Preferred Plan is provided in 

Appendix E.

Bus Service 

� Fixed Route Service Expansion: Local bus service expansion, providing both 

capital and operational funding countywide, but primarily in the high-demand 

corridors identified in Figure 49. Service expansion will return bus service to 

2008 levels, which were in place prior to budget and service cuts. 

� Express Bus Service: Intercounty and intracounty express bus service will 

increase. 

� Bus Rapid Transit Projects: 

o Westminster Avenue/Westminster Boulevard/17th Street: 22-mile fixed route 

BRT between Santa Ana and Long Beach. 

o Harbor Boulevard: 19-mile fixed route BRT between Fullerton and Costa 

Mesa. 

o Bristol Street–State College Boulevard: 28-mile fixed BRT from Brea Mall to 

Irvine Transportation Center. 

� Go Local Bus/Shuttle: Locally-developed rail feeder bus services that provide 

connections between Metrolink stations and local destinations.  

� StationLink: StationLink services focus on creating linkages and necessary 

connections to Metrolink stations and employment destinations.  

Go Local Fixed-Guideway 

� The Anaheim Rapid Connection (ARC): The City of Anaheim’s fixed guideway 

project linking the Platinum Triangle/ARTIC and the Anaheim Resort area. 
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� Santa Ana-Garden Grove Fixed Guideway: Santa Ana and Garden Grove fixed 

guideway project proposes a transit service linking the Santa Ana Regional 

Transportation Center to the Santa Ana Civic Center and Garden Grove. 

Rail 

� Regional Gateways Program: The Regional Gateways program enhances key 

Orange County Metrolink stations. 

� Metrolink Service Expansions: Increased Metrolink service to Los Angeles is 

planned by 2035.  

� High Speed Rail: The California High-Speed Rail will connect Anaheim to Los 

Angeles and the Bay Area. 

Other 

� Safe Transit Stops: Promotes safer transit shelters and transit stops 

� Vanpool and Park-and-Ride Program Expansion: Expands rideshare services by 

over 100 percent over existing 2010 levels. 

� Elderly and Disabled Assistance: Expands transit convenience and choices for the 

elderly and disabled populations. 

Freeway Projects 

A brief overview of freeway projects contained in the Year 2035 Preferred Plan is 

provided below. A full list of freeway projects and their costs included in the Year 2035 

Preferred Plan is provided in Appendix E.  

Transportation System Management Projects 

� Interstate 5: On Interstate 5 (I-5), from Avenida Pico to Pacific Coast Highway 

(PCH), add one HOV lane in each direction and improve the Avenida Pico 

Interchange. On the I-5, from SR-55 to SR-57, add one HOV lane in each 

direction. HOV ramp improvements at Barranca Parkway. 

� Interstate 405: From the SR-73 to the San Gabriel River Freeway (I-605), add two 

express lanes each direction, converting existing HOV lanes, and adding one new 

express lane in each direction. 

� State Route 57 Projects: On the Orange (SR-57) Freeway, provide an HOV 

interchange at Cerritos Avenue. Add a southbound deceleration lane at the 

Imperial Highway interchange. Add a northbound truck climbing auxiliary lane 

from Lambert Road to the Los Angeles County line and include a ramp 

improvement at Lambert Road. 

� State Route 73 Projects: Add an HOV lane in each direction from MacArthur to 

the San Diego (I-405) Freeway. Provide an HOV connector at the I-405. 
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� State Route 91 Projects: Add an HOV connector at the Foothill Transportation 

Corridor (SR-241). 

� Freeway TDM/TSM: Freeway TDM/ TSM design, implementation and operation. 

� All—Freeway Service and Patrol Boxes: Maintain the freeway call box program 

and invest in motorist aid.  

General Purpose Improvements 

� Interstate 5: Widen from the Costa Mesa (SR-55) Freeway to the San Diego (I-

405) Freeway and from the Orange (SR-57) Freeway to the Riverside (SR-91) 

Freeway providing a new mixed-flow lane in each direction. From Avery 

Parkway to Alicia Parkway, add one mixed-flow lane in each direction. 

� Interstate 405: Add an auxiliary lane northbound from Jeffrey Road to Culver 

Drive. From SR-73 to the San Gabriel River (I-605) Freeway, add one mixed-

flow lane in each direction. From the Santa Ana (I-5) Freeway to the Costa Mesa 

(SR-55) Freeway, add lanes and improve merging. 

� State Route 55: From I-405 to I-5, add one auxiliary lane and one mixed-flow 

lane in each direction. From I-5 to SR-22, add one mixed-flow lane in each 

direction. 

� State Route 57: On SR-57, widen to provide an additional mixed-flow northbound 

lane from Orangewood Avenue to Katella Avenue. 

� State Route 91: Add a westbound mixed-flow lane from SR-241 to Gypsum 

Canyon Road. Add one auxiliary lane in each direction from Green River Road to 

SR-241 with additional improvements sponsored by Riverside County. Add one 

mixed-flow lane eastbound from the Orange (SR-57) Freeway to the Costa Mesa 

(SR-55) Freeway. 

Interchange Projects 

� Interstate 5: Reconfigure interchanges at Avery Parkway, Avenida Pico, La Paz 

Road, Los Alisos Boulevard, First Street, and Fourth Street. Add an interchange at 

Marguerite Parkway, Alicia Parkway, and Stonehill Drive. Improve access ramps. 

� Interstate 605: Ramp improvements at Katella Avenue. 

� State Route 55: Add interchange at Meats Avenue. 

� State Route 57: Interchange improvements at Lambert Road. 

� State Route 73 Projects: Interchange improvement at Glenwood Drive/Pacific 

Park Drive. 

� State Route 91: Improve interchange at Costa Mesa Freeway (SR-55) and 

Lakeview Avenue. Improve access ramps at Gypsum Canyon. Add interchange 

and overcrossing at Fairmont Boulevard. 
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� State Route 241: Add interchange at Jeffrey Road. 

Street Projects 

Street projects contained in the Year 2035 Preferred Plan include expanding and 

extending arterials, ongoing maintenance, transportation demand management, ITS, and 

signal synchronization. A brief overview of street projects contained in the Year 2035 

Preferred Plan is provided below. A full list of street projects included in the Year 2035 

Preferred Plan is provided in Appendix E along with forecast costs. 

Transportation Demand Management 

� Signal Synchronization Program: Implement traffic signal synchronization over 

750 miles of roadways. 

� Commuter Bikeways Strategic Plan: Implement the Commuter Bikeways 

Strategic Plan (Figure 54, above). Responsibility for implementation lies with 

local jurisdictions. 

Capacity & Maintenance 

� Local Fare Share Program: Local fair share program funded by M2 is allocated to 

cities proportionally countywide 

� Regional Capacity Program: Add over 800 miles of new capacity on the MPAH 

network. These projects build on previous efforts from the Original Measure M to 

complete the MPAH. Figure 56 shows the number of roadway lanes by segment 

to complete the current MPAH plan. Responsibility for implementation lies with 

local jurisdictions. 

� Arterial Overpasses: Add an overpass over the Costa Mesa (SR-55) Freeway at 

Alton Parkway.  

Achievements of the Transportation Strategies 

The Year 2035 Preferred Plan makes investments in Orange County’s transportation 

network using available funding over the next 25 years. The Preferred Plan of projects 

includes the implementation of the projects and programs contained in the M2 program, 

as well as numerous other transit, freeway, street, and travel demand management 

projects located throughout Orange County. 

Expand Transportation System Choices 

The Year 2035 Preferred Plan would result in substantial expansion of options across 

transportation modes including transit, driving, bicycling, walking, and ridesharing. On 

the transit side, approximately 400,000 additional bus service hours (restoring service to 

2008 levels) would be added to the system, including Go Local projects. Metrolink 
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service would be expanding, resulting in up to 30-minute headways between Laguna 

Niguel and Los Angeles.  

Connectivity and access to the freeway system would also be improved. The 

implementation of the continuous access HOV lanes through nearly all of Orange County 

will improve access to these facilities and smooth traffic flow. The addition of freeway 

lane miles and targeted interchange improvements help to increase capacity and access to 

the freeway system from nearby roadways. 

The completion of the MPAH Regional Capacity Plan will expand access to arterial 

roadways throughout Orange County. The Year 2035 Preferred Plan expands access to 

alternative transportation modes, including vanpool and rideshare services, bicycle 

facilities, and other transportation demand management strategies. 

Improve Transportation System Performance 

The performance of the transportation system with the implementation of the projects 

outlined in the Year 2035 Preferred Plan has been measured in the OC LRTP. Table F, 

below, summarizes the level of improvement over the Year 2035 Baseline condition in 

several transportation performance metrics with the implementation of the projects 

contained in the Year 2035 Preferred Plan. 

As Table F and Figure 57 show, the Year 2035 Preferred Plan is forecast to help reduce 

travel delays and improve travel speeds on freeways and streets throughout Orange 

County. The projects are also forecast to contribute an increase in transit ridership over 

the Year 2035 Baseline condition.  

The projects contained in this plan also reduce traffic congestion. Severely congested 

segments of Orange County’s freeway network, defined as segments operating above 

capacity (LOS F), are forecast to be reduced by 35 percent compared to the Year 2035 

Baseline. Similarly, a 40 percent decrease is forecast to occur in the number of roadway 

segments that are severely congested under the Baseline 2035 scenario. 

Table F: Preferred Scenario Performance Analysis (Compared to 2035 Baseline) 

Performance Measure 2035 Baseline 2035 Preferred Plan

Daily vehicle hours traveled 3.4 million Reduced by 24%

Daily hours of delay due to congestion 1.5 million Reduced by 56%

Average peak period freeway speed (AM) 29 miles per hour Increased by 22%

Average peak period HOV speed (AM) 35 miles per hour Increased by 24%

Average peak period roadway speed (AM) 13 miles per hour Increased by 82%

Daily transit trips 144,000 Increased by 11%

Note: Forecasts prepared by the California High-Speed Rail Authority project an additional 10% 

increase in transit ridership in Orange County with the Phase I High-Speed Rail project. 0              2.5              5
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Ensure Sustainability 

The Year 2035 Preferred Plan is forecast to invest over $39.4 billion in transportation 

improvements over the next 25 years. This investment is allocated in a fiscally sound and 

responsible manner, timing project implementation to available financial resources. The 

Plan also includes substantial investments in system maintenance and operations to help 

ensure that capital investments are maintained and operated at a consistent level for each 

project’s life-cycle. 

The environmental and water quality protection programs called for in M2 would be 

implemented through the Year 2035 Preferred Plan. These measures are designed to help 

reduce the amount of contaminated water runoff generated on freeways and streets, and 

to help create and preserve critical habitat in a coordinated fashion, increasing the benefit 

of these protections. A potential co-benefit of the preservation of these open space lands 

is the intensification, redevelopment, and infill of existing built environments. 

The Preferred Plan includes improvements to transit service and transportation demand 

management measures. These investments are intended to help address future transit 

demand and reduce single-occupant vehicle trips to help the performance of the 

transportation system. 

OC SCS Sustainability Strategy O: 
Acknowledge current sustainability strategies practiced by Orange 

County jurisdictions and continue to implement strategies that will 

result in or support the reduction of GHG emissions.

In the OC SCS, a sustainability strategy is a project or policy that will result in or support 

the reduction of GHG emissions. For the SCS, an aggregated list of 222 sustainability 

strategies was created from lists produced by SCAG, CARB, and Orange County 

agencies. All strategies identified are measures that jurisdictions, agencies, and 

stakeholders have employed or may employ, and implementation of proposed projects or 

policies is at their discretion. The resulting list covers a wide range of projects and 

activities that fall generally within the following categories: 

� Alternate Fuel 

� Alternate Modes of Transportation

� Alternate Work (telecommuting/flexible work schedules) 

� Bicycling 

� Co-location of Facilities 
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� Freight/Goods Movement 

� Land Use Policies 

� Parking 

� Pricing 

� Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 

� Transportation Infrastructure Investments  

� Transportation System Management (TSM) 

� Walking 

� Other—activities that don’t fit cleanly within one of the above

As part of the development process of the OC SCS, all jurisdictions within the County, as 

well as transportation agencies, stakeholders, and the public, were invited to identify 

sustainability strategies actively being used, as well as strategies planned for 

implementation during the SCS growth period from 2008 to 2035. Figure 58 depicts 14 

categories of sustainability strategies and the number of Orange County agencies with 

projects or policies in those areas as of March 2011—a sort of “snapshot in time” of 

GHG-reducing activities in Orange County.  

The list of sustainability strategies should be considered a sampling of measures available to 

reduce GHG emissions, and not a comprehensive or mandatory list of measures to be applied in 

any given situation. Some of these policies may be applicable in a general plan or at a regional 

scale, while others are applicable only to transportation agencies and projects. Still others may be 

applicable only at a development project level. Others are applicable only to transportation 

agencies and projects. Still others may be applicable only at a development project level. 

As such, the list of sustainability strategies should be considered a sampling of measures 

available to reduce GHG emissions, and not a comprehensive or mandatory list of 

measures to be applied in any given situation. 

Transportation Infrastructure Investment and Transportation System Management

Transportation Infrastructure Investment and Transportation System Management are two 

of the most common strategies in Orange County. Transportation infrastructure 

investments are capital expenditures to improve the utility of the transportation system 

for all users and include strategies such as implementation of smart streets, improving 

links between travel modes, and providing enhanced bus stops. These are projects 

identified in addition to conventional municipal Capital Improvement Projects.  

Transportation System Management seeks to enhance the performance of transportation 

infrastructure through better management and operation of the system. These investments 

demonstrate a commitment by agencies to maximize the utility and efficiency of 

infrastructure. Examples include traffic signal synchronization, bus fleet management and 



270     Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategies

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

Walk

Transportation System Management

Transportation Infrastructure Investments

Transportation Demand Management

Pricing

Parking

Other

Open Space

Land Use Policies

Freight/Goods Movement

Facilities

Bike

Alternate Modes

Alternate Fuel

Total Agencies with Projects

Completed Project Ongoing Project Future Project General Plan Policy

Orange County Sustainable Communities Strategy

119

Figure 58 Orange County

Sustainability Strategies Participation

120

signal priority, freeway information dissemination, ramp control, improvement of 

circulation efficiency through information (i.e. signage), and improvements to reduce or 

eliminate bottlenecks. Most jurisdictions also have land use policies designed to 

encourage residential and commercial development near existing transportation 

infrastructure.  

Transportation infrastructure investments are ongoing with at least 26 agencies and 

Transportation System Management projects are ongoing with at least 23 agencies. 

Twenty-four agencies report future transportation infrastructure investments, and 20 

agencies report future Transportation System Management projects. These include 

agencies that serve the County as a whole and some of these projects will be 

implemented countywide. Twenty-four cities have General Plan policies supporting land 

use related sustainability strategies. Within the 34 categories of land use strategies, 

Orange County cities report a total of 251 ongoing projects and 217 future actions. 

Encouraging placement of land uses near transit assets and investing in the utility of the 

transportation system will affect the mobility choices for residents of Orange County and 

will reduce vehicle miles traveled. 

Orange County agencies are also active in improving bicycle facilities and the pedestrian 

environment. At least 20 agencies have ongoing projects to improve the bicycle 

transportation system or otherwise encourage commuting by bicycle. Eighteen agencies 

report that future projects are planned. Projects to improve the pedestrian experience are 

ongoing with at least 25 agencies, and 20 agencies report future planned projects. In 

addition to directly affecting the non-motorized environment, Orange County agencies 

also seek to encourage the use of alternate modes of transportation through policies such 

as encouraging large businesses to develop alternative transportation plans and providing 

for employer incentives. Improved facilities and experiences for non-motorized users 

coupled with incentives to seek alternatives to commuting by automobile create the 

potential to affect residents’ mobility choices and reduce GHG emissions.

Alternative Fuels/Vehicles  

Alternative fuels and Vehicles are emerging strategies being considered and implemented 

by jurisdictions and institutions in Orange County. Currently, the city of Newport Beach 

has constructed electric vehicle fuel stations for city vehicles and general public use. 

Plans for new neighborhoods in unincorporated areas of south Orange County include 

provision of neighborhood electric vehicles (NEVs) for short trip purposes. The Brea 

Lofts project, completed in 2008, included the provision of NEVs for each dwelling unit. 

Major educational institutions such as UC Irvine have developed a full menu of 

alternative fuel and vehicle strategies for on-campus and local mobility needs.
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A complete listing of sustainability strategies submitted by jurisdictions, agencies, 

stakeholders and the public is included as Appendix F. The sustainability strategies are 

compiled as completed projects, ongoing projects, future projects, and General Plan 

policies. Each of these strategies results in outcomes that affect the planning of land use 

and mobility in Orange County by supporting regional objectives to reduce GHG. These 

sustainability strategies are offered for inclusion in the overall regional SCS as evidence 

of real measures resulting in integrated planning and reduced GHG in Orange County and 

throughout the SCAG region. 

SPECIFIC EXAMPLES OF ORANGE COUNTY SUSTAINABILITY 

STRATEGIES 

To highlight the comprehensive nature of sustainability strategies and their geographic 

distribution throughout the County, several examples of measures being implemented by 

Orange County jurisdictions follow. In addition to government agencies, the Orange 

County community is supported by many interests and organizations. Groups specializing 

in health care delivery, education, the environment, social justice, and affordable housing 

all have a role in the future of Orange County. These agencies engage in projects and 

implement plans that have direct and collateral benefits to mobility and the reduction of 

GHG emissions. A brief description of a small sample of these programs and plans also 

follows.

IMPACTS OF ORANGE COUNTY SCS SUSTAINABILITY STRATEGIES 

What do we know about the potential impact of the different OC SCS strategies on 

potential GHG reductions? The California Air Resources Board (CARB) hired 

researchers from the University of California (Irvine and Davis campuses) to summarize 

the evidence on how different transportation and land use strategies could reduce 

greenhouse gas emissions.1

Summarizing the CARB Policy Briefs 

In 2010, the CARB contracted with UC Irvine and UC Davis to develop 15 policy briefs 

which summarize the academic literature on land use and transportation policies that can 

reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The policy 

                                                     
1
  See http://arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/policies/policies.htm. 
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briefs focused on the magnitude of impact, quantifying how GHG would change based on 

a specific policy.  

The information on impact should be combined with local knowledge about the cost of 

and support for implementing specific policies. It is possible that a relatively low impact 

policy might be implemented broadly, while a high impact policy might be either 

expensive or politically difficult to implement. Consequently, one should not conclude 

that low impact policies or strategies are necessarily unattractive tools.  

Appendix G provides a summary of the CARB briefs. These briefs each contain a 

discussion of GHG emissions in the context of the evidence summarized in each brief, 

and readers are referred there for more information: 

http://arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/policies/policies.htm. 

Grouping CARB Policies by Impact 

Based on the CARB evidence, policies to reduce GHG emissions were assessed and 

grouped into impact categories as shown below.2

� High Impact: Policies that have a 0.1% or larger impact on VMT, driving, or 

driving emissions for a 1% policy implementation 

� High-Medium Impact: Policies that have a 0.05 to 0.1% impact on VMT, 

driving, or driving emissions for a 1% policy implementation 

� Low-Medium Impact: Policies that have a 0.01 to 0.05% impact on VMT, 

driving, or driving emissions for a 1% policy implementation 

� Low Impact: Policies that have less than a 0.01% impact on VMT, driving, or 

driving emissions for a 1% policy implementation 

� No Impact: Polices that can be expected to have no impact on VMT. 

Linking OC SCS Sustainability Strategies to the CARB Evidence 

Each OC SCS strategy is related to a corresponding CARB strategy. For most cases, clear 

matches and correspondence between the CARB strategies and those in the OC SCS 

exist, but the language and description of the strategies sometimes differs slightly. The 

evidence summarized for the CARB was drawn from the academic literature, while the 

OC SCS strategies are based on a public input process and consultation with jurisdictions 

                                                     
2

 The evidence reviewed for CARB largely focused on VMT. SB 375 targets GHG reduction. To group policies by 

impact, it was often necessary to use VMT reduction as a proxy for GHG reduction, which abstracts from 

questions of vehicle fleet composition, vehicle fuel efficiency, and the carbon content of fuels. For a more 

complete discussion of the relationship between each policy and GHG reduction, see the CARB policy briefs at 

http://arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/policies/policies.htm
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within Orange County. For that reason, the OC SCS strategies are typically phrased in 

ways that link more directly to local land use plans and policies while the evidence from 

the CARB is often phrased in the more abstract mode of the scholarly literature. Yet a 

crosswalk between the two nomenclatures was easy to develop. 

Having developed such a crosswalk between the category descriptions from the CARB 

and the OC SCS, the OC SCS strategies are then ranked as high, high-medium, low-

medium, and low impact. One strategy is ranked as “no impact” based on the academic 

literature. 

Table G: CARB Policies and OC SCS Strategies, Grouped by Impact Category 

Policy

Impact 

Category Corresponding OC SCS Strategy or Strategies

Road Pricing High
Toll road options, highway pricing measures.

(Sustainability Strategy M)

Parking Pricing High
Parking, Pricing 

(Sustainability Strategy O)

Regional Accessibility to 

Employment
High

Support infill housing development and 

redevelopment, and increase regional accessibility.

(Sustainability Strategies B and D)

Jobs-Housing Balance High
Improve jobs-housing ratio.

(Sustainability Strategy E)

Neighborhood Design 

(combination of density, mixed 

land use, and street network 

connectivity)

High

Support transit-oriented development, support infill 

housing development, support mixed use 

development (Sustainability Strategies A, B, C and 

G)

Telecommuting High

Alternate Work: telecommuting/flexible work 

schedules

(Sustainability Strategy O)

Reductions in Distance to Transit High-Medium

Improve transit service, frequency, convenience, 

and choices.

(Sustainability Strategy K)

Reductions in Transit Fare High-Medium

Improve transit service, frequency, convenience, 

and choices.

(Sustainability Strategy K)

Increases in Transit Service 

Hours or Service Miles
High-Medium

Improve transit service, frequency, convenience, 

and choices.

(Sustainability Strategy K)

Increases in Transit Service 

Frequency
High-Medium

Improve transit service, frequency, convenience, 

and choices.

(Sustainability Strategy K)

Employer-Based Trip Reduction 

(implemented at a workplace)
High-Medium

Transportation Demand Management 

(Sustainability Strategy L)

Traffic Incident Clearance 

Programs
High-Medium

Transportation System Management 

(Sustainability Strategy J)

Pedestrian Strategies Low-Medium

Promote land use patterns that encourage the use of 

alternatives to single-occupant automobile use; 

Transportation Demand Management

(Sustainability Strategy F and L)
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Policy

Impact 

Category Corresponding OC SCS Strategy or Strategies

Bicycle Strategies Low

Promote land use patterns that encourage the use of 

alternatives to single-occupant automobile use; 

Transportation Demand Management

(Sustainability Strategy F and L)

Increases in (Unpriced) Freeway 

Lane Miles 
No Impact 

Implement the Transportation Improvement 

Program and Measure M2

(if unpriced and if does not include HOV or express 

lane options)

(Sustainability Strategy N)

Some strategies were not assessed for impact because they are not tied directly to 

available CARB research described above or are broadly categorized (some but not all of 

their elements are included in the categories above.) These include: support retention 

and/or development of affordable housing (G); support natural land restoration and 

conservation and/or protection offering significant carbon mitigation potential via both 

sequestration and avoidance of increased emissions due to land conversion (H); 

implement near-term (Transportation Improvement Programs and Measure M2 Capital 

Action Plan) and long-term (LRTP 2035 Preferred Plan) transportation improvements to 

provide mobility choices and sustainable transportation options (N); and acknowledge 

current sustainability strategies practiced by Orange County jurisdictions and continue to 

implement strategies that will result in or support the reduction of GHG emissions (O). 
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Anaheim Platinum Triangle 

Project Location City of Anaheim

Sustainability Strategy Category Land Use Policies: 

� Horizontal or vertical mixed-use

� Increasing housing densities within/adjacent 

to employment areas

� Increasing residential/commercial density near 

transit

� Integrate affordable and market rate housing

� Local housing for local workforce

� Making developments transit ready

� New housing and jobs within 1/2 mile of 

existing/planned transit stations

Alternate Modes: 

� Increase bike/walk trips with improved streets 

and facilities

Project Description Anaheim’s Platinum Triangle features 

high-density housing, millions of square feet of 

new development opportunities for office and 

commercial, two national sports teams, an 

exciting array of dining and entertainment, plus 

immediate access to and from the rest of 

Southern California from three freeways and a 

major transit center. The project includes both 

vertical and horizontal mixed-use in an infill 

environment.

Emissions Reductions Benefits The Platinum Triangle provides pedestrian- and

transit-friendly environments both internally and 

through linkages to regional trails and bikeways, 

an employment and entertainment destination 

that encourages transit use to the area, and new 

energy and water efficient buildings and 

residences, all of which contribute to a greener 

future.

Project Status Project is approved, and construction has begun.
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Irvine Business Complex and Vision Plan 

Project Location City of Irvine

Sustainability Strategy Category Land Use Policies:

� Horizontal or vertical mixed-use

� Increasing housing densities within/adjacent to 

employment areas

� Increasing residential/commercial density near transit

� Integrate affordable and market rate housing

� Local housing for local workforce

� Making developments transit ready

� New housing and jobs within ½ mile of 

existing/planned transit stations or stops

Alternate Modes:

� Increase bike/walk trips with improved streets and 

facilities

Transit Infrastructure

� Enhanced bus stops

� Improve transit options – including the i shuttle

� Targeted infrastructure growth

Project Description The 2,800-acre Irvine Business Complex (IBC) is a 

unique part of the City of Irvine. Dating from the 1970s, 

the IBC was developed solely as a commercial and 

industrial center serving Southern California as a regional 

economic and employment base, including hotel, 

restaurant, commercial, retail, industrial, and office uses. 

Over time, the IBC began its transition from a suburban 

mixed-use commercial and industrial center to a more 

urban regional mixed-use center. In early 2004, the 

number of applications for residential units within the 

IBC increased dramatically. The City of Irvine identified 

the opportunity for a mixed-use community with a 

coordinated urban design framework within the IBC 

while ensuring the continued economic viability of 

existing and future businesses. 

The IBC Vision Plan aims to develop a comprehensive 

strategy and guiding urban design framework for future 

IBC development. The Vision Plan and Irvine Business 

Complex Residential Mixed-Use Overlay Zone call for 

creating sustainable urban neighborhoods within a 

framework of new streets and open spaces, a newer 

approach than has traditionally been considered in other 

residential areas of Irvine. The Vision Plan reflects a 

long-term view of the IBC as a mixed-use community 

and reflects the best planning techniques available to 

assist in the evolution of the IBC. In order to achieve a 
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balanced urban environment, the IBC needs walkable 

neighborhoods where people can work, live, and play; 

feeling part of an evolving and vibrant cosmopolitan city. 

This requires a mix of uses and places that are activated 

both day and night, drawing together diverse community 

segments.

The IBC is served by a system of public transportation 

bus routes. The Tustin Metrolink train station is 1.5 miles

north of the IBC. In 2008, the iShuttle, operated by the 

City of Irvine and designed for the IBC community, went 

into service. The shuttle allows residents and employees 

an alternative way to commute to jobs and other 

destinations throughout the IBC.

Emissions Reductions Benefits The IBC Vision Plan will provide enhanced pedestrian-

and transit-friendly environments both internally and 

through linkages to the City’s extensive trails and 

bikeways system. Providing public transportation options 

such as the i shuttle encourages transit use in the area and 

increases the use of alternate modes, which contribute to 

a greener future.

Project Status IBC Vision Plan is approved and individual projects are 

under construction.
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Tustin Legacy 

Project Location City of Tustin

Sustainability Strategy Category Land Use Policies: 

� Develop “complete communities”

� Horizontal or vertical mixed-use

� Increase housing densities within/adjacent to 

employment areas

� Improve accessibility of housing to transit

� Locate major regional activity centers near 

existing development 

� Increase residential/commercial density near 

transit

� Integrate affordable and market rate housing

� Local housing for local workforce

� Locate schools in neighborhoods with student 

populations

� Make developments transit ready

� New housing and jobs within 1/2 mile of 

existing/planned transit stations

Alternate Modes: 

� Arterial Improvements

� Construct Regional Bikeways

� Facilitate Increased Biking Opportunities

� Improve Pedestrian Environment (E.G., 

Beautification, Access, Safety)

� Improving Bicycle Infrastructure And Facilities 

(Lockers, Racks, Valets, Safe Bike Parking, 

Subsidies)

� Improving Pedestrian Infrastructure And Facilities 

E.G. Pedestrian Bridge

� Increase Bike/Walk Trips With Improved Streets 

And Facilities

� Sidewalk Construction

� Trail Improvement Project

� Upgrade Bike Transportation System

Project Description Tustin Legacy is being developed on the site of the 

nearly 1600-acre former Marine Corps Air Station 

(MCAS) Tustin. To date, construction of the 

following has been completed at Tustin Legacy:

� 1,680+ homes

� “The District" Regional Shopping Center

� Various educational institutions

� Social services facilities

� Neighborhood parks

� Major roadways and related infrastructure
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Project Location City of Tustin

Future development calls for an additional 2,100 

residences, 6-7 million square feet of non-residential 

space (office, retail, restaurant, entertainment, 

research and development), educational facilities, 

new roadways including a major arterial connection,

infrastructure and significant parkland and open 

spaces. One component will be a vibrant “Urban 

Community Core,” a pedestrian-oriented, mixed-use 

district integrating a variety of uses and activities 

including retail, restaurant and entertainment uses, 

hotels, for-sale and apartment homes, and offices. 

Emissions Reductions Benefits Tustin Legacy is a complete community that provides 

pedestrian and transit friendly environments both 

internally and through linkages to the Tustin 

Metrolink Station and regional trails and bikeways. 

Linking land uses and trip purposes reduces overall 

vehicle miles traveled. 

Project Status Project is approved and under construction.
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Santa Ana Transit Zoning Code 

Project Location City of Santa Ana

Sustainability Strategy Category Land Use Policies: 

� Horizontal or vertical mixed-use 

� Increasing housing densities within/adjacent to 

employment areas

� Increasing residential/commercial density near transit

� Integrate affordable and market rate housing

� Local housing for local workforce

� Making developments transit-ready

� New housing and jobs within 1/2 mile of 

existing/planned transit stations

Alternate Modes: 

� Increase bike/walk trips with improved streets and 

facilities

Transit Infrastructure:

� Enhanced bus stops, improved transit facilities, 

targeted infrastructure growth

Project Description The Transit Zoning Code (TZC) is a visionary new land 

use tool to create a healthier, more livable and more 

sustainable community. The cornerstone of this policy 

document is the interconnectedness of zoning and 

development standards with the creation of walkable 

communities, which in turn supports the successful 

creation of new transit opportunities. The 400-acre project 

area allows for both vertical and horizontal mixed-use in 

an infill environment. Density /intensity range from 5 to 

90 dwelling units per acre, and 0.5 to 5.0 floor area ratio. 

Buildout potential includes 4,075 new housing units and 

260,000 SF of commercial development opportunities.

Emissions Reductions Benefits The TZC provides the framework for new housing and 

mixed-use development in a pedestrian and transit friendly 

environment. The Transit Zoning Code area is in close 

proximity to Metro East and Downtown/Civic Center 

employment hubs; as well as the Santa Ana Regional 

Transportation Center (SARTC) and proposed fixed 

guideway. Linking complementary land uses with non-

motorized and transit travel options reduces overall 

vehicle miles traveled. . . . Concentration of pedestrian 

friendly, higher intensity development near transit 

opportunities promotes use of cleaner alternate modes of 

travel. 

Project Status The Transit Zoning Code was approved in June 2010. 

Development proposals are under review for over 140 

infill residential units. 
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Beach and Edinger Corridors Specific Plan 

Project Location City of Huntington Beach

Sustainability Strategy Category Land Use Policies: 

� Horizontal or Vertical Mixed-use

� Increasing Housing Densities 

within/Adjacent to Employment Areas

� Increasing Residential/Commercial Density 

Near Transit

� Integrate Affordable and Market Rate 

Housing

� New Housing and Jobs within 1/2 Mile of 

Existing/Planned Transit Stations

Alternate Modes: 

� Increase Bike/Walk Trips with Improved 

Streets and Facilities

Transit Infrastructure:

� Targeted Infrastructure Growth

Project Description The Beach and Edinger Corridors Specific Plan 

(BECSP) encompasses 459 acres along the 

City’s two major commercial arteries, one a 

State highway and the other close to the OCTA 

bus transit station. Both are well-served by bus 

transit. The BECSP encourages mixed-use 

development with a focus on improving the 

pedestrian experience. This is achieved by not 

having a maximum density cap or floor area 

ratios, and by requiring public open space and 

private and public improvements that benefit 

the pedestrian in all projects. The BECSP 

requires that all required affordable housing be 

located within the Plan area.

Emissions Reductions Benefits The BECSP fosters emission reductions by 

allowing for over half of the City’s anticipated 

growth within the Plan area, an area well served 

by existing infrastructure and bus transit, and 

traversed by an existing rail line that may be 

used for passenger service in the future. The 

BECSP standards compel efficient land 

development, allow for reduced parking

standards, and require sustainable building 

practices in all new development.

Project Status The BECSP was approved March 2010. Two 

significant mixed-use projects have been 

approved and two are in the environmental 

review stage.
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Laguna Niguel Gateway Specific Plan 

Project Location City of Laguna Niguel

Sustainability Strategy Category Land Use Policies: 

� Horizontal or vertical mixed-use opportunities

� High density housing opportunities within/adjacent 

to employment areas

� High density residential/commercial density near 

transit station

� New housing and jobs within ½ mile of existing 

transit station

� Housing densities to accommodate both affordable 

and market rate housing

Alternate Modes: 

Increase bike/pedestrian trips with improved bike lane, 

sidewalk, and trail connectivity throughout Gateway 

area and to regional systems

Transit Infrastructure:

Improved transit facilities, including expanded station 

operations and enhanced bus stops

Project Description Laguna Niguel’s Gateway area features high-density 

housing with as many as 2,994 dwelling units, 

development opportunities for as much as 2.1 million 

square feet of office, retail, restaurant or entertainment 

uses, hotel development opportunities for as many as 

350 rooms, opportunities for both vertical and 

horizontal mixed-use in an infill environment, 

immediate access to and from the rest of Orange 

County from both the I-5 and 73 freeways, and a transit 

station that is the southern terminus of the region’s 

double track system.

Emissions Reductions Benefits The Gateway Area provides pedestrian- and

transit-friendly environments both internally and 

through linkages to regional trail and bikeway systems; 

an employment, shopping, and entertainment 

destination that encourages multi-purpose trips to the 

area; increased transportation choices increases use of 

alternate modes, all of which contribute to fewer 

vehicle-miles traveled and to related emissions 

reductions.

Project Status City Council approval of the Specific Plan Project is 

anticipated in July 2011.
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Laguna Hills Urban Village Specific Plan 

Project Location City of Laguna Hills

Sustainability 

Strategy Category

Land Use Policies: 

� Horizontal or vertical mixed-use

� Increasing housing densities within/adjacent to employment areas

� Increasing residential/commercial density near transit

� Integrate affordable and market rate housing

� Local housing for local workforce

� Making developments transit ready

� New housing and jobs within 1/2 mile of existing/planned transit stations

Alternate Modes: 

� Increase Bike/Walk Trips With Improved Streets And Facilities

Project Description The Laguna Hills Urban Village Specific Plan regulates a 240-acre area in the 

City for the purpose of developing a community core in which a variety of 

public, regional commercial, recreational, and high density residential uses 

work in concert to create an urban village. The Laguna Hills Transportation 

Center is located within this area, which is served by transit. The plan allows 

for both vertical and horizontal mixed-use in an infill environment.

Emissions Reductions 

Benefits

The Urban Village Specific Plan provides the framework for new housing and 

mixed-use development in a pedestrian- and transit-friendly environment. The 

Laguna Hills Transportation Center is located within this area. Linking 

complementary land uses with non-motorized and transit travel options 

reduces overall vehicle miles traveled. Concentration of pedestrian-friendly, 

higher-intensity development near transit opportunities promotes use of 

cleaner alternate modes of travel.

Project Status The Urban Village Specific Plan was adopted in November 2002 and updated 

in April 2011. The City is actively working with surrounding owners in the 

area to encourage redevelopment and new infill development.
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Transportation Corridor Agencies Habitat Preservation and Restoration Projects 

Project Location
SR 73 Toll Road and SR 241 Toll Road, City 

of Newport Beach and Orange County

Sustainability Strategy Category Open Space: 

Preservation of Habitat

Project Description Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA) have 

set aside 2,200 acres of permanently protected 

open space.

Cactus Wren Habitat Linkage and 

Restoration

In partnership, the Nature Reserve of Orange 

County (NROC), the University of California, 

Irvine (UCI), and the TCA were awarded a 

grant in 2010 to enhance and restore habitat for 

the cactus wren, a small bird declining in the 

region.

The project includes planting cactus in a habitat 

corridor used by the federally threatened 

California gnatcatcher bird along the wildlife 

linkage area that parallels the 73 Toll Road 

from Upper Newport Bay south through Bonita 

Channel to Coyote Canyon. Within four 

months of transplanting the cactus, a new 

cactus wren pair was observed using the newly 

transplanted habitat. 

Bonita Creek Mitigation Site

The Bonita Creek Mitigation Site is one of 15 

locations comprising 2,200 acres in Orange 

County that TCA conserved to compensate for 

the effects of constructing the Toll Roads.

The approximately 40-acre wetland and coastal 

sage scrub site is the main wildlife link from 

Upper Newport Bay to the San Joaquin Hills 

and was restored in association with 

construction of the SR 73 Toll Road. The 

project consisted of restoring a creek from a 

narrow rip-rap lined ditch to thriving wetland 

and coastal sage scrub community. Coyote and 

mountain lion have been recorded using the 

site.

Live Oak Preservation Area

In 2005 TCA acquired the Live Oak 

136

Project Location
SR 73 Toll Road and SR 241 Toll Road, City 

of Newport Beach and Orange County

Preservation Area, a 23.2-acre site that sits east 

of the SR 241 Toll Road at El Toro Road and 

Live Oak Canyon. The site serves as an 

important buffer to a national forest and 

provides habitat for a number of sensitive 

animal species declining in the region. The site 

also contains valuable oak woodlands and 

coastal sage scrub habitat for the California 

gnatcatcher Riverside fairy shrimp. Protecting 

the land as open space helps preserve natural 

wildlife movement corridors in the area.

Upper Chiquita Canyon

In 1996, TCA placed a conservation easement 

over a 1,182 acre area, known as Upper 

Chiquita Canyon. The conservation area was 

originally planned for development as a golf 

course and residential area. Upper Chiquita 

provides habitat to the federally threatened 

California gnatcatcher, as well as the coastal 

cactus wren and numerous other plants and 

wildlife. The site serves as an important buffer 

to regional parks and open space preserves to 

the south. The TCA has been actively 

managing the site since 1996 and increasing its 

habitat values. Protecting the land as open 

space helps preserve natural wildlife movement 

corridors in the area.

Emissions Reductions Benefits Carbon sequestration

Project Status Completed
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Anaheim Resort Transit 

Project Location City of Anaheim

Sustainability Strategy Category Alternate Modes:  

� Convert transit buses to alternative fuels 

� Provide local shuttles 

Transit Infrastructure:

� Improve transit service 

� Intercity bus transit 

Project Description The Anaheim Resort Transit (ART) is the 

transportation system for the residents, employees and 

guests of the City of Anaheim and the greater Anaheim 

Resort area, including the cities of Anaheim, Garden 

Grove and Orange. ART's frequent service with 

seventeen interchangable routes allow for easy access 

and convenient connections.  

The ART runs on alternative fuel which is a clean, 

comfortable, safe and easy way to access access 

Disneyland™, Disney California Adventure™, 

Downtown Disney®, the Anaheim Convention Center, 

restaurant and shops around The Anaheim Resort™ 

area. All buses are accessible to persons with 

disabilities.

A unique, stable funding source was established and 

implemented to provide resources for 17 transit routes 

in a highly congested area.

Emissions Reductions Benefits Combined resources have reduced the need for 

increased taxi service and individual shuttles formerly 

operated by the lodging establishments.

Project Status Project is operating successfully and service levels 

have not been reduced due to economic conditions.
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Beach Boulevard Signal Synchronization 

Project Location

Project spans the cities of Anaheim, Buena Park, 

Fullerton, Huntington Beach, La Habra, Stanton 

and Westminster.

Sustainability Strategy Category TSM:

Implement Traffic Signal Coordination

Project Description A study conducted to evaluate the benefits of traffic 

synchronization along Beach Boulevard 

(SR-39) resulted in the following improvements:

� Travel times improved between 10 percent and 16 

percent

� Reduced number of stops between 20 percent and 

38 percent

� Increased average speeds between 11 percent and 

19 percent

The project synchronized more than 70 intersections 

along Beach Boulevard.

Emissions Reductions Benefits Traffic light synchronization allows a series of lights 

along a street to turn green as traffic approaches 

during peak traffic hours. The resulting outcome is 

reduced congestion.

Daily traffic along Beach Boulevard near Warner 

Avenue and the San Diego Freeway (I-405) ranges 

between 17,000 and 84,000 vehicles. Traffic engineers 

estimate that during a three-year period the traffic 

light synchronization along this area will save 

commuters approximately 2.2 million gallons of fuel. 

Project Status Completed
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FasTrak Tolling/Interoperability Technology 

Project Location SR 73, 241, 133 and 261 Toll Roads, Orange County

Sustainability Strategy 

Category

TSM: 

Implement effective pricing. 

Project Description TCA developed and licenses FasTrak, the technology that 

enables interoperability on all priced facilities in the region 

and the state. For example, all priced facilities in Orange 

and San Diego Counties currently use the FasTrak 

transponder technology, making the system flow more 

smoothly with less congestion-related GHG emissions. This 

technology also provides interoperability on tolled facilities 

statewide; OCTA’s 91 Express Lanes as well as priced lanes 

in San Diego County and in the Bay Area also employ

FasTrak. 

Emissions Reductions 

Benefits

FasTrak is essential to uncongested operation of a broader 

regional priced transportation network in the future. 

Project Status Electronic tolling via the FasTrak technology is available on 

460 lane miles of SR 241, SR 261, SR 133, SR 73 and SR 

91.

FasTrak will expand to 105 lane miles of SR241 when the 

facility is completed to the Orange/San Diego County line. 
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Robinson Ranch Road Traffic Calming Project 

Project Location City of Rancho Santa Margarita

Sustainability Strategy Category Transportation Infrastructure Investments:

� Traffic calming measures 

� Develop traffic calming systems 

Project Description The traffic calming project will construct four 

curb extensions along the north side of Robinson 

Rancho Road between Briarwood Lane and 

Morningside Drive, thereby reducing downhill 

vehicle speeds, and creating added protection for 

pedestrian crossings at the intersections. 

In addition, the curb extensions will improve 

sight distance for motorists exiting residential 

neighborhoods adjacent to Robinson Ranch 

Road.

Emissions Reductions Benefits Traffic calming reduces speeds and volumes on 

specific roads. Typical strategies include traffic 

circles at intersections, raised crosswalks, and 

partial street closures to discourage short-cut 

traffic through residential neighborhoods. This 

reduces car use, increases road safety and creates 

a more pedestrian- and bicycle-friendly 

environment.

Project Status Project is included in the City’s Seven-Year 

Capital Improvement Program, and was recently 

awarded a Highway Safety Improvement 

Program project grant from the State.
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Ladera Ranch and the Ranch Plan Planned Communities 

Project Location Southeasterly Unincorporated County of Orange 

Sustainability Strategy Category Land Use Policies: 

� Compact building design with a mix of uses

� Develop “complete communities”

� Water-wise and ecologically friendly landscape 

plans

� Horizontal or vertical mixed-use

� Increasing housing densities within/adjacent to 

employment Areas

� Local housing for local workforce

� Preservation of habitat

Alternate Modes: 

� Use of neighborhood electric vehicles.

� Construct regional bikeways.

� Upgrade bike transportation system.

� Improve pedestrian infrastructure and facilities 

(Crown Valley pedestrian bridge).

Project Description Ladera Ranch Planned Community:

In 2006, the prestigious Urban Land Institute 

chose Ladera Ranch as the winner of its Award of 

Excellence as the best planned community in the 

Americas. Begun in 1998 and substantially 

completed in 2006, Ladera Ranch set a new 

standard for the development of walkable master 

planned communities in Southern California. Its 

final-phase villages of Terramor and Covenant 

Hills have created a model for sustainable 

community practices; convincing many national 

production builders to apply green-building 

techniques used for the first time in Ladera Ranch 

to other projects around the country. 

Ranch Plan Planned Community: 

The Ranch Plan is a long-term land use plan 

approved in 2004, and likely to be developed over 

the next two decades. One of the corner-stone 

principles of the Ranch Plan is to create a 

community where all residents may easily and 

safely walk or bike to jobs, shopping, schools, 

parks and regional open spaces. 

Emissions Reductions Benefits Ladera Ranch Planned Community:

� Emissions have been reduced through the 

creation of a Complete Community where 

homes, schools, shops, restaurants, offices, 

places of worship, child-care centers, and parks 
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City of Aliso Viejo Green City Initiative 

Project Location City of Aliso Viejo

Sustainability Strategy Category Land Use Policies: 

� Compact building design

� Water-efficient landscape

� Downtown revitalization

� Enhanced energy efficiency codes

� Land use and building code reform

� Horizontal or vertical mixed-use

� Increasing housing densities within/adjacent 

to employment areas

� Increasing residential/commercial density 

near transit

� Integrate affordable and market rate housing

� Local housing for local workforce

� Making developments transit ready

� New housing and jobs within 1/2 mile of 

existing/planned transit stations

� Provide recognition programs

� Provide regulatory relief

� Zoning reform

� City educational programs

� Reduce vehicle miles traveled

� Adopt complete streets policy

Alternate Modes: 

� Promote cleaner modes of transport

� Trail improvement project

� Improve connectivity of streets with 

pedestrian network

� Improve pedestrian environment

� Improve pedestrian infrastructure and 

facilities

� Increase bike/balk trips with improved streets 

and facilities

Transit/Transportation Infrastructure:

� Enhanced bus stops

� Improve transit service

� Intercity bus transit

� Traffic calming measures

� Implement traffic signal coordination

Project Description The Green City Initiative (GCI) will establish 

goals, policies and implementation actions 

related to energy conservation, water 

conservation, vehicle management, 
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Project Location City of Aliso Viejo

transportation, air quality, recycling, land use and 

adaptation to climate change, and will include 

requirements for a greenhouse gas emissions 

reduction monitoring program. Furthermore, a 

GCI Website has been created that posts a 

variety of information related to the GCI. 

Together with a new Facebook page, the Website 

will provide additional important venues for 

public participation in the Green City Initiative 

process. Finally, the City will establish a “Green 

Award Program” to recognize individuals and 

businesses who take steps to reduce their 

greenhouse gas emissions footprint.

Emissions Reductions Benefits Though the impetus to GCI is in response to 

State legislative requirements, GCI is equally 

dedicated to creating a more sustainable, livable 

Aliso Viejo as well as about reducing GHG 

emissions. Furthermore, the GCI also is intended 

to enhance Aliso Viejo’s ability to promote a 

healthy economic environment for residents and

businesses in the City. The belief is that an 

enhanced “green” residential and business 

environment will attract and retain additional 

investment money and business income into 

Aliso Viejo – all of which contribute to a greener 

future.

Project Status Project is in process, with expected completion 

date of December 2011.
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Costa Mesa Urban Plans 

Project Location City of Costa Mesa

Sustainability Strategy Category Land Use Policies: 

� Compact building design 

� Horizontal or vertical mixed-use 

� Improve accessibility of housing to transit

� Increasing residential density near transit

� Infill in areas with existing infrastructure

� Support revitalization of older, densely 

settled urban areas.

� Zoning reform measures

� Shared parking

Alternate Modes: 

� Facilitate increased biking opportunities

� Improve bicycle infrastructure and facilities

Transit Infrastructure:

� Enhanced bus stops and improve transit 

facilities.

Project Description In 2006, three Urban Plans were developed to 

establish overlay zones in specific areas of the 

westside of Costa Mesa: (1) 19 West Urban 

Plan, (2) Mesa West Bluffs Urban Plan, and (3) 

Mesa West Residential Ownership Urban Plan. 

West Costa Mesa is currently developed with 

mostly marginal commercial and light 

industrial uses in a great geographical location. 

The three main purposes of the urban plans are 

to do the following:

� Encourage Commercial/Residential 

mixed-use development that combines 

residential and nonresidential uses in a 

single building (vertical mixed-use 

development) or in proximity on the same 

site (horizontal mixed-use development). 

This type of development could include 

office, retail, business services, personal 

services, public spaces and uses, and other 

community amenities to revitalize the area 

without exceeding the development capacity 

of the General Plan transportation system.

� Encourage adaptive reuse of existing 

industrial or commercial structures, which 

would result in rehabilitated buildings with 
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unique architecture and a wider array of 

complementary uses.

� Meet demand for a new housing type 

from artists, designers, craftspeople, 

professionals and small-business 

entrepreneurs.

Emissions Reductions Benefits The urban plans provide for new housing and 

mixed-use development. Concentrating and 

intensifying development within half to one 

mile of the Harbor Boulevard transit corridor 

will encourage alternative transportation 

modes, reduce vehicle miles traveled and

generally contribute to greener development. 

Project Status The Urban Plans were approved in 2006. 

Several projects for mixed-use and live-work 

units have been approved. One is currently 

under construction.
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Orange 2010 General Plan Update 

Project Location City of Orange

Sustainability Strategy Category Land Use Policies:  

� Horizontal or vertical mixed-use 

� Increasing housing densities within/adjacent to

employment areas 

� Increasing residential/commercial density near 

transit 

� Integrate affordable and market rate housing 

� Local housing for local workforce 

� New housing and jobs within 1/2 mile of 

existing/planned transit stations 

Alternate Modes:  

� Increase bike/walk trips with improved streets and f

acilities 

Transit Infrastructure:

� Enhanced bus stops 

� Improve transit facilities 

Project Description The Plan locates mixed-use districts around major 

employment and activity hubs including three regional 

medical centers, County justice facilities, shopping, 

entertainment, a university, the historic downtown Plaza, 

and major sports venues. Existing multi-modal transit in 

these areas are planned for expansion. 

Emissions Reductions Benefits The Plan’s Land Use and Circulation and Mobility 

Elements improve efficiencies between land use and 

circulation, and encourage pedestrian and multi-modal 

linkage between neighborhoods, employment, goods, 

services, and recreation.

Project Status The Plan was approved in 2010 and is under 

implementation through development of new mixed-use 

zoning standards, a transit-oriented specific plan around 

the Orange Transportation Center, and private 

development projects.
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LAND USE, TRANSPORTATION, AND SUSTAINABILITY STRATEGY 

CONCLUSION 

Orange County is engaged in a collective effort to link transportation and land uses 

through a wide spectrum of processes and organizations working together. This 

effort includes a variety of progressive measures undertaken by Orange County 

jurisdictions, agencies, and groups that lead to changes in the use of automobiles 

and light duty trucks, resulting in reductions in greenhouse gas emissions.  

The scope of current and planned strategies is broad and encompasses significant 

investment by both the public and private sectors to implement them. They include 

the following: 

� Promoting a land use pattern that accommodates future employment and 

housing needs. 

� Using land in ways that make developments more compact and better links 

jobs, housing and major activity centers. 

� Protecting natural habitats and resource areas.  

� Implementing a transportation network of public transit, managed lanes and 

highways, local streets, bikeways, and walkways built and maintained with 

available funds.  

� Managing demands on the transportation system (TDM) in ways that 

reduce or eliminate traffic congestion during peak periods of demand.  

� Managing the transportation system (TSM) through measures that 

maximize the efficiency of the transportation network.  

� Utilizing innovative pricing policies to reduce vehicle miles traveled and 

traffic congestion during peak periods of demand. 

These strategies are Orange County’s contribution to regional strategies to achieve 

both 2020 and 2035 GHG thresholds established by CARB.  
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CHAPTER 4: COMPLYING WITH THE CLEAN AIR ACT

INTRODUCTION 

SB 375 requires the SCS to allow the regional transportation plan to comply with Section 

176 of the federal Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. Sec. 7506). This chapter describes how the 

strategies outlined in the OC SCS help to achieve this compliance by reducing air 

pollution. 

AIR POLLUTION REDUCTIONS 

While GHG emissions reduction is a significant goal of SB 375, the legislation 

recognizes that automobiles and light trucks account for 50% of air pollution in 

California and 70% of petroleum consumption. Established modeling methodology has 

shown that changes in land use and transportation policy can reduce air pollution.  

The SCS strategies help to achieve the SB 375 objective of allowing the RTP to comply 

with the federal Clean Air Act by accomplishing one or more of the following goals: 

� A reduction of Vehicle Miles Traveled (i.e., vehicles travel shorter distances from 

their origin to destination, by placing residential uses near work and shopping 

areas); 

� A reduction of Vehicle Hours Traveled (i.e., vehicles spend less time on the 

roadways; they may travel the same distance as before, but reduced congestion 

and stop-and-start activity improves travel time); and, 

� Minimizing the use of gasoline-powered vehicles by increasing the use of non-

motorized travel, alternative fuel vehicle use, or shared rides. 

Many of the strategies to reduce GHG emissions outlined in the OC SCS, including the 

sustainability strategies detailed in Appendix F, also will achieve at least one of the above 

actions. Air pollution can be reduced by avoiding extra miles, reducing traffic congestion, 

and reducing the number of gasoline-powered vehicles with single occupants. In doing 

so, they will help meet the federal air pollutant concentration standards, and provide 

significant assistance to California’s goals of implementing the federal and state Clean 

Air Acts and reducing its dependence on petroleum.  
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Additionally, OC SCS strategies help to reduce smog-forming and other emissions that 

pose health risks. Further, many of the strategies provide increased opportunities for 

people to be physically active which can improve people’s general health, potentially 

reduce costs of transportation by offering alternative choices, and increase social benefits 

by providing increased mobility for people who do not have the option of using a 

passenger vehicle (e.g., disabled, economically disadvantaged, etc.). 

CLEAN AIR ACT CONCLUSION

Implementation of the strategies outlined in the OC SCS is expected to result in 

decreased air pollution, allowing the RTP and OC SCS to comply with the federal Clean 

Air Act.
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CHAPTER 5: RESOURCE AREAS AND FARMLAND 

INTRODUCTION 

SB 375 requires the SCS to gather and consider the best practically available scientific 

information regarding resource areas and farmland in the region. This chapter provides a 

summary of the resource areas and farmlands located within Orange County. These lands 

are considered unavailable for development, thus focusing future development in more 

dense cores and along major transportation infrastructure.  

California Department of Fish and Game: California Natural Diversity Database 

(CNDDB)  

The CNDDB is a "natural heritage program" under the auspices of CDFG and is part of a 

nationwide network of similar programs, all of which provide location and natural history 

information on special status plants, animals, and natural communities to the public, other 

agencies, and conservation organizations. The data help drive conservation decisions, aid 

in the environmental review of projects and land use changes, and provide baseline data 

helpful in recovering endangered species and research projects. The CNDDB used here 

(Figure 59) has been pared down further, to highlight only those species considered rare, 

threatened, or endangered according to the State of California or the United States 

government. Sightings that were considered less accurate (greater than an 80m [meter] 

area) were also omitted. 

The CNDDB is updated monthly and contains information that has been mapped at the 

parcel level to about 1:24,000 scale. The November 2010 CNDDB is used in this 

document, which is applicable to County-level maps. 

National Flood Hazard Layer  

The National Flood Hazard Layer (NFHL) created and maintained by Federal Emergency 

Management Agency (FEMA) is a compilation of effective flood insurance rate maps and 

Letter of Map Change. In its basic form, NFHL shows areas within the 100-year 
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floodplain at risk of flood damage during such an event. The NFHL on Figure 60 has 

been mapped at a scale of 1:6,000 or better (i.e., a larger scale) and is applicable for 

County-level maps. The information is updated approximately quarterly; September 2010 

is the date of the information used here. 

Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) 

In 1991, the California legislature passed the NCCP Act to encourage a collaborative 

process for regional planning. As a result, natural open space reserves have been set aside 

in the coastal and central portions of Orange County. 

The NCCP is administered by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), California 

Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and the County of Orange and is designed to 

protect open space associated with species preservation. Within each NCCP boundary, 

set areas are open space reserves and natural corridor linkages that allow for animals to 

move from one to another. Any potential changes from the existing open space land use 

to another type of land use must be reviewed thoroughly by USFWS, CDFG, and the 

County, and be consistent with the goals of the NCCP.  

The reserves for the central and coastal NCCP have been established, but the reserve for 

the southern NCCP has not been fully approved and is still awaiting CDFG approval. 

That being said, the southern NCCP reserve will not be modified significantly upon 

CDFG approval and should be viewed as an area where land use changes are 

discouraged. 

For the most part, the NCCP depicted on Figure 61 has been mapped at the parcel level 

and is applicable for County level maps. The dates for the datasets used in the mapping 

are as follows: 

� NCCP, Central & Coastal: August, 2010 

� NCCP, Southern: 2006 

California Protected Areas Database (CPAD) 

The California Protected Areas Database (CPAD) is a GIS inventory of all lands owned 

by agencies whose general mission is to continue the open space uses on them. The 

database contains lands held in fee ownership by public agencies and non-profits; it does 

not contain data on private conservation and other similar public agency easements. This 

information is collected and compiled by GreenInfo Networks on an as-needed basis, 

which usually runs about once a year. The CPAD database highlights public lands owned 

or managed by the federal government, State of California, Orange County, or local city 

or non-governmental agency.  
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The CPAD version used for Figure 62 is version 1.5 (June 2010). The data was compiled 

by GreenInfo Networks. The scale of mapping is done at 1:24,000 (or larger) and is 

applicable to County level maps.

Farmland Mapping Provided by the USDA Farmland Monitoring and Mapping 

Program (FMMP) 

The FMMP was established in 1982 in response to a critical need for assessing the 

location, quality, and quantity of agricultural lands, and conversion of these lands over 

time. FMMP is a non-regulatory program and provides a consistent and impartial analysis 

of agricultural land use and land use changes throughout California. 

Specific farmland was identified using the FMMP dataset created for Orange County in 

2008 by the U. S. Department of Agriculture. Of all of the categories of farmland, only 

Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Unique Farmland were 

identified and used in our mapping. While the conversion of agricultural land to 

nonagricultural uses represents an important environmental concern which requires 

appropriate discussion in environmental documents prepared pursuant to the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), development of such land is not prohibited by law.  

Farmland mapping through the FMMP occurs biennially (depending on governmental 

funding levels), the most current year for Orange County being 2008. The scale of 

mapping for Figure 63 is 1:24,000 and is applicable to County level maps. 

Williamson Act parcels (separate from the FMMP but part of the overall conservation 

effort of farmlands) do not exist within Orange County. The last Williamson Act parcels 

were located in Rancho Mission Viejo in the southern part of Orange County and expired 

by 2008. 

USFWS Critical Habitat 

The USFWS creates and manages critical habitat for a variety of species deemed to be 

endangered or threatened due to habitat loss. These critical habitat areas are identified by 

the USFWS as areas critical to the species survival and success. Each critical habitat is 

unique to the species it covers.  

The various critical habitats are all mapped on Figure 64 at a scale of 1:24,000 or greater 

and are applicable to County-level maps. Following are the dates of the various critical 

habitats mapped in our mapping:

� Arroyo Toad: 2/11/2011 

� Braunton’s Milk-vetch: 12/14/2006 

� Coastal California Gnatcatcher: 12/19/2007 
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� Riverside Fairy Shrimp: 5/12/2005 

� San Diego Fairy Shrimp: 1/11/2008 

� Santa Ana Sucker: 1/13/2011 

� Thread-leaved Brodiaea: 2/11/2011 

� Western Snowy Plover: 10/31/2005 

Measure M2 Mitigation Program 

M2 includes a comprehensive Environmental Mitigation Program that provides 

landscape-level mitigation to offset environmental impacts for the 13 freeway 

improvement projects using five percent of M2 freeway program revenue. OCTA is 

implementing the mitigation program through a collaborative partnership with CDFG, 

USFWS, Caltrans, and the environmental community. 

The M2 mitigation program was among a handful of projects identified by the OCTA 

Board of Directors that allowed for early planning, advance funding, and implementation. 

In late 2010, the Board of Directors authorized expenditure of approximately $42 million 

for acquisition of natural lands (inclusive of long-term management costs) as part of the 

M2 Environmental Mitigation Program. Additional funds are anticipated to be available 

in the future; the specific amount of funds available will be dependent on the revenue 

stream from the sales tax measure. A suite of the most biologically valuable properties 

and those that most closely align with the freeway impacts are under consideration and/or 

negotiation. This program is conducted through a voluntary process, similar to private 

open market transactions. Offers have been made to a number of properties and it is 

conceivable that the initial funding allocation could yield over a thousand acres of 

acquired open space properties throughout Orange County. OCTA will receive 

streamlined permits from the resource agencies for its freeway projects. 
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RESOURCE AND FARMLAND CONCLUSION

Following is a summary of the resource areas and farmland described above:

Areas that fall within a category of the CNDDB would most likely be protected as a 

natural resource or habitat, so they would not support residential development under 

SB 375.

SB 375 excludes areas where it has been “determined that the flood management 

infrastructure designed to protect that land is not adequate to avoid the risk of flooding.”

NCCP reserves and/or special linkages (central, coastal, and southern NCCP) do not 

support residential development under SB 375 and are protected open space areas. 

The public lands or open-space lands identified in the CPAD do not support residential 

development under SB 375. The CPAD areas should be considered as protected open 

space areas.

Development of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Unique 

Farmland often constitutes a significant impact under CEQA. Critical habitat represents 

land that has been preserved for existing natural resources and is therefore not suitable for 

residential development under SB 375. 

Approximately $42 million has been authorized for the acquisition and long-term 

management of natural lands as part of the M2 Environmental Mitigation Program. 

Additional funds are anticipated to be available in the future; the specific amount of funds 

available will be dependent on the revenue stream from the sale tax measure.
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September 20, 2010 

 

Ms. Mary Nichols 

Chair, 

California Air Resources Board 

PO Box 2815 

Sacramento, CA 95812 

 

Dear Chairwoman Nichols: 

 

This letter is to transmit the Regional Council action of September 2, 2010 

regarding the upcoming Air Resources Board (ARB) meeting to consider 

establishing greenhouse gas emission reduction targets for 2020 and 2035 in 

accordance with SB 375 (Steinberg).  

 

The Regional Council at its September meeting approved the following motion: 

 

"SCAG recommends to ARB the following targets for GHG reductions: in 2020, 

6%, and in 2035, 8%.  And, if ARB accepts the 11 recommendations or the 11 

items that we have (see attached report), including adding in fully funding the 

redevelopment funds and adding the self-help projects/counties, then SCAG 

would sit down with ARB as a partner and renegotiate the higher numbers."   

 

Thank you for your consideration of this recommendation. As you may be aware, 

the recommendation came after a long discussion and hearing public input from 

numerous stakeholders in our region.  

 

SCAG Regional Council looks forward to working with the ARB to successfully 

implementing SB 375 requirements. Please feel free to contact Mr. Hasan Ikhrata, 

SCAG Executive Director or me at 213-236-1800 should you have any questions 

or comments. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Larry McCallon 

SCAG President 

Councilmember, City of Highland 

 

CC: James Goldstein 

Lynn Terry 

Terry Roberts 

Regional Council 
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DATE: September 2, 2010 

TO: Regional Council (RC) 

Community, Economic, and Human Development Committee (CEHD) 

Energy and Environment Committee (EEC) 

Transportation Committee (TC) 

 

FROM: Hasan Ikhrata, Executive Director, (213) 236-1844, ikhrata@scag.ca.gov 

 

SUBJECT: SB 375 Final Draft Regional Targets 

 

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S APPROVAL: 

 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: 

Support the California Air Resources Board’s (ARB) staff recommended SB 375 final draft greenhouse gas 

(GHG) emission reduction targets of 8% for 2020 and 13% for 2035.  This support for the final draft targets 

are conditioned upon a combination of the following actions or alternative equivalent measures: 

 

• Restoration of previous levels of State funding for transportation, transit in particular. 

• Continued leadership by the regional partners to increase availability of State funds for the region. 

• Continued partnership by the state and regional partners to increase availability of state funding for 

the region. 

• Continuing partnership and commitment from each County Transportation Commission (CTC) to 

support the SCS development process, including a focus on non-motorized transportation solutions. 

• Continued leadership by the regional leaders to increase availability of federal funding through the 

next transportation authorization and through climate change legislation. 

• ARB will commit to working with MPOs, local governments, state agencies and the Legislature to 

identify, pursue and secure adequate incentives and sustainable sources of funding for local and 

regional planning and other activities related to the implementation of SB 375. 

• Targeted increase in funding commitments for Transportation Demand Management, non-motorized 

transportation (walk and bike), transit, transportation, redevelopment and other necessary funding 

from Federal, State and local agencies. 

• Timely implementation of the “30-10” proposed acceleration for Measure R projects in Los Angeles 

County. 

• Improvements in land use planning in cooperation with local governments, mostly at the 

neighborhood scale. 

• Expanded funding for Compass Blueprint demonstration projects, a voluntary city/county grant 

program directed to sustainable planning objectives (as discussed at the SCAG General Assembly). 

• Implementation of Green Cities voluntary recognition and awards program (as discussed at the 

General Assembly). 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

On August 9, 2010, the ARB released a staff report recommending final draft GHG targets for each 

region pursuant to SB 375.  This report summarizes activity leading up to this stage, and recommends 

action for the Regional Council in response to ARB’s staff recommendation.  This report contains (A) a 
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description of what is required for the region to succeed in meeting targets, (B) a rationale supporting the 

staff’s recommendation, (C) an update and chronology of events leading up to the release of the final 

draft targets, and (D) identification of anticipated next steps. 
 

 

STRATEGIC PLAN: 

1. Improve Regional Decision Making by Providing Leadership and Consensus Building on Key Plans 

and Policies 
 

a. Create and facilitate a collaborative and cooperative environment to produce forward thinking    

regional plans. 

 

      2.   Obtain Regional Transportation Infrastructure Funding and Promote Legislative Solutions for  

Regional Planning Priorities 

 

 

BACKGROUND: 

Since SB 375 went into effect in January 2009, SCAG has worked to ensure this region’s successful 

implementation of this important legislation.  The long term importance of this legislation and the efforts 

and dialogue it has thus far generated, a statewide policy discussion has occurred  as to how to best 

implement SB 375 that ensures California’s future regarding the key issues of land use, transportation and 

emissions reduction. 

 

One of the keys in achieving a successful outcome of SB 375 includes obtaining from the ARB appropriate 

per capita GHG reduction targets for 2020 and 2035.  The appropriate targets for SCAG are those that can 

be achieved with a sound Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) in the Regional Transportation Plan 

(RTP), while still challenging the region to submit a SCS plan in 2012 that successfully achieved the targets 

established by the ARB.  

 

ARB has sole discretion to adopt regional targets under SB 375, but has engaged in a collaborative process 

to enable stakeholder input and collaboration of the MPOs as well as other stakeholders as a part of their 

final decision-making process. After considerable additional analysis and discussion, both with stakeholders 

in over 100 outreach meetings within the SCAG region as well as with our major MPO partners throughout 

California, SCAG staff recommends support of the targets proposed by ARB staff in their August 9 staff 

report of 8% in 2020 and 13% in 2035, based on the ambitious principal.   

 

In making this recommendation, it is acknowledged that these targets will not be easily achieved and cannot 

be met by adopting a “business as usual” approach.  Successful implementation is predicated on several key 

assumptions outlined below where SCAG, in partnership with cities, counties, the business community, and 

county transportation commission’s, must work together in the next year to develop and submit a SCS plan 

that achieves the goals set by ARB.  This report outlines certain areas of change that appear to be achievable 

based on current data, the final and more specific analysis of how these goals can best be met will occur as 

part of the next phase of the implementation process as we prepare and then complete a SCS for the SCAG 

region. 

 

These final draft targets for SCAG are on par with those currently proposed by the other three major MPOs 

in the State (Bay Area, Sacramento and San Diego) and, while certainly challenging for Southern California, 

they are possibly achievable based on updated assumptions and analysis of the options and resources 
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available to SCAG for the 2012 RTP/SCS.  Staff recommends that working together with the Federal and 

State governments, this region needs to make the effort to do all that it reasonably can to meet these targets.  

Such an effort will allow this region to be successful both in developing a SCS as required by SB 375 and, 

more importantly, positioning our region to create opportunities for a substantially improved quality of life 

for our residents and businesses in the areas of  public health, congestion relief, air quality and land use. 

 

A. Path Forward 

In March 2009, the Regional Council and policy committees set broad goals for the implementation of SB 

375 in the SCAG region.  These goals included a strong preference for achieving the GHG target with the 

SCS contained within the RTP, and not resorting to the optional, unconstrained Alternative Planning 

Strategy (APS).  SCAG has been actively involved in the target setting process, including developing five 

scenarios for input to ARB.  Those initial scenarios demonstrated achievability of targets of 7-8% for 2020 

and 5-6% for 2035.  Since that time, the three other large MPOs in the State developed scenarios that were 

more aggressive, achieving up to 19% per capita reductions in 2035.  Consequently, SCAG staff performed 

additional sensitivity testing of 2035 scenarios that considered additional Transportation Demand 

Management (TDM) and non-motorized measures (equivalent to SANDAG’s 2035 scenario), refined 

forecasting analysis of local socioeconomic input, revised modeling parameters, and off-model analyses.  

The tests indicate that a 13% or more per capita reduction target in 2035 is very ambitious, but possibly 

achievable, assuming successful implementation of projected regional projects (including 30-10 plan in Los 

Angeles County) and commitments from the State and Federal governments as outlined in the staff 

recommendation.  The specific revised analysis to demonstrate achievability of these targets is described 

further below, under “Rationale and Outcomes.” 

 

SCAG has placed a high degree of importance on input and involvement from key partners and stakeholders 

throughout the target setting process and will continue to do so during the development of the SCS.  As part 

of SCAG’s review of ARB’s final draft targets, staff has provided briefings to the Plans and Programs 

Technical Advisory Committee, County Transportation Commission’s Executive Officers, Southern 

California Leadership Council (SCLC), Greater Land Use Economic Council (GLUE), AQMD, individual 

business meetings, individual and group environmental stakeholders meetings, and others. The staff 

recommendation reflects input from these groups.  

 

 Input from the key regional stakeholders has been summarized below: 

 

• Environmental Groups: Staff conducted several meetings with representatives from the 

environmental community (including the National Resources Defense Council (NRDC), 

Environmental Defense Fund (EDF), Climateplan, Clean Air Coalition, and Move LA)  During these 

meetings, staff responded to extensive questioning about the SCAG submitted target setting 

methodology, modeling assumptions, and whether the proposed seven scenarios considered in 

setting a target range for 2020 and 2035 GHG reduction were sufficiently ambitious.  The general 

consensus received from these discussions was that SCAG could do more GHG reduction by 2035 

than SCAG staff is recommending to the SCAG Board. Further, these environmental groups 

indicated they intended to transmit correspondence to the Regional Council and ARB.  Members 

requested SCAG staff provide another option which clarifies what it would take (i.e., funding and 

other actions) to do more than 13% GHG goal proposed by ARB staff.  Staff indicated they would 

continue to consider all relevant information as part of the upcoming development of the SCS Plan.  
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• Business Groups: Staff met several times with business leaders (including the SCLC, GLUE, 

Building Industry Association of Southern California (BIA), and the Irvine Company, including 

representatives from Orange County Business Council (OCBC), Orange County Transportation 

Authority (OCTA) and Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) to discuss the SCAG 

staff recommendation supporting the ARB staff recommendation with the conditions outlined above 

to achieve the proposed 2020 and 2035 GHG reduction targets.  There was general consensus from 

the meetings, given the state of the California economy, that there is significant risk to the region to 

support a higher GHG goal than originally submitted to ARB without an ARB Board funding 

commitment to partner with SCAG.  They indicated that it is imperative that ARB Board commit to 

a funding partnership with SCAG to achieve the 2035 GHG reduction goals by providing incentive 

funding for activities such as expanded compass program for cities/counties who want to voluntary 

implement the ARB goals.  In addition, the SCLC has transmitted a letter to ARB addressing other 

actions the Board could take to reduce GHG and at the same time improve the economy. 

  

• Regional Transportation Agencies Executive Officers: Staff has regularly sought input from 

the Chief Executive Officers (CEOs) of the County Transportation Commissions as the ARB target 

setting process has preceded. Staff met with the CEOs on August 20 and provided an update on 

staff's recommendation to support the ARB staff GHG target recommendations pending Regional 

Council support on September 2.  Full partnership with the Commissions is essential to the 

successful development of a SCS in 2012 and accepted by ARB.  Meaningful GHG reduction in the 

transportation sector can only be accomplished with the support of the Commissions. The 

Commissions are mandated to fulfill the voter approved local sales tax transportation programs.  In 

addition, program State and Federal transportation funds that will support clean fuel alternatives, 

provide increased modal alternatives to single occupancy vehicles, reduce congestion 

chokeholds, increase bikeway program investments, and increase transportation demand 

management options (such as HOV lane expansion, congestion pricing, signal synchronization, etc.).  

The overall consensus of the discussion at the CEOs meeting was to support SCAG staff 

recommendation with the understanding of the need to clarify in writing that ARB will be a full 

funding partner with the region to implement SB 375 GHG goals.  At the point of this report being 

prepared no Board actions of the CTCs have yet taken place. 

 

A key component of the anticipated path forward is SCAG’s commitment to an expanded Compass 

Blueprint program and the development of a new Green Cities Initiative.  The Compass Blueprint program 

has created a successful collaboration with local government for 84 demonstration projects throughout the 

SCAG region to implement strategies consistent with the goals of SB 375.  These strategies include in-fill 

development, transit oriented development, mixed use, and neighborhood design to encourage walking and 

biking.  SCAG’s new Green Cites Initiative, announced at the General Assembly is anticipated to provide 

voluntary tools and tracking capacity for local government in preparing sustainability plans. Further, the 

program will allow local governments to compete for awards and recognition for the communities doing the 

most to reduce GHG emissions.  As part of the staff recommendation included in this report, SCAG will be 

seeking a commitment from ARB to assist in pursuing and securing further funding for these programs. 

 

B. Rationale and Outcomes 

As mentioned, ARB has the sole discretion to determine regional targets.  That said, it is important for 

SCAG to participate in the process of determining targets in order to ensure the appropriate planning is done 
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to best position this region’s ability to achieve these targets and to remain competitive with the rest of the 

State.  

 

The proposed final GHG targets, particularly those for 2035, would be challenging for the SCAG region, in 

that it would be necessary to move substantially beyond status quo commitments in a number of areas.  

Nevertheless, staff believes it is important for SCAG, as the largest region in the State, to continue to 

establish a responsible leadership role in the implementation of SB 375.  The targets as currently proposed 

are in approximate parity with each of the major regions in California, as shown below under “Chronology.”  

This approximate parity with other regions is important, especially if any future State funding opportunities 

or criteria were to be based on these targets.  Each of the other three large MPOs at this point has formally 

recommended a GHG target as reflected in the ARB staff report.   

 

As noted, SCAG has prepared further scenario analysis that demonstrates that a 13% target, or more, can be 

attainable with significant funding from State, Federal and regional sources in 2035 assuming certain 

adjustments to both policy measures and technical assumptions.  Specifically, SCAG tested a scenario with 

the following assumptions beyond those included in the 2008 RTP and the analysis that was performed 

earlier this year for the initial SCAG draft targets:  

 

a) In conjunction with the Compass Blueprint program already included in the analysis, recent 

local input on an improved jobs/housing balance was analyzed.  

 

b) A 1% reduction in home-based work trips, 174% increase in vanpools, 144% increase in 

carpools, and  20% increase in walk/bike to school (e.g., “safe routes to school”), which is 

similar to the TDM levels assumed by SANDAG in their 2035 scenario; 

 

c) A 2.5 % reduction in VMT associated with non-motorized transportation;  

 

d) Additional auto operating cost increase of $0.02/mile to a total of $0.24/mile (e.g., increases 

in fuel costs, repairs, maintenance, tires, and accessories); and 

 

e) Capturing on-going local land use and community design improvement through off-model 

analysis, beyond that which has already been accounted for within the Compass Blueprint 

program.  

 

As outlined by the conditions that are a part of staff’s recommendation, in order to demonstrate achievement 

of a 13% target through the SCS, SCAG , its partners and the State and Federal governments would need to 

show commitment to implement and fund the underlying measures, or measures that achieve equivalent 

results.  While the analysis shows the potential for such a target to be met, it should not be interpreted to 

mean that the region could do so without significant challenge and additional resources. 

 

While the current focus is on target setting, it needs to be recognized that this entire effort and the overall 

intent behind SB 375 is to encourage regions throughout California to engage in a concerted, but reasonable 

effort, to put the State on a path toward a more sustainable future.  In this light, as compared to the 

performance of the existing 2008 RTP, achieving the 13% per capita GHG reduction target in 2035 would 

be expected to result in the following estimated outcomes:  
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• 1.7 million hours reduction in daily vehicle delays, equivalent to $7.7 billion annual cost savings (in 

2009 dollars) due to congestion relief 

• 3.4 million gallons daily reduction in light and medium vehicle fuel consumption 

• 3.2 tons daily reduction in NOx and 2.9 tons daily reduction in PM10 

 

Beyond these important outcomes for increasing the region’s livability for 19 million residents, the region 

would accrue related benefits in public health due to reduced emissions exposure and illness, increased 

productivity, and economic activity due to reduced congestion and transportation cost.  

 

At present, our current capacity to more specifically measure benefits and outcomes is limited both by time 

and by the availability of proper data and tools.  As a function of the on-going MPO consultation efforts, 

regions are working to develop a set of performance measures that could be applied to the SCS statewide.  

Additionally, SCAG is continually working to improve our technical tools, including those made available 

to the local government members for their own planning processes.   

 

C. Chronology 

The chronology leading to ARB’s determination of final regional targets includes: 

 

• SCAG region outreach and dialogue among members and stakeholders – on-going, beginning 

November 2008 (more than 100 meetings to date) 

• Completion of statewide Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC) report, establishing 

parameters and process for target setting – September 2009 

• Regional Workshop to review the RTAC report (Ontario) – November 18, 2009 

• Consultation with other Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) on scenario development and 

other issues – September 2009 to present 

• Development of five “sketch” scenarios to establish range of “ambitious/achievable” targets for the 

SCAG region – January 2010 to May 2010 

• Regional Council authorization for SCAG staff to submit target information and recommendation to 

ARB – April 2, 2010 

• General Assembly and Regional Conference  (La Quinta) featuring review and discussion on target 

scenario – May 5-6, 2010 

• Formal submittal of target scenarios in coordination with other large MPOs – May 18, 2010 

• ARB release of preliminary draft GHG targets – June 30, 2010, as follows: 

o SCAG - 5-10% for 2020, 3-12% for 2035 

o SANDAG - 5-10% for 2020, 5-19% for 2035 

o MTC  - 5-10% for 2020, 3-12% for 2035 

o SACOG - 5-10% for 2020, 13-17% for 2035 

• Additional analysis testing scenarios assumptions and measures – May 18, 2010 to present 

• ARB release of final draft GHG targets – August 9, 2010, as follows: 

o SCAG - 8% for 2020, 13% for 2035 

o SANDAG - 7% for 2020, 13% for 2035 

o MTC  - 7% for 2020, 15% for 2035 

o SACOG - 7% for 2020, 16% for 2035 

• Comments due to ARB on the final draft targets – September 22, 2010 

• Scheduled ARB hearing to adopt targets – September 23, 2010 
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Staff has reported extensively to the Regional Council and policy committees at critical stages of the targets 

setting process.  Background information on target setting, including the RTAC report, SCAG and other 

regional scenarios, and ARB’s staff report on proposed final targets are available on ARB’s website - 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/sb375.htm, and on SCAG’s website, www.scag.ca.gov/sb375. 

 

D. Next Steps 

Pending direction from the Regional Council, SCAG will participate in the conclusion of the target setting 

process, including providing written comments and testimony at the September 23 ARB hearing.  

Subsequently, the focus will shift to the development of the 2012 RTP/SCS and the process to seek and 

define commitment to the steps and options as described above. 

 

Of note for SCAG region local jurisdictions, staff is developing a round of workshops that will engage local 

governments, CTCs, and regional stakeholders (including the business community and environmental 

community) on the development of the SCS.  Finally, SCAG staff continues to take steps to implement the 

expansion of Compass Blueprint and the Green Cities award and recognition program discussed at the 

General Assembly.  Future staff reports to the Regional Council will request input and discussion on these 

new initiatives. 

 

Staff has prepared a draft comment letter to ARB in response to their August 9 staff report.  The comment 

letter includes the recommendations contained in this staff report and associated comments.  The draft letter 

is attached to this report.   

 

Staff has attached the correspondence received to date. Subsequently received correspondence received 

related to this matter will be distributed at the meeting. 

 

 

FISCAL IMPACT: 

SCAG staff work to implement SB 375 is included in the 2010-2011 Overall Work Program 020.SCG0599. 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

1) Target scenario and analysis matrix 

2) Draft comment letter to ARB 

3) Correspondence received as of August 27
th

 

 

 
Reviewed by: 

 

 Department Director 

Reviewed by:  

 Chief Financial Officer 

  



Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategies     297

APPENDIX B 

SCAG/OCCOG/OCTA MOU 

SCAG Framework and Guidelines 

       B-1

OC SCS: THE PROCESS 

Public Participation 

SCAG is leading the regional public participation process for the SCAG Regional SCS. 

In December 2009, SCAG approved a Public Participation Plan that includes public 

involvement in the development of the Regional SCS, as follows: 

� Hold at least two informational meetings in each county for members of the 

Board of Supervisors and/or City Councils in order to present a draft of the SCS 

and to solicit and consider their input and recommendations. 

� Hold at least three iterative public workshops per county (with the exception of 

Imperial County, where only one is required) in order to provide the public with 

the information and tools necessary to provide a clear understanding of 

SCS related issues and policy choices. 

� Hold at least three public hearings on the draft SCS in the RTP, in different parts 

of the region, in order to maximize the opportunity for public participation 

throughout the region. 

In addition to the SCAG outreach described above, the OCCOG Board directed staff to 

augment the regional effort with local outreach. The following is a brief description of 

the enhanced public outreach conducted in Orange County by OCCOG. 

Local Jurisdictions 

Orange County is made up of 34 cities and the County of Orange, which represents the 

unincorporated communities. Representatives from each of these 35 local jurisdictions 

participated in the creation of the OC SCS through a variety of means including the 

following: 

� Development and approval of OCP-2010 

� Providing input on the OC SCS outline and draft document 

� Contributing strategic counsel regarding the approach to creating an OC SCS 

Local jurisdictions participated in the development of the OC SCS by providing 

important background and setting information, incorporation of critical sustainability 

strategies, including transportation and land use strategies, and opportunities and 

ramifications for OC SCS implementation. 

Public Meetings 

All of the OCCOG Board and TAC meetings and meetings of the joint OCTA/OCCOG 

Sustainable Communities Strategy Joint Working Committee—created to guide and 

oversee the development of the OC SCS—were open to the public. At various milestones 
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in the development of the OC SCS (e.g., the project schedule, approval of the OCP-2010 

data, the draft outline, and the draft SCS), items were brought to these policy and 

technical groups for review, discussion and input. Public comments were solicited at each 

meeting. 

Stakeholder Roundtables 

OCCOG hosted a series of roundtables with Orange County nonprofit organizations 

representing housing, health care, environment, transportation, and education. At these 

roundtables, staff introduced the OC SCS process, provided status reports on the OC 

SCS, and gathered feedback throughout the development of the OC SCS. 

Web Tool 

A web tool was created for the OC SCS to facilitate and document public engagement in 

the local SCS process (www.oc-scs.org). The web tool provided general information 

about SB 375, the regional and local SCS, and the various organizations involved in the 

development of the SCS. The web tool also was used for distribution of key OC SCS 

documents including a draft outline for the OC SCS, and draft and final draft versions of 

the complete text and maps of the proposed OC SCS. Comments on these documents 

were compiled and became part of the comprehensive record of public participation in 

the OC SCS (to be provided as an Appendix to the final document). 

Documentation 

Clearly outlined in the SCAG/OCCOG/OCTA MOU is a requirement to deliver to SCAG 

comprehensive documentation of the OC SCS process and public participation, including 

meeting notices, agendas, minutes, comments and responses to comments, handouts and 

presentations. This documentation has been compiled and will be included as an 

Appendix to the final version of the OC SCS. 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING NO. C-0-1712 

relerred lo as "Frameworll and Guidelines"), attached hereto as ExhUilt ·N and nCOfl)ora!ed herein hy 

lhlS reflmmce. 

WHEREAS, SCAG ts required by SB 375 lo include a subregional SCS In 1"1e regional SCS, IO 

the extMI oonS1s!en1 w1lh s1a1e J;lnd lertaral law Jnciudlng ll'le SCS concueled by Orange COun1y: anc 

WHEREAS, AUTHORITY, OCCOG and SCAG rleslre lo enlar into this MOU to demonsll'ilte 

mutual ccnim,tmen1~ ID prepare the Orange County SCS 

NOW, THEREFORE, lhe Parties enler inlo lhe foUowing MOU with respect lo the mailers sat 

forth hBIBin: 

, . This MOU establlslles the ,oles, responsibilil!es, and requirements for AUTHORITY 

OCCOG. and SCAG !hat are necessary to develop an Orange County SCS lhat shall be included in the 

regionalSCS pnwared by SCAG. 

2, AUTHORITY and OCCOG shall preprue lhe Orange County SCS ronsrstent with 

SCAG's adoploo Framework and Guidafmes, as attached hereto. to ensure that tt,e reg100 ea11 

suaeessluily lnCOl1)0!'ate suateg1es Within the Orange County SCS Into the Regional SCS. 311d not 

Inhibit the region from complying with SB 375. 

3. A\Jlr!O~TY and OCCOG agree to c0mply w11h the MIiestones Schedule, e<fnd\ed 

htire!o as E~hl!Jlt ·s· and It OOtPQra\ec! by lh111 reference, and worll wilh SCAG end !he other subregions 

10 eMure the $UOCle$S!Ltl delivery of a regiorial SCS by using Iha Oeli\lerables Temptata. attached 

hereto .u. Ellhib.t "C" 9nd lncorporaled h re,n by lhi!\ relorenoe as lh pnm:,iy temp le ford vo\011 ng 1 

"Subreg~nat SCS wo/1\plen. TM Deliverables template may l:)e subject to change. based on dlroetJon 

from the SCAG Regional Council 01' community, Economic and Human Development Policy 

Oommdtee, Mid approval l:ly OCCOG 

4. AUTHORITY shall prepara 1he transponaffon element of the Orange County SCS 

1/'Jrough AUTkORITY'S Long-Range Transpor1ation Plan (LRTP) Suell lr;lnsportatlon elemenl shall. at 

a minimum. ldenUly a l/'ansportatJon 11elWOr1< (I.e .. ll.1 ol transponal on projects) to service Iha 

age 2o! 8 

I~ 

II 

12 

t7 

11 

,. 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING NO C-0-1712 

rmmiponatlon needs of Orange COuniy, and describe lml\Sl)O(tallon policies le.o , Transportation 

Demand Management and Trar.sportaffon System Monegemen! streteg,es) 

5. OCCOG shall prepare the Orar19e Coumy SCS. and use AUTHORITY'S t.RTP as the 

\ra11Sportlbon element or lhe Orange Count)' SCS. 

6. OCCOG and AIJTHORllY an:, e11001.1raged by SCAG to cor,duct a pubfic parUCll)<llJOn 

~ess 111 developing lhe Orange county SCS, above and beyond the process required tor the 

regior,aJ SCS required under Section 65080{b)(2)(DHE) of the California Government Code. Further, 

SCAG encourages OCCOG lo develop a pubITc participafion plan. simnar to SCAG's Pubric 

Participation Plan adopted fn December 2009, for such purposes_ 

7. OCCOG and AlJTHORJTY agree to par1ldpale in alt pubr,cfy notioed meetings. 

workShops, heanr,gs. and other outreach adMtles argamzed in Orange County by SCAG at wnlcn the 

regional SCS or Orange County SCS is induded on the agenda. All parties shan coordinate with one 

another during lmplementa~on of SCAG's public participation process in order to ensure broad public 

and stakeholdei l)!lrtleiµatlon, and to a\/Oid duplicabon of effort 

8. OCCOG and AUTHORllY shall relaln and delil'Br lo SCAG aU dol;umant:ltion 

pertaining to 11'18 Orange County SCS from pubf!dy noucect meaUngs. worksnops. end hearings at 

mch !he Orange county scs ls Jnelud~ on !he egenoa. Such oooumentauon shall lnolud.e bul Is ool 

limited lo meeti119 notices, agend!I , minute,, 00111menls and responses to C10mments, sJgn-uJ) SheelS, 

hllndouts, and eoples of ?()Wer point presentations. 

9. AUTHORITY, OCCOG, ar¥1 SCAG aduiow!edge lhaL populauon, houslttt,, and omplo)'rn 111 

esbmates aru bolng prapa~ by tlio ConlOI /(K Oemograph~ Researc;h at California S13te Unlv81'Si\y 

Fullerton through tl'le Orange County Projection p~ss and the 2012 RTP growth rorec:asbng process 

(hereinafter referred to as the 'OCP dalasel"J. SCAG agrees to use the OCP dalasel as reviewed 11nd 

approved t,y OCCOG, tor 111e Regional SCS alld me 2012 RTP: pt0vlded, that SCAG. In consultatlOn 

with OCCOG, may make adjustments to the OCP dalasel in o~er to ensure consistency w11h SCAG's 

2012 RTPgrowth forecast 

Page 3 ol8 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNOERS1 ANDING NO. C-0-1712 

10 AUTHORllY and Orar,ge County local ageno.as !!hall prov1de SCAG v.1tn poputetlon, 

c:mployment. and housing esllmares In lmr\Sportalion analysis zone {TAZ) format conslslMI wth 1h11 

Orange County Transportation Analysl9 Mod l (OCT AM), 

11 AUTHORITY ag~ to inoorporale new land ui.e-transportahon lnteraet10115 into OCTAM. 

and these shall 1n01ude, aJ a minimum, net rei;Jderiltal and employment densities. Job&lhous~ dlvenmy 

design charactenstlcs. and destlna!lon accessiblhty. 

12. The Partlei agree and acknowledge lllat population, housing, and emp!oyrnenl data 

submitted to SCAG by OCCOG and AUTHORITY shall Ile ac:aJrately reflected In all do::Umenl:aUon 

produced by SCAG Iha\ relates to lhe Orange County SCS and RBl,lional SCS. 

13. Th£! Parties agree and at:kr!O'A1edge !ha! RHNA responsibnities shall re!ll3in vfil/1 SCAG, 

and nelther AUTIJORITY nor OCCOG shall assume delegatill!l responsibllitY far RHNA as pan of lhe 

Orange County SCS developmenl Howaver, neither AUTHORITY nor OCCOG is preduded by th s 

MOU rrom a~mlng delegal!o,1 responsfblflty for RHNA as part of a subsequerii separale agreemellt. 

14. SCAG agree~ lo accept AUTHORtlY's LRTP as OrmJile County's program of 

transpor'la!Jon proiects as mpul for !he 2012 Reg,onaJ TraosportalJOn Plan. 

15. SCAG agrees to acknoW!ed.ge that the Renewed Measure M program is exempt from SB 

376 requirements. to the eXlom conslstf:tflt with SB 375 and the final. adopted Caliromla Transi,ortallon 

CommlSslcn RTP 1w!cfellr es-. 

16. SCAG agrees !hat In edd~lon to prepara~on of the Orange County SCS developed und8t 

this MOU, developmenl of an Allemalivtt Planning Slr8!t,gy (APS) by AUTHORITY and OCCOG •• 

optional. This understanding shall nol p«l0lLKle SCAG from preparing a regional APS pursuant 10 SB 

375. 

1,. SCAG shall no1 deve!Op SCS relaled targets that ara attributable to !h& suliteg1ons_ 

18. SCAG i'Jgroos that H will nol impose a penalty on lhe Orange County sv.bnigion ii the 

9reenl1ouse gas targets. as eslabilslled by 1!1e Celllomia Nr Resources Boa~. are not me\ by U,e 

Regional SCS. 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING NO. C-0-1712 

19, SCAG shall accept the Orange County SCS prepared In accordance th !his MOU. as the 

Orang Cou111y s~l)1eg10n·s Input 111!Q lhs eg,onal SCS prepared by SCAG. 

.W. AUTHORITY, OCCOG, llnd SCAG st,all separa1sly amend 1h16 MOU 1n wri~ng or develop a 

separate, rrutuaJ rund!ng egreement addresalrig Orange County SCS co11ts should !li!te or leder:eil 

lundlng become avalloble t/1al oa,, be appfled toward preparation or the Orange Counry SCS. 

21 . AUTHORITY OCCOG. and SCAG agree 10 work closely together througholft the regional 

SCS ptoeess and Orang& County SCS prooass lo p,ovide !oohnmaJ input, applicable pla11ning dala, 

and roostructllle fecdbadl with resJ)eCI fo all documents, produels i"'lnd der,verables devaloped and 

associated with the Orange County SCS. 

22. The AUTHORITY. OCCOG, and SCAG agree to work together in good ieith, uslng 

reasonable efforts to resolve any unforeseen Issues and cfispules atising out of !he pertormance or this 

MOU. 

23.. The Parties agree ,n good faith to prav!de the resources necessary 10 1mplemen1 the 

provlslons of the MOU. 

24. AUTMORITY. OCCOG. Md SCAG agree to defend, Indemnify and hold h9IT!ltess the otht!: 

parties, !Mir Olfic:ers, agents, elected olf!Clal,, &nd empl0ye('$, rrom all lleblltty, e1ern1s, kisses end 

demands. ,ncluding defense oosrs and reasonable altorneys' fees, whether resYl!tMg from court adfon 

or otherwfSd, arising out of !he acts or 0111/Sl>Tons of lhe de(endlog 1)8rly Its olfieen. • .,genii.. o, 

employees, 1n 1ha ,formance ol the MOU W en acts or omls-slOns or one party are directed t>y 

another party, the party d1rectmg the acts or om1ss1on shall owe U,ts defonso and 1n:!omn1ly o llgatron 10 

the ey11noes ro11DW1ng the d1rllCl10ns. The provisions or his paragraph shall surv1 larmh,at1g11 o! ttu~ 

MOU 

25. Tols MOU shall be governed hy all applicat,Te rerleral, s1are, and Mol laws Tne 

~natorles warrant that In the pertormanca o! 1h s MOU, each shall comply w11h all ep_olfcable leaera(. 

~late and local laws lilatules and ord1n,:1m;es ond all law!ul orders. rules and regula(1ons promulgal!ld 

th,,r,a, under. 

Page s of 8 
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MEMOR.11.NOUM OF UNDERSTANDING NO, C·<l-1712 

26, TI11S MOU may only Ile modified III amended upon wrllten n1utuel corisenl ot aU slgnalon~. 

All mod1ficat1Q11S, <11'1 nt)"181116, ch;!nges arl(I revision& of lh!s MOU 1n whl:>le or ~art. 1111d !rom 11111(! to 

Ume, shall b11 binding upol'I 1/'o parties, so long as the same hall bQ ln wrlllng arid exeouted by \he 

slgne1ooos 

'fl l'nm MOU, including all exhlbl~ and documenis tnQOrpor&ted herein and mode~pllca 1e 

by refaranoe. cor\S1ltutes Iha 00fl'1Plela and a~otusive statement of Iha tenn(s) and oondibon(s) of the 

agreement between the parties and ll supersedes all prior represeotalions, unde,standing.s and 

commur,lcaUons. l'he lnvalfdl!y In whole C( pan of any term or condition or !his MOU :shall not affect the. 

validity of the other term(s) or condllion(s). 

28. Any party may withdraw from this MOU upon 30 days written notice to the otner, until lhe 

due dale sat forth 1n Exhibit ·s· for ,;ubmlttal 1D SCAG of the preliminary Orange County SGS. After 

such due date, any party may Withdraw from !111$ MOU only ur,on mutual wntteo agreem&nt by all 

Parnes. 

29 Each signatory shafl be e~cused from performing Its obll9ations under lhls MOU durin_g the 

lime .ind to lhe eictent lhel I Is preverued from performing by an unforeseeable rouse beyond tts 

conlrol, tndudlng but not llmlted 10· any ,nc!dent of fire, flood; acts af God; oommandeenng or mi;terfal, 

ptodl.lC8S, pl 111J; or faetlille& by ledoral, slalo or local govemmont; na~onal fuel sllo!Ulge; or a material 

act or omls Ion by ~ny other party; when saustactory ev dence or such cause Is presenled to the 01J1er 

perlles, and pro'l/lde<l further such nonpcrformanai ,s unforeseeable, beyond tile control eno 1s no! due 

10 ll'le rautt or negllgenoe ol 1he party not pertom;tng. 

30 Any notice senl oy first class mall, po&tage pald, 10 \he address and addresSee. shall be 

cleemed lo have been given Wl1en In the Qfdlnary i;ou1Se ll would be dellvered. The represenlatlves of 

the partle Who are pnmartly responsible for the admlnl tratlon of this MOU, and lo vmom noUces, 

deman(ls and communicafions shall Ile gwen are as detailed In Exhibit ·o· Ii there are any d'langes in 

\he names and/or Mdresses listed in Exhibit "TI", tM pany desiring to ma e suoh Changes shall give a 

wrftlen notice lo he other respective parties within five (5) days of such change. 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING NO. C~l-1712 

31. This MOU shall 0011unue In lull (llf(le and ellec1 RllTI the Effecuve Oale up to ~n<I unUI tno 

date that tne Regional SCS I$ adopted by SCAG·s RegtonaJ Councll, unles$ otherwise terminated 

en~ler In ccordsnee with section 26 ol thfs MOU. The Erfedive Oate or this MOU shall mean the dale 

(last dnte Indicated below) 11\al ell parties have runy execured lhls MOU. 

[Signature Page to follow.J 

Page, ors 
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Southern California Association of Governments 

(Approved by Regional Council - April 1, 2010)  

FRAMEWORK AND GUIDELINES
for

SUBREGIONAL SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY

I. INTRODUCTION 

SB 375 (Steinberg), also known as California’s Sustainable Communities Strategy and Climate 

Protection Act,  is a new state law which became effective January 1, 2009.  SB 375 calls for the 

integration of transportation, land use, and housing planning, and also establishes the reduction of 

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as one of the main goals for regional planning.  SCAG, working 

with the individual County Transportation Commissions (CTCs) and the subregional organizations 

within the SCAG region, is responsible for implementing SB 375 in the Southern California region.

Success in this endeavor is dependent on collaboration with a range of public and private partners 

throughout the region.

Briefly summarized here, SB 375 requires SCAG as the Metropolitan Planning Organization to:

� Prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as part of the 2012 Regional 

Transportation Plan (RTP).  The SCS will meet a State-determined regional GHG emission 

reduction target, if it is feasible to do so. 

� Prepare an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS) that is not part of the RTP if the SCS is 

unable to meet the regional target. 

� Integrate SCAG planning processes, in particular assuring that the Regional Housing Needs 

Assessment (RHNA) is consistent with the SCS, at the jurisdiction level. 

� Specific to SCAG only, allow for subregional SCS/APS development. 

� Develop a substantial public participation process involving all stakeholders. 

Unique to the SCAG region, SB 375 provides that “a subregional council of governments and the 

county transportation commission may work together to propose the sustainable communities 

strategy and an alternative planning strategy . . . for that subregional area.”  Govt. Code 

§65080(b)(2)(C).  In addition, SB 375 authorizes that SCAG “may adopt a framework for a 

subregional SCS or a subregional APS to address the intraregional land use, transportation, 

economic, air quality, and climate policy relationships.” Id.  Finally, SB 375 requires SCAG to 

“develop overall guidelines, create public participation plans, ensure coordination, resolve conflicts, 

make sure that the overall plan complies with applicable legal requirements, and adopt the plan for 

the region.” Id.

The intent of this Framework and Guidelines for Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategy (also 

referred to herein as the “Framework and Guidelines” or the “Subregional Framework and 

Guidelines”) is to offer the SCAG region’s subregional agencies the highest degree of autonomy, 
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flexibility and responsibility in developing a program and set of implementation strategies for their 

subregional areas.  This will allow the subregional strategies to better reflect the issues, concerns, and 

future vision of the region’s collective jurisdictions with the input of the fullest range of stakeholders.

In order to achieve these objectives, it is necessary for SCAG to develop measures that assure equity, 

consistency and coordination, such that  SCAG can incorporate the subregional SCSs in its regional 

SCS which will be adopted as part of  the 2012 RTP pursuant to SB 375.  For that reason, this 

Framework and Guidelines establishes standards for the subregion’s work in preparing and 

submitting subregional strategies, while also laying out SCAG’s role in facilitating and supporting 

the subregional effort with data, tools, and other assistance. 

While the Framework and Guidelines are intended to facilitate the specific subregional option to 

develop the SCS (and APS if necessary) as described in SB 375, SCAG encourages the fullest 

possible participation from all subregional organizations.  As SCAG undertakes implementation of 

SB 375 for the first time, SCAG has also designed a “collaborative” process, in cooperation with the 

subregions, that allows for robust subregional participation for subregions that choose not to exercise 

their statutory option. 

II. ELIGIBILITY AND PARTICIPATION 

SB 375 allows for subregional councils of governments in the SCAG region to have the option to 

develop the SCS (and the APS if necessary) for their area.  SCAG interprets this option as being 

available to any subregional organization recognized by SCAG, regardless of whether the 

organization is formally established as a “subregional council of governments.” 

County Transportation Commissions (CTCs) play an important and necessary role in the 

development of a subregional SCS.  Any subregion that chooses to develop a subregional strategy 

will need to work closely with the respective CTC in its subregional area in order to identify and 

integrate transportation projects and policies.  Beyond working with CTCs, SCAG encourages 

partnership efforts in the development of subregional strategies, including partnerships between and 

among subregions.   

Subregional agencies must formally indicate to SCAG, in writing, by December 31, 2009 if they 

intend to exercise this option to develop their own SCS.  Subregions that choose to develop an SCS 

for their area must do so in a manner consistent with this Framework and Guidelines.  The 

subregion’s intent to exercise its statutory option to prepare the strategy for their area must be 

decided and communicated through formal action of the subregional agency’s governing board.

Subsequent to receipt of any subregion’s intent to develop and adopt an SCS, SCAG will convene 

discussions  regarding a formal written agreement between SCAG and the subregion, which may be 

revised if necessary, as the SCS process is implemented. 

III. FRAMEWORK 

The Framework portion of this document covers regional objectives and policy considerations, and 

provides general direction to the subregions in preparing their own SCS, and APS if necessary. 
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A. SCAG’s preliminary goals for implementing SB 375 are as follows: 

o Achieve the regional GHG emission reduction target for cars and light trucks through an SCS. 

o Fully integrate SCAG’s planning processes for transportation, growth, intergovernmental 

review, land use, housing, and the environment. 

o Seek areas of cooperation that go beyond the procedural statutory requirements, but that also 

result in regional plans and strategies that are mutually supportive of a range of goals. 

o Build trust by providing an interactive, participatory and collaborative process for all 

stakeholders.  Provide, in particular, for the robust participation of local jurisdictions, 

subregions and CTCs in the development of the SCAG regional SCS and implementation of 

the subregional provisions of the law. 

o Assure that the SCS adopted by SCAG and submitted to California Air Resources  Board 

(ARB) is a reflection of the region’s collective growth strategy and vision for the future. 

o Develop strategies that incorporate and are respectful of local and subregional priorities, 

plans, and projects. 

B. Flexibility 

Subregions may develop any appropriate strategy to address the region’s greenhouse gas reduction 

goals and the intent of SB 375.  While subregions will be provided with SCAG data, and with a 

conceptual or preliminary scenario to use as a helpful starting point, they may employ any 

combination of land use policy change, transportation policy, and transportation investment, within 

the specific parameters described in the Guidelines. 

C. Outreach Effort and Principles 

Subregions are required to conduct an open and participatory process that includes the fullest possible 

range of stakeholders.  As further discussed within the Guidelines, SCAG amended its existing Public 

Participation Plan (PPP) to describes SCAG’s responsibilities in complying with the outreach 

requirements of SB 375 and other applicable laws and regulations.  SCAG will fulfill its outreach 

requirements for the regional SCS/APS which will include outreach activities regarding the 

subregional SCS/APS.  Subregions are also encouraged to design their own outreach process that 

meets each subregion’s own needs and reinforces the spirit of openness and full participation.  To the 

extent that subregions do establish their own outreach process, this process should be coordinated 

with SCAG’s outreach process.  

D. Communication and Coordination 

Subregions developing their own SCS are strongly encouraged to maintain regular communication 

with SCAG staff, the respective CTC, their jurisdictions and other stakeholders, and other subregions 

if necessary, to review issues as they arise and to assure close coordination.  Mechanisms for on-

going communication should be established in the early phases of strategy development. 

E. Planning Concepts 

SCAG, its subregions, and member cities have established a successful track record on a range of 

land use and transportation planning approaches through the on-going SCAG Compass Blueprint 

Program, including approximately 60 local demonstration projects completed to date.  Subregions are 
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encouraged to capture, further develop and build off the concepts and approaches of the Compass 

Blueprint program.  In brief, these include developing transit-oriented, mixed use, and walkable 

communities, and providing for a mix of housing and jobs. 

IV. GUIDELINES 

These Guidelines describe specific parameters for the subregional SCS/APS effort under SB 375, 

including process, deliverables, data, documentation, and timelines.  As described above, the 

Guidelines are created to ensure that the region can successfully incorporate strategies developed by 

the subregions into the regional SCS, and that the region can comply with its own requirements under 

SB 375.  Failure to proceed in a manner consistent with the Guidelines will result in SCAG not 

accepting a subregion’s submitted strategy.  

A. Subregional Process 

(1) Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategy

Subregions that choose to exercise their optional role under SB 375 will develop and adopt a 

subregional Sustainable Communities Strategy.  That strategy must contain all of the required 

elements, and follow all procedures, as described in SB 375.  Subregions may choose to further 

develop an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS), according to the procedures and requirements 

described in SB 375. If subregions prepare an APS, they must prepare a Sustainable Communities 

Strategy first, in accordance with SB 375. A subregional APS is not “in lieu of” a subregional SCS, 

but in addition to the subregional SCS.  In part, an APS must identify the principal impediments to 

achieving the targets within the SCS.  The APS must show how the GHG emission targets would be 

achieved through alternative development patterns, infrastructure, and additional transportation 

measures or policies.  SCAG encourages subregions to focus on feasible strategies that can be 

included in the SCS. 

The subregional SCS must include all components of a regional SCS as described in SB 375, and 

outlined below: 

(i.) identify the general location of uses, residential densities, and building intensities within the 

subregion;

(ii.) identify areas within the subregion sufficient to house all the population of the subregion, 

including all economic segments of the population, over the course of the planning period of 

the RTP taking into account net migration into the region, population growth, household 

formation and employment growth;  

(iii.) identify areas within the subregion sufficient to house an eight-year projection of the regional 

housing need for the subregion pursuant to Section 65584;

(iv.) identify a transportation network to service the transportation needs of the subregion;  

(v.) gather and consider the best practically available scientific information regarding resource 

areas and farmland in the subregion as defined in subdivisions (a) and (b) of Section 

65080.01;

(vi.) consider the state housing goals specified in Sections 65580 and 65581;

(vii.) set forth a forecasted development pattern for the subregion, which, when integrated with the 

transportation network, and other transportation measures and policies, will reduce the 

greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks to achieve, if there is a feasible 

way to do so, the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets approved by the ARB; and
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(viii.) allow the RTP to comply with Section 176 of the federal Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. Sec. 

7506). See, Government Code §65080(b)(2)(B). 

In preparing the subregional SCS, the subregion will consider feasible strategies, including local land 

use policies, transportation infrastructure investment (e.g., transportation projects), and other 

transportation policies such as Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies (which 

includes pricing), and Transportation System Management (TSM) strategies.  Technological 

measures may be included if they exceed measures captured in other state and federal requirements 

(e.g., AB32). 

As discussed further below (under “Documentation”), subregions need not constrain land use 

strategies considered for the SCS to current General Plans.  In other words, the adopted strategy need 

not be fully consistent with local General Plans currently in place.  However, should the adopted 

subregional strategy deviate from General Plans, subregions will need to demonstrate the feasibility 

of the strategy by documenting any affected jurisdictions’ willingness to adopt the necessary General 

Plan changes. 

The regional SCS shall be part of the 2012 RTP. Therefore, for transportation investments included 

in a subregional SCS to be valid, they must also be included in the 2012 RTP.  Further, such projects 

need to be scheduled in the RTIP for construction completion by the target years (2020 and 2035) in 

order to demonstrate any benefits as part of the SCS.  As such, subregions will need to collaborate 

with the respective CTC in their area to coordinate the subregional SCS with future transportation 

investments.  It should also be noted that the California Transportation Commission is updating their 

RTP Guidelines.  This topic is likely to be part of further discussion through the SCS process as well. 

SCAG will accept and incorporate the subregional SCS, unless (a) it does not comply with SB 375, 

(b) it is does not comply with federal law, or (c) it is does not comply with SCAG’s Subregional 

Framework and Guidelines.  In the event that a compiled regional SCS, including subregional 

submissions, does not achieve the regional target, SCAG will initiate a process to develop and 

consider additional GHG emission reduction measures region-wide.  SCAG will develop a written 

agreement with each subregional organization to define a process and timeline whereby subregions 

would submit a draft subregional SCS for review and comments to SCAG, so that any inconsistencies 

may be identified and resolved early in the process.  Furthermore, SCAG will compile and 

disseminate performance information on the preliminary regional SCS and its components in order to 

facilitate regional dialogue.  The development of a subregional SCS does not exempt any subregion 

from further GHG emission reduction measures being included in the regional SCS.  Further, all 

regional measures needed to meet the regional target will be subject to adoption by the Regional 

Council, and any additional subregional measures beyond the SCS submittal from subregions 

accepting delegation needed to meet the regional target must also be adopted by the subregional 

governing body. 

(2) Subregional Alternative Planning Strategy (APS)

Subregions are encouraged to focus their efforts on feasible measures that can be included in an SCS.

In the event that a subregion chooses to prepare an APS, the content of a subregional APS should be 

consistent with what is required by SB 375 (see, Government Code §65080(b)(2)(H)), as follows: 

(i.) Shall identify the principal impediments to achieving the subregional SCS. 
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(ii.) May include an alternative development pattern for the subregion pursuant to subparagraphs 

(B) to (F), inclusive. 

(iii.) Shall describe how the alternative planning strategy would contribute to the regional 

greenhouse gas emission reduction target, and why the development pattern, measures, and 

policies in the alternative planning strategy are the most practicable choices for the subregion. 

(iv.) An alternative development pattern set forth in the alternative planning strategy shall comply 

with Part 450 of Title 23 of, and Part 93 of Title 40 of, the Code of Federal Regulations, 

except to the extent that compliance will prevent achievement of the regional greenhouse gas 

emission reduction targets approved by the ARB. 

(v.) For purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with 

Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code), an alternative planning strategy shall not 

constitute a land use plan, policy, or regulation, and the inconsistency of a project with an 

alternative planning strategy shall not be a consideration in determining whether a project 

may have an environmental effect.   

Any precise timing or submission requirements for a subregional APS will be determined based on 

further discussions with subregional partners.  As previously noted, a subregional APS is in addition 

to a subregional SCS. 

(3) Outreach and Process

SCAG will fulfill all of its outreach requirements under SB 375 for the regional SCS/APS, which will 

include outreach regarding any subregional SCS/APS.  SCAG staff has revised its Public 

Participation Plan to incorporate the outreach requirements of SB 375, and integrate the SB 375 

process with the 2012 RTP development as part of SCAG’s Public Participation Plan Amendment 

No. 2, adopted by SCAG’s Regional Council on December 3, 2009.  Subsequent to the adoption of 

the PPP Amendment No. 2, SCAG will continue to discuss with subregions and stakeholders the 

Subregional Framework & Guidelines, which further describe the Public Participation elements of SB 

375.

Subregions that elect to prepare their own SCS or APS are encouraged to present their subregional 

SCS or APS, in coordination with SCAG, at all meetings, workshops and hearings held by SCAG in 

their respective counties.  Additionally, the subregions would be asked to either provide SCAG with 

their mailing lists so that public notices and outreach materials may also be posted and sent out by 

SCAG, or SCAG will provide notices and outreach materials to the subregions for their distribution 

to stakeholders. The SCAG PPP Amendment No. 2 provides that additional outreach may be 

performed by subregions.  Subregions are strongly encouraged to design and adopt their own 

outreach processes that mimic the specific requirements imposed on the region under SB 375.  

Subregional outreach processes should reinforce the regional goal of full and open participation, and 

engagement of the broadest possible range of stakeholders. 

(4) Subregional SCS Approval

It is recommended that the governing board of the subregional agency approve the subregional SCS 

prior to submission to SCAG.  While the exact format is still subject to further discussion, SCAG 

recommends that there be a resolution from the governing board of the subregion with a finding that 

the land use strategies included in the subregional SCS are feasible and based upon consultation with 

the local jurisdictions in the respective subregion.  Subregion should consult with their legal counsel 

as to compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  In SCAG’s view, the 
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subregional SCS is not a “project” for the purposes of CEQA; rather, the 2012 RTP which will 

include the regional SCS is the actual “project” which will be reviewed for environmental impacts 

pursuant to CEQA.  As such, the regional SCS, which will include the subregional SCSs, will 

undergo a thorough CEQA review.  Nevertheless, subregions approving subregional SCSs should 

consider issuing a notice of exemption under CEQA to notify the public of their “no project” 

determination and/or to invoke the “common sense” exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 

15061(b)(3).

Finally, in accordance with SB 375, subregions are strongly encouraged to work in partnership with 

the CTC in their area.  SCAG can facilitate these arrangements if needed. 

(5) Data Standards

SCAG is currently assessing the precise data standards anticipated for the regional and subregional 

SCS.  In particular, SCAG is reviewing the potential use of parcel data and development types 

currently used for regional planning.  At present, the following describes the anticipated data 

requirements for a subregional SCS. 

1. Types of Variables 

Variables are categorized into socio-economic variables and land use variables. The socio-

economic variables include population, households, housing units, and employment.  The land 

use variables include land uses, residential densities, building intensities, etc, as described in SB 

375.

2. Geographical Levels 

SCAG is considering the collection and adoption of the data at a small-area level as optional for 

local agencies in order to make accessible the CEQA streamlining provisions under SB 375.  The 

housing unit, employment, and the land use variables can be collected at a small-area level for 

those areas which under SB 375 qualify as containing a “transit priority project” (i.e. within half-

mile of a major transit stop or high-quality transit corridor) for purposes of allowing jurisdictions 

to take advantage of the CEQA streamlining incentives in SB 375. 

For all other areas in the region, SCAG staff will collect the population, household, employment, 

and land use variables at the Census tract or Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) level. 

3. Base Year and Forecast Years

The socio-economic and land use variables will be required for the base year of 2008, and the 

target years of 2020 and 2035. 

(6) Documentation 

Subregions are expected to maintain full and complete records related to the development of the 

subregional SCS, including utilizing the most recent planning assumptions considering local general 

plans and other factors.  In particular, subregions must document the feasibility of the subregional 

strategy by demonstrating the willingness of local agencies to consider and adopt land use changes 

necessitated by the SCS.  The format for this documentation may include adopted resolutions from 

local jurisdictions and/or the subregion’s governing board. 
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(7) Timing

An overview schedule of the major milestones of the subregional process and its relationship to the 

regional SCS/RTP is included below.  Subregions must submit the subregional SCS to SCAG by the 

date prescribed.  Further, SCAG will need a preliminary SCS from subregions for the purpose of 

preparing a project description for the 2012 RTP Program Environmental Impact Report.  The precise 

content of this preliminary submission will be determined based on further discussions.  The 

anticipated timing of this preliminary product is approximately February 2011. 

(8) Relationship to Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) and Housing Element

Although SB 375 calls for an integrated process, subregions are not automatically required to take on 

RHNA delegation as described in State law if they prepare an SCS/APS. However, SCAG 

encourages subregions to undertake both processes due to their inherent connections.

SB 375 requires that the RHNA allocated housing units be consistent with the development pattern 

included in the SCS. See, Government Code §65584.04(i).  Population and housing demand must 

also be proportional to employment growth.  At the same time, in addition to the requirement that the 

RHNA be consistent with the development pattern in the SCS, the SCS must also identify areas that 

are sufficient to house the regional population by income group through the RTP planning period, 

and must identify areas to accommodate the region’s housing need for the next local Housing 

Element eight year planning period update.  The requirements of the statute are being further 

interpreted through the RTP guidelines process.  Staff intends to monitor and participate in the 

guideline process, inform stakeholders regarding various material on these issues, and amend, if 

necessary, these Framework and Guidelines, pending its adoption. 

SCAG will be adopting the RHNA and applying it to local jurisdictions at the jurisdiction boundary 

level.  SCAG staff believes that consistency between the RHNA and the SCS may still be 

accomplished by aggregating the housing units contained in the smaller geographic levels noted in 

the SCS and including such as part of the total jurisdictional number for RHNA purpose.  SCAG staff 

has concluded that there is no consistency requirement for RHNA purposes at sub-jurisdictional 

level, even though the SCS is adopted at the smaller geographic level for the opportunity areas.

The option to develop a subregional SCS is separate from the option for subregions to adopt a RHNA 

distribution, and subject to separate statutory requirements. Nevertheless, subregions that develop and 

adopt a subregional SCS should be aware that the SCS will form the basis for the allocation of 

housing need as part of the RHNA process.  Further, SCS development requires integration of 

elements of the RHNA process, including assuring that areas are identified to accommodate the 8 

year need for housing, and that housing not be constrained by certain types of local growth controls 

as described in State law. 

SCAG will provide further guidance for subregions and a separate process description for the RHNA. 

B. COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSIONS’ ROLES AND RESPONSIBLITIES 

Subregions that develop a subregional SCS will need to work closely with the CTCs in their area in 

order to coordinate and integrate transportation projects and policies as part of the subregional SCS.

As discussed above (under “Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategy”), any transportation 
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projects identified in the subregional SCS must also be included in the 2012 RTP in order to be 

considered as a feasible strategy.  SCAG can help to facilitate communication between subregions 

and CTCs. 

C. SCAG ROLES AND RESPONSIBLITIES 

SCAG’s roles in supporting the subregional SCS development process are in the following areas: 

(1) Preparing and adopting the Framework and Guidelines

SCAG will adopt these Framework and Guidelines in order to assure regional consistency and the 

region’s compliance with law.

(2) Public Participation Plan

SCAG will assist the subregions by developing, adopting and implementing a Public Participation 

Plan and outreach process with stakeholders.  This process includes consultation with congestion 

management agencies, transportation agencies, and transportation commissions; and SCAG will hold 

public workshops and hearings.   SCAG will also conduct informational meetings in each county 

within the region for local elected officials (members of the board of supervisors and city councils), 

to present the draft SCS, and APS if necessary, and solicit and consider input and recommendations. 

(3) Methodology

As required by SB 375, SCAG will adopt a methodology for measuring greenhouse gas emission 

reductions associated with the strategy. 

(4) Incorporation/Modification

SCAG will accept and incorporate the subregional SCS unless it does not comply with SB 375, 

federal law, or the Subregional Framework and Guidelines.  As SCAG intends the entire SCS 

development process to be iterative, SCAG will not amend a locally-submitted SCS.  SCAG may 

provide additional guidance to subregions so that subregions may make amendments to its 

subregional SCS as part of the iterative process, or request a subregion to prepare an APS if 

necessary.  Further, SCAG can propose additional regional strategies if feasible and necessary to 

achieve the regional emission reduction target with the regional SCS.  SCAG will develop a written 

agreement with each subregional organization to define a process and timeline whereby subregions 

would submit a draft subregional SCS for review and comments to SCAG, so that any inconsistencies 

may be identified and resolved early in the process.

(5) Modeling

SCAG currently uses a Trip-Based Regional Transportation Demand Model and ARB’s EMFAC 

model for emissions purposes.  In addition to regional modeling, SCAG is developing tools to 

evaluate the effects of strategies that are not fully accounted for in the regional model.  SCAG is also 

developing two additional tools – a Land Use Model and an Activity Based Model – to assist in 

strategy development and measurement of outcomes under SB 375. 
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In addition to modeling tools which are used to measure results of completed scenarios, SCAG is 

developing a scenario planning tool for use in workshop settings as scenarios are being created with 

jurisdictions and stakeholders.  The tool will be made available to subregions and local governments 

for their use in subregional strategy development.  

(6) Adoption/Submission to State

After the incorporation of subregional strategies, SCAG will finalize and adopt the regional SCS as 

part of the 2012 RTP.  SCAG will submit the SCS to ARB for review as required in SB 375. 

(7) Conflict Resolution

While SB 375 requires SCAG to develop a process for resolving conflicts, it is unclear at this time 

the nature or purpose of a conflict resolution process as SCAG does not intend to amend a locally-

submitted SCS.  As noted above, SCAG will accept the subregional SCS unless it is inconsistent with 

SB 375, federal law, or the Subregional Framework and Guidelines.  SCAG will also request that a 

subregion prepare an APS if necessary.  It is SCAG’s intent that the process be iterative and that there 

be coordination among SCAG, subregions and their respective jurisdictions and CTCs.  SCAG is 

open to further discussion on issues which may generate a need to establish a conflict resolution 

process as part of the written agreement between SCAG and the subregional organization. 

(8) Funding

Funding for subregional activities is not available at this time, and any specific parameters for future 

funding are speculative.  Should funding become available, SCAG anticipates providing a share of 

available resources to subregions.  While there are no requirements associated with potential future 

funding at this time, it is advisable for subregions to track and record their expenses and activities 

associated with these efforts. 

(9) Preliminary Scenario Planning

SCAG will work with each subregion to collect information and prompt dialogue with each local 

jurisdiction prior to the start of formal SCS development.  This phase of the process is identified as 

“preliminary scenario planning” in the schedule below.  The purpose of this process is to create a 

base of information to inform SCAG’s recommendation of a regional target to ARB prior to June 

2010.  All subregions are encouraged to assist SCAG in facilitating this process.   

(10) Data

SCAG is currently developing, and will provide each subregion with datasets for the following: 

(1) 2008 Base year;

(2) General Plan/Growth projection & distribution;

(3) Trend Baseline; and  

(4) Policy Forecast/SCS.  

While the Trend Baseline is a technical projection that provides a best estimate of future growth 

based on past trends and assumes no general plan land use policy changes, the Policy Forecast/ SCS 

is derived using local input through a bottom-up process, reflecting regional policies including 

transportation investments.  Local input is collected from counties, subregions, and local 

jurisdictions. 
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Data/GIS maps will be provided to subregions and local jurisdiction for their review.  This data and 

maps include the 2008 base year socioeconomic estimates and 2020 and 2035 socioeconomic 

forecast.  Other GIS maps including the existing land use, the general plan land use, the resource 

areas, and other important areas identified in SB 375.  It should be noted that none of the data/ maps 

provided were endorsed or adopted by SCAG’s Community, Economic and Human Development 

Committee (CEHD).  All data/maps provided are for the purpose of collecting input and comments 

from subregions and local jurisdictions.  This is to initiate dialogue among stakeholders to address the 

requirements of SB 375 and its implementation. 

The list of data/GIS maps include: 

   1. Existing land use 

   2. Zoning 

   3. General plan land use 

   4. Resource areas include: 

(a.) all publicly owned parks and open space; 

(b.)open space or habitat areas protected by natural community conservation plans, habitat 

conservation plans, and other adopted natural resource protection plans; 

(c.) habitat for species identified as candidate, fully protected, sensitive, or species of special 

status by local, state, or federal agencies or protected by the federal Endangered Species Act 

(1973), the California Endangered Species Act, or Native Plant Protection Act; 

(d.)lands subject to conservation or agricultural easements for conservation or agricultural 

purposes by local governments, special districts, or nonprofit 501(c)(3) organizations, areas of 

the state designated by the State Mining and Geology Board as areas of statewide or regional 

significance pursuant to Section 2790 of the Public  Resources Code, and lands under 

Williamson Act contracts; 

(e.) areas designated for open-space or agricultural uses in adopted open-space elements or 

agricultural elements of the local general plan or by local ordinance; 

(f.) areas containing biological resources as described in Appendix G of the CEQA  Guidelines 

that may be significantly affected by the sustainable communities strategy or the alternative 

planning strategy; and 

(g.)an area subject to flooding where a development project would not, at the time of 

development in the judgment of the agency, meet the requirements of the National Flood 

Insurance Program or where the area is subject to more protective provisions of state law or 

local ordinance. 

   5. Farmland 

   6. Sphere of influence 

   7. Transit priority areas 

   8. City/Census tract boundary with ID 

   9. City/TAZ boundary with ID 

(11) Tools

SCAG is developing a Local Sustainability Planning Model (LSPM) for subregions/local 

jurisdictions to analyze land use impact.  The use of this tool is not mandatory and is at the discretion 

of the Subregion.  The LSPM is a web-based tool that can be used to analyze, visualize and calculate 

the impact of land use changes on auto ownership, mode use, vehicle miles of travel (VMT), and 

greenhouse gas emissions in real time.  Users will be able to estimate transportation and emissions 

impacts by modifying land use designations within their community. 
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Other tools currently maintained by SCAG may be useful to the subregional SCS development effort, 

including the web-based CaLOTS application.  SCAG will consider providing guidance and training 

on additional tools based on further discussions with subregional partners. 

(12) Resources and technical assistance

SCAG will assist the subregions by making available technical tools for scenario development as 

described above.  Further, SCAG will assign a staff liaison to each subregion, regardless of whether 

the subregion exercises its statutory option to prepare an SCS.  SCAG staff can participate in 

subregional workshops, meetings, and other processes at the request of the subregion, and pending 

funding and availability.  SCAG’s legal staff will be available to assist with questions related to SB 

375 or SCAG’s implementation of SB 375. Further, SCAG will prepare materials for its own process 

in developing the regional SCS, and will make these materials available to subregions.

D. MILESTONES/SCHEDULE 

� CARB issues Final Regional Targets – September 2010 

� SCS development (preliminary scenario, draft, etc) – through early 2011 

� Release Draft RTP/regional SCS for public review – November 2011 

� Regional Council adopts RTP/SCS – April 2012 

If other milestones are needed, they will be incorporated into the written agreement between SCAG 

and the Subregion. 



Subregional Sustainable Communities Strategies     309

Exhibit C: 0Gllverables Templ,11to 

me 0,,,.,, ... Cou111v Sub•ealonal scs w111 ~nnli.t of tne ronowlns c:cmponents 

b•i~bo~<> jOCP(lntastt) Thal tlloate• populotl011. ho~•lng, nou1ehold, ~ml emptnymc,n ro 
~11i~s ol the county. GNJllr.>Phlc are~ sllould be tile ,malle,1 level pr~nlcabJ~ for rhe COG to 
produce. preferably at tM jl;!rcel le•el, The Gatabase mui.t reOect lhe ba"' year 2001 and eath 
v.irl~blo In he tw<> GHG target yearJ i2020 ,nd 20351, in •ccordan,;:c with the Data Standards 
'"' forth below. 

?. A map or,;erf.,.; <>f ,nap< that ill~stiqt4'sthe growu, d1mibulltm described above, d111l tha! 
\grther delineates uses, lntensltle,, and re"den11~I densllies, in accard~na, with Ille Dau, 
Standard~ ,et forth bi!low. 

3. A ll•ting of ttan5Portal1cn pr<>Jeets Thal are incorp<>rated 1n the subregi,m•I SCS 
4 A listing ar1d desciphon 9f vansportnion policies je.g, TOM, ~Mand others! to b~ employeo. 
5. Derum<>ntation that ffiablishes the proee.s, includlng the pubfic participation and ouireach 

pmce>< used to develop 1he SC'S, and demonmate, rhe affected jurl5d,ctlor,, wiU,ngn~$.! to 
coru;loer ge.neral l)lan chiinges. 

6 A narra i..e, descn11110n of !he stritegles employed lo reduce greenhouse gas emission.._ II. 

f>1rthe1 descrlpti(,n of inV other nrategle, that W"'8 ronsidefl'd and oot ult1malr,ly lnrluded. 

DATA STANOAIIDS 

The tollowln~ datil stanoardi will be U•ed In the aevetoµm~nt or a subregfonal SCS: 

1. Tyl""' of VarlJblei 

v~rrablos aro categoozed into cSOdo-,.conom,c <1a11a1Jle,; a11d l~nd Lne v~rlablc5. The SOGIO-l'Co"om,c 
OMrf.llll('S Include populaflM, llt111sehol1n, hou~111g un,ls, •M employmtnt Thi lil~d use varl•~l~s 

""'Y !arh•o~ land uJ~idHl!t1•!•~ns, bu,ld1ng dcnsrtles. lluildlng lnrens~1ts, ond •11~llcabl@ poht'ti 

~ocio-econcm,r ~no lnn(1 u~ •,lrl~l,les should t,,, provided o SCAG at !ht 111'1•11••1 I\Qtljjt ph1c3l 

11'\1!11m1nle<lhl~ for OctOG to produ-e, preferably ,1 t~e parcel !ovel, 1\1 ~ m1n1n111n,, surr, vurr~bl~, 
will br prov1d•o a1 tl11• Cc.n,us tre« orlr1ffic An~lysl!Zono (Tl\21 le•e.l 

The sodo·oconom•c dtt~ ~n(I land u1evarl&ble1 will be req111red for t"e ba~ve t ol 2008, ~nd as 
lea<1ble, to, rhe t~rg•t years of 202U .ino 2035. 

DQCVMENTATIQt,,I 

Subregion, are e petted to maintain foll and complete records related to the oevelopment cl the 

SUbregion•I SCS, includlng u11Ui1ng the most rec•nt plann ng assumption• <>Onsidering local g""eral plans 
aod other ~ctors In particular, subreglons must dorument th• feaslbmtv of the sobreg,onal strategy by 
demorm.raUng the wllllngne,ss at local •i"ncies ta consider and adop1 land use change, ne=itated by 

1ne SCS. Th~ lorm~ tor \htt docu"'""'""on m•v lnclud~ odopted resolutions 110111 loral ,or1>1.!oflllm• 
ond/or the subre,10n's JO'll'mlng bOlrd 5ub,eR1cns shall include Information reg,1rd1ne th~ ,tutus 01 
1111• d ru111cntaOon ts part o! the t,.qulred staius rtpar1110 SCAG. and cooru ol th• ntu,,1 
documNtto\lon sholf be submltt~d 10 SCAG ~s p,:irt the 1111~1 SubreglM~l SCS 
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APPENDIX C 

 REQUIRED DOCUMENTATION

� Correspondence regarding consistency of General Plans 

� Electronic copies of Transportation Demand Management Ordinances 

� Electronic copies of individual jurisdictions’ response to sustainability strategies
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APPENDIX D 

 ORANGE COUNTY PROJECTIONS DATA DEVELOPMENT 

PROCESS 
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D-1 

ORANGE COUNTY PROJECTIONS DATA DEVELOPMENT 

PROCESS

INTRODUCTION 

The socioeconomic data and growth forecasts for the OC SCS process and document was 

developed through the Orange County Projections process, involving extensive data 

collection, analysis, outreach, and review directed and managed by the Center for 

Demographic Research (CDR) at Cal State Fullerton. 

Orange County Projections (OCP) 

The OCP series was developed by the County of Orange in the 1970s to provide County 

departments and agencies with a consistent set of projections of population, housing, and 

employment for use in their operations and planning activities. The uses and applications 

have expanded over time, and numerous private and public agencies use the OCP to serve 

Orange County in the future. Some of these applications include forecasting traffic, 

sewer, and water demands; public service needs such as fire, police, social, and health; 

pollution from mobile sources; and revenues.  

In addition, all the requirements of local and regional planning efforts (including 

transportation and infrastructure planning, congestion management, air quality 

management, integrated waste management and growth management) have emphasized 

the importance of an accurate and uniform set of projections for use by all jurisdictions, 

agencies and programs. For example, as the uniform dataset used in Orange County 

planning, the OCP is incorporated into each of SCAG’s RTP growth forecasts, which are 

used in environmental impact reports and transportation plans. 

The OCP series is updated every three to four years. Over time, the update process has 

expanded to increase the level of countywide coordination, commitment, and review. The 

OCP contains population, housing, and employment projections at the County level for a 

25-30 year horizon, as well as a variety of other geographic areas including the general 

government jurisdictions (34 cities and the unincorporated county area); the County’s 70 

Community Analysis Areas (CAAs) and 10 Regional Statistical Areas (RSAs); and the 

577 census tracts in the County. These additional geographic distributions of the data 

have been made available for programmatic applications and information purposes. 

Small Area Projections 

A major step in developing the 2010 Orange County Projections was the collection of 

data from each jurisdiction in Orange County. Initially, jurisdictions were asked to 

respond to draft projections for themselves and for the smaller statistical sub-areas within 

them. These preliminary numbers were evaluated in the light of jurisdictional policies, 

D-2 

significant trends or anticipated policy changes, or projections the jurisdictions 

themselves may have developed. Standard supportive documentation citation such as the 

General Plan and its housing and land use elements, annexation plans, and development 

phasing schedules also was solicited. The small area projections went through several 

iterations with the jurisdictions’ feedback incorporated into the draft projections until a 

consensus was achieved. In this way, a large amount of information was collected for 

small geographic areas across the County.  

Data for the OC SCS 

In order to provide the most accurate picture possible of the Orange County subregion, 

and to preserve the detail and integrity of the data submitted by local jurisdictions, the 

OCP-2010 data set was used for the development of the OC SCS.  

In fall 2009, CDR sent out 2008 estimates for jurisdictions to review and provide 

feedback. Corrections were incorporated. In March 2010, the CDR met with all 35 

jurisdictions and distributed the draft projections data. Once again, jurisdictional 

feedback was incorporated. The final draft projections data were distributed in fall 2010, 

and final comments and changes incorporated into the final dataset. The OCP-2010 was 

approved by the CDR TAC and CDR MOC in December 2010. The OCCOG TAC and 

OCCOG Board approved the OCP-2010 in January 2011. 

OCP 2010 Development and Process Schedule

Develop Base Year Estimates............................................................................Summer 2009

Develop Population, Housing, and Employment (PHE) Assumptions......... September 2009

Review and Approval by CDR Technical Advisory Committee .......................October 2009

Project Countywide PHE (control totals) ........................................ October-November 2009

Approval by CDR Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) & 

Management Oversight Committee .......................................................... December 2009

OCCOG Approval of Countywide PHE................................................. January-March 2010

Allocate Countywide PHE to Split Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ) .................... Winter 2010

Jurisdictional Review/Adjustment of PHE/Jurisdictional Approval ......March-October 2010

Approval by CDR TAC & MOC .................................................................... December 2010

OCCOG Technical Advisory Committee Approval ........................................... January 2011

OCCOG Board of Directors Approval .............................................................. January 2011

As part of the revision and update process to the Orange County Projections, once the 

OCP data is approved by the OCCOG Board, the data is then transmitted to SCAG by 

CDR on behalf of OCCOG and Orange County. During the development process of the 

OC SCS and SCAG’s Regional SCS and RTP, draft and OCP data is provided to SCAG 

to incorporate into the draft and final versions of the integrated growth forecast. 
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The OCP-2010 dataset (population, housing and employment) referenced in the OC SCS 

was approved by the OCCOG Board on January 27, 2011. OCP-2010 is based on the 

approved OCP update and revision process which took place during 2009-2010; it does 

not include the 2010 Census data for California released on March 8, 2011. 

It is acknowledged that SCAG policy committee actions have directed SCAG staff to 

revise the draft growth forecast dataset for the Regional SCS and RTP to include the 

2010 Census data and the 2010 State EDD employment benchmark. The CDR is 

coordinating with SCAG on this update process, and is evaluating the timeline and 

process to revise OCP-2010 to include the new data and be consistent with the growth 

forecast update effort being undertaken by SCAG. 

Consistent with SCAG’s process, any update to the growth forecast dataset will be to the 

2010 totals for population, housing, and employment, and the growth increments from 

2010 to 2035 will remain the same and be applied to the revised 2010 totals. If a revision 

is made to the OCP-2010, this effort will be completed after the June 2011 submittal 

deadline of the final OC SCS to SCAG. Further, the updated dataset will be provided to 

SCAG through a data amendment process and the full OC SCS document will not be 

revised. 

APPENDIX E 

2010 LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

Available at 

www.octa.net/lrtp
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APPENDIX F 

 SUSTAINABILITY STRATEGIES 
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20I E. SANDPOINTE AVE., SUITE 200, P. 0. BOX 28870, SANTA ANA, CA 92799-8870 714/436-9800 FAX 714/436-9848 

Members: Anaheim � Costa Mesa � County of Orange � Dana Point � Irvine � Lake Forest � Laguna Hills � Laguna Niguel�

Mission Viejo � Orange � Newport Beach � Sonta Ana � San Clemente � San Juan Capistrano � Tustin � Yorba Linda

      

San Joaquin Hills  Foothill/Eastern 

Corridor Agency Corridor Agency 

Chairman:    Chairman: 

Bert Hack                                                                                                                                                                              Peter Herzog 

Laguna Woods  Lake Forest

February 10, 2011 

Scott Martin 

Center for Demographic Research 

PO Box 6850 

2600 Nutwood Ave., Ste 750 

Fullerton, CA 92831 

Subject:  Toll Road-Related Best Management Practices for the Orange County Sustainable 

Community Strategy 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

At present, the proposed Orange County Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS) Best 

Management Practices (BMP) list contains seven toll-related BMPs.  We offer the following 

status update on the Transportation Corridor Agencies (TCA) BMP implementation and 

recommendations for expanding the list to better reflect actual planned enhancements to TCA’s 

toll-related BMPs. 

SR 73, the San Joaquin Hills Transportation Corridor;  SR 241, the Foothill Transportation 

Corridor;  and SR 241/261/133, the Eastern Transportation Corridor comprise 51 miles of toll 

roads, roughly 27% of Orange County's freeway network.  The addition of 40 miles of SR 91 

express lanes operated by OCTA increases that total.

TCA toll facilities are all variably priced (higher tolls during peak hours) to incentivize free-flow 

traffic conditions that reduce GHG emissions that would otherwise occur under more congested 

conditions.  Toll road pricing also incentivizes higher average vehicle occupancy, which reduces 

overall trips and associated GHG emissions in the region. 

Many researchers, including Dr. Marlon Boarnet of UCI, have identified pricing as the most 

powerful mitigation/BMP for alleviating GHG emissions.  Orange County is the only subregion 

with a priced transportation network at this time, and will be the only one with such a large 

portion of the total network subject to pricing in the future.

The BMP list contains the following transportation pricing BMPs related to TCA’s toll roads: 

 Additional Pricing Options:  Congestion Pricing, Hot Lane Pricing, etc. on major 

routes;
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Ensure Adequate Access to Open Space And Preservation Of Habitat [Note that TCA toll 

roads provide access to beach destinations, as well as recreational areas adjacent to the 

Cleveland National  Forest and HCP/NCCP open space;  this access will further expand 

when the 241 completion project is constructed]; 

Use Toll Revenue to Fund Alternative Fuel Vehicles [Note that this BMP will not apply 

to TCA’s toll roads, as the bond covenants require all toll revenues collected on TCA 

facilities to be used to repay existing construction bonds];

Expand High Occupancy Toll (Hot Lanes) System [Note that TCA toll roads are all 

general purpose lanes, so this BMP would not apply]; 

 Adopt Emission Based Tolls;   

 Convert Existing Roads to Toll Roads; and 

 Implement Urban and Intercity Road Tolls.   

RECOMMENDATIONS

In light of their potential GHG reduction importance, we suggest that these and all transportation 

other pricing related BMPs (such as cordon pricing) be grouped together to better convey the full 

range existing pricing implementation and future options.  At present, they are identified as a 

mix of TDM, TSM and pricing measures.  Grouping them will also better correspond to SCAG’s 

SCS guidelines calling for pricing strategies.

We also recommend that the seven tolling related BMPs be expanded to capture the full range of 

pricing actions and future options being pursued by the TCA on its public toll road system.  The 

following additional measures are either being currently implemented and/or are being 

considered for future implementation by the TCA.  All of them have a high degree of feasibility: 

1) Implement Inter-County and Inter-Regional Toll Facilities. 

In contrast to the existing BMP that focuses on urban and intercity tolls, this new BMP addresses 

the type of facility exemplified by the TCA toll corridors that provide intra-county, inter-county 

and inter-regional access. 

Existing Implementation:  TCA has constructed and currently operates 460 lanes miles of toll 

road that serve intra-county, inter-county, and inter-regional trips. 

Future Implementation:  TCA will add 105 new tolled lanes between 2012 and 2035 to meet 

intra-county, inter-county and inter-regional travel demand. 

2) Reduce congestion and associated GHG emissions through variable toll pricing. 

Mr. Scott Martin 

February 10, 2011 

Page 3 of 4 

Existing Implementation:  TCA currently implements variable peak hour pricing on 460 lane 

miles of FTC, ETC and SJHTC toll roads. 

Future Implementation: TCA will continue to implement variable peak hour pricing on 460 lane 

miles FTC, ETC and SJHTC toll roads, and will expand this by 105 additional lane miles of 

variably priced roads by 2030. 

3) Reduce congestion and associated GHG emissions through dynamic toll pricing. 

Future Implementation: Although TCA tolls do not vary continuously throughout the day in 

response to congestion at this time, this technique is available for use when and if appropriate on 

The Toll Roads. 

4) Reduce vehicle trips and associated GHGs by providing express bus transit on toll 

lanes.

Existing Implementation: TCA and OCTA currently have in place agreements allowing such 

routes.

Future Implementation: TCA, OCTA and other providers could expand express/rapid bus 

service on toll lanes.

5) Reduce vehicle trips and associated GHGs by providing transit in the dedicated 

median of existing toll corridors.

TCA has reserved right of way for future mass transit in the median of its corridors.   

6) Reduce congestion and associated GHGs with a common, transferrable tolling 

technology for priced facilities.

Existing Implementation:  All priced facilities in Orange and San Diego Counties currently use 

the FasTrak transponder technology, making the system flow more smoothly with less 

congestion-related GHG emissions.  Electronic tolling via the FasTrak technology is available on 

460 lane miles of SR 241, SR 261, SR 133, SR 73 and SR 91.  This technology also provides 

interoperability on tolled facilities statewide; OCTA’s 91 Express Lanes as well as priced lanes 

in San Diego County and in the Bay Area also employ FasTrak.  

Future Implementation:  Expansions of the priced transportation network should use the same 

technology to avoid duplication and user confusion.  For example, the completion of SR 241, the 

Foothill Transportation Corridor South, will employ FasTrak technology on 105 additional lane 

miles.  This BMP should also be employed in the SCAG regional SCS to maintain regional and 

statewide interoperability.

7) Reduce congestion and associated GHGs with cashless full electronic tolling. 
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Future Implementation: TCA is planning to implement cashless, full electronic tolling on 460 

existing lane miles of SR 241, SR 261, SR 133 and SR 73 between 2012 and 2020.  This total 

will grow to 565 lane miles when the southern portion of 241 is fully built out by 2030.  

8) Reduce vehicle trip and development-related GHG emissions through toll road open 

space mitigation.

Existing Implementation: The San Joaquin Hills, Eastern and Foothill Transportation Corridor 

toll roads have provided approximately 2,200 acres of dedicated open space as environmental 

mitigation.  This acreage will remain undeveloped in perpetuity despite significant future 

pressure for urban development to accommodate a growing population and economy in Orange 

County.  In doing so, the dedicated open space will contribute to higher densities and more 

compact development elsewhere in the Orange County subregion, which is beneficial for GHG 

reduction.  In addition, the dedicated open space provides permanent carbon sequestration 

benefits that the SCS should capture.

Future Implementation: Any additional toll road open space dedications will expand on the 

benefits described above.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft BMP list.  I am available to discuss any 

questions or comments you have on the requested additions above.  You can reach me at (949) 

754-3475 or vmcfall@thetollroads.com.

Sincerely,

Valarie McFall 

Deputy Director 

Environmental Planning 

cc:  Tony Petros, LSA Associates 
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Summarizing the ARB briefs leads to the rankings of policies based on impact shown in 
the table below. 

Table H: Summary of ARB Policy Briefs

Policy Change in Policy 

Reduction in VMT or 
change in other policy 
variable when noted 

Impact 
Category ARB policy brief 

Road Pricing 1% increase in toll 
or price

0.1 to 0.45% reduction in 
traffic volumes High Road user pricing

Parking Pricing Offering employees 
parking cash outa

12% reduction for 
employees accepting cash 
out

High Parking pricing

Regional 
Accessibility to 
Employment 

1% increase in 
access to 
employment b

0.13 to 0.25% reduction in 
VMT High Regional 

Accessibility

Jobs-Housing 
Balance 

1% improvement in 
jobs-housing balance

0.29 to 0.35% reduction in 
VMT High Jobs-Housing 

balance

Neighborhood 
Design 

Changes in density, 
mixed use, and street 
connectivity 
simultaneously 

0.25% reduction in VMT f High

Residential 
Density

1% increase in 
neighborhood 
residential density c

0.05 to 0.12% reduction in 
VMT Residential Density

Mixed Land 
Use

1% increase in land 
use mix d

0.02 to 0.11% reduction in 
VMT Land Use Mix

Street Network 
Connectivity

1% increase in 
connectivity e

0.06 to 0.12% reduction in 
VMT

Network 
Connectivity

Telecommuting Per individual 
telecommuter

17% VMT reduction on 
average weekday g High Telecommuting

Transit 

Distance from 
transit station

1 mile reduction in 
distance to nearest 
station

1.3% to 5.8% reduction in 
VMT High-Medium Distance to Transit 

(Transit Access)

Fare 1% reduction in fare 0.4% increase in transit 
ridership i High-Medium Transit Service

Service hours or 
service miles

1% increase in 
service hours or 
miles

0.7% increase in transit 
ridership i High-Medium Transit Service

Service 
frequency

1% increase in 
service frequency

0.5% increase in transit 
ridership i High-Medium Transit Service

Employer-Based 
Trip Reduction 

Implementation of 
program at a 
worksite

4% to 6% reduction in 
commute VMT for 
employees at work site

High-Medium Employer-Based 
Trip Reduction

Traffic Incident 
Clearance 
Programs 

Regional 
implementation of a 
freeway incident 
clearance program

Approximate 1% reduction 
in two criteria pollutants, 
CO and NOx

High-Medium h Traffic Incident 
Clearance Programs

Pedestrian 
Strategies 

1% increase in 
sidewalk coverage, 

0.09 to 0.27% increase in 
walking i Low-Medium Pedestrian Strategies

G-3 

Policy Change in Policy 

Reduction in VMT or 
change in other policy 
variable when noted 

Impact 
Category ARB policy brief 

length, or width

Bicycle Strategies 

1% increase in either 
bicycle lane density 
(miles of lane per 
square mile of land) 
or spending share of 
federal 
transportation funds 
on bicycle 
infrastructure (per 
capita)

0.32% increase in bicycle 
commute mode share i Low Bicycle Strategies

Notes:  
a Parking cash-out offers employees income equal to the value of free parking at work, and then charges employees 

for parking.
b Access to employment is measured by a distance-weighted gravity variable that sums all jobs in region or 

metropolitan area, inversely weighting jobs by a function of the distance from a residence to the job location.
c  Neighborhoods were typically census tracts or transportation analysis zones, or approximately ¼ to ½ mile 

distances around residences.
d In the academic literature, land use mix is often measured by entropy or dissimilarity indices. See 

http://arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/policies/mix/landusemix_bkgd.pdf.  
e  Measured as percent of street intersections that are four-way or by average block size.
f  From National Research Council (2009) based on Bento et al. (2005). See 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/policies/density/density_brief.pdf.
g  Includes both telecommute and non-telecommute days. (Adjusts for the fact that telecommuters typically 

telecommute some but not all days per week.)
h  Classification as ―high-medium‖ is based on fact that regional impact (approximate 1% reduction in two criteria 

pollutants) is of same magnitude as regional VMT reduction from regional implementation of employer-based trip 
reduction programs, where region is a metropolitan area.

i  Increases in walking, bicycling, and transit ridership will not lead to one-for-one reductions in driving, as low 
market shares for walking, bicycling, and transit imply that large percentage increases in walk, bicycle, or transit 
mode share will be associated with smaller decreases in driving share. Paulley et al. (2006), cited in the ARB 
transit service policy brief, gives evidence that changes in transit service are associated with about 1/10th of the 
impact on driving as on transit service, and a factor of 1/10 is used to scale the impacts for walking, bicycling, and 
transit ridership in Table 1 when organizing the policies into impact categories in Table 2.
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CEQA Streamlining: Existing Land Use, Density, and  

Building Intensity Data 

SB 375 provides incentives in the form of CEQA streamlining to support community 

designs that help reduce GHG emissions. To take advantage of these CEQA streamlining 

provisions in SB 375, projects must prequalify based on two criteria: 

� A project must be consistent with the land use designation, density, building 

intensity, and applicable policies in an approved SCS or Alternative Planning 

Strategy.1

� A project must be considered a Transit Priority Project (TPP) or a Residential/ 

Mixed Use Residential Project (as defined in SB 375). 

To help OCCOG jurisdictions take advantage of the CEQA streamlining provisions in 

SB 375, SCAG will include maps in the regional 2012 RTP/SCS in order to show the 

uses, densities, intensities and locations for future development, and in order to facilitate 

subsequent project consistency findings. These maps will use the Orange County 

Projection dataset as reviewed and approved by OCCOG. SCAG, in consultation with 

OCCOG and OCCOG jurisdictions, may provide more detail in order to allow interested 

jurisdictions to take advantage of the CEQA streamlining provisions in SB 375. SCAG 

will only show more land use detail where a jurisdiction has acknowledged that the land 

use information is based on their input and approved of its being displayed in the adopted 

plan. 

To facilitate SB 375 CEQA Streamlining, individual Orange County jurisdictions are 

asked to provide detailed land use information (uses, densities, intensities at a defined 

geographic level) to SCAG. These data are called out in the SCAG Framework and 

Guidelines and the legislation specific to the streamlining provisions. Additionally, or in 

lieu of detailed land use information, jurisdictions may work with SCAG in designating 

the appropriate regional “development type” in locations for potential future projects. 

Jurisdictions themselves will determine whether a particular project meets the CEQA 

streamlining qualifications, including making the consistency finding. If a jurisdiction 

does not participate in the SCS data collection effort for existing land use, density, and 

building intensity, there is no direct adverse consequence due to not providing input.  

In order to provide the most accurate data possible for the Orange County subregion, and 

to preserve individual jurisdictions’ general plan and existing data accuracy, detail, and 

integrity, and to meet the requirements under SB 375 for purposes of CEQA 
                                                     
1

CARB will review the regional SCS to accept or reject SCAG’s determination whether or not the implementation 

of the SCS would achieve the GHG emission reduction targets for the region. If the regional targets cannot be 

achieved by the regional SCS, then SCAG must prepare an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS). An APS is a 

separate document from the RTP and describes how the targets could be achieved through alternative development 

patterns, infrastructure, or additional transportation measures or policies.

H-2

streamlining, SCAG prepared and provided Orange County local jurisdictions with a set 

of data/ GIS maps of detailed land use information, including General Plan, zoning, and 

existing general land use designation, density and building intensity data and maps, all 

for the jurisdictions’ review and comment. Data/Maps Guides and Review Packets were 

provided by SCAG in electronic and hard copy format to OCCOG on February 11, 2011, 

for individual Orange County jurisdiction’s review by April 29, 2011.

The information contained in the data packets document was developed and/or collected 

by the staff in the Data and GIS group in the Department of Research, Analysis, and 

Information Services (RAIS) under the Land Use and Environmental Planning (LUEP) 

Division at SCAG. The SCAG Data/Map Guide included information on the sources, 

methodologies, and contents of each dataset. These data/ GIS maps are identified in SB 

375 as required to be considered in the SCS development to address the requirements of 

SB 375 and its implementation for purposes of CEQA streamlining. Comments and 

corrections from subregions and local jurisdictions are due to SCAG by April 29, 2011.  

The list of data/GIS maps included in the SCAG map and data packets, along with the 

review requested of Orange County jurisdictions, appears as Table F, below. 

Table F: Contents of the SCAG Map and Data Packets, with Review of Orange County 

Jurisdictions 

Category Action
GIS Shapefile 

available?

Land Use

General Plan review & comment Yes

Zoning review & comment Yes

Existing Land Use as of 2008 review & comment Yes

Geographical boundaries 

Jurisdiction Boundary & 

Sphere of Influence
review & comment Yes

Census Tract Boundary None Yes

TAZ Boundary None Yes

Transit Priority Projects

Major Stops & High Quality 

Transit Corridors
review & comment Yes

Resource Areas & Farmland

Endangered Species and Plants review & comment Yes

Flood areas review & comment Yes

Natural Habitat review & comment Yes

Open Space and Parks review & comment Yes

Farmland review & comment Yes
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BACKGROUND: EXISTING LAND USE, DENSITY, AND BUILDING 

INTENSITY 

In 2008 and early 2009, SCAG began to collect the general plan and zoning information 

from local jurisdictions, with year adopted ranging from 1971 to 2009 by jurisdiction. 

The general plan and zoning documents, maps, and/or GIS shapefiles collected were 

coded into GIS shapefiles at parcel level. Parcel data were acquired from Digital Map 

Product for Orange County. Beginning in July 2009, SCAG communicated with local 

jurisdictions, and revised the general plan and zoning data based on the results of the 

local review. Through a process of collecting general plan and zoning documents and 

receiving comments from local jurisdictions, information included in the data packets 

reflected the local inputs received by January 31, 2010. SCAG continues to receive local 

input, and will incorporate them into the database. General Plan data are shown at a 

parcel level; in many areas, they depict a local agency's adopted documents accurately. 

However, the data shown in some areas may be generalized or inaccurate for many 

reasons, a primary reason because the parcel level database representing general plan 

does not support multiple uses or designations on a single parcel (either splitting the 

parcel or representing overlays). Additionally, data on building size, existing use, and 

other specific parcel-related information that SCAG collected from other original data 

sources such as the Orange County Assessor’s Office may have been in error and/or not 

up to date. Due to these inaccuracies and limitations, if site specific data is necessary, 

users should always reference a local agency's adopted documents or field surveys to 

determine actual land use designations. 

At the jurisdiction level, both general plan land use and zoning maps are prepared with 

the land use or zoning codes used in each local jurisdiction. General Plan land use maps 

are also available at larger geographic levels, such as subregion, county, or the entire 

SCAG region with SCAG’s standardized General Plan codes. For detailed information on 

the standardized codes, please refer to SCAG’s General Plan Code Table. 

SCAG prepared three sets of land use maps (General Plan Land Use, Zoning and 2008 

Existing Land Use) at parcel level. The three land use maps were originally provided to 

local jurisdictions in September/October 2009. Based on one-on-one meetings and 

communication with local jurisdictions throughout the 1st round outreach (July 2009-

January 2010) the Data/Map packets of existing land use, density, and building intensity 

data transmitted to Orange County jurisdictions in February 2011 reflect the local inputs 

received by January 31, 2010. Data was also incorporated for the cities of Irvine, San 

Clemente and San Juan Capistrano that was received after January 31st. The City of 

Costa Mesa is continuing to work with SCAG to correct the existing land use map for 

their jurisdiction. 

H-4

Orange County Jurisdiction Review Process 

OCCOG distributed the electronic files and hard copies to Orange County cities and the 

County of Orange for review. They were asked to review and submit updates and 

comments for purposes of SB 375 CEQA streamlining, a description of which is 

attached. All Orange County jurisdictions received the SCAG datasets in both electronic 

and hard copy format. Most but not all OC jurisdictions reviewed for purposes of SB 375 

CEQA Streamlining. 

SCAG staff presented a data orientation and review session to the OCCOG TAC on 

March 1, 2011 and additionally at a broader meeting of SCS stakeholders on March 9, 

2011. Additionally, SCAG staff was available and conducted meetings at CDR during the 

last week of March 2011 to provide technical data and GIS assistance to Orange County 

jurisdictions with limited data/GIS capability that needed assistance in the Data/Map 

review. 

Based upon parcel level data originally provided by SCAG, Orange County jurisdictions 

reviewed the data to various degrees for purposes of CEQA streamlining.  

Results 

The results of that process are attached as data elements and appendices to this document. 

General Plan, zoning, and existing land use (density and building intensity) data are 

identified and provided at the parcel level in attached Excel files by Orange County 

jurisdiction.  

In Appendix I, individual jurisdiction General Plans are presented along with web 

address links to individual jurisdictions’ General Plans. Individual jurisdiction General 

Plans are always considered the final and ultimate authority on land use and zoning, 

especially for those jurisdictions that opted not to review the SCAG data. 

For those jurisdictions that did not fully review, there are some limitations, conditions, 

and caveats to the existing land use, density, and building intensity data. Data provided 

by SCAG on land use is in some areas inaccurate and/or generalized. Because the parcel 

level database representing existing land use, general plan, and zoning data does not 

support multiple uses or designations on a single parcel (either splitting the parcel or 

representing overlays, such as zoning overlays), the data ultimately shown may 

generalize the data and thus not accurately depict a local government’s adopted general 

plan or zoning or the existing land use on the site (including land use designated through 

a development or other legal agreement). 

Due to these caveats and limitation, if site-specific data is necessary, users should always 

reference and rely on individual City and County of Orange general plans as the final 

authority. A local agency’s adopted documents are always the final say on allowable land 
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use designations and zoning, and actual site visits or field surveys to determine densities 

and building intensities should be undertaken.  

APPENDIX I 

JURISDICTION GENERAL PLANS 





REGIONAL OFFICES
Imperial County
1405 North Imperial Avenue
Suite 1 
El Centro, CA 92243 
Phone: (760) 353-7800 
Fax: (760) 353-1877

Orange County
OCTA Building 
600 South Main Street
Suite 906
Orange, CA 92863 
Phone: (714) 542-3687 
Fax: (714) 560-5089 

Riverside County
3403 10th Street
Suite 805 
Riverside, CA 92501 
Phone: (951) 784-1513 
Fax: (951) 784-3925

San Bernardino County
Santa Fe Depot 
1170 West 3rd Street
Suite 140 
San Bernardino, CA 92410 
Phone: (909) 806-3556 
Fax: (909) 806-3572

Ventura County
950 County Square Drive
Suite 101 
Ventura, CA 93003 
Phone: (805) 642-2800 
Fax: (805) 642-2260 

818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
Phone: (213) 236-1800 
Fax: (213) 236-1825
www.scag.ca.gov
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Overview and Description
The transit system in our six-county region is comprised of an extensive network of 
services provided by dozens of operators. The network includes fixed-route local bus, 
community circulators, express bus, bus rapid transit (BRT), demand response, commuter 
rail, heavy rail, and light rail. The operators include well established agencies in mature 
service areas as well as smaller municipal operators whose services are developing 
smartly in their respective parts of the region. Ridership in our region continues to grow, 
and significant progress is being made in making transit more available and attractive by 
virtue of a burgeoning rail network, transit oriented development (TOD) and other service 
improvements. However, this progress has been slowed by recent cutbacks in funding 
and decreases in revenue.

As of FY2009, our region’s transit system represents approximately 8,700 miles of bus 
routes, 70 miles of heavy and light rail, and 512 miles of commuter rail service. Almost 
5 percent of commuters in the SCAG region used transit to reach their place of employ-
ment as of 2009. However, this is significantly below the percentage of commuters using 
transit in other large metropolitan areas such as Chicago or the Bay Area. As of FY2009, 
transit agencies in the SCAG Region reported 747.3 million boardings. This represents a 
net growth of nearly 20 percent between 2000 and 2010; however, there has been only a 
4 percent growth in per capita trips, meaning that most of the growth in boardings could 
be explained by population growth.

While Southern California has a national reputation for auto-centricity, our region has 
an extensive transit network. According to APTA’s Public Transportation Fact Book, the 
Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana Urbanized Statistical Area (UZA) ranked number two 
nationally in several important measures. Only the New York-Newark UZA reported more 
Vehicles Operated Maximum Service, Vehicles Available for Maximum Service, Vehicle 
Revenue Miles, Vehicle Revenue Hours, and Unlinked Passenger Trips. Los Angeles-Long 
Beach-Santa Ana ranked third in Passenger Miles Travelled, behind the New York-Newark 
and Chicago UZAs. LA Metro is the fifth largest operator nationally, when ranked in terms 
of service hours. Eight other properties, The City of Santa Monica’s Big Blue Bus, Orange 
County Transportation Authority (OCTA), Access Services Incorporated (ASI), Foothill 

Transit, City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), Riverside Transit 
Agency (RTA), Omnitrans, and Long Beach Transit (LBT) rank among the 100 largest 
properties nationally.

Our region is planning and constructing an ambitious level of transit capital projects, 
including new rail lines and bus priority facilities such as bus lanes and bus signal priority 
(BSP). In November 2008, Los Angeles County voters approved a third county sales tax 
increase, Measure R, funding new capital projects and providing additional operating 
funds for county transit providers. The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (Metro) already administers Proposition A and C funds (a half cent each), and 
will use 35 percent of the revenues from Measure R to develop a series of major transit 
capital projects for bus improvements and to expand the rail network. Imperial, Orange, 
Riverside and San Bernardino counties also have local sales tax programs in place, deliv-
ering similar mixes of operational and capital project improvements.

Along with the recent and future improvements to our region’s transit system are land use 
developments around transit centers and stations along transit corridors that encourage 
transit usage. Many residential and commercial developments have been built or are in 
the pipeline alongside transit facilities that offer residents and employees an opportunity 
to make a trip by transit, bicycling, or walking, instead of an auto trip.

These positive developments have been significantly impacted however by recent revenue 
declines and cutbacks in funding. The Great Recession and its anemic recovery have 
led to serious fiscal challenges for our transit operators. Since FY2008, transit provid-
ers within the SCAG region have seen a decrease in State Transit Account (STA) funds of 
approximately $759 million. Local Transportation Fund (LTF) allocations in FY 2010 were 
21 percent lower than FY 2007. By February of 2011, half of the agencies that provide 
service between local cities in our region had cut service by between 2 percent and 20 
percent. Of those, four agencies had cut service by more than 10 percent. During this 
same period, 14 out of 25 of these operators had seen their boardings fall between 2 per-
cent and 27 percent. Of those, four agencies had boardings fall by more than 15 percent. 
To offset this large revenue decline, almost all operators have raised fares. While this has 
increased fare revenues in the region, it does not provide an incentive for increased pas-
senger boardings.
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Transit Modes in the SCAG Region
Transit service in the SCAG region is composed of five modes of service:

 � Fixed Route Bus Service, referred to as Motor Bus in the National 
Transit Database and defined as “a transit mode comprised of rubber 
tired vehicles operating on fixed routes and schedules over roadways.”

 � Demand Response, defined as “a transit mode comprised of pas-
senger cars, vans, or small buses operating in response to calls from 
passengers or their agents to the transit operator, who then dispatches 
a vehicle to pick up the passengers and transport them to their 
destinations.”

 � Light Rail, defined as “a transit mode that typically is an electric 
railway with a light volume traffic capacity compared to heavy rail (HR). 
It is characterized by passenger rail cars operating on fixed rails in 
shared or exclusive right-of-way (ROW) and vehicle power drawn from 
an overhead electric line via a trolley or a pantograph.”

 � Heavy Rail, defined as “a transit mode that is an electric railway with 
the capacity for a heavy volume of traffic. It is characterized by sepa-
rate ROWs from which all other vehicular and foot traffic are excluded 
and high speed and rapid acceleration passenger rail cars operating 
singly or in multi-car trains on fixed rails.” 

 � Commuter Rail (CR), defined as “a transit mode that is an electric 
or diesel propelled railway for urban passenger train service consist-
ing of local short distance travel operating between a central city and 
adjacent suburbs. Service must be operated on a regular basis by or 
under contract with a transit operator for the purpose of transport-
ing passengers within urbanized areas (UZAs), or between urbanized 
areas and outlying areas.” Discussion of this mode is included in the 
Passenger Rail Appendix.



Coupled with the revenue setbacks, costs for transit providers are heading in the opposite 
direction by rising faster than inflation. Each mode has shown cost per passenger mile 
traveled (PMT) increase over the past decade: bus service by 24 percent, Metro Rail by 
41 percent, and Metrolink by 48 percent. Transit providers’ fare revenue, or “farebox 
recovery,” has decreased from 32 percent of the cost of providing service to just 27 
percent since 2000.

These cost and revenue trends weaken the long term stability of transit services in the 
SCAG Region. Unless transit operators in our region find ways to improve the fare revenue 
to cost ratio, transit services will require much greater subsidies or services will continue 
to be cut. This conflict will grow as new operational funds will need to be applied towards 
new capital projects currently in development once they are ready for revenue service.

The State of the System
A detailed analysis was completed to gauge the state of SCAG’s transit system. The 
analysis studied the 25 inter-jurisdictional operators in our region over the last ten years. 
The goals of the analysis were to:

 � Assess the region’s ability to attract and retain new transit riders

 � Assess the region’s utilization of transit resources

 � Show transit availability and connectivity to smart growth/TOD

 � Show the effects of the recession

TABLE 1 Transit Properties Included in 2012–2035 RTP/SCS  
Transit Performance Analysis

Antelope Valley Transit Authority Beach Cities Transit

Culver CityBus Foothill Transit

Gardena Municipal Bus Lines Gold Coast Transit

Imperial Valley Transit Long Beach Transit

Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation 

Los Angeles County Metropolitan  
Transportation Authority (Metro)

Southern California Regional Rail 
Authority (Metrolink)

Montebello Bus Lines

Morongo Basin Transit Authority Mountain Area Regional Transit Authority 
(MARTA)

Norwalk Transit District Omnitrans

Orange County Transportation Authority Riverside Transit Agency

Santa Clarita Transit City of Santa Monica Big Blue Bus

Simi Valley Transit SunLine Transit Agency

Torrance Transit Ventura Intercity Service Transit Authority

Victor Valley Transit Authority
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The analysis shows that transit usage continues to grow in our region. This is especially 
true when fixed guideway projects such as rail and BRT are implemented and result in 
new riders to transit. As of FY2009, transit agencies in the SCAG Region reported 747.3 
million boardings. This represents growth of nearly 20 percent in the ten years between 
2000 and 2010, but only 4 percent growth in per capita trips due to population growth. 
Metrolink and Metro Rail (L.A. County) have seen ridership growth of 6 percent to 8 
percent a year, while traditional local bus has grown 1.5 percent a year. This rate is well 
below the region’s rate of population growth, meaning that bus transit is actually losing 
ground in the SCAG Region, even though local buses carry 86 percent of our region’s 
transit riders. Bus transit’s per capita ridership loss is troubling, given that this mode 
forms the backbone of the SCAG Region’s transit network. This loss also demonstrates 
the importance of introducing “premium” transit services, such as rail, BRT, limited-stop 
and point-to-point express services, to our region.

Transit ridership growth is important, but so is the availability of transit: frequency, 
span-of-service, and the location of stops and services affect residents’ ability to travel 
by transit. The provision of transit service in the SCAG region is growing faster than the 
growth in boardings. In the past ten years, total transit service hours are up 26 percent, 
while boardings are up only 20 percent. This trend results in slightly lower productivity, or 
boardings per hour, meaning transit resources are being used slightly less efficiently.

As our region becomes more and more congested, transit speed is also important. The 
analysis shows that over the last ten years, transit modal speeds have remained relatively 
constant. Metrolink’s average speed is about 40 mph, Metro Rail about 23 mph, and local 
bus about 13 mph. Auto speeds remain very competitive with transit. Freeway speeds 
are about 40 mph, and 26 mph for major arterials. Metrolink speeds are competitive with 
highway speeds, but overall travel times for Metrolink passengers are likely longer due to 
the time needed to travel to and from the Metrolink stations on each end of the trip.

Transit costs and revenues are not fairing as well over the last decade. Farebox recovery 
is down significantly, from 32 percent to 27 percent. Even more concerning, each transit 
mode has seen costs per passenger mile traveled increase: bus service 24 percent, Metro 
Rail 41 percent and Metrolink 48 percent, in constant dollars.

FIGURE 1 Per Capita Transit Trips 2000–2009
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FIGURE 2 Cost per Bus Passenger 2000–2009
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FIGURE 3 Regional Farebox Recovery
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Availability Analysis

Another part of the analysis looked at the region’s availability of transit. Transit services 
were separated by mode to see what percentage of jobs, housing and population have 
available transit. The modes are commuter rail, heavy and light rail, express bus, BRT, 
and local bus in four frequency subcategories. Availability is defined as being within a 
half-mile of the rail services, express bus and BRT, and within a quarter-mile of the local 
bus services. Findings show that the Metrolink system offers good availability to our 
region’s employment sites: Anywhere from 22 percent to 34 percent of jobs are within a 
half-mile of a Metrolink station.

In Los Angeles County, the Metro Rail system is within a half-mile of 19 percent of jobs, 
and about 14 percent of households. Metro’s Metro Rapid service however, is available to 
51 percent of jobs, and about 42 percent of households. Also of importance is frequency 
of regular local fixed-route bus service; more frequent transit services obviously ben-
efit residents more than less frequent services. Outside of L.A. County, only 23 percent 
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of Orange County residents have access to transit service with 15 minutes or better 
frequency, only 11 percent of Riverside and San Bernardino county residents have this 
access, and no residents in Imperial or Ventura counties have such access. This analysis 

shows the need to introduce rail and BRT services in our region outside of Los Angeles 
County and also to improve the frequency of local bus service.

TABLE 2 Modal Availability

County Los Angeles Orange Riverside San Bernardino Ventura Imperial

Total Employment 4,335,967 1,624,508 663,948 700,603 347,720 61,504

Commuter Rail Employment 970,302 450,561 166,454 169,166 118,625 0

Availability 22.38% 27.74% 25.07% 24.15% 34.12% 0.00%

Heavy/Light Rail Employment 816,450 0 0 0 0 0

Availability 18.83% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

BRT Employment 2,204,346 0 0 0 0 0

Availability 50.84% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Express Bus Employment 3,402,872 631,829 203,174 127,940 176,539 19,414

Availability 78.48% 38.89% 30.60% 18.26% 50.77% 31.57%

<15 Min Local Bus Employment 2,231,969 377,098 72,555 77,816 0 0

Availability 51.48% 23.21% 10.93% 11.11% 0.00% 0.00%

16 to 30 Min Local Bus Employment 3,940,937 1,526,306 250,960 405,293 159,941 0

Availability 90.89% 93.95% 37.80% 57.85% 46.00% 0.00%

31 to 60 Min Local Bus Employment 3,838,088 1,381,993 514,882 470,597 208,814 0

Availability 88.52% 85.07% 77.55% 67.17% 60.05% 0.00%

>60 Min Local Bus Employment 3,531,079 1,301,926 441,147 379,301 239,361 48,540

Availability 81.44% 80.14% 66.44% 54.14% 68.84% 78.92%

Total Population 10,343,450 3,123,318 2,090,251 2,052,926 831,787 177,454

Commuter Rail Population 1,666,935 619,254 285,310 344,078 178,771 0

Availability 16.12% 19.83% 13.65% 16.76% 21.49% 0.00%

Heavy/Light Rail Population 1,434,325 0 0 0 0 0

Availability 13.87% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

BRT Population 4,476,785 0 0 0 0 0

Availability 43.28% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
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County Los Angeles Orange Riverside San Bernardino Ventura Imperial

Express Bus Population 7,006,824 787,031 427,241 266,887 281,556 75,006

Availability 67.74% 25.20% 20.44% 13.00% 33.85% 42.27%

<15 Min Local Bus Population 4,620,479 641,781 139,197 125,069 0 0

Availability 44.67% 20.55% 6.66% 6.09% 0.00% 0.00%

16 to 30 Min Local Bus Population 8,902,591 2,740,960 498,647 1,068,186 185,937 0

Availability 86.07% 87.76% 23.86% 52.03% 22.35% 0.00%

31 to 60 Min Local Bus Population 8,463,355 2,381,944 1,374,927 1,147,388 431,145 0

Availability 81.82% 76.26% 65.78% 55.89% 51.83% 0.00%

>60 Min Local Bus Population 7,227,064 2,165,566 1,290,987 871,362 399,027 142,361

Availability 69.87% 69.34% 61.76% 42.44% 47.97% 80.22%

Total Households 3,268,083 999,527 675,472 608,023 267,740 49,785

Commuter Rail Households 464,998 187,385 87,679 93,975 53,945 0

Availability 14.23% 18.75% 12.98% 15.46% 20.15% 0.00%

Heavy/Light Rail Households 446,395 0 0 0 0 0

Availability 13.66% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

BRT Households 1,447,131 0 0 0 0 0

Availability 44.28% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Express Bus Households 2,280,031 246,988 132,539 79,125 98,239 20,849

Availability 69.77% 24.71% 19.62% 13.01% 36.69% 41.88%

<15 Min Local Bus Households 1,476,478 174,422 42,571 31,708 0 0

Availability 45.18% 17.45% 6.30% 5.21% 0.00% 0.00%

16 to 30 Min Local Bus Households 2,833,606 870,606 159,922 298,123 63,296 0

Availability 86.71% 87.10% 23.68% 49.03% 23.64% 0.00%

31 to 60 Min Local Bus Households 2,683,939 760,625 439,872 340,934 133,417 0

Availability 82.13% 76.10% 65.12% 56.07% 49.83% 0.00%

>60 Min Local Bus Households 2,319,526 687,402 401,481 257,071 132,616 41,634

Availability 70.98% 68.77% 59.44% 42.28% 49.53% 83.63%
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The Great Recession

The impacts of the Great Recession on transit operators in the SCAG region are signifi-
cant. Up until this time, transit ridership nationally was at near modern record levels, 
and had been continually growing in Southern California, as Los Angeles County has 
continued to add new transit facilities and other operators have continued to increase and 
improve their services as well.

Transit ridership is growing in conjunction with the growth and maturation of urbanized 
areas in Southern California, realizing important transformations in land use and travel 
behavior. More and more transit-oriented development is being built, and more and more 
citizens are moving back into the urban core where “old towns” are being re-developed.

Beyond our region, fiscal challenges for transit properties are nationwide. Cuts to state 
and local operating subsidies are forcing transit properties to raise fares, reduce service, 
and lay off employees. According to a March 2011 survey conducted by the American 
Public Transit Association, of 117 responding agencies 71 percent saw static or decreas-
ing local funding, and 83 percent saw static or decreased state funding. 79 percent of 
those agencies reduced service after January 2010, and 51 percent had already reduced 
service prior to January 2010.

Beginning in FY 2008, the state began diverting the majority of the State Transit 
Assistance Program (STA) from transit operators in order to help balance its general fund 
(completely eliminated in FY 2010). Since FY 2008, the state has diverted $759 million 
from transit operators in our region. The California State Supreme Court recently ruled 
that these fund diversions were illegal, but no funds have been returned to date. 

In addition to the STA funds, sales tax revenues that many operators use for opera-
tions were down considerably as well. In fact, the decrease in sales tax revenues has 
had an even greater impact on transit operators. For example, the Local Transportation 
Fund (LTF), which is a ¼ cent of the sales tax dedicated to transit, was down 2 percent 
between FY 2007 and FY 2008, 11 percent between FY 2008 and FY 2009, and 10 per-
cent between FY 2009 and FY 2010 for the SCAG region. Overall FY2010 LTF funds were 
down 21 percent from pre-recession FY 2007 levels.

Twenty-five transit operators in the SCAG region were surveyed regarding their boardings, 
service hours and fares from FY 2008 to FY 2010. Information was also collected for FY 
2011. Findings include:

 � About half of transit operators have cut service hours due to the recession, by 
between 2 percent and 20 percent. Of those, four agencies have cut service by more 
than 10 percent. However, an interesting finding is that this happened mostly with 
operators who have more established service areas. Operators in rapidly growing 
service areas have tended to add hours. These areas include the Victor and Imperial 
Valleys, and operators who are actively developing or expanding their system such 
as VISTA and Gold Coast Transit. Cuts range from relatively mild, like Santa Clarita 
Transit and Omnitrans, to OCTA, which has cut over 20 percent of its service.

 � Boardings are also generally down, by between 2 percent and 27 percent. Four 
agencies have seen boardings reduced by more than 15 percent. But again, in the 
burgeoning areas, it tends to have increased. In this study, a unique experience in 
ridership increase was experienced by Santa Monica’s Big Blue Bus. They estab-
lished an institutional pass arrangement where Santa Monica College students can 
ride free with their student IDs. The college is served by their number one and two 
lines in terms of boardings so this has increased their system-wide ridership overall. 
Another interesting fact is that while Metro Bus ridership is down 5.4 percent, its 
rail is up slightly in the last two years. The opening of the Metro Gold Line Eastside 
Extension may be a factor in this growth. Employment is generally the number one 
factor affecting transit boarding levels. Most of the decrease seen is due to the 
contraction of jobs in the SCAG region. Only a minor amount is due to the reduction 
in hours. This is because as agencies reduce service hours, they do so to affect the 
least amount of riders first. Generally, frequencies and span-of-service are reduced 
first, before outright line truncations or cancellations, which has happened at a few 
of these agencies. However, OCTA has reduced service at such a significant level 
that a large share of the boardings decrease is attributable to the cuts alone.

 � Almost all agencies surveyed raised fares, with some still planning additional 
increases in the coming year. Fare increases generally correspond to a decrease 
in boardings, at least initially. The amount of decrease varies by operator, and the 
overall structure of the fare adjustment and elasticities for that operator.
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SYSTEM PERFORMANCE: BENCHMARKING TO PEER REGIONS

Analysis of the region’s transit network’s performance via Key Performance Indicators 
(KPIs) revealed a worrying trend: the growth in costs of transit provision is growing far 
faster than inflation, and far faster than the rate of growth in consumption. This analy-
sis focused on twenty-five transit properties from throughout the region that a) provide 
service between jurisdictions, and b) report performance data to the National Transit 
Database (NTD). The report included a section focused on transit KPIs including ridership, 
productivity, mobility, and cost.

Analysis of the findings of the KPI exercise led to the comparison of our regional transit 
system’s performance to those other regions. Doing so establishes a frame of reference 
for the cost effectiveness of current operations, and identifies areas where other regions 
are providing service at a lower cost. Further, doing so will allow regional stakeholders 
to identify areas of possible improvement, and to identify peer regions and peer agencies 
who might provide best practices examples. 

Performance benchmarking through peer comparison is relatively new in transit--peer 
comparison exercises by public agencies are more commonly performed in the education 
and public safety fields. Increasingly though, transit properties are using the availability 
of NTD data to measure agency performance in comparison to peer agencies. It is also an 
emerging practice at the regional level.

Over the past ten years, several performance benchmarking exercises have been 
performed at the system level by regional bodies. Beginning in 2003, The Metropolitan 
Council of Minneapolis has added a benchmarking component to its quadrennial transit 
system performance audit. The Atlanta Regional Council (ARC) performed similar analysis 
in 2005, focusing on peer regions with similar populations, growth rates, density, and 
travel characteristics. The State of Illinois Department of Transportation’s Performance 
Audit of Mass Transit Agencies in Northeastern Illinois: RTA, CTA, Metro and Pace, 
included comparison of each mode in the region with five peer services.

Methodology

In order to perform the analysis, staff began by constructing a peer regions group. 
Previously, SCAG has performed performance benchmarking activities in the context of 
the State of the Region Report, where our region’s performance was measured and com-
pared along a broad axis of multi-sectoral indicators. Historically, the peer group in this 
analysis has been regions with populations over 5 million.

For the purposes of this exercise, that peer group metric has been retained. Using US 
Census 2009 estimates, a cohort of 10 Consolidated Statistical Areas (CSAs) and one 
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) with more than 5 million residents was built (the 
Miami Fort Lauderdale Pompano Beach MSA in not part of a CSA).

TABLE 3 Peer Regions Comparison Group

CSA / MSA Designation
2009 Estimated 

Population, US Census

New York-Newark-Bridgeport, NY-NJ-CT-PA CSA 22,232,494

SCAG REGION 17,987,767

Chicago-Naperville-Michigan City, IL-IN-WI CSA 9,804,845 

Washington-Baltimore-Northern Virginia, DC-MD-VA-WV 
CSA

8,440,617 

Boston-Worcester-Manchester, MA-RI-NH CSA 7,609,358 

San Jose-San Francisco-Oakland CA CSA 7,427,757 

Dallas-Fort Worth, TX CSA 6,805,275 

Philadelphia-Camden-Vineland, PA-NJ-DE-MD CSA 6,398,896 

Houston-Baytown-Huntsville, TX CSA 5,968,586 

Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Gainesville, GA-AL CSA 5,831,778 

Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Pompano Beach, FL MSA 5,564,635 

Detroit-Warren-Flint, MI CSA 5,327,764
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The peer regions group contains 109 million residents as of the 2009 Census estimates, 
roughly one-third of the national population. The peer group also represents a significant 
portion of the nation’s transit investment, service, and ridership. There are 192 separate 
agencies reporting data within the peer regions comparison group, across a variety of 
transit modes. To contextualize, the table below presents the amount of service and 
productivity of various modes in the peer regions comparison group.

For rail modes, the small number of agencies allows direct comparisons. As such, rider-
ship and cost performance data were compared evenly by agency across the regions. 
For the purposes of fixed route bus analysis, the SCAG Region’s transit properties were 
tiered and compared to a series of peer region comparison group performance over 
time. In order to capture data at the system level, and represent each of the included 
transit agencies, analysis was conducted through unweighted averages. This is helpful 
for understanding performance at the operator level, but does not reflect total volume 
or consumption of service. To give more a comparative perspective, different data years 
were employed, allowing comparisons of national trends to regional trends. 

Our region is very competitive in service consumption. Southern California ranks fourth 
in per capita unlinked bus trips, behind New York-Newark, San Jose-San Francisco-
Oakland, and Chicago–Naperville Michigan CSAs. Southern California’s heavy and light 
rail network is not as competitive. Of ten regions with heavy or light rail systems, the 
SCAG Region ranks 8th in per capita urban rail trips. One reason for this may be the 
limited extent of the network. Southern California operates 0.78 directional route miles of 
rail for every 100,000 residents, which ranks 9th out of ten nationally.

FIGURE 4 Motor Bus Cost per Passenger Mile, Large Tier Agencies, 
2010 NTD
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FIGURE 5 Motor Bus Cost per Passenger Mile, Medium Tier Agencies, 
2010 NTD
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FIGURE 6 Motor Bus Cost per Passenger Mile, Smaller Tier Agencies, 
2010 NTD
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FIGURE 7 Light Rail Cost per Passenger Mile, Peer Regions 
Comparison Group, 2008 NTD
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FIGURE 8 Heavy Rail Cost per Passenger Mile, Peer Regions 
Comparison Group, 2008 NTD
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FIGURE 9 Motor Bus Passengers per Hour, Large Tier Agencies, 2010 NTD
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FIGURE 10 Motor Bus Passengers per Hour, Medium Tier Agencies, 
2010 NTD
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FIGURE 11 Motor Bus Passengers per Hour, Smaller Tier Agencies, 
2010 NTD
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FIGURE 12 Light Rail Passengers per Hour, Peer Regions Comparison Group, 
2008 NTD
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FIGURE 13 Heavy Rail Passengers per Hour, Peer Regions Comparison Group, 
2008 NTD
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FIGURE 14 Motor Bus Cost per Service Hour, Large Tier Agencies, 2010 NTD
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FIGURE 15 Motor Bus Cost per Service Hour, Medium Tier Agencies, 
2010 NTD
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FIGURE 16 Motor Bus Cost per Service Hour, Smaller Tier Agencies, 
2010 NTD

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

1991 Peer
Regions

1991 SCAG
Region

2008 Peer
Regions

2008 SCAG
Region

2010 Peer
Regions

2010 SCAG
Region



16     Transit

FIGURE 17 Light Rail Cost per Service Hour, Peer Regions Comparison Group, 
2008 NTD
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FIGURE 18 Heavy Rail Cost per Service Hour, Peer Regions 
Comparison Group, 2008 NTD
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The SCAG Region is performing relatively well compared to other regions. LA Metro’s 
heavy rail system is the most productive in the country, but this is partially a product of 
providing a relatively small number of service hours. Metro recorded 265,149 service 
hours in FY2008, slightly more than the total at the Maryland Transit Administration 
(214,285) and slightly less than Miami Dade Transit’s 318,765. In contrast, two of the 
three most productive systems after Metro offer vastly more service. New York’s MTA 
delivered over 19 million service hours in FY2008, and Boston’s MBTA provided 1.2 mil-
lion. PATH Transit, which connects New York City and New Jersey, provided only 146,102. 
Other less productive services, including SEPTA, MARTA, BART, and WMATA, offered over 
500,000 service hours. These data present a strong argument for service expansion of 
Metro’s existing Purple and Red lines, and suggest that Metro’s “More trains, More Often” 
pilot program may be very successful.

LA Metro’s Light Rail Service is the third most productive of the national peer group. 
Houston Metro carries 167 passengers an hour, MBTA 122, and LA Metro 115. DART is 
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the next most productive at 80 per hour, nearly double the service on a system that is 42 
percent of LA Metro’s total route miles. LA Metro’s existing light rail system is actually 
the largest of any in the peer region’s group; NJ Transit, the second largest, offers on 
84 percent of LA Metro’s total route miles. DART, SEPTA, MUNI, and Santa Clara VAT all 
operate systems at roughly 66 percent to 80 percent of the route miles of the LA Metro 
system. The SCAG Region is somewhat unique among large metropolitan areas in using 
light rail technology over large geographic areas, as opposed to more highly concentrated 
areas such as San Francisco, San Jose, or Boston. That the system can do so at such 
high comparative productivity levels is an achievement. 

Small bus properties in the SCAG Region are also more productive than their national 
counterparts. FIGURE 11 displays the productivity performance of bus services providing 
less than 100,000 service hours in FY1991, FY2008, and FY2010. While in 1991 perfor-
mance was roughly similar at the national and regional levels, by 2008 the SCAG region 
was outperforming the unweighted national average by roughly 30 percent. This remained 
true in 2010. However, these data points represent a drop of 41 percent for the national 
group, and 28 percent for the SCAG Region. Our region’s productivity is simply declining 
much more slowly than that of the national peer group. 

FIGURE 12 displays the unweighted average productivity of operators offering between 
100,000 and 200,000 hours of service. Both the national peer group and the SCAG region 
are declining. While service in this tier has grown 49 percent nationally between 1991 
and 2010, in the SCAG Region the hours provided by medium tier operators have grown 
by 160 percent. This growth significantly outpaces the diminishing productivity, and 
suggests that properties in this tier should be working to target service expansions to the 
most productive corridors.

The vast bulk of fixed route bus service in the SCAG Region is provided by a handful of 
very large operators. As displayed in FIGURE 9, in FY 1991, those services were 16 per-
cent less productive than their national counterparts; by FY 2008 they were 12 percent 
more productive. This trend continued into FY 2010. It should also be noted here that 
while productivity diminished between 1991 and 2008 at the national level, it grew by 
27.5 percent over the same period in the SCAG Region.

FIGURE 6 displays the cost per passenger mile for small tier bus properties. In FY1991, 
cost per passenger mile were almost exactly the same. Cost growth is significant for both 
the peer group and the regional operators, but much more pronounced at the national 

level. Adjusted for inflation, costs grew 55 percent for the peer group between FY 1991 
and FY 2008, but only 35 percent for the SCAG Region. Between FY 2008 and FY 2010, 
costs in the SCAG Region actually declined by 5 percent. However, 30–35 percent in 
inflation adjusted growth is still deeply problematic.

In FY 1991, the SCAG Region was significantly outperforming the peer group, but by FY 
2008 the performance was almost exactly even ($0.8820/mile vs. $0 8801/mile). In FY 
2010, the region and the peer group performance remained similar. However, this indi-
cates that costs in the SCAG Region are growing at a much faster rate; our region’s costs 
grew by 69 percent versus the national average of 40 percent. As displayed in FIGURE 2 , 
these costs are growing at a troubling rate.

Costs per passenger mile are also growing rapidly for properties delivering large amounts 
of service.

TABLE 4 Findings of Peer Comparison Benchmarking Exercise

Measure Outperforming 
National Peer 

Group

Underperforming 
National Peer 

Group

Roughly Even

Cost per PMT, Large Bus 
Properties, 1991

X

Cost per PMT, Large Bus 
Properties, 2008

X

Cost per PMT, Large Bus 
Properties, 2010

X

Cost per PMT, Medium Bus 
Properties, 1991

X

Cost per PMT, Medium Bus 
Properties, 2008

X

Cost per PMT, Medium Bus 
Properties, 2010

X

Cost per PMT, Small Bus 
Properties, 1991

X

Cost per PMT, Small Bus 
Properties, 2008

X
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Measure Outperforming 
National Peer 

Group

Underperforming 
National Peer 

Group

Roughly Even

Cost per PMT, Small Bus 
Properties, 2010

X

Cost per Service Hour, 
Large Bus Properties, 1991

X

Cost per Service Hour, 
Large Bus Properties, 2008

X

Cost per Service Hour, 
Large Bus Properties, 2010

X

Cost per Service Hour, 
Medium Bus Properties, 
1991

X

Cost per Service Hour, 
Medium Bus Properties, 
2008

X

Cost per Service Hour, 
Medium Bus Properties, 
2010

X

Cost per Service Hour, 
Small Bus Properties, 1991

X

Cost per Service Hour, 
Small Bus Properties, 2008

X

Cost per Service Hour, 
Small Bus Properties, 2010

X

System Productivity, Large 
Bus Properties, 1991

X

System Productivity, Large 
Bus Properties, 2008

X

System Productivity, Large 
Bus Properties, 2010

X

System Productivity, 
Medium Bus Properties, 
1991

X

Measure Outperforming 
National Peer 

Group

Underperforming 
National Peer 

Group

Roughly Even

System Productivity, 
Medium Bus Properties, 
2008

X

System Productivity, 
Medium Bus Properties, 
2010

X

System Productivity, Small 
Bus Properties, 1991

X

System Productivity, Small 
Bus Properties, 2008

X

System Productivity, Small 
Bus Properties, 2010

X

Cost per PMT, Heavy Rail, 
2008

X

Cost per Service Hour, 
Heavy Rail, 2008

X

System Productivity, Heavy 
Rail, 2008

X

Cost per PMT, Light Rail, 
2008

X

Cost per Service Hour, Light 
Rail, 2008

X

System Productivity, Light 
Rail, 2008

X

Of thirty-three measures surveyed in the peer comparisons exercise, The SCAG Region 
outperformed the national peer group in seventeen, and was roughly even with the peer 
group in six. In ten measures of unweighted average performance, the peer comparison 
group outperformed our region; however, of those measures, four were historical data 
points from 1991. Moreover, our system is very competitive where the bulk of the service 
is; nine of the measures where the SCAG Region is outperforming the peer group are rail 
or large bus providers.
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At the agency level, the SCAG Region’s transit system is very high performing compared 
to other peer regions. Our costs and our productivity are in no way atypical of large met-
ropolitan regions; rising operations costs are typical nationally. However, rising operations 
costs will continue to pose a challenge to our ability to provide transit service, to meet 
air quality conformity targets, and to comply with laws such as SB 375. In subsequent 
regional transportation plans, cost containment strategies will need to be an important 
piece of the overall transit strategy.

Transit and Sustainable Communities
Transit availability and attractiveness are crucial elements of sustainable communities. 
The ability of our region to continue to attract new riders in greater numbers calls for 
implementing strategies and policies to meet this goal.

While these new facilities are mostly in Los Angeles County, other counties in our region 
have BRT and rail projects in the planning phases. Most of these corridors will serve new 
transit oriented development (TOD) offering residents the availability of transit trips, or 
bicycling or walking, over auto trips. High Quality Transit Areas (HQTAs) are an element 
of SB 375 that are designed to align regional transportation, land use, housing and 
greenhouse gas emissions planning through the SCS. A HQTA is an area within a ½-mile 
of a rail stop or a bus corridor that provides or will provide at least 15-minute frequency 
service during peak hours by the year 2035.

Strategic and cooperative planning among various levels of government will result in a 
greater level of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reductions. Following is a discussion of strategies 
and policies to further improve the public transit and land use nexus.

SB 375

In addition to connecting regional planning processes, SB 375 was also designed to make 
it easier for communities to expand housing and transportation choices. A key element of 
SB 375 is the option for regions and their local governments to provide significant CEQA 
regulatory streamlining incentives for Transit Priority Projects (TPPs). TPPs are housing 
or mixed-use projects with 20 dwelling units per acre or more that are located within a 
HQTA. CEQA streamlining can provide certainty, cost and speed benefits needed by infill 
and TOD.

Transit agencies and local governments should take full advantage of these opportunities 
to plan transit service to serve these new development opportunities. In addition to the 
15-minute frequency defined by SB 375, SCAG’s SCS emphasizes this transit/land use 
nexus to transit corridors where 30-minute of better service is or will be provided. 

While many of these strategies would be implemented by transit agencies in their service 
areas, local cities can add to these opportunities by adding or adjusting local circulators 
within their jurisdiction to serve TOD and increase transit mode share.

HIGH-SPEED RAIL

In 2008 California voters passed Proposition 1A authorizing nearly $10 billion in bonds to 
build the California High-Speed Train (HST) system between San Francisco through Los 
Angeles and continuing to Anaheim. Once completed, the project will attract a significant 
amount of travelers who now travel by airline or auto. This could significantly reduce 
GHGs. CA HST stations will provide new or enhanced nodes for real estate development, 
approximating the growth and uses currently seen at small to medium sized airports. 
In addition, the proper planning of feeder bus and rail systems to these stations should 
increase passenger trips for all carriers involved. Following are some general and specific 
recommendations for the region:

 � Encourage the development of new transit modes in our subregions such as BRT, 
rail, limited-stop service, and point-to-point express services utilizing the HOV and 
HOT lane networks.

 � Encourage transit providers to increase frequency and span-of-service in TOD/HQTA 
areas and along targeted corridors where there is latent demand for transit usage.

 � Encourage regional and local transit providers to develop rail interface services at 
Metrolink, Amtrak and HST stations.

 � Collaborate with local jurisdictions to plan and develop residential and employment 
development around current and planned transit stations.

 � Collaborate with local jurisdictions to provide a network of local community cir-
culators that serve new TOD and HQTAs, providing an incentive for residents and 
employees to make trips on transit.

 � Develop first-mile/last-mile strategies on a local level to provide an incentive for 
making trips by transit, bicycling or walking.
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 � Encourage transit fare discounts and local vendor product and service discounts 
for residents and employees of TOD/HQTAs, or for a jurisdiction’s local residents in 
general who have fare media.

 � Work with the California High-Speed Rail Authority and local jurisdictions to plan and 
develop optimal levels of retail, residential and employment development that fully 
takes advantage of new travel markets and rail travelers.

 � Lobby the state to provide funding for increased transit service in TOD/HQTA areas 
in support of reaching SB 375 goals.

 � Continue to work with neighboring Metropolitan Planning Organizations to provide 
alternative modes for interregional travel, including Amtrak and other passenger 
rail services.

Needs Assessment and Transit Challenges
Our region will undergo an impressive expansion of transit facilities and service over 
the next 25 years. The local county sales tax programs, most recently Measure R in Los 
Angeles County, are providing for most of this expansion in facilities and services.

Los Angeles County will greatly expand its rail network, adding entire new corridors 
and lengthening existing ones by 2035. Metro’s 30/10 initiative seeks to speed up these 
Measure R projects by building 12 new services in the next ten years. Orange County 
will introduce its first BRT services, greatly expand Metrolink service, and introduce new 
transit systems in Santa Ana, Anaheim, and Garden Grove. Riverside County will also 
introduce its first BRTs and introduce the Metrolink Perris Valley Line. San Bernardino 
County will introduce BRT service as well and the Redlands Rail.

This expansion of premium transit services beyond Los Angeles County is critical for 
attracting new riders to transit. Also of importance is frequency of regular local fixed-
route bus service. Outside of L.A. County, only 23 percent of Orange County residents 
have access to transit service with 15 minutes or better frequency, only 11 percent of 
Riverside and San Bernardino county residents have this access, and no residents in 
Imperial or Ventura counties have such access.

While these capital projects will provide our region with a much more mature public 
transportation system, operational improvements and new transit programs and poli-
cies will also contribute greatly to attracting more trips to transit and away from single 

occupant vehicle (SOV) travel. First, the expanding HOV and HOT lane networks call for 
the development of an extensive express bus point-to-point network. Second, transit 
oriented and COMPASS 2 percent land use developments call for increasing the frequency 
and quality of fixed-route bus service by virtue of adding new BRT service, limited-stop 
service, increased frequencies along targeted corridors, and the introduction of local 
community circulators to provide residents of smart growth developments with the option 
of taking transit over using a car to make short, local trips.

Another emphasis on transit network improvements includes transit priority facilities, 
like bus lanes and traffic signal priority. Our region has virtually no bus lanes, especially 
compared to other major metropolitan areas. The Los Angeles County Metro Rapid Bus 
network employs bus signal priority that gives buses up to 10 percent more green light 
time from the normal green light phase. This should be expanded to other counties in 
our region.

Additional enhancements to our region’s transit services include expanding bike-carrying 
capacity on transit vehicles, implementing regional and intercounty fare agreements and 
media like L.A. County’s EZ Pass, and expanding and improving real-time passenger 
information systems.

Economics and Funding

Transit faces significant funding challenges in the SCAG region. While five of the six 
Counties in the region have passed or extended local option sales taxes dedicated to 
transportation within the last decade, state and federal revenues for transit have been 
diminishing, particularly from the state’s State Transit Assistance (STA) and Local 
Transportation Fund (LTF). These two funds provide transit operations funding, and if 
they continue to diminish transit, sustainable communities strategies in the SCAG region 
will need to be geared toward low cost incremental improvements, operational enhance-
ments, and policies that increase access to transit rather than increasing transit service 
to appropriate levels and corridors to meet passenger demand.

These positive developments have been significantly impacted however by recent revenue 
declines and cutbacks in funding. The Great Recession and its anemic recovery have 
led to serious fiscal challenges for our transit operators. Since FY2008, transit provid-
ers within the SCAG region have seen a decrease in State Transit Account (STA) funds of 
approximately $759 million. Local Transportation Fund (LTF) allocations for FY2010 were 
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21 percent lower than FY2007. By February of 2011, half of the surveyed agencies had 
cut service by between 2 percent and 20 percent. Of those, four agencies had cut service 
by more than 10 percent. During this same period, 14 out of 25 of these operators had 
seen their boardings fall between 2 percent and 27 percent. Of those, four agencies had 
boardings fall by more than 15 percent. To offset this large revenue decline, almost all 
operators have raised fares. While this has increased fare revenues in the region, it does 
not provide an incentive for increased passenger boardings.

Coupled with the revenue setbacks, costs for transit providers are heading in the opposite 
direction by rising faster than inflation. Each mode has shown cost per passenger mile 
traveled (PMT) increase over the past decade: bus service by 24 percent, Metro Rail by 41 
percent, and Metrolink by 48 percent. Transit providers’ fare revenue has decreased from 
32 percent of the cost of providing service to just 27 percent since 2000.

These cost and revenue trends weaken the long term stability of transit services in the 
SCAG Region. Unless transit operators in our region find ways to improve the fare revenue 
to cost ratio, transit services will require much greater subsidies or services will continue 
to be cut. This conflict will grow as new operational funds will need to be applied towards 
new capital projects currently in development once they are ready for revenue service.

Coordinated Planning
As per 49 U.S.C. Sections 5302, 5303, 5310, 5311, 5314, 5316, and 5317; SAFETEA-LU 
Section 3046, metropolitan regions or component parts of metropolitan regions are 
required to produce a Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan. Projects receiv-
ing Federal Transit Administration funds in the 5310 Transportation for Elderly Persons 
and Persons with Disabilities, some 5311 Formula Grants for Other than Urbanized Areas, 
5316 Jobs Access Reverse Commute, and 5317 New Freedoms Programs must be con-
sistent with that plan.

In the SCAG region, Consolidated Transportation Service Agencies (CTSAs) are respon-
sible for producing Coordinated Plans. These agencies, often incorporated within County 
Transportation Commisions, operate at the county level, and since the passage of 
SAFETEA-LU have produced coordinated plans at that level.

Coordinated Human Services Plans in effect in the SCAG Region include:

 � The Human Service Transportation and Transit Service Coordination Study, Approved 
by the VCTC in 2007

 � The Imperial County Coordinated Human Services Transportation Plan, approved by 
the Imperial Valley Association of  Governments in 2008

 � The Public Transit – Human Services Transportation Coordination Plan for Orange 
County, adopted by OCTA in 2008

 � The Public Transit-Human Services Transportation Coordination Plan For San 
Bernardino County, adopted by SANBAG in 2007

 � Action Plan: A Locally Developed, Coordinated Public Transit Human Services 
Transportation Plan for Los Angeles County, adopted by Access Services 
Incorporated in 2007

 � The Public Transit – Human Services Transportation Coordination Plan for Riverside 
County, adopted by RCTC in 2008
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Constrained Plan

Baseline Transit Investments and Policies
Public transportation in Southern California is highly varied. As the geographically largest 
metropolitan region in the country, the SCAG Region has a diverse set of transportation 
needs across the six county area. Transportation providers within that area use a diverse 
set of strategies and services to meet those needs.

Since the 2008 RTP, Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside Counties have increas-
ingly seen capital project development as a strategy to meet transit needs within their 
respective counties.

In November 2008, the voters of Los Angeles County approved a third Local Option 
Sales Tax to fund both capital and operations within Los Angeles County. The Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro), which already administers 
Proposition A and C funds, will use 35 percent of  Measure R revenues to develop a series 
of major transit capital projects.

TABLE 5 Major Transit Capital Projects Funded with Measure R Revenues

Major Transit Capital Projects Funded with Measure R Revenues

Exposition Transit Corridor, Phase 2 South Bay Metro Green Line Extension

Regional Connector Transit Corridor Sepulveda Pass Transit Corridor

Crenshaw LAX Transit Corridor (includes 
project acceleration)

San Fernando Valley (East) North South 
Rapidways

Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2
Metro Orange Line Extension (includes 
project acceleration) 

Gold Line Foothill Extension, Phase 2a
Pacific Electric Right of Way / West Santa 
Ana Branch Corridor

Metro Green Line to LAX Westside Subway Extension1

1 Measure R Expenidute Plan Adopted by Metro Board of Directors July 24, 2008 (http:/www.metro.
net/measurer/images/expenditure_plan.pdf)

Since the 2008 RTP was released, Metro completed construction and began operations 
of the Edward R. Roybal Metro Gold Line Eastside Extension, which extended Gold Line 
service to Boyle Heights and East Los Angeles. Metro and the Exposition Construction 
Authority staff also plan to begin revenue service between downtown L.A. and Culver City 
in early 2012.

Additionally, the San Bernardino Associated Governments (SANBAG) is working with 
local transit properties to provide more travel options in the San Bernardino Valley. Two 
capital projects of note include the E street sbX BRT Corridor, and the Downtown San 
Bernardino Passenger Rail Project, which will extend Metrolink service into Downtown 
San Bernardino.

Similarly, the Riverside County Transportation Commission continues to develop the Perris 
Valley Line, a 24 mile extension of Metrolink’s 91 Line service to South Perris. RCTC also 
continues to evaluate further extensions of Metrolink service.

In Ventura, Orange, and Imperial counties, transit planning has recently been more 
focused on operational changes. The Imperial County Transportation Commission is cur-
rently initiating a Comprehensive Operational Analysis for Imperial Valley Transit, which 
will seek to assess whether existing transit service can be altered to more efficiently and 
effectively meet existing travel demand. Given that Imperial County has had approximately 
33 percent growth over the past ten years, this project is especially timely. 

In Orange County, while bus service has been significantly cut due to local and state 
operational funding shortfalls, OCTA is moving forward with three transit initiatives. One 
is the Orange County Metrolink Service Expansion which is funded by Measure M, Orange 
County’s half cent transportation Local Option Sales Tax. This $382.5 million program 
expands Metrolink service between Fullerton and Laguna Nigel / Mission Viejo, funds 
capital improvements to facilitate increased train traffic, and builds a new Metrolink sta-
tion in the City of Placentia.

OCTA is developing strategies to complement these service expansions through the 
Measure M-funded Go Local Program. After measure M was renewed in 2006, OCTA 
partnered with each of the 34 cities in Orange County to study alternatives for local 
circulators to connect with Metrolink stations. As a result of these studies, OCTA is part-
nering with the Cities of Anaheim and Santa Ana to develop two local circulator projects, 
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the Anaheim Rapid Connection and the Santa Ana-Garden Grove Fixed Guideway. These 
projects will provide onward connectivity from the Anaheim Regional Transportation 
Intermodal Center and the Santa Ana Regional Transportation Center.

As a response to the financial pressures which have forced service cuts, OCTA has 
also been investigating service realignment. OCTA’s Transit System Study seeks to find 
financially sustainable service delivery strategies, and to more closely tie bus and rail 
services to passenger demand. A final plan will be issued in the fall of 2011 and its guid-
ing principles will be to:

1. Invest in high performing services,

2. Replace lower performing services with lower cost services,

3. Integrate city shuttles to connect Metrolink service and community circulators with 
the fixed route network,

4. Match service products to markets, and

5. Improve service efficiency and speeds in an integrated network.

Planned Investments

The 2035 RTP includes significant investment in public transit across all transit modes. 
There is a $56.6 billion dollar investment in transit capital, a $47.7 billion dollar invest-
ment in Passenger Rail, and a $139.3 billion investment in transit operations and 
maintenance. Transit represents 64 percent of total operations and maintenance in the 
2012 RTP, and 20 percent of capital investments. Passenger rail, including Phase I of the 
California HST program, accounts for another 18 percent of total capital investment in the 
2012 RTP. Many major capital projects that were part of county level sales tax expendi-
ture plans have been amended into the 2008 RTP. These include Los Angeles County’s 
Measure R projects, and Orange County’s Measure M projects.

TABLE 6 Investment in Transit and Passenger Rail

Investment in Transit and Passenger Rail

Mode Total Investment in Nominal Billions

BRT $ 4.6

Bus $20.9

Commuter Rail $ 3.9

Light Rail $13.1

Heavy Rail $11.1

High Speed Rail $47.7

TABLE 7 Major Transit Capital Projects in the 2012 RTP

Major Transit Capital Projects in the 2012 RTP

Exposition Transit Corridor-Phase 2 to 
Santa Monica

Green Line South Bay Extension

Regional Connector Transit Corridor Sepulveda Pass Transit Corridor (funded 
outside the outside the planning horizon of 
the 2012 RTP)

Crenshaw/LAX Transit Corridor San Fernando Valley (East) North/South 
Rapidways

Eastside Transit Corridor-Phase 2 Orange Line Canoga Extension

Gold Line Extension to Glendora West Santa Ana Branch Corridor

Green Line LAX Extension Westside Subway Extension (to Westwood)

Redlands Passenger Rail Project E Street BRT (sbX)

OCTA Bravo BRTs Perris Valley Line Metrolink Extension

OCTA Metrolink Service Expansion 
Program

Anaheim Rapid Connection

Santa Ana/Garden Grove Fixed Guideway Fixed Guideway Gap Closures
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The 2012 RTP includes major capital projects that extend the scope and reach of “pre-
mium” transit throughout the SCAG Region. By 2035, the projects detailed in this plan 
will begin to provide an integrated network of transit options for travellers in the region. 
This plan calls for a drastic expansion of heavy rail, light rail, rapid bus and BRT service 
throughout the region. Especially in Los Angeles and Orange Counties, travellers will have 
greatly increased ability to access the transit network, and the ability to connect onward 
to high speed, intercity, and commuter rail.

TABLE 8 Total Tier 2 Travel Analysis Zones Served by Transit in 2035

 

Tier 2 TAZs 
with more 
than 150 

Residents or 
50 Jobs per 

acre

Tier 2 TAZs 
with more 

than 50 
Residents or 
Jobs per acre

Tier 2 TAZs 
with more 

than 30 
Residents or 
Jobs per acre

Tier 2 TAZs 
with more 

than 15 
Residents or 
Jobs per acre

Total 2035 
Transit Network

100% 100% 99.6% 99.4%

Premium Transit 
Services

88.8% 77.6% 67.3% 53.6%

Rapid Transit 
Services

63.7% 77.6% 41.5% 29.9%

The 2035 total transit network represents a large step for connectivity and the ability of 
transit riders to access both the system and their destinations. The 2035 network does 
an excellent job of serving the densest areas of the region. As seen in TABLE 8, 100 per-
cent of Traffic Analysis zones with over 150 residents or 50 jobs will have access to tran-
sit within a quarter mile radius; 88.8 percent of those zones will have access to premium 
transit services including Rapid buses, Express buses, BRT, Urban Rail, or Commuter Rail. 
A further 63.7 percent of TAZs will have all or part of their area within a half mile buffer of 
Rapid Transit Services, including BRT, Urban rail and Commuter Rail.

Areas of compact development, including those TAZs with more than 50 jobs or residents, 
are similarly well served. All zones have transit access, and 77.6 percent have access 
to both premium and rapid transit. Slightly less dense TAZs, with more than 30 jobs or 
residents, are also well served by the 2035 regional transit network. Only .04 percent will 

have no transit access, and two thirds will have access to premium transit. Slightly over 
40 percent are located within a half-mile of rapid transit.

Almost all TAZs with more than 15 jobs or residents are served by some form of transit in 
2035 (99.4percent); however only half are served by premium transit and less than a third 
are served by rapid transit. Sparser zones tend to be less productive for transit agencies, 
leading to more limited services. 

Several sets of projects will provide a massive expansion of mobility in our region. Three 
mega-projects, the Westside Subway extension, the Regional Connector Transit Corridor, 
and the Exposition Transit Corridor have the potential to connect residents to employment 
centers in the highly congested central Los Angeles area and the similarly congested 
Westside Subregion, providing important alternatives to car travel. These three projects 
also represent a large increase in the SCAG Region’s capacity to move passengers. 
The Regional Connector will also radically change the operational environment for rail 
transit in Los Angeles County. Light rail vehicles will use the Regional Connector tracks 
to connect between now unconnected Blue, Gold, and Exposition rail corridors. Upon 
completion, passengers boarding a rail vehicle in Pasadena or Azusa will be able to 
travel to Long Beach without transferring; similarly, passengers boarding at the termi-
nus of the Metro Gold Line Phase 2 will be able to travel to Culver City or Santa Monica 
without transferring.

Other Measure R projects will extend the reach of the Metro Rail system to a large portion 
of Los Angeles County. The South Bay Metro Green Line extension will extend rail transit 
much deeper into the South Bay Subregion, and connect residents of the South Bay cities 
to an important jobs center in El Segundo. Similarly, the Foothill and Eastside Gold Line 
Extensions will increase the ability of residents of eastern Los Angeles County to access 
the Metro Rail System, and travel to important regional centers.

The Pacific Electric Right Of Way / West Santa Ana Branch Corridor represents an enor-
mous opportunity for the SCAG region. While final modal and alignment decisions remain 
to be made, this corridor will be an important step forward for regional mobility. It will 
serve a currently underserved market in the Northeastern and Central Gateway Cities 
area, and provide important links to the Metro Green Line and a variety of transit options 
in downtown Los Angeles. Many corridor area residents are in low income households 
and have limited vehicle access; the corridor serves them by connecting it to important 
recreational and shopping opportunities, in addition to employment centers.
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EXHIBIT 1 2035 Planned and Existing Urban Rail Network
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EXHIBIT 2 2035 Bus Rapid Transit
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EXHIBIT 3 Local and Express Bus Network
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Orange County’s Measure M investments will also greatly expand access to rapid transit. 
Orange County will initiate BRT on three initial corridors. Westminster, Harbor, and Bristol 
and State College boulevards will be the site of these initial investments. These corridors 
will connect into Priority High Frequency Corridors, where local bus bus service operating 
at high frequencies will provide heightened mobility for travelers.

Two additional Measure M investments will also connect to the growing BRT network. 
The Go Local program will offer connectivity between the existing Metrolink network and 
important regional destinations. The Anaheim Rapid Connection (ARC) will offer onward 
connectivity to the Anaheim Resort from the planned Anaheim Regional Transportation 
Intermodal Center (ARTIC). Travelers on ARC will be able to transfer to the Harbor Blvd 
BRT line, Metrolink, Amtrak’s Pacific Surfliner, and High-Speed Rail at ARTIC.  Similarly, 
the Santa Ana Garden Grove Fixed Guideway will connect the central business district 
of Santa Ana to the Santa Ana Regional Transportation Center, allowing transfers to 
Metrolink and the Pacific Surfliner. The other terminus of the Santa Ana Garden Grove 
Fixed Guideway, at Harbor Blvd, will also offer connectivity to two separate BRT routes.

In the Inland Empire, new projects will also increase transit mobility. New BRT services 
in San Bernardino will complement the soon-to-open E street sBX BRT line, connecting 
to multiple Metrolink stations and extending the reach of our region’s commuter rail net-
work.  Furthermore, the Redlands Rail project will extend Metrolink’s service area deeper 
into the eastern San Bernardino Valley, and provide access to one of San Bernardino 
County’s major universities.

In order to further develop the integrated transit passenger rail networks, SCAG staff 
developed a list of fixed guideway gap closures for the 2012 RTP. These projects were 
developed by reviewing performance data from county transportation commission 
strategic planning documents, and were analyzed from a list of over 32 potential projects 
developed in these plans and studies. The resulting projects were analyzed on the basis 
of several factors:

1. Did the project close a gap in the existing rapid transit network?

2. Did the projects serve comparatively dense areas?

3. Did the projects provide intermodal connectivity?

4. Did the projects serve important regional or subregional centers for housing 
or employment? 

5. Using locally generated performance data, what was the capital cost per 
out-year boarding?

Five projects were selected using this analysis. These projects, collectively titled the 
“fixed guideway gap closures,” will provide important links in our 2035 transit net-
work. All but one of the five projects serve a minimum of 20 tier 2 Travel Analysis Zones 
(TAZ) projected to contain over 15 jobs or residents in 2035. All five projects connect a 
minimum of two other fixed guideway transit corridors, leverage those connections in to 
additional transit mobility, and produce at least a million annual boardings by the 2035 
forecast year.

TABLE 10 Number of TAZs Served by Fixed Guideway Gap Closure Projects

Tier 2 TAZs 
with more 
than 150 

Residents or 
50 Jobs per 

acre

Tier 2 TAZs 
with more 

than 50 
Residents 

or Jobs  per 
acre

Tier 2 TAZs 
with more 

than 30 
Residents 

or Jobs  per 
acre

Tier 2 TAZs 
with more 

than 15 
Residents 

or Jobs  per 
acre

Metro Red Line 
Extension

0 2 13 21

Vermont Short 
Corridor

7 39 60 66

Slauson Light Rail 0 10 39 77

Metro Green Line 
Norwalk Extension 
Extension

0 0 0 23

Metro Foothill 
Goldline Extension 
Phase 2b

0 0 0 14 

The fixed guideway gap closure projects leverage existing investments in rail transit 
technology to expand the connectivity of the rail travel network, creating a system of 
seamless transferability throughout the network.
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EXHIBIT 4 2035 Transit Network
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The Vermont Short Corridor is a 3 mile southward extension of the Metro Red Line serving 
one of the most important transit markets in Southern California. Vermont Avenue has 
long been Metro’s second most productive bus corridor, and its ridership is often com-
petitive with the entirety of the Metrolink system. On the north end, the Vermont Corridor 
will allow transferability to the completed Metro Westside Subway extension, allowing 
access to important employment, residential, and cultural centers on the Westside. On 
the southern end, the short corridor will allow onward transfers to the Metro Exposition 
Line, allowing passengers to travel to Culver City, Santa Monica, or to transfer to the 
Crenshaw Corridor and travel to South Los Angeles, Inglewood, or LAX.

Important regional destinations including the University of Southern California, Pico 
Union, and Koreatown are directly served by the Vermont Short Corridor. Similarly, the 
corridor has a high proportion of low income transit dependent residents; the corridor will 
allow them greater ability to access job centers on the Westside, in the South Bay, and in 
downtown Los Angeles.

The Northward extension of the Metro Red line to the California High-Speed Rail 
Authority’s planned Burbank station will similarly allow greater access to intermodal 
transportation. The likely Burbank station for Phase I of the HST project is at Bob Hope 
Burbank Airport, which is also served by Metrolink and Amtrak. By using tunnels and 
people mover technology in the new Red Line station, the station could serve all three 

transportation facilities. This extension will allow users to access intercity rail, commuter 
rail, high speed rail, and air travel facilities.

Together, these two projects form a new vision for the Metro Red Line, allowing “one–
seat” travel between the Burbank HST station and University of Southern California, or 
any point in between.

Similarly the Norwalk Green Line Extension will increase the ability of travellers in the 
South Bay and Gateway Cities to access the proposed California HST station in Norwalk. 
This station, which is already served by Metrolink and the occasional Surfliner train, also 
provides good connectivity to bus transit via the Norwalk Transit System.

The Slauson Light Rail would connect the Crenshaw Corridor with the Metro Blue line, and 
provide important mobility improvements in a dense corridor with a high percentage of 
transit dependent residents. As noted in Chapter 6 of the Harbor Subdivision Alternatives 
Analysis, the corridor is currently underserved by transit and would provide many stops 
within close distance to dense population and employment nodes.

Phase 2b of the Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension will extend the reach of the Metro Gold 
Line an additional 12.6 miles in to the San Gabriel Valley, adding stations in Glendora, 
San Dimas, La Verne, Pomona, Claremont, and Montclair along a former Atchison Topeka 
Santa Fe right-of-way.

TABLE 9 Fixed Guideway Gap Closures Initial Performance Analysis

Corridor Boundaries Length 
(miles) Cost

Locally 
Estimated 

Annual 
Boardings

Rail Transit Connections

Vermont Short Corridor Wilshire/Vermont to Exposition and Vermont  3.0 $1,177.9 3,709,332 Metro Purple Line, Metro Red Line, Metro 
Exposition Line

Slauson Light Rail Crenshaw Corridor to Metro Blue Line Slauson Station  5.4 $  554.0 5,213,808 Metro Crenshaw Corridor, Metro Blue Line

Metro Red Line Extension From North Hollywood Station to Burbank Airport Metrolink  2.4 $  933.3 5,350,818 Metro Red Line, California High Speed Rail, 
Amtrak Pacific Surfliner, Metrolink

Metro Green Line Norwalk 
Extension

Norwalk Transit Center to Norwalk Metrolink (aerial option)  2.3 $  480.2 1,495,006 Amtrak Pacific Surfliner, California High 
Speed Rail, Metro Green Line, Metrolink

Metro Gold Line Foothill 
Extension Phase 2b 

Sierra Madre Villa Station to Montclair Metrolink station 13.1 $  998.4 3,023,603 Metro Gold Line, Metrolink, 
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TABLE 11 SCAG Regional Annual Transit Ridership

2001 2005 2008 2009 2035 Plan*

Metro Rail 61,802,000 74,243,000 86,707,000 92,919,000 150,000,000 

Commuter 
Rail

7,398,000 10,693,000 12,681,000 12,242,000 25,000,000 

Bus 548,728,000 609,795,000 622,286,000 625,082,000 806,000,000 

Total 617,928,000  694,731,000  721,674,000  730,243,000 981,000,000 

Source: National Transit Database (NTD) for past years and SCAG model estimates for 2035 based on 
the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS

TABLE 12 SCAG Region Annual Passenger Miles Traveled

2001 2005 2008 2009 2035 Plan*

Metro Rail 339,800,000 442,916,000 524,813,000 554,998,000 1,428,409,000 

Commuter 
Rail

274,625,000 359,938,000 436,565,000 419,885,000 871,495,000 

Bus 2,206,840,000 2,375,502,000 2,461,654,000 2,546,884,000 3,255,693,000 

Total 2,821,266,000 3,178,357,000 3,423,033,000 3,521,767,000 5,555,597,000 

Source: National Transit Database (NTD) for past years and SCAG model estimates for 2035 based on 
the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS

TABLE 13 SCAG Region Annual Per Capita Transit Trips

2001 2005 2008 2009 2035 Plan*

Metro Rail 3.67 4.41 5.15 5.52 8.91 

Commuter 
Rail

0.44 0.64 0.75 0.73 1.49 

Bus 32.61 36.24 36.98 37.15 47.90 

Total 36.73  41.29  42.89  43.40 58.30 

Source: National Transit Database (NTD) for past years and SCAG model estimates for 2035 based on 
the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS

Plan Performance

Our region’s investment in transit and passenger rail, coupled with its commitment to 
attaining sustainable communities, pays heavy dividends. In 2035, we will have realized a 
36 percent increase in transit and rail boardings. This includes a 30 percent increase for 
bus, a 73 percent increase for light and heavy rail, and an almost doubling of 97 per-
cent for Metrolink. Passenger miles are also up significantly, for all types of bus service 
including BRT and Local, and especially for rail, reflecting a higher percentage of transit 
trips on to rail due to the new rail facilities being built between now and 2035.

On a per capita level, growth in transit ridership is also fairly aggressive. The region will 
see 23.8 percent population growth, 21.9 percent employment growth, and 26 percent 
more households by 2035. The rate of growth for per capita transit trips is much higher. 
Between 2008 and 2035, per capita Metro Rail trips will grow by 73 percent, and per 
capita Metrolink and Amtrak trips will grow by 97 percent. Bus trips will grow by 30 per-
cent, meaning that the overall growth in per capita transit ridership will be 30 percent.1

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Reduction

The host of new investments in transit facilities, from new rail on fixed guideways to 
smaller capital projects for BRT, such as bus signal priority and bus lanes, will produce a 
large reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as these new services garner new riders 
to transit and reduce SOV commuting.

Some of this plans’s transit initiatives and strategies that are not capital-intensive will 
also reduce VMT. These include the expansion and improvement of real-time passenger 
information systems on our region’s transit systems, the expansion of bicycle carrying 
capacity on our region’s transit and rail vehicles, and the implementation of regional fare 
media consolidation and agreements. The improvement of real-time passenger infor-
mation systems makes taking transit more appealing and convenient to non-regular or 
new users. This plan estimates a 2 percent increase in transit boardings by 2020, and 
5percent increase by 2035 due to these improvements. This corresponds to a reduction 
of 1 million vehicle miles by 2020, and 2.6 million by 2035. The regional (intercounty) fare 

1 RTP/SCS, population estimates from SCAG and California Department of Finance
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consolidation and agreements and the expansion of bicycle carrying capacity strategies 
also will encourage new and more frequent riders to transit. The plan estimates the effect 
on boardings for both at an additional 1 percent by 2020 and an additional 3 percent by 
2035. This corresponds to a reduction of 500,000 vehicle miles by 2020, and 1.6 million 
by 2035.

Strategies and Recommendations
Much progress is being made in our region. The many new transit facilities and services 
programmed through 2035 will certainly increase the transit modal share as they serve 
the developing sustainable communities, jobs/housing balance and population increases. 
But aside from capital projects, there are many improvements that can be made in 
transit accessibility and operations. Our transit strategy calls for a number of transit 
initiatives including:

Operational Strategies
 � Implement and Expand Transit Priority Systems. Transit priority systems include 

traffic signal priority, queue jumpers and bus lanes. Signal priority is a highly 
effective treatment that has proven to speed up bus service and attract new transit 
riders. Metro’s Metro Rapid program has increased speeds by over 20 percent com-
pared to the local service on the same street. It also has brought new riders to its 
system. Bus lanes are even more effective at increasing speeds, yet, in our region, 
there is a dearth of such lanes. Transit agencies should heavily lobby local jurisdic-
tions in which they operate to implement them, at least for peak-period operation.

 � Implement Regional and Intercounty Fare Agreements and Media. Implementing 
additional inter-jurisdictional fare agreements and media like L.A. County’s EZ Pass 
will make transit more attractive and available. A pass that would cover all transit 
services in L.A. and Orange counties, or the whole SCAG region, is an example. The 
Pacific Surfliner also has fare agreements with some local transit operators along 
its corridor where an Amtrak ticket is good for connecting transit fare. This could be 
expanded to all operators along its corridor.

 � Implement new BRT and limited-stop bus service. As noted above, BRT service is a 
good 20 percent faster than traditional local bus service. It is viewed as a “pre-
mium” service, and has proven to attract new riders to transit. BRT implementation 

does require a capital outlay, so in an environment of scare funding, offering limited-
stop service is an excellent alternative. Limited-stop service has been shown to be 
about 15 percent faster than traditional local service, yet very few transit agencies 
in our region offer it.

 � Implement increased frequencies in targeted corridors. With additional fund-
ing, there are many corridors in our region that would benefit from an increased 
frequency of service. In many of our subregions outside of L.A. County, frequencies 
are seldom 15-minutes or better, and often 30, 45, or even 60-minutes on primary 
arterials. Orange County shaved their frequencies generally across the board due 
to their financial crisis. Increasing frequencies in targeted corridors where there 
is TOD/TPP developments, along with latent demand due to low frequencies, can 
increase transit mode share.

Accessibility Strategies
 � Increasing bicycle carrying capacity on bus and rail vehicles. Bicycling for commute 

or other trip purposes is taking off in our region. The implementation of bike facili-
ties is only starting to catch up. Most transit systems have two-bike racks on their 
buses, some have three. Metro and Metrolink have recently adjusted their bike-on-
railcar guidelines to allow more bicycles. Allowing more bikes on transit vehicles, to 
a reasonable point, will increase transit ridership.

 � Expanding and improving real-time passenger information systems. Most medium 
to large size transit agencies have implemented real-time passenger information 
systems. These have shown to attract and keep new transit riders. Knowing exactly 
when a bus will arrive provides an incentive to the potential transit user. Continuing 
to implement and expand these systems will increase transit modal share.

 � Implementing First Mile/Last Mile strategies to extend the effective reach of transit. 
This is an area of study with recent focus. Making transit available for that first mile 
to a transit station, or from a transit station, or both, will encourage more transit 
usage, and also reduce GHGs. More than 90 percent of Metrolink riders drive to their 
origin station.

 � Implementing new point-to-point express bus service in key corridors in the region’s 
HOV and HOT lane network. Our region’s HOV network is being transferred from a 
patchwork to a complete system of freeway-to-freeway connectivity. In addition, 
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HOT lanes are scheduled to begin on the Harbor Transitway at the end of 2012, and 
the El Monte Busway in early 2013. Yet, these facilities are currently underserved by 
express bus services. Implementing new express point-to-point services, at least in 
the peak-periods, will prove an attractive option to the SOV commuter.

 � Implementing Local Circulators. Many local cities already have impressive networks 
of local community circulators and fixed-route systems. As more TOD/HQTA is built, 
and as the jobs/housing balance improves, more of these services should be imple-
mented or expanded to encourage residents of these developments to not use their 
auto to make short, local trips.

Strategic Plan: Looking Ahead –  
Beyond the Horizon
The RTP strategies discussed in Chapter 2: Transportation Investments, represent the 
region’s collective vision for addressing our transportation needs within the constraints 
of committed, available, or reasonably available revenue sources. Despite the substantial 
commitments of over $500 billion contained in the RTP and the associated benefits dis-
cussed in Chapter 5: Measuring Up, this level of investment does not meet the full needs 
identified through the RTP development process. If we truly want to address all the needs 
set forth in this RTP, we must look toward additional strategies and investments to get us 
there. Often this will entail controversial and difficult choices that will push the envelope 
and test the boundaries of what is politically acceptable. For now, these elements are 
contained in the Strategic Plan with the recognition that they merit further study and that, 
over time and with further consensus-building, these programs and policies may move 
forward into the constrained RTP.

The concept of a Strategic Plan was first incorporated into the 2008 RTP. It was envi-
sioned that the 2012 and subsequent RTPs would draw from the projects contained in 
the Strategic Plan. This has in fact occurred. The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS investments 
discussed in Chapter 2 attest to the success of the 2008 Strategic Plan, since several of 
its projects and strategies have now moved to the constrained portion of the 2012–2035 
RTP/SCS. These include:

Preservation investments – The 2008 Strategic Plan called for a higher level of invest-
ment to preserve the region’s multi-modal system. The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS includes 
$65 billion in additional preservation funding.

Operations investments (TSM) – The 2008 Strategic Plan recommended increasing 
funding to the cost-effective transportation system management strategies that increase 
the productivity of the existing system. The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS allocates $5 billion 
to TSM.

Dedicated Lanes for Clean-Technology Trucks on the East West Corridor – The 2008 
Strategic Plan called for more detailed study of the different east west corridors and rec-
ommending one for inclusion in the RTP. The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS includes the recom-
mended East West Freight Corridor and provides full funding for it.
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Metrolink and LOSSAN Rail Improvements – The 2008 Strategic Plan included unfunded 
improvements to Metrolink and the LOSSAN Rail corridor. The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS fully 
funds these improvements, partially using newly available federal and state funds.

The Westside Purple Line Extension – The 2008 Strategic Plan included the unfunded 
Purple Line Extension to Westwood. The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS now fully funds this exten-
sion, relying on the recently adopted Measure R in Los Angeles.

The 2008 Strategic Plan strongly influenced the 2012 Constrained Plan as originally 
intended. Moving forward, it is again envisioned that future updates to the 2012–2035 
RTP/SCS would draw from the projects contained in this Strategic Plan; exceptions would 
be handled on a case-by-case basis.

TABLE 11 Strategic Plan

County Category Route Name

Los Angeles BRT Metro Orange Line

Los Angeles Light Rail Metro Blue Line

Los Angeles Light Rail Metro Gold Line

Los Angeles Light Rail Metro Green Line

Los Angeles Light Rail Metro Gold Line

Los Angeles High-Speed Rail Orangeline

Los Angeles High-Speed Rail Orangeline

Los Angeles Heavy Rail Metro Purple Line

Orange Bus Systemwide Local Bus Service Expansion

Orange BRT Service Increase to Express Bus Routes in  
Central County

Orange BRT New Express Bus Service from Industry to 
Anaheim

Orange BRT New Express Bus Service from Anaheim to 
Laguna Hills

Orange BRT New Express Bus Service from Orange to 
Long Beach

County Category Route Name

Orange BRT New Express Bus Service from South Coast Metro 
to Long Beach

Orange BRT New Express Bus Service from Irvine to Norwalk

Orange BRT New Express Bus Service from Riverside to Brea

Orange BRT New Express Bus Service from Riverside to 
Anaheim

Orange BRT New Express Bus Service from Riverside to Irvine

Orange BRT New Express Bus Service from Rancho Santa 
Margarita to Irvine

Orange BRT New Express Bus Service from Laguna Niguel/
Aliso Viejo to Irvine

Orange BRT New Express Bus Service from San Clemente to 
South Coast Metro

Orange BRT New Express Bus Service from Anaheim to 
Laguna Hills

Orange BRT Katella Avenue BRT

Orange BRT Edinger Avenue BRT

Orange BRT Beach Boulevard BRT

Orange BRT La Palma Avenue BRT

Orange BRT South County BRT

Orange BRT Enhance BRT Routes

Orange Commuter Rail Metrolink Service Expansion Program

Orange High-Speed Rail California-Nevada Super Speed Train

Orange Commuter Rail LOSSAN Capacity Increase to San Diego Border

San Bernardino Commuter Rail Redlands Rail Phase III 

Riverside Intercity Rail Coachella Valley Rail Service

DesertXpress High-Speed Rail DesertXpress
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Executive Summary
The federal Clean Air Act (CAA) establishes air quality standards and planning require-
ments for certain air pollutants. To comply with the CAA in achieving the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), the California Air Resources Board (ARB) devel-
ops State Implementation Plans (SIPs) for federal non-attainment and maintenance areas. 
In California, SIP development is a joint effort of the local air agencies and ARB working 
with federal, state, and local agencies (including the Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
[MPOs]). Local Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) are prepared in response to fed-
eral and state requirements.

Transportation conformity is required under the CAA to ensure that federally supported 
highway and transit project activities “conform to” the purpose of the SIP. Conformity to 
the purpose of the SIP means that transportation activities will not cause new air quality 
violations, worsen existing violations, or delay timely attainment of the relevant NAAQS. 
Conformity currently applies to areas that are designated non-attainment and those 
re-designated to attainment after 1990 (“maintenance areas”) for the following trans-
portation-related criteria pollutants: ozone, particulate matter (PM2.5 and PM10), carbon 
monoxide (CO), and nitrogen dioxide (NO2).

Under the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) Metropolitan Planning Regulations 
and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Transportation Conformity Rule 
requirements, SCAG’s 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) needs to comply with four 
tests upon adoption by the SCAG Regional Council in order for the RTP to conform:

 � Regional Emissions

 � Timely Implementation of Transportation Control Measures

 � Financial Constraint

 � Interagency Consultation and Public Involvement

The analyses in this report demonstrate a positive conformity finding for each of these 
tests and, therefore, for the 2012 RTP.

Transportation Conformity Analysis     1
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Preface
The federally required conformity analyses and findings for the 2012 RTP are set forth 
in the following sections. The conformity sections cover all federally required analyses 
for the conformity determination of the 2012 RTP. These analyses also update the 2011 
Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP). All transportation and air qual-
ity conformity analyses in this document are in compliance with applicable federal and 
state law, including conformity and transportation planning regulations. This report 
contains four sections that specifically address the conformity analyses required for 
federal approval.

 � Section I summarizes the conformity requirements and findings.

 � Section II provides modeling methodologies and assumptions and results of the 
regional emissions analyses for the 2012 RTP.

 � Section III highlights the conformity findings of the Timely Implementation of 
Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) analysis and describes the implementation 
status of all applicable TCMs in the SCAG Region.

 � Section IV summarizes the conformity comments and responses.



Section I: Conformity Requirements and Findings

Federal and State Requirements
SCAG, the MPO for Southern California, is mandated to comply with federal and state 
transportation and air quality regulations. Federal transportation regulations authorize 
federal funding for highway, highway safety, transit, and other surface transportation 
programs. The federal CAA establishes air quality standards and planning requirements 
for various criteria air pollutants.

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND FEDERAL 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Federal transportation law requires that SCAG develop an RTP for a 20-year minimum 
period. SCAG must also develop an FTIP that allocates monies over a four-year period 
to implement the RTP. The FTIP must be consistent with the RTP (e.g., projects, scope, 
implementation schedules, etc.).

FEDERAL NON-ATTAINMENT AND MAINTENANCE AREAS

The U.S. EPA may make a federal “non-attainment area” designation to any area that has 
not met CAA health standards for one or more pollutants. A non-attainment area designa-
tion may require additional air-quality controls for transportation plans, programs, and 
projects. The ARB recommends the federal non-attainment area boundaries to U.S. EPA 
for final designations. Subsequently, the EPA finalizes and defines the boundaries of the 
federally designated non-attainment areas for each criteria pollutant. 

STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLANS

To comply with the CAA in achieving the NAAQS, the ARB develops SIPs for federal 
non-attainment and maintenance areas. The SIP is a plan which provides for implementa-
tion, maintenance, and enforcement of the national primary ambient air quality standard 
in each air quality control region within the state. 42 U.S.C. § 7410(a)(1). Each state 
must submit a SIP to EPA within three years after the promulgation of a national primary 
ambient air quality standard (or any revision thereof) for any air pollutant. In California, 
SIP development is a joint effort of the local air agencies and ARB working with federal, 

state, and local agencies (including the MPOs). Local AQMPs are prepared in response to 
federal and state requirements.

In California, all SIPs have to go through three steps: air district action, ARB action, and 
finally EPA action. Each air district submits its respective AQMPs/SIPs to ARB. ARB is 
the official State agency that submits the SIPs to EPA for all federal non-attainment and 
maintenance areas in California.

The SIP includes two important components relative to transportation and air quality 
conformity requirements—emissions budgets and TCMs. Emissions budgets set an upper 
limit which on-road mobile sources are permitted to emit. TCMs are strategies to reduce 
emissions from on–road mobile sources. The 2012 RTP must conform to the applicable 
SIPs [i.e., emissions budgets and TCMs] in the SCAG region.

FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION CONFORMITY RULE

Transportation conformity is required under CAA section 176(c) to ensure that federally 
supported highway and transit project activities “conform to” the purpose of the SIP. 
Conformity currently applies to areas that are designated non-attainment, and those 
re-designated to attainment after 1990 (“maintenance areas” with plans developed under 
CAA section 175[A]) for the specific transportation-related criteria pollutants. Conformity 
to the purpose of the SIP means that transportation activities will not cause new air 
quality violations, worsen existing violations, or delay timely attainment of the relevant 
NAAQS. The transportation conformity regulation is found in 40 CFR part 93.

Clean Air Act Designations in the SCAG Region 

APPLICABLE CRITERIA POLLUTANTS IN THE SCAG REGION

Four criteria pollutants are subject to air quality conformity for the RTP and FTIP:

 � CO – a product of automobile exhaust. CO reduces the flow of oxygen in the blood-
stream and is particularly dangerous to persons with heart disease.

 � Ozone – formed by the reaction between volatile organic compounds (VOC) and 
oxides of nitrogen (NOX) in the presence of sunlight. Ozone negatively impacts the 
respiratory system.
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 � NO2 – created under the high pressure and temperature conditions in internal com-
bustion engines. It impacts the respiratory system and degrades visibility due to its 
brownish color.

 � PM10 and PM2.5 – extremely small particles and liquid droplets associated with dust, 
soot and combustion products. Particulate pollution has been linked to significant 
health problems, including aggravated asthma, increases in adverse respiratory 
problems, chronic bronchitis, decreased lung function, and premature death.

AIR BASINS AND AIR DISTRICTS IN THE SCAG REGION

SCAG is a six-county region that contains four air basins administered by five air districts:

 � The South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) covers the urbanized portions of the Los Angeles, 
Riverside, and San Bernardino counties as well as the entire County of Orange 
and is within the jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD).

 � The South Central Coast Air Basin (SCCAB), Ventura County portion, is within the 
jurisdiction of the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD).

 � The Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB) covers the desert portions of Los Angeles, 
Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. A small portion of this air basin is in Kern 
County and outside of the SCAG region. The SCAG portion of this air basin is under 
the jurisdiction of three air districts:

 � The Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) adminis-
ters portions of the MDAB situated in San Bernardino County and eastern 
Riverside County. The Riverside County portion is known as the Palo Verde 
Valley Area.

 � The SCAQMD administers the portion of MDAB in Riverside County situated 
between the Salton Sea Air Basin and the Palo Verde Valley Area.

 � The Antelope Valley Air Quality Management District (AVAQMD) administers 
the Los Angeles County portion of the MDAB.

 � The Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) covers all of Imperial County and the eastern 
portion of Riverside County (excluding the MDAB portion). This air basin is under 
jurisdiction of two air districts:

 � The Imperial County Air Pollution Control District (ICAPCD) administers the 
Imperial County portion of the SSAB.

 � The SCAQMD administers the Riverside County portion of the SSAB , 
Coachella Valley, situated between the SCAB and the MDAB.

NON-ATTAINMENT / MAINTENANCE AREAS IN THE SCAG REGION

The Federal non-attainment/maintenance areas in the SCAG region are as follows:

 � Ventura County Portion of SCCAB – non-attainment area for 8-hour ozone

 � SCAB – non-attainment or maintenance area for: NO2; CO; PM10; PM2.5; and 
8-hour ozone

 � Western MDAB (Antelope Valley portion of Los Angeles County and San Bernardino 
County portion of MDAB excluding Searles Valley) – non-attainment area for 
8-hour ozone

 � San Bernardino County portion of MDAB:
 � Searles Valley – non-attainment for PM10

 � San Bernardino County (excluding the Searles Valley area) – non-attainment 
area for PM10

 � Riverside County Portion of SSAB (Coachella Valley) – non-attainment area for: 
PM10 and 8-hour ozone

 � Imperial County Portion of SSAB – non-attainment for 8-hour ozone; PM2.5; 
and PM10

The boundaries of the air basins, air districts, and non-attainment and maintenance areas 
are illustrated in Exhibits 1 through 7 at the end of the report.

APPLICABLE EMISSIONS BUDGETS IN THE SCAG REGION

For the 2012 RTP conformity determination, the applicable emissions budgets are estab-
lished in the SIPs as described below.

 � Ventura County Portion of SCCAB
 � 2008 8-Hour Ozone Early Progress Plan

 � SCAB
 � 2007 Ozone SIP (using budgets found adequate by EPA May 2008)
 � 2007 PM2.5 SIP (using budgets found adequate by EPA November 2011)
 � 2007 CO SIP (Maintenance Plan)
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 � 2007 NO2 SIP (Maintenance Plan) (using budgets found adequate by EPA 
January 2010)

 � 2003 PM10 SIP

 � Riverside County Portion of SSAB (Coachella Valley) 
 � 2008 8-Hour Ozone Early Progress Plan (using budgets found adequate by 

EPA May 2008)
 � 2003 PM10 SIP

 � Western MDAB (Antelope Valley and portion of Los Angeles County and San 
Bernardino County portion of MDAB excluding Searles Valley)

 � 2008 8-Hour Ozone Early Progress Plan

 � Imperial County Portion of SSAB (Ozone)
 � 2008 8-Hour Ozone Early Progress Plan

SIP STATUS IN OTHER AREAS OF THE SCAG REGION

In absence of applicable emissions budgets for conformity, SCAG has to conduct interim 
emissions tests for regional emissions analysis of the 2012 RTP. At the present time, 
there is no federally approved SIP for the following areas.

 � San Bernardino County Portion of MDAB (PM10)

 � Searles Valley Portion of MDAB (PM10)

 � Imperial County Portion of SSAB (PM2.5 and PM10)

APPLICABLE TCMS

The SIP documents for the applicable TCMs in the SCAG region are listed below:

 � SCAB – The TCM01 established in the 1994 Ozone SIP functions as the applicable 
TCM categories for the conformity finding (timely implementation of TCM analysis). 
The TCM categories in the 2007 AQMP/SIP as well as the 2003 Ozone AQMP/SIP 
and the 1997 (as amended in 1999) Ozone AQMP/SIP are consistent with the TCM01 
categories listed in the 1994 Ozone AQMP/SIP.

 � The Ventura County portion of SCCAB – The TCM strategies incorporated in the 
1994 (as amended in 1995) Ozone AQMP/SIP function as the applicable TCMs for 
conformity finding.

There are no applicable TCMs in any other federal non-attainment or maintenance areas 
in the SCAG region. For more information on TCMs and timely implementation of the 
TCMs, see Section III of this document.

Conformity Status of Current RTP and FTIP
The FHWA and FTA approved the conformity determination for the amended 2008 RTP 
and the 2011 FTIP on December 8 and 14, 2010 respectively for the following non-attain-
ment and maintenance areas:

 � SSCCAB (Ventura County portion) – Ozone

 � SCAB – Ozone, PM10, PM2.5, CO and NO2

 � Western MDAB (Antelope Valley and San Bernardino County portion excluding 
Searles Valley) – Ozone

 � MDAB (San Bernardino County and Searles Valley portion) – PM10

 � SSAB (Coachella Valley portion) – Ozone, PM10

 � SSAB (Imperial County portion) – Ozone, PM10, and PM2.5

Conformity Analysis and Findings for the 2012 RTP
Under the U.S. DOT Metropolitan Planning Regulations and EPA’s Transportation 
Conformity Rule requirements, SCAG’s 2012 RTP needs to pass four tests.

 � Regional Emissions Analysis (40 CFR, Sections 93.109, 93.110, 93.118, and 93.119)

 � Timely Implementation of Transportation Control Measures Analysis (40 CFR, 
Section 93.113)

 � Financial Constraint Analysis (40 CFR, Section 93.108 and 23 CFR, Section 450.322)

 � Interagency Consultation and Public Involvement Analysis (40 CFR, Sections 93.105 
and 93.112 and 23 CFR, Section 450.324)

CONFORMITY DETERMINATIONS

SCAG has made the following conformity findings for the 2012 RTP under the required 
federal tests. 
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Regional Emissions Tests

These findings are based on the regional emissions test analyses shown in TABLES 13–40.

Finding: The regional emissions analyses for the 2012 RTP update the regional emissions 
analyses for the 2011 FTIP.

Finding: The 2012 RTP regional emissions analysis for PM2.5 and its precursors meet all 
applicable emission budget tests for all milestone, attainment, and planning horizon years 
in the SCAB.

Finding: The 2012 RTP regional emissions for the Ozone precursors meet all applicable 
emission budget tests for all milestone, attainment, and planning horizon years for the 
SCAB, SCCAB (Ventura County portion), Western MDAB (Los Angeles County Antelope 
Valley portion and San Bernardino County western portion of MDAB), and SSAB (Riverside 
County Coachella Valley and Imperial County portions).

Finding: The 2012 RTP regional emissions for NO2 meet all applicable emission budget 
tests for all milestone, attainment, and planning horizon years in the SCAB.

Finding: The 2012 RTP regional emissions for CO meet all applicable emission budget 
tests for all milestone, attainment, and planning horizon years in SCAB.

Finding: The 2012 RTP regional emissions for PM10 and its precursors meet all applicable 
emission budget tests for all milestone, attainment, and planning horizon years in SCAB 
and the SSAB (Riverside County Coachella Valley portion).

Finding: The 2012 RTP regional emissions for PM10 meet the interim emission test (build/
no-build test) for all milestone and planning horizon years for the MDAB (San Bernardino 
County portion excluding Searles Valley portion and Searles Valley portion of San 
Bernardino County) and for the SSAB (Imperial County portion).

Finding: The 2012 RTP regional emissions analysis for PM2.5 and its precursors meet 
the interim emission test (build/no-build test) for all milestone, attainment, and planning 
horizon years for the SSAB (urbanized area of Imperial County portion).

Timely Implementation of TCM Test

Finding: The TCM project categories listed in the 1994/1997/2003/2007 Ozone SIPs for 
the SCAB area were given funding priority, are expected to be implemented on schedule, 
and, in the case of any delays, any obstacles to implementation have been or are being 
overcome.

Finding: The TCM strategies listed in the 1994 (as amended in 1995) Ozone SIP for the 
SCCAB (Ventura County) were given funding priority, are expected to be implemented on 
schedule, and, in the case of any delays, any obstacles to implementation have been or 
are being overcome.

Financial Constraint Test

Finding: The 2012 RTP is fiscally constrained. SCAG’s 2012 RTP demonstrates financial 
constraint in the financial plan by identifying all transportation revenues including local, 
state, and federal sources available to meet the region’s programming totals.1

Inter-agency Consultation and Public Involvement Test

Finding: The 2012 RTP complies with all federal and state requirements for interagency 
consultation and public involvement. SCAG’s Transportation Conformity Working Group 
has served as a forum for interagency consultation and, additionally, there were many ad-
hoc meetings held between the stakeholder agencies for this purpose. SCAG’s RTP public 
outreach effort is documented in a separate Public Participation and Consultation Report. 
To view a summary of comments received on the Draft 2012 RTP Conformity Report, refer 
to Section IV. All comments and responses on the Draft RTP/SCS can be foundat www.
scag.ca.gov.

1 See the 2012 RTP Financial Plan
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Section II: Regional Emissions Analysis

Background
SCAG’s Regional Travel Demand Model is an advanced four step model that meets and in 
many cases exceeds the state of the practice. The Model meets all the requirements of 
the Transportation Conformity Rule, specifically 40 CFR 93.122(b) (see TABLE 10).

The results from the Regional Travel Demand Model are input to the ARB’s EMFAC model 
for calculating regional emissions.

Regional Travel Demand Model Overview
SCAG is the primary agency responsible for the development and maintenance of travel 
demand forecasting models for the SCAG Region. SCAG has been developing and improv-
ing these travel demand forecasting models since 1967. SCAG’s Modeling Task Force, 
consisting of modeling technical peers from the various county and state agencies and 
private firms, meets every other month at SCAG to discuss regionally significant modeling 
projects and modeling issues, including the development, maintenance, and application of 
SCAG’s Regional Travel Demand Model as well as the travel demand models used by other 
stakeholders agencies. The SCAG model has undergone periodic peer reviews, the latest 
occurring in June 2011 (see SCAG Regional Travel Model Enhancement Program and Year 
2008 Model Validation Report).

SCAG’s regional transportation modeling area covers the entire SCAG region, includ-
ing Counties of Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura. 
This modeling area is divided into 11,267 Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZ’s) with an 
additional 40 external cordon stations, 12 airport nodes, and 31 port nodes for the Ports 
of Los Angeles and Long Beach. The Model was validated for the Year 2008, which is the 
base year for the 2012 RTP (see Year 2008 Model Validation Report).

Model Inputs and Assumptions

SCAG’s modeling methodologies, parameters, and inputs are regularly updated to reflect 
current travel conditions and demographic changes.

Socioeconomic Data by Census Block Group – Socioeconomic data (SED), which 
describes population, households, and employment at Block Group level, are used as 
major input to SCAG’s Regional Travel Demand Model. The concept is that travel is a 
derived demand, which is directly related to the demographics and economic characteris-
tics of households. The model uses both aggregate and disaggregate SED. The aggregate 
data are counts of population, households and employment for each TAZ. The disag-
gregate data are Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) records from the Census, which 
contain detailed information about person and household characteristics in the region.

Highway Networks – The highway networks were originally developed from the Thomas 
Brothers GIS database and then updated with street inventory survey data (the lat-
est SCAG region street inventory survey was conducted in year 2008) in the TransCAD 
environment. The networks include detailed coding of the region’s freeway system 
(mixed-flow lane, auxiliary lane, HOV lane, HOT lane, toll lane, truck lane, etc.) as well as 
arterials, major collectors, and some minor collectors. Separate highway networks for 
each time period were developed to simulate time of day differences in roadway capacity 
and vehicle travel restrictions, such as arterial parking restrictions during peak hours, 
HOV lane minimum vehicle occupancy requirement, and heavy-duty vehicle restrictions on 
certain roadways.

Land Use and Accessibility for Auto Ownership Model – Accessibility refers to the 
ease of reaching goods, services, activities, and destinations. Many factors affect acces-
sibility, including the quality and affordability of transport options, transport system con-
nectivity, and land use patterns. The auto and non-auto accessibilities of a zone directly 
influence household auto ownership. Land use patterns, in particular high density, mixed-
use developments also directly influence household auto ownership.

Land Use, Parking, Pricing, TDM, Walk and Bike for Mode Choice Model – Land use, 
zonal parking, roadway pricing, and Travel Demand Management (TDM) are inputs to 
mode choice, in addition to the modal level of service obtained from the highway, transit, 
and non-motorized networks. Parking fees/restrictions, road pricing cost/policies, and 
land use densities have direct influence on travelers’ mode choice. For example, increas-
ing parking fees encourages travelers to shift from auto to transit. Also, high employment 
and residential densities encourage the use of transit and non-motorized modes.

Transit Networks – The transit networks include more than 3,300 transit routes/pat-
terns, representing approximately 70 transit operators with fixed route service over 
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the entire SCAG region. The transit routes are completely compatible with the highway 
geography. Separate transit networks are developed for five time periods based on the 
transit service information contained in the up-to-date Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (LACMTA) Transit Trip Master database and data collected from 
transit agencies not included in the TripMaster database. Transit services are grouped 
into 8 transit modes (Local Bus, Rapid Bus, Express Bus, Bus Rapid Transit (BRT), Transit 
Way, Urban Rail, Commuter Rail, and High Speed Rail (HSR), according to their service 
characteristics and fare structures. The transit networks include detailed representation 
of all rail stations, transfer opportunities among the different modes and between transit 
routes and park-and-ride locations. A TeleAtlas street network along with Census Block 
level data is used to calculate walk accessibilities and to develop walk access to transit.

External Trips – External trips (i.e., inter-regional trips) are trips with one or both ends 
located outside the SCAG modeling area. SCAG model includes 40 cordon locations 
consisting of freeways and arterials leading into and out of SCAG modeling area. A cordon 
traffic origin-destination survey was conducted in year 2003 and the results were used 
to develop inter-regional Light and Medium (LM) duty vehicle trip matrices, including 
External-to-External (E-E), External-to-Internal (E-I), and Internal-to-External (I-E) trips. 
The origin-destination survey is updated for the 2012 RTP.

Airport Trips – Airports trips include passenger trips and cargo trips, and are repre-
sented by approximately 100 zones in the SCAG modeling area. The daily airport passen-
ger trips are disaggregated into regional model TAZ (using employment data for business 
trips and household data for non-business trips) and further split into five time periods 
by four modes of travel: drive alone, 2-person carpool, 3~person carpool, and 4-or-more 
person carpool. The airport vehicle trips are merged with the other auto vehicle trips prior 
to the network assignment step. Air cargo truck trips are disaggregated into the regional 
model TAZs based on the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) employ-
ment data. The daily air cargo trips are split into five time periods by three heavy-duty 
truck (HDT) types (light HDT, medium HDT, and heavy HDT) and merged with the HDT 
truck trips prior to network assignment.

Employment, Commodity Flow, Ports, and Warehouse Activities – These inputs to the 
transportation model are data related to the freight activities, including employment by 
industrial classification, commodity flows, seaports, warehousing, trucking and wholesale 
trade, etc.

Model Modules and Procedures

Household Classification and Population Synthesizer – This module classifies zonal 
households into several household segments. Prior to the application of Auto Ownership 
module, households are classified across the following four attributes:

1. Household Size (4 categories): the number of one-person households, two-person 
households, three-person households, and four or more person households.

2. Number of Workers (4 categories): the number of households with no worker, one 
worker, two workers, and three workers or more.

3. Household Income (4 categories): the number of households with annual household 
income (in 1999 dollars) less than $25K (Low), $25K–$50K (Medium), $50K–$100K 
(High), and $100K or more (Very High).

4. Type of Dwelling Unit (2 categories): single-family detached, and multi-family/
attached and group quarters.

For Home-Based-Work (HBW) trip generation, households are aggregated across the 
dwelling unit type and size attributes, and then further disaggregated into four Age of 
Head of Household groups (18 to 24 years old, 25 to 44 years old, 45 to 64 years old, and 
65 years old or older).

The Population Synthesizer is a module that generates a synthetic population by expand-
ing existing disaggregate sample data (from 2000 Census PUMS data) to mirror known 
aggregate distributions of household and person attributes (from SCAG zonal data). A 
set of population and household variables of interest are used as control variables in the 
population synthesizer. A synthetic population is generated for the entire SCAG region 
using this procedure.

Auto Ownership Model – The auto ownership model provides an estimate of households 
by auto ownership level (0, 1, 2, 3, 4 or more) for each zone. This information is used in 
trip generation models to estimate zonal person trips. The basic structure of the auto 
ownership model is a multinomial logit formulation, using input socioeconomic variables 
(household size, household income, number of workers, and type of dwelling unit) and 
land use and accessibility variables (mixed residential and employment, intersection 

density, transit accessibility, and non-motorized accessibility).
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Trip Generation Model – Trip generation is the process of estimating daily person trips 
generated by (i.e., trip production) and attracted to (i.e., trip attraction) each TAZ on an 
average weekday. The trip generation model contains 9 trip purposes: home-based work 
(HBW), home-based school (HBSC), home¬based college/university (HBCU), home-based 
shopping (HBS), home-based social-recreational (HBSR), home-based serving-passenger 
(HBSP), home-based other (HBO), work-based other (WBO), and other-based other (OBO) 
trips. HBW trips are further split into 10 types based on trip categories (“Direct” versus 
“Strategic”) and market segmentation (zero car households, households with fewer 
cars than workers, other households with income less than $25,000, income between 
$25,000 and $50,000, and income equal to or higher than $50,000). “Direct” home-
work trips go directly between home and work. “Strategic” home-work trips include one 
or more intermediate stops between home and work. In total, there are 16 trip types: 8 
types for home-based work, and one type for each of the other 8 trip purposes.

Trip Distribution Models – The trip distribution model estimates the number of trips 
from each TAZ to each other TAZ. Destination choice models are developed for HBW, 
HBS, HBSR, HBSP, HBO, WBO, and OBO trip purposes while a gravity model approach is 
used to distribute trips for HBSC and HBCU trip purposes. The trip distribution is esti-
mated as a function of the attractiveness of the destination zone and the travel imped-
ance from origin to destination. The destination choice models include other variables, 
such as intrazonal indicators, employment or residential density variables, and flags for 
special generators. For each of the 9 trip purposes, the productions and attractions are 
split into both peak and off-peak periods.

Mode Choice Models – Mode choice is the process of taking the zone-to-zone person 
trips by trip purpose from the trip distribution model, and determining how many of 
these trips are made by various travel modes. The SCAG mode choice model is a nested 
logit model. The top branch of the nesting structure includes Auto, Transit, and Non-
Motorized. The branch under Auto includes Drive Alone and Shared Ride which is further 
split into 2-person carpool, 3-person carpool, and 4-or-more person carpool. The branch 
under Transit includes Local Bus, Rapid Bus, Express Bus, BRT, Transit Way, Urban Rail, 
Commuter Rail, and High Speed Rail (HSR). The branch under Non-Motorized includes 
Walk and Bicycle. Separate mode choice models are estimated for each trip purpose 
and time period. Mode choice is a function of level of service attributes (in-vehicle 
travel time, out-of-vehicle travel time, fares, parking fees, roadway tolls, auto operating 

costs), household attributes such as income, and zonal attributes such as residential and 
employment densities.

Heavy Duty Truck (HDT) Model – HDT trucks are defined by ARB as a truck with a 
gross vehicle weight of 8,500 pounds or more. The SCAG HDT Model includes inter-
nal truck and external truck trip models. The internal truck trips are generated using a 
cross¬classification method by applying truck trip rates for a two-digit NAICS code by 
the number of employees in that category and the number of households within each 
zone. The daily truck trip ends are distributed using a gravity model to create daily truck 
trips for each of the three truck types: I) light HDT, 2) medium HDT, and 3) heavy HDT. 
The external truck trips are developed using an econometric model to estimate inbound 
and outbound commodity flows by counties. The county to county commodity data are 
allocated to the zonal level based on NAICS employee distribution and then converted to 
trucks trips using observed data collected during model development. Seaport and airport 
related truck trips were included as special generator truck trips. The daily truck trips 
by truck types are allocated to five time periods and merged with the auto trips in trip 
assignment.

Network Assignment Model – Network assignment is the process of loading vehicle 
trips on the appropriate networks. For highway assignment, the Regional Model consists 
of a series of multi-class simultaneous equilibrium assignments for eight classes of of 
vehicles (drive alone, 2-person carpool using HOV, 2-person carpool using general pur-
pose lanes, 3 or more person carpool using HOV, 3 or more person carpool using general 
purpose lanes, light HDT, medium HDT, and heavy HDT) and for each of the five time peri-
ods. During this assignment process, trucks are converted to Passenger Car Equivalent 
(PCE) for each link and each truck type based on 1) percentage of trucks, 2) percentage 
of grade, 3) length of the link, and 4) level of congestion (v/c ratios). Transit vehicles are 
also included in the highway assignment. For transit trip assignment, the final transit 
trips from the last loop mode choice models are aggregated by access mode and time 
period, and then assigned to transit networks for each time period. The vehicle trip tables 
obtained from mode choice, airport, and heavy duty models are aggregated to the 4,109 
Tier1 zone system prior to network assignment.

Model Convergence – In order to maintain consistency between the speeds predicted 
by the highway assignment and the travel times input to the entire travel demand model 
chain, the predicted speeds are used to re-compute highway and transit travel times, and 
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the entire model sequence are repeated until input and output speeds are consistent with 
each other.

Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS) VMT-based Post-Process – In 
this step, the outputs from the Network Assignment Model, which including traffic vol-
umes, speeds, VMT, Vehicle Hours Traveled (VHT), and Vehicle Hours of Delay (VHD) are 
adjusted so that the base-year model VMT by air-basin by county is consistent with HPMS 
VMT as appropriate.

Model Outputs

Population Synthesizer Outputs – The synthetic households by Number of Workers, 
Household Size, Household Income, and Type ofDwelling Unit, and a separate classi-
fication of households by Number of Workers, Age of Household Head, and Household 
Income are the outputs from the Population Synthesizer module and the inputs to the Trip 
Generation Model.

Auto Ownership Model Outputs – The auto ownership model generates households 
by auto ownership, in other words, the number of households with 0 car, I car, 2 cars, 3 
cars, and 4 or more cars for each zone, which are the inputs to the Trip Generation Model.

Trip Generation Model Outputs – The output from trip generation model includes person 
trip tables by 9 trip purposes, of which HBW trips are further split into 8 types by 4 
income groups and Direct/Strategic categories for both peak and off-peak periods. These 
32 person trip tables are used individually in the Trip Distribution step.

Trip Distribution Model Outputs – The Trip Distribution Model distributes person trips 
from each trip production zone to each and every attraction zones, resulting in 32 person 
trip Production/Attraction (PIA) matrices, which are the inputs to the Mode Choice Model.

Mode Choice Model Outputs – The outputs from the Time of Day Model include passen-
ger vehicle trip matrices in OD format by time period and occupancy level. These matrices 
are then combined with external trips, airport trips, and HDT trips to produce final 
vehicle OD matrices (3 passenger vehicle classes and 3 HDT classes in 5 time periods) 
for Network Assignment step. The 3 passenger vehicle classes are drive alone, 2-person 
carpool, and 3-person carpool. The 3 HDT classes are light HDT, medium HDT, and heavy 
HDT. Transit person trips matrices for each of five time periods are also produced in this 
step for transit assignment.

Network Assignment Model Outputs – Major outputs of the Network Assignment Model 
are highway and transit level of service attributes, including traffic flows and the associ-
ated speeds, VMT, VHT, and VHD on the highway networks as well as transit boarding and 
passenger loads on each transit line for each time period.

2012 RTP Modeling Assumptions

Socio-Economic Data – TABLES 1 and 2 show population and employment summaries 
by county and air basin which reflect current trends. This forecast has been in develop-
ment since 2010 under direction from the SCAG’s Regional Council Community, Economic 
and Human Development Policy (CEHD) Committee and in collaboration with SCAG’s 
subregions and local jurisdictions. The process involved several major steps outlined 
as follows:

1. Analysis of regional growth trends and estimates from sources ranging from the 
U.S. Departments of Commerce, Health and Human Services, Bureau of Labor 
Statistics and Internal Revenue Service and the California Department of Finance 
and Employment Development Department.

2. Analysis of key assumptions (fertility rate, mortality rate, net immigration, labor 
force rates, headship rates, etc.) and methodologies (cohort-component and shift-
share models). 

3. Review and feedback by SCAG’s Plans and Programs Technical Advisory Committee, 
three Panel of Forecasting Experts, counties, subregions and cities including subre-
gional workshops and one-on-one meetings.

The comprehensive discussion of the socio-economic data is included in the 2012 RTP 
Growth Forecast Report.
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TABLE 1 Summary of Population Data

County Air Basin 2008 2012 2014 2020 2030 2035

Imperial SSAB 170,000 185,000 200,000 244,000 273,000 288,000

Los Angeles SCAB 9,398,000 9,550,000 9,648,000 9,937,000 10,502,000 10,781,000

MDAB 373,000 397,000 413,000 459,000 530,000 565,000

Orange SCAB 2,989,000 3,070,000 3,119,000 3,266,000 3,411,000 3,421,000

Riverside SCAB 1,683,000 1,786,000 1,842,000 1,994,000 2,304,000 2,460,000

MDAB 28,000 34,000 38,000 48,000 65,000 73,000

SSAB 418,000 462,000 486,000 553,000 719,000 803,000

San Bernardino SCAB 1,510,000 1,560,000 1,592,000 1,684,000 1,865,000 1,956,000

MDAB 506,000 531,000 547,000 591,000 722,000 788,000

Ventura SCCAB 813,000 839,000 852,000 890,000 936,000 959,000

SCAG Region SSAB 588,000 647,000 686,000 797,000 993,000 1,091,000

SCAB 15,580,000 15,966,000 16,201,000 16,881,000 18,083,000 18,618,000

MDAB 907,000 962,000 998,000 1,098,000 1,317,000 1,425,000

SCCAB 813,000 839,000 852,000 890,000 936,000 959,000

Total 17,890,000 18,410,000 18,740,000 19,670,000 21,330,000 22,090,000
 
Rounded to nearest thousand 
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TABLE 2 Summary of Employment Data

County Air Basin 2008 2012 2014 2020 2030 2035

Imperial SSAB 62,000 66,000 81,000 102,000 117,000 121,000

Los Angeles SCAB 4,244,000 4,125,000 4,263,000 4,440,000 4,638,000 4,678,000

  MDAB 92,000 89,000 92,000 112,000 137,000 144,000

Orange SCAB 1,624,000 1,510,000 1,535,000 1,626,000 1,738,000 1,779,000

Riverside SCAB 495,000 484,000 574,000 709,000 887,000 933,000

  MDAB 7,000 7,000 8,000 11,000 14,000 14,000

  SSAB 162,000 158,000 187,000 220,000 279,000 295,000

San Bernardino SCAB 591,000 568,000 619,000 676,000 824,000 868,000

  MDAB 110,000 106,000 115,000 136,000 177,000 191,000

Ventura SCCAB 348,000 337,000 355,000 382,000 408,000 413,000

SCAG Region SSAB 224,000 224,000 268,000 321,000 396,000 416,000

SCAB 6,954,000 6,687,000 6,991,000 7,451,000 8,087,000 8,257,000

  MDAB 209,000 202,000 215,000 259,000 328,000 350,000

 SCCAB 348,000 337,000 355,000 382,000 408,000 413,000

Total 7,740,000 7,450,000 7,830,000 8,410,000 9,220,000 9,440,000

Rounded to nearest thousand

Networks – A summary of the transportation system attributes for the highway and 
transit networks for Years 2008 to 2035 are shown in Tables 3, 4 and 5. Lane mile data 
includes freeway to freeway connectors. Other freeway ramps, freeway Type 3 lanes, and 
centroid connectors are not included. Note that values in the tables in this Report may 
not add exactly due to rounding. A detailed list of modeled projects is in the Modeling 
List Appendix.



Transportation Conformity Analysis     13

TABLE 3 Summary of Highway Network Lane Miles

Network Freeway/Toll HOV/HOT Arterials Collectors Total

SCAB
2008 8,101 859 28,487 7,252 44,699

2012 8,172 909 28,785 7,269 45,135

2014 No Build 8,245 977 28,799 7,394 45,415

2014 8,293 977 29,044 7,396 45,710

2020 No Build 8,392 1,036 28,849 7,420 45,697

2020 8,678 1,307 30,192 7,736 47,913

2030 No Build 8,455 1,036 28,850 7,420 45,761

2030 9,000 1,470 30,653 8,024 49,147

2035 No Build 8,455 1,036 28,850 7,420 45,761

2035 9,261 1,578 31,155 8,143 50,137

SCCAB
2008 503 0 1,852 684 3,039

2012 529 0 1,879 684 3,092

2014 No Build 529 8 1,879 684 3,100

2014 529 8 1,892 684 3,113

2020 No Build 529 8 1,885 695 3,117

2020 551 8 1,908 695 3,162

2030 No Build 529 8 1,885 695 3,117

2030 551 8 1,949 695 3,203

2035 No Build 529 8 1,885 695 3,117

2035 551 8 1,949 695 3,203
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Network Freeway/Toll HOV/HOT Arterials Collectors Total

MDAB
2008 1,873 23 4,637 6,243 12,776

2012 1,876 23 4,710 6,277 12,886

2014 No Build 1,876 23 4,725 6,280 12,904

2014 1,891 23 4,888 6,347 13,149

2020 No Build 1,876 23 4,752 6,290 12,941

2020 2,119 69 5,745 6,553 14,486

2030 No Build 1,876 23 4,752 6,290 12,941

2030 2,208 78 5,832 6,737 14,855

2035 No Build 1,876 23 4,752 6,290 12,941

2035 2,208 81 5,843 6,840 14,972

SSAB (Coachella)
2008 388 0 1,373 791 2,552

2012 388 0 1,414 804 2,606

2014 No Build 388 0 1,414 810 2,612

2014 388 0 1,476 808 2,672

2020 No Build 388 0 1,416 810 2,614

2020 393 0 1,667 894 2,954

2030 No Build 388 0 1,416 810 2,614

2030 422 0 1,791 1,001 3,214

2035 No Build 388 0 1,416 810 2,614

2035 422 0 1,800 1,039 3,261
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Network Freeway/Toll HOV/HOT Arterials Collectors Total

SSAB (Imperial)
2008 379 0 1,068 2,464 3,911

2012 380 0 1,119 2,463 3,962

2014 No Build 380 0 1,117 2,465 3,962

2014 380 0 1,120 2,463 3,963

2020 No Build 380 0 1,117 2,465 3,962

2020 380 0 1,160 2,463 4,003

2030 No Build 380 0 1,117 2,465 3,962

2030 417 0 1,147 2,463 4,027

2035 No Build 380 0 1,117 2,465 3,962

2035 418 0 1,186 2,452 4,056

Total SCAG Region
2008 11,244 882 37,417 17,434 66,977

2012 11,345 932 37,907 17,497 67,681

2014 No Build 11,418 1,008 37,934 17,633 67,993

2014 11,481 1,008 38,420 17,698 68,607

2020 No Build 11,565 1,067 38,019 17,680 68,331

2020 12,121 1,384 40,672 18,341 72,518

2030 No Build 11,628 1,067 38,020 17,680 68,395

2030 12,598 1,556 41,372 18,920 74,446

2035 No Build 11,628 1,067 38,020 17,680 68,395

2035 12,860 1,667 41,933 19,169 75,629
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TABLE 4 Summary of Transit Route Pattern Miles

Network Local Bus Express Bus Rail HSRT Total

2008      23,431              5,942    3,070       -   32,442

2012      23,441              6,019    3,088       -   32,548

2014 No Build      23,481              5,942    3,136       -   32,558

2014      23,520              6,066    3,136       -   32,722

2020 No Build      23,481              5,942    3,153       -   32,575

2020      23,659              6,066    3,208       -   32,933

2030 No Build      23,481              5,942    3,153 32,575

2030      23,739              6,259    3,524 33,522

2035 No Build      23,481              5,942    3,153       -   32,575

2035      25,022              7,143    3,415    184 35,764

TABLE 5 Summary of Transit Service Miles

Network Local Bus Express Bus Rail HSRT Total

2008    646,939    113,275      32,431                -   792,646

2012   647,426    116,971      34,937                -   799,334

2014 No Build    651,039    113,275      35,513                -   799,827

2014    653,522    123,133      35,513                -   812,169

2020 No Build    651,039    113,275      38,318                -   802,632

2020    662,813    123,133      44,549                -   830,495

2030 No Build    651,039    113,275      38,318 802,632

2030    667,988    132,429      67,178 867,595

2035 No Build    651,039    113,275      38,318                -   802,632

2035    716,744    159,686      70,240         5,719 952,388
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Work-at-Home and Telecommuting – Home-Based-Work trips were reduced for Work-
at-Home and Telecommuting. In year 2000, Work-at-Home trips were 3.58 percent and 
Telecommute trips were 3.34 percent for a total Home-Based-Work trip reduction of 6.92 
percent. Trip rates used in trip generation are based on the 2000 Travel Survey. TABLE 6 
below shows the total reductions to the home-based-work person trips over the 2000 
base as applied in the trip generation model.

TABLE 6 Total Home–Based-Work Person Trip Reductions

Category 2000 2008 2012 2014 2020 2030 2035

Work-at-Home 3.58% 4.41% 4.62% 5.03% 5.65% 6.69%  7.21%

Telecommute 3.34% 3.73% 4.74% 5.86% 11.10% 13.51% 14.90%

Total Trip  
Reductions

6.92% 8.14% 9.36% 10.89% 16.75% 20.20% 22.11%

Increase over 
2000 Base

0.00% 1.22% 2.44% 3.97% 9.83% 13.28% 15.19%

Auto Operating Cost – There are two components used in calculating auto operating 
cost: the cost of gasoline and “other” costs. The “other” costs category includes costs 
for repairs, light maintenance, lubrication, tires, and accessories. The assumption used in 
the modeling work is that if an auto is available at the household then the depreciation of 
the car and the insurance costs are already being paid for whether the car is left at home 
or used for commuting to work. TABLE 7 lists the auto operating costs used for 2012 RTP. 
All costs are in 1999 constant dollars. Note: costs are expressed in 1999-dollar values for 
input into the mode choice models. Auto Operating costs are calculated using the follow-
ing formula: Auto Operating Cost = Fuel Cost / Fuel Economy + Other Costs.

TABLE 7 Auto Operating Costs

Category 2008 2012 2014 2020 2030 2035

Auto Operating 
Cost *

20.63 21.58 22.05 23.47 23.67 25.77

* Cents/mile; year 1999 constant $. 2035 includes a two cents vmt fee.

Transit Fares – The transit network includes three types of transit fares: base boarding 
fares, zone fares, and transfer fares; and two types of fare factors: base fare factor and 
transfer fare factor. Fare values were collected through the Transit Level of Service Data 
Collection program. Considering the complex fare structure for most carriers only pub-
lished full cash fares for initial boarding and transfers are used to represent the base fare 
and transfer fare. To account for the revenue composition of different fare types, such 
as one-way walkup fares, daily/weekly/monthly passes, Senior/Student/Disabled fares, 
and other special fares, base fare factors and transfer fare factors are estimated from 
the boarding and revenue data provided by transit operators. By applying fare factors to 
the published full cash fare, the resulting fares represent actual fares paid by an average 
passenger. Finally, all boarding fares (base fare and transfer fare) are converted into 1999 
dollars using a CPI adjustment factor derived from the CPI factor published by the US 
Department of Labor for the Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County metropolitan area. 

The fare structure varies significantly by operator and by service for the same operator. 
For example, LACMTA has both local and express bus service. For local bus, the general 
fare is a flat rate of $1.25. For express bus, there is a surcharge of $0.60 for each zone 
in addition to the $1.25 fare. As However, OCTA, another major operator in the region, 
charges a general fare of $1.50 for local bus. For express bus, the fare is a flat rate of 
$3.00 or $4.50 depending on the route. To accommodate variations in the fares for differ-
ent routes, the transit network codes general flat fares (i.e., base fares, transfer fares) at 
the route level, while the fare factors are calculated at the carrier level.

Two other major operators, Metrolink and Amtrak, follow a zone-based fare structure. For 
example, Metrolink fares are calculated with a distance-based formula using the shortest 
driving distance between stations, with an 80-mile maximum charge. To capture the 
published cash fare between two station pairs, a fare matrix was developed for Metrolink 
and Amtrak. Similarly, the LACMTA Express bus and LADOT Commuter Express bus that 
have zone-based fare are also included as a zone-to-zone fare matrix. 

Similar to the development of fare factors for flat-rate routes, a fare factor matrix was 
developed based on Metrolink sales and boarding data to represent the weighted average 
fare for each station pair. In addition, regression analysis was conducted to generate 
the relationship between the distance and fares for Metrolink to predict future fares for 
new stations.

No real cost increase in transit fares was assumed from 2008 to 2035.
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Non-Motorized Trips – 2035 Plan scenario assumes that there will be a shift of approxi-
mately one percent of the motorized trips to non-motorized forms of travel (i.e., walking 
and bicycling) due to the RTP’s investment in active transportation.

Capacity and Free Flow Speed – Highway capacities (including for heavy duty truck) 
used in the Model for each of the facility types vary, depending on area location (i.e., 
CBD, urban, suburban, rural, or mountain). Free flow speeds are based on posted speeds.

TABLE 8 Highway Capacities and Free Flow Speeds Used in the Model

Facility Type Vehicles / Lane / Hour Free Flow Speed (MPH)

Freeway (MF, HOV) 1,900 – 2,100 60 – 75

Principal Arterial 475 – 975 21 – 56

Other Arterial 475 – 975 19 – 55

Collector 375 – 975 17 – 52

Toll Roads – There were approximately 325 lane miles of toll roads in 2008, increasing 
to about 1,600 toll/HOT lanes in 2035. This includes a regional Express Lane network 
(TABLE 9) that would build upon the success of the 91 Express Lanes and TCA Toll Roads 
in Orange County and two demonstration projects in Los Angeles County.

TABLE 9 Express/HOT Lane Network

County Route From To

Los Angeles I-405 I-5 (North SF Valley) LA/OC County Line

Los Angeles I-110 Adams Blvd (s/o I-10) I-405

Los Angeles I and SR-110 Adams Blvd US-101

Los Angeles US-101 SR-110 I-10

Los Angeles I-10 US-101 I-710

Los Angeles I-10 I-710 I-605

LA, Orange SR-91 I-110 SR-55

LA, SB I-10 I-605 I-15

Orange I-405 LA/OC Line SR-55

Orange I-5 SR-73 OC/SD County Line

Orange SR-73 I-405 MacArthur

Riverside SR-91 OC/RV County Line I-15

Riverside I-15 Riv/SB County Line SR-74

Riverside I-15 SR-74 Riv/SD County Line

San Bernardino I-10 I-15 SR-210

San Bernardino I-10 SR-210 Ford St

San Bernardino I-15 SR-395 Sierra Ave

San Bernardino I-15 Sierra Ave 6th St

San Bernardino I-15 6th St Riv/SB County Line

The effect of the toll charges on the toll roads was incorporated into the highway assign-
ment procedure. The toll charge was added to each toll facility by inserting the cost to 
the appropriate link and identifying the link with a unique Toll Class Number. Toll costs (in 
1999 dollars) were converted to a time value (in minutes) in the network assignment step.

ITS – The speeds and capacities on Smart Streets were increased by 5 percent to reflect 
the improved traffic flow due to the ATT/IVHS.
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TABLE 10 Conformity Requirements Related to Travel Demand Model

CFR Requirement How Requirement is Satisfied

93.122(b)(1 )(i) Network-based travel models must 
be validated against observed counts 
(peak and off-peak, if possible) for 
a base year that is not more than 10 
years prior to the date of the confor-
mity determination. Model forecasts 
must be analyzed for reasonable-
ness and compared to historical 
trends and other factors, and the 
results must be documented.

The SCAG travel demand models 
were estimated and calibrated using 
data from SCAG’s Year 2000 Post-
Census Regional Travel Survey, 
2003 External Travel Survey, the 
2010 US Census and various Transit 
on-board Surveys. The model was 
validated against 2008 ground 
counts and 2008 HPMS data. 

93.122(b)(1)(ii) Land use, population, employ-
ment, and other network-based 
travel model assumptions must be 
documented and based on the best 
available information.

All land use, population, house-
holds, employment, and network-
based model assumptions were 
updated for 2012 RTP and 
documented in 2012 RTP Growth 
Forecast Report and this Conformity 
Report.

93.122(b)(1 )(iii) Scenarios of land development 
and use must be consistent with 
the future transportation system 
alternatives for which emissions are 
being estimated. The distribution 
of employment and residences for 
different transportation options must 
be reasonable.

Land development and use are con-
sistent with future transportation 
systems. The distribution of em-
ployment, population, and house-
hold is reasonable with respect to 
the transport systems.

CFR Requirement How Requirement is Satisfied

93.122(b)(1 )(iv) A capacity-sensitive assignment 
methodology must be used, and 
emissions estimates must be based 
on a methodology which differenti-
ates between peak and off-peak 
link volumes and speeds and uses 
speeds based on final assigned 
volumes.

The SCAG travel demand model 
includes separate multi-modal 
user equilibrium assignments for 
peak and off-peak time periods. 
The network assignments are 
capacity-sensitive. Link speeds are 
calculated based on final assigned 
volumes.

93.122(b)(1)(v) Zone-to-zone travel impedances 
used to distribute trips between 
origin and destination pairs must 
be in reasonable agreement with 
the travel times that are estimated 
from final assigned traffic volumes. 
Where use of transit currently 
is anticipated to be a significant 
factor in satisfying transportation 
demand, these times should also be 
used for modeling mode splits.

The SCAG travel demand model 
includes full feedback of travel 
time among trip generation, trip 
distribution, mode choice, and trip 
assignment steps. Both highway 
and transit times are included in 
the mode choice model.

SUMMARY OF REGIONAL VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED

Table 11 on the next page is a summariy of VMT in 1,000-mile increments by air basin. 
VMT data were produced from the SCAG Regional Travel Model and does not include VMT 
from school buses, urban buses, and motor homes (non-modeled). These non-modeled 
VMT were provided by the ARB and are included in the emissions analysis.
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TABLE 11 VMT Summary (in Thousands)

AIR BASIN L&MD HD TOTAL L&MD HD TOTAL

  2008 2012

SCCAB  18,679  954  19,633  18,872  953  19,824 

SCAB  355,042  21,724  376,766  355,171  20,423  375,594 

MDAB  27,822  5,028  32,850  28,870  5,317  34,186 

SSAB  14,100  2,494  16,594  15,409  2,565  17,974 

Total  415,642  30,201  445,843  418,321  29,258  447,579 

  2014 NO-BUILD 2014

SCCAB  19,364  988  20,352  19,174  992  20,166 

SCAB  363,817  21,255  385,072  361,309  21,368  382,677 

MDAB  30,101  5,604  35,705  29,903  5,610  35,514 

SSAB  16,964  2,783  19,747  16,812  2,782  19,594 

Total  430,246  30,630  460,876  427,199  30,752  457,950 

  2020 NO-BUILD 2020

SCCAB  19,917  1,156  21,073  19,267  1,118  20,385 

SCAB  377,563  25,046  402,609  364,660  24,791  389,451 

MDAB  34,313  6,390  40,702  34,254  6,678  40,933 

SSAB  19,425  3,531  22,956  18,889  3,489  22,378 

Total  451,218  36,123  487,341  437,070  36,076  473,147 

  2030 NO-BUILD 2030

SCCAB  20,386  1,348  21,734  19,622  1,362  20,984 

SCAB  392,193  30,899  423,092  389,184  28,852  418,036 

MDAB  41,385  9,251  50,636  40,530  9,391  49,921 

SSAB  23,069  5,048  28,118  22,285  5,025  27,309 

Total  477,032  46,547  523,579  471,619  44,630  516,250 

  2035 NO-BUILD 2035

SCCAB  20,814  1,486  22,301  19,089  1,498  20,588 

SCAB  402,256  35,517  437,772  380,976  33,802  414,779 

MDAB  44,829  11,649  56,478  42,622  12,065  54,687 

SSAB  24,631  5,772  30,403  22,711  5,762  28,472 

Total  492,530  54,423  546,954  465,398  53,127  518,525 
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2012 RTP Regional Emissions Analysis
EPA’s Transportation Conformity Rule requires that the 2012 RTP regional emissions be 
consistent with (i.e., not exceed) the motor vehicle emissions budgets in the applicable 
SIPs. Consistency with emissions budgets must be demonstrated for each year that the 
applicable emissions budgets are established, for the transportation planning horizon 
year, and for any milestone years as necessary so that the years for which consistency 
is demonstrated are no more than ten years apart. Where there are no EPA approved SIP 
budgets, an interim emission test is used for conformity. For the interim emissions tests, 
the build scenario’s emissions must be less than or equal to the no-build scenario’s emis-
sions and/or the build scenario’s emissions must be less than or equal to the base year. 
Listed below is a description of the various network scenarios.

2012 RTP Conformity Base Year – The conformity base year for 8-hour ozone and PM2.5 
is 2002; for all other pollutants the conformity base year is 1990.

2012 RTP No Build – The “No Build” scenario includes all existing regionally significant 
highway and transit projects, all ongoing TDM or TSM activities, and all projects which 
are undergoing right-of-way acquisition, are currently under construction, have completed 
the NEPA process, or are in the first year of the previously conforming FTIP (2011).

2012 RTP Build – The “Build” scenario is generally defined as all RTP projects, includ-
ing the 2012 RTP No Build, and the future transportation system that will result from full 
implementation of the 2011 FTIP and the 2012 RTP.

For more specific individual project information as part of the RTP modeling and regional 
emissions analysis, refer to the 2012 RTP Modeled Projects list available at www.scag.
ca.gov/rtp2012.

Section 93.122(d)(2) of the EPA Transportation Conformity Rule requires that in PM 
non-attainment and maintenance areas for which the SIPs identify construction-related 
fugitive dust as a contributor to the area problem, the regional emissions analysis should 
include construction-related fugitive PM. Of the SCAG PM non-attainment areas, only 
the SCAB and the Coachella Valley portion of SSAB have PM SIPs. The relevant emis-
sions budgets for these two areas include construction emissions, and the 2012 RTP PM 
regional emissions analyses includes construction emissions as appropriate.

The on-road motor emissions estimates for the 2012 RTP were analyzed using the 
EMFAC2007 emission model developed by ARB. For paved road dust, SCAG uses the 
approved South Coast AQMD methodology, which uses EPA’s AP-42 for the Base Year 
and a combination of additional growth in center-line miles and VMT for future years.

Required Regional Emissions Tests for 2012 RTP

The required regional emissions tests for the 2012 RTP are presented in Table 12. Since 
transportation conformity findings are needed out to the RTP’s horizon year (i.e. 2035), 
the latest budget years deemed adequate by U.S. EPA serve as the budgets for future 
years in each emissions test.

TABLE 12 Required Regional Emissions Test for 2012 RTP

Year 8-hr Ozone PM2.5 PM10 CO NO2

2012 CV SC

2014 CV, IMP, SC, VEN, WMD IMP*, SC CV, IMP*, MD*, SC SC

2015** SC

2017** SC

2020 CV, IMP, SC, VEN, WMD IMP*, SC CV, IMP*, MD*, SC SC SC

2030 CV, IMP, SC, VEN, WMD IMP*, SC CV, IMP*, MD*, SC SC SC

2035 CV, IMP, SC, VEN, WMD IMP*, SC CV, IMP*, MD*, SC SC SC
 
SC = South Coast Air Basin; CV = Coachella Valley (SSAB); VEN = Ventura County (SCCAB); WMD = 
Western Mojave (Antelope/Victor Valleys); MD = Mojave Desert (San Bernardino Portion and Searles Valley 
portions); IMP Imperial County (SSAB);  
* Build/No-Build test (all other are budget tests); ** Interpolated per conformity rule.
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Summary of Regional Emissions Analysis
The following tables summarize the required regional emission analyses for each of the 
non-attainment areas within SCAG’s jurisdiction. For those areas which require budget 
tests, the RTP emissions values in the summary tables below utilize the rounding conven-
tion used by ARB to set the budgets (i.e., any fraction rounded up to the nearest ton), and 
are the basis of the conformity findings for these areas.

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN – VENTURA COUNTY PORTION

TABLE 13 8-Hour Ozone (Summer Planning Emissions [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2014 2020 2030 2035

ROG
Budget 13 13 13 13

Plan 9 7 5 5

Budget – Plan 4 6 8 8

NOx
Budget 19 19 19 19

Plan 14 9 6 6

Budget – Plan 5 10 13 13

SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN

TABLE 14 8-Hour Ozone (Summer Planning Emissions [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2014 2017 2020 2030 2035

ROG
Budget 150 131 116 116 116

Plan 141 125 108 82 74

Budget – Plan 9 6 8 34 42

NOx
Budget 287 232 190 190 190

Plan 267 219 170 124 119

Budget – Plan 20 13 20 66 71

TABLE 15 PM2.5 (Annual Emissions [Tons/Day]) 

Pollutant 2012 2014 2020 2030 2035

ROG
Budget 154 132 132 132 132

Plan 145 124 105 73 66

Budget – Plan 9 8 27 59 66

NOX
Budget 326 290 290 290 290

Plan 308 270 184 111 109

Budget – Plan 18 20 106 179 181

PM2.5
Budget 37 35 35 35 35

Plan 35 33 25 18 19

Budget – Plan 2 2 10 17 16

TABLE 16 PM10 (Annual Emissions [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2014 2020 2030 2035

ROG
Budget 251 251 251 251

Plan 138 105 79 71

Budget – Plan 113 146 172 180

NOX
Budget 549 549 549 549

Plan 286 184 126 120

Budget – Plan 263 365 423 429

PM10
Budget 166 166 166 166

Plan 162 154 158 162

Budget – Plan 4 12 8 4
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TABLE 17 CO (Winter Emissions [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2015 2020 2030 2035

CO
Budget 2,137 2,137 2,137 2,137

Plan 1,219 875 590 523

Budget – Plan 918 1,262 1,547 1,614

TABLE 18 NO2 (Winter Emissions [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2014 2020 2030 2035

NO2
Budget 680 680 680 680

Plan 306 196 133 126

Budget – Plan 374 484 547 554

WESTERN MOJAVE DESERT AIR BASIN – ANTELOPE VALLEY 
PORTION OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND SAN BERNARDINO 
COUNTY PORTION OF MDAB EXCLUDING SEARLES VALLEY

TABLE 19 8-Hour Ozone (Summer Planning Emissions [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2014 2020 2030 2035

ROG
Budget 22 22 22 22

Plan 13 10 8 8

Budget – Plan 9 12 14 14

NOX
Budget 77 77 77 77

Plan 34 24 20 22

Budget – Plan 43 53 57 55

MOJAVE DESERT AIR BASIN – SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY PORTION

TABLE 20 PM10 (Annual Emissions [Tons/Day])

2014 2020 2030 2035

PM10
No Build 6.2 6.4 7.5 8.3

Build 5.6 5.9 7.1 7.9

No Build – Build 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.4

MOJAVE DESERT AIR BASIN – SEARLES VALLEY PORTION

TABLE 21 PM10 (Annual Emissions [Tons/Day])

2014 2020 2030 2035

PM10
No Build 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

Build 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

No Build – Build 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

SALTON SEA AIR BASIN – COACHELLA VALLEY PORTION

TABLE 22 8-Hour Ozone (Summer Planning Emissions [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2012 2014 2020 2030 2035

ROG
Budget 7 7 7 7 7

Plan 6 6 5 4 4

Budget – Plan 1 1 2 3 3

NOX
Budget 26 26 26 26 26

Plan 19 18 12 11 11

Budget – Plan 7 8 14 15 15



TABLE 23 PM10 (Annual Emissions [Tons/Day])

  2014 2020 2030 2035

PM10

Budget 10.9 10.9 10.9 10.9

Plan 8.0 7.6 7.5 7.7

Budget – Plan 2.9 3.3 3.4 3.2

Note: budget set to one decimal place by 2003 Coachella SIP.

SALTON SEA AIR BASIN – IMPERIAL COUNTY PORTION

TABLE 24 Ozone (Summer Planning Emissions [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2014 2020 2030 2035

ROG
Budget 7 7 7 7

Plan 5 4 4 4

Budget – Plan 2 3 3 3

NOX
Budget 17 17 17 17

Plan 13 9 9 10

Budget – Plan 4 8 8 7

TABLE 25 PM2.5 (Annual Emissions [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2014 2020 2030 2035

PM10
No Build 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.2

Build 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.1

No Build – Build 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1

TABLE 26 PM10 (Annual Emissions [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2014 2020 2030 2035

PM10

No Build 3.7 4.4 4.9 5.2

Build 3.5 4.2 4.6 4.8

No Build – Build 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4
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Detailed Emissions Analyses
The following tables present further detail of the emissions analyses for all non-attain-
ment and maintenance areas within SCAG’s jurisdiction. 

SOUTH CENTRAL COAST AIR BASIN – VENTURA COUNTY PORTION

TABLE 27 8-Hour Ozone (Summer Planning Emissions [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2014 2020 2030 2035

ROG 2012 RTP 8.6 6.8 5.0 4.3

Total Emissions 9 7 5 5

Emission Budget 13 13 13 13

Budget – Emissions 4 6 8 8

NOx 2012 RTP 13.2 8.6 5.7 5.2

Total Emissions 14 9 6 6

Emission Budget 19 19 19 19

Budget – Plan 5 10 13 13

SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN

TABLE 28 8-Hour Ozone (Summer Planning Emissions [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2014 2017 2020 2030 2035

ROG 2012 RTP 141.4 125.1 108.9 81.9 73.8

Baseline Adjustments * -0.7 -1.0 -1.2 0.0 0.0

Sum 140.7 124.1 107.7 81.9 73.8

Total Emissions 141 125 108 82 74

Emission Budget ** 150 131 116 116 116

Budget – Emissions 9 6 8 34 42

NOX 2012 RTP 280.4 230.3 180.2 123.8 118.3

Baseline Adjustments * -13.4 -12.0 -10.4 0.0 0.0

Sum 267.0 218.3 169.8 123.8 118.3

Total Emissions 267 219 170 124 119

Emission Budget 287 232 190 190 190

Budget – Emissions 20 13 20 66 71

* Provided by ARB
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TABLE 29 PM2.5 (Annual Emissions [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2012 2014 2020 2030 2035

ROG 2012 RTP 154.1 137.5 104.9 78.5 70.9

Adjustment for Adopted State and  
Local On-road Measures*

-0.4 -0.6 n/a -1.5 -1.5

State Strategy-On-road Reductions* -8.7 -13.6 n/a -4.8 -4.3

Sum 145.0 123.3 104.9 72.2 65.1

Total Emissions 145 124 105 73 66

Emission Budget 154 132 132 132 132

Budget – Emissions 9 8 27 59 66

NOX 2012 RTP 332.3 285.9 183.4 125.5 119.6

Adjustment for Adopted State and  
Local On-Road Measures*

-1.4 -1.4 n/a -0.1 -0.1

State Strategy – On-road Reductions* -23.7 -15.1 n/a -15.1 -11.2

Sum 307.2 269.4 183.4 110.3 108.3

Total Emissions 308 270 184 111 109

Emission Budget 326 290 290 290 290

Budget – Emissions 18 20 106 179 181

PM2.5 2012 RTP 15.6 15.2 14.1 14.0 14.2

Re-entrained Road Dust Paved 19.1 19.4 19.8 21.4 22.0

Re-entrained Road Dust Unpaved * 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Road Construction Dust * 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

Adjustment for Adopted State and  
Local On-road Measures*

-0.1 -0.2 n/a -0.3 -0.3

State Strategy – On-road Reductions* -1.4 -2.8 n/a -0.5 -0.3

Adjustment from NOX to PM2.5 Trading** N/A N/A -10.6 -17.9 -18.1

Sum 34.4 32.8 24.5 17.9 18.7

Total Emissions** 35 33 25 18 19

Emission Budget 37 35 35 35 35

Budget – Emissions 2 2 10 17 16

* The detailed PM2.5 emission budgets are provided by ARB on March 8, 2012 (Table 29A).
** The Plan PM2.5 emissions for years after 2014 are calculated with the NOX to PM2.5 (10 to 1) trading 
mechanism as approved by EPA on November 9, 2011

TABLE 29A South Coast PM2.5 Plan Transportation Conformity Budgets 
(Annual Emissions [Tons/Day])

2012 2014 2023 2030 2035

South Coast Air Basin – ROG

Baseline Emissions (EMFAC 2007 Default) 162.6 146.1

Adjustments for Adopted State and  
Local On-road Measures

-0.4 -0.6 -1.5 -1.5 -1.5

AB1493 -0.2 -0.4 -1.5 -1.5 -1.5

Moyer (on-road portion) -0.1 -0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

State Strategy - On-road Reductions* 
(Estimated)

-8.7 -13.6 -6.2 -4.8 -4.3

Smog Check 0.0 -4.7 -2.8 -2.8 -2.8

Reformulated Gasoline -4.2 -3.9 -2.3 -2.3 -2.3

Cleaner in use HD Diesel Trucks -4.5 -5.0 -1.1 0.4 0.8

Proposed Local Strategy – On-road 
Reductions

SUM 153.5 131.9

Budget 154 132

South Coast Air Basin - NOX 2012 2014 2023 2030 2035

Baseline Emissions (EMFAC 2007 Default) 350.8 305.7

Adjustments for Adopted State and  
Local On-road Measures

-1.4 -1.4 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1

AB1493 0.0 0.0 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1

Moyer (on-road portion) -1.4 -1.4 0.0 0.0 0.0

State Strategy – On-road Reductions* -23.7 -15.1 -28.8 -15.1 -11.2

Smog Check 0.0 -2.7 -1.2 -1.2 -1.2

Cleaner in use HD Diesel Trucks -23.7 -12.4 -27.6 -13.9 -10.0

Proposed Local Strategy – On-road 
Reductions

SUM 325.6 289.2

Budget 326 290
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2012 2014 2023 2030 2035

South Coast Air Basin – PM2.5 2012 2014 2023 2030 2035

Baseline Emissions (EMFAC 2007 Default) 17.5 17.2

Paved Road Dust 18.8 19.0

Un-paved Road Dust 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Road Construction Dust 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2

Adjustments for Adopted State and  
Local On-road Measures

-0.1 -0.2 -0.3 -0.3 -0.3

AB1493 0.0 -0.2 -0.3 -0.3 -0.3

Moyer (on-road portion) -0.1 -0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

State Strategy – On-road Reductions* -1.4 -2.8 -1.1 -0.5 -0.2

Smog Check 0.0 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2

Cleaner in use HD Diesel Trucks -1.4 -2.6 -0.9 -0.3 0.0

Proposed Local Strategy – On-road 
Reductions

SUM 36.1 34.5

Budget 37 35

TABLE 30 PM10 (Annual [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2014 2020 2030 2035

ROG 2012 RTP 137.5 104.9 78.5 70.9

Total Emissions 138 105 79 71

Emission Budget 251 251 251 251

Budget – Emissions 113 146 172 180

NOX 2012 RTP 285.9 183.4 125.5 119.6

Total Emissions 286 184 126 120

Emission Budget 549 549 549 549

Budget – Emissions 263 365 423 429

PM10 2012 RTP 22.1 21.1 21.4 21.7

Re entrained Road Dust Paved 128.4 130.9 141.5 145.2

Re entrained Road Dust Unpaved* 8.7 8.7 8.7 8.7

Road Construction Dust* 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2

AQMD Backstop** 0.0 -9.0 -16.0 -16.0

Sum 161.4 153.9 157.8 162.0

Total Emissions 162 154 158 162

Emission Budget 166 166 166 166

Budget – Emissions 4 12 8 4

*Provided by SCAQMD. 
**AQMP Backstop Measure: There is projected long-term growth in direct PM10 emissions due to 
increased vehicle travel on paved and unpaved roads. To address this increase in primary PM10 emissions 
from travel while continuing to provide for attainment after 2006, the 2003 AQMP included the “Transpor-
tation Conformity Budget Backstop Control Measure” which commits to achieve additional PM10 reduc-
tions from transportation-related PM10 source categories in future years to offset the increased emissions.
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TABLE 31 CO (Winter Emissions [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2015 2020 2030 2035

CO 2012 RTP 1218.9 874.4 589.7 522.8

Total Emissions 1,219 875 590 523

Emission Budgets 2,137 2,137 2,137 2,137

Budget – Emissions 918 1,262 1,547 1,614

TABLE 32 NO2 (Winter Emissions [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2014 2020 2030 2035

NO2 2012 RTP 305.6 195.1 132.3 125.6

Total Emissions 306 196 133 126

Emission Budgets 680 680 680 680

Budget – Plan 374 484 547 554

 

WESTERN MOJAVE DESERT AIR BASIN – ANTELOPE VALLEY 
PORTION OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND SAN BERNARDINO 
COUNTY PORTION OF MDAB EXCLUDING SEARLES VALLEY

TABLE 33 8-Hour Ozone (Summer Planning Emissions [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2014 2020 2030 2035

ROG 2012 RTP 12.2 9.4 7.9 7.7

Total Emissions 13 10 8 8

Emission Budget 22 22 22 22

Budget – Emissions 9 12 14 14

NOx 2012 RTP 33.3 23.2 20.0 21.9

Total Emissions 34 24 20 22

Emission Budget 77 77 77 77

Budget – Emissions 43 53 57 55
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MOJAVE DESERT AIR BASIN – SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY PORTION

TABLE 34 PM10 (Annual Emissions [Tons/Day]) 

  2014 2020 2030 2035

2012 RTP No-Build  

Re-entrained Road Dust 4.0 4.4 5.3 5.7

Motor Vehicle 2.2 2.0 2.2 2.6

Total Emissions 6.2 6.4 7.5 8.3

2012 RTP Build  

Re-entrained Road Dust 4.0 4.5 5.3 5.6

Paving Unpaved Roads -0.6 -0.6 -0.4 -0.3

Motor Vehicle 2.2 2.0 2.2 2.6

Total Emissions 5.6 5.9 7.1 7.9

No Build – Build 0.6 0.5 0.4 0.4

MOJAVE DESERT AIR BASIN – SEARLES VALLEY PORTION

TABLE 35 PM10 (Annual Emissions [Tons/Day])

2014 2020 2030 2035

PM10
No Build 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

Build 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

No Build – Build 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

SALTON SEA AIR BASIN – COACHELLA VALLEY PORTION

TABLE 36 8-Hour Ozone (Summer Planning Emissions [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2012 2014 2020 2030 2035

ROG 2012 RTP 5.8 5.2 4.2 3.5 3.4

Total Emissions 6 6 5 4 4

Emission Budget 7 7 7 7 7

Budget – Emissions 1 1 2 3 3

NOX 2012 RTP 20.7 17.9 11.8 10.1 10.6

Baseline Adjustment * -2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Sum 18.3 17.9 11.8 10.1 10.6

Total Emissions 19 18 12 11 11

Emission Budget 26 26 26 26 26

Budget – Emissions 7 8 14 15 15

* Provided by ARB.
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TABLE 37 PM10 (Annual [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2014 2020 2030 2035

2012 RTP 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.2

Re-entrained Road Dust Paved 3.1 3.3 3.5 3.6

Re-entrained Road Dust Unpaved * 3.7 3.3 2.8 2.8

Road Construction Dust * 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

Total Emissions 8.0 7.6 7.5 7.7

Emission Budget 10.9 10.9 10.9 10.9

Budget – Emissions 2.9 3.3 3.4 3.2

* Provided by SCAQMD.

SALTON SEA AIR BASIN – IMPERIAL COUNTY PORTION

TABLE 38 8-Hour Ozone (Summer Planning Emissions [Tons/Day])

Pollutant 2014 2020 2030 2035

ROG 2012 RTP 4.5 3.7 3.5 3.6

Total Emissions 5 4 4 4

Emission Budget 7 7 7 7

Budget – Emissions 2 3 3 3

NOX 2012 RTP 12.2 8.7 8.8 9.5

Total Emissions 13 9 9 10

Emission Budget 17 17 17 17

Budget – Plan 4 8 8 7

TABLE 39 PM2.5 (Annual [Tons/Day])

  2014 2020 2030 2035

2012 RTP No-Build  

Re-entrained Road Dust 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.7

Motor Vehicle 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.5

Total Emissions 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.2

2012 RTP Build

Re-entrained Road Dust 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.6

Motor Vehicle 0.5 0.4 0.5 0.5

Total Emissions 0.9 0.9 1.1 1.1

No Build – Build 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1

TABLE 40 PM10 (Annual [Tons/Day])

  2014 2020 2030 2035

2012 RTP No-Build  

Re-entrained Road Dust 3.1 3.8 4.2 4.4

Motor Vehicle 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.8

Total Emissions 3.7 4.4 4.9 5.2

2012 RTP Build  

Re-entrained Road Dust 2.9 3.6 3.9 4.0

Motor Vehicle 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.8

Total Emissions 3.5 4.2 4.6 4.8

No Build – Build 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4
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Section III: Timely Implementation of  
Transportation Control Measures

Introduction
This section itemizes and reports the findings of timely implementation of TCM projects 
as specified in the fiscally constrained portion, or the first two years (i.e., FY 2010/11-
2011/12), of the 2011 FTIP. These projects comprise the committed TCMs in the 2012 
RTP. The findings are required only for the applicable TCM projects contained in the 
approved SIPs which, in the SCAG Region, are the ozone attainment plans for the SCAB 
and the Ventura County portion of the SCCAB.

Transportation Conformity Rule
The criteria for identifying TCM projects and the requirements for timely implementation 
of these projects are defined in the U.S. EPA’s Transportation Conformity Rule, 40 CFR 
Part 93:

A TCM is any measure that is specifically identified and committed to in the applicable 
implementation plan, including a substitute or additional TCM that is incorporated into the 
applicable SIP through the process established in CAA section 176(c)(8), that is either one 
of the types listed in CAA section 108, or any other measure for the purpose of reducing 
emissions or concentrations of air pollutants from transportation sources by reducing 
vehicle use or changing traffic flow or congestion conditions. Notwithstanding the first 
sentence of this definition, vehicle technology-based, fuel-based, and maintenance-based 
measures which control the emissions from vehicles under fixed traffic conditions are not 
TCMs for the purposes of this subpart.

Section 108(f)(1)(A) of the federal CAA lists the following sixteen measures as illustrative 
of TCMs. However, this list should not be considered exhaustive.

 � Programs for improved use of public transit;

 � Restriction of certain roads or lanes to, or construction of such roads or lanes for 
use by, passenger buses or high occupancy vehicles;

 � Employer-based transportation management plans, including incentives;

 � Trip-reduction ordinances;

 � Traffic flow improvement programs that achieve emission reductions;

 � Fringe and transportation corridor parking facilities, serving multiple occupancy 
vehicle programs or transit service;

 � Programs to limit or restrict vehicle use in downtown areas or other areas of emis-
sion concentration, particularly during periods of peak use;

 � Programs for the provision of all forms of high-occupancy, shared-ride services;

 � Programs to limit portions of road surfaces or certain sections of the metropoli-
tan area to the use of non-motorized vehicles or pedestrian use, both as to time 
and place;

 � 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;

 � Programs to control extended idling of vehicles;

 � Programs to reduce motor vehicle emissions, consistent with Title II of the Clean Air 
Act, which are caused by extreme cold start conditions;

 � Employer-sponsored programs to permit flexible work schedules;

 � 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;

 � 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

 � 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.

In addition to the types of measures listed above, other measures may be considered as 
TCM projects if they reduce emissions or concentrations of air pollutants from transporta-
tion sources by modifying vehicle use, changing traffic flow, or mitigating traffic conges-
tion conditions. TCM projects may be voluntary programs, incentive-based programs, 
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regulatory programs, as well as market- or pricing-based programs. However, all TCM 
categories must be listed in the applicable (EPA-approved) SIP to be considered TCMs.

It should be noted, however, that measures and projects that use technology to reduce 
emissions—such as innovations in fuel formulation technologies, or the promotion of 
zero-emission vehicles, or of alternative fueled engines—cannot be considered TCM proj-
ects. Roadway capacity enhancement projects are also not typically considered TCMs.

The transportation conformity process is designed to ensure timely implementation of 
TCM strategies, thus reinforcing the link between AQMP/SIPs and the transportation 
planning process. If a TCM cannot be implemented or is only partially implemented, the 
shortfall must be made up by either substituting a new TCM strategy or by enhancing 
other control measures through the substitution.

CRITERIA AND PROCEDURES FOR THE TIMELY 
IMPLEMENTATION OF TCMS 

The Transportation Conformity Rule (40 CFR 93.113) states:

a. The transportation plan, TIP, or any FHWA/FTA project which is not from a con-
forming plan and TIP must provide for the timely implementation of TCMs from the 
applicable implementation plan.

1. For transportation plans, this criterion is satisfied if the following two conditions 
are met: The transportation plan, in describing the envisioned future transportation 
system, provides for the timely completion or implementation of all TCMs in the 
applicable implementation plan which are eligible for funding under title 23 U.S.C. 
or the Federal Transit Laws, consistent with schedules included in the applicable 
implementation plan.

2. Nothing in the transportation plan interferes with the implementation of any TCM 
in the applicable implementation plan.

b. For TIPs, this criterion is satisfied if the following conditions are met:
1. An examination of the specific steps and funding source(s) needed to fully imple-

ment each TCM indicates that TCMs which are eligible for funding under title 23 
U.S.C. or the Federal Transit Laws are on or ahead of the schedule established 
in the applicable implementation plan, or, if such TCMs are behind the sched-
ule established in the applicable implementation plan, the MPO and DOT have 

determined that past obstacles to implementation of the TCMs have been identi-
fied and have been or are being overcome, and that all State and local agencies 
with influence over approvals or funding for TCMs are giving maximum priority 
to approval or funding of TCMs over other projects within their control, including 
projects in locations outside the nonattainment or maintenance area.

2. If TCMs in the applicable implementation plan have previously been programmed 
for Federal funding but the funds have not been obligated and the TCMs are behind 
the schedule in the implementation plan, then the TIP cannot be found to conform 
if the funds intended for those TCMs are reallocated to projects in the TIP other 
than TCMs, or if there are no other TCMs in the TIP, if the funds are reallocated 
to projects in the TIP other than projects which are eligible for Federal funding 
intended for air quality improvement projects, e.g., the Congestion Mitigation and 
Air Quality Improvement Program.

3. Nothing in the TIP may interfere with the implementation of any TCM in the appli-
cable implementation plan.

c. For FHWA/FTA projects which are not from a conforming transportation plan and 
TIP, this criterion is satisfied if the project does not interfere with the implementa-
tion of any TCM in the applicable implementation plan.

Applicable SIPs in the SCAG Region
In the SCAG region, SIPs developed in the SCAB and the Ventura County portion of the 
SCCAB contain TCM strategies and thus are the applicable SIPs per EPA’s Transportation 
Conformity Rule. The other SIPs do not contain any TCM strategies. The two SIPs with 
TCM strategies are:

2007 OZONE SIP (SCAB)

The 2007 Ozone AQMP for the SCAB was approved by the SCAQMD Board on June 1, 
2007 and by the ARB as part of the SIP on September 27, 2007. The EPA has approved 
the 2007 South Coast Ozone SIP effective April 30, 2012. The TCM categories in the 
2007 Ozone AQMP/SIP are consistent with the TCM01 categories established in the 
1994 Ozone SIP.



1994 OZONE SIP (VENTURA COUNTY PORTION OF SCCAB)

The EPA approved the 1994 Ozone SIP revisions on January 8, 1997. The 2007 Ozone 
AQMP/SIP revision (pending EPA approval) makes no changes to previously approved 
TCMs contained in the 1994 SIP (as amended in 1995).

It is noted that the Ventura County SIP does not claim emission reduction credits from 
TCM projects. They have been included to assist transportation and air quality agencies 
to identify projects that have the potential of reducing vehicle emissions, vehicle trips and 
vehicle miles traveled.

TCM Reporting Process in the SCAG Region
Only those TCM-category projects that have been committed for implementation are 
considered for purposes of timely implementation reporting. As such, only those projects 
designated as TCMs in the first two years (the fiscally constrained portion) of the prevail-
ing FTIP are considered for reporting. The projects reported on in this report are those 
TCM-category projects which have been committed to right-of-way acquisition, construc-
tion or implementation in the Fiscal Year 2010–2011 and 2011–2012 portions of the 2011 
FTIP. In addition, those TCM projects designated for reporting in previous FTIPs, and 
which are still under construction or implementation, will continue to be reported. Further, 
completed TCM projects are also reported. Thus, this Timely Implementation Report pro-
vides the programmed completion dates as set forth in the 2011 FTIP and current status 
for the 2012 RTP.

Although project implementation remains an enforceable commitment by project spon-
sor agencies, SCAG is responsible for assuring the timely implementation of TCMs. 
Per a request from the federal agencies, beginning with the 2003 AQMP/SIP, SCAG 
began to develop a protocol for tracking currently anticipated project completion dates 
against previously reported completion dates, as provided by the County Transportation 
Commissions (CTCs). It is SCAG’s intention that project completion dates reported 
when a TCM is first listed in an approved FTIP will be reported in all subsequent Timely 
Implementation Reports alongside any changes to these completion dates that may arise, 
until such a time as the project is completed or open to use. In this case, ongoing and 
completed projects include the date listed in the 2004 FTIP, which was the first FTIP to 
include this reporting requirement.

SCAG has traditionally relied on the established project status update process used for 
the RTP and the FTIP to provide the initial structure for the Timely Implementation Report. 
This data, which is submitted to SCAG by the CTCs, is then tabulated into a Timely 
Implementation Report and then re-circulated to the CTCs so as to obtain the most cur-
rent project information available with regard to implementation status. This final data 
on project implementation status, and on currently anticipated completion dates, is then 
used to establish the final Timely Implementation Report. SCAG’s process integrates an 
assessment of the specific steps and funding sources needed to fully implement each 
TCM, and confirms that the projects are on or ahead of schedule; or, in the case that 
some particular project is delayed, the analysis establishes that the obstacles to imple-
mentation have been or are being overcome, and that the project is henceforth expected 
to be expeditiously implemented.

Timely Implementation of TCM Projects in the SCAG Region
The federal Transportation Conformity Rule states that timely implementation is to be 
measured against the TCM projects in the applicable SIP. SCAG evaluates the TCM-
category projects to determine the anticipated level and current status of implementa-
tion. The enforceable commitment is to report on the funding and implementation of TCM 
projects in the first two years of the six-year FTIP. In each FTIP, TCM category projects 
roll forward and the enforceable commitment is automatically revised to encompass the 
first two-year schedule of TCM-category projects without the need for a SIP revision. The 
implementation status of each of these TCM projects then continues to be reported on 
in subsequent FTIPs, until the TCM project is reported as having been completed, or the 
suitably replaced or substituted project has been completed.

TCM FUNDING SOURCES

The following types of funding sources contribute to demonstrating timely implementation 
of TCM projects:

 � SAFETEA-LU programs provide federal funds for eligible TCM projects under EPA 
requirements.

 � TCMs are eligible expenditures under funds provided for the National Highway 
System (NHS), Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) Program, 
and the Surface Transportation Program (STP). TCMs listed in federal CAA Section 
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108 (f)(1)(A) [other than clauses xii and xvi] are specifically listed as eligible uses for 
federal funding.

 � Under CMAQ, funds are targeted for TCMs and may not be used for projects that do 
not contribute to the attainment of NAAQS. CMAQ funds may not be provided for a 
project resulting in the construction of new capacity available to single occupancy 
vehicles, except on the HOV portion of a larger freeway project, or where the project 
consists of a HOV facility made available to single occupancy vehicles only during 
non-peak travel times.

SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN

The 2007 AQMP/SIP includes the following three TCM project categories:

 � High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Measures,

 � Transit and Systems Management Measures, and

 � Information-based Transportation Strategies.

It should be noted that the TCM project categories in Appendix IV-C, Regional 
Transportation Strategy and Control Measures, of the 2007 Ozone AQMP/SIP, are 
consistent with those of TCM01 specified in the 1994 and subsequent Ozone SIPs, 
and are updated by the list provided in the Timely Implementation Report section 
of this document.2

VENTURA COUNTY PORTION OF SCCAB

The applicable TCM projects in Ventura County include the following strategies:

 � Ridesharing

 � Non-Motorized Strategies

 � Traffic Flow Improvement Strategy

 � Land Use Strategy

 � Transit Strategies

2 SCAG will continue working with EPA, ARB and SCAQMD to understand the full implications of the 
recent Ninth Circuit Court ruling in the Association of Irritated Residents et al. v. EPA case (Nos. 
09-71383 and 09-71404) related to the Transportation Control Measures (TCMs) for the severe or 
extreme ozone non-attainment area contained within this plan. SCAG will amend the plan (if required)  
once the EPA has completed its analysis and provided any direction that may be needed.

LISTING OF TCMS SUBJECT TO TIMELY IMPLEMENTATION  
AND COMPLETED/CORRECTED PROJECTS

The information in the following tables demonstrates timely implementation of TCMs 
(by county). 
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TABLE 41.1 Los Angeles County TCMs Subject to Timely Implementation

Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date

2012 RTP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

BALDWIN PARK LAFA141 BALDWIN PARK METROLINK TRANSPORTATION 
CENTER. FUNDED THRU STIP AUGMENTATION 
CONSTRUCTION A TRANSPORTATION CENTER 
AND PARKING STRUCTURE AT THE BALDWIN 
PARK METROLINK STATION.

2012 11/1/2012 11/1/2014 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. THE PROJECT IS IN 
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE (PAED). DELAY 
IS THE RESULT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT PROCESS-
ING TAKING LONGER THAN ORIGINALLY EXPECTED. 

FOOTHILL TRANSIT 
ZONE

LA0B311 PARK AND RIDE FACILITY TRANSIT ORIENTED 
NEIGHBORHOOD PROGRAM SAFETEA-LU # 341 
(E-2006-BUSP-092) (E-2006-BUSP-173)

2003/2005 12/31/2013 12/31/2013 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

AGENCY IS FINALIZING PLANS FOR THE NEW SITE FOR THE 
PARK AND RIDE. PROJECT IN ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-
DESIGN PHASE (PAED).

GLENDALE LA0G406 FAIRMONT AVE. PARK-N-RIDE FACILITY (83 
PARKING SPACES) TO SERVE COMMUTERS 
USING SR-134, I-5. THE LOCATION OF THE 
PARK-N-RIDE IS FAIRMONT AVENUE AND SAN 
FERNANDO RD.

12/30/2012 12/30/2012 12/30/2013 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. ONE YEAR DELAY DUE TO 
COORDINATION AND LAG TIME BETWEEN PROJECT COMPO-
NENTS AS THE PROJECT WAS COMBINED WITH FAIRMONT AVE 
GRADE SEPARATION. AGENCY HAS AN APPROVED MOU WITH 
METRO AND THE PROJECT IS UNDERWAY. 

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY

LAF1514 EMERALD NECKLACE BIKE TRAIL PROJECT. 
DESIGN AND CONSTRUCT 1.1 MILES OF CLASS I 
BIKE PATH TO CONNECT DUARTE ROAD TO THE 
SAN GABRIEL RIVER BICYCLE TRAIL.

2011 12/31/2011 6/30/2013 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. DELAY DUE TO REQUIRED 
COORDINATION WITH CORPS OF ENGINEER AND CITY OF DUARTE 
TO EXECUTE NECESSARY AGREEMENTS FOR INSTALLATION 
OF BIKE PATH THROUGH SANTA FE DAM RECREATIONAL AREA. 
REVISED PLANNED OBLIGATION DATE FOR THIS PROJECT IS 
JUNE 2012 WITH AWARD OF CONTRACT IN SEPTEMBER 2012 AND 
CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION BY JUNE 2013.

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LA0G270 EXPANSION AND IMPROVEMENT TO EXISTING 
TRANSIT CENTER IN THE CITY OF PALMDALE. 
E2009-BUSP-137.

9/30/2012 9/30/2012 9/30/2013 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. THE PROJECT IS IN THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE (PAED). 
ADDITIONAL TRAFFIC STUDIES WERE REQUESTED BY THE FTA 
PRIOR TO THE APPROVAL OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS. 
ADDITIONAL YEAR NEEDED TO CONDUCT TRAFFIC STUDIES, 
INCORPORATE THE INFORMATION INTO THE ENVIRONMENTAL 
DOCUMENT AND SEEK APPROVAL FROM FTA. 

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LA0F021 EXPOSITION LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT SYSTEM 
PHASE II – FROM CULVER CITY TO SANTA 
MONICA

  12/31/2017 12/31/2017 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

PROJECT IN ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE 
(PAED)



Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date

2012 RTP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LA29202W MID -CITY TRANSIT CORRIDOR: WILSHIRE 
BLVD. FROM VERMONT TO SANTA MONICA 
DOWNTOWN- MID-CITY WILSHIRE BRT INCL. 
DIV. EXPANSION AND BUS ONLY LANE

2009/2010 12/31/2012 12/31/2014 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. AFTER INITIAL DELAYS 
WITH PROCESSIG ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS, PROJECT IN 
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE (PAED). 

NOTE: 2011 FTIP TCM TIMELY IMPLEMENTATION REPORT PROJ-
ECT DESCRIPTION AND COMPLETION DATE ONLY ACCOUNT FOR 
FIRST PHASE OF PROJECT.

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LA0G194 ACQUIRE FOUR (4) ALTERNATE FUEL BUSES 
FOR THE CITY OF ARTESIA TO BE USED FOR 
NEW FIXED ROUTE SERVICE EARMARK ID 
#E2008-BUSP-0694

10/31/2011 10/31/2011 10/31/2012 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. GRANT HAD BEEN 
APPROVED BY FTA. ACQUIRING NEW VEHICLES BEING COOR-
DIATED WITH THE COMPLETION OF A REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
TO BETTER UNDERSTAND THE NEEDS FOR BUS STOPS AND 
ROUTING. 

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LA0C10 MID-CITY/EXPOSITION CORRIDOR LIGHT 
RAIL TRANSIT PROJECT PHASE I TO VENICE-
ROBERTSON STATION

2011/2012 12/31/2012 12/31/2012 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

THE PROJECT IS UNDER CONSTRUCTION.

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LA0G431 MULTI-MODAL TRANSIT CENTER AT CSUN TO 
INCLUDE PASSENGER LOADING AREAS AND BUS 
SHELTERS

10/1/2012 10/1/2012 10/1/2012 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

THE GRANT FOR THE PROJECT HAS BEEN APPROVED BY FTA. 
PROJECT IN ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE 
(PAED).

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LA974165 MACARTHUR PARK STATION IMPROVEMENTS 
INCLUDE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF A 
PLAZA TO ACCOMMODATE PUBLIC ACCESS 
(PEDESTRIAN ENTRANCES, WALKWAYS, 
BICYCLE FACILITIES) PPNO# 3417

2002/2007 12/30/2011 12/30/2011 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE (PAED)

LOS ANGELES, 
CITY OF

LA0G155 LACRD – TRANSIT SIGNAL PRIORITY IN THE CITY 
OF LOS ANGELES.

12/31/2011 12/31/2011 02/28/2012  OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. IN CONSTRUCTION/IMPLE-
MENTATION PHASE. 

PASADENA LAE3790 THE PASADENA ITS INTEGRATES 
3 COMPONENTS; TRAFFIC SIGNAL 
COMMUNICATION AND CONTRL, TRANSIT 
VEHICLE ARRIVAL INFO AND PUBLIC PARKING 
AVAILABILITY INFO. SAFETEA-LU PRJ #3790 
AND #399

2010 06/2011 6/30/2013 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. FUNDS HAVE BEEN OBLI-
GATED. THE PROJECT IS CURRENTLY IN THE DESIGN PHASE 
AND THE WORK IS 95% COMPLETE. DELAY DUE TO ADDITIONAL 
COORDINATION REQUIRED WITH THE LOCAL STAKEHOLDERS 
REGARDING THE PROJECT.
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Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date

2012 RTP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

PICO RIVERA 
(PREVIOUSLY LEAD 

AGENCY WAS 
SGVCOG)

LA0C57 ACE/GATEWAY CITIES-CONSTRUCT GRADE SEP. 
AT PASSONS BLVD IN PICO RIVERA (& MODIFY 
PROFILE OF SERAPIS AV,)(PART OF ALAMEDA 
CORR EAST PROJ.)SAFETEA-LU HPP # 1666 
(TCRP #54.3)

2006 12/31/2010 12/31/2012 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. UNDER CONSTRUCTION. THE 
PROJECT ENCOUNTERED SEVERAL DELAYS FOR ISSUES RELATED 
TO ROW CERTIFICATION AND SEVERAL CASES OF EMINENT 
DOMAIN. THE CONSTRUCTION PHASE OF THIS PROJECT STARTED 
12/6/10 AND THE UNDERPASS (BRIDGE) IS ESTIMATED TO BE 
COMPLETED WITHIN 19-20 MONTHS.

ROLLING HILLS 
ESTATE

LAF1529 PALOS VERDES DRIVE NORTH BIKE LANES. 
CONSTRUCTION OF CLASS II BIKE LANE AND 
RELATED IMPROVEMENTS ON PALOS VERDES 
DRIVE NORTH

12/31/2012 12/31/2012 12/31/2013 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. DELAY DUE TO TIME NECES-
SARY FOR CALTRANS TO REVIEW AND APPROVE THE ENVIRON-
MENTAL DOCUMENT. PROJECT HAS RECEIVED ITS E-76 FOR PE 
(PS&E). THE CITY WORKED WITH METRO TO UPDATE THE SCHED-
ULE AND REPROGRAM THE CONSTRUCTION FUNDS; PLANNING 
TO OBTAIN CONSTRUCTION ALLOCATION BY JUNE 30, 2013 AND 
COMPLETE CONSTRUCTION BY DECEMBER 31, 2013.

SANTA CLARITA LAF1424 MCBEAN REGIONAL TRANSIT CENTER PARK 
AND RIDE. PURCHASE LAND, DESIGN, AND 
CONSTRUCT A REGIONAL PARK-AND-RIDE LOT 
ADJACENT TO THE MCBEAN REGIONAL TRANSIT 
CENTER IN THE CITY OF SANTA CLARITA.

2012 10/1/2012 10/1/2013 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. PROJECT CURRENTLY IN 
PRE-CONSTRUCTION PHASE. DELAYED TO ALLOW NEGOTIATIONS 
WITH THE CURRENT PROPERTY OWNER AND COMMUNITY OUT-
REACH. FUNDING IS IN AN APPROVED FTA GRANT CA-95-X137 
AND CA-96-X071

WHITTIER LA0G257 WHITTIER GREENWAY TRAILHEAD PARK. 
EXTENSION OF WHITTIER GREENWAY TRAIL 
FROM MILLS AVENUE TO 300 FEET EAST OF 
MILLS AVENUE ON CITY OWNED RIGHT-OF-WAY 
IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE CONSTRUCTION OF 
NEW TRAILHEAD PARK WITH A PARK AND RIDE 
PARKING LOT FOR NEARBY PUBLIC TRANSIT 
STOP. NEW 20 SPACE PARKING LOT WOULD 
BE CONSTRUCTED OF “GREEN” PERMEABLE 
PAVEMENT IN COMPLIANCE WITH NPDES 
REQUIREMENTS. INCLUDES THE INSTALLA-
TION OF PARK AMENITIES, DRINKING FOUNTAIN 
FOR THE CONVENIENCE OF PEDESTRIAN AND 
BICYCLE PATRONS OF THE WHITTIER GREENWAY 
TRAIL. CONSTRUCTION OF NEW SIDEWALKS 
ALONG MILLS AVENUE TO PROVIDE WHITTIER 
GREENWAY TRAIL CROSSING CONNECTION 
AT THE SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION OF MILLS 
AVENUE AT LAMBERT ROAD.

9/30/2012 9/30/2012 9/30/2014 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. THE CITY OF WHITTIER HAS 
PLACED THIS PROJECT ON TEMPORARY HOLD DUE TO RESUMED 
NEGOCIATIONS WITH THE UNION PACIFIC RAILROAD (UPRR) FOR 
ACQUISITION OF A PORTION OF RAILROAD ROW ADJACENT TO 
CITY OWNED PROPERTY TO BE DEVELOPED INTO THE WHITTIER 
GREENWAY TRAILHEAD PARK. CITY IS ATTEMPTING TO SECURE 
A PORTION OF RAILROAD ROW FOR EXTENDING THE WHITTIER 
GREENWAY TRAIL FURTHER EAST TO THE EAST CITY LIMITS 
OF WHITTIER (LOS ANGELES/ORANGE COUNTY BOARDER). THE 
PRELIMINARY DESIGN LAYOUT OF THE PROPOSED PARK AND 
PARKING LOT COULD BE REARRANGED IF THE CITY IS SUCCESS-
FUL IN OBTAINING THE ADDITIONAL LAND FOR THE GREENWAY 
TRAIL EASTERN EXTENSION.
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Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date

2012 RTP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

ARTESIA LAF1607 SOUTH STREET PEDESTRIAN, BIKEWAY 
AND TRANSIT IMPROVEMENT. IMPROVE 
PEDESTRIAN ENVIRONMENT AND TRANSIT 
STOP LOCATIONS WITH LANDSCAPED MEDIANS, 
TRANSIT SHELTERS, BENCHES, SIDEWALK 
ENHANCEMENTS AND LIGHTING. CLOSE 
EXISTING BIKE LANE GAP.

2014 10/1/2014 10/1/2014 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

PROJECT IN ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE 
(PAED)

AVALON LAF1501 COUNTY CLUB DRIVE BIKEWAY IMPROVEMENT 
PROJECT. CONSTRUCTION OF A 4-FOOT WIDE 
CLASS II BIKE LANE IN BOTH DIRECTIONS 
ALONG A ONE MILE SECTION OF COUNTRY CLUB 
DRIVE.

2013 10/1/2013 10/1/2013 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

PROJECT IN ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE 
(PAED)

AZUSA LAF3434 AZUSA INTERMODAL TRANSIT CENTER. 
CONSTRUCT REGIONAL AZUSA INTERMODAL 
TRANSIT CENTER TO ACCOMMODATE EXISTING 
AND FUTURE PARKING DEMAND AND SUPPORT 
EFFECTIVE TRANSIT USE.

6/30/2015 6/30/2015 6/30/2015 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

PROJECT IN ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE 
(PAED)

BALDWIN PARK LAE0076 CONSTRUCT ADD’L VEHICLE PARKING (200 
TO 400 SPACES), BICYCLE PARKING LOT AND 
PEDESTRIAN REST AREA AT THE TRANSIT 
CENTER

2010 2014 12/31/2014 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

PROJECT IN ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE 
(PAED)

BALDWIN PARK LAF1654 BALDWIN PARK METROLINK PEDESTRIAN 
OVERCROSSING. CONSTRUCT A PEDESTRIAN 
OVERCROSSING OVER BOGART AVE AND THE 
METROLINK LINE TO LINK THE STATION WITH 
VITAL BUS TRANSFER POINTS AND TO PROVIDE 
ACCESS TO PARKING OVERFLOW AREAS.

2015 10/1/2015 10/1/2015 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

PROJECT IN ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE 
(PAED)

BURBANK LAF1502 SAN FERNANDO BIKEWAY. IMPLEMENT A 
CLASS I BIKEWAY ALONG SAN FERNANDO 
BLVD, VICTORY PLACE AND BURBANK WESTERN 
CHANNEL TO COMPLETE THE BURBANK LEG OF 
A 12 MILE BIKEWAY.

2014 6/30/2014 6/30/2014 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

PROJECT IN ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE 
(PAED)
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Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date

2012 RTP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

CALTRANS LA000358 ROUTE 5: – FROM ROUTE 134 TO ROUTE 170 
HOV LANES (8 TO 10 LANES) (CFP 346)(2001 CFP 
8355). (EA# 12180, 12181,12182,12183,12184, 
13350 PPNO 0142F,151E,3985,3986,3987) 
SAFETEA LU # 570. CONSTRUCT MODIFIED IC 
@ I-5 EMPIRE AVE, AUX LNS NB & SB BETWEEN 
BURB

2012/2010 12/31/2014 12/31/2014 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

PROJECT IS IN ENGINEERING/PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS AND 
ESTIMATES (PS&E) PHASE.

CALTRANS LA000548 ROUTE 10: FROM PUENTE TO CITRUS HOV 
LANES FROM 8 TO 10 LANES (C-ISTEA 77720) 
(EA# 117080, PPNO# 0309N)

2030/2015 2/12/2016 2/12/2016 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

PROJECT IS IN ENGINEERING/PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS AND 
ESTIMATES (PS&E) PHASE.

CALTRANS LA0B875 ROUTE 10: HOV LANES FROM CITRUS TO ROUTE 
57/210 – (EA# 11934, PPNO# 0310B)

2015 3/15/2016 3/15/2016 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

PROJECT IS IN ENGINEERING/PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS AND 
ESTIMATES (PS&E) PHASE.

CALTRANS LA0D73 ROUTE 5: LA MIRADA, NORWALK & SANTA 
FE SPRINGS-ORANGE CO LINE TO RTE 605 
JUNCTION. WIDEN FOR HOV & MIXED FLOW LNS, 
RECONSTRUCT VALLEY VIEW (EA 2159A0, PPNO 
2808). TCRP#42.2&42.1

2014 12/1/2016 12/1/2016 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

PROJECT IS IN ENGINEERING/PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS AND 
ESTIMATES (PS&E) PHASE.

CALTRANS LA000357 ROUTE 5: FROM ROUTE 170 TO ROUTE 118 
ONE HOV LANE IN EACH DIRECTION (10 TO 12 
LANES) INCLUDING THE RECONSTRUCTION OF 
THE I-5/SR-170 MIXED FLOW CONNECTOR AND 
THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE I-5/SR-170 HOV TO 
HOV CONNECTOR (CFP 345) (2001 CFP 8339; 
CFP2197).

2008/2010 12/31/2011 12/31/2013 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. PROJECT UNDER CON-
STRUCTION. DELAY DUE TO ADDITIONAL TIME NEEDED TO 
UPDATE ENGINEERING DESIGNS IN ORDER TO INCORPORATE 
SLAB REPLACEMENT AND GRINDING/RESURFACING ALL FREE-
WAY LANES.

CALTRANS LA01342 ROUTE 10: RT 10 FROM RT 605 TO PUENTE AVE 
HOV LANES (8+0 TO 8+2) (EA# 117070, PPNO 
0306H) PPNO 3333 3382 AB 3090 REP (TCRP 
#40)

2008/2010 10/28/2013 10/28/2013 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

PROJECT UNDER CONSTRUCTION

CALTRANS LA996134 ROUTE 5: RTE. 5/14 INTERCHANGE & HOV LNS 
ON RTE 14 – CONSTRUCT 2 ELEVATED LANES – 
HOV CONNECTOR (DIRECT CONNECTORS) (EA# 
16800)(2001 CFP 8343) (PPNO 0168M)

2014/2009 5/24/2013 5/24/2013 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

PROJECT IS UNDER CONSTRUCTION.
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Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date

2012 RTP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

CLAREMONT LAF1510 CLAREMONT PORTION OF THE CITRUS 
REGIONAL BIKEWAY. THIS PROJECT PROPOSES 
THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CLAREMONT 
PORTION OF THE CITRUS REGIONAL BIKEWAY 
UTILIZING BONITA AVENUE AND FIRST STREET 
AS PRIMARY CLASS II BIKE ROUTES.

10/1/2012 10/1/2012 10/1/2012 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

PROJECT HAS HAD CONTRACT/PROJECT AWARD

EL MONTE LAF1504 EL MONTE: TRANSIT CYCLE FRIENDLY. 
EL MONTE PROPOSES TO IMPLEMENT 
THE 1ST PHASE OF THE EL MONTE BIKE-
TRANSIT HUB COMPONENT (METRO BICYCLE 
TRANSPORTATION STRATEGIC PLAN) A 
COUNTYWIDE EFFORT TO IMPROVE BIKE 
FACILITIES

2013 10/1/2013 10/1/2013 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE (PAED)

LONG BEACH LAE1296 LONG BEACH INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION 
SYSTEM

2011 9/30/2012 9/30/2012 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE (PAED)

LONG BEACH LAF1530 BICYCLE SYSTEM GAP CLOSURES & IMPROVED 
LA RIVER BIKE PATH. PROJECT WILL 
CONSTRUCT PRIORITY CLASS I & III BICYCLE 
SYSTEM GAP CLOSURES IN LONG BEACH AND 
IMPROVE CONNECTION TO LA RIVER.

2014 10/1/2014 10/1/2014 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE (PAED)

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LA0D198 CRENSHAW TRANSIT CORRIDOR 12/31/2018 12/31/2018 12/31/2018 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

PROJECT IS IN ENGINEERING/PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS AND 
ESTIMATES (PS&E) PHASE.

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LA0G010 REGIONAL CONNECTOR – LIGHT RAIL IN TUNNEL 
ALLOWING THROUGH MOVEMENTS OF TRAINS, 
BLUE, GOLD, EXPO LINES. FROM ALAMEDA / 1ST 
STREET TO 7TH STREET/METRO CENTER

12/31/2019 12/31/2019 12/31/2019 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

PROJECT IS IN ENGINEERING/PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS AND 
ESTIMATES (PS&E) PHASE.
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Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date

2012 RTP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LA0G154 LACRD – EL MONTE TRANSIT CENTER IMPROVE-
MENTS AND EL MONTE BUSWAY IMPROVE-
MENTS, INCLUDING BIKE LOCKERS, TICKET 
VENDING MACHINES AT EL MONTE BUSWAY 
STATIONS AND UP TO 10 BUS BAYS.

12/31/2010 12/31/2010 12/31/2012 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. DELAY IN OBTAINING ENVI-
RONMENTAL CLEARANCE AND DISCOVERY OF CONTAMINATED 
SOILS DURING INITIAL EXCAVATION AT EL MONTE TRANSIT 
CENTER.  CHANGE ORDER REQUIRED THE CONTRACTOR TO 
INVESTIGATE AND SEGREGATE SOIL TYPES PRIOR TO HAULING 
TO VARIOUS LANDFILLS DEPENDING ON TYPE OF CONTAMINA-
TION. THIS ADDITIONAL PROCESS HAS DELAYED CONSTRUCTION 
FOR TWO YEARS.

LACMTA IS WORKING WITH ITS CONTRACTOR TO REMOVE CON-
TAMINATED SOIL AS QUICKLY AS POSSIBLE AND WORKING WITH 
SHPO AND FTA TO EXPEDITE APPROVALS.

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LA0G447 METRO PURPLE LINE WESTSIDE SUBWAY 
EXTENSION SEGMENT 1 – WILSHIRE/WESTERN 
TO FAIRFAX

12/31/2019 12/31/2019 12/31/2019 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

PROJECT IS IN ENGINEERING/PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS AND 
ESTIMATES (PS&E) PHASE.

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LA0C8114 LA CITY RIDESHARE SERVICES; PROVIDE 
COMMUTE INFO, EMPLOYER ASSISTANCE 
AND INCENTIVE PROGRAMS THROUGH CORE 
& EMPLOYER RIDESHARE SERVICES & MTA 
INCENTIVE PROGRAMS. PPNO 9003

2009 12/30/2016 12/30/2016 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

CONSTRUCTION/PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION BEGINS

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LA963542 ACQUISITION REVENUE VEHICLES – 2,513 CLEAN 
FUEL BUSES: LEASED VEH, FY02 (370) FY03 (30 
HC) + FY04 (70 HC) + (200 ARTICS); FY05-FY10 
TOTAL OF 1000 BUSES.

2005 6/30/2014 6/30/2014 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

FIRST VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT DELIVERED. PROJECT ONGOING.

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LAE0036 WILSHIRE/ VERMONT PEDESTRIAN PLAZA 
IMPROVEMENTS AND INTERMODAL PEDESTRIAN 
LINKAGES

2011 2012 2012 PROJECT UNDER CONSTRUCTION

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LAE0195 DESIGN AND CONSTRUCT IMPROVED 
PEDESTRIAN LINKAGES BETWEEN LOS 
ANGELES PIERCE COLLEGE AND MTA’S RAPID 
BUS TRANSIT STOPS TO INCLUDE PASSENGER 
AMENITIES, 2007 CFP # F1658

2010 10/1/2014 10/1/2014 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

PROJECT IN ENGINEERING/PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS AND 
ESTIMATES (PS&E) PHASE.
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Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date

2012 RTP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

LOS ANGELES, 
CITY OF

LA0C8164 EXPOSITION BLVD RIGHT-OF-WAY BIKE 
PATH-WESTSIDE EXTENSION. DESIGN AND 
CONSTRUCTION OF 2.5 MILES OF CLASS 
1 BIKEWAY, LIGHTING, LANDSCAPING & 
INTERSECTION IMPROVEMENTS. (PPNO# 3184)

2009 2/2/2011 2/2/2012 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. IN ENVIRONMENTAL 
DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE (PAED)

DELAYS DUE TO UNANTICIPATED STAGING ISSUES WITH THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF THE EXPO LINE (PHASE I & II). AGENCY HAD 
TO WAIT FOR SOME STATION AND ROW CONSTRUCTION ACTIVI-
TIES TO BE COMPLETED BEFORE STARTING CONSTRUCTION 
ACTIVITIES. THE DESIGN-BUILD OF THE BIKE PATH WILL BEGIN 
AFTER THE FINAL SIGN-OFF FROM CALTRANS ON THE ENVIRON-
MENTAL DOCUMENT.

LOS ANGELES, 
CITY OF

LAF1704 DOWNTOWN L.A. ALTERNATIVE GREEN TRANSIT 
MODES TRIAL PROGRAM. OFFER SHARED 
RIDE-BICYCLE AND NEIGHBORHOOD ELECTRIC 
VEHICLE TRANSIT SERVICES TO LA CITY HALL 
AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO OVERCROWDED DASH 
SERVICE

2014 6/27/2014 6/27/2014 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

ENGINEERING/PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS AND ESTIMATES (PS&E)

LOS ANGELES, 
CITY OF

LA002738 BIKEWAY/PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE OVER LA RIVER 
AT TAYLOR YARD CLASS I (CFP 738, 2077) 
(PPNO# 3156)

2009 7/31/2015 7/31/2015 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE (PAED)

LOS ANGELES, 
CITY OF

LA0B7330 SAN FERNANDO RD ROW BIKE PATH PHSE II – 
CONSTRUCT 2.75 MILES CLAS I FRM FIRST ST 
TO BRANFORD ST,ON MTA-OWND ROW PARLEL 
TO SAN FERNANDO RD. LINK CYCLSTS TO 
NUMEROUS BUS LNE. PPNO 2868.

2005 11/30/2011 1/30/2014 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. CONSTRUCTION IS ANTICI-
PATED TO START EARLY 2012 AND COMPLETE IN JANUARY 
2014. CONSTRUCTION HAD STARTED IN 2010 BUT THERE WAS 
A BREACH OF A UTILITY LINE WHICH HALTED CONSTRUCTION. 
THE REPAIR OF THE UTILITY LINE HAD TAKEN APPROXIMATELY 
18 MONTHS. 

LOS ANGELES, 
CITY OF

LAF1450 ENCINO PARK-AND-RIDE FACILITY RENOVATION. 
RENOVATION OF THE ENCINO PARK-AND-RIDE 
FACILITY IN ORDER TO ADDRESS PHYSICAL AND 
STRUCTURAL DEFICIENCIES AND ADD CAPACITY 
TO THIS HEAVILY UTILIZED FACILITY. INCLUDES 
50 NEW PARKING SPACES AND BIKE LOCKERS.

2013 10/1/2013 10/1/2013 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

BID/ADVERTISE PHASE

LOS ANGELES, 
CITY OF

LAF1520 IMPERIAL HIGHWAY BIKE LANES. THIS PROJECT 
INVOLVES THE MODIFICATION OF THE MEDIAN 
ISLAND AND THE WIDENING OF IMPERIAL 
HIGHWAY ALONG 1000 FT EAST OF PERSHING 
DRIVE TO ACCOMMODATE BIKE LANES.

6/1/2014 6/1/2014 6/1/2014 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE (PAED)
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Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date

2012 RTP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

LOS ANGELES, 
CITY OF

LAF1524 SAN FERNANDO RD. BIKE PATH PH. IIIA/IIIB 
– CONSTRUCTION. RECOMMEND PHASE IIIA-
CONSTRUCTION OF A CLASS I BIKE PATH WITHIN 
METRO OWNED RAIL RIGHT-OF-WAY ALONG SAN 
FERNANDO RD. BETWEEN BRANFORD ST. AND 
TUXFORD ST INCL BRIDGE.

10/1/2015 10/1/2015 10/1/2015 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE (PAED)

LOS ANGELES, 
CITY OF

LAF1615 EASTSIDE LIGHT RAIL PEDESTRIAN LINKAGE. 
IMPROVE LINKAGES WITHIN 1/4 MILE OF 
METRO’S GOLD LINE LRT.

2012 6/29/2012 6/29/2012 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

ENGINEERING/PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS AND ESTIMATES (PS&E)

LOS ANGELES, 
CITY OF

LAF1657 LOS ANGELES VALLEY COLLEGE (LAVC) BUS 
STATION EXTENSION. PROJECT WILL EXTEND 
THE ORANGE LINE STATION AT THE LA VALLEY 
COLLEGE BY PROVIDING A DIRECT PEDESTRIAN 
CONNECTION FROM THE STATION TO A NEW 
PEDESTRIAN ENTRANCE TO LAVC.

2013 10/1/2013 10/1/2013 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE (PAED)

LOS ANGELES, 
CITY OF

LAF1708 HOLLYWOOD INTEGRATED MODAL INFORMATION 
SYSTEM. INSTALLATION OF ELECTRONIC, 
DIRECTION AND PARKING AVAILABILITY SIGNS 
WITH INTERNET CONNECTIVITY TO PROVIDE 
ADVANCE AND REAL-TIME INFORMATION 
INTENDED TO INCREASE TRANSIT RIDERSHIP

2015 9/21/2015 9/21/2015 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE (PAED)

LOS ANGELES, 
CITY OF

LAF3419 SUNSET JUNCTION PHASE 2. CREATE A 
MULTI-MODAL TRANSIT PLAZA TO INTEGRATE 
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION, PEDESTRIAN & 
BICYCLE IMPROVEMENTS THAT WOULD RESULT 
IN REGIONAL & LOCAL BENEFITS (CFP3844). 
TRIANGLE PROPERTY ON SUNSET BLVD BWT 
MANZANITA AND SANTA MONICA.

6/30/2017 6/30/2017 6/30/2017 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE (PAED)

MONROVIA LAE0039 TRANSIT VILLAGE – PROVIDE A TRANS. FACILITY 
FOR SATELLITE PARKING FOR SIERRA MADRE 
VILLA GOLD LINE STA, P-N-R FOR COMMUTERS, 
A FOOTHILL TRANSIT STORE.

2010 12/31/2012 12/31/2012 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE (PAED)
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Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date

2012 RTP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

PORT OF LOS 
ANGELES

LAF3170 PORT TRUCK TRAFFIC REDUCTION PROGRAM: 
WEST BASIN RAILYARD. INTERMODAL RAILYARD 
CONNECTING PORT OF LA WITH ALAMEDA 
CORRIDOR TO ACCOMMODATE INCREASED 
LOADING OF TRAINS AT THE PORT, THEREBY 
REDUCING TRUCK TRIPS TO OFF-DOCK 
RAILYARDS.

12/1/2014 12/1/2014 12/1/2014 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

ENGINEERING/PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS AND ESTIMATES (PS&E)

RANCHO PALOS 
VERDES

LAF1506 BIKE COMPATIBLE RDWY SAFETY AND LINKAGE 
ON PALOS VERDES DR. THE PROJECT WILL HAVE 
A CLASS II BIKE LANE ON BOTH SIDES OF PALOS 
VERDES DRIVE SOUTH, WITH AN UNPAVED 
SHOULDER FOR EMERGENCY USE.

2014 10/9/2014 10/9/2014 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE (PAED)

RANCHO PALOS 
VERDES

LAF1605 PEDESTRIAN SAFE BUS STOP LINKAGE. LINKING 
11 BUS STOPS CURRENTLY INACCESSIBLE 
BECAUSE OF LACK OF SIDEWALKS ON BOTH THE 
EAST AND WEST SIDE OF HAWTHORNE BLVD. 
FROM CREST RD. TO PALOS VERDES DR. SOUTH 
(ABOUT 13,000’)

2013 12/9/2013 12/9/2013 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE (PAED)

SAN DIMAS LAF1503 BIKEWAY IMPROVEMENTS ON FOOTHILL BLVD. 
AT SAN DIMAS WASH. THE BWY IMPROVEMENTS 
ON FOOTHILL BLVD. AT SAN DIMAS WASH; WILL 
CLOSE THE GAP ON A BRIDGE & CONNECT THE 
EXISTING CLASS II BIKE LANES TO THE EAST & 
WEST OF SAN DIMAS WASH CROSSING.

12/1/2013 12/1/2013 12/1/2013 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE (PAED)

SAN GABRIEL 
VALLEY COG

LA990359 GRADE SEP XINGS SAFETY IMPR; 35- MI 
FREIGHT RAIL CORR. THRGH SAN.GAB. 
VALLEY – EAST. L.A. TO POMONA ALONG UPRR 
ALHAMBRA &L.A. SUBDIV – ITS 2318 SAFETEA 
#2178;1436 #1934 PPNO 2318

2003/2009 6/30/2018 6/30/2018 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

CONSTRUCTION/PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION BEGINS

SANTA FE SPRINGS LA0F096 NORWALK SANTA FE SPRINGS TRANSPORTATION 
CENTER PARKING EXPANSION AND BIKEWAY 
IMPROVEMENTS. PROVIDE ADDITIONAL 250 
PARKING SPACES FOR TRANSIT CENTER 
PATRONS AND IMPROVE BICYCLES ACCESS TO 
THE TRANSIT CENTER

2011 8/23/2011 6/30/2012 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. THE PARK-N-RIDE LOT POR-
TION OF THE PROJECT IS COMPLETE.

DELAY OF THE BIKEWAY PORTION OF THE PROJECT IS DUE TO 
ADDITIONAL TIME REQUIRED FOR INTERAGENCY COORDINATION 
AND SPECIALIZED ENGINEERING NEEDS.

SANTA MONICA LAE0364 CONSTRUCT INTERMODAL PARK AND RIDE 
FACILITY AT SANTA MONICA COLLEGE CAMPUS 
ON SOUTH BUNDY DRIVE NEAR AIRPORT AVENUE

2010 12/31/2012 12/31/2013 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. PROJECT IN BID/ADVER-
TISE PHASE. DELAY IN GRANT PROCESSING AND THE PROJECT 
ENCOUNTERED PROTESTS REGARDING TREE REMOVAL REQUIR-
ING REDESIGN OF BUS STOP SHELTERS.
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Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date

2012 RTP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

TORRANCE LA0G358 SOUTH BAY REGIONAL INTERMODAL TRANSIT 
CENTER PROJECT. THE LAND IS IN THE PRO-
CESS OF BEING PURCHASED AND ESCROW WILL 
CLOSE ON DECEMBER 17, 2009. PRESENTLY, 
THE LOT IS VACANT/OPEN LAND WITH NO EXIST-
ING STRUCTURE UPON IT. THE ADDRESS IS 465 
N. CRENSHAW BLVD., TORRANCE, CA 90503.

12/31/2015 12/31/2015 12/31/2015 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT/PRE-DESIGN PHASE (PAED)

WESTLAKE 
VILLAGE

LA960142 LINDERO CANYON ROAD FROM AGOURA TO 
JANLOR DR CONSTRUCT BIKE PATH, RESTRIPE 
STREET, INTERSECTION WIDENING, SIGNAL 
COORDINATION

2003/2005 1/30/2013 1/30/2013 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
ON SCHEDULE.

CONSTRUCTION/PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION BEGINS

TABLE 41.2 Los Angeles County Completed/Corrected Projects

Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion Date
2011 FTIP 

Completion Date
2012 RTP Project Status

BALDWIN PARK LA0D281 DESIGN AND CONSTRUCT PARKING IMPROVEMENTS 
AT AND ADJACENT TO THE CITY’S EXISTING 
METROLINK STATION

12/30/2010 12/30/2010 NOT A COMMITTED TCM – NO ROW/CON IN FIRST TWO YEARS OF 2011 
FTIP.

CALTRANS LA996137 ROUTE 60: RTE. 60 HOV LNS. FROM RTE. 605 TO 
BREA CANYON RD. – CONSTRUCT ONE HOV LANE IN 
EACH DIRECTION) (CFP: 358, 4262, 6137=67,150+IIP: 
5,100) (EA#129410, 129421, PPNO 0482R,0482RA)

2008/2007 5/1/2011 COMPLETEED

CULVER CITY LAF1717 REAL-TIME MOTORIST PARKING INFORMATION 
SYSTEM DEMONSTRATION. THIS PROJECT WILL 
PROVIDE A REAL-TIME INFORMATION SYSTEM 
TO COMMUNICATE AND GUIDE MOTORISTS TO 
AVAILABLE PARKING SPACES IN SELECTED PARKING 
STRUCTURES IN THE CITY OF CULVER CITY.

2011 6/30/2011 NOT A TCM – A DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

CALTRANS LA0G138 ROUTE 010: LACRD – HOT LANES ON THE I-10 FROM 
ALAMEDA ST./UNION STATION TO I-605, AND ON 
I-110 FROM 182 ST./ARTESIA TRANSIT CENTER TO 
ADAMS BLVD. CONVERSION OF HOV LANES TO HOT 
LANES.(INFRASTRUCTURE/PAVEMENT)(1HL08D01, 
1HL08D03)

12/30/2011 12/30/2011 NOT A TCM – A DEMONSTRATION PROJECT
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Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion Date
2011 FTIP 

Completion Date
2012 RTP Project Status

CALTRANS LA0G139 ROUTE 010: LACRD – EXPAND CAPACITY OF THE I-10 
HOT LANE (RESTRIPING AND BUFFER CHANGES). 
RESTRIPE TO ADD A SECOND LANE (WB – SANTA 
ANITA TO I-710; EB – I-710 TO BALDWIN AVE) FOR 
HOT LANES ON THE I-10. (RTP# 1HL08D01) 

12/30/2011 12/30/2011 NOT A TCM – A DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

FOOTHILL TRANSIT 
ZONE

LA0G142 LACRD – 10 BUSES FOR THE I-10 EL MONTE BUSWAY. 
HOT LANE. (RTP# 1TR08D08 & 1TR08D07A)

12/31/2012 12/31/2012 NOT A TCM – A DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

TORRANCE LA0G145 LACRD – 4 BUSES FOR THE I-110 HARBOR 
TRANSITWAY HOT LANE (TORRANCE TRANSIT). (RTP# 
1TR204)

12/31/2010 12/31/2010 NOT A TCM – A DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

GARDENA 
MUNICIPAL BUS 

LINES

LA0G147 LACRD – I-110 HOT LANE OPERATIONS – NEW TRAN-
SIT SERVICES.(CITY OF GARDENA)(RTP# 1TR204)

12/31/2011 12/31/2011 NOT A TCM – A DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

TORRANCE LA0G148 LACRD – I-110 HOT LANE OPERATIONS – NEW TRAN-
SIT SERVICES. (RTP# 1TR204)

12/31/2011 12/31/2011 NOT A TCM – A DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

FOOTHILL TRANSIT 
ZONE

LA0G149 LACRD – I-10 HOT LANE OPERATIONS – NEW TRANSIT 
SERVICES.(RTP# 1OM08D02).

12/31/2011 12/31/2011 NOT A TCM – A DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LA0G150 LACRD – I-10 AND I-110 HOT LANE OPERATIONS (O 
& M), INCLUDING SECURITY, TVM AND REVENUE 
COLLECTION SERVICES, MARKETING, NEW TRANSIT 
(RTP ID 1TR08D7B & 10M08D01; LA0G150, LA0G151, 
LA0G152,1OM08D02)

12/31/2011 12/31/2011 NOT A TCM – A DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LA990305 LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT FLEET – 50 NEW RAIL CAR (26 
EXP (10 FOR METRO GOLD LINE EASTSIDE & (16) FOR 
EXPOSITION LRT) 24 REPLACEMENT CARS – .PPNO 
3225.

2010 2012 COMPLETED

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LA29202U3 SAN FERNANDO VALLEY NORTH/SOUTH BRT 
EXTENSION PHASE I: METRO RAPID SERVICE ALONG 
RESEDA BLVD. AND SEPULVEDA BLVD. SAFETEA-LU 
# 183

2005 12/31/2011 COMPLETED 

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LAE0388A DESIGN AND CONSTRUCT IMPROVED PEDESTRIAN 
LINKAGES BETWEEN LOS ANGELES MISSION 
COLLEGE AND PUBLIC TRANSIT SERVICES TO 
INCLUDE LIGHTING, LANDSCAPIND, AND PASSENGER 
AMENITIES

2010 12/31/2010 COMPLETED

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LA29202U4 SAN FERNANDO VALLEY NORTH/ SOUTH BRT 
EXTENSION PHASE II: BUS SPEED IMPROVEMENTS 
ALONG METRO RAPID CORRIDORS AND EXPANSION 
OF EXISTING PARK & RIDE FACILITY.

2005/2007 12/31/2010 COMPLETED
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Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion Date
2011 FTIP 

Completion Date
2012 RTP Project Status

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LA29202U5 SAN FERNANDO VALLEY NORTH/ SOUTH BRT 
EXTENSION PHASE III: STATION ACCESSIBILITY AND 
PEDESTRIAN ENHANCEMENTS ON RESEDA BLVD., 
SEPULVEDA BLVD., AND LANKERSHIM BLVD.

2005/2008 2012 COMPLETED

LOS ANGELES, 
CITY OF

LA0C8380 CHINATOWN/COLLEGE STREET GOLD LINE STATION 
– INTERMODEL TRANS. CENTER ENHANCE MENT ( 
PEDESTRIAN WALKWAY BRIDGE, BUS STATION, AND A 
BIKE STATION)

2004/2008 2012 NOT A TCM – STATION IMPROVEMENT PROJECT TO ENHANCE TRANSIT 
RIDERS’ EXPERIENCE.

MONTEBELLO LA0G354 CONSTRUCTION OF TRANSIT CENTER AT THE 
COMMUNITY REC FACILITY LOCATED AT THE TAYLOR 
RANCH PARK AND RIDE FACILITY, 737 NORTH 
MONTEBELLO BOULEVARD, MONTEBELLO.

12/31/2010 12/31/2010 NOT A TCM – A BUS STOP ENHANCEMENT PROJECT FOR THE EXISTING 
PARKING-N-RIDE FACILITY.

PASADENA LA0D47 SR 710 MITIGATION PROJECT-TRAFFIC CONTROL 
AND MONITORING SYSTEM-INTELLIGENT 
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS (ITS). CONSTRUCT AND 
INSTALL ITS TECHNOLOGY AND VARIOUS DEGREES OF 
SMART SIGNALS

2008 12/30/2010 COMPLETED

COVINA LA0D206 METROLINK PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE PROJECT. THIS 
FACILITY WILL BE CONSTRUCTED ON THE WEST SIDE 
OF CITRUS AVE. THE METROLINK STATION IS ON THE 
EAST SIDE OF CITRUS AVE.

12/31/2012 12/31/2012 NOT A REPORTABLE TCM

CULVER CITY MUNI 
BUS LINES

LA0C8382 SEPULVEDA BLVD BUS STOP IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM. BUS STOP AMENITIES INC LIGHTING 
SIGNAGE, LANDSCAPING, SHELTERS, SEATING, 
LANDINGS AND TRASH RECEPTACLES.

2008/2010 6/30/2010 SUBSTITUTED WITH LAF1601-SAN GABRIEL CITY-WIDE BUS SHELTER 
INSTALLATION IN APRIL 2009.

PALMDALE LAF1507 AVENUE S BIKEWAY PHASE 2. CLASS I BIKEWAY 
IMPROVEMENTS ALONG THE GENERAL ALIGNMENT OF 
AVENUE S IN THE CITY OF PALMDALE. THIS PROJECT 
WILL INCLUDE CLOSING GAPS IN OUR LOCAL BICYCLE 
PLAN.

2014 10/1/2014 NOT A REPORTABLE TCM.

ANTELOPE 
VALLEY TRANSIT 

AUTHORITY

LA0G490 THREE (3) EXPANSION HYBRID LOCAL TRANSIT BUSES 1/31/2011 1/31/2011 COMPLETED

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY

LA990353 ALAMEDA CORRIDOR EAST – NOGALES ST GRADE 
SEP (T21-491, SGVCG)

12/29/2010 12/29/2010 DELETED PROJECT IN 2011 FTIP – COMBINED INTO LA990359.

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LAE0036 WILSHIRE/ VERMONT PEDESTRIAN PLAZA 
IMPROVEMENTS AND INTERMODAL PEDESTRIAN 
LINKAGES

2011 2012 AHEAD OF SCHEDULE.

PROJECT UNDER CONSTRUCTION
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Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion Date
2011 FTIP 

Completion Date
2012 RTP Project Status

SANTA MONICA LAF1533 DOWNTOWN SANTA MONICA BIKE TRANSIT STATION. 
STORE FRONT BIKE CENTER IN DOWNTOWN PARKING 
STRUCTURE WITH ATTENDED & SELF PARKING FOR 
250 BIKES.

6/30/2012 6/30/2012 COMPLETED

SANTA MONICA LAF1534 BIKE TECHNOLOGY DEMONSTRATION. PROJECT WILL 
CONSIST OF DESIGN, INSTALLATION AND EVALUATION 
OF SEVERAL BICYCLE TECHNOLOGIES, INCLUDING 
BICYCLE ACTIVATED DETECTION AT INTERSECTIONS, 
BIKE BOXES, AND BIKE PARKING.

2015 6/30/2015 NOT A TCM – A DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

TORRANCE LA0D379 AUTOMATIC VEHICLE LOCATOR (AVL) PROJECT –
PHASE 2

2007 12/31/2011 COMPLETED

CARSON LAE2932 213TH ST. PEDESTRIAN SIDEWALK BRIGE OVER 
DOMINGUEZ CHANNEL. CONSTRUCT 213TH ST. 
PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE TO PROVIDE SAFE PASSAGE FOR 
PEDESTRIANS & WHEELCHAIRS OVER DOMINGUEZ 
CHANNEL.

2010 12/31/2012 NOT A REPORTABLE TCM

CULVER CITY MUNI 
BUS LINES

LA0C8382 SEPULVEDA BLVD BUS STOP IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM. BUS STOP AMENITIES INC LIGHTING 
SIGNAGE, LANDSCAPING, SHELTERS, SEATING, 
LANDINGS AND TRASH RECEPTACLES.

2008/2010 6/30/2010 SUBSTITUTED WITH LAF1601-SAN GABRIEL CITY-WIDE BUS SHELTER 
INSTALLATION IN APRIL 2009.

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY MTA

LA0G196 ACQUIRE ALTERNATE FUEL BUSES FOR RIO HONDO 
COLLEGE

10/31/2011 10/31/2011 NOT A REPORTABLE TCM

LOS ANGELES 
COUNTY

LA990353 ALAMEDA CORRIDOR EAST – NOGALES ST GRADE 
SEP (T21-491, SGVCG)

12/29/2010 12/29/2010 DELETED PROJECT 2011 FTIP – COMBINED INTO LA990359.

PASADENA LA0D372 SOUTH ACCESS PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE TO SIERRA 
MADRE VILLA LIGHT RAIL STATION. THIS PEDESTRIAN 
BRIDGE OVER THE ROUTE 210 FREEWAY WILL 
PROVIDE A DIRECT AND SAFE APPROACH FOR 
PEDESTRIANS

6/29/1905 9/30/2012 NOT A REPORTABLE TCM.

GLENDALE LAE0001A PURCHASE OF CNG BUSES FOR GLENDALE BEELINE 
TRANSIT SYSTEM

2010 12/1/2011 NOT A REPORTABLE TCM

LA MIRADA LA0D349 PURCHASE EXPANSION BUSES WITH ALTERNATE FUEL 
(HYBRID/ELECTRIC)

2008 6/30/2011 NOT A REPORTABLE TCM

LOS ANGELES, 
CITY OF

LAOB416 ROUTE 101: IN LOS ANGELES – DOWNTOWN OVER 
FREEWAY 101 – PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE ENHANCEMENT

2010 6/30/2010 NOT A REPORTABLE TCM.
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Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion Date
2011 FTIP 

Completion Date
2012 RTP Project Status

LOS ANGELES, 
CITY OF

LAOB416 ROUTE 101: IN LOS ANGELES – DOWNTOWN OVER 
FREEWAY 101 – PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE ENHANCEMENT

2010 6/30/2010 NOT A REPORTABLE TCM.

SOUTHERN 
CALIFORNIA 

REGIONAL RAIL 
AUTHORITY

LA0G153 LACRD – PLATFORMS AND PARKING IMPROVEMENTS 
AT THE METROLINK POMONA STATION. ADDITION OF 
100 PARKING SPACES AND EXTENSION OF PLAT-
FORM.(G# CA-37-X052-00)

12/31/2010 12/31/2010 COMPLETED
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TABLE 42.1 Orange County TCMs Subject to Timely Implementation

Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date

2012 RTP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

ANAHEIM ORA000100 GENE AUTRY WAY WEST @ I-5 (I-5 HOV TRANSITWAY 
TO HASTER) ADD OVERCROSSING ON I-5 (S)/
MANCHESTER AND EXTEND GENE AUTRY WAY WEST 
FROM I-5 TO HASTER (3 LANES IN EA DIR.)

2004 2/28/2012 11/16/2012 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. PROJECT UNDER 
CONSTRUCTION. DELAY DUE TO UTILITIES RELOCATION.

CALTRANS ORA000193 HOV CONNECTORS FROM SR-22 TO I-405, BETWEEN 
SEAL BEACH BLVD. (I-405 PM 022.558) AND VALLEY 
VIEW ST. (SR-22 PM R000.917), WITH A SECOND HOV 
LANE IN EACH DIRECTION ON I-405 BETWEEN THE 
TWO DIRECT CONNECTORS.

2010 9/1/2013 2/1/2015 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. CONSTRUCTION STARTED ON 
SEPT. 7, 2010. DELAY DUE TO UNDERESTIMATE OF TIME TO COM-
PLETE THE PROJECT.

CALTRANS ORA000194 HOV CONNECTORS FROM I-405 TO I-605, BETWEEN 
KATELLA AVE. (I-605 PM R001.104) AND SEAL BEACH 
BLVD. (I-405 PM 022.643), WITH A SECOND HOV 
LANE IN EACH DIRECTION ON I-405 BETWEEN THE 
TWO DIRECT CONNECTIONS. 

2010 9/1/2013  7/1/2015 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. CONSTRUCTION STARTED 
ON JAN. 4, 2011. DELAY DUE TO UNDERESTIMATE OF PROJECT 
COMPLETION DATE.

FULLERTON ORA020113 FULLERTON TRAIN STATION – PARKING STRUCTURE, 
PHASE I AND II. TOTAL OF 800 SPACES (PPNO 2026)

2004 6/30/2011 5/31/2012 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. CONSTRUCTION STARTED 
MARCH 2011.

ORANGE 
COUNTY TRANS 

AUTHORITY 
(OCTA)

ORA041501 PURCHASE (71) STANDARD 30FT EXPANSION BUSES 
– ALTERNATIVE FUEL – (31) IN FY08-09, (9) IN FY09-
10, (7) IN FY11-12, (6) IN FY12-13 AND (18) IN FY13-14

2012 6/30/2016 6/30/2016 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 

DUE TO CUT TO TRANSIT SERVICES, THERE IS NO NEED FOR ADDI-
TIONAL BUSES FOR THE TIME BEING.

ORANGE 
COUNTY TRANS 

AUTHORITY 
(OCTA)

ORA110633 RIDESHARE VANPOOL PROGRAM – CAPITAL LEASE 
COSTS

2012 9/30/2012 9/30/2012 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. ON 
SCHEDULE.

ONGOING CAPITAL LEASE COSTS FOR VANPOOL PROGRAM.

ORANGE 
COUNTY TRANS 

AUTHORITY 
(OCTA)

ORA65002 RIDESHARE SERVICES RIDEGUIDE, DATABASE, 
CUSTOMER INFO, AND MARKETING (ORANGE COUNTY 
PORTION).

2010 6/30/2016 6/30/2016 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. ON 
SCHEDULE.

ONGOING INFORMATION FOR RIDESHARE SERVICES

ORANGE 
COUNTY TRANS 

AUTHORITY 
(OCTA)

ORA0826016 PURCHASE (72) PARATRANSIT EXPANSION VANS – 
(21) IN FY09/10, (51) IN FY10/11.

6/30/2016 6/30/2016 6/30/2016 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT.

DUE TO CUT TO TRANSIT SERVICES, THERE IS NO NEED FOR ADDI-
TIONAL BUSES FOR THE TIME BEING.

ORANGE 
COUNTY TRANS 

AUTHORITY 
(OCTA)

ORA082618 PURCHASE PARATRANSIT VEHICLES EXPAN-
SION (MISSION VIEJO) (11) IN FY09/10. ON-GOING 
PROJECT.

6/30/2030 6/30/2030 6/30/2030 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT.

DUE TO CUT TO TRANSIT SERVICES, THERE IS NO NEED FOR ADDI-
TIONAL BUSES FOR THE TIME BEING.
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Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date

2012 RTP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

TCA 10254 SJHC, 15 MI TOLL RD BETWEEN I-5 IN SAN JUAN 
CAPISTRANO & RTE 73 IN IRVINE, EXISTING 3/M/F 
EA.DIR.1 ADD’L M/F EA DIR, PLUS CLIMBING & AUX 
LNS AS REQ, BY 2020 PER SCAG/TCA MOU 4/5/01

2015/2008 12/31/2020 12/31/2020 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT.

ONGOING IMPLEMENTATION PER SCAG/TCA MOU.

TCA ORA050 ETC (RTE 241/261/133) (RTE 91 TO I-5/JAMBOREE) 
EXISTING 2 M/F EA.DIR, 2 ADD’L M/F IN EA. DIR, 
PLUS CLIMB AND AUX LNS AS REQ, BY 2020 PER 
SCAG/TCA MOU 4/05/01.

2015/2010 12/31/2020 12/31/2020 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT.

ONGOING IMPLEMENTATION PER SCAG/TCA MOU.

TCA ORA051 (FTC-N) (OSO PKWY TO ETC) (13MI) EXISTING 2 MF 
IN EA. DIR, 2 ADDITIONAL M/F LANES, PLS CLMBNG 
& AUX LANS AS REQ BY 2020 PER SCAG/TCA MOU 
4/05/01.

2015/2010 12/31/2020 12/31/2020 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT.

ONGOING IMPLEMENTATION PER SCAG/TCA MOU.

TCA ORA052 (FTC-S) (I-5 TO OSO PKWY) (15MI) 2 MF EA. DIR BY 
2013; AND 1 ADDITIONAL M/F EA. DIR. PLS CLMBNG 
& AUX LANES AS REQ BY 2030 PER SCAG/TCA MOU 
4/05/01. #1988

2015/2010 6/15/2030 6/15/2030 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT.

ONGOING IMPLEMENTATION PER SCAG/TCA MOU. TCA IS DEVELOP-
ING ENGINEERING PLANS, ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENTS AND 
FINANCIAL STRATEGY TO BUILD THE 241 EXTENSION FROM THE 
EXISTING SOUTHERLY TERMINUS AT OSO PARKWAY TO THE VICINITY 
OF ORTEGA HIGHWAY WHILE CONTINUING TO PURSUE THE BALANCE 
OF THE ALIGNMENT THAT CONNECTS TO INTERSTATE 5.

ORANGE 
COUNTY TRANS 

AUTHORITY 
(OCTA)

ORA120357 TRAFFIC SIGNAL SYNCHRONIZATION SUBSTITUTION 
TCM (REPLACING BRTS)

6/15/2012 6/15/2012 6/15/2012 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. 
UNDER CONSTRUCTION.
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TABLE 42.2 Orange County Completed/Corrected Projects

Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

ORANGE COUNTY TRANS 
AUTHORITY (OCTA)

ORA110501 BUS RAPID TRANSIT – 28MI FIXED BRT FRM 
BREA MALL TO IRVINE TRANS CNTR. INCLUDES 
STRUCTURES, (32) ROLLING STOCK, AND FEEDER 
SVC & IBC SHUTTLE- CNG SHUTTLES FROM JWA 
TO IBC.

2010 6/15/2010 SUBSTITUTED WITH ORA120357

ORANGE COUNTY TRANS 
AUTHORITY (OCTA)

ORA120531 BUS RAPID TRANIST (HARBOR BOULEVARD BRT) – 
19MILE FIXED RT BRT BETWEEN FULLERTON AND 
COSTA MESA; INCLUDES STRUCTURES AND (23) 
ROLLING STOCK

NA 6/30/2011 SUBSTITUTED WITH ORA120357

ORANGE COUNTY TRANS 
AUTHORITY (OCTA)

ORA120532 BUS RAPID TRANIST (WESTMINSTER/17TH BRT) – 
22MILE FIXED RT BRT BETWEEN SANTA ANA AND 
LONG BEACH; INCLUDES STRUCTURES AND ( 23) 
ROLLING STOCK

2011 6/30/2011 SUBSTITUTED WITH ORA120357

ORANGE COUNTY TRANS 
AUTHORITY (OCTA)

ORA55241 PURCHASE (1) STANDARD 40 FT REPLACEMENT 
ALT FUEL BUSES – (1) IN FY15/16

2007/2010 6/30/2016 NOT A TCM – ALT FUEL BUSES REPLACEMENT PROJECT

ORANGE COUNTY TRANS 
AUTHORITY (OCTA)

ORA041502 PURCHASE (48) PARATRANSIT EXPANSION VANS 
– (22) IN FY10/11, (12) IN FY11/12, AND (14) IN 
FY13/14

2012 6/30/2012  NOT A COMMITTED TCM (CORRECTED IN 2009 FTIP AMENDMENT 
#44)

VARIOUS AGENCIES ORA990906 LUMP SUM. TEA FUNDS FOR BICYCLE AND 
PEDESTRIAN FACILITY PROJECTS THROUGHOUT 
ORANGE COUNTY (PROJECTS ARE CONSISTENT 
WITH 40 CFR PART 93.126,127,128, EXEMPT 
TABLES 2 & 3)

2009 12/30/2015 NOT A REPORTABLE TCM.
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TABLE 43.1 Riverside County TCMs Subject to Timely Implementation

Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date

2012 RTP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY TRANS 

COMMISSION 
(RCTC)

RIV010212 ON SR91 – ADAMS TO 60/215 IC: ADD ONE 
HOV LN IN EACH DIRECTION, RESTRIPE 
TO EXTEND 4TH WB MIXED FLOW LANE 
FROM 60/215 IC TO CENTRAL OFF-RAMP, 
RESTRIPE TO EXTEND 5TH WB MIXED 
FLOW LANE FROM 60/215 IC TO 14TH ST 
OFF-RAMP, AUX LNS (MADISON-CENTRAL), 
BRIDGE WIDENING & REPLACEMENTS, 
EB/WB BRAIDED RAMPS, IC MOD/
RECONSTRUCT + SOUND/RETAINING WALLS

2002 8/3/2015 8/3/2015 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. ON 
SCHEDULE.

CONSTRUCTION IS PENDING E-76 APPROVAL FROM FHWA.

RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY TRANS 

COMMISSION 
(RCTC)

RIV050555 ON I-215 (N/O EUCALYPTUS AVE TO N/O 
BOX SPRINGS RD) & SR60 (E/O DAY ST TO 
SR60/I-215 JCT): RECONSTRUCT JCT TO 
PROVIDE 2 HOV DIRECT CONNECTOR LNS 
(SR60 PM: 12.21 TO 13.6) AND MINOR 
WIDENING TO BOX SPRINGS RD FROM 2 TO 
4 THROUGH LANES BETWEEN MORTON RD 
AND BOX SPRINGS RD/FAIR ISLE DR IC (EA: 
449311)

2011 4/29/2013 4/29/2013 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. ON 
SCHEDULE.

PROJECT UNDER CONSTRUCTION.

RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY TRANS 

COMMISSION 
(RCTC)

RIV051201 IN CORONA – CONTINUE THE 
IMPLEMENTATION OF A 60 SPACE PARK-
AND-RIDE LOT (VIA ANNUAL LEASE 
AGREEMENT) AT LIVING TRUTH CHRISTIAN 
FELLOWSHIP AT 1114 W. ONTARIO AVE.

9/30/2009  6/30/2013 6/30/2013 NO CHANGE IN COMPLETION DATE FROM 2011 FTIP TCM REPORT. ON 
SCHEDULE.

RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY TRANS 

COMMISSION 
(RCTC)

RIV070303 ON SR60 IN NW RIV CO: CONTINUE THE 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE EXPANDED SR60 
FREEWAY SERVICE PATROL (FSP) (BEAT #7 
PATROL , 2 TRUCKS) BETWEEN MILIKEN 
AVE & MAIN ST (SR60 HOV LN CHANGE TCM 
SUBSTITUTION PROJECT)

2010 2010 ON GOING TCM 
PROGRAM IN 
RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY

ON-GOING TCM PROGRAM IN WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY. 

PARK-N-RIDE LOTS ARE PART OF RCTC’S ON-GOING TCM FOR THE 
REGION. CURRENT LEASE WILL EXPIRE ON 6/30/2013. RCTC WILL MOST 
LIKELY REQUEST RENEWAL OF THE LEASE TO CONTINUE THE OPERATION 
OF THE PARK-N-RIDE LOT BEYOND 6/30/2013.

RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY TRANS 

COMMISSION 
(RCTC)

RIV070304 ON I-215 IN SW RIV CO: CONTINUE THE 
IMPLEMENTATION OF I-215 FREEWAY 
SERVICE PATROL (FSP) (BEAT #19, 2 
TRUCKS) BETWEEN SR74/4TH ST AND 
ALESSANDRO BLVD (SR60 HOV LANE 
CHANGE TCM SUBSTITUTION PROJECT)

2010 2010 ON-GOING 
TCM 

PROGRAM IN 
RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY

ON-GOING TCM PROGRAM IN WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY. RCTC 
CONTINUED THE FSP BEAT #19 IN FY 2010/2011 AND WILL MOST LIKELY 
CONTINUE TO PROVIDE THE SERVICE IN FY 2011/2012 AND BEYOND.
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Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date

2012 RTP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY TRANS 

COMMISSION 
(RCTC)

RIV070307 ON SR60 IN MORENO VALLEY: CONTINUE 
THE IMPLEMENTATION OF SR60 FREEWAY 
SERVICE PATROL (FSP) (BEAT #8, 2 
TRUCKS) BETWEEN DAY ST AND REDLANDS 
BLVD (SR60 HOV LANE CHANGE TCM 
SUBSTITUTION PROJECT)

2010 2010 ON-GOING 
TCM 

PROGRAM IN 
RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY

ON-GOING TCM PROGRAM IN WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY. RCTC 
CONTINUED THE FSP BEAT #8 IN FY 2010/2011 AND WILL MOST LIKELY 
CONTINUE TO PROVIDE THE SERVICE IN FY 2011/2012 AND BEYOND.

RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY TRANS 

COMMISSION 
(RCTC)

RIV520109 RECONSTRUCT & UPGRADE SAN JACINTO 
BRANCH LINE FOR RAIL PASSENGER 
SERVICE (RIVERSIDE TO PERRIS) (PERRIS 
VALLEY LINE) (FY 07 5307) (UZA: RIV-SAN)

2012 12/30/2012 2014 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVER COME. 

RCTC CERTIFIED THE PERRIS VALLEY LINE CEQA FINAL EIR AND 
APPROVED THE PROPOSED PROJECT ON JULY 25, 2011.

UPON COMPLIANCE WITH CEQA AND NEPA, RCTC WILL PROCEED TO 
COMPLETE FINAL DESIGN, APPLY FOR A PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 
GRANT AGREEMENT (PCGA), AND OBLIGATE FEDERAL FUNDS FOR START 
OF CONSTRUCTION ANTICIPATED IN 2012. 

RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY TRANS 

COMMISSION 
(RCTC)

RIV520111 REGIONAL RIDESHARE – CONTINUING 
PROGRAM.

2009 12/30/2011 ON-GOING 
TCM 

PROGRAM IN 
RIVERSIDE 
COUNTY

ON GOING TCM IN RIVERSIDE COUNTY. REGIONAL RIDESHARE PROGRAM 
WILL CONTINUE BEYOND FY 2011/2012.

RIVERSIDE 
TRANSIT AGENCY

RIV041030 IN THE CITY OF HEMET – CONSTRUCT 
NEW HEMET TRANSIT CENTER (WITH 
APPROXIMATELY 4 BUS BAYS) AT 700 
SCARAMELLA CR., HEMET, CA (5309C FY 
04 + 05 EARMARKS).

6/30/2010  6/30/2012 6/30/2013 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVER COME. 

THE CITY OF HEMET HAS IDENTIFIED THE POTENTIAL SITE FOR THE 
HEMET COURTHOUSE WITH AN ADJACENT TRANSIT CENTER AT STATE 
AND DEVONSHIRE. ONCE THE HEMET COURTHOUSE FUNDING IS 
SECURED, THE PROJECT DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION CAN PROCEED. 

RIVERSIDE 
TRANSIT AGENCY

RIV050553 IN TEMECULA – CONSTRUCT NEW 
TEMECULA TRANSIT CENTER AT 27199 
JEFFERSON AVE. (SW OF JEFFERSON AVE & 
SE OF CHERRY ST) (04, 05, 06, 07, E-2006-
091, E-2007-0131, & 2008-BUSP-0131, 
SAFETEA-LU).

12/30/2010 6/30/2013 12/30/2014 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME.

ORIGINAL SITE AT 27199 JEFFERSON AVE IS NO LONGER FEASIBLE DUE 
TO ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS BY ARMY CORP OF ENGINEERS. TEM-
ECULA & MURRIETA ARE WORKING TO CHOOSE A NEW SITE. RTA WILL BE 
CONDUCTING A CONSULTANT LED FEASIBILITY STUDY OR ALTERNATIVE 
ANALYSIS TO IDENTIFY THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE OR SITE. 
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Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date

2012 RTP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

RIVERSIDE 
TRANSIT AGENCY

RIV090609 IN WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY FOR RTA: 
INSTALL ADVANCE TRAVELER INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS (ATIS) ON VARIOUS FIXED 
ROUTE VEHICLES AND INSTALLATION OF 
ELECTRONIC MESSAGE SIGNS AT APPROX. 
60 BUS STOPS (FY ‘S 05, 07, 08, 09, AND 
10 – 5309).

2011  12/30/2011 12/30/2012 90% COMPLETED – RTA HAS INSTALLED ELECTRONIC MESSAGE 
SIGNS AT THE RIVERSIDE DOWNTOWN TERMINAL, PERRIS TRANSIT 
CENTER, AND THE CORONA TRANSIT CENTER; AND STRATEGICALLY 
PLACED SEVERAL OTHER ATIS SIGNS IN THE CITY OF MORENO VALLEY 
(8) AND CITY OF RIVERSIDE (4) – A TOTAL OF 40 SIGNS INSTALLED 
YEAR-TO-DATE. 

PRELIMINARY DESIGN FOR ADDITIONAL SIGNS AND CORRESPONDING 
SHELTERS IS UNDERWAY FOR GALLERIA AT TYLER TRANSFER LOCATION 
AND THE ADJACENT STOP ON MAGNOLIA AVE IN RIVERSIDE. 

TEMECULA RIV62029 AT HWY 79 SO AND LA PAZ ST: ACQUIRE 
LAND, DESIGN AND CONSTRUCT PARK-
AND-RIDE LOT – 250 SPACES (FY 05 
HR4818 EARMARK)

2004/2007 12/31/2012 12/31/2015 INTERIM 240-SPACE PARK-N-RIDE FACILITY LOCATED IN SPENCER’S 
CROSSING AT THE CORNER OF BIGGS AND LOS ALAMOS (NE OF THE CITY 
IN THE VICINITY OF THE FRENCH VALLEY AREA) ARE OPEN.

THE ORIGINAL P-N-R FACILITY AT HWY 79 SO AND LA PAZ WILL BE BUILT 
BY 2015 – MAX NUMBER OF SPACES IS 157. THE REMAINING 93 SPACES 
WILL BE PROVIDED THROUGH THE INTERIM FACILITY AT SPENCER’S 
CROSSING AND/OR A COMBINATION OF SPENCER’S CROSSING AND NEW 
CIVIC CENTER PARKING STRUCTURE.

TABLE 43.2 Riverside County Completed/Corrected Projects

Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion Date

2012 RTP Project Status

RIVERSIDE COUNTY TRANS 
COMMISSION (RCTC)

RIV011211 AT N. MAIN ST/E. GRAND BLVD – CONSTRUCT 
NEW 1,000 SPACE PARKING STRUCTURE & 
CCTV/SEC ENHANCE. AT CORONA N. MAIN 
METROLINK STN (EA: CORSTN, PPNO: 0079D) 
(FY 07 5307) (UZA: RIV-SAN)

2005 6/30/2011 COMPLETED

RIVERSIDE TRANSIT AGENCY RIV031207 IN WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY IN THE CITY 
OF CORONA – CONSTRUCT NEW CORONA 
TRANSIT CENTER AT 31 EAST GRAND BLVD 
(5309C FY 03+04+06+08 (E-2006-BUSP-080 
& E-2008-BUSP-0688) EARMARKS)).

2009 12/31/2010 COMPLETED
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Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion Date

2012 RTP Project Status

RIVERSIDE TRANSIT AGENCY RIV041029 IN RIVERSIDE – CONSTRUCT NEW RIVERSIDE 
TRANSIT CENTER AT 4141 VINE ST., IN 
THE VICINITY OF DOWNTOWN METROLINK 
STATION (5309C FY 03+04+06+08, E-2006-
BUSP-156 & E-2008-BUSP-0688 EARMARKS) 
(FY 09 5309) (UZA: RIV-SAN) (TE)

12/30/2010  12/30/2012 NOT A TCM

THE RIVERSIDE TRANSIT CENTER IS A RELOCATION/
REPLACEMENT PROJECT WITH SIMILAR CAPACITY. 
THE CURRENT TRANSIT CENTER ON MISSION INN 
BLVD WILL CLOSE ONCE THE NEW TRANSIT CENTER 
PROPOSED FOR THE VICINITY OF METROLINK STATION 
OPENS TO THE PUBLIC. 

RIVERSIDE TRANSIT AGENCY RIV080929 IN WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY FOR RTA – 
PURCHASE 9 – 40 FT. CNG EXPANSION BUSES 
TO IMPLEMENT EXPRESS AND/OR BRT TYPE 
SERVICES IN WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY, 
PER RECENTLY COMPLETED COMPREHENSIVE 
ANALYSIS (COA).

12/30/2010 12/30/2010 NOT A TCM. BUS REPLACEMENT PROJECT, NOT 
EXPANSION.

INFORMATION INPUT ERROR IN 2011 FTIP TCM 
TIMELY IMPLEMENTATION REPORT. THE APPROVED 
2011 FTIP DESC READS: PURCHASE OF 19 – TYPE VII 
REPLACEMENT BUSES FOR EXISTING FIXED RTE SVC 
& PURCHASE OF SOLAR PANELS FOR EXISTING BUS 
SHELTERS.

RIVERSIDE TRANSIT AGENCY RIV990902 IN WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY IN THE CITY 
OF PERRIS – CONSTRUCT NEW MULTIMODAL 
TRANSIT FACILITY (BUS & RAIL) AT 4TH AND 
D STREETS

2006 12/30/2010 COMPLETED

CORONA RIV010227 CORONA ADVANCED TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEM (ATMS) – AND REGIONAL ITS 
INTEGRATION PHASE 2.

2005 12/31/2010 COMPLETED

SOUTHERN CALIF REGIONAL 
RAIL AUTHORITY

RIV010214 RCTC SHARE OF PURCHASE OF METROLINK 
CARS & LOCOMOTIVES – UP TO 47 CARS/
CABS & 8 LOCOS TO BE ORDERED BY 
6/30/06 (FY 03 & 04 5307) (SHARES AMONG 
LAOC8231, SBD20020801, & ORA090302)

2005/2007 12/30/2012 COMPLETED

SOUTHERN CALIF REGIONAL 
RAIL AUTHORITY

RIV011242 PURCHASE EXPANSION ROLLING STOCK 
(2 CAB CARS AND 3 LOCOMOTIVES) 
FOR METROLINK IEOC AND RIVERSIDE/
FULLERTON/LA LINES (EA: RIVFUL, PPNO: 
0079E)

2004/2009 12/30/2012 COMPLETED
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TABLE 44.1 San Bernardino County TCMs Subject to Timely Implementation

Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date

2012 RTP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

OMNITRANS 981118 BUS SYSTEM – PASSENGER FACILITIES: 
DESIGN AND BUILDING OF ONTARIO 
TRANSCENTER

2005/2008 8/31/2010 5/31/2012 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. CALTRANS ENCROACHMENT PERMIT 
APPLICATIONS AND PLANS RE-SUBMITTED.

RIALTO 200450 RIALTO METROLINK STATION – 
INCREASE PARKING SPACES FROM 
225-775

2006 12/1/2011 12/1/2012 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. DELAY DUE TO DIFFICULTIES GETTING 
STAKEHOLDERS TO BUY IN ON LEVEL OF EFFECTIVENESS AND LAND VALUE 
COST ESTIMATES. FTA FUNDS AWARDED FOR JULY 2011 PROJECT IS MOVING 
FORWARD. 

SANBAG 200074 LUMP SUM – TRANSPORTATION 
ENHANCEMENT ACTIVITIES PROJECTS 
FOR SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY-BIKE/
PED PROJECTS (PROJECTS CONSISTENT 
W/40CFR PART 93.126,127,128, EXEMPT 
TABLE 2 & 3).

2004 12/1/2011 12/1/2015 ONGOING PROJECTS.

PAST PROJECTS HAVE BEEN COMPLETED AND NEW PROJECTS HAVE BEEN 
AWARDED FUNDING.

SANBAG 20040827 RIDESHARE PROGRAM FOR 
SOUTHCOAST AIR DISTRIST

2009 12/1/2009 12/1/2015 ONGOING PROJECT.

ALL FUNDS TO DATE HAVE BEEN OBLIGATED ON THIS PROJECT WHICH IS 
ON GOING. CMAQ FUNDING SECURED FOR FUTURE ALLOCATIONS FOR THIS 
PROGRAM

VARIOUS 
AGENCIES

713 I-215 CORRIDOR NORTH – IN SAN 
BERNARDINO, ON I-215 FROM RTE 10 TO 
RTE 210 – ADD 2 HOV & 2 MIXED FLOW 
LNS (1 IN EA. DIR.) AND OPERATIONAL 
IMP INCLUDING AUX LANES AND 
BRAIDED RAMP 

2013 12/1/2010 9/1/2013 ON SCHEDULE

THIS PROJECT IS OPEN TO TRAFFIC ON THE FREEWAY PORTION. 
INTERCHANGES ARE NOW BEING CONSTRUCTED ON THE NORTH END OF 
THE PROJECT. ORANGE SHOW RD. INLAND EMPIRE, MILLS AND 5TH STREET 
INTERCHANGES AND OFFRAMPS ARE COMPLETED. THE LARGER 215/210 
INTERCHANGE IS CURRENTLYUNDER CONSTRUCTION ALL FUNDS HAVE BEEN 
OBLIGATED FOR THIS PROJECT
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TABLE 44.2 San Bernardino County Completed/Corrected Projects

Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

FONTANA 200431
INLAND PACIFIC ELECTRIC TRAIL – ON OLD SP ABANDONED RR BETWEEN 
I-15 TO MAPLE AVE. – CONSTRUCT CLASS 1 BIKE LANE (APPROX. 7 
MILES LONG)

2006 12/1/2011 COMPLETED

OMNITRANS 20060607
CHAFFEY COLLEGE TRANSCENTER – CONSTRUCT TRANSFER FACILITY AT 
CHAFFEY COLLEGE

2009 12/1/2010 COMPLETED

SAN BERNARDINO, 
CITY OF

20020802
METROLINK ADD’L PARKING STRUCTURE – CONSTRUCT 5 LEVEL 
PARKING STRUCTURE TO SERVE EXISTING METROLINK STATION AT 
SANTA FE DEPOT LOCATION

2008 6/30/2009 COMPLETED

SANBAG SBD031505 VARIOUS LOCATIONS – LUMP SUMS LTF, ARTICLE 3 BICYCLE/
PEDESTRIAN PROJECTS (PROJECTS ARE CONSISTENT WITH 40 CFR PART 
93.126, 127,128, EXEMPT TABLES 2 & 3)

2004 12/1/2010 NOT A REPORTABLE TCM.

VARIOUS AGENCIES 20620
UPLAND TO SAN BERNARDINO FROM LA CO LINE TO RTE 215 – 8 LN 
FREEWAY INCLUDING 2 HOV LNS (6+2)-210 CORR. W/AUX LNS THRUOUT 
SEGS. 9-11(SEG.11 INCL CONNECTOR BETWEEN 210 & 215 (MORE)

2007/2009 12/1/2010 COMPLETED
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TABLE 45.1 Ventura County TCMs Subject to Timely Implementation

Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date

2012 RTP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

CAMARILLO VEN040502 SANTA ROSA ROAD FROM UPLAND ROAD TO 
WOODCREEK ROAD WIDEN FROM TWO TO FOUR 
LANES AND ADD BIKE LANES

9/30/2008 12/31/2012 12/31/2012 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. UNDER DESIGN; CON-
STRUCTION IS EXPECTED TO BEGIN WITHIN 12 MONTHS.

(CORRECTED FROM “NON-EXEMPT” TO “COMMITTED TCM” 
IN 2012 RTP)

OJAI VEN010203 OJAI VALLEY BIKE TRAIL EXTENSION/FULTON 
ST EXTENSION.

2002/2004 7/1/2011 7/1/2012 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. 

CONSTRUCTION WAS AUTHORIZED BY FHWA 8/25/11 AND 
WILL GO TO BID.

OJAI VEN54164 BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN TRAIL EXTENSION: FOX 
CYN BARRANCA FROM RT 150 TO OJAI VALLEY 
TRAIL

2003/2006 12/31/2011 12/31/2013 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. 

PROJECT DELAYED DUE TO WORK WITH THE WATERSHED 
PROTECTION DISTRICT TO OBTAIN ROW APPROVAL. NEW 
CITY ENGINEER HAS BEEN HIRED TO REPLACE PREVIOUS 
STAFF AND STAFF IS WORKING WITH THE WPD TO OBTAIN 
APPROVAL.

OXNARD VEN053403 EAST VENTURA BOULEVARD FROM NYLAND 
AVENUE TO EAST OF ALMOND DRIVE - 
LANDSCAPE ENHANCEMENT, PEDESTRIAN AND 
BICYCLE FACILITIES, DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENT 
AND PAVEMENT REHABILITATION

12/31/2008 12/31/2013 12/31/2013 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. UNDER DESIGN; CON-
STRUCTION IS EXPECTED TO BEGIN WITHIN 12 MONTHS.

(CORRECTED FROM “NON-EXEMPT” TO “COMMITTED TCM” 
IN 2012 RTP)

OXNARD VEN990317 OXNARD BLVD 5TH/VINEYARD & ON 5TH ST (RT 
34) OXNARD BLVD/ROSE AVE CONSTRUCT NEW 
BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES

2003/2008 7/1/2012 12/31/2012 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. 

DESIGN IS COMPLETE, RIGHT-OF-WAY OBTAINED, PROEJECT 
CAN GO OUT TO BID AROUND JULY AND CONSTRUCTION 
WILL FOLLOW SOON. 

SAN 
BUENAVENTURA

VEN061007 MILLS ROAD AT MAPLE ADJACENT TO PACIFIC 
VIEW MALL – BUS TURNOUTS WITH BUS 
SHELTERS, AND OTHER BUS STOP AMENITIES

2008 6/1/2011 12/31/2012 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. 

PROJECT FURTHER DELAYED DUE TO COMMUNITY DESIGN 
CONCERNS. TTHE ISSUES HAVE BEEN RESOLVED AND FINAL 
DESIGN IS UNDERWAY. INSTALLATION OF OTHER NEW STAN-
DARD SHELTERS HAS BEEN COMPLETED

SIMI VALLEY VEN051201 WEST LOS ANGELES AVENUE FROM WEST CITY 
LIMIT TO EASY STREET CLASS II BIKE LANES

2010 12/31/2010 7/1/2012 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. 

DELAY IN OBTAINING A RAILROAD ENCROACHMENT PERMIT. 
THE PERMIT HAS BEEN OBTAINED AND THE PROJECT IS OUT 
TO BID.
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Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
Original 

Completion Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion 

Date

2012 RTP 
Completion 

Date
2012 RTP Project Status

THOUSAND OAKS VEN056407 HILLCREST DRIVE FROM TELLER ROAD TO 
CONEJO BLVD – CLASS II BIKE LANES

2009 4/1/2011 3/31/2013 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. 

PROJECT DELAYED TO ALLOW COMMUNITY INPUT REGARD-
ING DESIGN ISSUES. THE ISSUES ARE RESOLVED AND 
PROJECT IS IN FINAL DESIGN.

THOUSAND OAKS VEN090503 LYNN ROAD FROM HILLCREST DRIVE TO 
AVENIDA DE LOS ARBOLES CONSTRUCT CLASS 
II BIKE LANES FOR 3 MILES (TEA21#221).

12/31/2010 12/31/2010 12/31/2012 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. 

DELAY DUE TO A SPACE CONSTRAINT DESIGN ISSUE. THE 
ISSUE HAS BEEN RESOLVED AND THE DESIGN IS NOW 
COMPLETE. THE PROJECT IS READY TO GO OUT TO BID. 
CONSTRUCTION AUTHORIZATION IS BEING REQUESTED 
FROM CALTRANS. CONSTRUCTION SHOULD BEGIN IN 
SPRING, 2012.

VENTURA 
COUNTY TRANS 

COMMISSION (VCTC)

VEN070204 SMARTCARD UPGRADE 2008 12/31/2010 10/1/2012 OBSTACLES ARE BEING OVERCOME. 

DELAYED DUE TO LENGTHY PROJECT MANAGER DISABILITY 
LEAVE. STAFF RECENTLY RETURNED AND IS PROCEEDING 
WITH PROJECT. THE PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS ARE UNDER 
DEVELOPMENT AND THE CONTRACT SHOULD BE APPROVED 
SOON.

VENTURA 
COUNTY TRANS 

COMMISSION (VCTC)

VEN93017 REGIONAL RIDESHARE PROGRAM – LUMP 
SUM, INCL RIDESHARING PROGRAM FOR 
08/09, 09/10, 10/11, 11/12, 12/13 – INCLUDES 
VENTURA COUNTY BIKE MAP UPDATE

2010 6/30/2015 6/30/2015 ONGOING – DURING FY 10/11 PROCESSED 16,990 SURVEYS, 
GENERATED 2,646 RIDEGUIDES AND 13,610 RIDESMART 
TIPS
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TABLE 45.2 Ventura County Completed/Corrected Projects

Lead Agency Project ID Project Description
O
riginal Completion 
Date

2011 FTIP 
Completion Date

2012 RTP Project Status

GOLD COAST TRANSIT VEN090107 EIGHT (8) CNG-FUELED 25-FOOT TO 40-FOOT 
BUSES FOR EXPANSION. BUSES WILL BE USED ON 
ALL GOLD COAST LINES TO REDUCE SPARE RATIO 
AND INCREASE FREQUENCY WHERE WARRANTED 
BY DEMAND.

7/1/2011  10/1/2010 COMPLETED

GOLD COAST TRANSIT VEN090201 MARKET/VALENTINE INDUSTRIAL PARK SHUTTLE 
SERVICE ON MARKET STREET, VALENTINE ROAD, 
AND TELEPHONE ROAD

12/31/2012  7/11/2012 NOT A TCM. A DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.

SANTA PAULA VEN54168 FACILITY INCL BIKEWAY/WALKWAY FROM 
SANTA PAULA CREEK TO PECK RD FENCING, 
LANDSCAPING, BRIDGE & DRAINAGE, PUBLIC 
ACCESS POINTS/ SAFETY ITEMS

2003/2007 6/30/2011 COMPLETED

SIMI VALLEY VEN055401 EXPAND TRANSIT MAINTENANCE FACILITY TO 
ACCOMMODATE SYSTEM EXPANSION

2008 7/1/2011 COMPLETED

THOUSAND OAKS VEN054605 CONEJO CREEK PARK BIKE PATH – CLASS I BIKE 
PATH FOR 1.4 MILES IN CONEJO CREEK PARK 
FROM ROUTE 23 TO JANSS ROAD AND PAIGE LANE

2009 12/31/2009 COMPLETED

THOUSAND OAKS VEN056403 LYNN ROAD FROM ROUTE 101 TO AVENIDA 
DE LAS FLORES SIGNAL SYNCHRONIZATION 
IMPROVEMENT (PHASE III)

11/30/2008 10/1/2011 COMPLETED

THOUSAND OAKS VEN031212 EXPAND TRAFFIC SIGNAL COORDINATION SYSTEM 2007 6/30/2010 COMPLETED

VENTURA COUNTY TRANS 
COMMISSION (VCTC)

VEN040501 NEAR CAMARILLO LEWIS RD WIDEN FROM 2 TO 
4 LANES PLUS BIKE LANES BETWEEN RT 101 & 
HUENEME RD, & PROVIDE SIGNAL IMPROVEMENTS 
– CON PHASE (PE & ROW IN 07-VEN54122) – INCL 
FINANCE COST

2004/2010 4/27/2010 COMPLETED
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Section IV: Summary of Public Comments and 
Responses
As discussed previously, SCAG’s Transportation Conformity Working Group served as 
the forum specifically for interagency consultation relative to conformity and, addition-
ally, there were many ad-hoc meetings held between the stakeholder agencies for this 
purpose. The comprehensive public participation and interagency consultation conducted 
for the 2012 RTP is detailed in the 2012 RTP Public Participation and Consultation Report. 

The public review and comment period for the Draft 2012 RTP Conformity Report began 
in December 2011 and closed in February 2012. Six non-substantive comments on 
confomrity were received during the public review period. The comments sought clarifica-
tion, provided update or minor revisions to the information in the Draft Conformity Report 
or the conformity summary information included in the main RTP document. Appropriate 
changes were made to to reflect the comments.

All comments and responses on the Draft 2012 RTP can be accessed at http://rtpscs.
scag.ca.gov/Pages/default.aspx.
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EXHIBIT 1 Air Basins in the SCAG Region
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EXHIBIT 2 Air Districts in the SCAG Region
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EXHIBIT 3 Federal Non-attainment Areas in the SCAG Region – Ozone (8-Hour Standards)
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EXHIBIT 4 Federal Non-attainment Areas in the SCAG Region – PM2.5
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EXHIBIT 5 Federal Non-attainment Areas in the SCAG Region – PM10

Tl 1 'I 

Searles Valley 

Particulate Matter (PM,0 ) Area 

Federal Non-attainment 

1 Areas in the SCAG Region 

C) AJrBaslns 

South Coast AB 

DDJ Sallon Sea AB {Coachella Valley ) 

CJ Sahon Sea AB (lmpenal) 

CJ Mojave Desen AB (San Bernardino County exclud111g Sea~es Valley ) 

CJ MOjave Desen AB (Searles Valley) 

D County Boundanes 

SOun:<! Envtronn1ental Prot ctlc>n Agenc:y (EPA) 

San Bernardino 

Mojave Desert Air Basin 

Sa; D.., o 

~ ----- Me)(.\co 
N 

A '4>tJ11<U Jll lJIUl~IUJ, 
111uoc1~no11 .. •ovtJ1".1i11~,i 1• 



68     

EXHIBIT 6 Federal Maintenance Areas in the SCAG Region – NO2
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EXHIBIT 7 Federal Maintenance Areas in the SCAG Region – CO
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Executive Summary
In 2008, over 1500 people died on roadways in the SCAG region and just under 125,000 
were injured. While both fatalities and injuries have declined over the past 10 years, the 
impacts, both emotional and financial, are still far too high. The average costs for each 
traffic death, traffic injury, or property damage crash were (in 2005):

Death – $1,150,000

Nonfatal Disabling Injury – $52,900

Property Damage, including non-disabling injuries – $7,500

In 2006, the State of California initiated the Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP), as 
a way of setting targets and strategies to reduce transportation fatalities in the State 
in absolute numbers by 2010 in 16 challenge areas (impaired driving, street crossing, 
bicycling, older drivers, etc). While the targets in most challenge areas were met by 
2010, a new goal is to reduce fatalities even further. The SHSP Steering Committee is 
establishing new targets, which will be finalized in 2012, including a 17th Challenge Area, 
Distracted Driving.

While the California SHSP sets 152 various actions that State agencies can perform to 
reduce fatalities, there are complementary strategies that can be performed by local 
governments that can help further reduce transportation fatalities.

The safety of people and goods as they travel is one of the key characteristics of any 
transportation system. The importance of providing a safe and secure transportation 
system is emphasized by transportation and law enforcement agencies at all levels, and 
is recognized as one of the chief responsibilities of transportation planners.

SCAG’s safety goal is to ensure transportation safety, security, and reliability for all 
people and goods in the region.

SCAG is recommending 69 actions for local governments that complement the State 
actions in the 17 SHSP Challenge Areas. A large portion of traffic collisions amongst 
many of the challenge areas occur at intersections. The mixing of various travel modes, 
combined with changes in cross traffic provides a greater potential for collisions. By plac-
ing the highest emphasis on intersection safety within each challenge area, SCAG hopes 
to have the greatest effect in reducing traffic fatalities.

This report reviews each SHSP Challenge Area within the SCAG region, noting trends in 
fatalities and injuries, and makes the following recommendations for local governments to 
help further reduce transportation fatalities throughout the region and State.

Recommended Policies and Actions

Challenge Area 1.  
Reduce Impaired Driving Related Fatalities

 � Local jurisdictions should increase frequency, consistency and publicity of sobriety 
checkpoints in areas with high DUI caused accidents

 � Local jurisdictions should pursue grant funds to new Portable Evidential Breath 
Testing devices

 � Local jurisdictions should extend and promote late night transit during holiday week-
ends and after major sporting/special events

 � Consider reviewing the SHSP “tool kit” which will identify programs, providers, and 
resources that assist communities in implementing effective community-based, 
comprehensive, multijurisdictional DUI task forces.

 � Local jurisdictions should implement and maintain anti-DUI programs such as, 
Teenage Party Prevention, Enforcement and Dispersal, Minor Decoy Program, 
the Shoulder Tap Program, and the Target Responsibility For Alcohol Connected 
Emergencies (TRACE) program.

Cities/Counties can continue this work by pursuing National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration (NHTSA) Incentive/Transfer Program Grants under 23 U.S.C. 402 or 
23 U.S.C. 410.

Challenge Area 2.  
Reduce the Occurrence and Consequence  
of Leaving the Roadway and Head-on Collisions

 � Local jurisdictions should incorporate into highway construction/ reconstruction 
methods to warn drivers (such as rumble strips, “Botts’ Dots,” pavement mark-
ers, curve warning signs/beacons) they are leaving the highway or wandering into 
other lanes.
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 � Continue the deployment of high visibility signage and road striping that enhance 
driver’s ability to notice, recognize and respond to warning signs during nighttime or 
periods of inclement weather.

Challenge Area 3.  
Ensure Drivers are Licensed and Competent

 � Local jurisdictions can support the State in developing driver education components 
for teens and new drivers.

Challenge Area 4.  
Increase Use of Safety Belts and Child Safety Seats

 � Local jurisdictions should support State authorities in the education and enforce-
ment of safety device violations.

Challenge Area 5.  
Improve Driver Decisions about Rights of Way and Turning 

 � Encourage the installation of improved visibility traffic signals as part of the normal 
traffic signal replacement cycle 

 � Local jurisdictions should support the use of traffic control devices, traffic calm-
ing, and speed reduction design practices to reduce the likelihood and severity of 
crashes related to turning movements.

 � Local jurisdictions should consider redesigning the geometry at high accident loca-
tions as an option to restrict unsafe turns by motor vehicles.

 � Local jurisdictions should support the use of advanced technology and ITS to 
reduce collisions.

 � Local jurisdictions should incorporate ITS at high incident intersections to reduce 
red-light violations causing collisions.

Challenge Area 6.  
Reduce Young Driver Fatalities

 � Local jurisdictions can support the State in developing driver education components 
for teens and new drivers.

 � Local jurisdictions should support State authorities in the education and enforce-
ment of safety device violations.

 � Local jurisdictions should increase frequency, consistency and publicity of sobriety 
checkpoints in areas with high DUI caused accidents.

 � Local jurisdictions should implement and maintain anti-DUI programs such as, 
Teenage Party Prevention, Enforcement and Dispersal, Minor Decoy Program, the 
Shoulder Tap Program, and TRACE.

Challenge Area 7.  
Improve Intersection and Interchange Safety for Roadway Users 

 � Local jurisdictions should incorporate intersection safety into the Compass Blueprint 
strategies.

 � Local jurisdictions should incorporate ITS at high-incident intersections to reduce 
red-light violations causing collisions.

 � Local jurisdictions should encourage clearly marked, visible crosswalks.

 � Local jurisdictions should support installation of adequate lighting around cross-
walks to provide better visibility of pedestrians crossing streets at night.

 � Local jurisdictions should consider installation of improved visibility traffic signals 
as part of the normal traffic signal replacement cycle.

 � Local jurisdictions should incorporate median sanctuaries for pedestrians at appro-
priate intersections.

 � Local jurisdictions should incorporate signalization at problem non-signalized 
intersections.

 � Local jurisdictions should consider changing intersection geometries, where 
applicable. (offset intersection to aligned intersection, intersection to interchange, 
intersection to roundabout).

 � Local jurisdictions should plan for, and develop roadway, intersection and inter-
change improvements that support improving rights of way decision by older drivers.

 � Local jurisdictions should review existing or potential high-crash at-grade railroad/
highway crossings for contributing factors and implement Median Island Programs 
or make other improvements such as visibility, advance warning, and geometrics.
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Challenge Area 8.  
Make Walking and Street Crossing Safer

 � Local jurisdictions should develop pedestrian safety action plans based on 
FHWA criteria.

 � Local jurisdictions should ensure all sidewalks and intersections are ADA compliant.

 � Local jurisdictions should consider pedestrian needs in all roadway and 
transit projects.

 � Local jurisdictions should improve pedestrian striping and include standard safety 
upgrades in routine maintenance and striping projects.

 � Local jurisdictions should incorporate median sanctuaries for pedestrians at appro-
priate intersections.

 � Local jurisdictions should increase pedestrian crossing times to account for older or 
slower pedestrians.

 � Local jurisdictions should incorporate pedestrian safety into smart growth, land use 
planning, and other local plans.

 � Local jurisdictions should continue the enforcement of violations of pedestrian law 
by pedestrians and motorists.

 � Local jurisdictions should participate in programs to educate all roadway users 
regarding the rights and responsibilities of pedestrians.

 � Local jurisdictions should incorporate ITS at high-incident intersections to reduce 
vehicle-pedestrian collisions.

 � Local jurisdictions should consider installation of lighting surrounding crosswalks 
at intersections and mid block locations to provide better visibility of pedestrians 
crossing streets at night.

 � Local cities should develop citywide Safe Routes to School strategies to guide mea-
sures around local schools.

 � Local jurisdictions should continue to improve pedestrian safety expertise among 
transportation professionals and others involved in roadway and land-use design.

Challenge Area 9.  
Improve Safety for Older Roadway Users

 � Support roadway, intersection and interchange improvements that support improving 
rights of way decision by older drivers.

 � Local jurisdictions should consider installation of improved visibility traffic signals as 
part of the normal traffic signal replacement cycle.

 � Support signage and striping that enhance driver’s ability to notice, recognize and 
respond to warning signs during nighttime and/or inclement weather conditions.

 � Local jurisdictions should incorporate median sanctuaries for pedestrians at appro-
priate intersections.

 � Support JARC/New Freedom, para-transit to include those over 65 years of age.

 � Encourage formation and expanded use of Supplemental Transportation 
Systems (STPs), particularly in locations where standard public transit is sparse 
or unavailable.

Challenge Area 10.  
Reduce Speeding and Aggressive Driving

 � Local jurisdictions should use ITS and traffic signalization as a strategy to reduce 
speeding on arterials during light traffic conditions.

 � Traffic Management Centers should contact police or CHP when traffic cameras 
observe reckless speeding on arterials and freeways.

 � Local jurisdictions can support the State in developing driver education components 
for teens and new drivers.

 � Local jurisdictions should increase frequency, consistency and publicity of sobriety 
checkpoints in areas with high DUI caused accidents.

Challenge Area 11.  
Improve Commercial Vehicle Safety

 � Local jurisdictions should support the use of dedicated truck capacity on corridors 
with significant truck traffic in order to separate commercial vehicles from passen-
ger vehicles.
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 � Local jurisdictions should identify intersections and interchanges prone to high 
commercial vehicle collisions, identify appropriate infrastructure improvements and 
make adjustments as needed.

 � Local jurisdictions should support the use of truck climbing lanes as a method to 
segregate commercial vehicles from passenger vehicles.

Challenge Area 12.  
Improve Motorcycle Safety

 � Local jurisdictions should focus motorcycle-related law enforcement activities on 
areas with high motorcycle volumes.

Challenge Area 13.  
Improve Bicycling Safety

 � Local jurisdictions should develop and regularly update bicycle master plans.

 � Local jurisdictions should fund and install dedicated bicycle facilities where appro-
priate and safe.

 � Local jurisdictions should incorporate applicable Complete Streets policies—provid-
ing safe access for all modes—as fundamental principles of transportation plans.

 � Local jurisdictions should consider bicycle and pedestrian safety as part of Compass 
Blueprint Land Use Planning.

 � Local jurisdictions should consider pedestrian and bicycle safety in all maintenance 
projects where new striping will be required or existing striping is to be replaced.

 � Local jurisdictions should consider the use of intersection control devices that detect 
bicyclists, particularly left turn signals.

Challenge Area 14.  
Enhance Work Zone Safety

 � Local jurisdictions should ensure that work zones accommodate all modes 
of transportation.

 � Local jurisdictions should ensure that work zones have signs warning of pavement 
irregularities and other work zone issues that could be collision factors.

 � Local jurisdictions should consider temporary traffic signal changes to mitigate 
congestion around work zones.

Challenge Area 15.  
Improve Post Crash Survivability

 � Local jurisdictions should utilize Intelligent Transportation System technology to 
improve response time for EMS to and from collision sites.

Challenge Area 16.  
Improve Safety Data Collection, Access and Analysis

 � Local jurisdictions should improve data collection and analysis regarding trip charac-
teristics, level of service, injuries and fatalities on roadways.

 � Local jurisdictions should use Geographical Information Systems or the Web Based 
Transportation Injury Mapping System to better identify high-accident locations

 � Local jurisdictions should work with the State and county transportation com-
missions to improve the quality, timeliness, accessibility and usefulness of traffic 
safety data.

Challenge Area 17:  
Reduce Distracted Driving

 � Local jurisdictions should increase frequency, consistency and publicity of Distracted 
Driving enforcement.

 � Local jurisdictions should participate in the annual statewide cell phone/texting 
observational survey.
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Introduction
The safety of people and goods as they travel is one of the key characteristics of any 
transportation system. The importance of providing a safe transportation system is 
emphasized by transportation and law enforcement agencies at all levels, and is recog-
nized as one of the chief responsibilities of transportation planners.

Safety is defined as the protection of persons and property from unintentional damage or 
destruction caused by accidental or natural events.

In 2005, Congress passed the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation 
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), which required states to develop Strategic 
Highway Safety Plans (SHSPs).

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) responded by developing its SHSP 
through a participatory process with over 300 stakeholders throughout California. The 
overarching goal was to reduce the California roadway fatality rate to less than 1.0 fatal-
ity per 100 million vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by 2010. Caltrans is currently updating 
the SHSP to reflect new goals, actions and challenge areas to further reduce transporta-
tion fatalities in the State.

The following report documents how the SCAG region is meeting the SHSP goals, and 
details what steps should be taken to further reduce traffic fatalities in the SCAG region.

Existing Conditions
The rate of fatal and injury collisions on California’s highways has declined dramatically 
since the California Highway patrol began keeping such data in the 1930s. California has 
led the nation in roadway safety for much of the past 20 years. Only recently have road-
ways nationally become as safe as those in California.

California’s 2008 Mileage Death Rate (MDR) – Fatalities per 100 million miles traveled 
(100 Million VMT) is 1.05, much lower than the national MDR of 1.25. Of the five larg-
est states in terms of total traffic fatalities, (CA, FL, TX, GA, & NC), California has the 
best rate.

FIGURE 1 California Mileage Death Rate (1933–2009)
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Consequences of Accidents in the SCAG Region
While the trend indicates a long-term decline in fatalities compared to VMT, it represents 
an unacceptable personal burden on those involved. There is also a regional burden in 
lost productivity, increased traffic congestion and pollution.

The National Safety Council reports that the calculable costs of motor-vehicle crashes are 
wage and productivity losses, medical expenses, administrative expenses, motor vehicle 
damage, and employers’ uninsured costs. The average costs for each traffic death, traffic 
injury, or property damage crash were (in 2005):

 � Death – $1,150,000

 � Nonfatal Disabling Injury – $52,900

 � Property Damage, including non-disabling injuries – $7,500
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While the California SHSP focuses on activities at the State level, local governments can 
supplement these activities providing additional benefit. This document provides a brief 
overview of how jurisdictions can help in the implementation of each strategy laid out in 
the SHSP.

As SCAG is a planning agency, and does not coordinate enforcement, education or emer-
gency response, this document will focus on engineering improvements. Where funding 
information is available for education, enforcement or emergency response, that informa-
tion is provided.

Existing Conditions
The SCAG region has an extensive transportation system with over 50,000 freeway and 
arterial lane-miles. The region had 11.1 million licensed drivers and 13.4 million regis-
tered vehicles in 2008. The same year, over two million people rode public transit daily. 
Unfortunately, 1,533 people died and 124,975 were injured in traffic collisions in the 
SCAG region.

The primary source for collecting accident data in the California SHSP is the Statewide 
Integrated Traffic Reporting System (SWITRS). The California Highway Patrol collects col-
lision data from local and State agencies. Data collected for 2008 in the SCAG region are 
summarized in TABLES 1 and 2 .

TABLE 1 Traffic Fatalities in the SCAG Region (2008)

County
Driver 
Killed

Passenger 
Killed

Pedestrian 
Killed

Cyclist 
Killed

Motorcyclist 
Killed

Total 
Killed

Imperial 25 10 3 1 1 39

Los Angeles 354 117 212 32 111 715

Orange 89 32 31 10 33 162

Riverside 153 63 28 9 33 253

San Bernardino 165 79 39 7 34 290

Ventura 46 18 8 2 11 74

Regional Totals 832 319 321 61 223 1,533

Statewide 
Totals

1,910 719 642 130 529 3,401

Regional 
Percentage

43.60% 44.40% 50.00% 46.90% 42.20% 45.10%

TABLE 2 Traffic Injuries in the SCAG Region (2008)

County
Driver 
Injured

Passenger 
Injured

Pedestrian 
Injured

Cyclist 
Injured

Motorcyclist 
Injured

Total 
Injured

Imperial 422 303 25 25 22 775

Los Angeles 45,217 21,071 5,280 3,325 2,935 74,893

Orange 12,047 4,942 818 1,084 794 18,891

Riverside 7,898 3,939 359 369 621 12,565

San Bernardino 7,509 4,326 456 280 567 12,571

Ventura 3,368 1,364 240 308 248 5,280

Regional Totals 76,461 35,945 7,178 5,391 5,187 124,975

Statewide 
Totals

147,981 68,727 13,405 11,760 11,764 241,873

Regional 
Percentage

51.70% 52.30% 53.50% 45.80% 44.10% 51.70%
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TABLE 3 Traffic Fatality Summary 1996–2009

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Imperial 35 65 62 35 55 45 49 45 56 46 42 42 39 37

Los Angeles 863 764 624 684 749 768 728 816 750 745 801 759 715 589

Orange 197 175 157 175 164 207 193 215 215 205 210 193 162 154

Riverside 278 253 269 231 266 262 312 303 321 333 349 318 253 219

San Bernardino 333 312 300 297 318 334 334 357 409 425 397 354 290 236

Ventura 71 61 58 59 87 73 66 79 70 71 82 74 74 62

SCAG Region 1,777 1,630 1,470 1,481 1,639 1,689 1,682 1,815 1,821 1,825 1,881 1,740 1,533 1,297

California, Excluding 
SCAG Region

2,195 2,041 1,989 2,078 2,091 2,237 2,407 2,410 2,273 2,479 2,316 2,227 1,868 1,779

TABLE 4 Traffic Injury Summary 1996–2009

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Imperial 1,191 1,212 1,313 1,264 1,172 1,324 1,219 1,231 1,159 1,040 1,133 963 775 680

Los Angeles 91,540 82,096 82,218 83,978 88,801 91,443 92,744 92,557 90,042 86,582 83,941 82,480 74,893 73,107

Orange 22,326 22,611 23,070 22,780 22,996 23,043 22,782 24,173 23,917 23,028 21,671 20,082 18,891 18,735

Riverside 11,216 10,941 11,358 11,752 12,968 12,700 14,291 15,105 15,805 15,966 15,720 14,601 12,565 11,705

San Bernardino 15,408 14,695 14,743 15,255 15,786 16,107 16,517 17,022 17,299 16,929 16,628 15,090 12,571 11,735

Ventura 6,274 6,096 6,167 5,912 6,418 6,646 6,892 7,085 6,587 6,266 5,965 5,562 5,280 4,747

SCAG Region 147,955 137,651 138,869 140,941 148,141 151,263 154,445 157,173 154,809 149,811 145,058 138,778 124,975 120,709

California, Excluding 
SCAG Region

152,151 147,220 151,829 147,786 154,882 154,644 156,244 149,993 147,548 142,987 82,516 127,909 116,898 112,068



8     Transportation Safety

TABLE 5  Drivers in Fatal Collisions by Type of Collision by Movement Preceding Collision
Collision Type

Head-On Sideswipe Rear End Broadside Hit Object Overturned Auto/ 
Pedestrian Other Total

Movement Preceding Collision

Stopped 9 11 115 43 4 5 7 3 197

Proceeding straight 382 218 333 722 279 94 520 75 2,623

Ran off road 11 8 10 5 370 122 11 8 545

Making right turn 1 3 4 12 6 3 22 9 60

Making left turn 34 7 8 186 8 6 37 10 296

Making U turn 1 1 7 2 1 12

Backing 2 2 4 5 3 16

Slowing/stopping 6 5 33 4 2 3 2 1 56

Passing other vehicle 24 6 7 6 9 4 3 59

Changing lanes 42 26 4 9 2 6 1 90

Parking maneuver 1 1 1 3

Entering traffic 1 3 10 1 3 3 2 23

Other unsafe turning 12 5 8 7 74 32 5 5 148

Crossed into opposing lane 139 17 1 24 8 5 2 196

Parked 2 2

Merging 1 1 1 1 1 2 7

Traveling wrong way 28 3 3 4 1 39

Other 5 14 10 15 165 59 8 3 279

Not stated 2 2 1 3 3 9 3 23

Total 655 344 565 1,057 943 340 642 128 4,674
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TABLE 6 Drivers in Injury Collisions by Type of Collision by Movement Preceding Collision

Collision Type

Head-On Sideswipe Rear End Broadside Hit Object Overturned Auto/ 
Pedestrian Other Total

Movement Preceding Collision

Stopped 954 1,562 41,281 3,379 192 105 275 538 48,286

Proceeding straight 9,465 15,288 55,064 54,369 8,489 3,592 5,688 3,528 155,483

Ran off road 236 143 167 123 6,094 2,272 74 157 9,266

Making right turn 531 1,243 1,219 3,244 565 222 1,717 797 9,538

Making left turn 4,859 1,871 1,009 19,494 807 359 2,094 982 31,475

Making U turn 105 228 106 1,554 57 25 29 77 2,181

Backing 35 87 376 360 66 17 512 231 1,684

Slowing/stopping 151 449 15,269 433 189 241 134 212 17,078

Passing other vehicle 71 573 157 352 107 63 37 43 1,403

Changing lanes 68 4,180 1,970 507 782 321 31 173 8,032

Parking maneuver 4 58 49 20 27 1 35 15 209

Entering traffic 165 521 240 3,076 66 64 187 195 4,514

Other unsafe turning 248 619 466 301 2,206 816 71 97 4,824

Crossed into opposing lane 893 500 29 221 142 72 13 22 1,892

Parked 14 114 123 41 22 2 23 55 394

Merging 18 192 160 65 48 19 10 17 529

Traveling wrong way 225 62 11 77 62 11 13 11 472

Other 83 987 522 385 4,669 1,172 100 120 8,038

Not stated 106 154 593 328 81 45 170 220 1,697

Total 18,231 28,831 118,811 88,329 24,671 9,419 11,213 7,490 306,995
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FIGURE 2 Drivers in Fatal Collisions by Type of Collision  
by Movement Preceding Collision
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FIGURE 3 Drivers in Injury Collisions by Type of Collision  
by Movement Preceding Collision
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In research for the SHSP, the data indicates that intersections and turns/rights of way are 
significant factors in many collisions within the various challenge areas (drunk driving,  
elderly drivers, bicycling, etc.). By placing the highest emphasis on intersection safety 

within each challenge area, SCAG hopes to meet the goals of the SHSP to reduce trans-
portation fatalities as well as increase transportation safety in the region.

TABLE 7 Persons Killed by Primary Collision Factor

Persons Killed by  
Primary Collision Factor

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Driving or Bicycling Under 
Influence of Alcohol or Drug

23.47% 23.42% 22.89% 23.23% 23.05%

Improper Turning 20.07% 19.28% 20.09% 19.17% 19.90%

Unsafe Speed 15.85% 15.20% 17.34% 16.55% 15.02%

Pedestrian Violation 9.08% 9.44% 8.77% 10.47% 10.24%

Wrong Side of Road 7.18% 7.60% 7.03% 6.85% 5.82%

Automobile Right-of-Way 6.06% 6.43% 5.52% 6.20% 5.88%

Traffic Signals and Signs 5.23% 5.38% 5.70% 4.44% 5.43%

Unsafe Lane Change 2.21% 2.29% 2.47% 2.15% 2.99%

Unknown 2.16% 2.31% 1.79% 1.85% 2.70%

Pedestrian Right-of-Way 1.84% 2.29% 2.09% 2.71% 2.60%

Other Than Driver 1.72% 1.57% 1.13% 1.68% 2.24%

Not Stated* 1.70% 1.60% 1.69% 2.12% 1.63%

Other Hazardous Violation 1.25% 1.19% 1.34% 0.79% 0.39%

Improper Passing 1.00% 1.07% 0.73% 0.71% 0.94%

Unsafe Starting or Backing 0.42% 0.19% 0.53% 0.47% 0.33%

Other Improper Driving 0.37% 0.31% 0.33% 0.21% 0.29%

Impeding Traffic 0.05% 0.12% 0.18% 0.00% 0.20%

Following Too Closely 0.21% 0.14% 0.10% 0.12% 0.13%

Other Equipment 0.07% 0.02% 0.20% 0.15% 0.10%

Hazardous Parking 0.05% 0.10% 0.05% 0.12% 0.07%

Lights 0.02% 0.05% 0.00% 0.03% 0.07%



Transportation Safety     11

Challenge Area 1:  
Reduce Impaired Driving-Related Fatalities

California SHSP Goal: By 2010, reduce the number of roadway user fatalities attributed 
to alcohol and drug use by 15 percent from their 2004 level.

TABLE 8 Traffic Deaths Related to Alcohol or Drugs

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Goal (15% 
Below 

2004 
Levels

% Increase/ 
Decrease 
from Goal

Imperial 20 11 4 13 6 7 17 -58.82%

Los Angeles 259 240 276 268 258 204 220 -7.34%

Orange 67 78 80 75 62 62 57 8.87%

Riverside 116 112 136 129 101 87 99 -11.76%

San 
Bernardino

138 120 133 105 94 98 117 -16.45%

Ventura 19 16 31 28 27 23 16 42.41%

SCAG 
Region

619 577 660 618 548 481 526 -8.58%

Total 1,462 1,387 1,420 1,347 1,239 1,146 1,243 -7.78%

While the SCAG region has seen a decline in DUI/Drug collision fatalities since 2004 
exceeding the goal set by the State, Orange County and Ventura County still exceed the 
goal. In addition, there was a sharp rise in fatalities in most SCAG counties in 2006 indi-
cating that a reversal in the trend of reduced DUI fatalities could easily occur. 

In addition, data indicates a significant rise in alcohol related fatalities beginning when 
drivers turn 18.

FIGURE 4 Persons Killed in Alcohol Involved Collisions by Age of Victim
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SCAG Response

SCAG has no implementation authority, so can do little to enforce traffic laws, edu-
cate travelers, or provide EMS. What SCAG can do is work with the state and county 
transportation commissions to develop projects that promote the goals of the stra-
tegic highway safety plan, in conjunction with the enforcement, education and EMS 
goals. Local Governments should consider the following strategies from the SHSP 
Implementation Plan:

1.1 Consider increasing frequency, consistency, and publicity of sobriety checkpoint 
operations by law enforcement agencies in areas with the highest fatality rates.

Law enforcement increased the number of checkpoints in 2010 compared to a year ear-
lier at the 50 cities with the highest rates of DUI fatalities. DUI arrests at the checkpoints 
increased by almost 25 percent.

Cities/counties can continue this work by pursuing NHTSA Incentive/Transfer Program 
Grants under S23 U.S.C. 402 or 23 U.S.C. 410
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1.2 Encourage and increase statewide crime laboratory support and distribution 
of portable evidential breath testing devices to allow for increased use by law 
enforcement personnel.

The California Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) solicited counties to apply for funding for new 
PEBT devices. Kern and Ventura Counties were awarded 2010 grants. OTS funded $1.7 
million toward support and infrastructure to the Department of Justice’s (DOJ) project to 
replace existing PEBT devices.

Cities/Counties can continue this work by pursuing NHTSA Incentive/Transfer Program 
Grants under Section 410: Alcohol Impaired Driving Countermeasure Incentive Grants.

Cities and Counties should consider many of the following additional strategies as they 
relate to local measures to reduce DUI fatalities.

1.3 Implement and maintain the Traffic Safety Resource Prosecutor program 
including specialized (DUI) prosecution training statewide and DUI prosecutor 
mentoring.

1.4  Promote implementation of vertical prosecution of DUI offenders.

1.5  Institute programs that provide intense monitoring of “worst of the worst” repeat 
DUI offenders.

1.6  Develop uniform and consistent system for hospital staff to notify law enforce-
ment upon the arrival of a person who has been involved in a traffic collision in 
which alcohol may have been involved.

1.7  Design and develop a study to identify discrepancies in county DUI rates and 
develop recommendations for system improvements.

1.8  Increase, by 15 percent, the number of law enforcement officers who are trained 
and certified as Drug Recognition Evaluator officers.

1.9  Develop protocol and staffing to expand use of Screening and Brief Intervention 
Programs in hospitals and trauma centers, and encourage courts to obtain pre-
sentence alcohol and drug screening investigations as authorized in Vehicle Code 
Section 23249.50 and include resulting recommended treatments in sentencing 
of convicted DUI offenders.

1.10  Track and report in the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) DUI Management 
Information System annual report the enrollment and completion rates of DUI 
offenders into alcohol programs.

1.11  Increase the use of Minor Decoy and Decoy Shoulder Tap Programs to detect and 
deter the furnishing of alcohol to minors.

1.12  DUI countermeasure evaluations including an increase in the use of home arrest 
(electronic confinement) for nonviolent DUI offenders.

1.13  Develop and distribute a “tool kit” identifying programs, providers, and 
resources that will assist communities in implementing effective community-
based, comprehensive, multijurisdictional DUI task forces.

1.14  Encourage Licensee Education on Alcohol and Drugs training to retail licensees 
and their employees.

1.15  Encourage full law enforcement, forensic laboratory, and DMV compliance and 
application of the administrative license suspension law provisions, through 
ongoing administrative training and outreach to law enforcement agencies, and 
by continuously tracking and reporting statewide and regional administrative 
operation trends.

1.16  Facilitate the development and distribution of reference materials for use by 
judicial officers in court at entry of plea and sentencing proceedings to include 
mandatory sentencing requirements for license suspension, treatment pro-
grams, ignition interlock requirements, enhancements for elevated Blood Alcohol 
Content (BAC) levels, and open container laws.

1.17 Increase publicity of the DUI Management Information System annual report to 
law enforcement, alcohol program providers, and the courts.

Challenge Area 2:  
Reduce the Occurrence and Consequence of Leaving the Roadway 
and Head-On Collisions

California SHSP Goal: By 2010, reduce the number of fatalities attributed to vehicles 
leaving the roadway by 15 percent from their 2004 level.

“Within California, data shows that the number of fatalities from vehicles leaving 
the roadway and head-on collisions accounted for 34 percent of total fatalities from 
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2002–2004. Although lower than the national average, further safety improvements are 
possible. In order to reduce the fatalities and injuries resulting from vehicles leaving the 
road, efforts must be made to: (1) keep vehicles from leaving the road, (2) reduce the 
likelihood and severity of errant vehicles crashing into fixed objects, and (3) reduce the 
likelihood of errant vehicles overturning.”

California intends to employ the following strategies to reduce the occurrence and conse-
quence of leaving the roadway:

1. Keep vehicles on the roadway.

2. Minimize the consequences of leaving the roadway.

3. Reduce head-on collisions.

4. Apply advanced technology to reduce collisions.

SCAG Response

Work with subregions and county transportation commissions to continue to incorporate 
into highway construction/reconstruction methods to warn drivers (such as rumble strips, 
“Botts’ Dots,” pavement markers, curve warning signs/beacons) they are leaving the 
highway or wandering into other lanes. 

Support the continuing deployment of high visibility signage and road striping that 
enhance driver’s ability to notice, recognize and respond to warning signs during night-
time or periods of inclement weather.

Strategies that the State is pursuing where local governments can provide 
assistance include:

2.1  Implement a program to reduce run-off-road collisions on local roadways.

2.2  Develop a collision severity reduction program for local roadways.

2.3  Enhance existing collision concentration identification programs (specifically 
the Tables C and C Wet in the Traffic Accident and Surveillance Analysis System 
(TASAS) database) on the State Highway System.

2.4  Develop a program for local roadways that monitors 2- and 3- lane roadways 
for cross centerline collision concentrations.

2.5  Enhance the existing 2- and 3- Lane Monitoring Program on State 
Highway System.

2.6  Enhance the 210.015 Collision Severity Reduction Program on the State 
Highway System.

2.7  Continue to implement and enhance the Run Off Road Program on the State 
Highway System.

2.8  Continue to implement and enhance the Median Barrier Monitoring System on 
the State Highway System.

Challenge Area 3:  
Ensure Drivers are Properly Licensed

California SHSP Goal: By 2010, reduce the number of fatalities attributed to drivers with 
no license, invalid license, or not licensed for class of vehicle by 15 percent from their 
2004 level.

California intends to employ the following strategies to address the challenge of unli-
censed and incompetent drivers:

1. Improve the initial licensing process.

2. Improve the competency of licensed California drivers.

3. Improve how California manages unlicensed drivers.

4. Improve how California manages drivers who operate vehicles with a suspended or 
revoked license.

SCAG Response

While SCAG has an interest in ensuring drivers are [properly licensed, SCAG has no 
implementation authority with regard to the strategies and implementation plan. 
Implementation is at a State level.

For reference, the implementation strategies from the Strategic Highway Safety Plan are 
listed below.

3.1  Improve driver competency assessment tools to improve the renewal driver 
licensing process.

3.2  Improve educational components to inform the public about the new laws as new 
initial licensing and renewal licensing laws are implemented and established.
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3.3  Encourage and increase vehicle impoundment for drivers whose licenses are 
suspended or revoked, or who are unlicensed.

3.4  Create a public awareness campaign addressing the consequences of driving 
without a valid license.

3.5  Improve driver competency assessment tools to improve the initial driver licens-
ing process.

3.6  Examine the reasons why some individuals choose to drive without a proper 
license rather than reinstate licensing privileges when eligible and based on this 
information propose ways to increase the reinstatement rate.

3.7  Increase the integrity of the written testing process for driver license

Challenge Area 4: 
Increase Use of Safety Belts and Child Safety Seats

California SHSP Goal: By 2010, increase statewide safety belt usage from the 2005 level 
of 92.5 percent to 95 percent, improve the use of child safety seats from 2005 level of 
86.9 percent to 90.0 percent, and increase the percent of all vehicle occupant fatalities 
that are restrained to 70 percent.

The combination of air bags and lap and shoulder safety belts offers the most effective 
safety protection available for passenger vehicle occupants. California reports a 92.5 per-
cent usage of safety belts in motor vehicles for 2005, yet in 60 percent of traffic fatalities 
involving victims under age 9 in California, safety devices were not used.

FIGURE 5 Percentage of California Traffic Fatalities Where Safety 
Equipment Was Not Used (by Age) 2009
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Nearly 150 children under age 5 were killed in vehicle collisions within the SCAG region 
between 2004 and 2009, an average of 24.6/year.

TABLE 9 Passenger Victims Aged 5 and Under  
Killed in Collisions by County

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Imperial 2 2 0 1 0 1

Los Angeles 7 8 5 5 5 7

Orange 3 1 0 3 3 1

Riverside 9 6 3 7 6 5

San Bernardino 8 7 10 11 6 5

Ventura 0 3 1 1 2 1

Total 29 27 19 28 22 20
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TABLE 10 Fatalities as a Percentage of All Traffic Fatalities

Primary Collision 
Factor 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Improper Turning 18.76% 20.07% 19.28% 20.09% 19.17% 19.90%

Wrong Side of Road 7.60% 7.18% 7.60% 7.03% 6.85% 5.82%

Automobile 
Right-of-Way

7.67% 6.06% 6.43% 5.52% 6.20% 5.88%

Unsafe Lane Change 2.81% 2.21% 2.29% 2.47% 2.15% 2.99%

Pedestrian Right-of-Way 2.30% 1.84% 2.29% 2.09% 2.71% 2.60%

Ventura 0 3 1 1 2 1

Total 29 27 19 28 22 20

While SCAG has an interest in ensuring vehicle safety equipment is used, SCAG has 
no implementation authority with regard to the strategies and implementation plan. 
Implementation is at a State level and local level.

Localities can provide increased enforcement, particularly for child safety device usage 
and seat belt use among young (15–24) drivers and passengers.

For reference, the implementation strategies from the Strategic Highway Safety Plan are 
listed below.

4.1  Implement occupant protection programs targeted at ages 15–24 years.

4.2  Encourage increased enforcement and education campaigns for occupant pro-
tection programs.

4.3  Implement education campaigns for child passenger safety usage.

4.4  Develop and implement a social norms (media) campaign targeted to ages 15–24 
years to influence or promote seat belt usage.

4.5  Initiate a project to develop a system that links the California Emergency Medical 
Services Information System (CEMSIS), SWITRS, and medical data (for example, 
data on injuries treated in hospitals and emergency departments.

4.6  Encourage prioritization of child passenger safety enforcement statewide.

4.7  Enhance occupant protection curriculum and oversight in all traffic related edu-
cation programs.

4.8  Incorporate child passenger safety training (from certified child passenger 
safety trainers) into firefighter, health care, law enforcement, community-based 
organizations, and child care curricula/training for both initial and continuing 
education.

4.9  Promote the establishment of permanent child passenger safety fitting stations 
with paid staff, targeting counties based on need.

4.10  Develop a program that increases the accuracy of California child safety occu-
pant protection misuse data.

4.11  Improve the child passenger safety violator process.

4.12  Implement substantially more child passenger violator educational programs 
statewide.
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Challenge Area 5:  
Improve Driver Decisions about Rights-of-way and Turning

California SHSP Goal: By 2010, reduce the number of fatalities attributed to improper 
rights of way and turning decisions by 10 percent from their 2004 level.

In 2009, California was 17.7 percent below the goal, a remarkable achievement. However, 
driver errors in rights of way and turning represent nearly 40 percent of all traffic fatali-
ties in California. Improper turning represented the most frequently cited collision factor 
representing nearly 20 percent of all traffic fatalities in 2009.

TABLE 11 Fatalities by Primary Collision Factor  
as a Percentage of All Traffic Fatalities
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0–4 2.30% 2.70% 6.30% 3.30% 5.30% 3.30% 3.80%

5–14 13.90% 14.70% 23.90% 9.90% 11.80% 18.20% 13.10% 15.80%

15–24 22.20% 24.90% 20.00% 24.10% 19.20% 18.20% 25.70% 21.80%

25–34 12.60% 10.50% 9.80% 17.50% 13.40% 9.10% 14.80% 12.70%

35–44 10.50% 12.30% 9.30% 15.30% 12.00% 9.10% 10.90% 11.10%

45–54 13.90% 10.50% 12.70% 14.70% 14.30% 36.40% 10.90% 13.70%

55–64 10.60% 9.90% 7.90% 7.80% 10.50% 9.10% 10.40% 9.40%

65 and 
over

13.30% 13.50% 9.30% 6.50% 13.20% 8.70% 11.00%

Total 44.20% 2.40% 27.30% 16.50% 8.10% 0.10% 1.30% 100.00%

The Challenge Area Team defined Rights of Way and Turning as the following:

RIGHT OF WAY is a driving concept that is fundamental to the most important decision 
that a driver makes. It is more commonly associated with decisions to cross or enter an 

intersection, but it also applies to maneuvers performed along a uni-directional flow of 
traffic (e.g. weaving, passing, merging and diverging).

IMPROPER TURNING is the primary collision factor (PCF) most often reported when 
vehicles traveling on highway segments (i.e. between access points) leave their lane, then 
the highway, and then crash along the roadside.

UNSAFE LANE CHANGING – is also used to report collisions on highway segments, but 
with one difference: the offending vehicle collides with a vehicle in an adjacent or other 
lane before it can leave the highway. IMPROPER TURNING and UNSAFE LANE CHANGING 
are closely related, and can be mitigated with the same improvement strategies.

The Challenge Area Team developed the following hypotheses concerning the conditions 
causing improper Rights of Way and Turning decisions. The two most prevalent operating 
conditions that occur on a regular (at least daily) basis at high collision locations include:

a. Combination of high volumes and speeds
b. Combination of unstable flow and speed differential between adjacent lanes; this 

condition is noteworthy because it is the primary source of abrupt or last second 
lane changing that appears to present a higher risk or potential for collisions than 
ordinary lane changing.

The most common physical (geometric) conditions or deficiencies at locations or seg-
ments with concentrated collisions are:

a. Access points that meet, or violate the minimum spacing requirements (per Caltrans 
or AASHTO policy)

b. Cross-sections of eight or more lanes (4 or more lanes in one direction of travel)
c. High ramp density due to closely spaced access points and multiple ramps serving 

single interchanges (due to high volumes seeking to enter or exit a freeway).

The most complex combination of geometrics, operational maneuvers and decision-mak-
ing occurs along freeway corridors containing HOV lanes, especially when limited access 
design and operation is employed (the standard practice in Southern California). These 
facilities usually have the highest volume of traffic, the widest cross sections, a high level 
of recurrent and non-recurrent congestion, and left-side access openings between the 
HOV lane and adjacent freeway lanes that are superimposed over the existing right-side 
access ramps in a way that violates standard interchange spacing requirements.
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A large percentage of collisions for this Challenge Area are located in the Los Angeles 
Basin - the area comprised of LA and Orange Counties, and parts of Ventura, Riverside 
and San Bernardino Counties.

This area contains:

 � The highest volume highways (freeways) in the state 

 � The most congested highways (freeways) in the state

 � The most lane miles of HOV lane found anywhere in the state (or nation)

 � The highest density of freeway access points in the state (especially where HOV 
access openings have been superimposed on the existing freeway system) 

 � The longest commutes in the state (in terms of both distance and duration).

Finally, it is important to recognize that millions of decisions related to operational 
maneuvers occur throughout the entire highway network on a daily basis, yet collisions 
are concentrated over a very small portion of the infrastructure, and only when a certain 
combination of conditions exist. This clearly suggests that the frequency of maneuvers 
is not by itself responsible for collision concentrations. |In fact, the presence of specific 
geometric features (including deficiencies) and operating conditions are prerequisites for 
collision concentrations.

STRATEGIES

California intends to employ the following strategies to reduce the number of fatalities 
attributed to improper rights of way and turning decisions:

1. Educate drivers on turning rules to support proper turning decisions.

2. Increase enforcement of drivers who make unsafe turns.

3. Employ traffic control devices, traffic calming, and speed-reduction design practices 
to reduce the likelihood and severity of crashes related to turning movements.

4. Improve roadway geometrics to restrict unsafe turns by motor vehicles.

5. Apply advanced technology to reduce collisions.

SCAG Response

Support the use of traffic control devices, traffic calming, and speed-reduction design 
practices to reduce the likelihood and severity of crashes related to turning movements.

Support improved roadway geometrics to restrict unsafe turns by motor vehicles.

Support the use of advanced technology and ITS to reduce collisions. 

Encourage local governments to use the Transportation Injury Mapping System 
(TIMS) [See http://tims.berkeley.edu/index.php] to identify high crash locations within 
their jurisdictions.

5.1  Develop and encourage implementation of a systematic approach to the iden-
tification and improvement of existing and potential “high crash concentration 
locations” involving improper driver decisions about rights-of-way and turning.

5.2  Develop and encourage implementation of a systematic approach for the review 
of traffic control devices to identify devices in need of replacement, relocation or 
upgrade prior to the routine maintenance cycle.

5.3  Review driver education materials and procedures to include turning rules to 
support proper turning decisions.

5.4  Explore and implement approved technologies being used by other states and 
countries to reduce severe traffic collisions associated with turning and lane 
changing on high-speed, multilane facilities.

5.5  Expand the use of existing technology-based tools and strategies that have been 
demonstrated to correct or minimize the traffic operating conditions that are a 
primary cause of collisions related to abrupt lane changing near freeway merge 
and diverge points.

5.6  Improve and update highway design and operational policy, standards, and prac-
tices to reflect safety-related lessons learned and research findings. Apply new 
policy, standards, and practices during the planning and design of improvement 
projects on high-speed, multilane highway facilities.

5.7  Support new and ongoing research and development projects associated with 
in-vehicle communication and information technologies to help detect and warn 
drivers of potential collision with other vehicles in the adjacent lane during lane 
change maneuvers.
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Challenge Area 6:  
Reduce Young Driver Fatalities

California SHSP Goal: By 2010, reduce the number of fatalities attributed to drivers age 
15–20 by 15 percent from their 2004 level.

In 2004, 983 persons aged 15–24 were killed on roadways in California. Nearly 550 of 
them were drivers of motor vehicles. To reach the goal, driver deaths in this age group 
would have to decline to below 468 by 2010. In 2009, 372 drivers, aged 15–24 were 
killed, exceeding the goal set in the Strategic Highway Safety Plan.

Motor Vehicle accidents are the leading cause of death for young drivers. As the Figure 8 
indicates, fatalities rapidly increase by age up until age 25, where they decline to levels 
normally associated with older, more experienced drivers.

FIGURE 6 Persons Killed in Traffic Collisions by Age (2009)
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STRATEGIES

As part of its SHSP Implementation Plan, Caltrans developed the following strategies:

6.1  Implement the Driver Performance Evaluation drive test, as originally developed, 
to include freeway driving.

6.2  Establish a task force to resolve issues and make recommendations related to 
improving driver education and training.

6.3  Increase the use of law enforcement for graduated driver licensing outreach 
programs and proactive enforcement.

6.4  Initiate a program that promotes usage of parent-teen contracts related to driv-
ing privileges.

6.5  Expand the implementation of young driver programs such as: Smart Start, Right 
Turn, Teen Smart, Every 15 minutes, Friday-night Live, Sober Graduation, and 
Target Responsibility for Alcohol Connected Emergencies (TRACE), and encour-
age development of new programs.

6.6  Modify completion certificates for the required driver education and training 
courses to allow the DMV to include information on the driver record reflecting 
the modality of course offered as well as the type of organization that conducted 
the training.

6.7  Implement program to have DMV send a congratulatory letter to every provisional 
licensee that goes six months without any violations or collisions, until the provi-
sional status is terminated at age 18 years. Encourage the insurance industry to 
provide discounts for parents and teens who receive a letter.

6.8  Increase schools district awareness of the State-legislated Safe Routes to School 
Program (SR2S) and the federal Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Program and 
encourage implementation of elements of these programs whenever possible if 
funding is insufficient for a comprehensive implementation.

6.9  Establish a task force to work with existing statewide media campaigns and to 
develop and pursue use of public service announcements to convey traffic safety 
messages related to young drivers and use of alcohol and drugs.
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6.10  Encourage additional local communities to implement and maintain anti-DUI 
programs such as, Teenage Party Prevention, Enforcement and Dispersal, Minor 
Decoy Program, the Shoulder Tap Program, and TRACE.

SCAG Response

SCAG has no jurisdiction regarding the licensing of drivers

Challenge Area 7:  
Improve Intersection and Interchange Safety  
for Roadway Users

California SHSP Goal: By 2010, reduce the number of intersection crash fatalities by 15 
percent from their 2004 level.

Over 166,000 people were injured or killed at intersections in the SCAG region between 
2003 and 2005 (an annual average of 55,333), representing nearly 22 percent of traffic 
fatalities and 35 percent of all traffic injury and fatality victims.

The Challenge Area Team noted that in California, on average, during 2003-2005, more 
than 97,000 people were injured or killed each year attempting to navigate the unique 
characteristics of roadways crossing another road or railroad tracks. There are several 
major aspects of the fatal intersection safety problem. Fatal collisions tended to:

 � Occur on local roads (80 percent),

 � Involve broadside collisions (64 percent), and/or

 � Involve violations of traffic signals, stop signs, or another user’s right of way 
(58 percent).

Collisions at intersections represent the greatest factor in a majority of the challenge 
areas. Pedestrians, young drivers, older drivers and impaired drivers each represent over 
20 percent of fatalities and injuries at intersections.

STRATEGIES

Seven strategies were developed that, along with relevant strategies from other chal-
lenge areas, have the potential to reduce fatalities at intersections and interchanges. 
These include:

7.1 Review existing or potential high-crash intersections and implement appropriate 
safety countermeasures, including but not limited to: visibility, advance warning, 
signal timing, access control, geometrics, operation and safety of all transporta-
tion modes, the use of roundabouts, intelligent transportation system tools, and 
targeted law enforcement.

7.2 Review existing or potential high-crash interchanges and implement appropriate 
safety countermeasures, including but not limited to: visibility, advance warning, 
access control, geometrics, operation and safety of all transportation modes, 
intelligent transportation system tools, and targeted law enforcement.

7.3 Establish a program, or utilize an existing program, for proactive review and 
safety improvements at rural high-crash concentration locations.

7.4 Review existing or potential high-crash at-grade railroad-highway crossings 
for contributing factors and implement Median Island Program or make other 
improvements such as visibility, advance warning, and geometrics.

7.5 Review existing or potential high-crash offset “T” intersections and convert to 
four-legged, signalized intersections as appropriate to improve traffic operations 
and safety.

7.6 Assess both the DMV’s current California Driver Handbook and standard traffic 
school curriculum for information on intersection/interchange safety and make 
necessary additions and revisions.

7.7 Establish a State program to encourage local agencies to participate in blueprint 
visioning planning with participating MPOs/RTPA to provide streetscapes that 
incorporate land use and traffic measures that increase the safety of the inter-
sections for pedestrian, bicyclists, and motorists.

SCAG Response

SCAG is working with communities as part of the blueprint process in order to coordinate 
local land use with transportation. This process incorporates transit oriented development 
and walkable communities. This can include:

 � Incorporate intersection safety into the compass blueprint strategy.

 � Incorporate ITS at high incident intersections to reduce red-light violations 
causing collisions.
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 � Encourage clearly marked, visible crosswalks

 � Encourage the installation of improved visibility traffic signals as part of the normal 
traffic signal replacement cycle.

 � Encourage development of median sanctuaries for pedestrians

 � Support signalization at problem non-signalized intersections

 � Encourage changing intersection geometries, where applicable. (offset intersection 
to aligned intersection, intersection to interchange, intersection to roundabout)

Challenge Area 8:  
Make Walking and Street Crossing Safer

California SHSP Goal: By 2010, reduce the number of pedestrian fatalities attributed to 
vehicle collisions by 25 percent from their 2000 level.

FIGURE 7 Pedestrians Injured by Age
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Over 7,500 pedestrians were injured or killed in the SCAG region in 2009. Los Angeles 
County, the most urbanized, has the highest number of killed and injured. In looking at 

percentages, Los Angeles County leads also (the lower absolute number of fatalities and 
injuries in Imperial County skews the data).

One goal of the California Strategic Highway Safety Plan is “By 2010, reduce the number 
of pedestrian fatalities attributed to vehicle collisions by 25 percent from their 2000 
level.” The SCAG region had 349 pedestrian fatalities in 2000. That would entail reducing 
pedestrian fatalities to less than 280 by 2010. In 2009, SCAG had 312 pedestrian fatali-
ties. While progress is being made, the region is still significantly higher than the goal.

SCAG reviewed the SWITRS fatality and injury data. The results of this data indicate:

 � The months of October through January have disproportionately high numbers of 
pedestrian injuries.

 � Fridays and Saturdays have disproportionately high numbers of pedestrian fatalities 
and severe injuries.

 � The highest percentage of pedestrian injuries and fatalities (44 percent) occurred 
while crossing in a crosswalk at an intersection

 � Although the bulk of walking trips take place during daylight hours, 60 percent of 
pedestrian fatalities occur during the hours of 7 PM to 7 AM.

 � Two-thirds of pedestrians killed in the State and 60 percent of those injured 
were male.

 � Older pedestrians (65 and over) account for 19 percent of pedestrian injuries, but 
25 percent of pedestrian fatalities.

 � Children 14 and under account for 20 percent of pedestrian injuries, yet only 5 per-
cent of pedestrian fatalities.

 � Somewhat lower vehicle speeds in urban areas increase survivability of vehicle 
occupants in a collision, increasing the proportion of pedestrian fatalities to all traf-
fic fatalities.

STRATEGIES

The California SHSP intends to employ the following overall strategies to reduce pedes-
trian fatalities:

1. Incorporate pedestrian safety into smart growth, land use planning, and other 
local plans.
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2. Enhance the enforcement of violations of pedestrian law by pedestrians and 
motorists.

3. Educate all roadway users regarding the rights and responsibilities of pedestrians.

4. Promote and improve roadway safety infrastructure for pedestrians including the use 
of advanced technology.

5. Improve the visibility of pedestrians on the roadway.

6. Improve the safety of pedestrians traveling to and from schools.

7. Improve data collection and analysis regarding pedestrian trip characteristics, level 
of service, injuries and fatalities on California roadways.

8. Improve pedestrian safety expertise among transportation professionals and others 
involved in the design process.

9. Consider pedestrian needs in all roadway and transit projects.

10. Reduce vehicle speeds on urban thoroughfares and rural highways.

SCAG Response

 � Encourage cities and counties to develop funding mechanisms to maintain and 
improve sidewalks and intersections to make them ADA compliant

 � Encourage every city to develop Safe Routes to School policies and plans

 � Encourage cities and counties to consider the needs of elderly and persons with dis-
abilities crossing streets and develop appropriate countermeasures for their safety.

 � Encourage cities and counties to integrate pedestrian safety into general & specific 
plans, non-motorized transportation plans and other land use policy documents

 � Encourage the development of Pedestrian Safety Action Plans in all urban and 
rural communities

 � Incorporate applicable Complete Streets policies—providing safe access for all 
modes—as fundamental principles of transportation plans

 � Encourage safe, convenient, high visibility pedestrian crossings at mid-block 
and intersection locations on urban thoroughfares and rural highways.

 � Encourage clearly marked, visible crosswalks at intersections and mid 
block locations

 � Encourage the use of advanced signalization at intersections

 � Encourage pedestrian and bicycle safety in all maintenance projects where new 
striping will be required or existing striping is to be replaced

8.1  Expand the SRTS to implement a comprehensive, age-appropriate approach 
to school traffic safety, including school facilities planning, collaboration, and 
coordination among those responsible for education, transportation, and land 
use planning to maximize safety for children walking to and from schools.

8.2  Develop pedestrian safety improvement programs to identify and improve safety 
at high-crash concentration locations involving pedestrians.

8.3  Form a task force to assist in development of pedestrian safety action plans, 
to facilitate training delivery, and to establish pedestrian safety improvement 
programs in California’s urban and rural communities.

8.4  Promote pedestrian safety audits and implementation of recommendations.

8.5  Establish a Pedestrian Safety Data Think Tank to develop and implement a 
comprehensive Pedestrian Safety Data Plan which improves and institutionalizes 
pedestrian safety data collection and analysis, ensures that existing data collec-
tion efforts include information on pedestrian fatalities, injuries, and exposure, 
and implements a readily available format for local research and investigation.

8.6  Improve pedestrian striping and include standard safety upgrades in routine 
maintenance and striping projects.

8.7  Assess both the DMV’s California Driver Handbook and standard traffic school 
curriculum for information on pedestrian-related laws, collision factors, and 
defensive walking and make additions/revisions as necessary. Develop and 
provide complementary ongoing pedestrian safety education materials reinforced 
with public information programs.

8.8  Implement Complete Streets—providing safe access for all modes—and model 
pedestrian safety principles as fundamental in transportation and land use 
plans with incentives to cities, counties, and regions to integrate pedestrian 
safety in general and specific land use plans, transportation plans, and other 
policy documents.
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Challenge Area 9:  
Improve Safety for Older Roadway Users

California SHSP Goal: By 2010, reduce the number of fatalities attributed to drivers age 
65 and older by 10 percent from their 2004 level.

Older drivers tend to self-regulate, driving less, avoiding rush hour and nighttime driving 
unless necessary. However, that means that older drivers are over represented when tak-
ing into account vehicle miles traveled. In addition, the frailty associated with advancing 
years means that older drivers are more likely to succumb to injuries in a minor collision 
than a younger person.

Intersections pose a particular safety problem for older drivers. Navigating through 
intersections requires the ability to make rapid decisions, react quickly, and accurately 
judge speed and distance. As these abilities can diminish through aging, older drivers 
have more difficulties at intersections and are more likely to be involved in a fatal crash 
at these locations. Research shows that 37 percent of traffic-related fatalities involving 
drivers aged 65 and older occur at intersections compared with 18 percent for drivers 
aged 26 to 646.

“Failure-to-yield crashes occurred most often when drivers were turning left and 
occurred more frequently at stop signs than at signalized intersections. One reason was 
because failure-to-yield crashes at traffic signals were coded only for drivers turning 
left or right (going straight through a red light was coded as ran traffic control), whereas 
failure-to-yield crashes at stop signs were coded for drivers traveling straight as well as 
turning left or right. However, even among failure-to-yield crashes when drivers were 
turning left or right, a greater percentage occurred at stop signs (45 percent) than at 
signalized intersections (29 percent) . . .”

“. . . Compared with drivers of other ages, drivers ages 70–79 made more evaluation 
errors in failure-to-yield crashes, and these errors generally occurred when drivers saw 
the other vehicles but misjudged whether there was enough time to proceed.”7

This may occur because of the level of cooperation needed at unsignalized intersec-
tions. At signalized intersections, the light dictates who moves. At a stop sign, there is 
greater interaction within the intersection proper. Some drivers enter the intersection 
“out of order” or come close to other cars already in the intersection “Among the oldest 

drivers, failure to see other vehicles may be due to age-related declines in visual ability or 
decreased ability to process multiple sources of information simultaneously.” At “two way 
stop” intersections, the problems include, determining two-way or four-way stop, and 
assessing speed of non-stopping cars.

Recognizing that intersections are particularly problematic for older drivers, the FHWA’s 
top priority in its Highway Design Handbook for Older Drivers and Pedestrians is intersec-
tion improvements. Practices to improve older drivers’ ability to navigate intersections 
include using bigger signs with larger lettering to identify street names, consistent place-
ment of lane use signs and arrow pavement markings, aligning lanes to improve drivers’ 
ability to see oncoming traffic, and using reflective markers on medians and island curbs 
at intersections to make them easier to see at night. 

STRATEGIES

California intends to employ the following strategies to reduce older driver crashes:

1. Improve driver licensing testing and assessment procedures to more accurately 
reflect behind-the-wheel capabilities.

2. Create and promote wellness and behavioral strategies for older persons, making it 
possible for them to drive safely for added years.

3. Enhance law enforcement training to recognize older driver behaviors that may 
necessitate priority driver license re-examinations, and provide law enforcement 
with a broader understanding of older driver sensitivities.

4. Develop public education materials, programs and tactics that clearly explain how 
the aging process affects driving and what families, friends and the public can do to 
help seniors (1) drive for more years safely and (2) transition comfortably to alter-
nate forms of transportation when driving ceases.

5. Explain and encourage older persons’ self-assessment of driving abilities and how to 
take advantage of that information to make appropriate decisions about driving.

6. Seek the cooperation and coordination of the transit (bus, light rail, etc.) community 
to make these transportation options more accommodating and practical for older 
persons who can no longer drive.

7. Implement advancements in highway lighting, striping, signing and engineering 
practices to make the highway environment safer for older drivers.
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8. Leverage the programs and resources of the Older Californian Traffic Safety Task 
Force to help with accomplishment of stated objectives.

9. Promote the establishment and enhanced capacity of occupational therapy driving 
evaluation and rehabilitation programs that serve seniors.

10. Improve the ability of health care professionals to provide effective assessment, 
counseling, and remediation to improve safe mobility of seniors.

SCAG Response

 � Support JARC/New Freedom, paratransit to include those over 65 years of age.

 � Support roadway, intersection and interchange improvements that support improving 
rights of way decision by older drivers.

 � Encourage formation and expanded use of Supplemental Transportation Systems 
(STPs), particularly in locations where standard public transit is sparse or 
unavailable.

 � Support signage and striping that enhance driver’s ability to notice, recognize and 
respond to warning signs during nighttime and/or inclement weather conditions.

9.1  Implement and widely disseminate older driver safety and mobility programs of 
partner organizations.

9.2  Improve left-turn options and intersections to meet the needs of older drivers.

9.3  Provide statewide training, tools, and outreach to physicians and other health 
care providers on driving and dementia.

9.4  Continue to hold the yearly Senior Safe Mobility Summit to:
(1) Stimulate communities to assess the need for, and if needed, offer transpor-

tation choices more responsive to the needs of older adults, and
(2) Assist seniors to remain safe drivers for as long as possible.

9.5  Encourage implementation and installation of traffic control devices included in 
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (CAMUTCD) to accommo-
date older drivers and pedestrians, particularly in areas with senior populations.

9.6  Provide training to local and county design engineers and others on CAMUTCD-
approved recommendations for accommodating older drivers and pedestrians.

9.7  Expand senior orientation and travel training by all major transit systems initially 
and smaller systems eventually.

9.8  Implement a multimedia education campaign to: 
(1) broaden senior awareness of transportation options
(2) increase senior willingness to use these options; and 
(3) enlist the support of families, friends, and the community in helping seniors 

transition to alternative forms of transportation.

9.9  Encourage all California law enforcement agencies to adopt a policy to use the 
revised Form DS427, Notice of Priority Re-Examination, to standardize the pro-
cess throughout the state.

9.10  Encourage formation and expanded use of supplemental transportation systems, 
particularly where standard public transit is sparse or unavailable.

9.11  Seek approval from the Commission on Peace Officers Standards and Training 
to incorporate the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration National 
Older Driver Law Enforcement Curriculum into the core curriculum taught at 
California’s law enforcement academies.

9.12  Develop models for funding occupational therapist evaluation of older persons’ 
functional driving skills.

9.13  Encourage efforts to establish a mobility action plan as described in Senate Bill 
910 for California and to form a Mobility Council, which would oversee activities 
to ensure the action plan is carried out. Recommend that the Mobility Council 
include consumer representation.

Challenge Area 10. 
Reduce Speeding and Aggressive Driving

California SHSP Goal: By 2010, reduce the number of fatalities attributed to speeding 
and other forms of aggressive driving by 15 percent from their 2004 level.

The SHSP Challenge Area Team performed a review of the statistics from SWTRS reports 
between 2003 and 2005. The results indicate a number of trends in California:

The five counties having the highest number of aggressive driving fatalities in the state 
are Los Angeles (25.1 percent), San Diego (9.5 percent), San Bernardino (7.6 percent), 
Riverside (7.1 percent) and Orange (4.8 percent).
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STRATEGIES

California intends to employ the following strategies to reduce speeding and aggressive 
driving collisions.

The SHSP Implementation Plan will present specific action items to implement 
these strategies:

1. Change our social norms to reduce the acceptability of speeding and other forms of 
aggressive driving.

2. Provide targeted enforcement to locations prone to speeding and other forms of and 
aggressive driving.

3. Employ engineering methods to deter speeding and other forms of aggressive driving 
(e.g. traffic calming).

4. Ensure consistent adjudication of drivers cited for speeding and other forms of 
aggressive driving.

5. Apply advanced technology to reduce collisions.

6. Reduce the presence of speeding, unsafe and aggressive driving on the television 
and in movies.

SCAG Response

Work with the State and county transportation commissions to determine if various proj-
ect submissions have potential benefit to safety in this challenge area.

10.1  Develop a statewide definition for aggressive driving.

10.2  Conduct public information and education media outreach campaign.

10.3  Develop and encourage implementation of a systematic approach to identify and 
improve safety in high-crash concentration locations involving speeding and 
aggressive driving.

10.4  Form multijurisdictional traffic enforcement teams to address speeding and 
aggressive driving.

10.5  Employ vehicle impounding as a potential deterrent to speeding and 
aggressive driving.

10.6 Educate traffic commissioners and judges with consistent training programs on 
speeding and aggressive driving.

10.7 Develop a pilot re-education program to assess the effectiveness of behavior 
modification training on recidivism rates of repeat aggressive driving offenders

Challenge Area 11. 
Improve Commercial Vehicle Safety

California SHSP Goal: By 2010, reduce the number of commercial vehicle crash fatalities 
by 10 percent from their 2004 level.

Commercial Vehicle Safety is critical to the SCAG region. The region hosts three seaports 
and six active commercial airports that represent a significant amount of imported and 
exported cargo passing into and through the region. In addition, agriculture, particularly in 
Imperial and Ventura counties represent time-critical commercial transportation.

The State has exceeded its goal, reducing fatal collisions involving commercial vehicles in 
2009 by 31 percent from 2004.

TABLE 11 Pedestrians Killed and Injured by Action – 2009

Collisions 2004 2009 Percent Decline

Total fatal collisions 3,701 2,805 24.20%

Fatal truck collisions 342 236 31.00%

Percent of total 9.20% 8.40%

Total injury collisions 203,386 163,524 19.60%

Injury truck collisions 7,949 4,874 38.70%

Percent of Total 3.90% 3%

The SCAG region represented 52.1 percent of the State’s 5110 truck collisions that 
involved a fatality or injury in 2009. Of the 5110 truck involved collisions in the State, 
2,124, or 42 percent had truck drivers at fault.

The majority of the 5,110 truck involved collisions in the State occurred when the truck 
was going straight (3,058), stopped (390) followed by changing lanes (331).
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SCAG Response

 � Support the use of dedicated truck capacity on corridors with significant truck traffic 
in order to separate commercial vehicles from passenger vehicles.

 � Support the continued modernization of intersections and interchanges prone to high 
commercial vehicle collisions to promote safety

 � Support the use of truck climbing lanes as a method to segregate commercial 
vehicles from passenger vehicles.

11.1  Establish minimum training standards for new commercial vehicle drivers.

11.2 Increase the number of strike force operations.

11.3  Conduct joint studies at high-crash collision locations involving commercial 
vehicles, identify appropriate infrastructure improvements, and make adjust-
ments as needed.

11.4  Enhance the Commercial Industry Education Program.

11.5  Increase Biennial Inspection of Terminal inspections from 2006 levels.

11.6  Study the feasibility of improving commercial vehicle safety by adding addi-
tional rest stops in identified locations, and increase the number of rest stops 
as needed.

11.7  Advertise next rest stop location, use rest stop smart technology, and add rest 
stop information on the Caltrans website.

Challenge Area 12:  
Improve Motorcycle Safety

California SHSP Goal: By 2010, reduce the number of motorcycle rider fatalities by 10 
percent from their 2004 level. In 2004 in the SCAG region, there were over 3,853 motor-
cycle collisions, of which 149 were fatal. In 2009, there were 4,789 motorcycle collisions, 
of which 178 were fatal. This represents a 19.5 percent increase in motorcycle fatalities 
in the SCAG region. In contrast, while State motorcycle fatalities increased in the same 
period, it did so by only 10.5 percent.

FIGURE 8 Fatal Motorcycle Collisions 2004–2009
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In the State of California, motorcycles are involved in 13.9 percent of all fatal collisions, 
and 6.2 percent of all injury collisions. Within the SCAG region, motorcycles are involved 
in 14.7 percent of all fatal traffic collisions.

In researching the data for this challenge area, motorcyclists in their 20s were more than 
twice as likely as most other age groups to be at fault in a collision.

The primary collision factors for motorcycle collisions in 2009 were: unsafe speed, 
improper turning and driving under the influence (DUI) of alcohol and/or drugs. 

 � Alcohol impairment is a substantial problem for motorcyclists, more so than for  
drivers of other motor vehicles.

 � Unsafe speed and improper turning indicate a need for an emphasis on rider  
education and training.

 � Licensing (written/practical testing) and training standards for motorcyclists are 
lower than for drivers of passenger vehicles. This is despite the fact riding a motor-
cycle requires higher levels of both vehicle control and cognitive skills. 
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The greatest primary collision factor with motorcycle collisions is unsafe speed. Also 
noted in the table is that the 20–24 age group is significantly higher in collisions with 
a primary collision factor of unsafe speed. Younger motorcycle drivers have the highest 
number of collisions in 12 primary collision factors.

STRATEGIES

California intends to employ the following strategies to reduce motorcyclist fatalities:

1. Educate the public on motorcycle safety.

2. Improve the training, testing, and licensing of motorcyclists.

3. Enhance the enforcement of motorcyclist violations and violations by the operators 
of other vehicles.

4. Increase the use of safety equipment by motorcyclists.

5. Improve motorcyclist visibility to other roadway users.

6. Improve roadway design to enhance motorcycle safety.

7. Promote the use of helmets that meet USDOT standards.

SCAG Response

 � Work with the State and county transportation commissions to determine if various 
project submissions have potential benefit to safety in this challenge area.

 � Work with local governments to help identify motorcycle high-collision concentration 
locations and help develop plans to mitigate possible causes.

12.1  Develop a monitoring program to identify motorcycle high-collision concentration 
locations and implement engineering, enforcement, and education improvements.

12.2  Hold a motorcycle safety summit to review the SHSP actions and create an 
action plan for statewide motorcycle safety initiatives. Include stakeholders rep-
resenting riders, government, safety organizations, law enforcement, insurance 
companies, and dealers.

12.3  Assess both the DMV’s California Driver Handbook and standard traffic school 
curriculum for information on sharing the road with motorcycles and make addi-
tions and revisions as necessary.

12.4  Create and implement an on-line traffic violator school curriculum specifically 
for motorcyclists.

12.5  Install signs and markings at high-crash concentration locations involving 
motorcycles, that are consistent with the CAMUTCD; remove, relocate, make 
breakaway or shield fixed objects; consider crashworthy barriers that are more 
“forgiving” to motorcyclists, or make curve corrections.

12.6  Identify owners of motorcycles who are not licensed to operate a motorcycle 
and alert them to California’s requirement to be licensed in order to operate 
their motorcycle.

12.7  Educate judges, judge pro-tems, and court commissioners through DMV court 
liaisons to make them aware that the Basic Rider Course can be used to educate 
violators and to help them recognize proper and legal safety equipment.

12.8  Focus motorcycle-related law enforcement activities on areas with high motor-
cycle volumes.

12.9  Develop and implement motorcycle media campaigns such as “Ride like you’re 
invisible, not invincible!” using a social marketing approach and using new media 
(YouTube, My Space, etc.).

12.10  Encourage the development and distribution of the CHP brochure, a DVD, and 
new media that describe the difference between the United States Department of 
Transportation (USDOT) approved helmet and other helmets.

12.11 Encourage use of approved USDOT helmets. Establish opportunities for helmet 
exchange and discount certificates towards the purchase of a safer helmet.

12.12 Create a Motorcycle Initiatives Review Committee to increase quality, continuity, 
and relevance of materials as well as to promote sharing of information related to 
motorcyclist-safety or motorcycle-awareness.
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Challenge Area 13. 
Improve Bicycling Safety

California SHSP Goal: By 2010, reduce the number of bicycle roadway fatalities by 
25 percent from their 2000 level.

In 2000, 118 bicyclists were killed on roads in the SCAG region, and 12,074 were injured. 
In contrast, in 2009, 107 bicyclists were killed and 12,043 were injured, a 9.3 percent 
and .26 percent decline, respectively.

The highest bicycle collision injuries are within the 15–24 age range (27.9 percent as a 
percentage of all bicycle collision injuries). It slowly declines, but then has a slight uptick 
in the 45–54 age range. The highest percentages of bicycling fatalities are within the 
35–44 range (20.6 percent) and 55–64 (19.6 percent)

FIGURE 9 Bicyclists Killed and Injured by Age
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Bicycling fatalities as a percentage of all traffic fatalities are low when compared to the 
number of motor vehicle deaths. The 107 bicyclists killed in 2009 represented 3.5 percent 
of all traffic fatalities in the State. Bicyclist injuries represented 5.2 percent of all traffic 
injury collisions in the State during the same period. 

Collisions involving bicyclists tend to peak in late summer and fall, declining after 
October, before rising again in March.

FIGURE 10 Percentage of Bicyclist Collisions by Month
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Historically, the primary goal of roadway design for urban thoroughfares and rural high-
ways has been to increase vehicular traffic flow particularly at peak congestion times. 
This has created situations where slow speed bicycles are traveling at speeds less than 
25 miles per hour are sharing lanes with cars often going at much greater speeds. This 
speed differential, coupled with the physics of a 30 pound bicycle colliding with, or being 
struck by, a 3000+ pound vehicle, is a factor in the severity of injuries.

The increasing popularity of bicycling for commuting, utilitarian and recreational use has 
created increasing conflicts between motor vehicles and bicyclists. One obvious potential 
solution is to build more dedicated bicycle facilities in order to separate bicyclists from 
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motorists whether through bike paths or bike lanes. Anecdotal evidence from New York 
City, Portland and other cities indicate that increasing facilities for bicycles both increase 
the number of bicyclists while also increasing their safety.

STRATEGIES

California intends to employ the following strategies to reduce bicyclist fatalities on 
California’s roadways:

1. Improve data collection regarding bicyclist trips, injuries, and fatalities on California 
roadways.

2. Incorporate bicyclists into smart growth, land use planning, and other local plans.

3. Enhance the enforcement of bicyclist and motorist roadway laws.

4. Educate all roadway users regarding the rights and responsibilities of bicyclists.

5. Promote and improve roadway safety infrastructure for bicyclist use.

6. Improve the visibility of bicyclists on the roadway.

7. Improve the safety of bicyclists traveling to and from schools, utilizing education, 
encouragement, enforcement and engineering techniques.

8. Increase the use of helmets and enforcement of related laws.

9. Improve bicycle safety expertise among transportation professionals.

SCAG Response

 � Encourage every city in the SCAG region to be connected via bicycle facilities, 
including wayfinding signage

 � Develop regionally significant bicycle corridors for bicycle travel throughout the 
region

 � Encourage every city to fully implement their bicycle master plans

 � Encourage all local jurisdictions to develop Active Transportation Master Plans.

 � Incorporate applicable Complete Streets policies—providing safe access for all 
modes—as fundamental principles of transportation plans.

 � Encourage the consideration of bicycle and pedestrian safety as part of Blueprint 
Land Use Planning.

 � Encourage pedestrian and bicycle safety in all maintenance projects where new 
striping will be required or existing striping is to be replaced

 � Encourage the use of intersection control devices that detect bicyclists, particularly 
left turn signals.

 � Encourage bicycle education in lieu of fines for bicyclists and motorists who commit 
bicycle related traffic violations

 � Support expanding Safe Routes to School programs for non-infrastructure projects 
focusing on education, bicyclist visibility, motorist awareness, and accommodation 
of bicyclists

 � Develop a standardized database of bicycle data, including safety, counts, surveys, 
etc. for use throughout the SCAG region.

13.1  Establish a bicycle safety improvement program-with project selection criteria-
for State highways and local roads. Establish more bicycle and pedestrian cor-
ridors and create partnerships in high-collision incident areas.

13.2  Increase bicycle helmet usage through education and promotion.

13.3  Enhance bicycling information in DMV materials and procedures. 

13.4  Enhance bicycling information in current Peace Officer Standards and Training, 
California Vehicle Code, and traffic law enforcement modules.

13.5  Support and expand the California Bicycle Coalition Complete Streets Sub-
Committee to develop a curriculum and design standards for complete streets, 
traffic calming, safe intersection design, and appropriate vehicle speeds for 
environments where pedestrians and bicyclists are legal users.

13.6  Provide improved guidance and standards in the CAMUTCD for safely accommo-
dating bicyclists in work zones.

13.7  Provide information about policies concerning bicycling to transportation 
professionals-including State and local agencies and transportation consultants.

13.8  Implement and encourage bicycle safety inspections, training, and education at 
schools as part of physical education or other programs.

13.9  Support expanding Safe Routes to School programs for non-infrastructure proj-
ects focusing on education, bicyclist visibility, motorist awareness, and accom-
modation of bicyclists.
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13.10 Improve data collection-from various sources-regarding bicycle trips and bicycle 
collisions.

13.11 Develop and implement a bicycle safety public education, information, and 
enforcement program for all age groups of road users.

Challenge Area 14. 
Enhance Work Zone Safety

California SHSP Goal: By 2010, reduce work zone fatalities by 10 percent from their 
2004 level.

A work zone is an area of the road where maintenance or construction occurs and 
may involve lane closures, detours, shoulder work and moving equipment. In the SCAG 
region, the work zone can be any time of year. On many of SCAG roadways, the work 
often occurs at night. Many fatalities occur because of excessive speed, impaired, and 
distracted driving.

In 2009, there were 46 work zone fatalities in California, a 58 percent reduction from 
the 109 work zone fatalities in 2004. Those killed included drivers, vehicle occupants, 
workers, bicyclists and pedestrians.

Highway work zones create a major safety concern for roadway users and workers alike. 
In 2003, national fatalities in work zones totaled 1,068. This number included 117 pedes-
trians, most of whom were construction workers, and 943 vehicle drivers and occupants.

STRATEGIES

California intends to employ the following strategies to reduce work zone fatalities:

1. Enhance safe driving through work zones with education and enforcement.

2. Improve traffic control in work zones.

3. Reduce worker exposure and improve worker visibility.

4. Apply advanced technology to enhance work zone area.

5. Improve data collection and analysis.

For California Temporary Traffic Control Zones” http://dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/signtech/
signdel/pdf/PedBrochure.pdf

14.1 Expand present efforts to create and implement a joint training program for 
field personnel and law enforcement officers to better understand each others’ 
responsibilities and coordinate activities in the work zone.

14.2 Improve collection, storage, and evaluation of work zone crash data.

14.3 Encourage present efforts to increase use of dynamic merge systems to reduce 
rear-end collisions and aggressive driving.

14.4 Encourage and permanently fund present efforts to influence driver behavior 
with Slow for the Cone Zone and Work Zone Awareness campaigns and to reduce 
traffic through work zones using project specific public awareness campaigns.

14.5 Encourage present efforts to deploy more and better mobile and temporary bar-
riers and attenuators (rather than just cones) to provide positive protection for 
workers and safe deflection of errant vehicles.

14.6 Increase work zone safety training and proficiency of workers and traffic 
control staff.

14.7 Encourage present efforts to consider full closures early in the project design 
process with the goal of increasing the use of this option.

14.8 Develop a web-based system that records or gathers in one location information 
about the number, duration, and location of actual major, minor, blanket, and 
rolling work zones. Local road work by counties and cities, including utility com-
panies, will be gathered at a minimum, but other data needs should be identified 
as well.

14.9 Encourage incorporation of the Safety Edge in construction paving projects.

14.10 Assess the DMVs’ California Drivers Handbook for information on work zone 
safety and update or expand it as necessary.

14.11 Form a team to develop industry standards to evaluate innovative technology 
on a routine basis as practitioners propose new methods and technologies to 
improve work zone safety.

14.12 Encourage present efforts to improve access and detours for bicyclists and 
pedestrians near work zones.

14.13 Expand improvements to traffic control and encourage use of project specific 
websites to provide motorists with work zone delay information.
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14.14 Form a team to evaluate best work zone safety practices in other states and to 
develop a request for proposal purchasing process for innovative technology to 
allow routine use with minimum legal challenges.

SCAG Response

Encourage work zone safety training and proficiency for all transportation modes) at city 
and county governments.

Encourage efforts to improve access and detours for bicyclists and pedestrians near work 
zones, such the brochure on “Pedestrian Considerations

Challenge Area 15. 
Improve Post Crash Survivability

California SHSP Goal: By 2010, reduce crash-related fatalities in California at least 
5 percent from their 2004 level through focused improvements in Emergency Medical 
Services (EMS) system communications, response and safety education.

In 2004, 302,176 persons in California required Emergency Medical Service (EMS) 
response as a result of a serious motor vehicle collision.

Challenge Area 15 focuses on the person that survives a serious motor vehicle collision. 
Improving EMS response time to the collision, transport time, and inter-facility transfer 
time (when appropriate) will result in achieving the targeted “Golden Hour” (the time 
period from the incident until the victim receives definitive specialized trauma care; 
ideally no longer than 60 minutes) Adherence to the “Golden Hour” concept is critical to 
survival and optimum outcome.

The first peak in post-crash deaths is within seconds or minutes of injury. If the number 
of these deaths is to be reduced, it must be through effective prevention programs. The 
second peak in deaths occurs within the first four hours after incident and is due to undi-
agnosed and untreated injuries. These patients, whose numbers are significant, would 
benefit most from appropriate level of trauma care. Regionalized trauma care facilitates 
rapid transport to the nearest trauma center appropriate for the severity of injury. These 
complications can be positively affected by prompt initial resuscitation efforts in an 
appropriate level trauma center.

STRATEGIES

California intends to employ the following strategies to improve post-crash survivability:

1. Improve technology for locating crash sites and for improving EMS access routes 
and response times.

2. Ensure interoperability of communications systems between all responders to 
crash sites.

3. Improve patient transportation and destination from crash location.

4. Increase availability of appropriate-level trauma centers, with emphasis on 
rural areas.

5. Improve access to trauma-related training courses for Emergency Medical 
Technicians and paramedics.

6. Encourage Emergency Medical Dispatch programs to train dispatchers to assist 
victims awaiting arrival of EMS.

7. Improve data access to meet the needs of EMS.

8. Increase public access to first aid, cardio pulmonary resuscitation CPR, and auto-
mated external defibrillation training.

15.1 Implement the CEMSIS with appropriate linkage to other data systems, which 
include but are not limited to the SWITRS, Office of Statewide Health Planning 
and Development, and Vital Statistics.

15.2  Increase hospital participation in an inclusive State Trauma System, sup-
porting the California Statewide Trauma Planning: Assessment and Future 
Direction Document.

15.3  Encourage the increased communication linkage between all emergency 
response agencies.

15.4  Develop a multifaceted educational program with common language for iden-
tifying location of crash, destination, and appropriate transportation of injured 
persons. The education will be aimed at the public (e911 cellular phone calls), 
law enforcement, Caltrans, and all pre-hospital personnel.

15.5  Implement a full-spectrum education program developing collaborative practice 
for rural trauma care. To cover the continuum of care, this education will encom-
pass the bystander public, pre-hospital responders, and hospital personnel.
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SCAG Response

 � Utilize Intelligent Transportation System technology to improve response time for 
EMS to and from collision sites.

Challenge Area 16. 
Improve Safety Data Collection, Access and Analysis

California SHSP Goal: Improve the quality, timeliness, accessibility, and usefulness of 
traffic safety data.

STRATEGIES

California intends to employ the following strategies to improve safety data collection, 
access, and analysis:

1. Improve the quality, completeness, and uniformity of data collection practices.

2. Improve data sharing among State, federal, and local agencies and stakeholders.

3. Improve accessibility to real-time information by California roadway users.

4. Enhance accessibility of traffic safety data.

5. Improve data collection and analysis regarding trip characteristics of all roadway 
users, level of service, injuries, and fatalities on California roadways.

6. Coordinate traffic safety information system improvements through the State Traffic 
Records Coordinating Committee.

SCAG Response

 � Work with the State and county transportation commissions to improve the quality, 
timeliness, accessibility and usefulness of traffic safety data.

 � Publish SHSP safety data and statistics in the annual State of the Region or State of 
the Commute report.

Challenge Area 17. 
Reduce Distracted Driving

Interim California SHSP Goal: By 2014, based on the California Traffic Safety Survey, 
reduce the percentage of drivers who “regularly” talk on a hand-held cell phone, hands-
free cell phone, or text while driving by 10% from the 2010 level.

STRATEGIES

California added this Challenge Area in response to collisions where cell phone usage was 
listed as a factor and developed the following three strategies to reduce fatalities caused 
by distracted driving. 

17.1  Develop and implement a statewide campaign to change social norms related to 
distracted driving

17.2  Conduct increased enforcement and public awareness annually during National 
Distracted Driving Awareness Month

17.3  Document driver behavior through an annual statewide cell phone/texting obser-
vational survey.

SCAG Response

The focus of this challenge area is primarily enforcement and education. SCAG encour-
ages local jurisdictions to develop enforcement and education programs designed to 
discourage distracted driving.
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California Five Percent Report 
for the SCAG Region
The following tables represent the SCAG portion of the California Five Percent Report. The 
Five Percent Report is in response to the Federal requirement that each state describe at 
least 5 percent of its locations currently exhibiting the most severe highway safety needs, 
in accordance with 23 U.S.C. Sections 148(c)(1)(D) and 148(g)(3)(A). The Tables include:

 � Five Percent of State Highway Locations

 � Five Percent of State Highway Intersections/Interchanges

 � Five Percent of State Highway Ramp Locations

 � Five Percent of Local Streets and Roads 

The Five Percent Report is intended to educate the State of California and local govern-
ments where problem locations are, and allow them to take steps to provide solutions. 
The report is for educational purposes and cannot be used in legal proceedings.

In identifying State highway locations, Caltrans used the SHS location information from 
its Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis System (TASAS) Table C Report, which 
generates a list of high-collision-concentration locations requiring traffic safety inves-
tigation. The TASAS Table C Report provides information for the 36-month period from 
January 1, 2006, through December 31, 2008. It considers collisions for 3-, 6-, 12-, 
24-, and 36-month periods; traffic volumes; collision rates; average collision rates; and 
roadway types. The locations on the TASAS Table C Report were sorted into three lists: 
roadway segments (0.2-mile segments), intersections (each intersection location includes 
250 feet on all approaches), and ramps (each ramp location includes entry, exit, and body 
of ramp). For each of these lists, the top 2.5 percent locations by fatal and injury collision 
rates and the top 2.5 percent locations by the number of fatal and injury collisions were 
identified. Combined, these figures comprise the 5 percent SHS locations for this Report. 

The California Highway Patrol’s Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System was used 
to obtain collision information for identifying locations on local streets and roads for this 
Report. The local streets and roads were divided into 0.5-mile segments within each 
county, resulting in a total of 280,166 segments. Collision concentrations were deter-
mined for segments on which at least one fatal or severe injury collision occurred from 
2006 through 2008, with the assumption that these areas could have potential safety 

needs. There were 17,535 segments identified and sorted to generate lists by county. 
Each county list was sorted from high to low by the number of fatal or severe injury col-
lisions for each segment. Following that, the top 5 percent segments for each of these 
county lists were identified. Segments with at least three or more fatal or severe injury 
collisions were included in this Report as locations.

Discovery and admission into evidence of certain reports, surveys, and information.—
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, reports, surveys, schedules, lists, or data 
compiled or collected for any purpose directly relating to paragraph(1) or subsection(c)(1)
(D), or published by the Secretary in accordance with paragraph(3), shall not be subject to 
discovery or admitted into evidence in a Federal or State court proceeding or considered 
for other purposes in any action for damages arising from any occurrence at a location 
identified or addressed in such reports, surveys, schedules, lists, or other data.

The information in this Report is also protected by title 23 United States Code section 
409, “Discovery and admission as evidence of certain reports and surveys.”

TABLE 12 California State Highway System Roadway Segment Locations

County Route

Location (0.2-Mile 
Segment with 

Beginning Post 
Mile)

County Route

Location (0.2-Mile 
Segment with 

Beginning Post 
Mile)

Los Angeles 2 029.658 to 029.858 Los Angeles 110
023.250 to 023.450 

North

Los Angeles 2 030.298 to 030.498 Los Angeles 110
028.984 to 029.184 

South

Los Angeles 2 033.216 to 033.416 Los Angeles 405
025.910 to 026.110 

North

Los Angeles 5
004.360 to 

004.560 North
Los Angeles 405

030.169 to 030.369 
South

Los Angeles 5
017.072 to 017.272 

South
Los Angeles 405

030.726 to 030.926 
South

Los Angeles 5
017.512 to 017.712 

South
Los Angeles 405

031.525 to 031.725 
South
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County Route

Location (0.2-Mile 
Segment with 

Beginning Post 
Mile)

County Route

Location (0.2-Mile 
Segment with 

Beginning Post 
Mile)

Los Angeles 10
R011.329 to 

R011.529 West
Los Angeles 605

R008.389 to 
R008.589 North

Los Angeles 60
R024.257 to 

R024.457 West
Los Angeles 605

R010.369 to 
R010.569 South

Los Angeles 91
R006.850 to 

R007.050 West
Orange 5

030.823 to 031.023 
South

Los Angeles 91
R017.420 to 

R017.620 West
Orange 5

031.023 to 031.223 
South

Los Angeles 91
R018.068 to 

R018.268 West
Orange 22

R008.726 to 
R008.926 East

Los Angeles 101
009.206 to 

009.406 South
Orange 22

R009.271 to 
R009.471 East

Los Angeles 101
014.920 to 015.120 

North
Riverside 15

004.135 to 004.335 
South

Los Angeles 110
020.540 to 020.740 

North
San 

Bernardino
10

012.910 to 013.110 
East

Los Angeles 110
022.006 to 

022.206 South
San 

Bernardino
38 029.509 to 029.709

Los Angeles 110
022.486 to 022.686 

South
Ventura 33 016.568 to 016.768

Ventura 33 032.098 to 032.298

TABLE 13 California State Highway System Intersection/Interchange 
Locations

County Route Location (Post Mile)

Los Angeles 2 49.701 Entrance Lower Chilao

Los Angeles 19 7.403 Somerset Blvd

Los Angeles 138 47.761 40th St East

Los Angeles 210U 3.431 Fruit St

Orange 39 1.63 Adams Ave

Orange 39 4.131 Slater Ave

Orange 39 5.471 Stark Ave

Orange 39 5.641 Edinger Ave

Riverside 74 38.48 Sanderson Ave

Ventura 1 20.14 Vineyard Ave
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TABLE 14 California State Highway System Ramp Locations

County Route Location (Post Mile)

Los Angeles 14 R 54.38 NB Off-ramp

Los Angeles 91 R 17.004 WB On-ramp

Los Angeles 110 25.488 NB Off-ramp

Los Angeles 710 12.871 SB On-ramp

Orange 5 35.023 NB Off-ramp

Riverside 215 R 35.6 NB Off-ramp

San Bernardino 15 7.977 NB Off-ramp

Ventura 101 14.663 SB On-ramp

TABLE 15 5 percent Locations, Local Streets and Roads

County Primary Secondary From To

Los Angeles S Figueroa St W Manchester Ave −1225 1415

Los Angeles W Rosecrans Ave Larch Ave −125 2515

Los Angeles S Normandie Ave W 103rd St −240 2400

Los Angeles Hollywood Blvd N Western Ave −1340 1300

Los Angeles S Western Ave W 29th St −579 2061

Los Angeles N Highland Ave W Sunset Blvd −11 2629

Los Angeles N Vermont Ave Rosewood Ave −2058 582

Los Angeles Crenshaw Blvd W 120th St −885 1755

Los Angeles W Jefferson Blvd McClintock Ave −1405 1235

Los Angeles W Imperial Hwy Hawthorne Blvd −46 2594

Los Angeles S La Cienega Blvd Hill St −2112 528

Los Angeles W Florence Ave 8th Ave −1268 1372

Los Angeles S Normandie Ave W 95th St 95 2735

Los Angeles S Central Ave E Florence Ave −2224 416

Los Angeles S Central Ave E 46th St −1536 1104

Los Angeles Avalon Blvd E 88th Pl −855 1785

Los Angeles Broadway Pl W 38th St −2178 462

Los Angeles Wilshire Blvd Bonsall Ave −1325 1315

Los Angeles Victory Blvd Dempsey Ave −1060 1580

Los Angeles Ventura Blvd Radford Ave −714 1926

Los Angeles Sierra Hwy W Ave G −1108 1533

Los Angeles S La Brea Ave Dockweiler St −2006 634

Los Angeles S Western Ave W 57th St −2379 261

Los Angeles S Western Ave W 37th Dr −2311 329

Los Angeles S Vermont Ave W 115th St −421 2219

Los Angeles S Vermont Ave W 83rd St −2139 501

Los Angeles S Vermont Ave W 74th St −214 2426
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County Primary Secondary From To

Los Angeles W El Segundo Blvd S Budlong Ave −830 1810

Los Angeles S Prairie Ave W Century Blvd −1174 1466

Los Angeles Crenshaw Blvd W Florence Ave −1527 1113

Los Angeles E Anaheim St Loma Ave −1398 1242

Los Angeles Venice Blvd Menlo Ave −1063 1577

Los Angeles Culver Blvd Berryman Ave −1274 1366

Los Angeles Jefferson Blvd S La Brea Ave −1908 732

Los Angeles W Imperial Hwy S Vermont Ave −2708 −68

Los Angeles E Imperial Hwy Wadsworth Ave −2277 363

Los Angeles S La Cienega Blvd W 18th St −1038 1602

Los Angeles W 3rd St S Kenmore Ave −2016 624

Los Angeles E Vernon Ave Avalon Blvd −2200 440

Los Angeles S Hoover St W 41st St −2108 532

Los Angeles S Central Ave E 87th Pl −1517 1123

Los Angeles E Olympic Blvd Amalia Ave −2636 4

Los Angeles Beverly Blvd Ben Alder Ave −136 2504

Los Angeles Paramount Blvd Cade St −230 2410

Los Angeles W Willow St Easy Ave −861 1779

Los Angeles W Sunset Blvd N Gower St −493 2147

Los Angeles W Olympic Blvd S Kingsley Dr −2325 315

Los Angeles Victory Blvd Winnetka Ave −1095 1545

Los Angeles Pearblossom Hwy 25th St E −2102 538

Los Angeles 50th St E E Ave P8 −4040 −1400

Los Angeles Balboa Blvd Westbury Dr −890 1750

Los Angeles De Soto Ave Strathern St −2389 251

Los Angeles Sherman Way Balboa Blvd −2571 69

Los Angeles Roscoe Blvd Noble Ave −689 1951

Los Angeles Van Nuys Blvd Arleta Ave −1126 1514

County Primary Secondary From To

Los Angeles S Western Ave W 110th St −683 1957

Los Angeles S Western Ave W 104th St −435 2205

Los Angeles N Western Ave Elmwood Ave −2680 −40

Los Angeles N San Fernando Rd Fletcher Dr −399 2241

Los Angeles Vermont Ave Sepulveda Blvd −1529 1111

Los Angeles S Vermont Ave W 11th St −2313 327

Los Angeles Vista Del Mar Ave W Imperial Hwy 370 3010

Los Angeles Marine Ave Hawthorne Blvd −2209 431

Los Angeles Prairie Ave W 141st St −1943 697

Los Angeles Prairie Ave W 135th St −1148 1492

Los Angeles Crenshaw Blvd W 135th St −851 1789

Los Angeles Crenshaw Blvd W 28th St −1423 1217

Los Angeles E Anaheim St Dawson Ave −2043 597

Los Angeles S Centinela Ave W Washington Blvd −319 2321

Los Angeles Culver Blvd W Jefferson Blvd 313 2953

Los Angeles Admiralty Way Mindanao Way −2099 541

Los Angeles W Slauson Ave S Budlong Ave −2275 365

Los Angeles Imperial Hwy Carmenita Rd −160 2480

Los Angeles Century Blvd S Vermont Ave −500 2140

Los Angeles Century Blvd S La Cienega Blvd −494 2146

Los Angeles W Washington Blvd Arlington Ave −1273 1367

Los Angeles W Martin Luther King Jr S Hobart Blvd −1603 1037

Los Angeles N La Cienega Blvd Clifton Way −2534 106

Los Angeles W 6th St S Grand View St −756 1884

Los Angeles Fountain Ave N Flores St −1528 1112

Los Angeles Fountain Ave N Spaulding Ave −647 1993

Los Angeles W 3rd St S Larchmont Blvd −1755 885

Los Angeles W 3rd St S Alvarado St −1994 646
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County Primary Secondary From To

Los Angeles Fountain Ave N Ardmore Ave −1773 867

Los Angeles Santa Monica Blvd N New Hampshire Ave −1356 1284

Los Angeles W Florence Ave Denver Ave −1034 1606

Los Angeles E Florence Ave Compton Ave −1439 1201

Los Angeles Florence Ave Emil Ave −782 1858

Los Angeles W Florence Ave Haas Ave −1551 1089

Los Angeles W Vernon Ave S Broadway −861 1779

Los Angeles E Vernon Ave McKinley Ave −890 1750

Los Angeles W 54th St S Saint Andrews Pl −2114 526

Los Angeles S Figueroa St W 52nd St −1035 1605

Los Angeles S Hoover St W 59th Pl −1719 921

Los Angeles Normandie Ave 253rd St −1294 1346

Los Angeles S Normandie Ave W 50th St −1657 983

Los Angeles Normandie Ave W Jefferson Blvd −1213 1427

Los Angeles S Central Ave E 105th St −234 2406

Los Angeles S Central Ave E 95th St −1024 1616

Los Angeles Avalon Blvd E 111th Pl −548 2092

Los Angeles S Broadway W 97th St −2097 543

Los Angeles S Broadway W 48th St −2194 446

Los Angeles S Broadway W 133rd St −1888 752

Los Angeles S Main St Winston St −1850 790

Los Angeles S San Pedro St E 7th St 5 2645

Los Angeles Long Beach Blvd E 47th St −1661 979

Los Angeles Long Beach Blvd E 69th St −2059 581

Los Angeles S Grand Ave W Adams Blvd −2549 91

Los Angeles E 1st St N Eastman Ave −1261 1379

Los Angeles Whittier Blvd S Ditman Ave −2277 363

Los Angeles S Lorena St Whittier Blvd −2183 457

County Primary Secondary From To

Los Angeles Pacific Ave 19th Ave −819 1821

Los Angeles W Pico Blvd S Tremaine Ave −1204 1436

Los Angeles S Atlantic Ave Alondra Blvd −587 2053

Los Angeles Martin Luther King Jr Blvd Hulme Ave −2734 −94

Los Angeles Downey Ave 2nd St −185 2455

Los Angeles E 7th St Mira Mar Ave −855 1785

Los Angeles Sepulveda Blvd Haynes St −2054 586

Los Angeles Sepulveda Blvd Lanark St −2293 347

Los Angeles W Sunset Blvd Napoli Dr −22 2618

Los Angeles W Sunset Blvd N Sherbourne Dr −168 2472

Los Angeles W Sunset Blvd Havenhurst Dr −2639 1

Los Angeles W Sunset Blvd N Vista St −2125 515

Los Angeles W Sunset Blvd N Alta Vista Blvd −905 1735

Los Angeles W Sunset Blvd Morningside Ct −1492 1148

Los Angeles W Sunset Blvd N Hobart Blvd −273 2367

Los Angeles Wilshire Blvd S Park View St −1295 1345

Los Angeles Wilshire Blvd S Bonnie Brae St −764 1876

Los Angeles Wilshire Blvd S Barrington Ave −1243 1397

Los Angeles Vanowen St Woodley Ave −453 2187

Los Angeles Victory Blvd White Oak Ave −1250 1390

Los Angeles Victory Blvd Calhoun Ave −613 2027

Los Angeles Victory Blvd Beck Ave −2575 65

Los Angeles S Reservoir St Philadelphia St −2157 483

Los Angeles Pearblossom Hwy 40th St E −1907 733

Los Angeles Reseda Blvd Devonshire St −1567 1073

Los Angeles Foothill Blvd Sayre St −747 1893

Los Angeles Balboa Blvd Jolette Ave −1400 1240

Los Angeles Ventura Blvd Kester Ave −1748 892
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County Primary Secondary From To

Los Angeles Ventura Blvd Mary Ellen Ave −172 2468

Los Angeles Sherman Way Wilbur Ave −2549 91

Los Angeles Sherman Way Milwood Ave −759 1881

Los Angeles Devonshire St Amestoy Ave −1208 1432

Los Angeles Roscoe Blvd Mason Ave −1766 874

Los Angeles Nordhoff St Langdon Ave −1713 927

Los Angeles Plummer St Noble Ave −377 2263

Los Angeles Woodman Ave Wyandotte St −148 2492

Los Angeles Saticoy St Tujunga Ave −287 2353

Los Angeles Vineland Ave Burbank Blvd −505 2135

Los Angeles Vineland Ave Sherman Way −541 2099

Los Angeles N La Brea Ave Fountain Ave −1952 688

Los Angeles N La Brea Ave W Sunset Blvd −636 2004

Los Angeles S La Brea Ave W Slauson Ave −1591 1049

Los Angeles S La Brea Ave Don Lorenzo Dr 1741 4381

Los Angeles Franklin Ave Argyle Ave −1093 1547

Los Angeles Franklin Ave N Mariposa Ave −994 1646

Los Angeles S Western Ave W 89th St −446 2194

Los Angeles S Western Ave W 78th St −2448 192

Los Angeles S Western Ave W 46th St −1220 1420

Los Angeles S Western Ave 144th St −1382 1258

Los Angeles S Western Ave W 127th St −2100 540

Los Angeles N Gower St Fountain Ave −1328 1312

Los Angeles S Central Ave W Acacia Ave −1099 1541

Los Angeles N San Fernando Rd W Ave 26 −1539 1101

Los Angeles San Fernando Rd Irving Ave −2516 124

Los Angeles Hyperion Ave Ettrick St −767 1873

Los Angeles S Vermont Ave W 120th St −737 1903

County Primary Secondary From To

Los Angeles S Vermont Ave W 104th Pl −1968 672

Los Angeles S Vermont Ave W 99th St −1082 1558

Los Angeles S Vermont Ave W 6th St −1715 925

Los Angeles N Vermont Ave W Sunset Blvd −1110 1530

Los Angeles S Glendale Ave E Chevy Chase Dr −1334 1306

Los Angeles Colorado Blvd El Verano Ave −959 1681

Los Angeles Colorado Blvd Loleta Ave −1866 774

Los Angeles Tujunga Canyon Blvd Elmhurst Dr 87 2727

Los Angeles E Ave M 3rd St E −760 1880

Los Angeles N Figueroa St N Ave 60 −597 2043

Los Angeles Atlantic Blvd W Garvey Ave −1723 917

Los Angeles 10th St W W Ave N −26 2614

Los Angeles 10th St W W Ave H12 −1497 1143

Los Angeles Main St E El Segundo Blvd 0 2640

Los Angeles Vista Del Mar Ave Sandpiper St −1091 1549

Los Angeles W Rosecrans Ave Vermont Ave −2114 526

Los Angeles Rosecrans Ave N Willowbrook Ave −1246 1394

Los Angeles Manhattan Beach Blvd Freeman Ave −1214 1426

Los Angeles 190th St S Normandie Ave −488 2152

Los Angeles S Prairie Ave W 107th St −1367 1273

Los Angeles Prairie Ave W 147th St −2454 186

Los Angeles Inglewood Ave W 119th Pl −339 2301

Los Angeles S Inglewood Ave W 93rd St −2297 343

Los Angeles Crenshaw Blvd Skypark Dr −3636 −996

Los Angeles Crenshaw Blvd W 78th St −2179 461

Los Angeles Crenshaw Blvd W 54th St −389 2251

Los Angeles Crenshaw Blvd W 48th St −258 2382

Los Angeles Crenshaw Blvd W Jefferson Blvd −2036 604
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Los Angeles Carson St Figueroa St −490 2150

Los Angeles E Anaheim St Stanley Ave −390 2250

Los Angeles W Anaheim St N Neptune Ave −2157 483

Los Angeles E Anaheim St N Avalon Blvd −1503 1137

Los Angeles E Anaheim St Watson Ave −801 1839

Los Angeles Washington Blvd Via Dolce −1322 1318

Los Angeles Washington Blvd Palawan Way −518 2122

Los Angeles Venice Blvd Hauser Blvd −766 1874

Los Angeles Venice Blvd Marcasel Ave −1975 665

Los Angeles Lincoln Ct Palms Blvd −670 1970

Los Angeles W Jefferson Blvd 2nd Ave −2283 357

Los Angeles W Jefferson Blvd S Harvard Blvd −720 1920

Los Angeles W Jefferson Blvd Walton Ave −1656 984

Los Angeles W Jefferson Blvd Hauser Blvd −375 2265

Los Angeles W Slauson Ave Denver Ave −646 1994

Los Angeles E Slauson Ave McKinley Ave −2353 287

Los Angeles E Slauson Ave Santa Fe Ave −1059 1581

Los Angeles Slauson Ave Norwalk Blvd −1126 1514

Los Angeles W Slauson Ave S Victoria Ave −1790 850

Los Angeles W Slauson Ave 6th Ave −1753 887

Los Angeles E Imperial Hwy S Grandee Ave −1807 833

Los Angeles Imperial Hwy Downey Ave −965 1675

Los Angeles W Imperial Hwy Prairie Ave −79 2561

Los Angeles W Century Blvd Doty Ave −1797 843

Los Angeles Century Blvd Crenshaw Blvd −544 2096

Los Angeles S Robertson Blvd Monte Mar Dr −145 2495

Los Angeles S Robertson Blvd W Pico Blvd −532 2108

Los Angeles S Robertson Blvd W 3rd St −2119 521

County Primary Secondary From To

Los Angeles S Bundy Dr Ocean Park Blvd −1726 914

Los Angeles Beverly Blvd N Carondelet St −819 1821

Los Angeles Melrose Ave N Hobart Blvd −1973 667

Los Angeles W Washington Blvd Park Grove Ave −1024 1616

Los Angeles E Washington Blvd Telegraph Rd −2410 230

Los Angeles Washington Blvd Paramount Blvd −2774 −134

Los Angeles Washington Blvd Lambert Rd −789 1851

Los Angeles W Adams Blvd S Bronson Ave −2019 621

Los Angeles Exposition Blvd 7th Ave −1433 1207

Los Angeles N San Vicente Blvd Rosewood Ave −2097 543

Los Angeles San Vicente Blvd S Cochran Ave −2622 18

Los Angeles S La Cienega Blvd Cadillac Ave −723 1917

Los Angeles S La Cienega Blvd Clemson St −1411 1229

Los Angeles S La Cienega Blvd Rodeo Rd 320 2960

Los Angeles S La Cienega Blvd Industrial Ave −1119 1521

Los Angeles W 6th St S Hill St −1723 917

Los Angeles E 6th St S San Pedro St −2103 537

Los Angeles E 6th St Stanford Ave −383 2257

Los Angeles W 8th St S Westmoreland Ave −937 1703

Los Angeles Fountain Ave N New Hampshire Ave −1572 1068

Los Angeles Santa Monica Blvd N Mariposa Ave −1990 650

Los Angeles W Florence Ave S Vermont Ave −1247 1393

Los Angeles W Florence Ave S Broadway −56 2584

Los Angeles E Florence Ave Malabar St −2216 424

Los Angeles E Florence Ave Arbutus Ave −1027 1613

Los Angeles E Florence Ave N Locust St −1133 1507

Los Angeles Florence Ave Downey Ave −743 1897

Los Angeles Lennox Blvd Dalerose Ave −351 2289
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County Primary Secondary From To

Los Angeles W Rancho Vista Blvd Dunbar St −2553 87

Los Angeles S Prairie Ave E Nutwood St −1491 1149

Los Angeles W Vernon Ave S Figueroa St −2174 466

Los Angeles E Gage Ave Marconi St −2407 233

Los Angeles E Gage Ave Compton Ave −525 2115

Los Angeles S Figueroa St W 79th St −1425 1215

Los Angeles S Normandie Ave W 76th St −2419 221

Los Angeles S Normandie Ave W 71st St −1409 1231

Los Angeles S Normandie Ave W 56th St −1992 648

Los Angeles S Normandie Ave W 42nd St −2496 144

Los Angeles S Normandie Ave W Adams Blvd −1198 1442

Los Angeles S Central Ave E 120th St −1859 781

Los Angeles S Central Ave E 27th St −2122 518

Los Angeles Nadeau St Bell Ave −34 2606

Los Angeles Avalon Blvd E 104th St −818 1822

Los Angeles Avalon Blvd E 78th St −2569 71

Los Angeles Avalon Blvd E 59th Pl −1105 1535

Los Angeles Avalon Blvd E Carson St −2585 55

Los Angeles S Broadway W El Segundo Blvd −1028 1612

Los Angeles S San Pedro St E 23rd St −637 2003

Los Angeles S San Pedro St E 7th St −2635 5

Los Angeles Compton Ave E 83rd St −1025 1615

Los Angeles S Alameda St E 14th St −508 2132

Los Angeles S Alameda St E 4th St −1724 916

Los Angeles Compton Ave E 118th St −578 2062

Los Angeles Compton Ave E Century Blvd −2477 163

Los Angeles Wilmington Ave E 105th St −574 2066

Los Angeles E 112th St Croesus Ave −2034 606

County Primary Secondary From To

Los Angeles Long Beach Blvd Euclid Ave −1175 1465

Los Angeles Missouri Ave San Antonio Ave −1645 995

Los Angeles State St Hope St −111 2529

Los Angeles Wilmington Ave W El Segundo Blvd −2240 400

Los Angeles Tweedy Blvd Orange Ave −2584 56

Los Angeles E 4th St S Fickett St −1397 1243

Los Angeles W Sunset Blvd Mohawk St −1123 1517

Los Angeles W Sunset Blvd Marion Ave −2596 44

Los Angeles W Cesar E Chavez Ave N Broadway −2391 249

Los Angeles E Cesar E Chavez Ave N Hazard Ave −1186 1454

Los Angeles E 8th St S Concord St −2410 230

Los Angeles Whittier Blvd S Downey Rd −2433 207

Los Angeles Whittier Blvd S Eastern Ave −1640 1000

Los Angeles E Whittier Blvd S Woods Ave −1174 1466

Los Angeles Garvey Ave Central Ave −2294 346

Los Angeles Garvey Ave Nevada Ave −14 2626

Los Angeles E Mission Rd S Chapel Ave −112 2528

Los Angeles Pacific Ave Brooks Ave −598 2042

Los Angeles Beverly Blvd Citrus Ave −1787 853

Los Angeles W Pico Blvd S Robertson Blvd −1055 1585

Los Angeles W Pico Blvd S Plymouth Blvd −1659 981

Los Angeles W Pico Blvd S Ardmore Ave −2347 293

Los Angeles W Pico Blvd S Bonnie Brae St −1261 1379

Los Angeles W Pico Blvd S Bundy Dr −1973 667

Los Angeles 11th St California Ave −257 2383

Los Angeles Telegraph Rd Victoria Ave −1302 1338

Los Angeles Paramount Blvd Holbrook St −1888 752

Los Angeles John S Gibson Blvd Figueroa St −1014 1626
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County Primary Secondary From To

Los Angeles S Pacific Ave W 19th St −2104 536

Los Angeles N Pacific Ave W Channel St −1872 768

Los Angeles E Artesia Blvd Orange Ave −577 2063

Los Angeles Alondra Blvd S Atlantic Ave −1217 1423

Los Angeles Alondra Blvd Mcnab Ave −1856 784

Los Angeles Alondra Blvd Leibacher Ave −2415 225

Los Angeles E Alondra Blvd S Bullis Rd −2491 149

Los Angeles W Compton Blvd S Matthisen Ave −1668 972

Los Angeles E Compton Blvd N Willowbrook Ave −2057 583

Los Angeles Santa Fe Ave Rosecrans Ave −136 2504

Los Angeles E 7th St Cerritos Ave −1979 661

Los Angeles E 7th St Obispo Ave −1180 1460

Los Angeles E 10th St Walnut Ave −796 1844

Los Angeles Alamitos Ave E 10th St −2130 510

Los Angeles E Ocean Blvd Alamitos Ave −1615 1025

Los Angeles Carson St Orange Ave −1719 921

Los Angeles Sepulveda Blvd Covello St −1087 1553

Los Angeles W Sunset Blvd N Gunston Dr −1043 1597

Los Angeles W Sunset Blvd N Doheny Dr −376 2264

Los Angeles W Sunset Blvd Brooktree Rd −836 1804

Los Angeles Norwalk Blvd Cheshire St −906 1734

Los Angeles Leffingwell Rd Colima Rd −173 2467

Los Angeles Santa Monica Blvd 6th St −2031 609

Los Angeles Wilshire Blvd S Citrus Ave −1320 1320

Los Angeles Wilshire Blvd S Wilton Pl −1124 1516

Los Angeles Wilshire Blvd Manning Ave −2414 226

Los Angeles Valley View Ave Adoree St −1774 866

Los Angeles Workman Mill Rd Mission Mill Rd −170 2470

County Primary Secondary From To

Los Angeles Workman Mill Rd Alanwood Rd −2152 488

Los Angeles W Olympic Blvd S Le Doux Rd −605 2035

Los Angeles W Olympic Blvd S Tremaine Ave −2233 407

Los Angeles W Olympic Blvd West Blvd −1622 1018

Los Angeles W Olympic Blvd Gramercy Dr −2218 422

Los Angeles W Olympic Blvd S Catalina St −2222 418

Los Angeles W Olympic Blvd Menlo Ave −834 1806

Los Angeles W Olympic Blvd Beacon Ave −416 2224

Los Angeles Painter Ave Walnut St −1625 1015

Los Angeles Lambert Rd Mills Ave −1036 1604

Los Angeles Lower Azusa Rd El Monte Ave −1177 1463

Los Angeles Temple City Blvd E Naomi Ave −88 2552

Los Angeles Ramona Blvd Lexington Ave −1521 1119

Los Angeles Santa Anita Ave Bryant Rd −2867 −227

Los Angeles Peck Rd Garvey Ave −1584 1056

Los Angeles Peck Rd Ramona Blvd −1198 1442

Los Angeles Peck Rd Lower Azusa Rd −2582 58

Los Angeles Gale Ave Coiner Ct −1530 1110

Los Angeles Maplegrove St Aileron Ave −558 2082

Los Angeles Fullerton Rd Colima Rd −2033 607

Los Angeles E Arrow Hwy Sunflower Ave −891 1749

Los Angeles Vanowen St Geyser Ave −1078 1562

Los Angeles Vanowen St Etiwanda Ave −1743 897

Los Angeles Vanowen St Tyrone Ave −1799 841

Los Angeles Vanowen St Coldwater Canyon Ave −490 2150

Los Angeles Vanowen St Independence Ave −2371 269

Los Angeles Vanowen St De Soto Ave −385 2255

Los Angeles Victory Blvd Forbes Ave −1833 807
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Los Angeles Victory Blvd Sylmar Ave −1932 708

Los Angeles Victory Blvd Vineland Ave −1255 1385

Los Angeles S Towne Ave E Grand Ave −27 2613

Los Angeles Rye Canyon Loop Ave Scott −2008 632

Los Angeles Palos Verdes Dr S Narcissa Dr −3508 −868

Los Angeles Reseda Blvd Plummer St −1557 1083

Los Angeles Reseda Blvd Victory Blvd −2211 429

Los Angeles Reseda Blvd Dearborn St −2214 426

Los Angeles Rinaldi St Indian Hills Rd −1184 1456

Los Angeles Tampa Ave Superior St −1149 1491

Los Angeles Foothill Blvd Whitegate Ave −1091 1549

Los Angeles San Fernando Rd Fox St 540 3180

Los Angeles San Fernando Rd Kagel Canyon St −2237 403

Los Angeles Woodley Ave Nordhoff St −585 2055

Los Angeles Ventura Blvd Lindley Ave −1092 1548

Los Angeles Ventura Blvd Beverly Glen Blvd −27 2613

Los Angeles De Soto Ave Valerio St −1059 1581

Los Angeles De Soto Ave Gresham St −2596 44

Los Angeles Canoga Ave Chase St −886 1754

Los Angeles Saticoy St Louise Ave −2258 382

Los Angeles Sherman Way Ranchito Ave −1325 1315

Los Angeles Devonshire St Balboa Blvd 109 2749

Los Angeles Roscoe Blvd Hayvenhurst Ave −2069 571

Los Angeles Roscoe Blvd Sepulveda Blvd −1545 1095

Los Angeles Roscoe Blvd Tobias Ave −1135 1505

Los Angeles Roscoe Blvd Hazeltine Ave −1891 749

Los Angeles Roscoe Blvd Oakdale Ave −459 2181

Los Angeles The Old Rd Constitution Ave −2563 77

County Primary Secondary From To

Los Angeles Nordhoff St De Soto Ave −698 1942

Los Angeles Chatsworth St Encino Ave −1684 956

Los Angeles Saticoy St Kester Ave −701 1939

Los Angeles Oxnard St Donna Ave −1616 1024

Los Angeles Big Tujunga Canyon Rd Vogel Flat Rd 4717 7357

Los Angeles Van Nuys Blvd Plummer St −726 1914

Los Angeles Woodman Ave Willard St −231 2409

Los Angeles Woodman Ave Filmore St −653 1987

Los Angeles Woodman Ave Albers St −1426 1214

Los Angeles Woodman Ave Vanowen St −2110 530

Los Angeles Kester Ave Friar St −1581 1059

Los Angeles Sierra Hwy Soledad Canyon Rd −1397 1243

Los Angeles Sierra Hwy Vasquez Way 961 3601

Los Angeles Sierra Hwy Angeles Forest Hwy −205 2435

Los Angeles Laurel Canyon Blvd Dona Pegita Dr −2278 362

Los Angeles Laurel Canyon Blvd Brand Blvd −87 2553

Los Angeles Paxton St Haddon Ave −1329 1311

Los Angeles Haskell Ave Napa St −1882 758

Los Angeles Glenoaks Blvd Randall St −985 1655

Los Angeles N Glenoaks Blvd E Orange Grove Ave −2264 376

Los Angeles Glenoaks Blvd Vaughn St −2293 347

Los Angeles Sheldon St Cayuga Ave −2299 341

Los Angeles Sunland Blvd Wheatland Ave −2462 178

Los Angeles N Hollywood Way Tulare Ave −745 1895

Los Angeles Lankershim Blvd Sherman Way −634 2006

Los Angeles Lankershim Blvd Victory Blvd −619 2021

Los Angeles Tujunga Ave Woodbridge St −518 2122

Los Angeles Hollywood Blvd Whitley Ave −1956 684
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County Primary Secondary From To

Los Angeles N Fairfax Ave Santa Monica Blvd −1903 737

Los Angeles S La Brea Ave W Adams Blvd −2466 174

Los Angeles N La Brea Ave Rosewood Ave −2105 535

Los Angeles S La Brea Ave Don Lorenzo Dr −899 1741

Los Angeles Cahuenga Blvd W Mulholland Dr 506 3146

Los Angeles Colfax Ave Weddington St −1357 1283

Orange El Toro Rd Rockfield Blvd −1999 641

Orange E Chapman Ave S Seranado St −1970 670

Orange Santiago Canyon Rd Jamboree Rd −148 2492

Orange W 1st St S Gunther St −2299 341

Orange 1st St N Ross St −164 2476

Orange E 1st St Maple St −301 2339

Orange Westminster Ave Bowen St −2230 410

Orange Superior Ave Ticonderoga St −1642 998

Orange N Euclid St Westminster Ave −2559 81

Orange N Bristol St W Washington Ave −713 1927

Orange W McFadden Ave S Sail St −981 1659

Orange W McFadden Ave S Douglas St −916 1724

Orange W Warner Ave S Van Ness Ave −2206 434

Orange W Ball Rd Euclid St −1484 1156

Orange Harbor Blvd Princeton Dr −1456 1184

Orange Jamboree Rd State Rte 1 −877 1763

Orange Jamboree Rd Bayview Way −1924 716

Orange University Dr Ridgeline Dr −1080 1560

Orange W 1st St Euclid St −1460 1180

Orange 1st St Fairview St −692 1948

Orange E Lincoln Ave N Olive St −2042 598

Orange Culver Dr Barranca Pkwy 56 2696

County Primary Secondary From To

Orange Michelson Dr Parkside Dr −588 2052

Orange Newport Ave Walnut Ave −2533 107

Orange Brookhurst St Heil Ave −1552 1088

Orange Gilbert St Harle Ave −2506 134

Orange Irvine Blvd Tustin Ranch Rd −7 2633

Orange Chapman Ave Santa Rosalia St −47 2593

Orange Crown Valley Pkwy Via Valle −851 1789

Orange Alicia Pkwy Po Ave −2293 347

Orange Antonio Pkwy Ave Empresa −1109 1531

Orange El Toro Rd Jeronimo Rd −100 2540

Orange Muirlands Blvd Entrados Dr −2583 57

Orange Los Alisos Blvd Via Noveno −507 2133

Orange Live Oak Canyon Rd Hunky Dory Ln −161 2479

Orange Katella Ave Dale Ave −1485 1155

Orange Katella Ave Jean St −2578 62

Orange Katella Ave S Nutwood St −1446 1194

Orange Westminster Ave Newhope St −2612 28

Orange Euclid St Acacia Pkwy −638 2002

Orange Brea Blvd Marion Blvd −1911 729

Orange S Harbor Blvd W Orangewood Ave −1803 837

Orange S Main St E Edinger Ave −2388 252

Orange Fairview St W Mcfadden Ave −1115 1525

Orange N Fairview St Edna Dr −1628 1012

Orange Garden Grove Blvd Harbor Blvd −1945 695

Orange Garden Grove Blvd Court St −1670 970

Orange Garden Grove Blvd Yockey St −563 2077

Orange W Orangethorpe Ave S Brookhurst Rd −2684 −44

Orange Red Hill Ave Warner Ave −903 1737
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Orange Santiago Canyon Rd Silverado Canyon Rd 2988 5628

Orange Oso Pkwy Nellie Gail Rd −3802 −1162

Orange E Edinger Ave Orange Ave −347 2293

Orange Yorktown Ave Brookhurst St −263 2377

Orange Talbert Ave Ward St −1424 1216

Orange Slater Ave Magnolia St −23 2617

Orange Bolsa Ave Magnolia St −2588 52

Orange Westminster Ave Seal Beach Blvd −1672 968

Orange W Wilson St Colgate Dr −1826 814

Orange W Oceanfront 22nd St −621 2019

Orange W Balboa Blvd 26th St −988 1652

Orange Magnolia Ave Lincoln Ave −41 2599

Orange N Magnolia Ave W La Palma Ave −115 2525

Riverside Ramona Expy Webster Ave −1950 690

Riverside Ramona Expy Bridge St −2271 369

Riverside Van Buren Blvd Chicago Ave −971 1669

Riverside Van Buren Blvd 56th St −2355 285

Riverside Palm Dr Dillon Rd −1188 1452

Riverside Clay St General Rd −1291 1349

Riverside Jefferson Ave Larchmont Ln −1917 723

Riverside Ramona Expy Rider St 5286 7926

Riverside Cary Rd Ushy 371 3711 6351

Riverside Warren Rd Borel Rd −1375 1265

Riverside Fred Waring Dr Portola Ave −586 2054

Riverside River Rd Bluff St −1394 1246

Riverside W 6th St S Sheridan St −304 2336

Riverside La Sierra Ave Norwood Ave −2795 −155

Riverside Cajalco Expy Seaton Ave −1360 1280

County Primary Secondary From To

Riverside 3rd St Lime St −1902 738

Riverside Rubidoux Blvd 26th St −623 2017

Riverside Rubidoux Blvd Market St −883 1757

Riverside Van Buren Blvd Suttles Dr −3191 −551

Riverside Van Buren Blvd Washington St −579 2061

Riverside E La Cadena Dr Palmyrita Ave −1832 808

Riverside Chicago Ave 3rd St −397 2243

Riverside Limonite Ave Wineville Ave −2743 −103

Riverside Reche Canyon Rd Woodson Rd −2898 −258

Riverside Goetz Rd Mapes Rd −205 2435

Riverside Arlington Ave Barcelona Way −1035 1605

Riverside Warren Rd Devonshire Ave 2049 4689

Riverside Mission Blvd Opal St −718 1922

Riverside S State St W 7th St −214 2426

Riverside Temescal Canyon Rd Hostettler Rd 381 3021

Riverside E Palm Canyon Dr Smoke Tree Ln −900 1740

Riverside E Palm Canyon Dr S Linden Way −1449 1191

Riverside Mountain View Rd Varner Rd 0 2640

Riverside Bob Hope Dr State Rte 111 0 2640

Riverside Magnolia Ave Merrill Ave 98 2738

Riverside Jefferson St Evans St −813 1827

Riverside Jurupa Ave Chester St −740 1900

San Bernardino N Riverside Ave E Holly St −1369 1271

San Bernardino Valley Blvd Hemlock Ave −1857 783

San Bernardino N Grove Ave E 5th St −1818 822

San Bernardino W Base Line Rd N Maple Ave −1323 1317

San Bernardino W 5th St N E St −2025 615

San Bernardino 5th St Cooley St −2458 182
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San Bernardino Main St Maple Ave −3161 −521

San Bernardino Hermosa Ave Placer St −956 1684

San Bernardino Phelan Rd Sheep Creek Rd −898 1742

San Bernardino Ramona Ave Riverside Dr −3011 −371

San Bernardino Riverside Dr 13th St −151 2489

San Bernardino W Valley Blvd S Willow Ave −842 1798

San Bernardino W Merrill Ave S Linden Ave −340 2300

San Bernardino Bear Valley Rd Cypress Ave −6 2634

San Bernardino Bear Valley Rd Shooting Star Dr −165 2475

San Bernardino Amargosa Rd Maricopa Rd −1567 1073

San Bernardino Amargosa Rd Placida Rd −2210 430

San Bernardino Hesperia Rd Terra Linda St −1383 1257

San Bernardino Main St La Verne Ave −2712 −

San Bernardino Cedar Ave 13th St −2214 426

San Bernardino Cedar Ave Santa Ana Ave −2976 −336

San Bernardino Bloomington Ave Vine St −740 1900

Ventura W Channel Islands Blvd S N St −1806 834

Ventura N Rose Ave Cesar Chavez Dr −2722 −82

Ventura Saviers Rd E Elm St −2308 332

Ventura W Potrero Rd White Stallion Rd −2566 74

Ventura Moorpark Rd E Wilbur Rd −1135 1505

Ventura Telegraph Rd College Dr −1600 1040

Ventura E Gonzales Rd Entrada Dr −969 1671

Ventura S Ventura Rd E Bay Blvd −2071 569

Ventura S Ventura Rd W Hemlock St −491 2149
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THE ROLE OF VEHICLE TECHNOLOGY IN MEETING  
LONG-TERM AIR QUALITY AND ENERGY CHALLENGES

SCAG’s Collaborative Efforts Relative to Clean Vehicle Technology 1
The Air Quality / Energy Connection 1



T
he SCAG region has a long history of addressing the need for significant regional 
emission reductions in order to attain the federal air quality standards. Of 
particular concern for air agencies and stakeholders is the significant amount 
of emission reductions necessary to meet the standards, and that a substantial 

portion are included in long term measures that are not yet clearly defined. More recently, 
concerns related to GHG emissions and future energy costs/sustainability have entered 
the discussion.

From the related air quality and energy discussions, stakeholders have focused on the 
role that technology will play for transportation sources and which concepts or strategies 
may possibly be incorporated into SCAG’s 2012–2035 RTP/SCS to that end.

It is important to note that SCAG has consistently promoted or otherwise put forth 
concepts, performed necessary planning, or set forth policies that have helped move the 
region to a more efficient and cleaner transportation system. To name a few:

 � Facilitating the linkage of a regional HOV system

 � Initial planning for Metrolink

 � Conceptualization of the Alameda Corridor

 � Telecommuting

 � Planning for a comprehensive, clean technology goods movement system

 � System efficiency through improved urban form

 � Administering the Southern California Clean Cities Coalition

SCAG will continue to champion such strategies and to seek ways, within the constraints 
set forth by regulation and jurisdictional authority, to set the framework for the strategies 
within the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS or otherwise facilitate moving such concepts forward.

SCAG’s Collaborative Efforts Relative to 
Clean Vehicle Technology

The Air Quality / Energy Connection
To stimulate more active dialogue and begin to comprehensively addressing the related 
issues of air quality and energy costs and sustainability, ARB, South Coast AQMD, and 
SCAG have released a joint brochure entitled: Powering the Future: A Vision for Clean 
Energy, Clear Skies, and a Growing Economy in Southern California. This brochure 
discusses the economic, mobility, energy security and climate benefits of transitioning 
from traditional combustion of fossil fuels in cars, trucks and factories, to broad use of 
clean energy such as electricity. It includes “10 Steps for Governments” and “10 Steps for 
Business and Individuals” for “powering clean growth.”

SCAG’s policy with regard to alternative fuels is technology neutral and does not favor any 
one technology over any other. SCAG’s alternative fuel goals are to promote emissions 
reduction and improved mobility in ways that are effective and cost-effective. Alternative 
fuels for transportation include, but are not limited to, the following commercially avail-
able and emerging fuels1:

Commercially Available Alternative Fuels
 � Biodiesel

 � Electricity

 � Ethanol

 � Hydrogen

 � Natural Gas

 � Propane

Emerging Alternative Fuels
 � Biobutanol

 � Biogas

1 U.S. Department of Energy, Alternative Fuels and Advanced Vehicles Data Center, http://www.afdc.
energy.gov/afdc/fuels/index.html
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 � Hydrogenation-Derived Renewable Diesel (HDRD)

 � Methanol

 � P-Series

 � xTL Fuels (Fischer-Tropsch)

COMPREHENSIVE GOODS MOVEMENT PLANNING

The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS delineates a path forward—a series of steps and decision 
points to move the region to a near-zero and zero emission freight system. Broad deploy-
ment of near-zero and zero emission transportation technologies in the 2023 to 2035 
timeframe is a critical undertaking, but with significant technological, cost and opera-
tional challenges. To achieve this objective requires industry stakeholder participation, 
as well as the efforts of numerous state and federal resources agencies, transportation 
agencies, along with commercial technology developers/manufacturers and logistics 
experts. The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS developed in coordination with many of these stake-
holders reiterates this as a priority and establishes the regional path forward to such 
a system. Please refer to Goods Movement Technical Appendix to review the 2012–2035 
RTP/SCS Goods Movement Environmental Strategy and Action Plan for Technology 
Advancement.

ELECTRIC VEHICLE PLANNING GRANTS

SCAG and regional partner agencies have successfully collaborated on submission 
of federal and state grant applications to the specific end of planning for accelerated 
penetration of electric vehicles into the market. The objective of the U.S. Department 
of Energy (DOE) grant is to develop a comprehensive, statewide PEV readiness project. 
To advance the state of readiness in California, the Bay Area AQMD, Plug-In Electric 
Vehicle Collaborative, South Coast AQMD, and Clean Cities Coalitions in California will 
form the California PEV Coordinating Council (CalPEVCC). The CalPEVCC will oversee the 
creation of a PEV Readiness Guidelines document, six Regional Infrastructure Plans, and 
a compiled Statewide Infrastructure Plan. The objective is to create a unified statewide 
approach to planning critical PEV charging infrastructure activities with regional imple-
mentation plans in order to support and expand the market for PEVs in California. DOE 
awarded this coalition $1,000,000 in September 2011, with allocations of $200,000 for 
SCAG and $100,000 for SCAG’s Clean Cities partners.

SCAG, along with key regional partners, was awarded $200,000 from the California 
Energy Commission grant solicitation, Regional Plans to Support Plug-In Electric Vehicle 
Readiness. Core partners include South Coast AQMD, Southern California Edison (SCE), 
South Bay Cities Council of Governments (SBCCOG), and Western Riverside Council of 
Governments (WRCOG), and also includes many cities and stakeholders working together 
to develop the first-ever regional plug-in electric vehicle (PEV) strategic plan. The purpose 
of the project is to develop two subregional PEV Readiness Plans; establish best practices 
for “PEV-ready” building and public works guidelines; and streamline PEV electric vehicle 
supply equipment permitting, installation, and inspection processes. This Plan will also 
become part of a larger effort to provide support the forecasted growth in PEVs through-
out California while promoting economic development within the green technology sector. 
The project will complement the proposed work outlined for the creation of a California 
PEV Readiness Plan outlined in the U.S. DOE proposal. Two complementary subregional 
Charge Port Infrastructure Plans will also be developed as part of this CEC project. Two 
subregions were selected based on their differing land use characteristics, allowing other 
subregions to relate to one of the models. This will facilitate the gradual development of 
PEV Readiness Plans at the subregional scale throughout Southern California. 

NEIGHBORHOOD ELECTRIC VEHICLES

Neighborhood Electric Vehicles (NEV) provide a low speed, zero emission transporta-
tion option that can assist communities and regions in improving mobility while reducing 
carbon-based vehicle emissions and related pollution. Existing law authorizes certain 
local agencies to establish a NEV transportation plan subject to certain requirements.

NEVs have the following key benefits:

 � Reduce reliance upon fossil fuels;

 � Improve utilization of existing Class I and Class II bicycle lanes through shared use 
where appropriate;

 � Provide safe and efficient transportation alternatives for short trips;

 � Offer sustainable/livable community planning tool; and 

 � Enabling broad use of zero emission vehicles aids in attainment of GHG emission 
reductions outlined in SB 375 and AB 32;
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With funding in part from the SCAG Blueprint Demonstration Project Program, the 
Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) conducted a four-city study in 2010 
that evaluated how small electric vehicles could fit into the region’s road network. The 
purpose of the WRCOG 4-City NEV Transportation Plan is to further the vision of creating 
a sustainable development that reduces gasoline demand and vehicle emissions by offer-
ing a cleaner, more economical means of local transportation within the plan area.

As a result of this effort, WRCOG sponsored legislation (AB61, Jeffries), signed by 
Governor Brown into law on August 4, 2011, that authorizes the County of Riverside or 
any city in the county to establish a NEV transportation plan. NEV transportation plans 
are needed to overcome connection issues, identify safe routes, and enable clear com-
munication about where residents can go in low speed vehicles. The WRCOG 4-City NEV 
Transportation Plan presents a multi-jurisdiction transportation planning approach to 
leverage existing and future public street networks for maximum transportation benefit. 
This Plan identifies low speed connectors and potential NEV/bike lane backbone facilities 
within and between the cities of Corona, Norco, Riverside and Moreno Valley. The Plan 
also benefits unincorporated communities within the study area.

The Plan provides the necessary tools for local jurisdiction Plan adoption and may 
be used as a template for other communities contemplating similar transportation 
network enhancements.

The Plan includes Near Term and Long Range (Future) routes. Near Term routes are 
assumed as an initial implementation phase in the one to three year time frame. Near 
Term routes rely on existing or planned Class II bike lanes suitable for shared use with 
NEVs. These routes can be converted for NEV use with little or no capital cost. Not all 
Class II bike lanes are appropriate for shared use with safety as a primary determining 
factor. Long Range (Future) routes include select existing and planned Class II bike lanes 
to complete the backbone NEV network. Long range routes can be implemented over time 
and concurrent with future road improvements. The Backbone network map also includes 
low speed connector roads. These low speed connectors also provide easy transition to 
potential NEV / bike lanes leading to more places and increased mobility.

In another part of the SCAG region, the South Bay Cities Council of Government (SBCCOG) 
commissioned the report Neighborhood Electric Vehicles in Mature Suburbs (funded 
by South Coast AQMD) on a demonstration of NEVs in the South Bay sub-region. This 
effort is part of the Sustainable South Bay Strategy, adopted by the Board of Directors 

of SBCCOG in October 2010, as the basis for the sub-regions contribution to the regional 
SCS and as a guide to land use planning and transportation. In a related effort funded 
by SCAG’s Compass Blueprint Program, SBCCOG, in conjunction the South Bay Livable 
Communities Working Group, developed a presentation to promote the South Bay Smart 
Suburban Vision to City Councils and Planning Commissions in the South Bay. The vision 
set forth a strategy that would intensify commercial uses at the corners of major arteri-
als, transition mid-block strip commercial to residential, and encourage street-fronting 
buildings with parking at the rear. Taken together, these land use changes are intended to 
address the goals of SB 375 while creating an urban form supportive of NEVs. The study 
included potential NEV travel networks, mobility case studies, development models sup-
portive of NEVs, land use analyses, and an economic analysis. 

SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY / LAND USE

As part of the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS development process, SCAG has worked collabora-
tively with local jurisdictions on comprehensive growth forecasts and land use strategies. 
This dialogue has coalesced around a series of land use scenarios under consideration for 
the 2012–2035 RTP/SCS that seek create land use patterns with the following objectives 
(among others):

 � promote and enable shifts to non-auto transportation modes (transit, walk, bike);

 � reduce trip lengths by promoting mixed use development and access to daily needs 
at the neighborhood scale; and

 � increase overall energy and resource efficiency by allowing for a greater mix of 
unit types.

The 2012–2035 RTP/SCS workshops scenarios captured a range of land use strategies 
that vary in aggressiveness from scenario to scenario. The package of strategies includes 
increasing densities at priority locations in order to maximize investment in transit, 
increasing the share of development in more urban typologies in order to promote mixed 
use and neighborhood oriented development, and shifting the locations of projected jobs 
and housing to achieve an improved regional balance. Further, all scenarios attempted 
to improve the region’s responsiveness to housing market conditions by addressing 
a greater share of development to housing types where there is expected to be more 
demand (e.g. attached, rental, and small lot single family). The resulting land use policy 
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encourages overall efficiencies in energy consumption and emissions associated with 
both transportation and building energy use.

Other Related Efforts for Fleet Conversion

Numerous efforts are underway to require and facilitate zero and/or near-zero emis-
sion vehicles throughout the State. Foremost, ARB has recently adopted their proposed 
Advanced Clean Car package of regulations on January 26, 2012. The Advanced Clean 
Cars program combines the control of soot, smog-causing pollutants and greenhouse 
gas emissions into a single coordinated package of requirements for model years 2017 
through 2025. The new rules will clean up gasoline and diesel powered cars, and deliver 
increasing numbers of zero-emission technologies, such as full battery electric cars, 
newly emerging plug-in hybrid electric vehicles and hydrogen fuel cell cars. According to 
ARB, in 2025, average consumers will see nearly $6,000 in fuel cost savings over the life 
of the car. Further, an ARB economic analysis indicates that the overall savings generated 
by the proposed rules will result in an additional 21,000 jobs in California in 2025, rising 
to 37,000 in 2030. The proposed Advanced Clean Cars package of regulations is further 
designed to deliver a total of 1.4 million zero-emission and plug-in hybrid vehicles on the 
road in California by 2025.

The Luskin Center for Innovation, UCLA, recently prepared the study, Realizing the 
Potential of the Los Angeles Electric Vehicle Market, to estimate the number of electric 
vehicles that would be purchased by City of Los Angeles residents over the next decade, 
and examine the effectiveness of policies to increase this number.

The Plug-in Hybrid & Electric Vehicle Research Center, under a grant from the California 
Energy Commission, prepared a plan to facilitate PEV market growth (TAKING CHARGE: 
Establishing California Leadership in the Plug-In Electric Vehicle Marketplace). The 
California Plug-In Electric Vehicle Collaborative, an ad hoc group of high-level stake-
holders, played a guiding and consulting role in developing the plan that leverages their 
ongoing and extensive activities and recommends new actions that require their coordina-
tion. This plan aspires to facilitate PEV market growth so that, by the end of the decade, 
hundreds of thousands of PEVs are sold annually in California and the market contributes 
significantly to California’s ongoing economic, energy, and environmental policy objec-
tives. Its strategic focus intends to solidify California as a technological, manufacturing, 

economic, and policy leader that benefits from—and shapes—the global PEV market for 
decades to come.

Southern California Clean Cities Coalition is currently assisting with the marketing 
and education outreach for three projects funded through U.S. Department of Energy 
(DOE) Clean Cities ARRA 2009 Petroleum Reduction Technology Projects solicitation. 
These projects include two initiatives with the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD) totaling nearly $16 million: the UPS Ontario–Las Vegas LNG Corridor 
Expansion Project and the Heavy-Duty Natural Gas Drayage Truck Replacement Initiative. 
The third project is being implemented in partnership with the San Bernardino Associated 
Governments (SANBAG) and Ryder Truck Rental, Inc. to implement the largest heavy-duty 
natural gas truck project in the U.S. SANBAG received $19.2 million from the Department 
of Energy and the California Energy Commission to deploy 202 heavy-duty natural gas 
trucks and construct two liquefied natural gas fueling stations.

SCAG will continue to champion and work with our stakeholders on innovative and 
technology neutral, yet practicable approaches to the air quality and energy challenges 
facing our Region. As one means of doing so, the efforts of SCAG and other stakeholders, 
as described above, promises a synergistic impact on accelerating the penetration of zero 
and/or near-zero emission transportation technologies.
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REGIONAL OFFICES
Imperial County
1405 North Imperial Avenue
Suite 1 
El Centro, CA 92243 
Phone: (760) 353-7800 
Fax: (760) 353-1877

Orange County
OCTA Building 
600 South Main Street
Suite 906
Orange, CA 92863 
Phone: (714) 542-3687 
Fax: (714) 560-5089 

Riverside County
3403 10th Street
Suite 805 
Riverside, CA 92501 
Phone: (951) 784-1513 
Fax: (951) 784-3925

San Bernardino County
Santa Fe Depot 
1170 West 3rd Street
Suite 140 
San Bernardino, CA 92410 
Phone: (909) 806-3556 
Fax: (909) 806-3572

Ventura County
950 County Square Drive
Suite 101 
Ventura, CA 93003 
Phone: (805) 642-2800 
Fax: (805) 642-2260 

818 West 7th Street, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
Phone: (213) 236-1800 
Fax: (213) 236-1825
www.scag.ca.gov
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Why GAO Did This Study 
Road, rail, and waterway freight 
transportation is vital to the nation’s 
economy.  Government tax, 
regulatory, and infrastructure 
investment policies can affect the 
costs that shippers pass on to their 
customers.  If government policy 
gives one mode a cost advantage over 
another, by, for example, not 
recouping all the costs of that mode's 
use of infrastructure, then shipping 
prices and customers’ use of freight 
modes can be distorted, reducing the 
overall efficiency of the nation’s 
economy. 
 
As requested, this report (1) 
describes how government policies 
can affect competition and efficiency 
within the surface freight 
transportation sector, (2) determines 
what is known about the extent to 
which all costs are borne by surface 
freight customers, and (3) discusses 
the use of the findings when making 
future surface freight transportation 
policy. GAO reviewed the 
transportation literature and analyzed 
financial and technical data from the 
Department of Transportation (DOT), 
the Army Corps of Engineers (Corps), 
and the Environmental Protection 
Agency to make cross-modal 
comparisons at a national level.  Data 
limitations and assumptions inherent 
in an aggregate national comparison 
are noted in the report.   
 
GAO is not making recommendations 
in this report. GAO provided a draft 
of this report to DOT and the Corps.  
DOT provided technical suggestions 
and corrections, which were 
incorporated as appropriate. The 
Corps had no comments. 


What GAO Found 


Public spending, tax, and regulatory policies can promote economic efficiency 
in the freight transportation sector when they result in prices that reflect all 
marginal costs (the cost to society of one additional unit of service). These 
costs include private costs; public costs, such as infrastructure maintenance; 
and external costs, such as congestion, pollution, and accidents.  When prices 
do not reflect all these costs, one mode may have a cost advantage over the 
others that distorts competition. As a consequence, the nation could devote 
more resources than needed to higher cost freight modes, an inefficient 
outcome that lowers economic well-being. Inefficient public investment 
decisions can result when all construction and other fixed costs are not 
passed on to the beneficiaries of that investment. 
 
GAO’s analysis shows 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.  GAO estimates that freight trucking costs that were not passed on 
to consumers were at least 6 times greater than rail costs and at least 9 times 
greater than waterways costs per million ton miles of freight transport. Most 
of these costs were external costs imposed on society. Marginal public 
infrastructure costs were significant only for trucking. Given limitations in the 
highway, rail, and waterway economic, financial, technical, and environmental 
data available for the analysis, GAO presents conservative estimates.  
 
While freight costs are not fully passed on to consumers across all modes, a 
number of issues are important for decision makers to consider when 
proposing policy changes to align prices with marginal costs or reduce the 
difference between government fixed costs and revenues. Costs can vary 
widely based on the specific characteristics of an individual shipment, such as 
the geography and population density of the shipment’s route, and the fuel-
efficiency of the specific vehicle carrying it. Policy changes that align prices 
with marginal costs on a shipment-by-shipment basis would provide the 
greatest economic benefit, but precisely targeted policy changes can result in 
high administrative costs. By contrast, less targeted changes—such as 
charging user fees based on average costs, subsidizing more efficient 
alternatives, or broadly applying safety or emissions regulations—can change 
the overall distribution of freight across modes, but may provide fewer 
benefits. Although the current configuration of transportation infrastructure 
can limit the shifting of freight among modes, price changes can prompt other 
economic responses. Over the longer term, there is greater potential for 
responses that will shape the overall distribution and use of freight services.   
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