CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Planning Division

February 14, 2012

Mr. Hasan Ikhrata

Executive Director

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

Los Angeles, CA 80017-3435

Dear Mr. Ikhrata:

The following comments are offered on the draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation
Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (draft RTP/SCS) and the associated
Appendices and draft Program Environmental Impact Report (draft PEIR).

We would like to commend SCAG and its staff who worked hard to prepare the draft
RTP/SCS, the PEIR, and associated documents as this was a monumental task. We
appreciate the continued cooperation of SCAG staff throughout this process and the
many mentions throughout the document where the RTP/SCS expressly states that it
incorperates 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 Beach's concerns.

It is requested that the adoption of the growth forecast numbers by the Regional Council
and/or Joint Policy Committee be at the county level, consistent with past RTPs.
Planning documents need to be flexible. As time passes, what is possible and feasible
for any given project changes. These changes can be due to market conditions, new
information or data, or infrastructure available that may shift when and where
development is possible. Smaller geographic levels, such as at the subregional, city,
census tract, TAZ, parcel, or grid cell would limit jurisdictional control over land use.

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
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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” couid be
interpreted to read that the measures are also feasible. In order to make it clear that the
mitigation measures are a menu of options for which feasibility has not been established
for any given project, it is requested that the “can and should” language be changed in
all mitigation measures identifying entities other than SCAG to read “should consider
where practical and feasible”. It would be appropriate to identify on page 1-6 in the
discussion of this language that for all mitigation measures it is assumed by the draft
PEIR that the 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.

B l'en isneski, (eputy Director
Comniunity Develdprrient Department
City0f Newport Bea

RTP/SCS and PEIR Comment Letter
City of Newport Beach
Page 2
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Mr. Hassan lkhrata

Executive Director

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

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

RE: Comments on 2012 RTP/SCS and PEIR

Dear Mr. Ikhrata:

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 | would like to express our sincere appreciation to you and SCAG staff for their
professionalism, inclusiveness, and dedication to the immense task of coordinating and creating the
region’s first RTP/SCS regional plan. We support approval of the RTP/SCS Plan with some level of
clarification and/or changes described below.

Overall, a recurring theme of our concerns is that the documents need to make clear SCAG’s philosophy
and intent on maintaining local government’s sole control of land use decision making, including the
review and establishment of mitigation measures under CEQA. Under your leadership SCAG has forged
collaborative efforts with county and local governments to discuss and plan for difficult, complex,
regional issues. The success of your approach in recent years, in no small way, can be attributed to the
recognition by SCAG of the land use authority of cities and counties within the region and of local home
rule. We need to ensure that the RTP/SCS and PEIR reflect that basic understanding.

Specifically, our comments are:

1. We understand and have supported SCAG’s efforts to incorporate city growth plans into the
regional planning process. However, as in the past, we believe that the RTP/SCS growth forecasts
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should be adopted at the county level, not the city or sub-city (TAZ) level. This would allow more
flexibility in dealing with inevitable changes in socio/economic trends within the region and sub-
region.

We have questions regarding the use of TAZ 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 in the future would be for the CEQA Incentive program and not for growth
projections.

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.

In a separate letter (dated February 13, 2012 from Jerry L. Blum, Planning Director) we requested
that two important projects for Ontario be included in the 2012 RTP. These projects were
requested via SANBAG and SCAG’s consultant previously.

We appreciate your consideration of our comments in the final RTP/SCS and PEIR and look forward to
your responses. As always, we commend SCAG for its leadership in these regional activities and the
transparent and collaborative manner in which you operate. We share your commitment to a stronger,
more cohesive, and prosperous region as expressed in the 2012 RTP/SCS. If you have any questions
regarding this matter please contact myself or Jerry L. Blum, Planning Director at 909-395-2199.

Sincerely;

A

s Hugh¥s

City Manager

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 |khrata

Executive Director

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

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

RE: Comments of the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS and Related Program EIR

Dear Mr. Ikhrata:

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.

T

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.

www.cityofpalmdale.org
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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 {0 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,  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 satisfty GHG
emission reduction goals.

5. The SED disaggregation at the TIER 1l TAZ levei 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 CEQA streamliining benefits
if the modeling results do not match our focally adopted General
plan? This shall be clarified.

8. Page 156 of the Aviation and Airport Ground Access supplemental
document should be updated to refliect the California High Speed
Rail Authority's January 12, 2012, decsion to discontinue the study
of the Grapevine alignment and to continue the final study of an
Antelope Valley aiignment and station in the City of Palmdale.



L.tr. to Hasan Ikhrata
Comments on draft RTP/SCS
February 14, 2012

Page 3

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 pian and EIR. We
have attempted to limit our comments to those issues having the greatest
potential impact to the City of Paimdale.

Please feel free to contact me at (661) 267-5283 should you have any
further questions.

Sincerely,

Richard Kite
Planning Manager

cc: Mike Behen



OFFICE OF THE MaYogr

February 14, 2012

Jacob Lieb

Southern California Association of Governments
g18 w. 7" Street, 12% Floor

f.os Angeles, CA 90017-3433

Transmiticd via Email to licb{@scag.ca.gov
Re: Comments on the Draft 2012 Rbgional Transportation Plan
Dear Mr. Lieb:

Thank you for the opportanity for the City of Pasadena to provide comments on
the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The City of Pasadena’s General
Plan promotcs the priority of non-auto trips and sets the tone for the Mobility Element
with the Guiding Principle “Pasadena will be a city where people can circulate without
cars.” The Mobility Element relies upon an integrated and mulii moda! transportation
system that provides choiees 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% Century.

I believe vou are aware of the active role Pasadena has played over a long period
regarding any freeway connection that traverses our community. The issve of the 710
North extension, albeit being a tunnel alternative as opposed to a surface freeway,
coniinues to be a sensitive topic among our elected officials, neighborhood groups and
city residents. We request that the RTP recognize the on-going environmental study for
this facility and not presuppose the ongoing studies by defining a route for the 710 north
extension project.

The City of Pasadcna supports the policies included in the RTP to encourage the
expansion of local transit service to serve as feeder systems to the regional transit
network, However the RTT does not address the limited funding resources that local
agencies have in providing these important (ransit services, We would like the RTP to
identily additional funding resources to expand local transit services and inciude polices
that expand the avaiability of funding [or local transit providers.

100 North Garfield Avenue - Pasadena, €A 91109
(626} 744-4311 Fax (626) T44-3921



Comments on the Draft Regional Transportation Plan
Page 2

The City of Pasadena would like the regional transit connection between the
North Hollywood Red ine/Orange Line Station and the Gold Line in Pasadena via
Burbank and Glendale included in the RTP. This is an important transit project for our
subregion and should be included in the RTP and should be considerced for

implementation using reasonably available funding sources described in the RTP
Financial Plan.

Thank yon for your constderation of this request.

Sincerely,
BILL BOGAARD
Mayor

ce: Michael J. Beck, City Manager, Pasadena
Frederick C. Dock. Director of Transportation, Pasadena
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Ronald Bates, Ph.D.
City Manager

City Council

Bob J. Archuleta
Mayor

Gustavo V. Camacho
Mayor Pro Tem

David W. Armenta
Councilmember
Gregory Salcido
Councilmember

Brent A.Tercero
Councilmember

February 14, 2012

Ms. Margaret Lin

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

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Email: RTP@scag.ca.gov

SUBJECT: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS’ 2012-2035
DRAFT REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN/SUSTAINABLE
COMMUNITIES 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 proposals 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 volumes 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 movement in the region.

We recognize that the RTP/SCS identifies and recommends a corridor concept that would
connect to the north end of the I-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 I-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.
In 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,
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improvements to the existing Metrolink system, and the implementation of Phase 1 of the
California High-Speed Train project. The City would support such improvements only if to
enhance the existing rail system through Pico Rivera, and not add supplementary rail lines within
new corridors that would require significant residential/industrial/commercial property
acquisition.

Goldline Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 11

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,

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. 6646

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 volume 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 City Council of the City of Pico Rivera is generally supportive of
regional transportation alternatives as long 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 t0 evaluate East-West freight corridor alignment alternatives between the Interstate 710
and west 1%&% tate 13X Aliggment alfernatives were evaluated based on proximity to
current efght markefs, * feasibility and right-of-way constraints, and corridor
operational charactenstics which considers truck traffic volumes and frequency of truck-involved
accidents; and

WHEREAS, SCAG is proposing certain conceptual 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 SIgmﬁcant
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
alignment 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 follows:

Section 1. That the City of Pico Rivera supports the East-West Freight Corridor
Program.

Section 2. That 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.



RESOLUTION NO. 6646
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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 _ 25 dayof___ october , 2011.

Daw%. Armen:';, %ayor

ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO FORM:

- 5aryl Betancur, City Clerk ’ Arnold M. Alvarez-Glasman, City Attorney
;Eﬁg Camacho, Contreras Rapisarda, Salcido, Archuleta, Armenta
ABSENT: ﬁzﬁz
ABSTAIN:

None
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February 9, 2012

Hasan |khrata

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 (SCS) and
Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)

Dear Mr. ikhrata:

The City of Rancho Santa Margarita appreciates the opportunity to
review and provide comments on the draft 2012 RTR/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 doccuments. 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 pericd 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 ceriification of the
PEIR and the approval of the draft RTRP/SCS on April 4, 2012.
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o |t is requested that the adoption of the growth forecast
numbers by the Regional Council andf/or Joint Policy
Committee be at the county level, consistent with past
RTPs. Planning documents need to be flexible. As time
passes, what is possible and feasible for any given project
changes. These changes can be due to market conditions, new
information or data, or infrastructure available that may shift
when and where development is possible. Smaller geographic
levels, such as at the subregional, city, census fract, 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
¢ Greenfield
< Open space

» The OCCOG Board approved the update to the CCP-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/Envision 2}, and datasets
should be updated with the OCP-2010 Mcdified 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 QCCOG
TAC be incorporated into the City’'s comments by reference.

The City plans to continue ite active participation in the 2012 RTR/SCS
approval process through CCCOG 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,
N _,_.___5F~—~'~"“*——-____\

Nate Farnsworth
Senior Planner, AICP

olen 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 OCCQOG
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February 14, 2012

Margaret Lin

Southemn California Association of Governments
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017

| Jacob Lieb
Southern California Association of Governments
818 W. Tth Street, 12th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY (NOA) OF DRAFT 2012-2035 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION
PLAN (RTP)/SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY (RTP/SCS) AND DRAFT 2011
FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AMENDMENT #11-24 (FTIP)
AND DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (PEIR) FOR THE 2012 -
2035 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN AND SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES
STRATEGY

Dear Ms. Lin and Mr. Lieb:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the two Notices of Availability (NOA) for the above noted projects. As a
member organization of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), the City of Riverside has been
and continues to participate in the development of the RTP and SCS including reviewing and providing input on the
documents and the Draft PEIR. City staff is aware of the hard work that has resulted in these two documents and
commends SCAG for preparing a forward thinking plan for our region, where | 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 staff’s 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:

1. The SCS includes projected land use patterns for 2035 using High Quality Transportation Corridors. In the City
of Riverside, this includes Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) and Metrolink Lines similar to the City’s General Plan
2025. However, the land use patterns in the SCS were applied at the Transportation Analysis Zones (TAZ),
which incorporate large areas of land that may contain drastically varying land uses or developable land. Using
this map for consistency with the City’s General Plan 2025 would be very problematic. For instance,
maintaining land use consistency between the General Plan and the prescribed TAZ map along the Alessandro
Boulevard BRT corridor would force the City to direct growth to areas such as the Sycamore Canyon
Wilderness Park (a natural open space conserved by the County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan)
and along hillsides and arroyos, which have already been developed to their maximum density based upon their
natural characteristics. The area near the La Sierra Metrolink Station is another part of the City where increasing
density using the prescribed TAZ map would result in directing density into a protected area. The City's
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Greenbelt, a protected agricultural area which lacks the infrastructure to support the proposed density.
encompasses a large section of the City in this area and would be impacted by the proposed growth. Other
specific comments related to the proposed TAZ map are as follows:

a. Generally, the SCS map is in conformance with the City’s General Plan 2025 and its intent. However,

using TAZ's rather than parcels and following the logistics of the City’s natural characteristics causes
some problems in creating General Plan consistency.

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 lack of infrastructure, habitat conservation efforts, and topography. The
City's General Plan accounts for these constraints and is consistent with the overall intent of the SCS,
however it directs density to where it is appropriate along these same corridors. This is consistent with
Smart Growth principles, which advocate for protecting sensitive open space areas and placing density
in urban areas where infrastructure already exists.

The City aims to 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 revised by SCAG based upon the 2010 Census. These revisions
were presented to the Executive Committee of WRCOG and approved in December of 2011. Will the plans and
Draft PEIR be updated 1o reflect this new information?

Page 3.13-25 of the Draft PEIR, Table 3.13-6 incorrectly reflect data on the City of Riverside Wastewater Plant.
This data should be updated to reflect that the City's Plant has a current flow of 34 mgd with a capacity flow of
40 mgd and will have a capacity flow of 52 mgd by 2035.

The City is deeply concerned about being able to meet consistency with the SCS in order to take advantage of Compass
Blueprint Programs and CEQA streamlining provisions in the future. The current draft. unfortunately, creates conflicts
with the City’s existing land uses. SCAG's equal commitment to this goal for all cities would be deeply appreciated.

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Gus Gonzalez, Associate Planner, at (951) 826-5277
or by email at ggonzalez@riversideca.gov.

Sincerely,

A7

Steve Hayes,

P

Interim City Planner

Ronald Loveridge, Mayor

Riverside City Council Members

Scott Barber, City Manager

Belinda Graham, Assistant City Manager

Deanna Lorson, Assistant City Manager

Kristi Smith, Supervising Deputy City Attorney

Anthony Beaumon. Deputy City Attorney

Dan Chudy, Interim Community Development Director
Tom Boyd, Interim Public Works Director/City Engineer
Steve Libring. Traffic Engineer

Rick Bishop. Executive Director, WRCOG, 4080 Lemon Street. 3" Floor. MS1032. 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
scarboroughg@san-clemente.org

February 14, 2012

Mr. Hasan lkhrata

Executive Director

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

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

Subject: Comments on Draft 2012 SCAG RTP/SCS/PEIR
Dear Mr, ikhrata,

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 Environmenta! Impact Report
{DPEIR} for the 2012 SCAG RTP/SCS. The City of San Clemente reguests 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 Qrange County Transportation Authority
(OCTA). The City requests SCAG to respond all of their comments and to act upan any
changes advocated by these agencies, of which the City is a member agency.

The General Plan and Zoning maps for the City are not accurate.

SCAG's website allows member agencies to review the maps that would be used for the
Draft RTP/SCS and PEIR. We reviewed the latest map files and concluded they are not
accurate. The City worked closely with SCAG staff on several occasions to ensure SCAG
has accurate maps for the City of San Clemente. Please update the map files to reflect
the comments we previously provided.,

City Manager 100 Avenida Presidio San Clemente, CA 92672
http://san-clemente.org
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Growth forecast numbers should be at the county level consistent with previous RTPs,

The 2012 RTP-SCS, like cther 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 smalier 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 QCCQG Board of Directors approved an updated version of the
QCP-2010 dataset for use in the OC 5CS. The dataset includes the 2010 Census
population and housing data, along with the 2010 ERD 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 QCP-2010
numbers per the OCTA/OCCOG/SCAG Memerandum of Understanding (MOU) that
established Orange County’s subregional delegation.

The OC SCS should be fully integrated into the regional RTP/SCS

The RTP and appendices include numerous references tc the OC 5CS and SCAG's fotal
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 Beard {at several meetings} the OC SCS
data has not been and will not be altered. The OC 5CS is to be integrated into the
regional SCS without changes per the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between
CCCOG 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

e 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,

s At the lanuary 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
coniains text that contradicts this, The document states local agencies “can and
should” implement the mitigation measures SCAG proposes. The use of the words
“can and should” implies local agencies have the feasibility and obligation to
implement the mitigation measures. SB 375 is not to supersede local agencies’
authority to regulate land uses. California Government Code section 65080(b}{2)(K)

states “. . . Nothing in a sustainable communities strategy shall be interpreted as
superseding the exercise of the land use authority of cities and counties within the
region. . .” To address these inconsistencies, the “can and should” language should

be changed in mitigation measures to read “eap—and should consider where
applicable and feasible” when local and regionai agencies, other than SCAG, are
identified. This will clarify SCAG’s intent to make the mitigation measures a2 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
measlres that appear to exceed the authority of SCAG.

@« SCAG must be mindful and use great discretion when making commitments and/or
suggesting pclicies and strategies that may impact and encroach upon local and
county agencies' responsibilities. Any such changes shouid be evaluated and
supperted by local agencies. Commitmenis should not be made on behalf of local
agencies without the consent of City Councils and County Supervisors.
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s 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 ({GR) 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 2022 RTP and PEIR in April. If you have further
guestions, please contact Jim Pechous at (949} 361-6195.

Sincerely,

George Scarborough
City Manager

ce: City Council
CDD {{im Holloway, Jim Pechous, Jeff Hook, Christopher Wright)
Margaret Lin, SCAG
Dave Simpson, OCCOG
Marika Modugno, QCCOG TAC Chair
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February 14, 2012

Mr., Hasan Ikhrata

Executive Director

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

Los Angeles, CA 90017-2435

RE: Comment on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan and Program
Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

Dear Mr, Ikhrata:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and related Program
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). We would like to also acknowledge the significant effort
made by SCAG, in cooperation with the Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG),
in crafting the “first” SB 375 Sustainability Communities Strategy (SCS) for incorporation
into the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan.

In review of the draft 2012 SCAG Regional 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 market flexibility. Thus, it is recommended that the growth
projections be incorporated and adopted at a County level. Adoption of population,
employment and housing growth projection at any smaller geography could introduce
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 Transportation 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 shall” in describing the measures. For example,
Mitigation Measure 76 (M-TR76) states, “Street standards will include provisions for
bicycle parking within the public right 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 EIR are not appropriate. It is suggested that this language in the
measures be replaced with “can and should”.

The City of Santa Ana appreciates the significant resources and collaborative effort required to
develop the 2012 SCAG Regional Transportation Plan; particularly with the SB 375
requirement to incorporate a Sustainability Communities Strategy to integrate land use and
transportation planning to promote sustainable communities. We appreciate the opportunity
to comment on this landmark regional planning document. Should you needs any clarification
regarding our comments, please feel free to contact Associate Planner Melanie McCann at
714.667.2746 mmccann(@santa-ana.org.

Sincerely,

Jay M. Trevino
Executive Director
Planning and Building Agency

MGM/ GHG/2012RTP/LetterFeb14.2012

oc: Raul Godinez, PWA Executive Director
David Simpson, Orange County Council of Governments Director
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February 10, 2012

Mr. Hasan Ikhrata, Executive Director

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

Los Angeles, CA 90017

SUBJECT: 2012 DRAFT REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN

Dear Mr. Ikhrata:

On behalf of the Santa Clarita City Council, I am writing to request that the Orange
Line Development Authority’s Northern Corridor be included within Southern
California 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 transportation system. In recent months,
the OLDA Northern Corridor, from downtown Los Angeles to Santa Clarita, has

been the focus of intense review and investment. These activities position OLDA’s
Northern Corridor 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 Rail Authority and transportation
commissions paves the way for placement of the statewide high speed rail project
within the RTP Constrained Projects List, as the alignment for the high speed rail
project falls within the OLDA Northern Corridor. Furthermore, the $1 Billion
included within the Memorandum of Understanding contemplates expenditures
within the OLDA Northern Corridor during the 2012 RTP horizon. It is also widely
anticipated that some of the recommendations 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, the Ground Access Study being conducted by the Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport
Authority and OLDA focuses on multi-modal transportation improvements that will enhance
the linkage between the airport, the OLDA Northern Corridor, and communities, such as Santa
Clarita, located within the corridor.

Clearly, the current study activity along 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 List. Within the foreseeable future, it is reasonable to conclude that
significant investments will likely be made in the corridor, in conformance 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 Projects 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 Murphy, at (661) 259-2489.

Sincerely
Lare ElL

Laurie Ender
Mayor

LE:MPM:cf
simsimpmlscag\2012 RTP OLDA NC 021012.doc

cc: Members of the City Council
Council Member Frank Quintero, OLDA Chairman
Mayor Mario Hernandez, SCAG District 67 Representative
Ken Pulskamp, City Manager
Robert Newman, Public Works Director
Michael Murphy. Intergovernmental Relations Officer
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February 14,2012

Hasan Ikhrata

Executive Director

Southern Califernia Association of Govemmcnt%
818 West 7th Street, 12th [Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr. [khrata:

Subject: Comments Regarding the 2012 Draft Regional Transportation Plan and f{egibnal
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 stratcgies
throughout the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) region through 2035.
Included within the RTP is a financial plan that identifies funding available to support the
region’s transportation investments, including transit, highways, local road improvements,
systems preservation, and demand management goals. Central to the financial plan 1s the
identification of funding resources the RTP identifies as “reasonably available” for future
projects. The City has prepared the following comment rcgardmg the financial plan included
within the RTP (Chapter 3):

Based on its identification as a “veasonably available” funding resource, the Cify 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 ov 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 Bili 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 scries 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 tifled in a consistent manner with the
alternatives included in the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) background
documentation. The City assumes “Scenario 27 from the RTP is the same as “Alternative B”
in the SCS Background documentation.

Throughout the chapter, the RTP refers to Appendix 19. SCAG staff has indicated Appendix
19 is now referred to as the “SCS Background Documentation,” however, this is not
reflected in the current draft (Page 112).

Whereas, Santa Clarita agrees with the assumplions 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 113, Figure 4.3).

It is unclear how the two areas identified in Ventura County can be considered "urban
areas” on par with those identified in Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino
counties. By comparison to those areas identified in Ventura County, the State Route 14 (SR-
14) corridor between the cities 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 125, Exhibit 4.5).

One of the three High Quality Transit Areas referenced in the exhibit is the Downtfown
Newhall area. This area is defined by the Downtown Newhall Specific Plan and is the
primary focus of the City’s former Redevelopment area. However, given the uncertainty
surrounding former redevelopment areas, it is unlikely this location will be able to provide
the same type of transit-oriented development and infill contemplated by the Downtown
Newhall Specific Plan (Page 134, Exhibit 4.9).

The RTP includes future projects in at least two sections: the Constrained List, which is
comprised of projects that have identified funding, and the Strategic Plan, which is comprised of
projects requiring more study and which lack identified funding. The City has prepared the

~ following comment regarding projects included in the Strategic Plan and not included in the
Constrained List (Chapter 7):

SCAG should consider including the Orangeline High-Speed Transit Project (Union
Station to Santa Clarita) in the Constrained List vather than the Strategic Plan, due to the
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Jact the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority has recently
accelerated the evaluation of rail improvements along the Antelope Valley Line (Page 196,
Table 7.1.).

As part of our review, the list of Constrained Projects was compared to the schedule of projects
included on page nine of the “Mecasure R Highway Program™ report released in January 2012 by
the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Mctre). The City has identified
two discrepancies belween the two documents and is seeking clarification. The discrepancies are
as follows:

Metro's list of highway projects indicates completion of Interstate 5 (I-5) truck lanes (Phase
1) from SR-14 to Pico Canyor 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 I-3 truck lanes and HOV lanes
(Phases 2 and 3) from SR-14 fo Parker Road by 20235, while the Financially-Constrained
RTP Project List indicates completion of this same project by 2017 (RTP Technical
Appendices, page 155).

The PEIR evaluates potential environmental impacts associated with the adoption 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 mecasures to help reduce identified
impacts,

In general, the document is unclear regarding whether mitigation measurcs that impact local
governments are mandatory or voluntary. It is also unclear which agency will be monitoring
mitigation measures that impact local governments and what the process for local governments
to demonstrate compliance will be. As a resull, 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 GHGS identifies the need for member cities and counties to adopt
Climate Action Plans {CAP) and outlines no fewer than 14 information items that should be
included in the CAPs. The City is in the process of creating its own CAP with an anticipated
completion date of summer 2012 and seeks clarification on the following points:

It is unclear if and/or how the City should link its current Climate Action Plan (CAF) process
with this item and if the City is able to take credit for any GHG reductions included locally
within the SCS,
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Mitigation Measure L U84 states that local jurisdictions should provide incentive funding and
other incentives to support desired projects. The City is requesting clarification on the
following point:

The City seeks clarification on the definition of “desired land uses and projects.”

Mitigation Measurc [LU83 calls for local governments to reduce street widths to Pre-World
War IT dimensions. '

The City feels reducing street widths to Pre-World War I widths is impractical and not
Sfinancially 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 CalGreen rather than reférence a variefy of independent programs.

Understanding the RTP is a regional document encompassing six counties and nearly 200
cities, it is important to note not all of the identified mitigation measures can be applied to
each of the member jurisdictions equally given their wide range of socioeconomic, urban,
geographic, and demographic conditions. The City has prepared the following comment
regarding three mitigation mecasures:

The City feels rhe.foﬂowing mitigation measures are more appropriale for dense, urban
cenlers than for suburban and rural areas of the SCAG region: TR39, TR63, and TRS3:

We look forward to working with you and your staff now and in the future on this and other
projects. Should you have questions, please contact me at (661) 284-1429 or at rnewman(@santa-
clarita.com. | am available at your convenience.

Director of Public Works

RN:DP:lep :

SACTDave PetessuniGrean Teary3THETE SCS Document 201 2\A TP and FEIR Comments 2 i4 12 REDRAFT 1.duz

cc: Jeff Hogan, Intcrim Planning Manager
Andrew Y1, City Traffic Engineer
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CITY OF SOUTH PASADENA
OFFICE OF THE CITY COUNCIL
1414 MISSION STREET, SOUTH PASADENA, CA 91030
TEL: 626.403.7230 FAX: 626.403.7211

February 1, 2012

Mr. Jacob Lieb

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

Los Angeles, California 90017-3435

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

Dear Mr. Lieb:

On behalf of the City of South Pasadena, we ask you to please accept these comments on
SCAG’s 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(RTP/SCS) and associated Transportation Conformity Report and Draft Program Environ-
mental Impact Review (PEIR).

I. SCAG's welcome deletion of a surface SR-710 north extension should be accompanied
by a land-use action to require State disposition of the hundreds of properties now
surplus to the surface route.

The City expresses appreciation to the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAQG) for ending the SR-710 as a surface project in its 2008 RTP and maintaining that
standing in the proposed plan and draft PEIR. SCAG should now recognize the California
Legislature's intervening repeal of Section 100.4 of the Streets and Highways Code, which
deprived the SR-710 corridor cities of their right to disapprove of a street-closing surface
freeway, and the attendant legislative findings that the surface route will likely never be built.
Under these premises, the RTP's land-use actions and strategies should include a requirement—
to attain SB 375 criteria by creating affordable and other housing in transit corridors—that the
hundreds of State-owned properties acquired for the surface route be released to private
ownership. This overlooked measure affords a rapid means of creating such housing, in a
relatively high-density environment, within the Gold Line transit corridor.

II. SCAG should follow the State's designation of an unbuilt SR-710 project as an
extension and not a gap closure.

In the 1974-1998 EIS/EIR documents on the surface route, the project was
characterized as the extension of the 710 north of Valley Boulevard. LA METRO adopted that
terminology when the project changed from surface to 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
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was completed south of the I-210 interchange. The 1976 judicial order that allowed the
freeway component between [-210 and Del Mar Boulevard to be opened to traffic. however,
treated this constructed freeway component as part of the I-210 project, as its opening was
funded by an I-210 contract, and traffic was allowed not on the (then) route 7 freeway, but
instead in the "Route 7 Corridor." In the words of the court, "only the southern portion of the
Long Beach Freeway has been completed and it now terminates at Valley Boulevard. . . .”
North of Valley to the 1-210 interchange is described as the "uncompleted northerly portion."
(City of South Pasadena v. Volpe (C.D. Cal. 1976) 418 F.Supp. 854, 858.)

Moreover, opening of that freeway portion was conditioned on the premise that opening
the freeway segment "will have no effect on the decision as to the ultimate freeway location
and will not foreclose reasonable alternatives to the proposed ultimate Route 7 Freeway." (418
F.Supp. at 864.)

To label the uncompleted 710 as a route "gap closure" ignores the reality that the
freeway construction north of Del Mar was never accomplished in compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). and use of that portion was only allowed by the court as part of the 210 interchange
and not to be used to justify completing a 710 freeway. The term "gap closure." designed to
create a sense of inevitability or priority for this project over competing ones, must be removed.

III. The Plan and DEIR do not meet the legal requirements of the Clean Air Act, the
National Environmental Protection Act or Title 23 of U.S. Code.

SCAG is the federally designated metropolitan planning crganization under U.S. Code
Title 23 §134(d)(1) charged with creating the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). This
plan (the RTP). and an affirmation of its conformity with the State Implementation Plan (SIP)
for air quality, is required for the utilization of federal aid funding in the Los Angeles region.
Regulations require that the plan be financially constrained, cover at least a 20-year horizon,
and include all projects of “regional significance.” The plan must be updated every 4 years and
be responsibly modeled to determine that the proposed network meets air-quality conformity
requirements. Based on our review, we do not believe this basic standard has been met.

Test 1: Financial Constraint'

Federal regulations require that the RTP be financially constrained and include specific
financial strategies to ensure implementation of all phases of all projects included in the plan to
achieve air-quality conformity.'

Projects for which the state or region cannot demonstrate adequate anticipated funding
may not be included in the air-quality conformity model. To do so would result in incorrect
and potentially unattainable air-quality forecasts, which could not rightfully be concluded to
meet conformity requirements.

The extension of SR-710, incorrectly referenced as the “SR-710 Gap Closure™ project,
is included in the Draft RTP/SCS. The project is described as an 8-lane toll facility in a tunnel

' 23 CFR Part 450.
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and reported to cost $5.64B projected for completion in 20302 At present only $780M has
been secured. Tolling authority has been raised as a potential revenue source. However, a
robust financial strategy to fully close the $4.86B financial gap. as is required by federal
standards, has yet to be produced.

The financial ability to implement the gap-closure project, as described and modeled in
the Plan, is speculative at this point. Based on SCAG’s own guidelines,” such projects are not
eligible for inclusion in the constrained plan but may be maintained in a strategic plan.

The inclusion of speculative projects in the RTP does not meet the federal requirement
for a fiscally constrained plan and results in the modeling of a questionable network, thus
failing to meet federal or SCS requirements.

Test 2: Regional Emissions Analysis

The emissions generated by the proposed network must be demonstrated to meet the
emissions budgets prescribed by the State Implementation Plan (SIP). Additionally, SB 375
requires SCAG to prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy that achieves (and maintains)
greenhouse gas emission reductions of 8% per capita by 2020 and 13% per capita by 2035. A
primary goal of SB 375 is to significantly reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as a tool for
greenhouse gas emission reductions.

Questionable assumptions are made regarding the air-quality benefits and VMT
reductions that may be achieved by a network, including the SR-710 highway expansion. The
assumed results include congestion relief, reduced VMT. and lower greenhouse gas emissions.
These assumptions are not borne out by recent research’ and comparable peer regions.
Research in California has concluded that a 10% increase in highway capacity leads to a 9%
increase in VMT. ® A recent and extensive study utilizing Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) data also concluded that new or expanded interstate facilities correlate with VMT
increases nearly on a one for one percentage basis and that the increase is above and beyond
VMT that shifts from alternative routes or other modes.” The new facility will attract
additional drivers, additional trips. and convert some transit trips to drive trips. eliminating
most assumed air-quality benefits.

? SCAG Draft 2112-2035 Regional Transportation Plan, 163,
*SCAG 2012-2035 RTP/SCS Draft PEIR, 2-4.

* 42 USC § 7506.

* Relevant studies include:

- Fulton, Lewis et al. A Statistical Analysis of Induced Travel Effects in the U.S. Mid-Atlantic Region.”
Journal of Transportation Statistics, Volume 3, No. 1, April 2000.

- Lee, Douglass B., Jr., et al. “Induced Traffic and Induced Demand.” Transportation Research Record,
1659, 1999, 68-78.

- Johnston, Robert A. et al. “Applying an Integrated Model to the Evaluation of Travel Demand
Management Policies in the Sacramento Region.” Mineta Transportation Institute, San Jose State
University, September 2001.

- Cervero. Robert. “Road Expansion, Urban Growth, and Induced Travel: A Path Analysis.” Journal of the
American Planning Association, Volume 69, No. 2, June 2003, 145-163.

“ Hansen, Mark. “Do New Highways Generate Traffic?” Access, No. 7, Fall 1995, 16-22.
” Duranton, Gilles, and Turner, Matthew A. "The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evidence from US
Cities." American Economic Review, Volume 101, No. 6, October 2011, 2616-52.
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A comparable case in the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments
(MWCOG) region had just such a result with the 1991 widening of 1-270. This project was
included in the regional network and analyzed in the regional air-quality model, which assumed
the added capacity would reduce congestion, improve mobility and provide air-quality benefits.
It further assumed that the majority of trips on the new facility would be diverted from the
smaller streets on the network and therefore assumed no change in VMT projections and no
reduction in transit mode share. Within just 8 years of project completion, however, congestion
levels had returned to previous levels—in some segments 10 years earlier than the model
predicted. Dramatic residential development followed the facility expansion, despite regional
modeling assumptions that local land-use plans could control such growth. The corridor
paralleled the heavy rail transit “red line,” and despite increases in population along the transit
corridor, transit ridership dropped by more than 6% during the first three years after the
additional lanes opened. The added cars and early congestion meant air-quality impacts were
worse than the model had predicted. In 2001, 10 years after the widening opened, for the first
time ever, the regional transportation plan for the Washington Region failed to meet federal
Clean Air requirements and all planning had to be put on hold.*

Given this research and evidence, the plan has not demonstrated that the regional
emissions analysis is reasonable and based on justified and demonstrated assumptions and
cannot be concluded to meet air quality conformance standards.

IV. By erroneously specifying only one SR-710 extension alternative—a straight line
tunnel—the Plan and DEIR threaten program-level conformity and unlawfully prejudice
future project-level environmental analyses.

The draft PEIR should assess impacts of the proposed system as a whole. Although it
does not isolate the impacts of individual projects nor differentiate their unique impacts or
benefits to the system as a whole, regulations require consistency between the project described
and analyzed at the program level and analysis at the project level."

A project design concept and scope must not have changed significantly from that
included in the metropolitan transportation plan for which the determination of conformity was
made, and projects must be described in sufficient detail to determine emissions.’

Once included in an approved plan, the lead agencies may include, by reference, the
program level PEIR purpose and need in their project-level environmental clearance documents
and may further use the PEIR as the basis for their regional and cumulative impacts analysis.

NEPA and CEQA regulations prescribe a rigorous and transparent process that explores
and objectively evaluates a number of project alternatives capable of meeting the project
purpose and need. This process for the SR-710 extension project remains in its early stages.
and an agency-preferred alternative has not yet been determined or stated, as several viable
alternatives are still under consideration. The proposed Plan includes the toll-tunnel alternative

¥ “Clean Air Issues Put Transportation Planning Process on Hold.” The Region. National Capital Region
Transportation Planning Board, Volume 41, 2002, 10-13.

’ 42 USC §7506.



Southern California Association of Governments
February 1, 2012
Page 5

in the constrained plan while the transit and “tunnel alternative™ options remain in the strategic
plan.

According NEPA, “interim action prejudices the ultimate decision on the program when
it tends to determine subsequent development or limit alternatives.™"”

Given the requirement for program-level conformity consistent with project-level
analysis, inclusion of the SR-710 extension as portrayed as a straight-line tunnel route is not
appropriate. LA METRO has yet to propose a specific tunnel alignment, or for that matter any
preferred project in the corridor. Even if LA METRO does advance a tunnel, the straight-line
route is likely not to emerge as the most favorable of the tunnel alternatives, and indeed, LA
METRO's environmental review may end up rejecting the tunnel option entirely. A tunnel
option that avoids the steep grade rising into Pasadena and that avoids the Raymond Fault
could emerge as more favorable both environmentally and economically, and earn less
community opposition, than the direct route. That routing should produce different traffic
patterns and modeling outcomes than a project on the assumed direct route.

Therefore, SCAG's inclusion of a single alternative to the SR-710 project in its RTP and
draft PEIR would prejudice the environmental review process. This circumstance additionally
establishes why a specific SR-710 project cannot be included in the constrained plan at this
time.

V. Even though the proposed RTP and its shift of truck traffic to the East-West Corridor
vitiates the asserted need for an SR-710 tunnel, the plan and draft PEIR should
emphasize elimination of non-local truck traffic in preference to a direct rail loading at
the ports.

In promoting the SR-710 tunnel within the last decade. officials have emphasized the
need for truck-borne freight to move out of the LA Basin, claiming that such freight haulers (as
opposed to commuters or drivers of light trucks) would find the projected tolls acceptable. In
light of the draft RTP's emphasis of moving heavy truck traffic originating in the San Pedro
Bay ports not along the 710 corridor north of I-10, but instead by an East-West Corridor to the
Inland Empire, the plan and draft EIR cannot consistently maintain that an SR-710 freeway
extension deserves priority or even inclusion.

As beneficial as it may be, in comparison to existing conditions, to shift truck-borne
freight traffic off the northern portions of I-710, the RTP and draft PEIR must consider and
adopt an even more vigorous approach that is necessary to meet SB 375's mandate of
greenhouse gas reduction. Specifically, the plan and PEIR must assess and include the benefits
of loading containers onto rail cars directly off the ships at dockside. thereby eliminating even
further the case for new highway construction to relieve truck-induced traffic congestion. As
pointed out in a recent The Economist essay. to maintain their standing in the face of a widened
and deepened Panama Canal, "California’s ports must compete on speed. . . ." They cannot do
so as long as the RTP and draft PEIR continue to "clog up stretches of the I-710 freeway. . . ."
(*California Ports: The Fickle Asian Container.” The Economist (Jan. 28, Feb. 3, 2012, 30.)

1940 CFR §1506.
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Conclusion

The City of South Pasadena requests that the SCAG RTP and PEIR remove the SR-710
north extension. With its inclusion, the Plan has not demonstrated that it can meet two of the
four required tests of conformity—sufficient financial resources for the project have not been
demonstrated, and assumptions regarding regional emissions are flawed. The reported impacts
of the planned network are based on suspect assumptions. Inclusion of the project at this time
will bias future project-level NEPA and CEQA review if and when an SR-710 tunnel alignment
becomes LA METRO's preferred alternative. Finally, while the circulating draft RTP and
PEIR vitiate the need for any SR-710 extension that will produce tolls and relieve congestion,
SCAG must discard its emphasis on accommodating any truck traffic from the ports and redraw
its plan and assessments to anticipate the direct ship-to-rail transport that enables air-quality
conformity and successful port competition.

Sincerely, R
ekl A Gl [A.C/l—=
s
Michael A. Cacciotti Philip C. Putnam
Mayor Mayor Pro Tem
. / ' Y -
(Lt Masine fhStbss0. L 4 ) Loty 520
Robert S. J Marina Khubesrian, M.D. Richard D. Schneider, M.D.
Councilmember Councilmember Councilmember

' 23 CFR § 450.322 (b) (11) [the Metropolitan Transportation Plan shall] “Include a financial plan that
demonstrates the consistency of proposed transportation investments with already available and projected sources
of revenue. The financial plan shall compare the estimated revenue from existing and proposed funding sources
that can reasonably be expected to be available for transportation uses, and the estimated costs of constructing,
maintaining and operating the total (existing plus planned) transportation system over the period of the plan. The
estimated revenue by existing revenue source (local, State, and Federal and private) available for transportation
projects shall be determined and any shortfalls identified. Proposed new revenues and/or revenue sources to cover
shortfalls shall be identified, including strategies for ensuring their availability for proposed investments. Existing
and proposed revenues shall cover all forecasted capital, operating, and maintenance costs. All cost and revenue
projections shall be based on the data reflecting the existing situation and historical trends. For nonattainment and
maintenance areas, the financial plan shall address the specific financial strategies required to ensure the
implementation of projects and programs to reach air guality compliance.” (emphasis added)

" 42 USC §7506 Limitations on certain Federal assistance -- Clean Air Act Section 176(c)
Sec. 7506(c) (2) (C) a transportation project may be adopted or approved by a metropolitan planning
organization... only if it meets... the following requirements--
(i) such a project comes from a conforming plan and program;
(ii) the design concept and scope of such project have not changed significantly since the conformity
finding regarding the plan and program from which the project derived; and
(iii) the design concept and scope of such project at the time of the conformity determination for the
program was adequate to determine emissions.
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Mr. Hasan ikhrata

Executive Director

Southern California Associataion of Governments (SCAG)
818 West Seventh Street, 12% Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

RE: Draft RTP/SCS and Draft PEIR
Dear Mr. Ikhrata;

The City of Stanton appreciates the oppertunity 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 enlirety. In addition, the City
would like to provide the following comments regarding the RTP/SCS and PEIR:

It is requested that SCAG continue to utilize growth projection data at the County level as it has
done in previous RTP processes. The growth projections for the 2012 RTT 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, whal 1s feasible for any given
project can change. The triggers for change to adopted growth projections can range {rom factors
such as market conditions, ncw information or data, infrasiructure availability, changes in
funding availability (such as the dissolution of redevelopment agencics statewide), and changes
to jurisdictional boundaties 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 counlywide level, consistent with past approvals of Regional Transportation
Plan growth forecasts. Counly level geography accommodates internal adjustments to changing
conditions as described above, without compromising the integrity of the overall growth
projections. However, approving the growth projcctions 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 countics
as a result ol the lactors described above. Adoption of the data at a level lower than the county



would limit jurisdictional control and create inflexibility in a regional planning document. In
addition, the level of geography in which the RTP/SCS growth forecast is adopted should not be
determined by other processes. For example, the RIHNA 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 thc RHNA process may proceed independently uniil it is completed after the
appeals, trades, and transfers are completed. The RHNA allocations that were derived from the
growth forecast can still be determined to be consistent with the RTP/SCS, even if changes are
made to the city totals during the appeals, trades, and transfers process.

In regards to the Projection data utilized in the RTP/SCS and the PEIR, on January 26, 2012, the
update to the Orange County Projection {(OCP-2010) datasct known as “OCP-2010 Modified”
was officially approved by the OCCOG Board of Directors and is a data amendment to the OC
SCS. The daiaset 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 leller also serves as the formal notice of the
update that should be incorporated into the 2012 RTP/SCS, PEIR, and rclated documents.

As part of the SCAG SCS, it was indicated that the OC SCS was incorporated in its cntirety
without modification. However, there are strategics 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 incorporaled in whole into the SCAG SCS. SCAG has
incorporated the OC SCS in its entircty into the rcgional SCS as an appendix to the regional
SCS, but it is unclear what the standing is of the OC SCS. The OC SCS containg a set of
strategies thal were agreed upon by local governments, agencies and other stakeholders within
Orange County and was accepted by SCAG and should represent the SCS that is applicable to
the Orange County region. Please clarify the roll of the OC SCS in the regional SCS, and when
there are inconsistencies in the regional SCS and the OC SCS, whether the OC SCS would be the
prevailing document for the Orange County subregion,

In the Mitigation Monitoring Program, it is stated that “I.ead Agencies shall provide SCAG with
documentation of compliance with mitigation measures through SCAG’s monitoring efforts,
including SCAG’s Intergovernmental Review (IGR) process.” However, il is unclear how
SCAG intends to implement the Mitigation Monitoring Program with regard to the proposed
mitigation measures, as may be implemented by local agencies. In addition, it is infeasible for
SCAG to require local jurisdictions to report when such mitigation measures are considered for
any project. Noting that thc SCAG region includes 6 counties, 14 subregional entities and 191
cities, this reporting requirement would surely fall short of expectations, Given this identified
infcasibility, please clarify what obligations local agencies may have regarding SCAG’s
miligation monitoring cfforts,



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 lcad agency opt to utilize them. The PEIR
makcs the asscrtion on page 1-7 of the Project Description under the Transportation Project
Mitigation and Land Use Planning and Development Project Mitigation sections that the draft
PEIR has made a preliminary determination that all of the mitigation measures in it are
considered feasible. SCAG has not identified any analysis that supports the feasibility of the
mitigation measures that are to be undertaken by entities other than SCAG and SCAG staff has
stated on numerous occasions that the mitigation measures were intended to be a menu of
options for consideration by lead agencies.

As indicated in the PEIR on page 1-6, state law provides that it is appropriate to indicate in
mitigation measures that they “can and should” be implemented where the authority to
implement the measures rests with agencies other than SCAG. The language conveys to local
agencies an affirmative obligation to address each mitigation measure, irrespective of whether
such agencies deem the measures applicable to a particular project or duplicative of their own or
other governmental agencies' regulatory measures. The City recognizes that SCAG's use of the
words "can and should" are derived from CEQA, at Public Resources Code sections 21081 and
2155.2(b)(5)B)(ii) and CEQA Guidclines, including scction 15091(a)2). Nevertheless, given
the express limitations of SB 375 upon respective local agencies’ land use authority, any
language seemingly imposing affirmative obligations contrary to SB 375 is inappropriatc. As
such, the use of the language "can and should” for mitigation measures addressed to local
agencies is inappropriate and should be modilied to clearly reflect the mitigation measurcs as a
menu or toolbox for implementation where determined feasible by the local agencies.

Several mitigation measures indicate that local jurisdictions or other entitics should implement
new fees or propose taxes to pay for a varicty of programs or for acquisition of land lor
preservation. Increcascs 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 fces is only an option as a way to implement the mitigation measure,

Il is noted that many of the mitigation measures are duplicative of cxisting rcgulation or
processes (¢.2. CEQA review requirements). Undcer the California Environmental Quality Act, it
is intended that measurcs be identified that will mitigate impacts of the project.  Existing
regulations are already assumed o be abided by In the evaluation ol the impact and the
significance of the impact is after all existing regulation is applied. Therefore, mitigation
mcasurcs should address thosc actions that need te be undertaken in addition to cxisting
regulation in order to mitigate the impact, and the mitigation measures that simply restate
existing regulation are not valid mitigation [or purposes of CEQA.

In regards to overall document consistency, the alternatives in the PEIR should be consistently
named. Throughout the document, the alternatives are identilied with numbers (e.g. Alternative
1,2, or 3), with letters (c.g. Alternative A, B, or C), or specific names (e.g. Envision 2).



Finally, there are scveral mitigation measures proposed which may not be applicable to certain
projects or local agencies. As such, for project specific mitigalion measures, or mitigalion
measures assigned to local agencies, the mitigation measures should be reworded Lo include the
wording “if applicable.”

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please feel free to contact Kelly Hart of my stalf
at (714) 890-4228.

M 754/%@7

tar Dadabhoy
Community Development Director
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February 8, 2012

Ms. Margaret Lin

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

L.os 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 Emissicns 5" states that “SCAG shall assist ARB
and air districts in efforts to implement the AB 32 Scoping Plan.” Implementaticn of the
AB 32 Scoping Plan goes abcve and beyond the scope of SB 375 and the RTP.
Therefore, this mitigation measure, and cthers 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 10" and
‘Land Use 42" are contrary to local control. Mitigation Measure “Land Use 10" is one of
the most compelling examples. It reads “Local jurisdictions can and should provide for
new housing consistent with the Regicnal Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) to
accommodate their share of the forecasted regional growth.” This mitigation measure is
problematic and should be removed or revised because State Law and the RHNA do not
require local jurisdictions to ensure that housing units are actually built.

¢ Many of the proposed mitigation measures impose taxes or fees that are financially
infeasible for local agencies to implement or impose an undue burden on the building
industry. For example, Mitigation Measure “Transportation, Traffic and Security 60"
states the following: “Transit and Multimodal Impact Fees: Local jurisdictions can and

Mayor John Niclsen o Mavor Pro Tem Al Muwrray 0 lerry Amante ® [Deborah Cavello ¢ Rebecca "Beckic” Comez

200 Centenmial Way, Tustin, CA 92780 & 071473733010 ¢ wwwtustinca.org
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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.

s The use of the words “can and should” throughout the PEIR and the Draft RTP/SCS
implies that the proposed mitigation measures are feasible, and that local jurisdictions
are expected to implement them. The following statement from page 1-7 of the
Introduction makes this intent clear: “Local governments routinely implement the types
of mitigation measures identified in this Draft PEIR during project design, CEQA review,
and/or project construction. This Draft PEIR has made a preliminary determination that
these mitigation measures are feasible and effective. Therefore, it is reascnable to
expect that local governments will actually implement them.” There is nc¢ analysis in the
Draft RTP/SCS to demoenstrate 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 OCrange
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 preojects 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 sponscrs 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 impertant 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.

o 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 tc contradict SCAG’s agreement
pursuant to the Memorandum cof 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. QOne prime example is Mitigation Measure “Land Use 85." It reads in
part “Local jurisdicticns can and should reduce heat gain from pavement and cother
hardscaping including. Reduce street rights-of-way and pavement widths to pre-World
War [l widths (typically 22 to 34 feet for local streets, and 30 to 35 feet for ccllector
streets, curb to curb)...” Although reduced street widths may be appropriate in scme
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cases and have been implemented in many jurisdictions, it is inappropriate and
counterproductive tc 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.

s 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 30.05 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 explanaticn of the return to source principles which will be used
for the distribution of funds collected thereunder. |n addition, when considering support
for any kind of a new user-based fee program, an emphasis must be placed on a
process for recognizing and rewarding areas which commit additional revenues.

+ The Draft RTP/SCS proposes a number of investments that affect Orange County and
go beyond the Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). The City will only consider
additional investments after revenues are identified to account for these commitments,
The regional strategies identified by SCAG do not have clear funding mechanisms, and
it must be made clear that their inclusion in the RTP/SCS does not constitute a
commitment to fund and/or implement the improvements.

¢ The Sustainable Communities Strategy ("SCS") is recognized as a key portion of the
2012 RTP/SCS, and serves to meet responsibilities associated with S8 375. It is clear
the SCS “Geals 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 - 47 cof the RTP/SCS identify “Action/Strategy” efforts related to the SCS,
with local jurisdictions being identified as respensible 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.

e 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 lecal jurisdictions.

There needs to be sufficient levels of funding {which do not appear to be addressed in
the current RTP/SCS draft) to allow local jurisdictions to adequately initiate these
specialized efforts. From a practical perspective, this funding would be expected to yield
some of the most immediate and timely results in meeting RTP/SCS goals. They would
consider measures which could include, but not be limited to:
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Programs for improved use of public transit

Responsiveness to demographic changes

Improved management of existing transportation infrastructure and roadways
Employer-based Transportation Management Plans

Trip-reduction efforts including premaotion of telecommuting

Carpoolitransit parking near transportation corridors

Better “place marking” which includes an increase of watkable envircnments
Support of bicycle programs including bicycle storage and bike lanes
Bridging gaps between mass transit options and shipping and service centers
Programs for new construction and reconstruction of non-motorized
transportation paths

Q0 CcCQoO0oo o000

s Measures to reduce vehicle miles traveled will inveolve local jurisdictions and employers
to implement many strategies which include but are not limited to measures such as:

Increasing rideshare and work-at-home

Investing in non-motorized transportation facilities

Developing appropriate land use strategies

Encouraging universal employee transit access passes

Synchronizing traffic signals

Using LED technology for new traffic signals and street lights

Allocating convenient parking areas, loading areas and larger parking spaces for
vans and HOV

Creating ride-sharing programs and provide parking near public transportation
Enhancing safety and cleanliness at transit stations

Providing shuttles to transit

Providing incentives, education and publicity to encourage use of transit

OGO OO0 CQ0CO0

o ¢ 0 ¢

It will be necessary to provide funding to local jurisdictions for implementation and/or
management of these and other associated measures.

» Table 3.6 shows that the 2012 RTP/SCS anticipates relatively low levels of funding for
local streets and roads, including $1.1 billion for FY2011-FY2015, $1.1 billion for
FY2016-FY2020, and $1.2 billion for FY2021-2025. Funding is increased to $7.9 billion
for FY2028-FYZ2030 and $9.6 billion for FY2031-FY2035. However, local street and
road improvements offer the best opportunity for quickly improving mebility and realizing
RTP/SCS geals. 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 Read extension from Walnut Avenue to Warner Avenue, including
a new grade separation over Edinger Avenue and the OCTA/SCRRA Railway.

s In addition, the RTP/SCS should identify the regicnal transportation infrastructure
deficiencies breken down by county for purposes of transparency.



Ms. Margaret Lin

SCAG 2012 RTP/SCS and DPEIR
February 8, 2012

Page 5

Again, thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft 2012 Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustaingble Communities
Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) for the 2012
SCAG RTP/SCS. If you have any questions regarding the City's comments, please call Elizabeth
Binsack, Community Develepment Director at {714) 573-3031.

A

Sincerely, i
I N T
Johp Nielsen

Mayor

CC: Hasan tkhrata, SCAG
Dave Simpson, OCCOG
Tustin City Council
Jeffrey C. Parker
Doug S. Stack
Elizabeth A. Binsack
Dana Ogdon
Scott Reekstin

SR:environmental etc\SCAG 2012 RTP SCS and PEIR Letter doc
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Clean Energy- February 14, 2012

Ms. Margaret Lin

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

North America’s leader in clean transportation
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ABOUT CLEAN ENERGY

( 9 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

North America’s leader in clean transportation
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construction and operations. BAF Technologies, Inc., a wholly owned subsidiary, is a
6 ’ 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
Clean Energy' Canada, is a leading supplier of compressed natural gas equipment for vehicle fueling
and industrial applications with more than 1,200 installations in 24 countries. For more
information, visit www.cleanenergyfuels.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.’ 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 results 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 trillion cubic feet of natural gas. This is 8 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.” 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

. See EIA, 2011 Annual Energy Outlook, Table 11 (April 2011).
¢ “The Contributions of the Natural Gas Industry to the U.S. National and State Economies,” IHS Global Insight 2009, p.1.
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transportation fuel will help put more people to work and ensure that we put this

6 ’ natural gas to good use.

Clean Eneryy' 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 MMBtu. At
$3.00 per MMBLtu, 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

North America’s leader in clean transportation
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(NAS) report® that analyzed vehicle technologies as of 2005 and expected by 2030,
projected that, with further expected improvements in vehicle technology and fuel
efficiency, natural gas powered vehicles will provide superior benefits in terms of
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.* 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

¥ National Research Council, “Hidden Costs of Energy: Unpriced Consequences of Energy Production and Use.” Washington, DC: The National
Academies Press, 2010.
* See California Low Carbon Fuel Standard; http://www.arb.ca.gov/fuels/Icfs/121409lcfs_lutables.pdf.
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conventionally fueled vehicles, but are not driven enough miles 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
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).

North America’s leadler in clean transportation
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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
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.

North America’s leader in clean transportation



THE WHITE HOUSE
Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release January 26, 2012

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT
ON AMERICAN-MADE ENERGY

UPS Las Vegas South
Las Vegas, Nevada

10:11 A.M. PST

THE PRESIDENT: Hello, Nevada! (Applause.) It is great to be back in Las Vegas.
(Applause.)

AUDIENCE MEMBER: | love you!

THE PRESIDENT: | love you back. (Laughter.) Although | 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. |
want to thank all of the elected officials and the tribal leaders who took the time to
join us.

Before | get into the core of my remarks, | just want to mention something that | said
to Scott and | said to Joe, and that is that UPS | 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 | talked about at the State of the Union
on Tuesday night. And what | 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. That’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 since 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. | said on Tuesday, and | 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, | laid out my vision for how we
move forward. | 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, | 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 | 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 domestic energy. (Applause.)

But as | 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 | say under our feet, | don’t know that there’s actually gas right
here. (Laughter.) | 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 | 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 | 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, | 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. | 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 | 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
$1 trillion more on what was intended to be a temporary tax cut for the wealthiest 2
percent of Americans. Supposed to be temporary. Backin 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. | 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
balanced approach that has spending cuts -- and we’ve already agreed to 52 trillion
worth of spending cuts. We’ve got to get rid of programs that don’t work. We’ve got
to make government more efficient. | 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.) | 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 | promise you, if we make this change, Warren Buffett will be
doing fine. (Laughter.) | 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 | 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. | 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 | talked
about earlier. We’ve got to make choices. Americans understand if | get a tax break |
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 because 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
doit. We candoit. And | know we can do it, because I’ve seen in states like Nevada
and with people like you that | 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.

| 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 public 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
taxpayer dollars by encouraging an energy future that utilizes domestic energy resources to fuel our nation’s transportation
needs. Through the joint solicitation 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 States 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-RFP 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 expansion of CNG fueling 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 executed 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 local 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 this 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 economically beneficial Joint-RFP, as contemplated herein. This MOU does not create
additional state power, enhance existing state power, or interfere with federal authority or law. This MOU shall continue to
demonstrate the States’ understanding until execution of the Joint-RFP, or until otherwise discontinued by either State.

Set forth by:
State of Oklahoma State of Colorado
Mary Fallin, Goﬁ John Hp‘enlooper, Governor
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November 9, 2011

State of Wyoming

il

Matthew H. Mead, Governor
November 9, 2011

State of Utah

Lo it —

Gary R. Herbevrt, Governor
November 16, 2011

State of New Mexico

;ﬂ’lﬂh@_
Susana Martinez, Governor
December 22, 2011

State of Kentucky

I R0

Séven L. Beshear, Governor
January 27", 2012

November 9, 2011

State of Pennsyle

Tom Corbett, Governor
November 9, 2011

State of Maine

SO . ;?.,Qu, -

Paul R. LePage, Governor
December 2, 2011

State of West Virginia

é/W‘

A"
Earl Ray Tomblin, Governor
January 16", 2012

State of Texas

b 4
Rick Perry, Governor -~
February 6, 2012
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ClimatePlan

Addressing the land use decisions that shape our climate and our lives

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

e 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.

717 K St., Suite 330 * Sacramento, CA 95814 - 916-441-0204 - info@climateplanca.org * www.climateplan.org




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.

1. 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



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,”



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



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.! 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.

Addpress 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

! 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



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



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



WESTERN RIVERSIDE
COUNCIL OF GOYERNMENTS

February 14, 2012

Hasan lkhrata

Executive Director

Southern California Association of Governments
818 West Seventh Street, 12" 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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use of the counts reflected in the recently-disclosed TAZ maps as a basis for CEQA streamlining or
SCS consistency review under CEQA. Nor do we support the use of these maps for purposes of
determining future infrastructure planned in Riverside County. Furthermore, we do not support the
use of this information for the purpose of land use regulation or regulatory purposes of any kind.
Finally, CVAG and WRCOG do not support SCAG's use of the TAZ maps and supporting data for
determining future allocation of Compass Blueprint Program funds or any other funding incentives

administered by SCAG or others.

We strongly urge that SCAG clarify that the use of TAZ-level data is for SCS modeling purposes
only, and remove any language and policy statements from the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS that otherwise

strengthen the standing of these unapproved data.

Thank you very much for your time and consideration of these issues. Please do not hesitate to
contact Tom Kirk, CVAG Executive Director at (760) 346-1127 or by email at tkirk@cvag.org, or Rick
Bishop, WRCOG Executive Director, at (951) 955-8303 or by email at bishop@wrcog.cog.ca.us

should you have any questions on this correspondence.

We look forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely,

DI~

Tom Kirk
CVAG Executive Director

Coachella Valley Association of Governments
73-710 Fred Waring Drive, Suite #200

Palm Desert, CA 92260

Phone: (760) 346-1127

Fax: (760) 240-5949

www.cvag.org

Qw-ic. %ﬂu\(u

Rick Bishop
WRCOG Executive Director

Western Riverside Council of Governments
4080 Lemon Street, 3" Floor MS 1032
Riverside CA, 92501

Phone: (951) 955-7985

Fax: (951) 787-7991

WWW.Wrc0g.cog.ca.us
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MICHAEL D. ANTONCVICH

SUPERVISORA

February 28, 2012

The Honcrable Alan Wapner

Chairman, Regional Transporiation Plan Subcommitiee
Southern California Association of Governments

818 W. Seventh Street, 12th Floor

Los Ange!es CA 90 17

Dear Cha,rrma}f Waf?r{erﬁ““’“

As a Los\AngeIes County Supervisor, Vice-Chair of the Los Angeles County
Metropaolitan Transportation Authority (MTA}, and SCAG Board Director, it is my
pieasure 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-popuiated, congested and emissions-plagued [os 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 wouid 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 intc any agreement with Metrolink, California High Speed Rail,

ROOM 869 KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION, 500 WEST TEMPLE STREET, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 80012
TELEPHONE (213) 974-8555 = FAX (213) §74-1010 ¢ WEBSITE hitp:i/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 fime 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.

incerely, ) i
7\

MICHAEL D. ANTONOVICH
Supervisor

MDA:mcc

c: Members of the Regional Transportation Plan Subcommittee
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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 thank the leadership and staff of the Southern California Association of Governments and its Regional Council
members for developing the agency’s first-ever Sustainable Communities Strategy (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 heaith and air
quality and lower greenhouse gas emissions by expanding public transit, promoting new development near
transportation, and increasing investments for bicyele and pedestrian infrastructure.

The following recommendations are made to strengthen the RTP/SCS this year and in future years.

1. Target and increase investrent for active transportation
We applaud SCAG's proposed increased investment in acfive transportation, from $1.8 billion in the 2008 RTP (less
than .5 %) to $6 billion (1.3%) in the current draft plan. DPH strongly encourages that the final plan:

o Prioritize (i) first-mile/last-mile connections to transit stations which will help support the increased mvestment in
the transit system; (11} projects that close gaps in key bicycle and pedestrian corridors; and (iii) commuaities with
high numbers of bicycle and pedestrian injuries and high rates of chronic disease.

« Front load active fransportation funding so # is available to jurisdictions to build walkable and bikeable
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.

e Offer support to County Transportation Commissions (CTCs) and local 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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In addition, the plan should include further investments in active transportation {o create 1) basic bicycle and
pedestrian infrastructure in key areas in every city in the SCAG region; 2) bikeable and walkable neighborhoods
within 2 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 invesiment is based on a recent DPH examination of cost data from local cities’
bike and pedestrian plans and CalTrans Safe Routes to Schools grants in LA County, cost of sidewalk repairs in LA
City, and costs for building pedestrian and bicyele improvements in Transit Oriented Disiricts. DPH used this data
{0 estimate costs for needed bike and pedestrian improvements across the SCAG region.

Given that cities' bicycle and pedesirian 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 these improvements across the
region, from a low of $37 billion (7.1%) to a high of $60 billion (11.4%) over 25 years, adjusted for inflation. We
recognize 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 of invesiment options for
your consideration.

2. Build healthy neishborhoods aronnd transit stations that protect existing fow-income residents

The arca around rail stations offers a unique opportunity to create safe access to fransit 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 neighberhoods adjacent to raii stations can be
displaced as real estaie prices rise in response {0 new development, triggering corresponding increases in residential
and commercial renis for low-income families and small business owners. DPH encourages that the plan:

e Prevent displacement of exisiing low-income residents, fund jurisdictions to create transit-oriented development
(TOD) plans that include policies to preserve existing affordable housing and smal} 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 10 measure the public health impacts of transportation investments. For example, the RTP
could be analyzed for its potential fo 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. '

e 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 adjacent to rail stations to determine if displacement of existing
residents is occurring as development occurs.

w3
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We express our appreciation 0 the SCAG Regional Council and staff for vour hard work to develop this RTP/SCS
and to guide Southern California’s land use and transportation investments wisely. We look forward to working
with you to make our neighborhoods and our region healthier for existing and future residents,

Sincerely,

fond Lin

Paul Simon, M.D., M.P.H.
Director, Division of Chronic Disease and Injury Prevention

T
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February 10, 2012

Hasan Ikhrata, Executive Director

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

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

Re: Orange County Comments to the Draft 2012 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainability Communities
Strategy

Dear Mr. Ikhrata,

The County of Orange (County) has reviewed the 2012 Draft Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), and
associated Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). SCAG staff
should be commended for the effort put into these regionally significant
documents that put forth goals, policies and strategies intended to meet the
provisions of SB 375. The County appreciates the opportunity to provide
comments and suggested revisions to these documents.

Upon review of these documents, the County has determined that there are
a number of policies, strategies and measures within the draft RTP/SCS
and PEIR that detrimentally affcct the County’s local land use control and
future transportation funding, and that thc 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 io existing law
and County land usc policies, and that the RTP/SCS and PEIR bc
recirculated for public review and comment.’

Orange County Sustainable Communities Strategy

In 2010, the Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG) requested
delegation to develop a subregional Sustainable Communities Strategy
(SCS) for Orange County. OCCOG entered into a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) with SCAG that has allowed OCCOG to develop
the Orange County Sustainable Communities Strategy (OC SCS) which
will be incorporated into SCAG’s 2012 RTP/SCS. The OC SCS,
approved by the OCCOG Board of Directors on June 23, 2011, describes
the policies and programs that Orange County local jurisdictions will

! 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, fo 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 entitiements, proposed development (e.g., general
plans, zoning maps, etc.) and forecasted population, housing and empioyment growth in
Orange County (i.e., Orange County Projections [OCP] 2010 — Modified, January 2012).

Pursuant to the MOU between SCAG and OCCOG, the OC SCS is to be fully
incorporated without change. Although there are several refercnces to the OC SCS in
both the RTP/SCS and PEIR, it remains unclear whether the data contained in the OC
SCS has remained unchanged in each proposed alternative. Without the underlying data
for each alternative available for review, this cannot be confirmed. It is requested that
language, maps, tables, and charts be added to demonstrate that the underlying land use,
socioeconomic, and transportation data for Orange County (OCP 2010 — Modified) has
been incorporated into the regional RTP/SCS and each of its plan alternatives without
alteration as agreed to in the MOU. It is also requested that the adoption of the growth
forecast numbers by SCAG’s Regional Council and/or Joint Policy Committee be at the
county level, consistent with past RTPs.

A review of the policies and strategies contained in the RTP/SCS has revealed the
potential for inconsistency with land use policies and/or County operations in the
unincorporated area. The County requests that the RTP/SCS include language that
acknowledges and incorporates the fifteen “OC SCS Sustainability Strategies A through
0,” contained in Chapter Three, and the ‘‘Sustainability Strategies,” contained in
Appendix F, of the OC SCS as specifically appropriate for the Orange County Subregion.

Land Use/Local Control

Several policies in the RTP/SCS and dozens of mitigation measurcs 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 cascs.
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.” 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 couaty is entitled to
tailor regulations to suit the ever changing nceds 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 lcast 180 mitigation measures relaled to existing fcderal
and state regulations with which local jurisdictions must comply (see attached matrix).?

* Berman v. Parker, (1954) 348 U.8. 26, 32-33.

* The attached matrix contains the collective comments of ail County agencies that are impacted by the

RTP/SCS and PEIR. Although some comments recommend edits to the mitigation rneasures, it is the

overriding contention of the County that certain mitigation measures be completely removed. Those

measures include, but are not limited to, mitigation measures as to what other local agencies “can and
2



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 cxample, 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 measurcs 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 cxisting 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 {ees be levied to fund programs or projects
that “support a shift from privatc passenger vehicles to transit and other modes of
transportation.” New taxes will require voter approval and new fees are subjcct to
Proposition 26. This analysis is outside the scope of SB 375 and SCAG is unable to
make that determination. If a tax is defeated, the local jurisdiction cannot implement it as
a mitigation measure which could only have been implemented with a new funding
source. Finally, the assessment of impact fees upon new development to fund these
measures will result in an increase in the cost of housing and infrastructure and create an
even more difficult environment for construction to resume, particularly for affordable
housing throughout the region.

CEQA Considerations

The PEIR fails to comply with the fundamental requirements of CEQA, which must be
corrected by SCAG and recirculated for additional public review and comment.* The
timeframe for review of a document as large as the PEIR is inadequate considering that
the SCS is one of the first documents of its kind and may be subject to considerable
comment by impacted jurisdictions, legally necessitating another round of review.

should” do, project level mitigation measures, mitigation measures duplicating federal and state law, and
those measures that are beyond SCAG’s authority to analyze under §B 373.

* 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.

3



Project Description Is Inadequate

It is not possible from reading the Project Description section of thc PEIR to determine
what actions SCAG proposes to take that constitute the “project” as defined by CEQA.}
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
environmenial 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 policics
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 shouid not supply extensive detail or ambiguity beyond that
needed for evaluation and review of the cnvironmental 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. Howevcr, 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 lcad
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 usc of the words “can and should” in the PEIR and SCS are being interpreted by
many Jocal 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 defincs “must,” “should” and “may” to indicatc
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 15 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 phrasc appears in this context (o mean that the lcad 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

3 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 CHQA Guidelines § 15378,

¢ County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 199; CEQA Guidelines § 15124,
4



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 lcad agency through the CEQA process to be feasiblc, 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.” 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
cven 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 lcad 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.®

SCAGQG 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 agencics.” This argument is flawed. If
SCAG 1s 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 cvaluated 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

" '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 “toclbox™ of policy considerations o
consider at the project level, we believe that under CEQA, the mitigation measures should be removed for
the reasons stated herein.

¥ Endangered Habitats League v. Orange County (2005) 131 Cal App.4th 777.

? Introduction, page 1-6, citing Pub. Res. Code § 21081¢a)(2) and CEQA Guidelines § 15092(a)(2) as the
basis of its use of “can and should.”



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 1o
future projects to be carried out by other enfities. Such mitigation measures, of course,
have no bearing on whatever “project” it is that SCAG is evaluating, and cannot be
evaluated either for feasibility, effectiveness or enforceability since they would apply to
as yet unidentified and indescribable future projects by other entities.

An EIR must describe and demonstrate the feasibility of mitigation measures that can
minimize the project’s significant environmental effects.'® The PEIR has made a
preliminary determination that these mitigation measures are feasible and effective, and
therefore, it is reasonable to expect that local governments will actually implement them.
The County bclicves, however, that it has not been demonstrated that each and every
project speciflic measure is feasible, practical and cffective, 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 measurcs 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.!' By its own admission, the PEIR has not analyzed and cannot
analyze every potential project or impact for which it is attempting to mitigate. Thus, the
measures are larger than the program itself and cannot therefore be characterized as
feasible and effective.

The County agrees that mitigation measures must be adopted for significant impacts
recommended in an EIR unless a lead agency finds that the measure is infeasible. We
believe, though, that it can be demonstrated that project level measures as to what local
agencics “can and should” do are infeasible as it is outside SCAG’s authority to mandate
sincc 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.'> A lead agency is not required to adopt a
mitigation measure when it has no ability to enforce the measure.”> SB 375 is clear that a
metropolitan pianning organization (MPO}) does not have authority to require compliance

Y CEQA Guidelines §§ 15121(a), 15126.4(x).

! Gilroy Citizens for Responsible Planning v. City of Gilroy (2006) 140 CAdth 911, 935; San Franciscans
Jor Reasonable Growth v. City & County of San Francisco (1989) 209 CA3d 1502, 1519.

1 Pub. Res. Code § 21081.6(b); CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(2).
Y Tracy First v. City of Tracy (2008) 177 CA4th 912.

]



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,'® 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 proposced 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 18 not rcquired to include speculation about future
environmentai consequences of such development and how it should be mitigated.'> “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 iocal
agency “can and should” do are inadequate as sheer speculation because there is no
evidence that they will avoid or reduce the impacts of SCAG’s program and do not relate
to known, identifiable projects.

" CBQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(2).
'3 Faurel Heights Improvement Assoc. v. Regents of the Univ. of Calif. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 395.

1 Christward Ministry v. Superior Court (1986) 184 Cal. App. 3d 180, 193.
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Mitigation Measures That Are Already Required by Law

Another reason to exclude project level mitigation measures is that many of them are
already required by law. Although environmental documents often cite existing laws as
mitigation measures for significant environmental impacts, this is often done at the
project level where specific laws and regulations can be analyzed to determine whether
the regulation or practice will actually mitigate the impact. SCAG’s region lies across
six [arge 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 3735 Considerations

The County is deeply concerned with the broadness of the PEIR and RTP/SCS. At a
presentation held at the CEHD mccting 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 measurcs 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 deicte 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 thosc 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 awarc that clarifies this issue. Due to this, SB 375
enforcement is unclear.

We believe that SCAG should clarify and claborate 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 declegate 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 “l.ead agencics shall provide SCAG with
documentation of compliance with mitigation measures through SCAG’s monitoring



efforts, including SCAG’s Intcrgovernmental Review (IGR) process.”’’  However,
SCAG’s approved 2008 PEIR devotes several pages to what a RTP consistency process
entails. SCAG also devotes a portion of its website to an overview of the IGR process,
but this does not appear to incorporate SCS issues and has not been recently updated.
The County encourages SCAG to revise the SCS/PEIR to specifically define such a
process in enough detail and with sufficient public comment to ensure that any such
oversight 1s consistent with SB 375 and is nol arbitrary or capricious under Statc law, On
this issue, the County recommends that there be consideration [or a consistency process
by the subregional delegate who has prepared its own SCS, like OCCOG.

In short, many of the mitigalion measures appear to go beyond SI3 375°s focus on
transportation and housing, and could potentially be outside the scope ol SCAG’s
authority. Apgain, the SCS and its mitigation measures should not be a *kitchen sink”
approach to sustainabilily, but should endeavor to examine actual programmatic ways to
reduce GHG within SCAG’s contrel. The County is very concerncd with mitigation
measurcs that state local agencics “can and should” pass new taxes and fees. Such
mcasures are beyond the scope of SCAG’s authority to examine under SB 375 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 th¢ OCCOG, the County actively participated in the
development of and supports the comments submitted by the OCCOG [xecutive
Director. If you have any questions regarding this matter plcase call Rick LeFeuvre at
(714)955-0124.

Sincercly,

omas G. Mauk

County Executive Officer

Attachment

cc: Orange County Board of Supervisors

Alisa Drakodatdis, Deputy CEO, OC Infrastructurc

Jess A. Carbajal, Director, OC Public Works
Rick LeFeuvre, Director, OC Public Works/Planning

" Introduction, page I-5.



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

‘ Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

‘ Chapter 2 - l
! Transportation
Investments |

| Page 60-62

Chapter 2 —
Transportation
Investments

‘ Page 61

Chapter 2 -
Transportation
Investments

Page 61

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 throcugh 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 suppert. 't may also be challenging to garner airline and FAA support.

It is suggested that the airpert strategies text be revised to recognize that any
incentives or funding mechanisms that are proposed, and which affect other airports in
the region, shouid 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 ancther.

A revision to the Airport Ground Access Strategy section (end of the first paragraph) is

suggested as follows: “Potentiat sources of funding could include charging fees for

prsvate vehches plckmg up and droppmg off passengers at the congested airports. This
could have a number

This revision is proposed because, with respect to the third bullet, a case could be
made that aithough there are advantages to passengers using public transportation, it
is poss1ble that parkmg revenues would be adversely impacted.

The A;rporf Financial Strategy section shou!d 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 cone airport to be
used at another airport(s) not operated by the same entity. It should aiso be clarified
that such legisiative changes wouid be needed at both the state and federal levels.

Chapter 2 -
Transportation
Investments

The Airport Marketing Strategy section suggests that SCAG work with regional
stakeholders to develop region-wide marketing efforts to promote aiternatives to the
use of congested airports. A variety of funding scurces is suggested; however, airport
parking and rental car transactions are specifically mentioned. These funding sources
may or may not be supported by airports in the SCAG region and shouid be thoroughly
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\: Page 62

I 'discussed and, as stated in the document, a consensus of the region’s airports should |

be developed before proceed[ng with such a strategy

Chapter 2 -

\ Transportation

fnvestments

‘ Page 62

The Airport Policies and Actions Steps identify certain actions that are recom mended
by SCAG. The sub-section, Airspace Planning and New Technologies, identifies ]
policies related to medifications to the regional airspace system, and airspace capacity
and constraints. It is suggested that the wording, “in coordination with the FAA " be
added to each of the bullet points in this section.

!

[

AREA OF CONCERN PUBLIC HEALTH

.

Draft 2012 Regional Transportatlon Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

Chapter 1 — | Note, via additional check, connection between “Safety and Heaith” and "Encourage
Vision " land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and non-motorized transportation.”
Page 15, ]
Table 1.3
-— . _
Chapter 2 — ! The collection of additicnal data on active transportation, including greater specificity in
Transportation destinations, gecgraphic detail, and types of active transportation, is important in
Investments | ensuring data driven transportation systems.
Page 53
Chapter 2 - | The proposed expansion of bikeways represents an exciting opportunity to facilitate
Transportation  active transportation, improve air quality, and reduce chronic disease risk. The
Investments connectivity of such an expanded bikeway network with transit systems, centers of
employment, and residential areas, particularly those most likely to use and benefit
Page 53 . from such assets, is also an important part of such a plan.
Chapter 2 — The |mpr0vement of sidewalk infrastructure proposed in the RTPISCS is likely to
Transportation ; facilitate walking as sidewalk quality can be a key factor affecting walkability.
Investments
| Page 53
| Chapter 2 — Safe Routes to School: Besides their benefits in reducing congestion reiated to the
Transportation | drop-off and pick-up of students, Safe Routes to School inftiatives can facilitate ]
tInvestments important daily incidental walking and biking, which can substantially increase the '
chances of children meeting daily physical activity recommendations. Though the draft
Page 54 RTP/SCS recognizes the impertance of Safe Routes to School, it could better detail |
1= how Safe Routes to School programs, assets, and principles will be integrated into the
plan.
‘ Chapter 2 - SCAG’s encouragement of Complete Streets is important to the local implementation of I'
Transportation | Complete Streets policies consistent with AB1358. Augmented and explicit support in
Investments the RTP/SCS for physical and engineering changes that facilitate safe multi-modal,

raulti-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 — We would be excited to participate in the Acticn/Strategy, “Collaborate with the region’s |
Sustainable ' public health professionals to enhance how SCAG addresses public health issues in its |
Communities regional ptanning, programming, and project development activities.” The inclusion of !
Strategy “Local Jurisdictions” in the "Responsible Parties” field would further bolster local
collaborations, including those with Public Health Departments. |
Page 150,
Table 4.3 l
l Chapter 4 - The Action/Strategy “Consider developing healthy community or active design
- Sustainable guidelines that promote physical activity and improved health” has considerable
: Communities promise. The inclusion of “State” in “Responsible Parties” would bolster coordination,
l! Strategy collaboration, and support in generating guidelines,
i Page 150,
|. Table 4.3
i Chapter 4 — In reference to “Engage in a strategic planning process to determine the critical
| Sustainabie components and implementation steps for identifying and addressing open space
Communities resources,” please consider including increasing / preserving park space, specifically in
~ Strategy park-poor communities.
' Page 150,
~Table 4.3
| Chapter 4 - Perhaps the Action/Strategies "Encourage the implementation of a Complete Streets
Sustainable policy” and “Emphasize active transportation projects as part of complying with the
Communities Complete Streets Act (AB 1358)" could be tied together somehow given they will likely
Sirategy i be implemented in concert.
Page 150,
Table 4.4
Chapter 4 — The Acticn/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 - We also had some additional suggested language. The additions are underlined: |
Sustainabie
Communities 1. Perform and support studies with the goal of identifying innovative transportation
Strategy strategies that enhance mobility and air quality, and determine practical steps to |
! pursue such strategies. Engage local communities in planning and pricritization
Page 150, efforts. .
Table 4.4 \ 2. Continue to work with neighboring Metropolitan Planning Organizations to provide ‘
alternative modes for interregional travel, including Amtrak and other passenger
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rail services, and an enhanced bikeway network,_such as on river trails.

Prioritize transportation investments to support compact infill development that
includes a mix of land uses and housing options, including park space, where
appropriate, to maximize the benefits for existing communities, especially
vulnerable populaticns, and to minimize any negative impacts.

Chapter 4 —
Sustainable
Communities
Strategy

Page 152,
Table 4.5

We alsc had some additional suggested language. The additions are underlined:

Support work-based programs that encourage emission reduction strategies and
incentivize aclive transportation commuting or ride-share modes. |

| Chapter 5 —
‘ Measuring Up

| measures of obesity, non-motorized commuting, walking and biking behavior, asthma
hosgpitalization rates, etc.

i

. Page 162,

LTab]e 51

i AREA OF CONCERN: LAND USE POLICIES

' Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

‘ Chapter 4 — The goals and benefits of the SCS listed here go above and beyond the requirements
Sustainable of 8B 375 The provisions of SB 375 require the development of a SCS that focuses
Communities on a reduction of vehicle miles traveled by cars and light trucks, and greenhouse gas
Strategy emissions. A presentation made by SCAG in January 2009 indicated that "SB 375 is

not about: green buildings, energy efficiency, municipal operations, waste
Page 110 management, water, technology.” However, all of these items have been incorporated
into the RTP/SCS and PEIR.

- Chapter 4 — SCAG indicates that the policies of its Compass Blueprint program will be used to
Sustainable determine consistency of private development and public infrastructure projects with
Communities : the SCS. A statement should be added that will clarify whether or not a project that is
Strategy determined to be inconsistent with the policies of the SCS (i.e, Ccmpass Blueprint) will

be deemed ineligible for transportation funding

i Page 119
Chapter 4 - Throughout the document the RTP is described as having “growth inducing impacts.”
Sustainable In past iterations of the RTP, its purpose was to mitigate the impacts of growth. If

| Communities transportaticn projects identified in the RTP are seen as inducing growth, then the lead !
Strategy agency may be required to mitigate the impacts of perceived subseguent related

growth.

| Page 148

RTPR/SCS and
| PEIR

There are several terms centained throughout the RTP/SCS and PEIR that need to be
- clearly defined including the following:

¢ Urban Growth Boundary

o Parking Cash Out
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References to benchmarks e Smart growth principles

. « SCRIP » Active Transportation
' » Gentrification » Greenfield
QOpen space

- RTP/SCS and  The alternatives discussed in the RTP/SCS, PEIR and SCS Background Document

| PEIR | have been inconsistently named. The alternatives are labeled either: 1, 2 and 3, or A,

' : B and C. The appropriate name should be determined for each and these documents
revised {o ensure COﬂSlstency

Draft 2012 Regzonal Transportation Plan/Sustainable Commumties Strategy

Program Environmental Impact Report

\. introduction \. The statement ‘Lead agencies shall provide SCAG with documentatlon of compllance

- with mitigation measures through SCAG’s monitoring efforts, including SCAG's

- Page 1-5 . Intergovernmental Review (IGR) process,” gives the impression that these mitigation
\ ] measures are mandatory and not merely a list of "menu options.” This statement
" should be revised to reflect that these measures are advisory only.

'; Project | The strategies listed in the Project Description section are not consistent with the
Description 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
| Page 1-5, 1-7 | are not specifically identified in the regional SCS. Including different language in the
" PEIR implies additional policy.

l Executive [ The PEIR rndlcates that the proposed mitigation measures have been determined to be

Summary feasible and local jurisdictions “can and should” implement them. However, SCAG staff
. has indicated that these measures are only advisory. Therefore, this [anguage should
Pages ES-4 be revised io reflect that it will be left o each local jurisdiction to determine the

- through ES-87 l feasibility and appilcablllty of each measure to future DFOjECtS

i Executive The PEIR contains mitigation measures that appear to expand SCAG's overall purview.
| Summary Several alsc appear tc extend into the purview of local jurisdicticns. If sg, this may lead
' : to loss of local control cver land use policies and/or operations.
~Pages ES-4
| through ES-87 |
Executive The PEIR contains several mitigation measures that propose new funding sources
| Summary “including new fees, fines, taxes, incentives, etc., that would impose a financial burden
' | on local jurisdictions and which could result in an increase in the cost of new housing
Pages ES-4 and other development. New taxes or fees could be subject to the voter approval

through ES-87 : requirements of Proposition 218 as well as Proposition 28, and SCAG has no ability to

|
determine the feasibility of this measure.

Executive | The PEIR contains 180 mitigation measures that provide very specific requirements in
Summary areas that are already regulated by local, state or federal agencies. To aveid the

. potential for conflicting requirements, the PEIR should only reguire compliance with
Pages ES-4 ‘ existing regulations. Please see the attached matrix that identifies these specific
| through ES-87 | mitigation measures. ‘
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o
Executive
Summary

' Pages EG-4
through ES-87

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 tc adopt policy. Please see the attached
matrix that identifies these specific mitigation measures.

| Executive
Summary

Pages ES-4
through ES-87

In several mitigation measures references are made tc existing guidance documents.
Guidance documents are there as information scurces for consideration and do not
represent regulation or establish standards that are required to be achieved. For
example, MM-AQ19 inappropriately indicates that project sponsors should comply with
the CARB Air Quality and Land Use Handbook {June 2005) which is only a guidance
document.

AREA OF CONCERN: STORMWATER RUNOFF

Chapter 4 —
. Sustainable
| Communities
Strategy

| Page 82-83

Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustatnable Communities Strategy

The RTP/SCS describes the following measures contained in the “water resources
mitigation program:”

1. "Utilizing advanced water capture and filtration techniques, showing a preference
for naturalized systems and designhs to confrol stormwater at the source;”

2. "Avoiding any new construction of impervious surfaces in nen-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
aliuvial fans and slide zones:” and

4. ‘“Expansion of {(natural flood contro! 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. [f 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
| technigues, 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

~net constitute an outright prohibition, with hundreds of vacant, older but long-
| established legal building sites situated in such settings.

The word "any” should be removed from the mitigation measures to address these
| concerns.

. Finaily, the suggested expansion of natural ficed control systems, such as wetlands
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and riparian buffers, in areas where they do not cijrfée_nt]y exist is s_upp_ortable, aslong |

as it does not in any way mandate removal of existing engineered channel stretches as
“mitigation” for road-building. In many cases, the only reascn a new rocad can be buiit at

|

|

| all is that engineered channels have reduced flood hazards to that area.

. Chapter 4 —

‘ Sustainable

" Communities
Strategy

Page 110

D
| Chapter 3.13 —

Water
Resources

Pages 3.13-34
" through 3.13-
46

! One of the “Benefits to Public Health and the Environment” regards municipal water
" and sewer systems. The statement “...concrete stormwater channels harm water
‘ quality and sprawl eats into open space” is misteading, and is subject to Regional
- Water Quality Control Board reguiations that vary by region. The following alternative
'| language is suggested:

Public health and environmental protection have long been linked to the way our region
i is planned and the way public services are delivered. Municipal water and sewer
systems, for example, ensure clean water. At the same time, concreie stormwater
runoff channels-harm waterguality as areag become more urbanized and the
percentage of impervious surface is increased, the hydrologic regime is dramatically
altered. Drainage conveyances thai once were natural and riparian are reguired o be
engineered as hardened floed 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 naturali
channels. water quality benefits from bicfiltration 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 contained in the
RTP/SCS will provide widespread benefits within the region for both public health and
i environmental protection.

l

raft 2012 Regicnal Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

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 Poliutant
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
reguirements contained in these permits vary from each other. By listing specific
measures in the PEIR that are not included in a project’s applicakle Municipal NPDES
Stormwater Permit, the PEIR creates conflicting compliance requirements. To

" eliminate potential conflict with existing regulations, the mitigation measures regarding
specific BMPs should be removed and replaced with a single requirement that each
project must comply with its applicable Municipal NPDES Stormwater Permit.

Chapter 3.13 ~
Water
Rescurces

| Pages 3.13-34
through 3.13-
46

There are no specified limits to how small a project has to be to require mitigation.
Measures MM-W9, MM-W24, MM-W32 and MM-W861 all suggest local jurisdictions
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-
roof impervious surfaces around the building,” or require “mitigation” such as restoring
or expanding nearby wetlands or riparian buffer areas, upgrading nearby stormwater
drainage facilities, or paying a "mitigation” fee for their related “impacts.” However, no
court has held that wetlands and riparian buffers are “utilities” for which such fees could
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MM-W11 further provides that "any areas disturbed along the riparian corrider should ‘
| be replanted with mature native riparian vegetation.” This measure lacks specificity as
~ to the boundaries or width of a riparian corridor. ‘

In many cases, areas in Southern California along riparian corridors are infested with
invasive periwinkle, and Department of Fish and Game biologists would prefer bare
ground after removal so that naturai recruitment from the remaining specimens of
native groundcover may occur. Itis in fact impossible to replace a "mature” native
groundcover in a riparian area without further disturbing stream banks. [tis 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 CalTrans

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 rcad projects. Specifically, the County is required to follow the EPA

Greenstreets Handbook for road improvement projects. The EPA Greenstreets
Handboock does not identify median strips as an option.

, MM-W13 provides that NPDES compliance requires a “Construction-Permit-Phase

| Stormwater Supplemental Form.” MM-W13 further directs “non-landscape based
stormwater treatment measures” be compared in each individual case to fandscape-
based treaiment 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 zall site
specific treatment controf facilities, unless they are regional in nature.

MM-W30 requires filter fabrics over stoerm drain inlets for all site dewatering. If the
approved volume of dewatering is large, it may not be possibie o maintain a filter fabric
over the inlet at all times. Reference to regional water board-approved general
dewatering permits would represent superior language.

MM-WA48 requires the implementation of water conservation through many measures
that are reguiated under the Green Building Code.

The following measures fail to make the critical distinction between regulating runoff
from development sites and limiting changes to those sites.

MM-W22 aiso speaks to hydrologic changes “induced” by flood plain encrecachment. 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 fo assume |
standard flood engineering fails to prevent in-stream hydrolegic changes, and then ask
for more such engineering. i
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‘ MM-W29 requires that stormwater runoff never be increased to adjoining properties or
" a nearby creek. Engineered runoff flowing in a controlled manner to an adjoining
'] property is aimost always allowed, when the owner of that property gives consent.

, MM-W58 indicates that the purpose of low impact development is tc maintain the
| existing hydrology of the site. LID. as currently practiced, replicates the pre-
" development runoff from a site by on-site retention, but does not mimic pre-
_ development hydrology within a site.

I

MM-W30 requires “replanting of the (graded} area with native vegetation as socn as
possible.” Replanting would occur with the approved plant palette, fikely with drought-
tolerant materials, but not necessarily native vegetation.

MM-W48 establishes a minimum irrigation system distribution unifermity of 75%, which
would basically prohibit the use of lower cost sprayheads, which rarely attain a “DU”
greater than 50%.

i MM-W51 and MM-W35 provide that homeowners upgrading existing homes would be
required to install automatic sprinkler systems and soil moisture controllers. MM-VWE6
appears to require existing homeowners seeking permits to improve their homes fo
cover over any area of exposed ground on their properties with mulch, or install edible
materiais for “local” consumption. All of these measures may go beyond the State
Model Landscape Crdinance, absent a definition of significant redevelopment and, in
the case of MM-W886, by covering all bare ground, actually prevent natural recruitment
from specimens of native groundcover.

MM-W85 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 Regicnal Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
Highways and Arterials Supplementai Report

~ Programmed
Commitments

1

With respect to Orange County, Sample Major Highway Projects listed in Table 1 for in
the FTIP identify improvements to I-5 (HOV Lanes from South of Avenida Pico to South
i of Avenida Vista, completion year 2020} and 1-405 (Mixed Flow Lanes from SR-73 to I-

Page 2, Table | 605, completion year 2018). It is presumed that Caltrans is lead on these projects and |
1 | there is no local match/investment requirement.
Programmed in Table 2, additional county commitments are identified. Therein, there is reference to: |

Commitments

Page 3, Table
2

1. HOV Lanes - Reconfiguring the Avenida Pico Interchange at the 1-5 in San
i Clemente — completion year 2014,

2. Tall Lanes - Constructing HOV/HOT connectors for SR-91/SR241 — completion
year 2018.

. 3. Mixed Flow Lanes — Reconfiguring the interchanges at Avery Parkway and La Paz
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in Mission Viejo — completion year 2020. There is also mention of improving the
interchange at SR-91/SR-55 and Lakeview Avenug in Anaheim — compietion year
2023.

It is presumed that Caltrans is lead on these projects and there is no local
match/invesiment requirement. {These projects are not listed in OC Public Works/7-
year Transportation Cap|tal Improvement Program BOS Approved on 6-28-2011.)

Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

Project List Supplemental Report

Page 2, | 1.

Federal

Transportation |

Improvement
Program
{FTIP} Project
List

(Table)

11.
12.

13.

FTIP ORA120357 - Orange County, Traffic signal Synchronization for Bus Rapid

Transit Corridors, Route 0

¢ [s funding tied to OC Public Works/Road’s Antanio Parkway Corridor Traffic
Signal Synchronization programmed for FY 2012-137 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 2013-147

FTIP 2A0804 and ORAD082401 Route Q, Cow Camp Road from FTC to Ortega

¢ [s 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 Read Segment ll (Engineering} programmed for
FY 2012-13, and Cow Camp Road — Segment |l {Construction) programmed for
FY 2013-14

FTIP ORA82406 Antonic 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 Br!dge

Widening

e Coordination with QCFCD reguired.

FTIP ORA020826 on Route 0, Tustin Ave/rose Drive Grade Separation

» Coordination with County and QCFCD required.

FTIP ORA100603 on Route 0, Santa Ana River Trall

» Coordination with OCFCD required.

Financiaily-Constrained RTP Projects, 210

RTP ORA120357 Orange County Traffic signal Synchronization for Bus Rapid

Transit Corridors — see FTIP Projects above

RTP ORA120326 Route 5 — see FTIP Pregjects above

RTP ORA120523 Richfield Avenue — see FTIP Projects ahove, completion FY

2012

RTP 2A0705 Signal Synchronization Program — see FTIP ORA120357 above,
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Draft 2012 Regicnal Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

completion FY 2035

RTP 21220 Non-motorized, completion FY 2035

« No projects are identified in OC Public Works/Road 7 year CIP.

RTP 2A0804 Cow Camp Road, cempletion FY 2018 — see FTIP Prejects listed
above

Laguna Canyon Road Projects identified in OC Public Works 7 year CIP for FY 2011-
12 {S8R-73 to |-405 and SR-73 to E!l Toro Road) were not identified in the report nor was
that for the El Tore Road widening from Glen Ranch Road to Live Oak Canyon

i currently programmed for FY 2014-15,

14,

15.

Program Environmental Impact Report

! Chapter 3.12 -
Transportation,

. Traffic, and
] Security

i Pages 3.12-30
' through 3.12-
43

|

I |
Several of the mitigation measures include actions on the part of SCAG that appear to

| be outside of their purview or may result in the |oss of local control: _

|

- MM-TR4 — Emergency repairs are under the purview of local jurisdictions. May be
outside of SCAG's purview.

MM-TR5 - Is SCAG making a commitment to provide this technology to local l
~Jurisdictions?

MM-TR6 - Is SCAG to become another reviewing entity with approval authority of grant |
funds such as Caltrans and OCTA? |

MM-TRY — May be outside of SCAG’s purview te plan for and respond to terrorist
incidents and naturai or human-caused disasters.

MM-TR8 — May be ouiside of SCAG’s purview to plan for and respond to terrorist
incidents and natural or human-caused disasters.

MM-TRS — Purview of Federal and State authorities.

MM-TR10 — Purview of Federal and State authorities. May be viewed as ancther layer
- of bureaucracy.

| MM-TR13 — May be outside of SCAG’s purview to plan for regional emergencies.

5 MM-TR17 — Implementing programs te reduce employee trips should be left to the local
jurisdictions.

. MM-TR18 — Providing incentives for empioyee ride-sharing programs is problematic
I given the current economy and budget realities.

MM-TR19 — Providing incentives for car sharing programs is problematic given the
i current economy and budget reaiities.

MM-TR20 ~ Providing incentives for employee vanpool programs is problematic given
. the current economy and budget realities.

| MM-TR21 — Regional transportation plans tie inter-modal systems together. SCAG

- should support revisions to Master Plans of Arterial Highways for local jurisdictions.

MM-TR28 — Measures relating to Transportaticn Demand Management plans are
_already carried out by local entilies. |
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MM-TR29 - Measures refating to traffic management strategies are already carried out |

'I
1_
|

I
\
i
i

by local entities.

MM-TR33 — Traffic contro! plans required for encroachment permits are under the

| purview of local jurisdictions.

MM-TR34 — What will be the conseguence of a local jurisdiction not meeting and
identified transportation-related benchmark?

MM-TR35 — What will be the consequence of a local jurisdiction not establishing a
parking policy that discourages private vehiclie use? How would this be evaluated?

MM-TR55 — Under the purview of regional transportation agencies to conduct public
outreach regarding t{ransportation issues.

MM-TR80 - Impact fees on new development will increase the cost of housing.

MM-TRG2 — Under the purview of regional transpertation agencies to monitor
congestion.

MM-TRBSE — What will be the consequence of a local jurisdiction not limiting delivery
hours for focal business? May cause local businesses to relocate elsewhere.

MM-TR76 — Modifying development standards to accommodate bicycle use to this
extent will increase costs to the local jurisdiction and increase costs of development.

MM-TR77 — Modifying development standards to accommodate bicycle use to this
extent will increase costs to the local jurisdiction and increase costs of development.

MM-TR78 — Local jurisdictions may not have the funding to provide these types of
multi-use trails.

MM-TR72 — May be outside of purview of local jurisdiction to provide bicycle safety
training.

MM-TR80 — Impact fees on new development to fund bicycle facilities will increase the
cost of housing.

MM-TR83 — What will be the consequence of a local jurisdiction not establishing a
parking policy that discourages private vehicle use? How would this be evaluated?

MM-TR88 — Local jurisdictions may not have the resources to establish incentives to
encourage the use of electric vehicles or to build outdoor wired facilitias for these
vehicles.

MM-TRE2 — Local jurisdictions may not have the resources to purchase expensive
electric or hybrid vehicles at the time replacements are needed.

MM-TR95 — Local jurisdictions may not have ihe rescurces to provide “bicycie stations”
which may not be used by many residents.

MM-TRSG6 — What will be the consequence of a local jurisdiction not estabiishing a
parking policy that discourages private vehicle use? How would this be evaluated?

MM-TR97 - Local jurisdictions cannot be held responsible for the air travel completed

| by employees of businesses in their jurisdictions.

AREA OF CONCERN: WASTE AND RECYCLING

Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
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! Program Environmental Impact Report
{ The decompositicn 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 bicmass sources has been recognized by the State as a form of
renewable energy, similar to solar, wind, and hydre-electric projects. With the passage of SBX1 2 in

| 2011, investor and publicly owned utility companies will be required to meet a renewable portfclio

~ standard of 33% by 2020. As of 2010, maost 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 portfclio standard. In Orange County alone, the County’s three active |
landfills generate 12 megawatts-hours of electricity, enough to power 9,000 homes. In addition, there |
are plans to increase that energy output to 64 megawatts-hours within the next few years. :

: ) _ ) |
Page 3.11-22 | California Integrated Waste Management Act, in 2011 the California Legislature passed

and the Governor signed into law AB 341 which established a statewide policy goal of |
diverting 75% of all waste generated in the State by 2020. AB 341 builds upon AB 939
and establishes a nexus between recycling and AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions |
Act by reducing five million metric tons of CO2 equivaient by diverting approximately ‘
two million tons of solid waste per year. This will be achieved by requiring cities and
counties to work with the business community and multi-family dwelling units to
implement commercial recycling programs thereby avoiding the extraction of raw

| materials, preprocessing and manufacturing of virgin materials. in effect, this ensures
'l that only residual waste that has no econcemic value will be landfilled. The policy
. | implication of AB 341 is the development of new recycling programs and infrastructure
| while preserving the capacity of the landfiils throughout the State.

FPage 3.11-22 | The agency name for the California Integrated Waste Management Board has changed ‘
" to the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery {CalRecycle). :

Page 3.11-24  Under the subsection “Orange County”, CalRecycle approved Orange County’'s 5-year
| update of the Orange County CIWMP in January 2011. It should also be noted that |
| there is now an operational materials recovery facility in south Orange County. The
facility is located at the County’s Prima Deshecha Landfill and is operated by CR&R |
] Disposal. This facility accepts construction and demclition waste materials and hasa |
- mandatery diversion rate of 80 percent. It should also be noted that both the Frank R,
Bowerman Landfill and the Olinda Alpha Landfiil. 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 alsc be noted that Orange County has sufficient sciid waste disposal capacity ‘
‘ throughout the RTP/pianning period (2012-2035).

| Page 3.11-25 | Solid Waste Disposal and Transfer Facilities, it should be noted that Orange County
‘ - can only accept imported solid waste materials from outside of Orange County under
| the specified terms and conditions of Orange County’s bankruptcy recovery. Under the
‘ terms and conditions of the bankruptcy recovery, importation of solid waste materials
‘ | will end in June 2016.
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! Page 3.11-26 . Table 3.11-8: Permitted Active Solid Waste Landfills in the SCAG Region: the following
| | information regarding the Orange County landfill system should be changed t¢ the
- | following: Frank R. Bowerman Landfiil, closure date of December 31, 2053, maximum i
| - permitted daily tonnage of 11,500 tons per day, total landfill airspace capacity of
| 266,000,000 cubic yards as of June 30, 2011, remaining iandfill airspace capacity of
! | 168,000,000 cubic yards as of June 30, 2011; Clinda Alpha Landfill, total landfill i
| airspace capacity of 148,800,000 cubic yards, remaining landfill airspace capacity of _
_ | 47,700,000 cubic yards; Prima Deshecha Landfill, total landfiil airspace capacity of !
! ‘ 172,000,000 cubic yards, remaining landfiil airspace capacity of 133,000,000 cubic |
yards. |
- — e |
l= Page 3.11-27 | Waste Diversion and Recycling: This section appears outdated with the last diversion ‘
i rate reported in 2002. It is therefore suggested that this section be updated with 2010
information which is available at CalRecycle’'s website at
l http:/Awww. calrecycle.ca. gov/l. GCentral/GoalMeasure/DisposalRate/MostRecent/defaul
‘ f.htm. In 2010, California’s statewide diversion rate was approximately 65% based on
| the per resident disposal rate.
Page 3.11-28 | Impacts: The waste generation and disposal projections for the 2010-2035 timeframe
within the SCAG region should be re-evaluated. According to 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 §5%, each ‘
resident threw away or generated 12.85 pounds per day of waste perday. This |
equates to Californians generating approximately 85 to 90 millien tons of waste and ‘
disposing of approximately 30 million of waste in landfills. SCAG’s RTP report appears |
to confuse the terms generation and disposal for purpeses of estimating diversion rates |
and future waste projections. |
|
! ~ Similarly, the 2035 waste projection of 105.7 million pounds of waste per day within ’
SCAG’s region appears to be inflated. This value appears ic have been calculated |
based on adding the 2010 residentia! and employee disposal rates. Adding these |
values together double counts the quantity of waste buried since each indicator
| ' represents the same waste stream. The residential and employee disposal rate
' established by CalRecycle was simply to normalize the data based on total statewide |
1 . generation and disposai. Therefore, these parameters were meant te present different
| | ways of 'ooking at the same data but were not meant to be additive. The amount of _
| | waste generated and disposed in 2035 should be based on either parameter but not |

both. i

|
|
‘ Page 3.11-30 | Mitigation Measure MM-PS37: OC Waste & Recycling does not support this SCAG ‘
mitigaticn measure which discourages the siting of new solid waste landfills. While no |
‘ new public or private solid waste landfills in Orange County are planned at this time, the

i

E

!

siting of public or private solid waste landfills within the SCAG planning area, in the |
! long-term, would provide a beneficial increase in solid waste landfill capacity for those |
L ‘ jurisdictions that have limited or no solid waste landfill capacity. '

—

‘ Page 3.1 1-30‘rMitigatfon Measure MM-PS38: OC Waste & Recycling does not support this SCAG
mitigation measure which discourages the exportation of locally generated waste

| outside of the SCAG region during the construction and impiementation of projects. In |

| the long-term, waste-by-rail landfills located outside of the SCAG region may be viable |
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; long-term opfﬁg for jurisdictions that have limited or no solid waste landfill capacity.

|
i
| Page 3.11-30

|
- OC Waste & Recycling strongly disagrees with the portion of this mitigation measure

|
| that states: “Disposal within the county where the waste ariginates can and should be ‘
i encouraged as much as possible.” As stated above, Orange County currently receives ‘
" imported solid waste materials from private solid waste hauling companies as part of |
| Orange County’s bankruptcy recovery. Importation of solid wastes into Orange County '
- will continue until June 2016. OC Waste & Recycling therefore recommends that |
| SCAG revise this mitigation measure.
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Mitigation Measures Duplicative of Existing Laws and Reguiations

——— — . ! | E .
, California _' ‘
Air Quality/ | Department of | Federai and ' Federal law '- Resource
AQMD | Fish and Game | State Law ‘ i Agencies
(CDFG) _'
MM-AQ1 MM- BIO!OS1 i MM-HM3 MM-LU14 | MM-TR33
MM-AQ2 MM BIOIOSS ‘ MM- HM4 MM-LU30 | MM-BIO/OS29
MM-AQ3 MM-BIOIOSAL NIM-HMS | MNI BIO!OS3O
| MM-AQ4 MM- BIO!OSS MM-HMB | MM-BIO!OSB1 ‘
! MM-AQS NIM BIO!OS?O MM-HM7 NPDES ‘ MM BIO/O832
| MM-AQB MM- BIOIOS‘H NIM LU28 MM-AQ18 ‘ MM-BIOIOS%
—_— — — -
! MM-AQ? MM BIOIOSW MM—NO?S MM-BIG/OS19 ‘ MM-BIO/OS34
I_MM -AQ8 MM B!Of0818 MM-PS13 _LMM GECS |I MM-BIC/OS835
— = o S |
| MM-AQQ MNI BIO;’OSZ1 MM-WSS MM-W 1 LMM -BIO/OS50
| MM-AQ10 ‘ MM-BIO/OS22 MM-W37 ‘ MM-W13 ‘ MM- BIOIOSS? ‘
| MM-AQH ‘ MM-BIO/OS23 MM-W38 WM W58 ‘ 1'
L _|_ e - |
| MM-AQ12 | VM- BIOKOSZ4 L | |
' MM-AQ13 | IVINI B!Ofoszs | | Flood control !
MM-AQM = MM-BIOIOSZS | ! MM-HM8
- . f | L P PR —
‘ MM-AQW MM BIC/OS827 .l |
— e R S
‘ MM-AQ18 MM BIO/OS28 | | Local Agenciesi l
! i MM-BIO/OS14 ' MM-AV11 ‘ |
- | MM-BIO/OS7 ' |
I State Law i
‘ MM-AV3 MM-HM10 | MM-PS4 i MM-PS107 l MM-W25 i
| _
‘ MM-AVE MM-HM11 | MM-PS8 | MM-PS113 ‘ MM-W26 |
L S S J
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;! MM-AV12 \ MM-HM12 MM-PS10 | MM-PS119 | MW7 —‘
weooosnwers ez [eesz s
| MM- cut J_MT_MM | ' MM-PS14 MM-TR29 _,_M_M_ng - :
MM-CUL2 MM-HMTS  MM-PS16 MM TR49 | MM-W30 .}
wecus  weaws wirs s D
MM-CUL4 mm LU10 | MM-PS36 ]' MM-TR75 Tmn?wg_z -
—MMFCULS B '£| I'\Hfl LL;1 B i'—nn_m';s:a?d_ FI MEfESQ B \hi\.meaé |
MM-CULS | MM-LU17 | MM-PS42 | MM-W6 | MM-W43 N
MM-CUL7 immﬁmg | MM-PS43 iMM-WS o i—man;E S
m@a—  Immuzo I wmmpsss —]MM_W? T lawwar
MM-CULS masa— Tmﬁs'é? o | MW | MM-W48 |
‘ MM-CUL10 | MM-LU43 | MM-PS56 | MM-W11 MM-W49 L
o o s wwn o
\ MM-CUL12 MM-LU48 MM- P859 | MMaw1s MM-W51 |
MM-CULT3 | MM-LUSS | MM-PSB1 !Mm-wm— - __Mnn_-\}vgz -
| MM-CUL15 MM-NO1 MM-PS67 ’T\ﬁM—WW | MM-W54
WMCUUG MM-NO4 MM-PS69 MM W18 ‘Mm-wss_m o
rm;sém - mnl@s ~ mwmpsTt MM wig _j"am-wsé
| MM- GE—OZ_ o "MEQ— __Mﬁsm— N MM w2 | MM-W61
_[ MM-GEO3 | MM-POP2 MM-PS77 MM-YW21 MMwe2 |
| MM- GE(I)4—. - | MM-POP4 MM-PS89 MM-W22 —Mr\ﬂve: - d\
! MM-GEC6 | MM-PS1 MM-PS92 MM-W23 " MM-W8E6 |
' MM-HMg | MM-PS2 MM-PS97 MM-W24 : MM-W68 !
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Mitigation Measures Containing Policies

_[ MM BIO/OS 44

’T\ﬂM BIO/OS 45

|
MMLU 56 MM PS 25

MM LU 57 | MM PS 37

‘. MM BIO/OS 46

MM LU 80 | MM PS 39

| MM BIO/OS 48

MM LU 61 MM PS 41
| MM GHG 3 MM LU B4 | MM PS 67
il MM GHG 8 | MMLUGS Hrwm_Ps 6
I—MM GHG 11 | MM LU 6;1 MM PS 71
&M LU 9 MM LU 71 lﬁn PS 95
MMLU2T | MMLU 74 MM PS 127
Wiz [wews TR
' MM LU 24 MMLU77 | MMTR 23 |
MM LU 26 MM LU 80 | MM TR 28
vy 32 MM LU 81 | MM TR 83
MM LU 34 MM LU 82 | MM TR 85
MMLU4T  MMLUB3 |MMwas
[MMLU42 [ MMNO 12 | MM W 59
|—_W LU 47 MM NO 16 | MM W 60
iMMLU48 MM POP 1| MMW 65 |
!MMLUST | MM PS 3 |
‘MMLUS?: | 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

- N

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 Request adding a discussion of DesertXpress. Although included in the Strategic Plan, as a
High Speed Rail federally licensed and approved interstate passenger railroad, DesertXpress will help to

achieve the vision for high speed passenger rail in Southern California.
Chapter 2: 44 Strategically Suggest adding language describing that by diverting automobiles, high speed rail increases
Transportation Expanding Our the goods movement capacity of the freeway system.
investments System
Chapter 2: 50 Passenger and Request adding that a connection to the DesertXpress system between Victorville and
Transportation High Speed Rail Palmdale would effectively expand passenger rail service providing interstate high speed rail
investments connectivity.
Chapter 2: 52 Rail Policies Suggest adding language to explain that DesertXpress is committed to building an
Transportation interoperable system and welcomes the support of SCAG in working with us to ensure that
investments interoperability between systems is achieved.

The MOU between SCAG, LAMETRO, CAHSRA, SANBAG, SANDAG etc. should be

referenced.
Chapter 4: 106 Table 4.4: Suggest including language in table to encourage connectivity with DesertXpress.
Sustainable Transportation
Communities Network Actions
Strategy and Strategies
Chapter 7: Strategic | 201 Long-Term Suggest adding electrified passenger rail in addition to freight rail as a strategy for emission
Plan Emission reduction.

Reduction...

DesertXpress Comment to SCAG Draft RTP
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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.

DesertXpress Comment to SCAG Draft RTP
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DOCUMENT PAGE # | SECTION PROPOSED REVISION

Supplemental 8 Table 2: High Suggest revising as follows:
Report: Passenger Speed Rail Matrix
Ralil 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 Ill 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 hillion.

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



DOCUMENT PAGE # | SECTION PROPOSED REVISION

Supplemental 18 the Strategic Plan: | Suggest adding DesertXpress and connection to California High Speed Rail and upgraded
Report: Passenger Our Ultimate Vision | Metrolink service as a key component of the Ultimate Vision for High Speed Rail.

Ralil for High Speed Rail

Supplemental 19 Strategic Plan DesertXpress is a Federally approved and licensed high speed passenger railroad that
Report: Passenger Projects connects Las Vegas with Southern California. Travelling between Las Vegas, NV and

Ralil 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:

e July 8, 2011: Federal Railroad Administration Record of Decision (ROD)

e October 26, 2011: Surface Transportation Board issued Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity.

e October 31, 2011: Bureau of Land Management ROD

e November 18, 2011: Federal Highway Administration ROD

e 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.

DesertXpress Comment to SCAG Draft RTP Page 5 of 5
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% UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

w 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" Street, 12 Floor

Los Angeles, California 90017

Subject: EPA Comments on the 2012-2035 Draft Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms. Lin:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) appreciates the opportunity to provide feedback on
the Draft 2012 Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2012-2035 Draft Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) and the Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS. EPA is committed to the goal of
incorporating environmental and community considerations early in the transportation planning process.
This early coordination results in greater opportunities to avoid sensitive resources and receptors and
minimize impacts associated with future transportation projects.

Section 6001 Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users
(SAFETEA-LU) directs metropolitan planning organizations to consult with resource agencies while
developing long-range transportation plans. It also states that long range transportation plans must
include “a discussion of types of potential environmental mitigation activities and potential areas to
carry out these activities, including activities that may have the greatest potential to restore and maintain
the environmental functions affected by the plan.” EPA provides the following comments in support of
compliance with these requirements.

Comments on the Draft RTP/ SCS

Environmental Justice and Children’s Health

The Draft RTP provides a summary of public involvement efforts and a thorough Environmental Justice
Analysis including recommendations from the public outreach meetings. The Environmental Justice
Analysis finds many potential disparate impacts on minority, low-income, and other sensitive
communities. These impacts are a result of gentrification, air quality impacts, and noise. The Draft
RTP provides evidence that environmental justice communities in the SCAG Region are already heavily
burdened as a result of exposure to air pollution from transportation related activities. The communities
will continue to be impacted with the many projects planned in the SCAG Region. Therefore, all
impacts, even seemingly small ones, are important to consider and mitigate in order to offset the project-
related impacts to the local communities. EPA is encouraged to see that, new to the 2012 RTP, the



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."? There is a growing body of evidence that environmental justice
communities are disproportionately exposed and more vulnerable to pollution impacts than other
communities.” As discussed in EPA’s Framework for Cumulative Risk,‘ 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.

e 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.

e 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,

! National Environmental Justice Advisory Committee. 2010. Nationally Consistent Environmental Justice Screening Approaches. Available at:
http://www.epa.gov/compliance/ej/resources/publications/nejac/ej-screening-approaches-rpt-2010.pdf.

? The Environmental Justice Strategic Enforcement Assessment Tool (EJSEAT) is a tool for the EPA Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance to
consistently identify areas with potentially disproportionately high and adverse environmental and public health burdens. More information is available at:
hitp://www.epa.gov/compliance/ej/resources/policy/ej-seat.html,

! Symposium on the Science of Disproportionate Environmental Health Impacts, March 17 - 19, 2010, see the fourteen scientific reviews commissioned by
EPA and published in the American Journal of Public Health at:http://www.epa.gov/compliance/ej/multimedialalbums/epa/disproportionate-impacts-
symposium.html.

* Available at: hitpz//cfpub.epa.ov/ncealraf/recordisplav.cfm?deid=54944.



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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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 1-710, connecting to an
east-west segment, and finally reaching the I-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. The 2012
RTP identifies an East-West Freight Corridor concept (Exhibit 2.9 Potential East-West Freight Corridor
shows lanes along the I-710, SR 60, and I-15 to just north of I-10), carrying between 58,000 and 70,000
trucks per day, with trucks removed from adjacent general purpose lanes and local arterial roads.



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 turn, improve air quality. The emphasis on
planning for additional housing 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/Toll Lanes, may have initially beneficial congestion relief that erodes over time, potentially
resulting in increased VMT and auto emissions.

e Since the RTP includes several projects that expand freeway capacity, EPA recommends that the
Final RTP include a discussion of induced travel to ensure that these projects do not counter the
very VMT and emission benefits expected from SCAG’s SCS and Regional Zero Emissions
Freight System.

Technologies for Transportation Investments

This section of the plan cites several compelling strategies, which presumably will result in significant
emissions reduction. However, the Draft RTP does not clearly outline what the requisite technologies
are in relation to emissions standards for the relevant source categories.

~» EPA recommends including clearer descriptions of the technologies listed in the Transportation
Investments section of the RTP.

Definition of “clean truck”

EPA suggests defining the term “clean truck” in relation to current vehicle emissions standards. This
term is listed in the Vision and Transportation Investments sections of the RTP, as well as in the Goods
Movement supplemental report. One option for defining this technology would be to compare its
emissions to the EPA 2010 heavy-duty truck standard.

Measuring Environmental Results of the RTP

The Draft RTP has identified criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions as its sole performance
measure and indicator for 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.

e EPA recommends SCAG consider demonstrating the RTP’s effectiveness at protecting species,
wildlife or wetland habitat, and/or open space. If additional performance standards are not
possible during the 2012 RTP update given the already extensive efforts to develop the identified
performance outcomes and measures, the Final RTP should describe if there are appropriate



performance standard surrogates, such as land consumption under Location Efficiency, to
measure the RTP’s success in protecting sensitive habitat.

RTP Environmental Mitigation Program

SAFETEA-LU Section 6001 requires long range transportation plans to include a discussion of potential
environmental mitigation activities and potential areas to carry out these activities that may have the
greatest potential to restore and maintain the environmental functions affected by the plan. The Draft
RTP acknowledges that the PEIR includes three categories of mitigation measures (regional, local, and
project-specific, as described on p.76); however the Draft RTP identifies a separate, broad strategy to
link transportation planning to the environment, such as planning transportation routes to avoid and
minimize a number of biological impacts and regional mitigation strategies such as mitigation banking,
improving/ retaining habitat linkages, preserving wildlife corridors and wildlife crossings to minimize
the impact of transportation projects on wildlife species and habitat fragmentation. The Draft RTP notes
that maps of protected and unprotected areas, representing SCAG’s open space infrastructure (from
SCAG’s 2008 Regional Comprehensive Plan), will be updated as a function of post-RTP planning
efforts, that areas that are “unprotected” could be possible locations for mitigation, and that SCAG will
continue to work with its regional partners to help facilitate conservation.

e 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.

e 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 RTP’s performance.

e EPA recommends that the Final PEIR clarify how the HRA informed both decision-making
among Plan alternatives and mitigation for impacts to sensitive populations.

e EPA also encourages SCAG to consider non-cancer risk, such as respiratory risk, in the PEIR
HRA, in light of the fact that the RTP environmental justice analysis addressed both cancer and
respiratory risks. The HRA could estimate non-cancer risk, or at a minimum, include a
discussion on the relative contribution of these different effects, especially to sensitive receptors.

EPA acknowledges that SCAG selected eight segments of freeway corridors to generally represent
major transportation corridors in each SCAG county (with two selected in L.A. and San Bernardino)
and roadways with the highest total traffic and highest heavy-duty diesel truck traffic in the planning



area. Further, the modeling focused on freeway segments (versus the entire length of each freeway
corridor) that exhibited highest daily total traffic volume to assess *“probable worst case” risks.
However, the HRA does not describe how its limited scope relates to the broader suite of proposed
transportation projects in the SCAG region.

EPA recommends that the HRA identify: 1) what percentage of RTP projects is represented by
the selected segments used in the HRA analysis when compared to the total projects included in
the RTP, 2) their relative locations to the broader scope of projects, and 3) relative timeframes
for construction and implementation. We recommend clarifying if these represent a group of
projects with the most impacts, estimating the percentage of the impact, and extrapolating how
the examples could potentially inform risk for the broader scope of the RTP.

EPA recommends that the RTP provide a brief summary of all the alternatives, the additional
sources of emission considered in each of them, and the mitigation proposed in each of them.
Explain how the examples of the eight operating freeways fit in with the alternatives in terms of
source contribution.

The RTP should identify how these “Highest Volume” Segments (page 4) integrate with the
alternatives. EPA recommends providing a summary comparison by volume for the
corresponding projects in the RTP, the eight selected operating freeways, and the “Highest
Volume” segments in the eight selected freeways. Include a percentage contribution at each
level to provide the background perspective of this limited analysis, and to allow an evaluation
of the scope of all the projects in the RTP.

EPA recommends that the data in Tables 5 and 5 (Pages 8 and 9) represent the “Highest
Volume” emission for the corresponding segments in Table 4. If the results in Table 5 are for
the same freeway fraction as shown in Table 4, they need to be clearly identified. Discuss
whether these results are being used for the rest of the freeways as a conservative scenario
estimate, then provide the entire length of all the corresponding freeways included in the
projects in RTP, the estimated VMT/day for them, and the corresponding emission as shown in
Table 5. Also provide similar information for each alternative. This will give a clear picture of
the scope of the additional emission sources generated by these projects.

SCAG should consider regularly revisiting project status of modeled projects for a selected time
period (such as, every four years when RTP is updated, or two years when FTIP is updated). For
example, at each new RTP update, provide a “reality check” against the previous 4 years of
actual construction data impact, and update future RTP projections accordingly. This will also
allow inclusion of any new projects.

The impact of example projects in the HRA should be extrapolated to the entire RTP scope, so
that a more systematic and comprehensive health impact can be evaluated at each RTP update
for the whole region to allow appropriate consideration for cumulative impacts to sensitive
receptors. These projects should be included in all future MATES analyses, which can provide
the previously mentioned “reality check”. Each RTP update can then revisit all the previous
assumptions using the most recent MATES analysis, and provide the best estimates for the
remaining projects.



Risk Emissions
It is not clear how Table 6 (page 10) relates to Tables 4 and 5 and the assumptions (Table 9) are not

clearly described to support the results. Further, it is not clear how Table 14 (page 17) relates to Tables 9
and 11.

EPA recommends providing a summary of the emissions for all the alternatives, which can be
more useful than presenting the number of vehicles. This will provide the basis to move into the
next Risk calculation.

EPA recommends providing a summary of the assumptions used in each alternative for the
estimation of the cancer risk.

EPA recommends that even in a limited scope, SCAG should identify any potential cumulative
impact of two or more projects that might intersect, and identify areas of dense population that
might be subjected to this cumulative impact, as well as the impact on any potential sensitive
population.

Mitigation Measures
Section 3.2 Air Quality Mitgation Measures

Mitigation Measure MM-AQ19 — Protecting Sensitive Receptors from Air Quality Impacts

EPA recommends the implementation of MM-AQ19 in plan-related projects. Given the current
air quality conditions in the Southern California region, project sponsors should be strongly
encouraged to reduce the air quality risk to sensitive receptors by implementing the strategies
listed in this mitigation measure.

Mitigation Measure MM-AQ11

EPA suggests that this mitigation measure be revised to include the following:

Project sponsors can and should ensure that all construction equipment meets or exceeds
equivalent emissions performance to that of EPA Tier 3 standards for non-road engines. From
January 1, 2015 onward, project sponsors should ensure that all construction equipment meets or
exceeds equivalent emissions performance to that of EPA Tier 4 standards for non-road engines.
See http://www.dicselnel. com/standards/us/nouroad. php.

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 http:/www.arh.ca.cov/msprog/iruck -idling/truck-idling.hum.

Section 3.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures MM-GHG7 and MM-GHGS8

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.



Mitigation Measure MM-GHG10

EPA recommends that provision “b)” of this mitigation measure be revised to read as follows:
“Solicit preference construction bids that use BACT, particularly those seeking to deploy zero
emissions technologies”.

Section 3.12 Transportation, Traffic & Security Mitigation Measures

Consumer Education — Mitigation Measures MM-TR44, MM-TR45, MM-TR46, and MM-TR87
U.S. EPA strongly supports the implementation of these measures by local jurisdictions as the
related activities will play a constructive role in encouraging consumers to adopt transportation
techniques, alternatives, and technologies that will significantly reduce criteria and GHG
emissions in the Southern California region.

Advanced Vehicle & Fuel Technology Deployment — Mitigation Measures MM-TR47, MM-TR50,
MM-TR51, MM-TR86, MM-TR88, and MM-TR92

U.S. EPA strongly supports the implementation of these measures by local jurisdictions as they
will support the commercialization of advanced transportation technologies that will significantly
reduce criteria and GHG emissions in the Southern California region.

EPA values the opportunity to be involved in the regional transportation planning process. We

hope that this involvement will lead to more efficient project planning and improved environmental and
public health outcomes. When the Final RTP/SCS and PEIR are available, please send a copy of each to
the address above. If you have any questions about our comments, feel free to contact me at
dunning.connell @epa.gov or by phone at 415-947-4161.

Sincerely,

i )
(it U

Connell Dunning, Transportation Team Supervisor
Environmental Review Office
Communities and Ecosystems Division



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.

e 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
e 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

e |s CEQA Compliant and Defensible — The RTP/SCS is built to withstand a CEQA Challenge
¢ s 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

e 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.

e Maximize the productivity of our transportation system. Look at peak time pricing and
transportation demand management (TDM) cost recovery approach.
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e 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:
e SR71
e SR 57 uptoand including the SR 60 / SR 57 intersection
e SR-91
e [-15
e |10

SR-71-Addition of one HOV lane in each direction from 1-10 to SR-60

SR-91-Addition of one HOV lane in each direction from Adams to SR-60/21

I-10-Addition of one HOV lane in each direction from Haven to Ford

Addition of HOT lanes on I-10

SR-91-Convertion of HOV lanes to tolled express lanes and addition of direct connector
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

SR-91-Addition of one mixed-flow lane in each direction at various locations from SR-241 to Pierce
Street

I-15 Construction of New Schleisman Rd IC and ramps with a NB/SB Auxiliary lane between
Schleisman Rd IC and Limonite Rd IC.

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,

}W% Vst Qﬁ

Gwenn Norton-Perry

C

hairperson

Four Corners Coalition
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Friends of Coyote Hills P.0. Box 5267, Fullerton, CA 92838 www.coyotehills.org

Feb. 10, 2012

Margaret Lin

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
818 W. Seventh Street, 12" 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, | 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 sgregg4l1l@roadrunner.com

Sincerely,
Friends of Coyote Hills
Shirley Gregg, Secretary


mailto:sgregg411@roadrunner.com

FHBP Board of Directors
Jean Watt, President

Manny Kiesser, Vice President
Vikki Swanson, Treasurer
Helen Higgins, Secretary

Stephanie Barger
Denny Bean

Jim Carr

Michelle Claud-Clemente
Jack Eidt

Bob Joseph

Lori Kiesser

Amy Litton

Tom Maloney
Theresa Sears
Don Thomas
Tina Thompson
Mike Wellborn
Carolyn Wood

Supporting Organizations
Amigos de Bolsa Chica
Audubon, Sea & Sage Chapter
Bolsa Chica Conservancy
Caspers Wilderness Park
Volunteers
Earth Resource Foundation
Equestrian Coalition of O.C.
Environmental Nature Center
Great Park Environmental
Coalition
Huntington Beach Wetlands
Conservancy & Wildlife
Care Center
Laguna Canyon Conservancy
Laguna Canyon Foundation
Laguna Greenbelt, Inc.
Newport Bay Conservancy
Sierra Club, Orange County
Surfrider Foundation,
Newport Beach Chapter
Stop Polluting Our Newport
St. Mark Presbyterian Church
Ecophilians

Advisory Board
Marian Bergeson
Connie Boardman
Marilyn Brewer
Roy & llse Byrnes
Laura Cohen

Joe Dunn

Roger Faubel
Sandy Genis

Tom Harman
Evelyn Hart

Evan Henry

Jack Keating

Vic Leipzig

Matt Rayl

Claire Schlotterbeck
Dan Silver, M.D.
Jack Skinner, M.D.
Nancy Skinner
Dick Zembal

Post Office Box 9256
Newport Beach, CA 92653
949-399-3669

www.FHBP.org

February 7, 2012

Margaret Lin

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
818 W. Seventh Street, 12" 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 %4 to 1 mile. Amenities within
Y4 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.> 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

! Walk Score. Retrieved 2 Feb 2012 from the WalkScore website: http://www.walkscore.com.




FHBP Letter to SCAG on RTP/SCS, PEIR
February 7, 2012

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.”? 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:
e A comprehensive overview of important natural resources, wildlife habitat, historic sites, scenic values, and
potential/existing trail connections in the region
e Maps that highlight the ecological and recreation priorities of the region, while respecting property rights
and creating awareness around public access
e Aninclusive vision to foster discussion of the diverse conservation and recreation needs of the region.”
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.

? 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.

® 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.” 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].®

* Orange County Local Transportation Authority. “Ordinance No. 3.” 24 July 2006. Section I, ltem P, page B-2.
® Orange County Local Transportation Authority. “Ordinance No. 3.” 24 July 2006. Section Il ltem 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).® 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.

® 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,
%M
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.

! Walkable Neighborhood Features

o They have a “center;” be it a main street or public
space

o 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.FHBPorg |

ORANGE COUNTY’S TOP 3
MOST WALKABLE CITIES

1. Costa Mesa (76)
2. Stanton (74)
3. Cypress (70)

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.

@ Measurlng 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 % to 1 mile. Amenities within % 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.

Dayle McIntosh Center



City Hall and City Average Walk Scores

City Walk Score of City Hall Averfa(li etl‘z, aél;ticore
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

Note: These Walk Scores were calculated via the www.WalkScore.com website tool.
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February g, 2012

Mr. Hasan lkhrata, Executive Director

Southern California Association of Governments
818 West 7" Street, 12" 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 opporiunity to review and comment on the Draft 2012
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Sirategy (RTP/SCS) and
assoctated 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 plan.

The Gateway Cities respectfully submits the following comments and guestions for
your consideration and response:

« 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.
« [inancial 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 fax (562} 634-8216

www. 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 focal 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 20357

o Table 3.4.1 presents Core and Reascnably Available local sources of
revenue and includes development mitigation fees for Orange and Riverside
Counties. Daoes 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 |-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 FTIP 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.

s Express/HOT Lane Network

o Table 2.6 lists several potential routes for Express/HCT Lane development.
Two of these run through the Gateway Cities: [-405 from I-5 to the LA/OC
County ling; and SR-81 from 1-110 to SR-55. What is the anticipated
timeframe or years of construction and completion for these projects? Will
mixed-fiow lanes be added or removed in order to provide the HOT lanes?

s (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 expiained in the text. For example, how do these figures relate o the
carge forecast being projected by the San Pedro Bay Ports or the figures
assumed in the I-710 Corridor and 91/605/405 Corridor processes? Are the
figures in the exhibit based on SCAG's revised truck model? Also, would
different fruck volumes be found under different RTP alternatives?
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¢ To avoid local impacts to member cities, the Gateway Cities respectfuliy

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.

The fables relating to the proposed East-West Freight Corridor present a
confusing picture of the plan for implementing reduced-emissions vehicies
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 technelogy” 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 in 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

Page 79 of the SCS 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 SCS.

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 SCS.

Sincerely,

;
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Raymond Duntan, President, Board of Directors
Gateway Cities Council of Governments and
Council Member, City of Bellflower



February 14,2012

Honorable Pam O’ Connor, Presidens

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

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

RL: Globkal Land Use and Economic (GLUK) Council Comments fo the Southern California Association of
Governments {SCAG) Regional Councif on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable
Communities Strategy (IRTP/SCS) and the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR).

Dear President O’Connor:

in April of 2009, the Global Land Use and Ticonomic Council was formed to advise SCAG staft on the economic
implications of SCAG’s planaing aclivilics and 1o better engage key public and privaic stakeholders.

At its formatian, the focus of the GLUE Council was centered on the implementation of 8B 375 and how Southern
California could reduce greenhouse gas (Gh(3) emissions and cstablish cconomic co-benefits through better planning
for land usc, transportation and housing throughat Southern California.

Nearly three years tater, the GLIUE Council’s contributions have grown beyond SB 375 and the parinership has
yielded some great success:

¢ In December 2009, partnering with the Southern Calitornia Leadership Council (SCLC) and
SCAG, we successfully brought together key business leaders and public officials to voice
Southern California’s need for flexikility in 8B 375 implementation.

o inSeptember 2010, GLUFE Council helped articulate Lo the California Air Resources Board the
importance of linking GhG reduction targets for SB 375 to state commitments that will be critical
10 cnsuring goals are mef.

¢ 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 Growth Strategy.

s In May 2011, the Southern California Economic Recovery and fob Creation Strategy was unveiled
and subsequently adopted with great support froan GLUE Couneil,

As Scuthern California’s top four industries are transporiation dependent -- trade, technology, tourism and
enfertainment-- GLUE Council recegnizes that investing in the region’s transportation system is critical to its
econoniic prosperity.

Qver the last several months, GLUE Council has been actively engaged in the 2012-2035 R'TP/SCS and applauds
the tremendous effort SCAG has put into the process behind this Draft 2012 RTP/SCS & PEIR.

FFor almost three years, and including hundreds of meetings with its local government constituents and private sector
stakeholders, SCAG has honored an inclusive approach 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 transporzation and infrastructure play in maintaining this region’s cconomy and quality of Tife,
That is why throughout the RTP/SCS process the GLUE Council has focused on the plan’s ability to deliver
econemic recovery, jobs recovery, and CEQA streamlining to the region.




The following key policies and principles are recommended by the GLUFE Couneil for evaluating the plan as they
represent the qualities of a good and sound RTP/SCS:

1. Provides Positive Economic Impacts
« A plan that is pro economic growth and pro job creation - The RFP/SCS must undergo a true
economic cost/benefit analysis so that economic impacts are understood and known by SCAG
Regional Council members ¢and stakcholders) before making a final decision on the RTP/SCS,

2. Provides Local Control
¢ Any new transportation revenues or fees collected must be under the control of the local
transportation agency/authority in ovder to assure local accountabitity.
s Citics, counties and local transportation agencies must maintzin appropriate conirol and flexibility
in managing decisions and resources related fo land use and transportation,

3, Assures Revenue Sources are Vair, Understandable and Good for the Economy
* ‘lransportation revenue concepts within the RTP/SCS must undergo cost/benefif and other i
appropriate analysis to assure that they are good for a recovering economy and tuture growth.
They nmust also be falr 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 transportation infrastructure or
improvement.

4. Is Balanced and Accountable
¢ Revenues should be balanced with performance measures, reforms and guarantees that assore the
RTP is effective, elficient and respensiblc to the citizens and taxpayers of Southern California.

5. 1s CEQA Compliant and Defensible
s The RTP/SCS is processed correctly from an environmental impact perspective, complies with
appropriate legal requirements, and is able to withstand litigation ehatlenges.
¢ Provides for CEQA streamlining and protects against CEQA abuse

Economic Analvsis - - Throughout the RTP/SCS process, the GLUE Council has asked for and enconraged SCAG to
focus on the plan’s benefits and impacts on the regional economy and job c¢reation. The GLUE Council has argued
that, dune right, the RTP/SCS can be a major catalyst for the region’s econontic 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.

Every $1 spent on infrastructure investments yields a retorn of $2,90

‘Ths projected cost per day/per capita is less than $2.60

The projecied benefit per day/per eapifa exceeds $5.00

The plan generates an average of 166,000 jobs per vear from construction and maintenance
expenditures

¢ TImproved transportation benelits in commuting, accessibility and congestion reliel yiclds 354,000
annual jobs

GLUE Council has reviewed the work of SCAG’s economic tcam and their analysis of the RTP/SCS and tinds that
it does show the plan fo be one that “provides positive ecomomic impacts”, which is one of GLIJE Council’s key
qualities of a good plan,



Phasc H of the Economie Recavery Strategy — As part of the adoption of the RTP/SCS, the GLUE Council
recommends that the SCAG also adopt Phase [I of the Econoimic Recovery Strategy. The adoption could happen
simultancously 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 IT Strategy (within six months).

The Phasc 11 Economic Strategy would be a way for SCAG to take business community concerns wilh the RTP and
turn them into a positive partnership. Working together, SCAG, GLUE and other stakeholders could develop the
Phase IF Strategy as a way to focus SCAG and lecal government on critically necessary regulatory seforms and
strategics for new out of the box financing, especially in light of the dissolution of redevelopment agencies. The
Phase 1f Strategy would also give SCAG and GILLUE a vehicle for establishing a frue 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 1T 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 opportunitics for expediting project delivery, to reduce costs and to
realize accelerated plan benefits,

Respectfully,

Greg McWilliams
Chair, GLUE Council
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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,

The Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) appreciates this opportunity fo
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’ (MPQOs’)
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 o 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
{616) 322-2318  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 fo 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 resuiting from congested roadways (Figure 5.5, p. 170). Use of
this metric aliows 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. 18, 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 buiid additional capacity, but
building capacity is cosily 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 envircnment (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 in 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 waould
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. |f 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 lto, CARB

Terry Roberts, CARB
Garth Hopkins, Caltrans

Attached:  Comments by the California Department of Public Health on the
Sustainable Community Strategies (SCS) 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 EDMUND G. BROWN JR.
{hrecfor & State Heafth Officer Govemor

January 19, 2012

Christopher P, Ganson, Senior Planner
Office of Planning and Research

1400 Tenth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Ganson,

We welcome the opportunity o 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 heaith interests in the SCSs
because of the documented health impacts of housing and transpertation in combination with
econcmic 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 adviscry role
in some MPQs' discussions of performance targets and methodologies to assess project
performance, CDPH aiso routinely interacts with local public health depariments around the
state, many of whom have become involved in regional SCS planning.

Qur 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
concems CDPH belisves 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
(UHD) mitigation strategies into regional and local plans that will implement transit oriented
development (TOD) and in-fill development so that UMI 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 inte planning.

Plsase do nof hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or comments.

Sincerely,

T L

Linda Rudgiph, M.D...M.R.H
Deputy Director, Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promotion

Center for Chronic Disease Prevention and Health Promofion, 1616 Capitol Avenue, Suite 74.420, Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 445-0661 FAX: (916) 445-0688
Intarnet Address: www.cdph.ca.0ov



Page 2
January 19, 2012

Comments by the California Department of Public Health
on the Sustainable Community Strategies {SCS) Process and Plan Content

General Comments

Health is a critical compenent of sustainable communities. The California Bepartment of Public
Health encourages regicnal planning organizations to embrace the concepts outlined in the
Healthy Community framework developed by the Strategic Growth Councit's Health in All
Policies Task Force."™' 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 aliows workers to reap both economic and health
benefits. Good health is critical for economic sustainability, increasing workferce 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
Transporiation 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 fraditional health focus on
traffic injuries and air polluticn. We refer to physical activity from active mades of travel,
including bicycling, walking, and public transit that includes active fransport from and to transil
destinations. Noise and other physical hazards are alsc getting more attentian 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 quantified? 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, L.ondon, Barcelona, and the Netherlands.” Attempts to
monetize health co-benefits from active transport suggest savings of billions of dollars in
health care costs and the vaiue of statistical lives saved.”
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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 CDPH, MTC,
the Bay Area 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 gst a high priority score in the
project assessment methedologies used by MPOs.

4. Likewise, using these tools, heaith 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 alse get additional scrutiny in cost-
benefit analyses.

5. Equityfinequity 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. In 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.® 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 crganizations like the Transportation Research Board have recently created
standing health subcommittees with an expanded focus. It is worth exploring ways focal
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 1o 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
Davidalbal @gmail.com

February 13, 2012

TO: Margaret Lin

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
818 W. 7" Street, 12" 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
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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 21 Century thinking to solutions specific to streamlining, even
potentially undergrounding the transmission of millions of containers from the 5t 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 31 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.

Frelght Plpellne Network

MICRO FEEDER TERMINA.LS

| Using a COMBINATION of Freeway,
" | river/flood controel channel , and

/ power transmission Rights-of-Way

“” Needemolition of homes or
businesses required to install
infrastructure &

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
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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-CO: 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 CO: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, CO: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
Davidalbal @gmail.com TEL: 626.513.3650
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g Am e ro n Ameron International Corporation

Water Transmission Group

10681 Foothill Blvd., Suite 450
Richard 1. Mueller Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730
President Telephone: 909/944-4100. Ext. 192

Fax: 909/980-7865

Email: Richard.Mueller@nov.com

February 5, 2012

Mr. David Alba
GRID Logistics, Inc.

Via email: davidalbal@gmail.com

Subject: Constructability of Proposed GRID “SuperDock” and Freight Pipeline
Dear Mr. Alba:

| 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. |
have been involved in the development of pipelines systems for transfer of solid freight for more
than two decades. | 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 | 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 | 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

T A

Richard I. Mueller, P.E.
President
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Colored map of proposed Highgrove Metrolink Station location
Description of map and supporting information

fznlarged view of proposed parking lot showing 725 spaces

5 pages of comments over the last 8 years

Letter from Supervisor Ashley 10-14-2009

Letter from Transit Coalition 9-19-2009

Resolution from City of Grand Terracel2-13-2001

Petition from Project Area Committee 1-08-2002

Resolution from City of Loma Linda 1-24-2002

. Letter from Assemblyman Bill Emmerson 8-14-2006

. Letter from Supervisor Bob Buster 7-17-2006

. Comments from Buster, Ashley and Haley 10-11-2006

. Letter from Eric Haley about Hi-Rail tour 11-28-2006

. Agenda from La Quinta Workshop 9-15-2006

. Article from San Bernardino Sun 1-1-2007

. Letter from Riverside Land Conservancy 10-18-2005

. Leler from®Melanie Zimmermann 10-09-2006

. Letter from Wendy Eads 3-15-2006

. Letler from University Neighborhood Association 10-21-2005
. Letter from Byron Matteson 6-23-2006

. Letter from Tony Petta 6-23-2006

. Letter from Marycetta Ferre® 3-15-2007

. Letter from Hugh Grant 6-21-2006

. Letter from Asst. City Mgr.of Grand Terrace 5-15-2003

. Letter from Franklin Carpenter Jr. 5-28-2001

. Letter from JoAnn Johnson 11-04-2006

. Letter from Bixby Land Co.12-12-2005

. Letters from Carol Williams and Clifford Berger 3-30 & 3-31-2007
. Letter from Dom Betro 3-21-2006
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Highgrove Metrolink comments over the last eight years!
Plcase look at the dates of the following statements:

Excerpts prepared Jan. 14, 2010 {Not in scquence)

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 of more than a decade, the Riverside County Transportation Commission has
considered and repeatedly rejected the request of Highgrove residents for Metrolink service.”

Bob Buster, Riverside County Supervisor: (Statement Oct. 11, 2006)

“Highgrove is at the fulcrum, the pivor 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 for the future of the
Inland Empire”

Bob Buster, Riverside County Supervisor: (Letter July 17, 2006)

“Highgrove is the right place for a regional, intermodal station, al the junction of the main lines
and the 215 freeway. 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
Highgrove”.

Roger Berg, RCTC Commissioner from Beaumont: (RCTC mecting Feb. 11, 2009)
“The Highgrove station may have some meril, more parking is needed and gridiock will only get
worse”.

James Potts, RCTC Commissioner from San Jacinto: (RCTC meeting Feb. 11, 2009)
U1t is the vight project for the right time und it would open up other areas where seniors could go
instead of just driving locally”.

Robin Low, RCTC Commissioner from Hemet: (RCTC mecting 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 1o the concerns of those living near the track and said that the I-213 is reaching
capacity and that people need to get oul of their cars, onto the tracks and to their destinations.



Bill Emmerson. California State Assembly- Dist. 63: (Letter Aug. 14, 2006)
“I am very supportive of bringing a Metrolink Station to Highgrove because I agree thai it is an
appropriate location to help solve traffic congestion for 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 Metrolink trains come on line.
That has to be Highgrove where one station could serve in three directions: San Bernardino,
Riverside and the PVL”,

University Neighborhood Association: (Letter Oct. 21, 2005)
“Our meeting was standing room only and by a unanimous show of hands, we voted to support a
train stop in Highgrove "

(Four years later)

University Neighborhood Association: (Letter Nov, 17, 2009}

“Our community continues (o suppor! this concept because that location seems to offer greater
overall flexibility. In addition to servicing Metrolink traffic from the PV1, the Highgrove station
establishes services to existing Riverside and San Bernardino traffic, and opens opportunities to
increase the number of potential riders through the expanded capacity and the flexibility to serve

14

them ",

Riverside Land Conservancy: (Letter Oct. 18, 2005)

“At this time we see no objection to development of this parcel for such a Metrolink Station, but
want you to be aware early on, thal the development and any crossing of the Springbrook Arrovo
should provide reasonable protection for the natural habitar and an undercrossing for the
Regional Trail us well as habital usage”.

City of Loma Linda: (Letter Jan. 24, 2002)

“This is tv advise that the City Council at the regular meeting of Jun 22, unanimously supporied
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”.

San Bernardino Sun Newspaper: (Article Dec. 31, 2006)

“San Bernardino County Supervisor Dennis Hasnsberger believes there is enough demand for a
Mertrolink station in the Highgrove area. “Ii's a very worthwhile objective ", Hansberger said.
“Unfortunately, the people in Riverside County who have jurisdiction have not shown a lof of
interest. Bul we are willing to try to gel that discussion going”.

City of Grand Terrace Resolution: (Passed unanimously Dec. 13, 2001}

“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 frack upgrading for Metrolink
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 believe that a Metrolink 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 Metrolink Station in
Highgrove”.

Tony Petta, Retired Grand Terrace Mayor: (Public comments Dee. 11, 2009)
“It’s absolutely favorable to our community”

Hugh J. Grant: Former Chairman San Bernardino L. A.F. C. O,, Former §. A.N. B. A. G.
and Omnitrans Boards: (Letter June 21, 2006)

“I have hecome aware of the important need to situate a Metrolink stop in our neighboring
community of Highgrove, in Riverside County. Due lo the fact that the nearest stops al this time
are in San Bernardine 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”.

Southern California Association of Governments (8. C. A. G.): (Aug. 38, 2007)
“In the latest State of the Region Report, Southern California received an "F” for transportation
muobility. The region has been the most congested in the country for the past two decades”.

JoAnn Johnsen Manager Grand Terrace Senior Center: (Letter Feb. 23, 2009)
“I strongly support a Metrolink Station in Highgrove and I know that many others in Grand
Terrace do also”.

William A. Shopoff, The Shopoff Group: (letter Feb. 23, 2089)

“Since Highgrove is a natural railroad junction point where two railroad lines meet befween
Riverside and San Bernardino, a commuter lrain stop in Highgrove would benefii the entire
region. This location is only % mile east of the congested 1-213 Freeway that has exits at Center
Street. It is also only about one mile northeast of the new §381 million dollar 60/91/215
interchange that was just completed, and about 3 miles south of the 1-215/1-10 interchange. Both
major interchanges are between Riverside and San Bernardino and the Highgrove location is

n

also berween Riverside and San Bernardino ™.

Anthony Mize, Builder: (Letter Fcb. 24, 2009)

“It is our opinion that the junction point of the Metrolink train traffic between the Cify 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 "NIMBY ™ on just about everything, it would seem 1o us that if a
community wanls to work together to revitalize itself by embracing something like this then
RCTC should give it careful, thoughtful consideration” .



Kirk Wallace, Builder: (Letter Oct. 21, 2009)
“We feel this station would be very beneficial 1o 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 Metrolink Station in Highgrove.
There are many people in our community that use the Metrolink a few times a week to get to [.A
for work. When I am showing property to people from out of the area they will ask abouft the
location of Metrolink stations. And as more people in the area are financially stressed by the
economy and the price of commuting they will be more encouraged to use Metrolink if it is closer
to home ",

Byron Matteson 14 year Mayor of Grand Terrace: (Letter June 23, 2006)

“I think the commuter trains will gain even more popularity in the near fiture as our areda
continues (o experience rapid growth and our freeway systems become more and more
congested. Proper planning is essential in being able 1o handle these future transporfation needs
and I hope the new Highgrove Station will be approved soon, to help alleviate some of these
ongoing traffic problems”.

Highgrove CSA 126 Resolution: (Nov. 27, 2001)
“Highgrove community adopted a 13 point resolution outlining the benefits of a Metrolink
station stop in Highgrove”.

Highgrove Project Area Committee: (Petition Jan. 8, 2002)

“The Project Area Commiliee (P. A. C.), for the redevelopment of the Highgrove area, hereby
submits this recommendation that a Metrolink 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 fo drive very far. With a station near home, we could
go, go, go, and not have to worry about traffic”.

George Saunders, commuter from Grand Terrace to Orange County for 7 years: (Letter
¥eb. 20, 2009.

“With the ever expanding usage of the train it has become increasingly difficull to get to, and lo
find parking at Downtown Riverside station. An additional stop on the route between Riverside
and San Bernardino would be helpful 7.

William H. Addington, Civil Engincer since 1975-Retired: (Public comments Dec, 11, 2009)

‘It is really important to Grand Terrace, Loma Lindu and Highgrove to have a station. The
opportunity is there now and if passed by, it won't be availuble The site is well located and the
problems could be mitigated with good engineering. This is the time fo gct!”



We also have additional letters of support from:

Terry and Lori Carlstrom, G. T. 2-23-2009
James Lasby, Highiland 2-20-2009
Ron and Cynthia Cruz, Highgrove 2-26-2009
Melanie Zimmermann, [Highgrove  2-23-2009
Barbara McCoy, Highgrove 2-23-1009
Ardie Barnett, Highgrove 2-26-2009
Ron and Geri Barnett, G. T.

The above information does not include residents who have signed the circulated petition for a
Highgrove station nor does it include names of those who signed the on-line petition on the web
site: www . higherovehappenings.net

Our requests consist of 3 items:

1. Build a Metrolink station stop next to the BNSF main line at Highgrove.
2. Build the Highgrove station first.

3. Name the station “Highgrove”.
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SUPERVISOR MARION ASHLEY
Frern IMSTRICT

October 14, 2009

The Honorable Bob Magee,

Chairman Riverside County Transportation Commission
4080 Lemon St., 3™ Floor

Riverside, CA 92520

Dear Chatrman Magee:

I am enclosing recent correspondence which 1 have received from a number of residents in the
Highgrove 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 of Highgrove 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 infrastructurc investment in thetr community and the provision
of publi¢ transit scrvice.

1 am requesting that the Perris Vallcy Line Ad Hoc Committec schedule a meeting within the
next few months to revicw the history of the Commission's actions regarding Highgrove from the
day it was first mentioned. During the past foew years we have seen new members join RCTC and
somge of the decisions predate my tenure as a County Supervisor.

As we embark on the investment of the Perris Valley Line, I want to ecnsure that we are making
prudent investments with Measurc A and federal dollars. While I believe that the Commission
has made wise decisions up Lo 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 1ssues once again. if we can't
provide a station and direct rail service to the community, | 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 opporturnity to consider ii.



Most imporiantly, 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 with our commitiee members and stafT, 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 Counly Supervisor, 53 District

Cc: Bob Buster, Vice-Chart, Riverside County Transportation Commission:
Barney Bamett, Chairman, Highgrove Community Council



R. A. Bamett, Chatrman
Highgrove Area Redevelopment
474 Prospect Avenue
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 ts within the coalition's interest and mission that a
station stop be placed in the Highgrove arca given the focal support.

We have posted a conceptual rendering of the Highgrove Metrolink station
with a link to your video presentation to the Riverside County
Transportation Commission on aur "A Better Inland Iimpire” Project Web Site:

htp://www.thetransitcoalition.us/a betier inland empire/images/pdf/PVIL-Rail-highorove pdf
http://www.lhetransitcoalition.us/a betier inland empire/proi_¢oachellatrainssta.html

As an orgamzation that works to improve public transportation and mohility
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. Picasc keep us
updated of the status of your campaign.

Sincercly,

Nicholas Ventrone,

Community Engagement Director
The Transit Coalition

www. transifcoalilion.ore




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 Stop; and

WHEREAS, Highgrove is already a railroad junction point connccted 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 BNSF ratiroad that alrcady 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 Comumission would have to purchase the
SP/UP track instcad of using track they alrcady own; and

WHEREAS, the SP/UP track is also in nced of upgrading and has many more curves than
going straight to Highgrove; and

WHEREAS, Metrolink trains coming into Highgrove could proceed castward to San
Bernardine without going into Riverside and

WHEREAS, the San Bernardino Metrolink Station currently has commuter service into the
greater Los Angeles area; and

WHEREAS, westward trains could also proceed from Highgrove into Riverside and poinis
beyond; and

WHEREAS, the San Bernardino and Riverside Metrolink parking lots are near capacity and
WHEREAS, Highgrove ts approximately half way between San Bernardino and Riverside;
and

WHEREAS, vacant land adjacent to the track 1s already owned by the Riverside County
Transportation Commission and could be used for parking at Highgrove; and



WHEREAS, a Metrolink 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 13" day of December, 2001.

oW A

Mayor of the City of Grand Terace

Grty C!Brk of ihe Crty of &
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 13" day of December, 2001, by the
following votc:

AYES: Councilmember’s, Hilkey, Larkin and Ferre: Mayor Pro Tem Garcia
and Mayer Buchanan

NOES: None
ABSENT: None

ABSTAIN: Nonc

Brenda Stanfn cwc;e 2

Approvad ﬁ to form;

City Aﬁorneyu
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City Of Loma Linda

25544 Barrfon Road, Lloma Lindea, Catifornia 92354-3460 « (909) 7992800 « FAX (909) 799-2890
Sister City — Manipal, Karmnataka, indic

January 24, 2002

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.

Councilman 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,

. /":'7

7;';2-_._.’,_,“.{{;;,./] dei/ﬂ/;w— [9 Z;‘.-—/,vg

Pamela Byrnes-(’Camb
City Clerk

Reeyeled paper
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BILL EMMERSON .’
. ASSENBLYMEMBER, SIXTY-THIRD DISTREY -
August 14, 2006 -
' R.A. “Barney” Burnett
474 Prospect Ave.
Highgrove, CA 92507 ,
- q—q :

Dear My, Barnelt:

STANDING COMBITTEES

LOUAL GOVERNWMENT, VICE [NERTE
APPROPAIATIONS N
WATER, PARIS AND WILBLIFE

bwant to thank you for providing me withInformation on the Highgrove Metrolink
Station. Tam very supportive of bringing a Metrolink Station to Highgrove because |
agree that it is an appropriate location to help solve traffic congestion for this fast

ZOWINg areq.

Lappreciate all of your efforts in this matter, Please confact me at my District or Capitol
office to advise me on how 1 may assist you to ensure that this Metrolink Station is built,

Sicerely,

SN ) n v

BILL EMMERSON
Assemblyman, 63" District

BL/it



Ardie Barnett

From: Buster, Bob [BBUSTER@rchos.org]
Sent:  Monday, July 17, 2006 3:13 PM

To: Robert Philtips

Subject: RE: METROLINK

Mr. Phillips:

The second part of my proposal, which 1 will spell out in another op-ed soon, is to provide Perris-Riverside
commuter service for the nexi five fo ten years by Bus Rapid Transit or BRT. These are the high-iech, high-
speed, attractive coaches that are jammed with commuters now on Wilshire and Ventura boulevards in L.A. and
San Fernando Valley., Separate lanes next to the median on the 215 Freeway here arg aiready planned o be
constructed. which BRT can use. BRT is completely flaxible as to routes and schedules and operates at less than
half the cost of Meltrofink trains. BRT improvements on a Perris Line cost only $10 million. BRT obviously has
minimal naise or safety problems for existing communities. If BRT takes University Ave. or Martin Luiher King off
the fresway to go to the Downtown Metrofink Station, it will serve UCR much better.

Train service on the Perris Line should not he 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
rethought as 2 San Bernardino-Riverside-Perris (with side sarvice to Hemet-San Jacinto)-Temecula mass iransit
cogridor. BRT can serve it best first. Train service would commence only when, hopafully, two-way ridership
justifies it and grade separations and other noise reduction and safety improvements are in place. Rather than
furing future residenis to live in the mid-county and attempt 100 minute to 130 minute commuies each way (o
Orange County and L.A., we should be reinforcing our own inland area transportation to provide closer local trips
o work.

That would also cancel any need for siations in the already cramped University and Hunter Park areas, where
impacts on existing neighborhoods will be severe. Highgrove is the right place for a regional, intermodal station,
at the junction of the main rail lines and 215 Freeway. Highgrove still has ample tand and the community and
Grand Terrace want the station.

I've been meeting with every City of Riverside Councilmember, the Chambers of Commerce, UC Riverside reps.
from the Chanceltor's Office, and our State Assemblymen and Senaiors about my proposal. 've siill got a few igff
10 talk to, but, so far, everyone is very favorable. Getting Mayor Laveridge and Supervisars Tavaglione and
Ashiey "on board” is important. | think it's possible to build enough support fo turn Mr. Haley around and then go
and lobby our Congressional reps. (Calvert mainly) to make some sense of how ampile federal transportation
dollars are spent here,

Yaur writing the Mayor, both Supervisors. and Cong. Calvert to teli them what you told me will help a great deal.

Bob Buster, Supv., 131 District



Supervisor Bob Buster’s comments 10-11-2006

“A defacto decision has been made here apparently that has not been discussed by the
commission and we are the policy body™.

“Highgrove is at the fulcrum, the pivot point of fransportation 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 for the future of the Inland Empire™

Supervisor Marion Ashley’s comments 10-11-2006

“Logically there should be a Metrolink stop in the Highgrove area for a lot of reasons but
it is not just that simple. That doesn’t mean that the residentis 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 Bernardinoe County in order to do this.

Direct stalf 1o arrange a tour of the Perris Valley Line and look at the Highgrove sight”

Eric Haley’s comments 10-11-2006

“Recognize that it (a Highgrove station) would trigger an $85 million dollar obligation to
build the Colion crossing™.

“There are complicated legal issucs, complicated timing issues very complicated cost
negotiations that have never been scriously addressed by our San Bernardino neighbors”



THIS MESSAGE 18 BEING SENT ON BEHAILF OF ERIC HALEY.
A hard copy of this letter will be included with vour agenda packet.

Dear Commissioners:

During our September retreat in [.a Quinta, staff was directed to set up a tour of the proposed
Perris Valley Line project. The tour would give Commissioners an opporlunity to sec the
proposed line on a first-hand basis and to also visit the locations of proposed slations.

The best way to travel the rail line is through a Hy-Rail vchicle, which is an SUV that is equipped
with sieel wheels that allows it to travel on the actual ratl line. By traveling in this type of
vehicle, you will be able {o travel the line much like a Metrolink car would.

Hy-Rail vchicies are owned by the railroads and Mctrolink and obtain access to one takes time to
reserve. After a fow 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 briel presentation at RCTC’s offices at 8:15 a.m. We will then drive to the Highgrove area
for the tly-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 are
also aware that this last week of November is an especially busy one with Commitiee meetings scheduled
for the 27" and our special workshop on the 30™. For that reason, we will also schedule another Hy-Rail
tour in the future, but thought it would be important to offer this onc as soon as the vehicles were madc
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 Exccutive Dircctor



RIVERSIDE COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

WWww. retc. org
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WORKSHOP AGENDA* "
:ﬁﬁg‘-ftem fisted on the agenda

*Aetions may be

9:00 a.m.

Friday, September 75, 2006

MEETING ROCHM

Embassy Suites Hotel La Quinta
50-777 Santa Rosa Plaza, La Quinia

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act and Government Code Section 54354.2, if
vou need special assistance to participate in a Commission meeling, please contact the Clerk of the
Baard at (851) 787-7741. Notification of al feasi 48 hours prior fo meeting time will assist staff in
assuring that reasonable arrengements can be made to provide accessibility at the meeting.

S:00 - 9:15 a.m.

$:15 ~ 9:458 a.m.

9:45 - 10:30 a.m.

10:30 - 1045 am.

@5 ~11:15 a.m.

WELCOME AND WORKSHOP OVERVIEW

Marion Ashley, Chair
Eric Haley, Executive Direcior

BOTTOM LINE REPORT ON GOODS MOVEMENT

Stephanie Wiggins, Regional Programs Director

This item is for the Commission to:

1)

2}

3)

Receive and file the presentation of the RCTC
Goods Movement Bottom Line Report;

Approve the Southern California National
Gateway Memaorandum of Understanding {MOU)
No. 07-67-041-00; and

Authorize the Chair, pursuant to legal counsel
review, to execute the MOU on behalf of the
Commission.

GRADE CROSSING FUNDING STRATEGY

Stephanie Wiggins, Regional Frograms Director

BREAK

PERRIS VALLFEY LINE PROJECT UPDATE ™

“‘.

— ‘*—“-—u‘\_.-___\‘\\

.

Stephanie Wiggins, Regional Programs Director

MWC Affairs Director ...~ 7



Sun, The (San Bernardino, CA)

December 31, 2006
Section: News

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-year-old is lcading an effort to build 2 Metrolink station just
south of Grand Terrace.

Barnett is pushing transportation officials 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 hormes are slated to be built starting next spring in Highgrove, an unincorporated
Riverside County area bordering Grand Terrace that Bamett has cajled home since 1947,

"All this development is going to bring a lot of traffic to Highgrove," said Barnett, who publishes
{he 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 woutd be enough riders to
warrant a station.

"We're deing 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. 18 is scheduled to hear a report on the feasibility of a station.

In addition, San Bernardino Associated Governments' Commuter Rail Commitiee 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 is 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 an
and off trains. Bus riders would have close access to the station from a route that goes through
Highgrove between Riverside and L.oma 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, 1 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 ot of interest. But we're willing to try to get that
discussion going."
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Ceapber 18, 2043

Bric Haley, Genoral Manager .
Fivirside County Transporntation Commmisgios
20 Box 12008 .

Riverside, C& 92502
Dhesr Mr. Haley,

The Riverside Land Comservancy (RLC) is aware thas theve iy interest
snd discussions on potential development of 8 Highgrove/Metvolink
Feation on & 35 acrtmanga ¢ parceh of open land just novih of Cinus
Sirest, wilhin the Riverside City limits, adjacent to the comurnity of
Highgrove, This parcel is bisccted by the Smmwk Waap Arruyo;
agry development tor this purpose woukd almost certainly require
crogsings of the arroys with 2 mail spur, pedestrian crossing from a
ek eves, and/or Bew strest BooeNSs

We wre wﬁmm ke you aware of exiensive planning end
covrdinstion eforts the RLC hag been doing with the City of Riverside,
%ﬁ@%ﬁc”&uﬁj,ﬁmmﬁmﬁz&hmumwww:n '

presszving the Springtrook Armoyu for long tenm Opern Space Habii
e Regiongd Truil uses.

At this fume, we 3o RO objection t development of this percet for such
a Mistrolink Siatiog, At warg you © be aware early on, that the
development and any crossings of the Springbrook Arroye showld
provide veasonabie protection of the natural abitat and ex weder-
grosuing for the Regional Trail as well as for habitat mage

Soea

Submodrnites U lmiFsnas

oo Ken Gutierrer, Chy of Riverside Planning Divector



November 9, 2006

Highgrove Metro Link Station

Riverside County ‘fransportation Commission
4080 Lemon &t.

Riverside, CA 92502

Attn: Chairman Marion Ashley

San Bernardino Associaled
Governments 1170W 3rd St

San Bernardino, CA

Attn: Chairman ennis Hansburger

Dear Gentlemen:

I WOULD LIKE TO HAVE REPRESENTATION

<1 attended my first Riverside County Transporiation Commission mecting ont November 9, 2006 and { was so
impressed will how really large the board was. [t 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 1 was waiting for my time to address the Riverside Couniy Transportation Commission on the subject of
supporting a8 Metro Link Station in Highgrove I was able to observe them in action. Very interesting, but [ have
some concerns that "with some of the commissioners, they were not listening to our voice, My biggest concern
was with Mr, Eric llayley. | have never met this man or even heard him speak but he made me think, why is he
.30 against this? Is he mad at someone, or something? It secmed like he wants Lo shut this idea down with out
even trying to view Lhe possibilities.

[ know I sound like a broken record, but this Mctro Link Station is just too big of 4 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 necds to
be locked info Setiously and with out bias.. Riverside and San Bernardino are growing too much to {a5t and jiJ5t
putting this on the back burner and let this pass by will not help the public fransportation issues.

The out come of this issne was that the Riverside County Transportation Commission will meet with the San
Bemardine Associated Governments. To represent the people from Riverside County on this matter is to be Eric
Hayley, after hearing him speak, seeing his actions ['m afraid that he is not informed enough to present this issue
unbijascd and will not speak seriously about it.

So I am asking that you please invite Mr. Barney Bamett of Highgrove, to speak about the Highgrove Metro
Link Stslion io the San Bernardine Associated Government when they meet with the Riverside County
Transportation Commission and te atl future meeting. By doing this Mr. Bamey Barnett can answer questions
and keep other supportive groups informed.

Sincerely,

Melanie R Zimmermann

cer ROCTC Executive Director’, Eric Haley
SANBAG Executive Director, Tony Grasso
SANBAG Grand Terrace Representative, Bea Corifes
SANBAG Lorna Linda Representative, Robert Christran
SANBAG Coelton 'Representative, Deirdre Bennett

MRS MEIANIE
ZIMMERMANN 411
MICHIGAN AVE.
HIGHGROVE. CA 307



University
fNeighborhood
Association

Wendgyv Eads, Co-Chalr
PO, Box 55543
Riverside, Ca. 92517
March 15th, 2006

Mamo Yo Riverside County Transportation Commission,
Riversige County Supervisors, Riverside €ity Councll, )
City Managér and Planning Director, all other interasted parties

Srawy Wandy Eads, UNA Co-Chalr “&)M% é&W

Re: Locstion of propesed new Metre Link Station in Ward One
of Riverside, for Perriz Valley Line Project

This 18 to again Inform you that the membarghip of the University N
Nelghiborhood Association, acting upon the greatly researched racommaendation
of it's standing advisory commitiea on trains, has by an overwhaiming majority
vote decided to officially oppose the placement of either of the two proposed
new Metro Link stations in our residential University Helghts/University Hilis
neighborheod, at elither proposed location, on the corner of Spruce Street and
Watidns Drive , or on Watkins Drive at Valentia HilL In addition, we wish. to
informs you that we instead support placing the location of a new Metro Link
Station in Highgrove (If one shouid be ever be bullt anywhere nearby our
nelghborhood), to serve UCR, and the surrounding area comprising both wards
Geve and two, and the city’s sphere of influcence in nearby iocations. Barney
Barned has identified a prime site on a roughly 35 acre parcel that is already
appropriately zoned, and is deveiopable land without the muititude of
Insurmountable obstacles that exist in our neighborhood, UCR can run lt's
Highlender Hauler the roughly twe miles to and from the site dally, as it
currently does to the downtown Metrs Lifik station, and "ciaim” tha station as
it owwn. Call it the UCR-North Riverside Station, Barney Barnett, s member of
UNA train Committes, has besn appointed our official representative on this
e of potential new station location, 88 he is an expert on it, and has full
@vvareness and understanding of our overwhelming concerns and opposition to
@Eacamaﬁ% of & station anywhvere in cur neighborhd. He is-our spokesman to all
@ﬁégay parties on the subject of the proposed new Metro Link Station location in
Highgrove, which we support. Please glve his pian and his suggestions your full
attention and all due consideration. This letter does not In any way Imply any

g%i&?ga@ﬁt by our membearship of the Metro Link Perris Valley Line Extension
PUeCE.

mﬁ'ﬁ@“@f' Has aiready spoken to most of you, but you may reach hlin by phone at
(951] 683-4494, by FAX at ($51) 683-7258, and by emall at
highgravenews@adelphia.net



UNA

University Neighborhood Association
October 21, 2005

John Standiford. RE: Perris Valley Line
Riverside County Transportation Commission
4060 Lemon St. 3 Floor Riverside CA 92502-2208

Dear Mr. Standiford:

1 am writing to update you on the results of a discussion about Metrolink at our October 13"
meeling. As you know, there is a great 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 4
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 provide 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 commiitted to the Perris Valley Line setting the standard for a
workablc transportation solution and to enhancing our community's assets. I offer this fcedback
for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Guramanira Khalsa
Co Chair UNA

4108 Watkins Dr. Riverside, CA 92507-4701  951-784-7500



June 23, 2006

Supervisor Maricn Ashiey

Chatrman

Riverside County Transportation Commission
4080 Lewon St

Riverside, Ca. g250z

Dear Supervisor Ashley,

ewed intevest i a IHighgrove Melvolink station has again come to our
atiention here in Grand Terrace. It has been several years since our Grand
';e}f ace City Council fivst endorsed the location in Highgrove for a station stop
and the new week-end trains are a very welcome addition.
A DMetrofink stop in Highgrove would prevent us from having Lo drive to San
Beynarding or Riverside to boavd the commutey trains and the idea of being able
o vide to Sun Beynardine for addilional destinations belween San Bevnardino
avicd ':’ os Angeles vv to Riverside, Orange County, or the beach, from nearby
J‘” grove, is a bewefit that will be appreciated by many of tﬁe residents of our
}; “wonld afso help alleviate some of the anticipated traffic problems through
’g rand Tevrace asseciated with the new homes to be built in the Spring Mountain
Revich Project.

I have been very active in the City of Grand Terrace and first sevved as Mayor
Pro-Tem in 1980 and 1981, In 1982 J was efected Mayor of Grand Terrace and
served conseculive tevms as Mavyor for the next 14 years until 1996.

Iihink the commuter trains will gain even more popularity i the near future as
ouy area conlinues to expevience vapid growth and our freeway systems become
miore and move congested. Proper planning is essential in being able to handle

e)sajf{m*'p traasporiation needs and I ope the new Highgrove Station will be
approved soon, to help alleviate some of these ongoing traffic problems.

;%";;'?on Matteson
reizs Michigan Ave.
Grand Tevrace, Ca.
82313

{v09) 783 1353



June 23, 2006
Mr. Evic Haley
RCTC

4080 Lewmon 51.
Riverside, Ca.
82502

‘Ref: Highgrove Metrolink Station
Dear My, Haley,

As the first Mayor in the City of Grand Tervrace back in 1978 I have
seent a Lot of changes and I have watched our city grow and
continue to be a desivable vesidential commumnity.

With all of the yrowth that has happened since then, we loo are
feeling the impact of more vehicle traffic on our busy streels.

The idea of having Metvolink sevvice nearby will be a great asset
to the vesidents of Grand Tevrace. Theve is an ideal location nearby
in Highgrove that would accommodate riders from Grand Terrace,
the currvent Highgrove vesidents, and the future ones coming in the
new housing developments.

We were also happy to hear that theve will be additional week end
trains added next month but commuter trains that pass by this
location each day without stopping is not in the best interest of the
residents of the entive avea who want this service.

Fencourage you and your staff to seviously consider building a
Metrolink Station in Highgrove.

Thank you very much,

Ferie,

o

Tony Pettu

11875 Fton

Grand Terrace, Ca.
825313

{cog) 783 0658
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GRAND TERRACE
CALIFORNEL

22793 Barton Road
Grand Terrace
California
§2313.5295

Civic Center
(909)824-6621

Fan (909) 783-7625
Fax (809) 783-2600

Iiaryerta Ferré
Mavor

Lee Ann Garciz
Mayor Pro Tempare

Councilt Members
Bea Cortes

Jim T. Miller

Dian Buchanan

Thoras 3. Schwab
City Manager

March 13, 2007

Tony Grasso, Executive Director
SANBAG

472 N. Arrowhead

San Bermnardino, CA 92401

Diear Mr. Grasso:

Re: SCAG's request to study the proposed Metrolink Station in
Highgrove before BANBAG makes their decision.

Diear Mr. Grasso:

(hand Terrace Is very interested in the proposed Highgrove Metrolink
Station. It is my understending that SCAG has requested SANBAG 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 thai SANBAG would grant SCAG's reguest.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Maryetia Ferre
Mayor, Grand Terrace

x¢: Barmey Bamen



June 21, 2006

Eric Haley

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 | will re-introduce myself. |
am Hugh 1. 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, with four vears tucked in there as Mayor, from 1980 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 vears, as well as San Bernardino County LAFCO as the Chairman.

I have become aware of the importani need to situate a Metrolink stop in our neighboring
community of Highgrove, in Riverside County. Duc to the faci 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,
seern to me to be seif-evident.

I thercfore respectfuily request that you and the Riverside County Transportation
Commission seriously consider a viable solution to the transportation needs of the people
of Highgrove, Grand Terrace, L.oma Linda, and the surrounding areas, a Metrolink
Station stop in Highgrove, California.

Sincerely,

Hugh J. Grant

22500 Eton Drive

(rand Terrace, CA 92313-5133
909 783-10067
hughjgrant@sbeglobal net

~ Ce: RA "Barney” Barnetl
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From:  Steve Beny <SBERRY@atyofgrmdtarraoe org> ., v

To: <swiggins@rete.org> .-
Ce: <ardiebame@aol. com>

Sent:  Thursday, May 15, 2003 1:25PM

Attagch:  Steve Berry.wef

Subject: San Jacint{p Branchiine Corridor Study

Thank you for erovidiqg the information concemning the proposed
alternatives for the San Jacmto Branchlme

The City of Grand Terrace would like to see a Metrolmk station built
closer to Highgrove that will service our 12,500 residents, Loma Linda's
40,000 re51dents and the expected newgrowt}rm nghgrove

Although weareina dlﬁ'erent county---lt is mpoﬁant that we take a
360 degree look when it comes’ te Tanspor ation issues.

Steve Berry

Assistant City Manager
City of Grand Terrace
909-430-2226
909-783-7629 FAX

5/20/03



Mr. R.A. "Barney” %\rnett
474 Prospect Ave,
Highgrove, CA 92507

May 28, 2001
Dear Mr.&«rnett,

We spoke by phone a few weeks ago, and you suggested that | write a letter {o you
regarding my thoughts on the proposed Metrolink Park and Ride stop in Highgrove
which | was delighted to read about in your column in the Highgrove Happenings
Newsletter for May.

{ work In North Hollywood. My commute is as follows: | drive from my home in Grand
Terrace to the Metrolink Station in Riverside (sometimes to San Bernardineo). | ride to
l.os Angeles and then transfer to the Metro Red Line to the North Hollywood terminus
where | then transfer to a bus to complete my journey. The time spent commuting is
usually 2 - 2.5 hours,

A Metrolink Station in Highgrove would certainly ease my commute. | have a few
suggestions regarding it:

1. it should be a courtesy service extension of the Riverside and San Bernardino fines.
That is, much like the feeder" service to Glendale and Burbank from Los Angeles, it
should nct be a separate fee from the tickst / pass purchased fo ride those lines.

2. Metrolink should consider working with the San Bernardine and Riverside County
Transportation Authorities to market the addition as new service between the two cities.
As such, | would suggest adding a station stop in the Colton shopping area too.

3. Service needs to be as frequent as possible, not just tied fo the inland Empire -
Orange County Line Schedule. A train that can shutile in - between would be ideal,
perhaps running once an hour..

Done properly, this would not only be great for those of us living in the Highgrove area,
but for others who live and work in the greater Riverside - San Bernardino "central"
corridor.

A

J b Tha ik You,
‘._,-'/ /r/ , , ?
W

Franklin Carpenter Jr.
22725 Raven Way
Grand Terrace, CA

(818) 509 - 5423 Days
{S09) 873 - 1916 Eves



o RTBML Vernon Ave. i

Grand Terrace, CA. 92313-61 09 '_ o

o 909—783—0244 BRI
 November 4, 2006

: szersuie County Transportation Dept.
4080 Lemon Street -
) Rwersnde, CA 92572

l}ear Sirs:

it is my understandmg that the issue of a Metro Lmk Station in H:ghgrove is'on the
‘Agenda for the Board of Supervisors meeting on November 8™ at 10 o’clock, 1 am

- mat able to attend that meeting, but I do want to go on record as su pportmg t!us

!SSHQ

! am with' the Senior Center in Grand Terrace.. Speaking for myseif and for some

~ others, I want you to know how much a Metro Lmk Station in Highgrove or Grand
Terrace weuld heip greatly For sepiors who are not comfortable driving out of
town as well as for ccmmuters. f personaliy think a Station in our area would be a
definite p!us :

E’lease consider very carefully.

Most Sincerely,

JoAnn Johnsea




BIXBY LAND COMPANY

Dacember 12, 2005

Mr. Barmey Barneti

Publisher, Highgrove Happenings
474 Propect Avenue

Highgrove, CA 92507

Re.  Highgrove Area Transporiation Plan Proposal

Dear Barnay,

This letier is in support of your efforts 1o assist in the creation of a Meirolink station fo
serve the Highgrove area. A Metrolink station weuld benefit our property by providing a
nearby alternative fo automotive transportation and may ease traffic on the 215 freeway.
Bixby Land Company would also be sugportive of the East-West road connecting Spring
Street to the proposed Metrolink station location vou piciured in the December 2005
issue of Highgrove Happenings. This route could also sase traffic along Center Street.
From our discussicns, we agreed that if a North-South road were determined 1o be
necessary and feasibie to connect the Hunier Park tech area through to Highgrove, that
we would not object to an alignment along the California Sirest right-of-way, currently a
dirt road. However we would not support an alignment through the middie of the 85
acres of land we are in the process of developing.

Thank you for your efforts to improve the Highgrove area. it takes involved citizens to
ensure the best results are achieved for all the owners and residents of Highgrove.

Sinceraly,

Wik £ 55
dark L. Hixby

83 Terry Dickans

2.3, Box 2488 43525 Athoron Street (3623 494-8230
Loeng Beach. UA GG801-2488 Long Beach, CA 908133700 {302} 484-8273 FAX wwvy bixbaiand couti




From: Carol Williams [carclinekisch@hotmail.comj
Sent: Friday, March 30, 2007 6:14 PM
To: highgrovenews@adetphia.net

To Sanbag, c/o Barney Barnett

I would like to write 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, ctc. and future expansion. The proposed site on Watkins
Drive does not have enough room to house a station, not to mention, room for expansion. In addition, Watkins Drive
now tums into a virtual parking lot during morning and evening rush hours as commuters use it as a short cut {from the
60 freeway 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 the 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@sbcgliobal.nef]
Sent:  Saturday, March 31, 2007 9:22 AM

To: highgrovenews@adelphia.net

Subject: Metro link station in Highgrove

SANBAG
c/o Barney Barnett

To Whom It May Concern:

1 am in favor of the Metro Station being located in Highgrove where there is adequaate space for the station and
parking and any expansion at a later date. Mectro stations on Watkins Drive in Riverside would be located near two
elementary and one middle school, and several child care facilities. These trains would add particulates to the air and
ihis would be harmful to the children and 1o senior citizens living in the arca. If a transi{ village Is construcied in this
area, homes would be taken for the space required to build such a faciiity.

Sincerely,

Clifford and Margaret Berger



Riverside City Council Member March 21, 2006
Dear Dom Betro,

Please sct aside the 35 acres shown on the accompanying map for a future Metrolink
Station and Transportation Center. This location is in the Hunter Business Park area
hetween the BNSF ratlroad main fine that runs between Riverside and San Bernardino,
and the Perris Valley Line that runs between Highgrove 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
ratfroad iracks already owned by the Riverside County Transporiation Commission for
the Perris Valley Line.

If the City of Riverside 1s planning for the year 2025, it is important to realize now that
this ¢ity owned property should be reserved for future transportation uses instead of
allowing more {arge buildings to be built. A Metrolink station, park and ride and bus
service and a new road is needed to accommodate the futive growth of the area where
grading is currently underway for 2,100 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 Highgrove. Alse, the members of the University Neighborhood
Associgtion in Canyon Crest agree that they do not want a station stop at UCR or Spruce
and Watkins in their community bui prefer a station in Highgrove.

The boundaries of the Hunter Park location mentioned above are: Villa St. on the north,
Ciirus St. on the south, the Perris Valley Line Railroad on the east and the BNSF
Railroad on the west,

Please include this area as a Metrelink Station and Transportation Center in the 2025
(eneral Plan,

Thank vou,

R. A “Barney” Barnett

474 Prospect Ave.
Highgrove, Ca.

92507

(5511683 4994

(951} 683 7258 Fax
highgrovenews(@adelphia.net



Additional Support for Highgrove Metrolink Station
Prepared Feb. 10, 2012
Here are some additional requests for a Highgrove Metrolink Station to add to the: “8 years of
Comments” and “Supporting Does” that arc displayed on the website:
www.highgrovehappenings.net

Received via e-mail:

Name Date

Dan [Lindholm 1-11-12
Bobbie Benson 1-12-12
Bili Holland 1-12-12
Betty Crossno 1-13-12
Kevin and Karen Collier 1-13-12
Tammy Matteson 1-13-12
Grreg April 1-14-12
Lloyd Spiker 1-14-12
Marilyn Denney 1-17-12
Kelly Keough 1-18-12
Jim McKee 1-18-12
Terry Reagan 1-21-12
Riverside Press: letter to editor 1-23-12
Letter of support from City of Loma Linda 1-26-12
Dale Crossno 1-28-12
Virgima Washburn 2-2-12
Dave Mathers 2-2-12
Maric Thomas 2-2-12
Patricia Kinion 2-2-12
Ken and Karen Hughes 2-2-12
JoAnn Johnson 2-3-12
Steve Dawson 2-3-12
Gary Laesser 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 Highgrove location continues to be downplayed for such a long period
of time. For over 10 years, surrounding citics, civic organizations and local residents have
requested a Metrolink station at Highgrove. But cily resolutions, letters, and the public comments
made at the RCTC meetings continue 10 be ignored.

RCTC now owns the property at Highgrove and according to Ann Mayer, lixecutive Director of
the Riverside County Transportation Commission, RCTC bought the 17.22 acres of vacant land
to enable the Perris Vatley Line railroad track to connect to the BNSF main line track.

The excess land that RCTC does not need would be an 1deal locatton for 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 written 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 2001. 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 SCAGQ, prior {o the Feb. 14, 2012 deadline for
public input for their Regional Transportation Plan. The abovc list is also being sent to RCTC
and SANBAG rcpresentatives.

Pleasc 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 growth potential duc to hundreds of acres of ncarby lots ready for
homes. This location is way too important to continue to be ignored!

R.A. 5@/%/@%’

R. A. “Barney” Barnett

Chmn.: Highgrove Municipal Advisory Council
Editor: Highgrove Happcnings Newspaper

474 Prospect Ave.

Highgrove, Ca.

92507

{951) 683 4994
highgrovenews@roadrunner.com




- City Of Loma Linda

25541 Barton Road, Loma Linda, Californiat 92354-3160 = (909) 799-2800 » FAX (909} 799-2890
Sister City — Manipal, Karmataka, india

January 24, 2002

R. A. Barnett, Chairman
Highgrove Area Redevelopment
474 Prospect Avenue
Highgrove, CA 92507

Dear Mr, Barnett: - .
Subject: Metrolink Station Stop In Highgrove

This 1s to advise that the City Council, at the regular meeting of January 22, unanjmousfy
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 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,
-7

\/’fd:-/_;zz./olf/ é/'ﬂ-’—ﬂd ~ () Z;‘u”“@:

Pamela Byrnes-O’Camb
City Clerk

Becyeled paper



ity of Loma |

January 26, 2012

R. A. Barmett, Chairman
Municipal Advisory Council
474 Prospect Avenue
Highgrove, CA 92507

Subject: Metrolink Station Stop In Highgrove

Dear Mr. Barnetl:

‘Thank you for providing the City Counecil with an update on not only the Spring Mountain Ranch
Ilousing Project, but also the potential for a Metrolink station stop in Highgrove.

The Loma linda City Council reaftirms its previous support of your cfforts and the Municipal
Advisory Council’s recommendation lo the Riverside County Transportation Comumission to site

a Metrolink station stop in Highgrove.

Please keep us apprised of the status of the preject.

Sincerely,

\ .
722 A &-eja/éx.-{mj
i &

Rhodes Rigsby, Mayor

Hecsefind e




Ardie/Barney Barnett

From: RooferDan@aal.com

Sent: Woednesday, January 11, 2012 10:48 PM
To: highgrovenews@roadrunner.com
Subject: We want a Highgrove Metrolink station

Ardie/Barney Barnett

From: TrnBrat1@aol.com

Sent: Thursday, January 12, 2012 6:21 PM
To: highgrovenews@roadrunner.com
Subject: 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. Alsc you'll be more rested at the other end since your not a jumbte of nerves from the drive. Also
coming from Palm Springs or San Diego area it would be a break fo just take a train the rest of the way and know your not
geing fo be stuck in traffic for several hrs. Bobbie Benson

Ardie/Barney Barnett

From: Bill Holland [billybyu@gmail.com}
Sent: Thursday, January 12, 2012 9:51 AM
To: Ardie/Barney Barnett

Subject: Fwd: Metrolink station

Begin forwarded message:

From: Bill Holland <billvbyu@gmail.com>

Date: January 12, 2012 9:47:49 AM PST
To: "Amaiyaf@scag.ca.gov" <Amalyaliscag.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.....
Thankvou for your attention to this matter....




Ardie/Barney Barneft

From: Betty Cressno [boop01@pacheh.net]
Sent: Friday, January 13, 2012 1114 AM
To: Amatya@dscag.ca.gov

Co: Barney Barnett

Subject: METROLINK STATION IN HYGROVE

WE NEED A METROLINK SAION IN HYGROVE. MOST CONVIENT AS | LIVE IN GRAND
TERACE AMD IS BEST FOR MY NEEDS AS | HAVE TO DEPEND ON PUBLIC
TRANSPORAION.

Ardie/Barney Barnett

From: Kevin and Karen [cotliernitro@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, January 13, 2012 8:21 AM

To: Amatya@scag.ca.gov

Co: Ardie/Barney Barnett

Subject: Highgrove Metrolink Station

WE WANT A HIGHGROVE METROLINK STATION!

As guardians of taxpayer transportation funds, SCAG must consider the BEST POSSIBLE usage of those funds
for the community they serve. As clearly explained numerous times by Mr. Barnett and other members of this
and the surrounding communitics, a Metrolink Station in Highgrove, where there is ALREADY existing
railroad tracks, existing Metrolink trains, existing acreage suitable for construction of the station and parking
acconunodalions, and hundreds of up and coming home sites (Spring Mountain Ranch}, it is imperative that the
members of this agency decide WISELY fo construet the METROLINK STATION IN HIGHGROVE.

Thank you,

Karen and Kevin Collier

235 Goldfineh Lane

Highgrove, Ca. 92507

Ardie/Barney Barnett

From: WONDERFULTAMMY@aol.com

Sent; Friday, January 13, 2012 9:04 AM

To: Amatya@scag.ca.gov

Cc: ) highgrovenews@roadrunner.com
Subject: “We want a Highgrove Metrolink station”

Highgrove is a perfect location because it already has the existing railroad tracks, existing Metrolink trains 7

?Iays a week, plenty of room for parking, and hundreds of acres of former orange groves have been converted
into pads for future homes.

Tammy Matteson

951-203-7467




Ardie/Barney Barnett

From: Greg Apprill {highgrovepony@yahoo.com]

Sent: Saturday, January 14, 2012 0:34 PM

To: lieb@scag.ca.gov; amatya@scag.ca.gov

Cc: highgrovenews@roadrunner.com; highgrovepony@yahoo.com
Subject: Highgrove, CA - "We want a Metrolink station”

1/13/2012

Mpr. Jacob Lieb

SCAG

818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

Dear Mr. Lieb,
"WE 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 tooking for.

Thank you,

Greg Apprifl

President

Highgrove Pony Baseball League

WEBL22TEEG gl
bighorevepunv@vaboo.ooin
bigheroveponyleague.com

From: |lovd Spiker [mailto:lovd.spikerédgrmail.com]
Sent: Friday, January 13, 2012 2:25 AM

To: Amatya@scag.ca.goy

Cc: highgrovenews@roadrunner.com

Subject: Highgrove Metrolink Station

We wani a Highgrove Metrolink station. As a senior citizen, | feel this would be a vital asset to our community
and help boost the economy of Riverside.

thanks
Lioyd Spiker
Highgrove



Ardie/Barney Barnett

From; MARILYN MARILYN [marilyndenney@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Tuesday, January 17, 2012 3:45 PM

To: amatya@scag.ca.gov

Cc: highgrovenews@roadrunner.com

Subject: METROLINK STATION WANTED IN HiGHGROVE!

PLEASE! See fo il that a Metrolink station is provided in HighGrove, CA
Thank you,!

Mariivn Denney
Resident of Grand Terrace, CA

Ardie/Barney Barnett

From: kelly keough [g.t.c.2004@sbceglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, January 18, 2012 11:08 AM
To: amatya@scag.ca.gov

Cc: highgrovensws@roadrunner.com
Subject: Metrolink Station

Fast 2 note 1o let you know that I am in support of a Highgrove Station

P Kelly P Keough

‘Barney Barnett

me Jim McKee [jmnaturai@netzero.net]

e Seat: Wednesday, January 18, 2012 6:51 AM
T : 1 X amatya@scag.ca.gov; Barney Barnett
Bubject: metro-link station in highgrove, ta.

we want our l'ederal and State tax money to benefit residents in both countics by building a Metrolink Station in
Highgrove




Ardie/Barney Barnett

From: Terry Reagan [rezitor.reagan@gmail.com}
Sent: Saturday, January 21, 2012 6:22 PM

To: amatya@scag.ca.gov

Cc: highgrovenews@roadrunner.com
Subject: IE Metrolink Station

To All Concerned:
We support having the proposed Melrolink Station built in Highgrove. It just makes scnse!

Margaret and Terrv Reagan
Local Residents

Ardie/Barney Barnett

From: Dale Crossno [derossno@pacbeli.net]
Sent: Saturday, January 28, 2012 3:01 PM
To: Amatya@scag.ca.gov

Subject: Highgrove Metrolink station

To the responsible board or person,

[ have followed the many discussions in regards to the Metralink rail from Riverside to Perris. There
is no way | can understand any reason to not have a station in Highgrove. | have seen many
resolutions from varies cities and requests from residents asking for this station. If | understand all of
this correctly this station will be very convenient for many residents in both Riverside and San
Beranardinc 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. | 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 decisicn regarding this project.

Dale Crossno

22668 Arliss Dr.

Grand Terrace,Ca. 92313
900 825 8963

Ardie/Barney Barnett

From: Virginia Washburn fwashburn_virginia@yahoo com

Sent; Thursday, February 02, 2012 8:42 AM@y com!

To: . highgrovenews@roadrunner.com

Subject: WE SUPPORT METRO LINK STATION AT HIGHGROVE,CA

WE SUPPORT METROLINK STATION AT HIGHGROVE, CALIFORNIA  Thank you




Ardie/Barney Barnett

From: Marie Thomas [mgdmariet1@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 02, 2012 10:37 AM
To: amatya@scag.ca.gov

Cc: highgrovenews@roadrunner.com
Subject: Metrolink Station

We support a Metrolink Station at Highgrove!
We respectfully request a true consideration of this proposal.
Thank You,

David {lathers
Marie Thomas

Ardie/Barney Barnett

From: Patricia Kinion {patkin32000@yahoo.com]
Sent; Thursday, February 02, 2012 9:08 A
To: highgrovenews@readrunner.com
Subject: metrolink at Highgrove

We support & metrolilnk station at Highgrove.

Ardie/Barney Barnett

From: Ken Hughes {kenhughes987@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 02, 2012 12:35 AM
To: amatya@scag.ca.gov

Ce: Ardie & Barnie Barnett

Subject: Metroiink Station

“We support a Metrolink Station ai Highgrove”
Ken & Karen Hughes, 232 Clifthill Place,
Riverside, Ca., 92501




Ardie/Barney Barnett

From: JoAnn Jehnson [kg6nsdjoann@yahoo.com}
Sent: Friday, February 03, 2012 12:41 PM

To: amatya@scag.ca.gov

Ce: Highgrove Happenings

Subject: Metrolink znd Highgrove

[ have long been an advocate for a Metro Link Station at Highgrove.

I believe it would be a distinct advantage to a large arca, including Grand Terrace.
Please consider seriously.

JoAnn Johnson

Grand Terrace

Ardie/Barney Barnett

From: Stephen Dawson [stdawson@charter. net)
Sent: Friday, February 03, 2012 2:17 PM

To: amatya@scag.ca.gov

Ce: highgrovenews@roadrunner. com
Subject: Metrolink Highgrove

It is imperative that Highgrove have a Metrolink station easily accessible to the citizens of Highgrove. The proposed
Martborough 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 Barneit

From: Gary Laesser [garylaesser@att.net]
Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2012 11:11 AM
To: amatya@scag.ca.gov

Cc: highgrovenews@roadrunner.com
Subject: Metre Link Station

Gentlemen,

this email is concerning o Metro Link Station in Highgrove, CA. It would be wice to have this stotion

because it would cus traveling for the citizen of Grand Terrace and other local communities to easer San
Bernardine or Riverside.

The train is afready going thru there, why can't it stop.

‘ThanKk you for your consideration in this matter.
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Votes add up to ‘same old’

Dennis Mackey rightly con-
demmns the California Legisialure’s
ouirageous salaries, perks and per
diems, and its cuts in aid to the old,
disabled and poor (“Vote ali of them
out,” Your Views, Jan. 13).
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tetters dnd ediforials calling for
\ thefr. removal by the voters,

Bt people complain about gov-
ernmént; then vote in the same pol-
| iticians and complain some more,
Are thé lawmakers the only ones
who gre incompetent?

PAJL SEARD
Moreng Valley
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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.

Land use: The vacant 17.22 acre property at Highgrove is already owned by the
Riverside County Transportation Commission.

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.

Vacant 1,555 acres: Highgrove has 1,555 acres of vacant buildable land for future
homes and businesses including the Spring Mountain Ranch project.

$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.

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)
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!

Location: The Highgrove location is Y2 mile from the Center St. exit of the I-215 freeway
and %4 mile south of the Riverside/San Bernardino county line.

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



HILLS FOR EVERYONE

Los Angeles County
Orange County
Riverside County

San Bernardino County

Southern California comes
together at the Puente - Chino Hills

February 10, 2012

Margaret Lin

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
818 W. Seventh Street 12™ 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. 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.?

! 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
? 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 VMTSs, 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)].’
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 Il Iltem 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,

Clame ,ic.k.fom‘f}rr_ ko

Claire Schlotterbeck
Executive Director

Attachment
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Hills For Everyone Fire Research Project HILLS
Fire Statistics for the 91 Freeway (Perimeters)

Fire Location

Of the 37 separate fire perimeters that burned along the 91 freeway
e 13 fire burned along the freeway
o 18 fires within a % mile of the freeway
e 6 fires within a % mile of the freeway

Fires before/after Freeway Opened (1963)
e 6 fires burned before the freeway opened (48 years of fire data, 1914-1963)
e 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
e 16 burned in Chino Hills State Park
e 2 burned adjacent to Chino Hills State Park (shared a border)
e 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
e largest Fire —41,285.2 acres (Green River Fire — November 1948)
e Smallest Fire — 0.1 acres (Coal Canyon — July 2003)
e 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.

No

MONTH 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)

Most
Wind Gusts Wind Gusts Common
(Highest) (Average) Wind
Direction
Stats 102°F 70°F 86°F 29 MPH 20 MPH SW

WEATHER Temperature Temperature Temperature

CONDITIONS

(Daytime (Daytime (Daytime
Highest) Lowest Average)

Corresponding Data

Of the 37 separate fires that burned along the 91 freeway
e 22 had no known point of origin
e 15 had a point of origin



Hills For Everyone Fire Research Project HILLS
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
e 3 fireignited at the Coal Canyon exit
e 15 fires ignited along the 91 freeway

Fires ignited before/after Freeway Opened (1963)
e Ofires ignited before the freeway opened (48 years of fire data, 1914-1963)
e 18 firesignited 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
e 0 were natural
e 18 were human-caused

Prescribed
Burn
Reignited

# of Fires 8 4 2 1 1 1 1

Vehicle Downed Caltrans Incendiary

CAUSE SR Fire/Crash Arson Powerlines | Machinery Device

Corresponding Data

Of the 18 separate fires that burned along the 91 freeway
e 11 have no matching fire perimeter
e 7 have a matching fire perimeter



Hills For Everyone Fire Research Project HILLS F
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
e 1 unknown date
e 6 firesignited or burned before the freeway opened (48 years of fire data, 1914-1963)
e 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.

No

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep

# of Fires 10 2 2 2 5 1 11 4 2 5 4
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AMERICAN ®
LUNG

ASSOCIATION:
IN CALIFORNIA HUMAN IMPACT PARTNERS

Tuesday, Feb. 14, 2012

Hasan lkhrata, 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,

M%r&” ” A it v’/‘l”’//q‘

/
/

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 % 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
Quiality 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 %
mile of local public transit (bus and rail) and within % mile of regional
public transit.

Percent of population within %
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. Itis
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 %
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 E) 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.




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.

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

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?

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:

e American Lung Association in e PolicyLink
California *  Public Health Institute

e Bay Area Regional Health * Prevention Institute
Inequities Initiative *  Public Advocates

¢ Climate Plan e Public Health Departments

e Fehr & Peers
¢ Healthy Places Coalition

in Shasta, Marin, San

¢ Nelson & Nygaard

Mateo, & Los Angeles
e Move LA e Public Health Law & Policy

e Public Law Center

e Public Policy Institute of
California

* Raimi & Associates

* Reconnecting America

e Safe Routes to Schools

e 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.

L))

HUMAN IMPACT PARTNERS



The Health and Equity Metrics

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.

Contact: Kim Gilhuly Email: kim@humanimpact.org

Phone: (510) 452-9442 ext. 104

Website: www.humanimpact.org



TELEPHONE: (760) 482-4606

150 SOUTH NINTH STREET s
/ FAX: (760) 353-9904

EL CENTRO, CA 92243-2850 ;’..fi

AIR POLLU‘JT: ON.CONT ’ DISTRICT

February 14, 2012

Margaret Lin

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

Los Angeles, CA 90017

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

Dear Mrs. Lin:

The Imperial County Air Pollution Control District (Air District) has finalized the review of the
Draft 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) — Sustainable Communities Strategy and
its Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft PEIR) and is here by providing its
comments.

RTP
Section: Executive Summary

e The list of transportation investment projects found in page 5 and 6, calls for many
beneficial projects within the SCAG region which would ultimately reduce VMT, traffic
congestion and vehicle emissions. On top of the priority list and one of the most
expensive projects is the passenger high speed rail system which is schedule to provide
services to most of the SCAG region with the exception of Imperial County. As
indicated in Table 1.7 found on page 28 of the RTP, the Imperial County is currently
classified non-attainment for 2008 8-hour Ozone standard, as well as non-attainment for
the PM10 and PM2.5 standards which is why it is very important and crucial that projects
such as the high speed rail system are built and tied into the Imperial County to alleviate
the same issues other SCAG regions are having and expect to have in future years. As it
stands, the Air District will not benefit from the emission reductions a high speed rail
system can provide. For this reason, the Air District would like to request a cost-
feasibility analysis and/or a detailed explanation which demonstrates why tying a high
speeds rail system to the Imperial County is not beneficial.

e The current financial plan found on page 7 calls for an estimated $110.3 billion revenue
source from a proposed mileage-based user fee beginning in 2025. If this revenue source
is ultimately approved and implemented, Imperial County residents will be at an

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY / AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER



enormous disadvantage and end up paying more into this funding source due to the
county’s geographical location and lack of transportation resources available in the area
(currently high-speed rail not proposed). Even though the Imperial County’s population
has continued to grow at a fast rate during the last couple of years (page 17). it still
continues to heavily rely on goods and services that are mainly provided in metropolitan
areas such as San Diego, Riverside and L.A. Counties. As mentioned in the first
comment, the Air District is in desperate need of transportation improvements that will
not only allow easier, faster and safer services to other SCAG regions but that it will also
reduce air emissions in the Imperial County region.

Section: 02 — Transportation Investments

e The Air Quality section on page 79 provides several measures that are necessary to
address air emissions necessary to achieve RTP goals. One of the measures is to have
“ARB measures that set new on-road and off-road engine standards and accelerate
turnover of higher emitting engines from the in-use fleet” among others. It is important
for SCAG to continue working with the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and to
discuss these types of measures in a consistent basis to ensure new engine standards and
the turnover of higher emitting engines will be feasible for both the private and public
sector in the upcoming years. In 2008, CARB adopted the Truck and Bus regulation
which requires diesel trucks and buses that operate in California to be upgraded to reduce
emissions. Heavier trucks must be retrofitted with PM filters beginning January 1, 2012,
and older trucks must be replaced starting January 1, 2015. By January 1, 2023, nearly all
trucks and buses will need to have 2010 model year engines or equivalent. Ultimately, the
Air District would like to know if the emission reductions found on Table 3.2: Criteria
Pollutant Emission By County — Existing Conditions (2012) VS Plan (2035) have been
approved by CARB and will be included in their emissions inventory.

DPEIR

e 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 incorrect, the Imperial County is in attainment of the
1997 8-hour ozone standard however it is in non-attainment of the 2008 8-hour ozone
standard.

As stated on the DEIR, it is important to note that future projects within the Imperial County
geographical area will be required to comply with local rules and regulations to minimize
construction and operational emissions. The Imperial County CEQA Air Quality Handbook
provides guidelines which assist in identifying when an air quality analysis is necessary, the type
of analysis that should be performed, the level of significance of the impacts predicted by the
analysis, and the mitigation measures needed to eliminate or reduce the overall air quality
impacts. The CEQA Handbook also provides emission thresholds for both project construction
and operations which assist in determining whether the project may have a significant air quality
impact.



In conclusion, the Air District looks forward to working with SCAG and other regions to ensure
the current and proposed transportation plans four our region not only improves mobility, the
economy and provides sustainability but that it also commits to reducing emissions from
transportation sources as well as construction sources ultimately improving air quality in the
entire region.

Respectfully

7} )
P 1

ol |8
Brad Poiriez
Imperial County, APCO

CC: Mark Baza, Executive Director, ICTC
APCD Board of Directors



KOHL RANCH COMPANY, LLC
KOHL RANCH 11, LLC
11980 San Vicente Boulevard, Suite 200
l.os Angcles, California 90049

February 14, 2012

Margaret Lin

Southern California Association of Governments
818 W. 7th Street, 121h Floor

Los Angcles, CA 90017

Re: Comments on Draft 2012-2035 Draft RTP/SCS
Dear Ms, Lin:

Thank you [or 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 1s an ecnormous 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 ol the regional growth forecast planning ¢ffort to encroach on local land
use authority and jurisdiction., We therefore request that SCAG (1) extend the comment period
and make transportlation analysis zone (I'AZ) data available for public review and comment; (2)
correct the TAZ data and maps to accurately rellect 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 usc decision making authority at the local level.

1. The SCS does not appear to account for projects alrcady in process

Kohl Ranch owns over 2,200 acres of land in Southern California. 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 arca 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 communily and responsible agencies. While
the SCS itself states that it was created with input from local jurisdictions (scc, for example,
Draft RTP/SCS p. 111), we are concerned that the growth projections contained in the SCS and
Land Usc Pattern Maps do not in fact reflect the land use decisions that have been made by local
jurisdictions. More specifically, whilc the Draft RTP/SCS indicates that it has shifted projected
densitics from less developed areas 1o 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 foresecable projects which local jurisdictions have alrcady spent
considerable resources processing.



2. Underlying TAZ data must be released to allow meaningful public comment

Moreover, the SCS's trcatment of approved projects is impossible to determine from the
inlormation that SCAG has made available 10 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 itsclf
does not seem to contermplate that thesec 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
usc 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 contalns
forccasted housing, population, and employment data, which the SCS used to create
"Community Types" and more refined "Development Types" that contain average use
designations, densitics, and building intensitics. 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 detcrmined whether this assignment
was made in a manner that takes existing conditions (including approved and reasonably
foreseeable projects) as 4 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 madc this data available for public review and comment in any meaningful way. We
werce ablc to obtain partial data, showing housing densitics only, from other agencies involved in
the SCS process. These data do not contain employment or population forccasts, and do not
contain any Community Type or Development Type designations which, according to the SCS,
have been assigned to cach 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 usc
projections arc bascd. In the absence of the underlying data and modeling supporting the
proposcd 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 Calilornia Administrative Procedures Acts (Gov. Codc
§811340 et seq., including § 11346.2(b}(6)), the opportunity for public comment must include
disclosurc 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.C1r.1991) (per curiam).

Whilc 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 revicw we conclude that the forecasted housing
densilies do need o be corrected, as the numbers clearly do not rellect either exisling
entitlements or pending, reasonably foresecable 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 [or creation of the SCS land use projections, according to

the SCS, the TAYZ, data is to be relied on in future determinations as to whether a project 1s
consistent with the SCS. The SCS states:
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"SCAG suggests that utilizing community types at the TAZ level ol geography
(which an average size of 160 square acres) olfers 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 Projeci] conforms with the
Development Type designated for a TAZ." (Dralt 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 determinced at the
TAZ level according to the SCS -- atfects 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 projecis relying on federal
funding must be consistent with an approved RTP, and with the adoption of 8B 375, that
includes consistency with the Sustainable Communitics Strategy portion of the RTP as well. (40
CI'R 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 feasibilily, or create new unmitigated impacts if
traffic mitigations becomc 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 cxccuted developrent agreements, which means that
violation of contractual rights could also result, causing difficult situations [or 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 gencral 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 shifling density away {rom locally approved and pending projects, the SCS is
creating land usc policy in violation of SB 375's mandate that the SCS must not supersedc the
land usc authority of citics and countics. (Gov't Code 65080(b)(2)(1).)

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 cvaluation
process. The feasibility of achicving the precise results in any particular TAZ arca has not been
evaluated or confirmed by any city council or board of supervisors, and as explained above it
appcars that the TAY data and maps for 2035 do deviate from gencral 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 houschold numbers within their respective jurisdictions, we belicve 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.

Apgain, SB 375 specifically precludes SCAG from interfering with local land usc
decisions.! SB 375 requires that an SCS “identify the general location of uses, residential
densitics, and building intensitics within the region....” Calif. Government Code §
65080(b)(2)(B)(1) (emphasis added). Thus there is no legislative mandate that SCAG identify
the {ocation of land uses, densities and building intensitics 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
jurisdiciions within the SCAG region. Accordingly, we urge SCAG to identify such
characteristics at no finer a scalc than at the lesser of (1) the jurisdiction, and (i1) the sub-region
(i.e., where unincorporated county land is divided inlo 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 donc "per consultation with the
local jurisdictions.” (Draft RTP/SCS p. 128.) However, this shift does not "occur naturally,” nor
through a "consultation” process between ageney statf that excludces the public. Instead, such a
shill 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 gencral
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 usc jurisdictions adopt the requested discretionary
approvals.

' SB 375 provides in pertinent part:

e "Neither a sustainable communities strategy nor an alternative planning strategy regulates
thcuse 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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4. Conclusion

The draft RTP/SCS rcpresents a substantial and important regional planning ctiort. We
believe the current draft needs to be corrected to reflect current local land use planning decisions,
and to cnsure 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 letler and look [orward to
your rcsponses. If you should have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

KOHL RANCH COMPANY, LLC,
a California limited liability company

By: KF Mastcr lnvestments, 1.P,
a Califorma limited partnership
Its: Member

By: KO Capital Management, LLC,
a California limited liability company
Its: General Partner
'y, 4 A

By: __._'\y ,/’ 7 /{‘;ﬂfm’_/&g {,i\/fj if://j“._..«

Sleph_a ic 8. Cohen
Its: Scerctary

KOHL RANCHII, LLC,
A Calilornia limited lability company

By: KI" Master Investments, I.P,
a California limited partnership
Its: Member

By: KFO Capital Management, 1.1.C,
a California limiled liability company
Its: General Partner

A

o
. ) ) .
By ¥ :f “f:i’,irfjfi{i— \<‘ i Ly

Stephanie S. Cohen
Its:  Secretary

ce: Supervisor Jeff Stone, Riverside County Supervisor District 3

#10981294_v1



RTP Document Text

p.31/41 Environmental Justice Appendix

p.42/52 The full list of RTP projects is provided in the Project List technical appendix.

p.58/68 Aviation technical appendix

p.70/80 Goods Movement Technical Appendix

p.127/137 Subregional Framework and Guidelines (see Appendix 20

p.140/150 Appendix: Transportation Conformity.

p.153/163 Additional information regarding air quality and energy is included in Chapter 1 and Appendix: The Role
of Vehicle Technology in Meeting Long-Term Air Quality and Energy Challenges.

p.153/163 (See Appendix: The Role of Vehicle Technology in Meeting Long-Term Air Quality and Energy
Challenges, for more information)

p.154/164 Reference: 2012 RTP/SCS Chapter 4: Sustainable Communities Strategy, p. 117; 2012 RTP/SCS
Appendix: SCS Background Documentation; 2012 RTP/SCS Appendix: Growth Forecast

p.156/166 2012 RTP/SCS Appendix: Transportation Conformity Analysis; 2012 RTP/SCS Appendix: Performance
Measures

p.157/167 2012 RTP/SCS Appendix: Growth Forecast

p.167/177 Additional speed maps are provided in the Highways and Arterials technical appendix.

p.176/186 Appendix 19

p.192/202 (see Transportation Conformity appendix for details).

2012-2035 Draft RTP/SCS Downloads

e Draft 2012-2035 RTP/SCS (Complete Report)
Executive Summary
Chapter 1: Vision
Chapter 2: Transportation Investments
Chapter 3: Financial Plan
Chapter 4: Sustainable Communities Strategy
Chapter 5: Measuring Up
Chapter 6: Public Participation

e Chapter 7: Strategic Plan
Supplemental Reports

e Active Transportation

Aviation and Airport Ground Access

Congestion Management

Economic and Job Creation Analysis of 2012 RTP/SCS
Environmental Justice

Goods Movement

Growth Forecast

Highways and Arterials

Intelligent Transportation Systems

Passenger Rail

Performance Measures
o NHTS Model Documentation Report

Project List
Public Participation and Consultation


http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/Draft_2012RTPSCS.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/2012dRTP_ExecSummary.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/2012dRTP_01_Vision.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/2012dRTP_02_TransportationInvestments.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/2012dRTP_03_Financial.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/2012dRTP_04_SCS.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/2012dRTP_05_MeasuringUp.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/2012dRTP_06_PublicParticipation.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/2012dRTP_07_StrategicPlan.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/SR/2012dRTP_ActiveTransportation.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/SR/2012dRTP_Aviation.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/SR/2012dRTP_CongestionManagement.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/SR/2012dRTP_EconomicAnalysis.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/SR/2012dRTP_EnvironmentalJustice.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/SR/2012dRTP_GoodsMovement.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/SR/2012dRTP_GrowthForecast.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/SR/2012dRTP_Highways_and_Arterials.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/SR/2012dRTP_ITS.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/SR/2012dRTP_PassengerRail.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/SR/2012dRTP_PerformanceMeasures.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/SR/2012dRTP_NHTSModelDocumentationReport_12202011_R.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/SR/2012dRTP_ProjectList.pdf
http://www.scag.ca.gov/rtp2012/pdfs/draft/SR/2012dRTP_PublicParticipation.pdf
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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
guantified 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 chroniciillnesses.

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 1%-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.

e 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,

ﬂofore.s g‘on.za/e.z— ?fc;ye.f
Dolores Gonzalez-Hayes
Director of Policy

Latino Health Access

Latino Health Access * 450 W. 4™ Street, Santa Ana, CA 92701 * 714.542.7792



laane»

A NEW ECONOMY FOR ALL

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Maria Elena Durazo/Chair
Executive Secretary-Treasurer
LA County Federafion of Labor, AFL-CIO

Robin Cannon/ Vice-Chair
President

Concerned Citizen of
South Central Los Angeles

Kent Wong/ Secretary
Director

UCLA Center for Labor
Research & Education

Peter Dreier

Professor of Politics & Director of
Urban & Environmental Policy
Program, Occidental College

Cindy Ensworth
Regional Organizer
California Teachers Association

Eddie Iny
Secretary-Treasurer
SEIU United Service Worker West

Marvin Kropke
Business Manager
IBEW Local 11

Nury Martinez
Executive Director
Pacoima Beautiful

Manuel Pastor
Professor of Geograph
University of Southern %alifornia

David Pettit
enior Attorney
Natural Resources Defense Council

Angelica Salas
xecutive Director
HIRLA

Sabrina Smith
Organizing Director
SCOPE

Danny Tabor
Mayor ﬂRet.)
City of Inglewood

Manny Valenzuela
Western Region Organizing Director
International Brotherhood of Teamsters

Tom Walsh

President
UNITE HERE! Local 11

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Madeline Janis, Esq.

464 Lucas Ave., Suite 202, Los Angeles, CA 90017 » T 213.977.9400 » F 213.977.9646

February 8, 2012

Hasan Tkhrata
Southern California Association of Governiments (SCAG)

818 West 7t St, 12 Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017

RE: Draft Regional Transportation Plan comment letter

Dear Mr Ikhrata:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2012 Draft Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). We have
specific concerns regarding statements and recommendations made in the document
regarding how transportation improvements can increase economic competitiveness

in the SCAG region.

LAANE is an advocacy organization dedicated to building a new economy for all.
Combining dynamic research, innovative public policy and the organizing of broad
alliances, LAANE promotes a new economic approach based on good jobs, thriving
communities and a healthy environment.

We strongly believe that infrastructure investment is crucial to our region’s
cconomic recovery and to increase mobility options for workers. [Towever, at the
same time families should earn middle-class wages, with health and pension benefits,
as it also essential to stimulating our cconomy. Solid infrastructure investment and
good jobs go hand-in-hand in being able to maximize public investment.

We find it very troubling that an agency, such as SCAG, would recommend or
suggest that lowering workers” wages would make the region more cconomically
competitive, as stated in the Economic and Job Creation Analysis Appendix. Public
investment that is tied to increasing worker standards; workforce training programs
and targeting communities disproportionately affected by poverty and
unemployment will make us mote economically competitive. SCAG should look
towards models already existing, for example in Los Angeles County, to guarantee
efficiency in infrastructure projects and put people back to work.

Draft Analysis Comments
1. On page 8, the draft Economic and Job Creation analysis states:
“Ube RTP can boost employment in two ways-—--providing jobs for persons in highway and rail

construction, operation, and maintenance, and boosting the economic competitiveness of the SCAG
region by making it a more attractive place to do business.”

www:laane.org
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SCAG could take this recommendation one step forward by identifying strategies
which ensure the creation of good-middle class job creation and project delivery.
One such tool are Project Labor Agreements (PL.As), in which public agencies can
use to attract a highly-skilled workforce to complete construction projects on-time
and on-budget. PLAs, used in both the public and private sectot, are pre-bid,
collective-bargaining agreements between a developer (or agency) and the
construction trade unions to set out wages, standards and benefits for workers on a
construction project. In exchange, both parties agree to refrain from strikes or lock-
outs. Because they are traditionally used on large-scale, multi-year projects, they
provide excellent opportunities to develop jobs programs for communities.

LAANE has pushed for a more comprehensive approach by advocating for
Construction Careers Policies, which combine a PLA and a targeted hire program,
which requires contractors to set aside a percentage of construction jobs to
individuals who live in communities most affected by high unemployment and
poverty, and with barriers to employment.

PLA are an increasingly popular project delivery tool in the SCAG region.
Construction Careers policies have been approved at the following agencies:

¢ City of Los Angeles Community Redevelopment Agency (CRA-LA)
e City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
¢ DPort of Los Angeles

Recently, Construction Careers Policies have been applied to transportation-related
construction projects. In March 2011, the Exposition Line Construction Authority
passed such a policy for Phase II of the light rail project. In Januatry 2012, the Los
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) Board of Directors
unanimously approved an agency-wide policy that includes a PLA and targeted hire
program for projects greater than $2.5 million, which includes many projects funded
by Measure R. Metro is the first transit agency in the country to approve such a
policy. This approach can serve as a valuable tool for transit agencies throughout the
SCAG region that are dealing with the twin problems of congestion and
unemployment. In February 2011, the Federal Transit Administration (FT'A)
approved the use of targeted hire on projects receiving federal dollars. The FTA
approval sets a national precedent for targeting disadvantaged workers on transit

projects.
2. “How Transportation Improves Economic Competitiveness” Section (P. 8)

This section of the draft analysis “outlines five paths through which transportation
improvements can increase regional economic competitiveness.” We find it
troubling that SCAG suggests that, under number 3, “Reduced Congestion Reduces
Employees’ Asking (or Reservation) Wage.” It states, “Metropolitan areas, all else
equal, lure more migrants into the region due the amenity value of lower traffic
congestion. This increases the supply of available labor, driving wages down.”

These statements suggest that congestion reduction alone would encourage people
to move into the SCAG region, as opposed to other more essential factors such as
major industries that are rooted in the local economy---goods movement, tourism,

www:laane.org
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construction, entertainment, etc. We should be looking to strengthen industries that
are vital to our economy, not creating low-road carcer options for residents.

It is also highly problematic to have as a policy objective to /Jower wages when the
SCAG region has high levels of poverty, unemployment, sluggish growth, and high
levels of income inequality. SCAG has provided an analysis that essentially implies
that lowering wages are a benefit to the region, and that the agency can help achieve
that through the 2012 RTP congestion reduction interventions, projects and

policies.
For example, the SCAG Region:!

e Ranked last in average wage per job at about $44,379
among the nine largest metropolitan areas

®  Has the highest poverty rate among the nine largest metropolitan regions in
the nation

e In 20006, had the highest housing cost burden among the nine largest
metropolitan regions in the nation, with 53 percent of owner households
paying 30 percent or more of their incomes on housing

The seven counties that are part of the SCAG region are grappling with significant
challenges that have been further exacerbated by the recession. When workers
spend less on transportation costs, a benefit of reduced congestion, they are able to
spend their earnings in other ways, stimulating the regional economy. Given that
housing prices in the SCAG region, especially in Los Angeles County, are very high,
congestion reduction alone will not address affordability and supply, and how
current income earnings play a role in where workers choose to live.

We suggest the following recommendations be considered in revising the R'I'P:

¢ Delete language in the 2012 RTP/SCS or appendices that suggest that
lower wage rates in the SCAG region are a benefit of the congestion
reduction strategics included in the plan;

¢ Include tools, such as project labor agreements with targeted hire, that
allow government agencics to ensure that investment in transportation
infrastructure also creates middle-class careers, especially in construction;

e Include an analysis on what the economic benefits of congestion reduction
in improving the quality of life of workers in the SCAG region, which
includes how the diversion of earnings from transportation costs to other
vital services and industries can help stimulate our economy.

We hope that the agency takes these recommendations seriously and develops a
blueprint for the region that improves the quality of life of working families through
effective infrastructure investment and the creation of good middle-class career
opportunities. If you have any questions or would like to discuss please feel free to

call us at 213-977-9400.

! Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). State of the Region 2007,
http://scag.ca.gov/publications/pdf/2007/SOTR0O7/SOTRO7_FullReport_lores.pdf
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November 3, 2011

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 Los Angeles
County Bicycle Coalition and the many other organizations and individuals who have signed this
letter, we would like to thank SCAG staff, Regional Council and Policy Committee members for
all their hard work to date, we recognize the multitude of efforts that go into developing a long
range plan of this magnitude.

As SCAG prepares to release the draft 2012 RTP in December 2011, which is a 25 year plan
allocating $450 Billion in transportation funds throughout six counties in Southern California,
and the region’s first Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as outlined under SB 375, we
would like to share our rationale, observations and comments to the SCAG Board and policy
committees on how the draft plan can better address public health and active transportation.

It is critical that the 2012 RTP set tangible and measurable goals to improve the safety of all
community members, especially our most vulnerable road users, those walking and bicycling.
We are concerned that the SCAG staff report to the Regional Council and Policy Committees,
dated October 20th, failed to provide measurable goals in regards to Safety and Active
Transportation. We encourage SCAG to be specific as to how the 2012 RTP/SCS will improve
the safety of people walking and bicycling and how SCAG and the six County Transportation
Commissions (SCAG Region CTC’s: Imperial County Transportation Commission , Los

Angeles Metro, Orange County Transportation Authority, Ventura County Transportation
Commission, Riverside County Transportation Commission, San Bernardino County Association

of Governments) can work to address and achieve policies listed such as: “making transit more
bike friendly” and how to “encourage implementation of a Completes Streets policy across the
region,” (as stated on page 11 of 10/20 staff report).

Creating a more multi-modal transportation network in the SCAG region requires the RTP to
be specific about how investments in active transportation will be funded, planned, prioritized,
measured and developed in collaboration with partners and interested stakeholders. With
those key principles in mind, we respectfully submit the following recommendations for your
consideration:

1. Fund: Increase Funding Levels for Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure: Currently
close to 21 percent of all trips in the SCAG Region are done via walking and bicycling (2009
National Household Travel Survey) and 25 percent of all SCAG roadway injuries and fatalities
are pedestrian and bicyclists (2008 SWITRS). The Region’s last RTP, adopted in 2008,
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allocated only 0.46 percent of its total funding for these modes. We respectfully request that the
2012 RTP includes strategies to significantly increase the proportion of funds allocated to active
transportation so that over time, such funding reflects the proportion of trips made by walking
and biking. We recommend the following:

e Preliminary estimates show a funding need in the range of $22B to $36B throughout
the life of the 2012 RTP to fund the build-out of high priority pedestrian and bicycle
investments as identified by local jurisdictions. Given the mode split, safety and collision
trends, public health concerns and many other co-benefits we recommend that 5-

8 percent of the 2012 RTP fund active transportation projects. (For a $450B plan, 5
percent equals $22B and 8 percent equals $36B.)

e All future SCAG Regional Transportation funding strategies (i.e. congestion pricing,
cordon pricing, VMT fees) should allocate 10 percent of all revenue towards walking and
biking improvements and investments to help meet the unmet funding gap for active
transportation.

e Recommend the formation of a Active Transportation Funding Committee to assist

in next six months while the RTP continues its development and scheduled adoption
in May 2012. We recognize going from 0.46% to 5%-8% is a significant jump in
investments, however we maintain that there is a tremendous unfunded need to make
our streets safer and usable for all users. Many from around the region would be
interested in assisting with identifying strategies for the unmet active transportation
funding needs, as we would be happy to play a leadership role in this Committee.

2. Plan and Economics: Integrate Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements into all
Transportation System Preservation Projects: Road maintenance and the first and last

mile connections to transit are crucial for creating a connected and sustainable transportation
system. System preservation is inherently important to people walking, biking, and connecting to
transit; there needs to be enhancements for complete streets - ensuring that when maintenance
opportunities arise or are scheduled, that the region is leveraging its limited resources to
enhance our multi-modal transportation network. Currently the potential benefits to of the
Transportation System Preservation category fail to address how these investments will

improve the safety and access of people walking and biking - it only outlines benefits to drivers.
Therefore we recommend:

e Embed a Complete Streets Policy within the Transportation System Preservation
category that requires any investments into system preservation on surface streets
include improvements for pedestrians and bicyclists, and those accessing transit.

o Funding for Transportation System Preservation of highways needs to include
bicycle and pedestrian safety improvements at on/off ramps to ensure greater
safety of people using those modes on surface streets that connect with ramps
and help knit communities, that have been adversely impacted by freeway on
and off ramps, back together.

e Adopt a Complete Streets checklist that requires County Transportation Commissions

to demonstrate how each project is addressing all modes. This checklist should be
included in the 2012 RTP to be implemented in 2014. This will assist in prioritizing
projects that are critical in achieving regional goals.

3. Plan: Do Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning: 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; in Los



Angeles County, for example, only approximately 11 of 88 cities have bicycle master plans and

four cities have pedestrian plans. Additionally, current station area plans fail to take into account

the first and last mile of transit trips, which are usually done on foot or by bicycle. This lack of

planning is a significant impediment to improving infrastructure for people who rely on bicycling

and walking to connect to transit, work, school, and their daily needs. As such we recommend:

e Expand the Compass Blueprint program to support SCAG cities in the development of

bicycle, pedestrian, Safe Routes to Schools, Safe Routes to Transit, and ADA Transition
plans.

e |tis estimated that it would require approximately $200,000 per city to develop
these plans (95 cities at $200,000). Identify and secure funding sources in order
to set aside at least $19M in the 2012 RTP to support these planning efforts.

e 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.

4. Prioritize: Safety and Equity: Bicyclists and pedestrians account for 25% of all roadway
fatalities and injuries in the SCAG Region (2008 SWITRS), yet these modes are currently
receiving less than 0.46% of all available funding (2008 SCAG RTP). Studies also show that a
disproportionate amount of those injuries and fatalities occur in low-income communities (Traffic
Injury Prevention 09/11). It is critical that we are doing all we can to ensure safety for all
community members, regardless of where they live or how they travel. Earlier this month, the
Los Angeles Times wrote a compelling article on 3 young girls walking to school who were
severely injured when a car struck them, it is imperative that our transportation plans are doing
all they can to make sure these tragedies, and the high number in which they occur in the
SCAG region, end. For these reasons, we recommend that the RTP take the following steps to
increase safety and equity:

e Analyze bicycle and pedestrian collision data to understand where high rates of
collisions in the six-county region are happening and if collision rates are increasing or
decreasing each year. SCAG staff should present a yearly report to the SCAG Board
to help inform the public and Board on the state of walking and bicycling safety, and
Safe Routes to School programs in the region. Many of the counties (San Bernardino,
Riverside, Los Angeles) in the SCAG region are working to support local efforts and
investments - these projects are increasing safety and improving the mode split, and
addressing community concerns.

o The RTP should set a goal of working towards zero deaths and should prioritize
improving the safety of all transportation modes.

o Utilize Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS) in the 2012 RTP. TIMS
is a suite of Web-based tools created by researchers at the UC Berkeley Safe
Transportation Research and Education Center (SafeTREC). The system is free
and open to the public. Users can select collisions based on numerous criteria,
as well as map each collision. The two most comprehensive TIMS tools are
based on the California Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (SWITRS)
database of serious and fatal collisions. Currently, TIMS has SWITRS data from
2000-2008. Newer data will be added as it becomes available.

e Allocate greater resources to cities with little or no bicycle/pedestrian infrastructure
and/or plans, high rates of collisions (using TIMS data), and significant populations of
low-income residents. Identify these communities in the 2012 RTP in order to allocate
resources for technical assistance and prioritize planning and infrastructure resources.

e Expand the “Toolbox Tuesdays” program to include bicycle safety design, pedestrian
safety design, ADA design, and training on how to use the TIMS program for staff from
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the 190 SCAG cities, to expand understanding of where collisions are happening, how to
improve the safety for people walking and bicycling, and enhance local jurisdiction HSIP,
SRTS, and other grant opportunity applications.

5. Measure: Conduct Pedestrian & Bicycle Usage Counts: We must increase documentation
of bicycle and pedestrian usage and demand by regularly assessing numbers of people walking
and biking. Without such figures, it is difficult to forecast usage or measure the positive benefits

of investments in these modes.

e 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 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 and maintain this program in future years. (See
link: Nashville Metropolitan Planning Organization’s program, Technical Memorandum
on Regional Pedestrian and Bicycle Count Procedures)

e The RTP should set a target for increasing the amount of all trips made by bicycle and
the amount of walking to transit trips (measuring the 1st/last mile).

6. Collaborate: Review Local Input, Provide Opportunities for Stakeholders to Engage
and Incorporate Feedback: There are growing voices all over the six county SCAG region in
support of safe walkable and bikeable neighborhoods for users of all ages and abilities. Safe
Routes to School programs and investments is an example of a broad-spectrum program
that while focusing on improvements to ensure the safety of our youth, ultimately benefits the
whole neighborhood. Many of these individuals, community members, professionals - and
more, have concerns about the fundamental change needed in our region. SCAG conducted
valuable and well run workshops this summer, and we commend those efforts, however we are
concerned there has not been a report compiled and presented on the feedback received in
those workshops. We understand SCAG staff is working on this. We urge these finding to be
shared in a timely manner with the Board, so that they may understand their constituents. We
ask that the staff to report on what was heard and how these comments are addressed in the
draft 2012 RTP.
e We recognize there is a significant increased level of investments and policies

outlined in this document, this is built on the demand, interest and support for active

transportation happening all over the SCAG region. With increased opportunities

for stakeholders to weigh in on the Region’s Transportation plan, we believe this will

strengthen the RTP and its ability to be successfully implemented over the coming

years.

We recognize SCAG is not the implementer for transportation improvement projects, but SCAG
does have the ability to do better planning, monitoring, collaboration, and evaluating to provide
support and insight to counties, cities and communities on how to address our transportation
opportunities and challenges and move towards safer and more usable streets for the region -
regardless of choice of travel mode - all the while maximizing our limited resources in which to
do so.
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Thank you for considering our comments and concerns.
Sincerely,

Alexis Lantz
Policy Director, Los Angeles County Bicycle Coalition
alexis@la-bike.org (213) 629-2142

Jessica Meaney
California Policy Manager, Safe Routes to School National Partnership
jessica@saferoutespartnership.org (213) 221-7179

Sunyoung Yang
Senior Organizer and Researcher, Clean Air Campaign and Bus Riders Union

Jonathan Lopez
Southern California Coordinator, California WALKS

Alice Strong and Wes Reutimann
West San Gabriel Valley Bicycle Coalition

Rachel Morris
VCCool Executive Director / Ventura Bicycle Union

Tracy McMillan, Ph.D., MPH
President, PPH Partners

Lars Clutterham
Chair, Downey Chamber of Commerce Green Committee, and Chair, City of Downey Green
Task Force

Individuals:

Nathalie Winiarski, City of Los Angeles

Rye Baerg, City of Arcadia

Arye Gross, City of Glendale

Colin Bogart, City of Los Angeles

Ryan Lehman, City of Los Angeles - Living Streets
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February 14, 2012

Mr. Hasan lkhrata

Executive Director

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

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

RE:  Comments on the Drafts of the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy
(RTP/SCS) and the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)

Dear Mr. Ikhrata:

For the past three years, business and industry representatives from throughout Southern California have
participated in the Southern California Association of Government’s extensive process used to develop the region’s Draft
2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), which includes an inaugural Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). Our
interest in this process has been particularly keen given both the significant economic challenges currently facing our
region’s economy and the fact that the inaugural SCS could — if not considered from many viewpoints — have unforeseen
negative consequences.

In light of our ongoing participation and understanding, we appreciate the tremendous effort that SCAG’s staff
and leaders have put into the process that led to the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS & PEIR. The development of this RTP/SCS
followed an inclusive approach with SCAG holding hundreds of meetings with SCAG’s public and private stakeholders.
We also appreciate the extensive economic analysis that SCAG has performed on the Draft RTP/SCS in order to provide
all stakeholders and SCAG’s Regional Councilmembers with an understanding of the financial impacts of the plan.

As representatives of Southern California’s broader business community, we recognize the crucial roles that
transportation and infrastructure have in maintaining our region’s economy and quality of life. Accordingly, through this
letter, we join together to provide SCAG with general comments regarding remaining significant concerns about the
contents of both (i) the Draft 2012 RTP/SCS, and (ii) the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR).
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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:

o Foster economic growth and job creation in a balanced and accountable manner and in recognition of
foreseeable regional population growth;

o Utilize all revenue sources very efficiently, and utilize new revenue sources only if they are economically sound
and equitable;

e 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;

e Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and federal environmental laws and regulations
(e.g., federal Clean Air Act conformity); and

o Allow for expeditious review and approval of projects that are consistent with a sound and reasonably
accommaodating 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)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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,
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Jim Clarke

Executive Director

Apartment Association of Greater Los
Angeles (AAGLA)
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Executive Director

FAST - Fixing Angelenos Stuck in
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Gene Hale

Chairman

Greater Los Angeles African
American Chamber
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Andrew R. Henderson

Vice President and General Counsel
Building Industry Association of
Southern California, Inc.

Elizabeth Warren
Executive Director
FuturePorts

Paul C. Granillo
President & CEO

Inland Empire Economic
Partnership
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Heidi L. Gallegos
Executive Director
Eastvale Chamber of Commerce

John Kelsall

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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President & CEO
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Patty Senecal
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Alexander Pugh
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Founding Chairman
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Federation
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Association
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President & CEO
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Senior Vice-President
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Bill Allen
President & CEO
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Development Corporation
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Chairman of the Board
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Chamber of Commerce

Sandy Cajas

President & CEO
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Commerce

A

Stuart Waldman

President
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Association (VICA)

Michael W. Lewis
Senior Vice-President
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Director, Regional Public Affairs
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President & CEO
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President & CEO
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Fred Johring
President
Harbor Trucking Association
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Department of Regional Planning
Planning for the Challenges Ahead

Richard J. Bruckner
Director

February 14, 2012

Hasan lkhrata

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

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Mr. |Ikhrata:

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

320 West Temple Street = Los Angeles, CA 90012 = 213-974-6411 = Fax: 213-626-0434 « TDD: 213-617-2292



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
entalled in processing large-scale projects. The projects mentioned above will require
legisiative 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 difficull position and causes confusicn 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 allernative 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 1o amend the RTP/SCS. We look forward to continuing to work
with you t{o realize our shared vision 1o create a socially, economically, and
environmentally sustainable region.

Sincerely.
Richard;J'.'Bﬁruckner
Director :
RJB:cc

C: Board of Supervisors Planning Deputies
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Metropolitan Transportation Authority Los Angeles, CA goo12-2952 Chief Executive Officer
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February 14, 2012

Hasan Ikhrata, Executive Director

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

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

Dear Mr. Ikhrata:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Southern 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 undertaken to develop the RTP/SCS in conjunction with the
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), in order to develop this draft RTP/SCS.
We find the document to be well-written in identifying many of the key challenges
our 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.

Sincerely,

Arthur T. Teahy
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 of SCAG 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:

o East-West Freight Corridor between the 1-710 and the 1-15.

o 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 I-405 and SR-91.

¢ Various modal programs, including bus and rail expansion, TDM, 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 federa! loan and
bonding mechanisms which could accelerate the completion of 12 transit
projects in 10 years instead of 30 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 eatlier 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 pariner with MTA and other county transportation commissions to
support and advocate for federal enactment of this program.



Additional Technical Comments on SCAG Draft 2012 RTP/SCS

We note that page 50, 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 50 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-60 between the I-710
and I-605, San Jose Creek/SR-60 between the I-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 I-710.



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 I-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 (IOS) in 2021, and the Bay to Basin phase
in 2026. Furthermore, it should be clarified in other locations in the

document, that the I0S 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. 1A 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,



On page 52, we suggest that SCAG provide a definition or description of
“grade closures”.

We suggest a source of where the LOSSAN 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”,

The 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.



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 GHG 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 1”; 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 improverment options”.

In the Project List Appendix please make the following changes:

o On page 27, delete the description for the 13th 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 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 intermodal 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



as candidate locations for land use intensification that address the
regional jobs/housing imbalances.

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.

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.

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.

The discussion of Metrolink 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.



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 (1CS); 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 document
should not discuss 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 CHSRA has decided to move forward with a Palmdale
station and not move forward with the I-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 discussion 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, 12" Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

Re: Comments on the Draft 2012 Regional Transportation Plan
Cear Mr. Ikhrata:

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 Scuthem
California. As the operator of two of the region’s commercial airports, Los Angeles
International (LAX} and Ontario Internationat (ONT), and operator of Van Nuys
General Aviation Afrport (VNY), LAWA plays an impartant 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 cur 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

LAWA's first pricrity is to maintain safe and efficient airports. Our revernues 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
functicns violates federal law and jeopardizes the airport’s ability to receive federal
grants.
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Nevertheless, LAWA seeks to partner with SCAG to find solutions to support ground
access improvements to airports, other primary transpoertation 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
lccations 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 frip 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 4-8, the foliowing prejects should be included in the list of

projects completed since the project notice of preparation in 2008
(footnote 1): Douglas St., La Cienega Bivd., Lincoln Bivd. {all), Nash St.,

[?CG0C 2403,
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Sepuiveda Blvd. (bath), the [-105 westbound off-ramp at Sepuiveda

Blvd., and the 1-405 at SR-80.

o Two other projects on Table 4-8, Arbor Vitae $t., and the -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 aiready been completed.

¢  LAWA recommends that SCAG include in the RTP a portion of the project
referred to as LAX-10, widening Aviaticn Bivd. 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 1o create several data points
within this section of the RTP. LAWA is hoping to unveil the results of its 2011 Air
Passenger Survey in February of this year. SCAG should consider updating its
Appendix with this new data as it finalizes the RTP. LAWA will post the results of
this survey on our website (http:.//www lawa.org) once the report is completed.

Thank you for the cpportunity to review the 2012 Draft RTP. We hope that these
commentis will be helpful in developing a successful plan for the region. f you have
any guestions regarding these comments, please contact Diego Alvarez, Regional
Transpertation Coordinator, at 424-646-5179 or dalvarez@lawa.org.

Sincerely,
_______________./
M Wi i
Michael D. Feldman

Deputy Executive Director

MDF:DA:yl
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MARCH JOINT POWERS AUTHORITY

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 comments on the 2012-
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 Communities 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 Riverside County and March Joint
Powers Authority. The concentration of high density residential and/or high intensity
commercial uses along portions of the 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 airport 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.

Planning Director

2355% MEYER DR * RIVERSIDE, CALIFORNIA 923518 * (951)656-7000 * FAX(951)653-5558

E-MAIL: invest@marchjpa.com * WEBSITE www.marchjpa.com



ce! I:d Cooper, Executive Director, Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission
Paimela Hann, March Air Reserve Base Civil Engineer
steve Hayes, Interim Planning Director, City of Riverside
John Terrell, Planning Official, City of Moreno Valley

attach: 2005 March Air Reserve Base Air [nstailation Compatibility Use Zone Study
2010 draft March Air Reserve Base/Inland Port Joint Land Use Study
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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). Mohbility 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.

One Park Plaza, Suite 600, PMB 183 | Irvine, CA 92614 | p: 949.288.6884 | . 949.264.1456 | www.mobility21.com



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 MPQO'’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 MPQO'’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,
Masmi o2 B

Marnie O'Brien Primmer
Mobility 21 Executive Director

CC: SCAG Regional Council
Mobility 21 Board of Directors
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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.
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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 | 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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¢. 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:

o 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.

e 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.! 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.

e 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.

o Prioritize spending on projects that deliver maximum health benefits for residents of the region.

e 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.

e 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.

" 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
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o 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.

e 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 HQTASs, 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.

o 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.

o 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.

o 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.

e 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



Comments on SCAG Draft 2012 RTP/SCS
February 14, 2012 page 6 of 14

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 2 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:

e  SCAG should enhance efforts to measure the daily amounts of walking and biking related to
work and non-work trips.

e  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).

e 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.

e  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:

e 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.

o 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.

o 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.

e 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:

o Extension of 91 Line from Riverside to Palm Springs/Coachella Valley, connecting the resort
communities in Palm Desert to LA and Inland Empire.

e 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.

o 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 Off-Peak
Headway Headway

Westminster Avenue -17t Street Metrolink / CSULB/VA 10 15
(Long Beach — Santa Ana)
Harbor Boulevard Metrolink /Disneyland 8 15
(Fullerton — Newport Beach)
Bristol Street/State College Metrolink / John Wayne Airport 8 15
Boulevard
(Brea — Irvine)

Source: Orange County Transit Authority

Proposed Bus Enhancements/BRT Conversions beyond current funding in Orange County

Lines Project Type Communities/Corridors Link to Peak Off-Peak
Metrolink Headway Headway
29