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February 1, 2016
Draft 2016 RTP/SCS Comments
Attn: Courtney Aguirre
Southern California Association of Governments
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017
Dear SCAG Regional Council members, Policy Committee members, and staff:
The Alliance for a Healthy Orange County thanks you for the diligent effort your agency
has made in producing the comprehensive 2016 Regional Transportation Plan and
Sustainable Communities Strategy. Moreover, we are pleased with its honest and
visionary approach in clearly linking land use, transportation, and quality of life within
the context of environmental and fiscal sustainability.
SCAG’s identification of future challenges has provided leaders throughout the region
with the essential information with which we can preserve and, hopefully, enhance this
place so many call home. We commend the inclusion of the Our Vision and Overarching
Strategy sections in the Executive Summary demonstrating the leadership that SCAG is
providing to guide the region into the future.
As a countywide collaborative of cities, healthcare organizations, community-based
organizations, and universities, the Alliance is dedicated to enhancing health outcomes
and reducing health disparities in Orange County. Achieving that goal requires crossgenerational community engagement with a broad spectrum of specialists in physical
safety, nutrition, education, spirituality, and physical activity.
Like SCAG, we recognize communities comprised of healthy people require multidisciplinary attention to often competing variables. Yet everyone acknowledges personal
health depends upon safe travel for recreation and transportation. With that in mind, we
ask SCAG to consider the following as the final version of the 2016 RTP/SCS is
completed:
1) Safety of active transportation users. Because SCAG’s short trips strategies—
which AHOC completely supports—focus on the large (33%) proportion of all trips
made, safety of active transportation users needs to be more prominently discussed,
especially within the context of Orange County’s high speed arterials and the
Caltrans’ new separated bikeways standards (DIB 89, released 2015-12-30). Since
SCAG states on page 90 that regional arterials comprise 80% of the total road
1

Page 3 of 292
network and carry most traffic overall, addressing safety of pedestrians on bicyclists
on those roads is operationally essential to the entire system. Additionally, since
transportation to and from school comprises 1/4 to 1/3 of all average daily trips, we
can’t emphasize enough the operational and equitable significance of prioritizing safe
routes to school for our children.
a. The RTP/SCS Public Health Index cites government data sources showing
bicyclists and pedestrians comprise 1/3 of all roadway fatalities in the SCAG
region; each death is responsible for $1.4M in costs; low income/minority
neighborhoods are disproportionately at risk of pedestrian collisions, being four
times more likely.
2) More funding is needed for safe walking and biking facilities, especially on
high speed Orange County arterial roadways. California’s Office of Traffic Safety
consistently ranks Orange County among the most dangerous statewide for speedrelated collisions. From 2010 through 2013, OC ranked 5th, 5th, 6th, and 3rd worst,
chronologically, among 58 counties. Sharing and crossing roadways, especially high
speed ones, is dangerous for both bicyclists and pedestrians. New infrastructure
design guidelines acknowledge the need for physical protection.
a. CalTrans’ new separated bikeway design criteria (DIB 89) states a concrete
barrier should be used on roadways with speed limits greater than 35 mph. Yet
the cost of Class 1 segregated facilities is approximately $1M/mile to build, so
the number of such projects that can be built for the $10B planned for active
transportation construction is not sufficient from a public safety or
transportation capacity perspective.
b. If we are to reduce the vehicle load on the entire network, we need to prioritize
funding for more efficient, non-motorized modes of travel over short distances.
The a.t. funding proposed by SCAG is in sufficient to accomplish the needed
reduction in vehicle load.
3) We should not represent active transportation expenditures without
including discussion of balancing those investments with long term cost
savings in health care, facility maintenance, and congestion relief and
prevention.
a. Costs of active transportation investment are recoupable, whereas long-term
healthcare costs are increasingly unsustainable.
b. The 2016 RTP/SCS does not compare the cost of building safe walking and
biking infrastructure to the cost of caring for people afflicted with preventable
chronic diseases. With the fraction of national GDP spent on healthcare being
18% and projected to grow to 34% by 2040, these types of comparisons must
be prominently discussed at all levels of government.
c. Data discussion in the Public Health appendix must be included in the main
document to provide decision makers with real cost comparisons. For example,
the appendix, page 8, cites the Milken Institute projections that $117B of the
$431B in 2023 health care costs statewide could be avoided through
prevention; physical inactivity and obesity are estimated to have cost $41.2B
in 2006 statewide.
d. Comparing the latter to the extremely small funding allocated to active
2
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transportation construction, $10B over the life of the 2016 RTP/SCS, the
investment in safe walking and biking infrastructure, along with access to
convenient public transit, is an entirely recoupable cost. In fact, for $41.2B we
could build 41,200 miles of protected, Class 1 pedestrian and bicycle paths, the
type of facility most people want to use. We need to present those kinds of
comparisons so all decision makers will be empowered to make informed
choices on our behalf.
e. Based on OCTA’s Outlook 2035 projections, time for physical activity will
diminish over the next 20 years, as the average motorist commute will
increase by 166%, making a 30 minute commute become 80 minutes each
way. Roundtrip, Orange County residents will spend 2 hours, 40 minutes of
every day in their cars driving to and from work. Under those conditions, the
likelihood of a wholesome diet and exercise are not good, particularly not for
families with children. We are concerned the consumption of fast and
unhealthful food will become the norm simply because the transportation
system doesn’t allow time for better choices.
4) The “Highways and Arterials” section (beginning on page 95) overemphasizes
management of the vehicular system and its bottlenecks while ignoring the
operational and equitable necessity of safe pedestrian and bicycle travel. The
vehicular-centric discussion of highways and arterials is inconsistent with its first
paragraph stating “costly expansions to address congestion are no longer financially
feasible.” Here are some examples of the inconsistency:
a. “SCAG continues to advocate for a comprehensive solution based on a system
management approach . . . ” It’s not comprehensive if it’s not equitably
multimodal. (see page 95);
b. The highways and local arterials framework and guiding principals state
“[s]upport complete streets opportunities where feasible and practical.”
i. That bullet point is dead last (see page 99) and follows a 3-page list of
58 freeway projects, 1/3 of which are in Orange County.
ii. The 2016 RTP/SCS repeatedly mentions the financial INfeasibility of
continuing the status quo but requires feasibility and practicality for
the non-motorized infrastructure that could significantly reduce
vehicular congestion for short trips. Considering SCAG asserts 38% of
all trips are ≤ 3 miles and 78% of those are made by driving full sized
cars, we would like to see more equitable representation of active
transportation in the RTP. Again, the RTP/SCS’s lack of comparison
between investment and future cost savings to the public and private
sectors does not accurately represent the value of active
transportation.
iii. If anything, active transportation modes should be described as
improving feasibility and practicality for short trips. Please remove all
feasibility and practicality requirements from discussion of walking,
biking, and complete streets.
c. The planned monetary investment in TDM/TSM is 50% greater than active
transportation projects’ construction. We hope SCAG revisits that relationship
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and the message it sends.
d. Chapter 9, “Looking Ahead,” pp 173-74, the RTP/SCS says, “ . . . active
transportation will serve regional mobility, ensuring people can quickly, easily
and safely transfer from one mode of transportation to the next . . . a critical
role in helping the region to realize its vision . . . active transportation
networks contribute to the attractiveness and economic vitality . . . an
important role in reducing congestion and increasing mobility.”
i. That kind of language should not just be in the last chapter, it should
be repeated throughout the 2016 SCAG RTP/SCS, especially the
sections on congestion management and highways and arterials.
5) Congestion management section omits important Federal and State
congestion management law regarding walking and biking, safety, and the
role pedestrians and bicyclists play in reducing congestion. Rather than citing
FHWA code regarding a systematic approach (page 79), referring to Federal and
State law, particularly paragraphs on walking and biking, multimodality, and safety,
would acknowledge the high-level recognition of the importance of active
transportation to everyone, not just non-motorized travelers. We suggest including
the following:
a. 49 USC 5303(a)(1) Policy: It is in the national interest to encourage and
promote the safe and efficient management, operation, and development of
surface transportation systems that will serve the mobility needs of people and
freight . . .
b. 49 USC 5303(h)(1): The metropolitan planning process for a metropolitan
planning area under this section shall provide for consideration of projects and
strategies that will--(B) increase the safety of the transportation system for
motorized and non-motorized users;
c. Calif code § 65089 (b)(2): The [congestion management] program shall
contain . . . A performance element that includes . . . measures to evaluate
current and future multimodal system performance for the movement of
people and goods.
d. Calif code § 65089 (b)(3): The [congestion management] program shall
contain . . . [a] travel demand element that promotes alternative
transportation methods including . . . transit, bicycles . . .
6) Congestion management expenditures focus on vehicular-centric approaches
that are inconsistent with the 2016 RTP/SCS goals and guiding policies,
particularly those promising a “Health in All Policies” approach. We question
the sustainability and efficacy of SCAG’s congestion management approach within the
context of the RTP/SCS goals and policies. From the perspective of community health
and operational efficiency, it would be more effective to focus on (and fund)
pedestrian and bicyclist safety and quality of experience as obviating the need for
trendy or high-tech, high-cost, vehicular traffic management tools. We also take note
of the following:
a. The Congestion Management Appendix includes 4 pages of “CMP Toolbox and
Strategies.” Nowhere in those pages, 19-22, is active transportation
mentioned. Every tool elaborates exclusively on vehicle traffic management
techniques, with two small paragraphs mentioning transit passenger counting
4
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and electronic fare systems. Consequently, the 2016 RTP/SCS multimodal
integration and its potential for mutually complementary capacity across all
modes of travel appears to be lacking. We would like to have seen more
attention given to the multimodal foundation of Federal and State congestion
management laws.
b. Evidence of overly vehicular-centric planning are found in the Public Health
appendix, page 14, where it states the 2016 RTP/SCS will create a 19%
increase in access to jobs by car but access to jobs reached by transit will only
increase by 3%.
c. The Congestion Management Appendix, pages 19-20, itemizes $9.2B in TSM
improvements without addressing their sustainability or effective duration.
Rather than spending billions on ramp metering, enhanced incident
management, bottleneck removal, signal synchronization, and data collection,
would it not be more cost effective to reallocate those funds on mass transit
projects following the same path as the freeways and highways, complemented
by rapid buses and safe pedestrian and bicycle facilities for the first and last
miles?
d. TDM and TSM strategies emphasize vehicle traffic flow optimization
technologies that cost more than the RTP/SCS’s planned active transportation
infrastructure projects. For example, the combined funding plans for the
optimization strategies are 50% greater than the total active transportation
construction (physical projects) plans, $16 billion vs. $10 billion, respectively.
e. The TDM discussion on page 80, does not identify safe routes to school as one
of its 3 main focus areas. It should. That omission ignores the accepted 2530% ADT rate for academic trips and their potential to reduce vehicular
congestion if children had safer routes to walk and bike to school. Instead, the
RTP/SCS mentions (see page 93) safe routes to school as a “comprehensive
TDM strategy” under “Education/Encouragement Strategies.” That placement
and description diminishes the importance of safe routes to school from both a
transportation and equity perspective. Education/Encouragement is a
complement to, not a substitute for, infrastructure safety as the RTP implies.
f. The introduction to “Highways and Arterials” is more representative of what our
future priorities should be. The RTP states, “. . . costly expansions to address
congestion are no longer financially feasible . . . improvements beyond TSM
and TDM strategies need to be considered.” We couldn’t agree more. Please
repeat that statement in the TSM/TDM section on page 80.
7) We are concerned with expressions of hesitancy to fully embrace the Health
in All Policies approach to transportation. The Public Health Appendix offers hope
for a new approach to transportation by recognizing the neighborhood and built
environment category of the social determinants of health. We commend SCAG for
incorporating such visionary language. However, the Public Health Appendix makes
its commitment conditional upon feasibility and supportive literature. For example:
a. The first guiding principal says, “[t]o reflect and provide information on the
ways in which the investments and strategies [of the RTP/SCS] provide an
opportunity to improve public health . . . , as feasible. We ask that the phrase,
“as feasible,” be removed. (See Public Health Appendix p. 11).
5
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b. The description of the public health analysis framework says (Ibid), “[a]nalysis
of the public health impacts will be targeted to focus areas where there is
literature to support the relationship between public health and the built
environment.” Yet on page 8 of the Public Health Appendix, the RTP/SCS
states, “[b]uilding off of a large body of research, SCAG has examined the
connection between the built environment, physical inactivity, and obesity.
SCAG has found that there is significant association between neighborhood
land use/built environment characteristics and levels of obesity.” The two
sentences are plainly contradictory; there should be no hesitancy in applying
evidence from bountiful sources of peer reviewed literature to implementation
of the 2016 RTP/SCS. We ask that the phrase,”literature to support,” be
removed, especially since that condition is not placed upon parts of the 2016
RTP/SCS we’ve identified as being overly vehicular-centric.
8) Benefits of Uber/Lyft-type transportation are not linked to SOV trip or
congestion reduction. Uber/Lyft service is a substitute for car ownership and is
most often used by individuals, not groups, adding vehicles to the roadway without
obligating users to share the service with another rider. When used in that fashion,
Uber/Lyft becomes just another SOV, albeit with a chauffeur. Therefore, we ask SCAG
to remove Uber/Lyft from the TDM discussion.
9) There is no mention of pursuing use of the vacant Pacific Electric Right of
Way/West Santa Ana Branch Corridor as either a rail or active transportation
corridor, or both. The SCAG Alternatives Analysis Report completed in 2012 states
the population of the corridor was 4.5 million people, projected to increase to 5
million by 2035; its population density is and will remain 3.0 times higher than
Orange County’s average; 36% of all households in the corridor were low-income,
twice Orange County’s average in 2012; 16% of households lack access to a car, 3
times the OC average; by 2035, more than 2.3 million jobs comprising 44% of
Orange County’s total employment will exist within the corridor. Moreover, SCAG
predicts almost all of the corridor’s roads, including freeways, will be functioning at
LOS E or F, severely diminishing regional air quality, community health, and
economic capacity. Moving forward with alternative transportation development
within the corridor would have many benefits for its residents and the region.
Including that corridor in the 2016 RTP/SCS is essential to maintaining awareness of
its potential so decision-makers will, at a minimum, not forget its value as a
multimodal transportation corridor.
10)
Rail transit network planning in Orange County is sorely lacking. We
applaud and enthusiastically support the central Orange County streetcar plans. But
looking at the map in exhibit 5.2 illustrates the meager investment in and
consideration of rail travel in Orange County: just two, very small orange lines for the
street cars. Compared to exhibit 5.4’s representation of major highway projects in
Orange County, the graphics state what the words do not: vehicles will still receive
priority in coming decades. It would be wonderful to see exhibit 5.2 illustrate
“possible future rail alternatives” parallel to or even elevated above major Orange
County arterials. For example, rail linkage from the heart of the county to the ocean,
as once existed between Santa Ana and Newport Beach, would recognize the need for
efficient mountains to the sea connections. Since central Santa Ana is the county
seat, linking coastal communities to that area would be a welcome alternative to SR55.
6
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11)
Railcar speed: we applaud the honest discussion of slow (37 mph avg)
rail travel but we need to set higher goals than marginal improvements to
19th century rail technology. Nationally, we “aspire” to the federal definition of
“high speed rail” being 110 mph minimum. California needs to distinguish itself from
that standard by aspiring to at least match Japan’s Shinkansen trains, which have
been operating at a max speed of 150-200 mph since 1964.
12)
Regional Bikeway Network Map: Exhibit 5.3 depicts regional bikeways only
within the SCAG region, which makes our region appear disconnected from others,
particularly SANDAG. The established, world famous Pacific Coast Bike Route linking
Canada to Mexico is just one example of an interstate facility that should be
represented. Please amend the map to show the extensions of the bikeways to other
MPO regions.
13)
What are the standards for implementing bike share systems? Safety of the
transportation infrastructure surrounding the bike share stations is not mentioned as
a criterion. We believe safety analysis should be required because the success of bike
sharing depends on potential users’ perception of safety.
14)
Mitigation measures include encouragement of bike lanes but bike lanes
don’t enhance bicycling. The California Highway Design Manual, 2015 edition (&
prior ones) state, “Generally, pavement markings alone will not measurably enhance
bicycling.” (See § 1002.1(3)). A mitigation measure that doesn’t enhance something
for the intended user doesn’t compensate the public for the impact of a project. We
recommend you replace “bike lanes” with “Class IV/separated bikeways designed
using best practices from the bicyclist’s point of view.” Ibid
15)
The 2016 RTP/SCS vehicular-centric congestion management priorities
are plainly inconsistent with its Public Health Appendix explanation of the
nexus of poverty, access to goods & services, and transportation safety as
being regional “major public health drivers.”
a. The Public Health Appendix, page 3, states, “[a]ccess to daily needs and
activities, such as schools, healthy food options, jobs, parks and open space
and primary care is central to maintaining and improving public health.” AHOC
concurs and suggests that statement be central to SCAG’s congestion
management by reducing demand with increased investment in safe active
transportation infrastructure, rather than the described vehicular flow
optimization technology.
b. We cannot lose sight of SCAG’s recognition that “just five chronic diseases
resulted in 72% of all deaths in the SCAG region in 2013.” (see public health
append, p. 3).
16)
Reducing VMT per capita is not a meaningful way to improve public health
outcomes if the absolute quantity of air pollutants in the SCAG region does
not decrease. Using per capita analysis is misleading. From an air quality
perspective, the RTP/SCS strategy should pursue a non-comparative target number
for each air pollutant. Damage to any particular individual’s health is not diminished
by exposing more people to dangerous levels of air pollution (see Public Health
Appendix p 1).
a. The public health appendix states, “ . . . low income and minority residents
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suffer disproportionate health consequences from air pollution.” Given 17% of
SCAG residents live in poverty, including 22% of all children, and $540M
annual costs due to asthma hospitalizations, prioritizing reduction in absolute
levels of air pollutants by reducing vehicular congestion and its emphasis on
active transportation investment is imperative. (see public health appendix, pp
6-7).
b. AHOC recommends that the 2016 RTP/SCS include in the main document, not
just the appendix, a direct comparison of investment in safe active
transportation facilities to healthcare savings. Featuring those discussions will
better illuminate the financial feasibility of active transportation and the
unsustainability of costs of chronic disease.
17)
The Public Health Appendix inadequately represents the lack of parks in
central Orange County where rates of preventable, chronic disease are high.
“Exhibit 1 2010 Access to Parks” is the only graphical representation comparing park
space to population density and it does a poor job of illustrating a known issue:
density, poverty, chronic disease, dangerous infrastructure, and lack of recreational
opportunity are concentrated in areas with significant community health problems.
We recommend including a chart that displays those variables numerically, with park
space per capita, would better identify the problem and encourage efforts to address
it. We also suggest the Public Health Appendix include data and maps from the
California State Parks Dept Park Access Tool, which maps existing parks/open space,
park space per capita, and disadvantaged communities by census tract. By focusing
on central Orange County cities of Anaheim, Garden Grove, and Santa Ana, the Park
Access Tool easily represents significant disparities in park acreage that correlates
with Orange County Health Care Agency data on obesity. Here is just one example of
the obesity correlation:
a. It is important to distinguish those communities from the countywide park
access data revealing only 11% of 3 million OC residents live further than 1/2
mile from a park and 61% of residents countywide live where there is less than
3 acres of parks or open space per 1,000 residents.
i. Central OC populations living more than 1/2 mile distance from a park
are 17% (Santa Ana), 29% (Garden Grove), and 14% (Anaheim).
ii. Populations in the same cities with less than 3 acres of parks/open
space per 1,000 residents are: 83% (Santa Ana), 88% (Garden
Grove), and 70% (Anaheim).
iii. Obesity rates for adults in those cities are 31.1% (Santa Ana), 24.2%
(Garden Grove), and 27.8% (Anaheim). It is 18.2% countywide,
according to OCHCA data from 2014.
In conclusion, the Alliance for a Healthy Orange County would like to thank the Southern
California Association of Governments for its impressive effort to direct planning within
its vast jurisdiction. We attended your public outreach events and were extremely
impressed with the clear depictions of actual and future conditions in Southern
California. SCAG staff was always available to answer questions; their professional
enthusiasm is unparalleled. We very much appreciated the inclusion of a Public Health
Appendix for the first time in the RTP/SCS and we truly commend you for a job well
8
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done.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2016 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. We look forward to our ongoing collaboration as
we all strive to make Southern California mobile—and healthy—for generations to come.
Sincerely,

Barry Ross,
Chair, Alliance for a Healthy Orange County

Ann Mino,
Program Manager,
OC Partnerships to Improve Community Health

Linda Franks,
Executive Director,
Kid Healthy

Bill Sadler
Senior California Policy Manager
Safe Routes to School National Partnership

Paul Nagel,
The Bicycle Tree

Dele Ogunseitan, PhD, MPH
Professor of Public Health
University of California, Irvine
Christina Hall
Executive Director,
OC Food Access Coaltion
John Guastaferro
VP Marketing & Development
Anaheim Family YMCA

Pete van Nuys
Executive Director,
OC Bicycle Coalition
Les Miklosy,
Laguna Streets
Brenda Miller,
Founder, PEDal
2015 OC Register’s 100 Most Influential
2014 APA Advocate of the Year
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ARSAC

Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport
Congestion
7929 Breen Ave. Los Angeles, CA 90045 (physical)
322 Culver Blvd., #231, Playa del Rey, CA 90293 (box)
310 641-4199 www.RegionalSolution.org
info@regionalsolution.org
February 1, 2016
Courtney Aguirre
Southern California Association of Governments
818 W 7th Street, 12th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017
Via email: 2016PEIR@scag.ca.gov
Re: Comments on Draft 2016-2040 RTP and PEIR
Dear Ms. Aguirre:
The Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport Congestion (ARSAC) appreciates the
opportunity to provide input to the 2016-2040 SCAG Regional Transportation Plan and
Program EIR.
Founded in 1995, ARSAC is a grassroots community organization dedicated to
increasing utilization of unconstrained, outlying regional airports such as Ontario (ONT)
and Palmdale (PMD) instead of expanding Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) to
meet Southern California’s future airport capacity needs. ARSAC supports a safe, secure,
modern and convenient LAX so long as LAX does not expand into surrounding
communities.
ARSAC would like SCAG to re-establish Airport Regionalization as a permanent,
standing sub-committee of the Transportation Committee. While SCAG cannot force
airlines to serve underutilized, unconstrained airports that want more airline service,
SCAG can help create critical mass for these airports by advocating for ground
transportation improvements such as rail, bus and freeway connections. The formation of
a Regionalization sub-committee will cement SCAG’s long-term commitment to effect
regionalization of air service in Southern California. Regionalization Committee
membership should be open to staff and other interested parties.
ARSAC would like SCAG to remove from consideration any and all plans to create a 405
interchange at Arbor Vitae. This interchange has been studied and rejected at least 3
times by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). It is a waste of taxpayer’s
money to conduct any further study here. Without completing rebuilding 4 four miles of
the 405 freeway, it would be impossible to build an offramp from the 405 north freeway.
We have specific comments on three areas- Noise and Aviation and Ground Access.
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ARSAC

Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport
Congestion
7929 Breen Ave. Los Angeles, CA 90045 (physical)
322 Culver Blvd., #231, Playa del Rey, CA 90293 (box)
310 641-4199 www.RegionalSolution.org
info@regionalsolution.org
In the RTP Project List, Table 2, "Financially Constrained RTP Projects", there are a number
projects related to the LAX Landside Access Modernization Plan (LAMP). These include
projects 1160009to 116027. Considering that LAMP has issued an NOP and the Draft EIR is not
expected until April 2016, why are these projects included?

PEIR: NOISE
We disagree with the “Less than Significant Impact” on page 3.13-32. As we understand
it, the last time SCAG performed airport-by-airport comprehensive noise impact analyses
was in the 2001 RTP EIR (Reference Environmental Justice Appendix page 154). No
such analyses were performed for the 2008 and 2012 RTP’s since the overall regional
passenger demand forecasts were progressively lower, and no airport exceeded its 2004
forecast. We hope that SCAG is not trying to employ this rationale once again.
However, it is no longer credible with a new 96.6 Million Annual Passenger (MAP)
forecast for LAX that exceeds the previous 78.9 MAP forecast by 22.4%. This increase
cannot be offset by forecast reductions at outlying airports since those suburban and
largely un-encroached airports have much less noise impacts per incremental MAP
increase as does the urban and highly encroached LAX. It is also highly specious to
claim that the airport land use plan for LAX that provides noise and land use guidance
would mitigate noise impacts associated with the 2016 RTP Aviation Demand Forecast,
since the current Part 150 study for LAX does not assume a forecast for LAX exceeding
78.9 MAP. For these reasons, without performing new airport-by-airport comprehensive
noise analyses, there is no way of knowing whether or not the regional noise impacts
associated with the new regional aviation demand forecast in the 2016 RTP are
significant, and that the 2016 RTP EIR is glaringly deficient in this regard.
-----------------Less than Significant Impact
Implementation of transportation projects in the 2016 RTP/SCS would result in less than
significant impacts related to projects located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport,
that would expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels.
The SCAG Region contains 57 airports, with 12 major commercial airport serving the
region. There are approximately 41 linear miles of major projects and 10,785 acres of
HQTAs within the 65 dBA CNEL of the 12 major airports. According to the 2012
RTP/SCS, the regional passenger demand forecast is 145.9 million air passengers (MAP)
in 2035. According to the August 6, 2015, Staff Report to the Transportation Committee,
the 2016 RTP/SCS has a regional passenger demand forecast of 136.2 MAP forecast in
2040, which is a decrease of approximately 7 percent at the regional level. Furthermore,
major public airports have an airport land use plan that provides guidance on noise
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ARSAC

Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport
Congestion
7929 Breen Ave. Los Angeles, CA 90045 (physical)
322 Culver Blvd., #231, Playa del Rey, CA 90293 (box)
310 641-4199 www.RegionalSolution.org
info@regionalsolution.org
levels and land use in adjacent areas. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant,
and the consideration of mitigation measures is not required.
---------------------

We question the determination of “Less than Significant Cumulative Impact” in
IMPACT-5 on page 3.13-35. The last sentence in the paragraph states, “Therefore,
cumulative impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.” Why do the two
statements contradict one another?
--------------------IMPACT NOISE-5. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such
a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
result in the exposure of people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise
levels.
Less than Significant Cumulative Impact
Implementation of the 2016 RTP/SCS would result in significant cumulative impacts
related to projects located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, which would
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. Areas
that are within the noise contours of 65 dBA CNEL and above, associated with airport
activities, are considered to be incompatible with certain land uses, including residences,
schools, hospitals, and childcare facilities. There are approximately 23,082 locations of
incompatible land uses and approximately 41 linear miles of major projects within the 65
dBA CNEL of the 12 major airports. The implementation of the 2016 RTP/SCS would
add both construction and operation noise to an area that is already at the threshold for
significant impact. Implementation of mitigation measures, as described below, would
reduce impacts, but may not reduce impacts to below the level of significance in all
instances. Therefore, cumulative impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.
---------------------

RTP APPENDIX: AVIATION AND AIRPORT GROUND ACCESS
ARSAC has a number of questions and concerns about the Aviation and Airport Ground
Access Appendix of the RTP. For simplicity, we have provided questions and comments
by page number.
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As a general comment, the US commercial airline industry has completed consolidation
for the time being. Major factors that are missing and need to be included in this
document include:
1. “Open Skies” agreements between the U.S. and most countries that have removed
most barriers to international service at airports in Southern California.
2. New, fuel efficient long range aircraft such as the Boeing 787 Dreamliner and the
Airbus A350 XWB. The combination of Open Skies and the 787 has opened
many new city pairs in California including:
a. Norwegian Long Haul- LAX to Copenhagen, Denmark; Stockholm,
Sweden; and Oslo, Norway; Oakland to Stockholm and Oslo
b. All Nippon Airways- San Jose to Tokyo-Narita, Japan
c. Japan Airlines- San Diego to Tokyo-Narita, Japan
d. Hainan Airlines- LAX to Changsha, China and San Jose to Beijing, China
e. British Airways- San Jose to London Heathrow
3. Possible effects of FAA redesign of Southern California’s airspace
4. Possible effects of implementation of Next Generation Air Traffic Control System
“NextGen”.
Comments on Exhibit 1- Southern California Regional Aviation Assets (PDF page 4).
Please use a different symbol for commercial airline capable airports that presently do not
have commercial airline service. This would include Oxnard (OXR), Palmdale (PMD),
Riverside/March Inland Port (RIV), San Bernardino (SBD) and Victorville/Southern
California Logistics Airport (VCV).
Comments on Airport Profiles, page 5 (PDF page 7). LA/Ontario International Airport.
The transfer of Ontario International Airport (ONT) from Los Angeles World Airports
(LAWA) to the Ontario International Airport Authority (OIAA) should be noted here.
Comments on Airport Profiles, page 6 (PDF page 8). Long Beach Airport. JetBlue
began operations from LGB in 2001. The City of Long Beach recently raised the number
of daily commercial flights allowed from 41 to 50. This Appendix should reflect the
updated number in the text and in capacity calculations.
Comments on Airport Profiles, page 7 (PDF page 9), Imperial County Airport. SeaPort
Airlines discontinued all service in California on January 15, 2016.
Comments on Airport Profiles, no page number. Missing commercial airports. Although
these airports do not have commercial passenger and/or cargo service at the present time,
profiles should be included for these airports: Oxnard, Palmdale, Riverside/March Inland
Port, San Bernardino and Victorville/Southern California Logistics Airport.
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Comments on Page 9 (PDF page 11):
1. Overlapping catchment areas. Please provide a map of the commercial airport
catchment areas in Southern California (including Kern, San Diego and Santa
Barbara Counties).
2. Inclusion of San Diego, Carlsbad and Santa Barbara airports. We agree with the
inclusion of these airports into the SCAG aviation forecast. Additional areas that
need to be added include Bakersfield, Mojave and Inyo Kern airports.
Bakersfield has had limited air service and a private bus service from Bakersfield
to LAX has been operational for decades. The model should also include Tijuana
International Airport, especially since the new Cross Border Xpress bridge has
opened. Fares from Tijuana for flights within Mexico and to Central and South
America can be less expensive than from U.S. airports. Additionally, SCAG
needs to break out the numbers for each of these airports listed above.
Comments on Page 10:
1. The model does not appear to include increased utilization of alternatives to
commercial airlines such as charter (e.g. Clay Lacy, JetSuite), fractional
ownership (e.g. NetJets, Citation Shares) and membership plans (e.g. Surf Air).
Private air transportation providers gained popularity after 9/11 for passengers
wanting to avoid the hassle of commercial airport security and the convenience of
business aircraft travel. Some of these business aircraft service providers fly into
and out of some of the same airports as commercial airlines- e.g. Burbank, Long
Beach and Santa Ana/John Wayne.
Comments on Page 12:
1. Combination of Canada and Greenland. We are mystified at this combination.
While geographically Canada and Greenland are nearby, they are economically
and politically an ocean apart. Greenland is an autonomous territory of the
Kingdom of Denmark. The only flights to and from Greenland are to Denmark,
Germany and Iceland.
Comments on Page 14:
1. Mexico/Central America/Caribbean O&D Market. How did was the evaluation
the Caribbean O&D market conducted? Was Cuba included? Considering there
are very few non-stop flights from SCAG area airports to the Caribbean, did the
model consider one-stop or transfer flights to the Caribbean? Connecting airports
should include Miami, Fort Lauderdale, Atlanta, Houston and Dallas/Fort Worth.
Comments on Page 15:
1. South America O&D Market. How did was the evaluation the South America
O&D market conducted? Considering there are very few non-stop flights from
SCAG area airports to South America, did the model consider one-stop or transfer
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flights to the South America? In addition to Mexico City, Mexico; San Jose,
Costa Rica and Panama City, Panama, connecting airports should include Bogata,
Columbia; Lima, Peru; Miami, Fort Lauderdale, Atlanta, Houston and Dallas/Fort
Worth.
Comments on Page 16:
1. Trans-Atlantic O&D Market. How did was the evaluation the Trans-Atlantic
O&D market conducted? While the number of non-stop flights from the SCAG
area airports to Trans-Atlantic has increased with “Open Skies” bilateral aviation
agreement and new fuel efficient long-range aircraft such as the Boeing 787
Dreamliner and Airbus A350 XWB , did the model consider one-stop or transfer
flights over the Atlantic? The chart below shows potential traffic flows. Choices
for these routing may depend on schedules (one-stop from West Coast offers
earlier arrival in Europe than non-stop) fares and seating availability (sometimes
affect frequent flyer redemptions).
Connection

Air
Canada

Atlanta
Chicago
Dallas/Fort Worth
Detroit
Houston
Miami
Minneapolis
Newark
New York JFK
Philadelphia
Salt Lake City
San Francisco
Seattle
Toronto
X
Vancouver
X

American

Delta

X
X

United

JetBlue

X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X

X

X

X
X
X

Comments on Page 18:
1. Average growth forecast used. We agree with the 1.6 growth rate used for the air
traffic model. Between the start of the “Jet Age” in October 1958 and up to 9/11,
historically, world air traffic doubled every 20 years. Half of the world’s air
traffic is in the United States. Since 9/11, we have seen dramatic change in the
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airline industry through consolidation and “right sizing” of aircraft to routes. U.S.
airlines are now primarily focused on profits instead of market share.
2. Air Traffic Allocation Model. Price (air fare cost) is a major factor that is missing
from this model. Passengers who live close to Burbank, Ontario and John Wayne
airports are sometimes faced with significant fare differences between their home
airport and LAX. In some cases, the fare difference is so great that it is
worthwhile for the passenger to drive and park his car at or near LAX and still
have money leftover for which he may have spent on flying out of his local
airport. If airfare prices were similar at each SCAG airport (“co-terminal”
pricing), then the problem of leakage of some passengers to LAX, and the
attendant ground traffic congestion, could be reduced.
Comments on Page 19:
1. Airfield and Terminal Capacities. Please provide us with the data and
calculations used each of the four airports listed here: Burbank, LAX, Long Beach
and John Wayne. Data sought is airfield configuration used, number of gates and
gate sizes, aircraft selection, aircraft engine assignment (critical for air quality
evaluations), etc. We ask that the 2009 LAX Design Day Flight Schedule
(DDFS) not be used here. The DDFS excluded the Airbus A330 and Boeing 717
aircraft from the 2009 and 2025 baselines and overestimated the Boeing 767 for
2025 which the airlines are now retiring in favoring of narrowbody aircraft such
as the Airbus A321 and Boeing 737-900ER.
Comments on Page 20:
1. Los Angeles International Airport. The current north airfield separation of 700
feet meets current FAA standards for parallel runway separation (FAA Advisory
Circular 150/5300-13A, Section 316)
2. LAX capacity. Please provide the backup materials and calculations for the LAX
capacity described in the second column. The Petitioners (ARSAC and cities of
El Segundo, et al) are seeking to extend the 153 gate cap and 78.9 MAP limit at
LAX through the year 2040.
3. Long Beach Airport. Please update the daily commercial flight limit from 41 to
50.
Comments on Page 21:
1. Table 2. For LAX, please add, “Stipulated Settlement Agreement of 153 gates and
78.9 MAP limit” to the Source of Constraint column.
2. Forecast Air Passenger Allocation Scenarios. Please provide the data and
calculations for the unconstrained and constrained scenarios.
Comments on Page 22:
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1. Airport Ground Access. As with page 18 comments, the price factor is missing in
this discussion.
2. We challenge the use of “ranges” in Table 3 for LAX, ONT, PMD and SBD.
Courts have held that the purpose of Environmental Impact Reports are supposed
to be informational documents for the public and for decision makers. The use of
ranges appears to be disingenuous to the public, especially when SCAG staff
confirmed that the higher MAP numbers will be used for the regional air quality
model.
3. We should also point out that it is nonsensical that the overall 136.2 MAP 2040
forecast would be the same for all four of the scenarios shown on page 22,
particularly between the adopted scenario that respects airport capacity
constraints, and the unconstrained scenario. Past RADAM modeling done by
SCAG realistically reduced overall demand served in constrained scenarios (i.e.
puts unserved demand in a "latent demand" category) since not all passengers that
cannot be served by a nearby constrained airport would be expected to drive to
other airports, and some would simply chose not to fly. Unconstrained airport
systems would always be expected to serve the highest levels of demand.
SCAG's demand allocations apparently went through an artificial and arbitrary
exercise to keep the demand totals the same for all four scenarios, such as by
arbitrarily eliminating service at some airports in the unconstrained scenario.
Comments on Page 23:
1. Burbank Airport (BUR). Please add in wording concerning the California High
Speed Authority’s plan to have a station at BUR.
Comments on Page 24:
1. Burbank Airport (BUR). Please add in wording concerning the California High
Speed Authority’s plan to have a station at BUR.
Comments on Page 25:
1. Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) FlyAway bus service. Please update
this sentence to: LAWA operates LAX FlyAway, which provides non-stop bus
service between each of the LAX terminals and seven locations: Van Nuys
Airport, Union Station, Westwood, Hollywood, Santa Monica, Orange Line and
Long Beach. Pursuant to the LAX Master Plan Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
Air Quality Commitment 3 (MM-AQ3), LAX is supposed to have 8 additional
sites operational (not including Van Nuys) by the end of 2015. This is a
requirement before a building permit can be issued for the Intermodal
Transportation Facility (ITF).
2. LAX bus service. Add in Bakersfield after Ventura County.
3. Transportation Networking Companies (TNC’s). Add a sentence to end of the
second to last paragraph, “In December 2015, LAX permitted TNC operators
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such as Lyft and Uber to pick-up and drop-off passengers at designated points on
the Departures area on the upper level roadway.”
Comments on Page 26:
1. Recently Completed Ground Access Projects. After Hollywood, add in Orange
Line and Long Beach.
Comments on Page 28:
1. Ontario International Airport. The transfer of Ontario International Airport
(ONT) from Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA) to the Ontario International
Airport Authority (OIAA) should be noted here.
2. Please add in wording concerning the California High Speed Authority’s plan to
have a station at ONT.
Comments on Page 30:
1. Palmdale Regional Airport (PMD). Please add in wording that the Palmdale
Airport Authority has a lease with the US Air Force for use of Air Force Plant
42’s two 12,000 foot runways and a 60-acre leasehold with a passenger terminal
for use as Palmdale Regional Airport. Also, Los Angeles World Airports
(LAWA) owns 17,750 acres to the east and south of Plant 42 for a future airport.
Some of the land is leased for farming, a golf course, the NASA Dryden facility
and a factory that supplies railcars for Metro.
Comments on Page 33:
1. San Bernardino International Airport (SBD). Add in a sentence that SBD has a
passenger terminal with X passenger gates and Federal Inspection Service
(Immigration, Customs, etc.) facilities. Also add in a sentence that SBD has
Maintenance, Repair and Overhaul (MRO) facilities and is home to San
Bernardino’s Sheriff’s Office air unit and US Forest Service air resources.
Comments on Page 35:
1. Southern California Logistics Airport (VCV). In the last sentence, change
Oxnard Airport to Southern California Logistics Airport.
2. Technical and Policy Committee Review. ARSAC commends SCAG for
reaching out to commercial airport operators to solicit their input on future
passenger growth at their respective airports. ARSAC remains concerned that the
data and calculations used for projecting future LAX passenger growth have been
hidden. ARSAC requests release of that data and calculations.
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE APPENDIX
Comments on page 154, Aviation Noise Impacts
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1. In Table 83- 2016-2040 RTP/SCS Aviation Plan and Scenario, there are issues
here with the baselines for John Wayne and LAX. Where did these numbers
come from? SNA has a legal constraint of 12.5 MAP and should not be given a
higher number. Where did the 100.7 MAP come from for LAX?
2. Why are the other tables for airport forecasts not consistent throughout the RTP
and PEIR?
We are happy to answer any questions. Please do not hesitate to contact us.
Sincerely,

Denny Schneider
President

Robert Acherman
Vice President

cc: Hon. Eric Garcetti, Mayor, City of Los Angeles
Hon. Mike Bonin, Los Angeles City Councilman, 11th District
Hon. Alan Wapner, Ontario City Councilman
Hon. Maxine Waters, Member of Congress
Hasan Ikharti, SCAG Executive Director
Ryan Hall, SCAG Aviation Program Manager
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February 1, 2016
Dear Southern California Association of Governments,
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) 2016 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Community
Strategy (SCS) and the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). Following the release
of the 2012 RTP/SCS, Friends of Harbors, Beaches and Parks (FHBP) coordinated a crosscounty regional conservation coalition focused on the inclusion of natural lands mitigation
and policies within that SCAG plan. Our organization, the Banning Ranch Conservancy, is
now a part of this growing coalition in 2016.
The Banning Ranch Conservancy works in Orange County and has since 2008. Our mission
is to preserve the entire 400 acre Banning Ranch as open space. We have had important
successes since our inception including cessation of excessive unpermitted mowing of
coastal sage scrub on the Banning Ranch mesa.
The 2012 RTP/SCS provided an important stepping stone for the 2016 Plan. In previous
Plans, natural lands and farmlands were handled under the banner of “land use.” In this
new Plan, however, they are their own category. This is a great milestone in conservation
planning for the region and SCAG. Additionally, the creation of a Natural and Farmlands
Appendix provides important opportunities for SCAG that shouldn’t be overlooked. We
believe the opportunity before you isn’t to “plan for” the future of open space in the
region—as that’s what you’ve been doing since the 2012 Plan. Instead, we believe SCAG
can now start “implementing” a regional conservation program. We strongly urge SCAG to
take a more serious leadership role by actively seeking funding to implement conservation
efforts by partnering with agencies, transportation commissions and non-profits to see
that the Plan created in 2012 comes to fruition through the 2016 Plan. The One Bay Area
Grant Program in Northern California is a program that we believe can be replicated in
Southern California. We and other coalition members would gladly assist with this
implementation effort.

P. O. Box 15333
Newport Beach,
CA 92659-5333
(310) 961-7610

www.banningranchconservancy.org
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We’ve reviewed the RTP/SCS and PEIR and offer the following comments and
suggestions for inclusion in the Plan with the intent to clarify/strengthen the language,
as well as link the goals of the RTP and SCAG’s mission with the Natural and Farmland
policies.
SCAG’s Support of Regional Wildlife Corridors The current federal transportation
bill, FAST Act, supports understanding transportation impacts on natural
resources. The previous bill, MAP-21, supported restoring and maintaining
environmental functions (i.e., wildlife corridors) affected by the infrastructure
projects in the RTP. SCAG has even supported efforts in Los Angeles County to
create a wildlife corridor over the 101 Freeway. Many efforts are underway
across the region to connect landscapes to one another. This is very important
to the region and its biodiversity. Wildlife corridors allow species to migrate and
forage and expand genetic diversity. These corridors also allow ecosystems to
maintain ecological functions, act as sources for repopulation after natural
disasters such as fire, flood or landslide, and improve the resiliency in the face of
climate change impacts. The Plan would be stronger if it supported the
enhancement of and/or protection of documented and regionally significant
wildlife corridors, especially those that are impacted by infrastructure projects.
Conclusion
Thank you for reviewing our comments and we look forward to working with SCAG on
the implementation of this Plan, especially as it relates to the Natural and Farmlands
Appendix. Should you need to contact me, I can be reached at 714-719-2148. In
addition, we request to be included on any notifications (electronic or otherwise) about
this policy’s creation and implementation, please send information to
terrymwelsh@hotmail.com
Sincerely,

Terry Welsh, M.D.
President, Banning Ranch Conservancy

P. O. Box 15333
Newport Beach,
CA 92659-5333
(310) 961-7610

www.banningranchconservancy.org
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January 27, 2016
Attn: Courtney Aguirre
Southern California Association of Governments
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017
Re:

BASPOA Comments on Draft 2016 RTP/SCS, particularly
opposition to the Sepulveda Tunnel Reversible Lane Project (RTP ID
LA996425 from RTP/SCS Project List Appendix Table 2, page 124 and
PEIR Appendix B Table 1, page 18)

Dear SCAG Regional Council:
I am writing on behalf of Bel Air Skycrest Property Owners' Association (BASPOA)
regarding the proposed Sepulveda Tunnel Reversible Lane project. My community
travels the Sepulveda Pass on a daily basis, and we strongly oppose this project, which
pre-dates and has now been made obsolete by the I-405 Sepulveda Widening. To be
honest, we were all quite shocked to see this antiquated proposal show up on the 2016
Draft RTP/SCS Project List, given that northbound traffic problems in the Pass have
been resolved by the I-405 Widening Project.
We urge that the reversible lane proposal be dropped.
At the same time we agree with the Sherman Oaks Homeowners Association (SOHA)
that the big problem involving the Sepulveda Corridor is not the tunnel itself but the lack
of rapid transit between the Valley and LA proper, and that more energies must be
directed, without delay, to finding a viable north-south rapid transit solution for the
City of Los Angeles, one that will take Valley dwellers to LAX, jobs, and more, while
relieving traffic on the 405 and Sepulveda.
Respectfully,

Lois Becker
Lois Becker, Community Liaison / Bel Air Skycrest Property Owners' Association
cc: the Honorable Mike Bonin, CD-11; the Honorable Paul Koretz, CD-5; Supervisor
Sheila Kuehl; Senator Ben Allen, 26th District: Assemblymember Richard Bloom
encl: corresponding MSWord doc
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) 2016 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable
Community Strategy (SCS) and the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR).
Following the release of the 2012 RTP/SCS, Friends of Harbors, Beaches and Parks
(FHBP) coordinated a cross-county regional conservation coalition focused on the
inclusion of natural lands mitigation and policies within that SCAG plan. Our
organization, the Bolsa Chica Land Trust is now a part of this growing coalition in
2016.
The Bolsa Chica Land Trust was formed in 1992 in Huntington Beach, Orange County,
with the mission of the acquisition, preservation and restoration of all of Bolsa Chica
and to educate the public as to Bolsa Chica’s natural wonders and cultural significance.
Today, more than 5,000 members of BCLT actively support these efforts and BCLT’s
projects and programs. We have had important successes since our inception and
today, the Bolsa Chica Ecological Reserve spans over 1,200 acres, is home to many
protected species and habitats, and sees more than 40,000 visitors each year.
The 2012 RTP/SCS provided an important stepping stone for the 2016 Plan. In
previous Plans, natural lands and farmlands were handled under the banner of “land
use.” In this new Plan, however, they are their own category. This is a great milestone
in conservation planning for the region and SCAG. Additionally, the creation of a
Natural and Farmlands Appendix provides important opportunities for SCAG that
shouldn’t be overlooked. We believe the opportunity before you isn’t to “plan for” the
future of open space in the region—as that’s what you’ve been doing since the 2012
Plan. Instead, we believe SCAG can now start “implementing” a regional conservation
program. We strongly urge SCAG to take a more serious leadership role by
actively seeking funding to implement conservation efforts by partnering with
agencies, transportation commissions and non-profits to see that the Plan created in
2012 comes to fruition through the 2016 Plan. The One Bay Area Grant Program in
Northern California is a program that we believe can be replicated in Southern
California. We and other coalition members would gladly assist with this
implementation effort.

5200 Warner Avenue - Suite 108 - Huntington Beach, CA 92649 - (714) 846-1001
www.bolsachicalandtrust.org
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We’ve reviewed the RTP/SCS and PEIR and offer the following comments and suggestions for inclusion in the
Plan with the intent to clarify/strengthen the language, as well as link the goals of the RTP and SCAG’s mission
with the Natural and Farmland policies.
Congratulations
We are pleased to see an Appendix devoted directly to natural and farmlands protection in the 2016 Plan. We
are glad that the Plan contains specific strategies addressing natural land and farmlands issues. This is certainly
a step in the right direction. The culmination of the work from the last RTP/SCS is clearly visible in this Draft
Plan. SCAG has demonstrated that Metropolitan Planning Organizations can play a vital, thoughtful and
science-based role in mitigating impacts to our natural environment from transportation, infrastructure and other
development projects. By incorporating natural and farmlands protection strategies into your policy document,
we believe the many benefits of this broad-based conservation approach will be realized sooner than expected.
Thank you for your leadership.
Amendments to the Open Space Maps in the PEIR
Maps contained within the PEIR, RTP, SCS and Appendix should be internally consistent and they are not. For
example, each map that shows “open space” or “protected lands” should be using the same base dataset but they
do not. The 2012 Plan resulted in the creation of SCAG’s very own geographic information systems (GIS)
dataset: the Natural Resource Inventory. It is more accurate than what is in the document now and it has been
vetted by numerous organizations. That’s why it is surprising to see that so few of SCAG’s own GIS layers
were actually used in the documents’ maps. We urge SCAG to honor its own work and that of its partner
organizations by using this dataset as the basis for natural and farmland mapping. Let’s move forward with the
same baseline information.
Identify a Conservation Mechanism for the Natural and Farmlands Preservation
Our organization supports the idea that as new growth occurs it should focus on the existing infill areas. This is
consistent with the finding in the SCAG surveys where respondents preferred to see existing urban areas built
upon before greenfields are targeted for development, especially those at the Wildland-Urban Interface. When
developments are built in infill areas, it likely relieves pressure from the fringe. However, the Plan fails to
outline exactly how (or with what mechanism) these fringe lands (or any lands) will actually be protected. Just
because the pressure is relieved doesn’t mean the land then automatically becomes protected. Numerous
organizations, ours included, focus their work on preservation of important habitat lands. A lot of time, energy,
political will, strategy and other efforts combine to create a successful conservation transaction that leads to
permanently conserved lands. SCAG must identify the mechanism, process or plan on how the greenfield lands
will be protected.
Formal Versus Informal Conservation Plans—All Are Important
SCAG focused many sections of the document on formal conservation plans, in the form of Natural Community
Conservation Plans and Habitat Conservation Plans (NCCP/HCP), as the conservation method most identified
by the agency. It is important to note that NCCP/HCP programs are only one conservation mechanism and they
have limitations. For example, they are voluntary, property owner driven and generally only apply to larger land
ownerships. Efforts underway by local, regional, state and federal agencies outside of these formal plans should
not be discounted and must be included. Furthermore, many conservation organizations help facilitate,
coordinate and find funding for land conservation transactions. We believe the conservation approach
promoted by SCAG should include all of the ways land is protected, including those less regulated methods of
conservation outside of NCCP/HCP programs.

5200 Warner Avenue - Suite 108 - Huntington Beach, CA 92649 - (714) 846-1001
www.bolsachicalandtrust.org
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Population Growth Impacts to Existing and Future Parklands
The Plan outlines that the region anticipates an additional 3.8 million people by 2040 providing increased
pressure on our existing parkland. Studies document that many communities in the Southern California region
already do not have enough parkland as outlined by the Quimby Act (three acres per 1,000 residents).
Throughout the document, the Plan promotes providing more access to these existing parks as infill projects are
built, but nowhere does it state how additional parks will be created. The mechanism is missing. More
importantly, these city parks are fundamentally different than habitat-focused parks. Usually city and regional
parks include high intensity recreation oriented activities, like soccer and baseball fields, and are turfed. The
types of land acquired as mitigation or through local conservation efforts typically are focused on preservation
of natural habitat and less intensive uses (birding, hiking, etc.). In fact, many of these mitigation lands have
limited or managed public access. Providing “more” access to either high or low intensity parks and/or habitat
lands may have significant consequences for the land manager. The document needs to address the impacts to
local parks with increased access from expanding populations. The document also needs to address how
additional lands will be protected, i.e., what mechanism will be used?
SCAG’s Support of Regional Wildlife Corridors
The current federal transportation bill, FAST Act, supports understanding transportation impacts on natural
resources. The previous bill, MAP-21, supported restoring and maintaining environmental functions (i.e.,
wildlife corridors) affected by the infrastructure projects in the RTP. SCAG has even supported efforts in Los
Angeles County to create a wildlife corridor over the 101 Freeway. Many efforts are underway across the
region to connect landscapes to one another. This is very important to the region and its biodiversity. Wildlife
corridors allow species to migrate and forage and expand genetic diversity. These corridors also allow
ecosystems to maintain ecological functions, act as sources for repopulation after natural disasters such as fire,
flood or landslide, and improve the resiliency in the face of climate change impacts. The Plan would be stronger
if it supported the enhancement of and/or protection of documented and regionally significant wildlife corridors,
especially those that are impacted by infrastructure projects.
Conclusion
Thank you for reviewing our comments and we look forward to working with SCAG on the implementation of
this Plan, especially as it relates to the Natural and Farmlands Appendix. Should you need to contact me, I can
be reached at (714) 846-1001. In addition, we request to be included on any notifications (electronic or
otherwise) about this policy’s creation and implementation, please send information to Kim@BCLandTrust.org.
Best regards,

Kim Kolpin
Executive Director

5200 Warner Avenue - Suite 108 - Huntington Beach, CA 92649 - (714) 846-1001
www.bolsachicalandtrust.org
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BIASC supports SCAG’s commitment to advance the adoption of the RTP/SCS Growth Forecast at the
jurisdictional level as demonstrated in the Preferred Scenario. Additionally, BIASC is opposed to the
Alternative #3 Plan as analyzed in the DEIR on the premise that this “intensified” plan would, by
design, negatively impact the existing built landscape region wide, potentially forcing jurisdictions to
adopt land use and planning policies in conflict with their respective communities needs and individual
character, in order to stay consistent with the 2016 RTP/SCS intensified scenario. It is also noted that
the intensified scenario may not include all technical corrections to the growth forecasts for all
counties.

Additionally, BIASC has worked closely with SCAG staff to insure the inclusion of identified
development agreements and entitlements region wide were included in the preferred scenario and
reflected in the resulting Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) mapping. BIASC must note, however, that some
jurisdictions like Orange County expended greater time and resources to reconciling existing
entitlements with SCAG modeling outcomes than others, and therefore are likely to have a higher
degree of over‐all accuracy than other counties. BIASC requests that any entitlements which may have
not been captured through the extensive vetting process by SCAG, be included in the future as they
might be identified.

BIASC sees this current iteration of the RTP/SCS as measured and reflective of both the progress made
to date by the 2012 Plan and the current economic, technological and funding constraints that exist
presently and will affect the implementation of this current RTP/SCS updated plan. Funding
opportunities and strategies will continue to be a significant challenge in implementing the 2016
RTP/SCS update, and adherence to sound economic impact analysis will be crucial to assuring the Plan
contributes to the continuing California economic recovery.

Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR):
500’ Buffer Commitment‐ The research and HRA analysis around this issue is well known and
acknowledged as a significant public health concern. However, considering the pace at which fleet
change, alternative fuels and cleaner technology options have been entering the market place, the
adoption of this buffering strategy does not make sense from a long‐term planning perspective, and is
clearly in conflict with the greater goals of advancing creation of High Quality Transit Areas (HQTA) and
VMT reductions. The plan has numerous references to prohibiting certain uses (including residential
and mixed use) within 500 feet of a major transportation corridor (like a freeway). This language
should be eliminated or at least made more flexible; and it should be indicated that additional study is
pending by air quality agencies and SCAG. Also, if any such references remain, they should specify that

Comments on the Draft 2016-2040 RTP/SCS
February 1, 2016
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any buffer is measured from the edge of travel lanes and not the edge of a right of way. Precluding
development within 500 feet takes a massive amount of land out of play where transit‐oriented,
affordable housing might well be built. Furthermore, precluding development in these areas is directly
contrary to the primary objective of SB 375, which is to locate housing near job centers within
previously urbanized areas.
Lastly, community design and development would be hampered by imposition of this 500’ buffer along
roadways, potentially making some desirable projects less economically feasible or infeasible.

Mitigation Measures:
One of BIASC’s early concerns with the 2012 RTP/SCS DEIR was the over‐all quantity and level of
intended prescriptiveness of the mitigation measures contained in the first draft of the DEIR. Through
painstaking collaboration, a palatable and legally defensible compromise was arrived upon when a
new Appendix G was created to house these recommended voluntary mitigation measures for
jurisdictions to consider for project specific application. BIASC is satisfied with the comprehensive
language below, with the suggested addition underscored below.
(General Description and Legal Requirements‐ P.1‐11)

“SB 375 specifically provides that nothing in a SCS supersedes the land use authority of cities and
counties, and that cities and counties are not required to change their land use policies and
regulations, including their general plans, to be consistent with the SCS or an alternative planning
strategy (Government Code Section 65080(b)(2)(K)). Moreover, cities and counties have plenary
authority to regulate land use through their police powers granted by the California Constitution, art.
XI, §7, and under several statutes, including the local planning law (Government Code Sections 65100–
65763), the zoning law (Government Code Sections 65800–65912), and the Subdivision Map Act
(Government Code Sections 66410–66499.37). As such, SCAG has no concurrent authority/jurisdiction
to implement mitigation related to land use plans and projects that implement the RTP/SCS. With
respect to the transportation projects in the RTP/SCS, these projects are to be implemented by
Caltrans, county transportation commissions, local transit agencies, and local governments (i.e., cities
and counties), and not SCAG. SCAG also has no authority/jurisdiction to require these agencies to
implement project specific mitigation measures”. The Project Level Mitigation Measures are provided
as suggested approaches to help jurisdictions and project proponents achieve the collective goal of
mitigating impacts at the project level. These are not intended to be exclusive nor prescriptive in
nature or application.

Comments on the Draft 2016-2040 RTP/SCS
February 1, 2016
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BIASC notes that several mitigation measures cite compliance with existing California regulatory law.
This is unnecessary and duplicative as it is already assumed that existing law will be adhered to as a
matter of practice by lead agencies and project stakeholders.

Funding (Long‐term): (P.128)
The RTP/SCS Summary of Revenue Sources is very heavily dependent on tax and fee increases,
including new politically sensitive and untested user based programs like a proposed VMT tax which is
programmed to produce $124 Billion in revenue closer to the planning horizon, via a four cent per mile
fee. A second anticipated fee source is in County Development Impact Fees (DIF’s) projected to
provide upwards of $10 Billion. These are both a major “leaps of faith” on multiple fronts and can have
a dampening impact on both the affordability of housing and the viability of some already depressed
markets such as the Inland Empire. BIASC suggests that economic viability be highlighted again in this
section to include language acknowledging the absolute need for balanced approaches to increasing
taxes and fees, and the potential to negatively impact an already fragile California economy. It is
important to underscore the vital nature of job creation and affordability to spurring consumer
activity and the resulting tax revenue generation that is central to badly needed public sector
investment.

This is consistent with the RTP/SCS Goal #1, “Align the plan investments and policies with improving
regional economic development and competitiveness.”

Land Use Strategies: (P. ES‐9)
With regard to the guiding land use strategies, BIASC respectfully asks SCAG to consider the following
additions concerning SCAG’s basic litany:


Identify regional strategic areas for infill and investment, including policies that provide
incentives and avoid conflicts of purpose or intent;



Structure the plan on a three‐tiered system of centers development;



Develop “Complete Communities”; (Please define Complete Communities)



Develop nodes on a corridor;



Plan for additional housing and jobs near transit;



Plan for changing demand in types of housing and consumer preferences;



Continue to protect stable, existing single‐family areas;
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CalCIMA
Regional Office:
1029 J Street, Suite 420
3890 Orange Street, #167
Sacramento, CA 95814
Riverside, CA 92501-9998
Phone: 916 554-1000
Phone: 951 941-7981
Fax: 916 554-1042
www.calcima.org www.distancematters.org

February 1, 2016

Draft 2016 RTP/SCS Comments
Attn: Courtney Aguirre
Southern California Association of Governments
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Re:

Comments - Draft 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities
Strategy, and Program Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms. Aguirre,
California Construction & Industrial Materials Association (CalCIMA) appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the draft 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) / Sustainable Communities
Strategy (SCS), and Program Environmental Impact Report (PIER). The RTP/SCS is a long-range
transportation plan that provides for a vision for regional transportation investments over a 20-year
period. The RTP/SCS is updated every four years to reflect changes to the transportation network, the
most recent planning assumptions, economic trends, and population and jobs growth forecasts. The
2016 RTP/SCS would occur primarily in a six-county region that includes the counties of Imperial,
Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura, and in 191 cities and 15 subregional
entities within these counties.
CalCIMA is a statewide trade association representing construction and industrial material producers
in California. Our members supply the minerals that build our state’s infrastructure, including public
roads, rail, and water projects; help build our homes, schools and hospitals; assist in growing crops
and feeding livestock; and play a key role in manufacturing wallboard, roofing shingles, paint, low
energy light bulbs, and battery technology for electric cars and windmills.
Current and future extraction of the diverse mineral resources present within the SCAG region, while
minimizing impacts of this use on the public and the environment, is important to the region’s
economy and success of the regional transportation projects detailed within the 2016 RTP/SCS.
Protecting access to areas that contain valuable minerals is critical to the SCAG region to allow
continued prosperity and reduce environmental impacts from aggregates used within the region.
Currently, the region receives about 1 million tons per year of aggregates by barge from Canada and
a large portion of aggregates are imported from adjacent regions resulting in increased environmental
impacts from greater transport distances as compared to aggregate sources located within the SCAG
region.

CalCIMA appreciates the 2016 RTP/SCS providing a regional vision and pragmatic foundation for
the six counties and 191 cities within its’ region to facilitate general plans which are required to
CalCIMA Comments - Page 1 of 6
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identify significant mineral resource areas and apply appropriate land use designations to ensure their
future availability. In order to further supplement the 2016 RTP/SCS, CalCIMA has drafted the
following comments and recommendations for your review and consideration pursuant to our
stakeholder’s interest as it relates to mineral resources and the regional economy.

RTP/SCS
The Road to Greater Mobility & Sustainable Growth – 2016 RTP/SCS Environmental
Mitigation – Mineral Resources
CalCIMA is encouraged by SCAG’s proposed endeavor to coordinate with the Department of
Conservation (DOC) and California Geological Survey (CGS) to maintain a data base of available
mineral resources in the SCAG region including permitted and unpermitted aggregate resources, and
the anticipated 50-year demand for aggregate and other mineral resources. As detailed in this section,
SCAG plans to work with local agencies on strategies to address anticipated demand and avoid
transport of materials long distances from locations outside the SCAG region, including identification
of ways to encourage and increase recycling to reduce demand for aggregate. CalCIMA appreciates
that industry will be included in the strategizing phase of this endeavor to provide perspective related
to identification of ways to encourage and increase recycling of aggregate.

PIER
3.12 Mineral Resources – Definitions.
In the ‘Definitions’ section, we recommend that the terms ‘non-permitted,’ ‘unpermitted,’ and
‘known mineral resource,’ be added. Adding these terms to the existing list of definitions will allow
readers to become familiar with the terms prior to review of related text. The following definitions
are recommended for inclusion:
 Non-permitted and unpermitted aggregate: Deposits that may meet specifications for
construction aggregate, are recoverable with existing technology, have no land
overlying them that is incompatible with mining, and currently are not permitted for
mining1.


Known mineral resource or identified resources: Resources whose location, grade,
quality, and quantity are known or estimated from specific geologic evidence.
Identified resources include economic, marginally economic, and sub-economic
components. To reflect varying degrees of geologic certainty, these economic
divisions can be subdivided into measured, indicated, and inferred2.

3.12.2 Existing Conditions – Regionally Important Mineral Resources.

1

Southern California Association of Governments. (Retrieved in January 2016). Program Environmental Impact Report –
Mineral Resources – 3.12-4.
2
Department of Conservation. (Retrieved in January 2016). California Surface Mining and Reclamation Policies and
Procedures – Guidelines for Classification and Designation of Mineral Lands. Retrieved from:
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/smgb/guidelines/documents/classdesig.pdf
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In order to provide regional perspective related to converted land uses that may become incompatible
with mining in correlation with the proposed RTP/SCS projects, in this section we recommend
inclusion of a map that outlines both the identified mineral resource zones (MRZs) and the proposed
RTP projects.
Table 3.12.2-1: Permitted Aggregate Resources and 50-Year Demand in the SCAG Region.
This table shows that just under one-third of the projected 50-year demand is currently permitted in
the SCAG region exclusive of mines in Imperial County. Discussion following this table extrapolates
that CGS estimates that there are up to 74 billion tons of nonpermitted resources state-wide, and that
there is an estimated excess of 37 million tons of nonpermitted resources in the region. While the
estimated amount of nonpermitted resources is large, access to these resources may be limited due to
social, environmental, or economic factors. In this section we recommend inclusion of a map that
clarifies the proposed RTP/SCS project locations in correlation with MRZs that are identified as
permitted or nonpermitted, and urban or environmentally sensitive areas in order to illuminate
mineral resources that may or may not be sufficiently located from potential markets which can
impact economic viability.
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) has created an overlay map showing mine
locations, documents MRZs, and the relative scarcity of locations where aggregates could be mined
in comparison to the total area where aggregate resources exist. This information is located within the
application section of SANDAG’s ‘2050 RTP/SCS Final Environmental Impact Report3.’
IMPACT MIN-1(a)(1): Potential to result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state.
Please reference comments made pursuant to the RTP/SCS section ‘The Road to Greater Mobility &
Sustainable Growth – 2016 RTP/SCS Environmental Mitigation – Mineral Resources’
IMPACT MIN-1(a)(1): Potential to result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state.
CalCIMA is encouraged by SCAG’s proposed endeavor to facilitate, encourage, and coordinate with
local jurisdictions to review, identify, and update aggregate and mineral resources in their
jurisdictions through cooperation, information sharing, and regional development as part of SCAG’s
ongoing regional planning efforts such as web-based planning tools for local government including
CA Lots, and other GIS tools and data services, including but not limited to, Map Gallery, GIS
library, and GIS applications, and direct technical assistance efforts such as Compass Blueprint’s
Toolbox Tuesday Training series and sharing of associated online training materials. This proposed
endeavor will provide cities and counties with GIS resources that reflect regional information that
will be instrumental when general plans and infrastructure projects are being addressed. In parallel to
this proposed endeavor, the County of Los Angeles has incorporated language within their ‘General
Plan’ recognizing the regional importance of construction aggregates as well as the inclusion of
designated resources within SB 375 which states:

3

SANDAG. (October 2011). 2050 RTP/SCS Final Environmental Impact Report. Retrieved from:
http://www.sandag.org/uploads/2050RTP/F2050RTPEIR47.pdf
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It is also important to work with the State Mining and Geology Board and the State Geologist in the
permitting process, as well as to coordinate with different agencies to address mineral resources
within regional efforts. This includes the prioritization of Mineral Land Classifications efforts of MRZ3 and MRZ-4 lands adjacent to planned new or existing freight routes, or addressing mineral
resources in the Sustainability Communities Strategy, per SB 375.

Other comments regarding the PEIR
Pursuant to RTP/SCS modeling recommendations for regions that are nonattainment for ozone or
carbon monoxide, the ‘2010 California Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines’ compiled by the
California Transportation Commission (CTC) recommends that the largest of metropolitan planning
organizations incorporate goods movement and commodity flow analysis. Specifically, page 46 of
this document recognizes that “Freight models should be implemented in the short term commodity
flows models within a few years.” CalCIMA would like to encourage SCAG to implement this
modeling recommendation to educate decision makers and the public regarding how related various
options would potentially affect trip making, travel modes, vehicle miles traveled, land use plans, and
greenhouse gas (GHG) issues. More specifically within this RTP/SCS process, SCAG could analyze
the commodity flows of construction aggregate from the mineral facilities identified within the
RTP/SCS as current and future sites to the proposed transit infrastructure projects and development
areas proposed for growth as well as analyze the emissions of such commodity movement within the
RTP/SCS. The RTP/SCS projects which SCAG lists are the projects eligible for CTC funding and
absent being included within the RTP/SCS these projects could not be funded, a reasonably
foreseeable impact of the RTP/SCS is at a minimum the transportation emissions associated with
supplying materials for these projects. Consideration of these GHG emissions would enable the
projects to avoid additional analysis at the project level under California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) requirements.
This goes to say that SB 375, ‘Transportation planning: travel demand models: sustainable
communities strategy: environmental review,’ was signed by the Governor on September 30, 2008.
According to the Governor’s press release:
Senate Bill 375(Darrell Steinberg, D-Sacramento) requires the ARB to develop regional greenhouse
gas emission reduction targets to be achieved from the automobile and light truck sectors for 2020 and
2035. The 18 [metropolitan planning organizations] MPOs in California will prepare a "sustainable
communities strategy" to reduce the amount of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in their respective regions
and demonstrate the ability for the region to attain ARB's targets.




ARB would later determine if each region is on track to meet their targets.
Builders also would get relief from certain environmental reviews under California
Environmental Quality Act if they build projects consistent with the new sustainable
community strategies.
In addition, cities would get extra time -- eight years instead of five -- to update housing plans
required by the state4.

SB 375 is primarily concerned with automobile and light truck traffic, however the goal of reducing
GHGs covers all transportation sources based on the need for sustainable communities.

4

Office of Governor Schwarzenegger. (October 2008). Fact Sheet – Senate Bill 375: Redesigning Communities to
Reduce Greenhouse Gases. Retrieved from: https://www.mwcog.org/uploads/committeedocuments/bF5dXVhZ20081016085919.pdf.
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each transportation planning agency … shall prepare and adopt a regional transportation plan directed
at achieving a coordinated and balanced regional transportation system, including, but not limited to,
mass transportation, highway, railroad, maritime, bicycle, pedestrian, goods movement, and aviation
facilities and service5s. (Section 65080(a), underline added.)

The regional transportation plan is to be an internally consistent document and include a SCS.
The sustainable communities strategy shall …(v) gather and consider the best practically available
scientific information regarding resource areas and farmland in the region ….6

Resource areas include:
…areas of the state designated by the State Mining and Geology Board as areas of statewide or
regional significance pursuant to Section 2790 of the Public Resources Code, and lands under
Williamson Act contracts7.

SB 375 recognizes construction aggregate as a regionally significant resource that requires special
consideration in transportation and land use planning efforts. Lastly, MPOs:
..shall consider financial incentives for cities and counties that have resource areas8.

It is a shared goal to develop and adopt a RTP/SCS that represents the best in regional planning
developed collaboratively with local jurisdictions and stakeholders. CalCIMA looks forward to
working with SCAG to achieve our collective goals to encourage land use and growth patterns that
complement our transportation investment, and appreciate the consideration of our comments. If you
have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (951) 941-7981 or at
sseivright@calcima.org.

Sincerely,

Suzanne Seivright
Director of Local Government Affairs

5

Government Code. (Retrieved on January 2016). Title 7. Planning and Land Use [Section 65080(a)]. Retrieved from:
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=gov&group=65001-66000&file=65080-65086.5.
6
Government Code. (Retrieved on January 2016). Title 7. Planning and Land Use [Section 65080(b)(2)(B)(v)]. Retrieved
from: http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=gov&group=65001-66000&file=65080-65086.5.
7
Government Code. (Retrieved on January 2016). Title 7. Planning and Land Use [Section 65080.01(a)(4)]. Retrieved
from: http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=gov&group=65001-66000&file=65080-65086.5.
8
Government Code. (Retrieved on January 2016). Title 7. Planning and Land Use [Section 65080(b)(4)(C)]. Retrieved
from: http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=gov&group=65001-66000&file=65080-65086.5.
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February 1, 2016
Dear SCAG
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 2016
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS) and the Program Environmental
Impact Report (PEIR). Following the release of the 2012 RTP/SCS, Friends of Harbors, Beaches and Parks (FHBP)
coordinated a cross-county regional conservation coalition focused on the inclusion of natural lands mitigation and
policies within that SCAG plan. Our organization, California Cultural Resources Preservation Alliance (CCRPA), is now
a part of this growing coalition in 2016.
CCRPA works in Orange County and has since 1995. Our mission is to protect and preserve cultural resources. We
have had important successes since our inception including preservation of 100 acres of the Tomato Springs site in
Irvine.
The 2012 RTP/SCS provided an important stepping stone for the 2016 Plan. In previous Plans, natural lands and
farmlands were handled under the banner of “land use.” In this new Plan, however, they are their own category.
This is a great milestone in conservation planning for the region and SCAG. Additionally, the creation of a Natural
and Farmlands Appendix provides important opportunities for SCAG that shouldn’t be overlooked. We believe the
opportunity before you isn’t to “plan for” the future of open space in the region—as that’s what you’ve been doing
since the 2012 Plan. Instead, we believe SCAG can now start “implementing” a regional conservation program. We
strongly urge SCAG to take a more serious leadership role by actively seeking funding to implement
conservation efforts by partnering with agencies, transportation commissions and non-profits to see that the Plan
created in 2012 comes to fruition through the 2016 Plan. The One Bay Area Grant Program in Northern California is
a program that we believe can be replicated in Southern California. We and other coalition members would gladly
assist with this implementation effort.
We’ve reviewed the RTP/SCS and PEIR and offer the following comments and suggestions for inclusion in the Plan
with the intent to clarify/strengthen the language, as well as link the goals of the RTP and SCAG’s mission with the
Natural and Farmland policies.
Congratulations
We are pleased to see an Appendix devoted directly to natural and farmlands protection in the 2016 Plan. We are
glad that the Plan contains specific strategies addressing natural land and farmlands issues. We would like to see
more attention given to archaeological sites and other cultural properties. This is a step in the right direction,
however we would like to see more attention given to the protection of archaeological sites and other cultural
resources. The culmination of the work from the last RTP/SCS is clearly visible in this Draft Plan. SCAG has
demonstrated that Metropolitan Planning Organizations can play a vital, thoughtful and science-based role in
mitigating impacts to our natural environment from transportation, infrastructure and other development projects.
By incorporating natural, cultural, and farmlands protection strategies into your policy document, we believe the
many benefits of this broad-based conservation approach will be realized sooner than expected. Thank you for your
leadership.
Amendments to the Open Space Maps in the PEIR
Maps contained within the PEIR, RTP, SCS and Appendix should be internally consistent and they are not. For
example, each map that shows “open space” or “protected lands” should be using the same base dataset but they do
not. The 2012 Plan resulted in the creation of SCAG’s very own geographic information systems (GIS) dataset: the
Natural Resource Inventory. It is more accurate than what is in the document now and it has been vetted by
numerous organizations. That’s why it is surprising to see that so few of SCAG’s own GIS layers were actually used in
the documents’ maps. We urge SCAG to honor its own work and that of its partner organizations by using this
dataset as the basis for natural and farmland mapping. Let’s move forward with the same baseline information.
Identify a Conservation Mechanism for the Natural, Cultural and Farmlands Preservation
Our organization supports the idea that as new growth occurs it should focus on the existing infill areas. This is
consistent with the finding in the SCAG surveys where respondents preferred to see existing urban areas built upon
before greenfields are targeted for development, especially those at the Wildland-Urban Interface. When
developments are built in infill areas, it likely relieves pressure from the fringe. However, the Plan fails to outline
exactly how (or with what mechanism) these fringe lands (or any lands) will actually be protected. Just because the
pressure is relieved doesn’t mean the land then automatically becomes protected. Numerous organizations, ours
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included, focus their work on preservation of important habitat lands. A lot of time, energy, political will, strategy
and other efforts combine to create a successful conservation transaction that leads to permanently conserved lands.
SCAG must identify the mechanism, process or plan on how the greenfield lands will be protected.
Formal Versus Informal Conservation Plans—All Are Important
SCAG focused many sections of the document on formal conservation plans, in the form of Natural Community
Conservation Plans and Habitat Conservation Plans (NCCP/HCP), as the conservation method most identified by the
agency. It is important to note that NCCP/HCP programs are only one conservation mechanism and they have
limitations. For example, they are voluntary, property owner driven and generally only apply to larger land
ownerships. Efforts underway by local, regional, state and federal agencies outside of these formal plans should not
be discounted and must be included. Furthermore, many conservation organizations help facilitate, coordinate and
find funding for land conservation transactions. We believe the conservation approach promoted by SCAG should
include all of the ways land is protected, including those less regulated methods of conservation outside of NCCP/HCP
programs.
OPTION 5 PARAGRAPH: A Request to Better Align Increased Population and Park Access (DELETE THIS

HEADER)

Population Growth Impacts to Existing and Future Parklands
The Plan outlines that the region anticipates an additional 3.8 million people by 2040 providing increased pressure on
our existing parkland. Studies document that many communities in the Southern California region already do not
have enough parkland as outlined by the Quimby Act (three acres per 1,000 residents). Throughout the document,
the Plan promotes providing more access to these existing parks as infill projects are built, but nowhere does it state
how additional parks will be created. The mechanism is missing. More importantly, these city parks are
fundamentally different than habitat-focused parks. Usually city and regional parks include high intensity recreation
oriented activities, like soccer and baseball fields, and are turfed. The types of land acquired as mitigation or
through local conservation efforts typically are focused on preservation of natural habitat and less intensive uses
(birding, hiking, etc.). In fact, many of these mitigation lands have limited or managed public access. Providing
“more” access to either high or low intensity parks and/or habitat lands may have significant consequences for the
land manager. The document needs to address the impacts to local parks with increased access from expanding
populations. The document also needs to address how additional lands will be protected, i.e., what mechanism will
be used?
SCAG’s Support of Regional Wildlife Corridors
The current federal transportation bill, FAST Act, supports understanding transportation impacts on natural
resources. The previous bill, MAP-21, supported restoring and maintaining environmental functions (i.e., wildlife
corridors) affected by the infrastructure projects in the RTP. SCAG has even supported efforts in Los Angeles County
to create a wildlife corridor over the 101 Freeway. Many efforts are underway across the region to connect
landscapes to one another. This is very important to the region and its biodiversity. Wildlife corridors allow species
to migrate and forage and expand genetic diversity. These corridors also allow ecosystems to maintain ecological
functions, act as sources for repopulation after natural disasters such as fire, flood or landslide, and improve the
resiliency in the face of climate change impacts. The Plan would be stronger if it supported the enhancement of
and/or protection of documented and regionally significant wildlife corridors, especially those that are impacted by
infrastructure projects.
Conclusion
Thank you for reviewing our comments and we look forward to working with SCAG on the implementation of this
Plan, especially as it relates to Cultural Resources. Should you need to contact me, I can be reached at
In addition, we request to be included on any notifications (electronic or otherwise) about this policy’s creation
and implementation, please send information to
Sincerely,
Patricia Martz, Ph.D., President
CCRPA
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Daniel Tran
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Van Dyken, David@HSR <David.VanDyken@hsr.ca.gov>
Thursday, January 28, 2016 3:41 PM
Daniel Tran
Dumond, Melissa@HSR
High-Speed Rail Authority additional comment to the SCAG draft 2016/2040 RTP/SCS

Greetings Daniel,
Per your request during our telephone conversation, I’m emailing you another comment regarding the SCAG draft
2016/2040 RTP/SCS. This comment is related to the list of station cities found in the Passenger Rail Appendix, page 27,
under the heading “California High‐Speed Train Phase One.” The High‐Speed Rail Authority’s 2014 Business Plan shows
the following station locations:
 Palmdale
 San Fernando Valley (one station site)
 Los Angeles
 Midway between Los Angeles and Anaheim (one station site)
 Anaheim
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. You should be receiving our comment letter shortly.
David R. Van Dyken, AICP
Senior Transportation Planner
David.VanDyken@hsr.ca.gov
w: (916) 669-6631
www.hsr.ca.gov

1
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January 31, 2016

The California Native
Plant Society is a
statewide non-profit
organization. Its
membership is open
to all.

CNPS’ mission is to
conserve California
native plants and their
natural habitats, and
increase
understanding,
appreciation, and
horticultural use of
native plants.

The Orange County
Chapter of CNPS
focuses that mission
on the native plants
and natural vegetation
of Orange County and
adjacent Southern
California.

Southern California Association of Governments
Attn: Courtney Aguirre
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor
Los Angeles CA 90017
RE: Draft 2016 RTP/SCS/PEIR Comments
Dear Sirs:
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) Draft
2016 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable
Community Strategy (SCS) and the Program Environmental Impact
Report (PEIR).
The Orange County Chapter of the California Native Plant Society
(OCCNPS) is a member of the cross-county coalition coordinated by
Friends of Harbors, Beaches and Parks (FHBP). Beginning with the
2012 RTP/SCS, the coalition has focused on working for the
inclusion of policies that favor natural lands mitigation within
SCAG’s plans. Such natural-lands mitigation and land-use policies
are important to OCCNPS’ ongoing mission to conserve Orange
County’s native plants and habitats.
OCCNPS is pleased to see that the California Native Plant Society
(CNPS) On-Line Electronic Inventory of Rare and Endangered
Vascular Plants of California (CNPSEI 2015) is one of the technical
databases reviewed to develop the 2016 RTP/SCS/PEIR’s
bioresource lists. CNPS also publishes the online Manual of
California Vegetation (cnps.org/cnps/vegetation/manual.php), a
definitive system for describing vegetation statewide that has been
accepted by state and federal agencies. The Manual’s system would
provide more accurate and detailed descriptions of the SCAG
region’s vegetation than does that used in the 2016 RTP/SCS/PEIR.
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OCCNPS’ Emergent Invasive Plants Program (occnps.org/invasives.html), while focusing on
invasive plant species that are new to Orange County, contains much information that is
applicable to invasive plants anywhere in the coastal plain portion of the SCAG region; we offer
it for SCAG’s use. We hope that SCAG will espouse the use of Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to help prevent the inadvertent spread of invasive plant seeds via vehicles, equipment
and personnel at transportation-improvement project sites.
OCCNPS is glad to see that preserving natural lands is now a major initiative, with its own
category, Natural Lands and Farmlands--in the 2016 RTP/SCS/PEIR. The new category
signifies a shift in thinking about what land’s “best uses” may be, and is a great milestone in
conservation planning for the region and for SCAG.
Preserving natural lands, with their native vegetation, will help SCAG reach all its environmental
quality goals. That’s because the most important thing about plants is that they take carbon
dioxide out of the air, mix it with water and sunshine, then release oxygen back into the air and
put the carbon into their bodies. This process--photosynthesis--is basic to life as we know it on
this planet. And plants do it for free, all over the world, every day. The more plants, the more
natural lands, the healthier, the more sustainable, the higher-quality is the natural environment
that supports us all.
Preserving natural lands is thus a strong complement to the RTP/SCS/PEIR’s major initiatives for
sustainability implementation, especially redirecting growth to infill in existing urbanized areas.
The Natural and Farmlands Appendix provides SCAG with the background and opportunity to
start implementing a regional conservation program, rather than planning for the future of open
space in the region. With such implementation, SCAG can take a more serious leadership role in
regional conservation, can actively seek funding to implement conservation efforts by partnering
with agencies, transportation commissions and non-profits. A strong focus on preserving natural
lands would be a way that the 2012 Plan can come to fruition through the 2016 Plan.

Comments and suggestions, offered with the intent to clarify/strengthen the language and link
its goals and SCAG’s mission with the Natural and Farmland Policies.
1. Consistency is needed in the maps:
SCAG developed its own geographic information systems (GIS) dataset, the Natural Resource
Inventory, as a result of the 2012 Plan. SCAG and its partner organizations put much work into
developing the Inventory, and it was vetted by numerous organizations. So it is puzzling that so
few of the Inventory’s GIS layers appear to have been used in the RTP/SCS/PEIR’s maps. The
Inventory’s baseline information is the more accurate and should be the basis for the RTP/SCS/
PEIR, especially for the “natural and farmland” maps.
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For example, there seems to be confusion in the terms “undevelopable” and “undeveloped.” The
PEIR’s Fig. 3.4.2-5 shows (in Orange County) much of Rancho Mission Viejo’s land as
Undevelopable. But the Rancho is at this time developing its lands according to its 2004 Ranch
Plan. (The Ranch Plan includes that some 17,000 acres are to be dedicated as preserved open
space once its planned 14,000 dwelling units have been built. So the 17,000 acres may indeed be
“undevelopable” but the remainder of the Rancho’s lands are certainly developable--though not
all are developed at this time.) The PEIR’s Fig. 3.11.2-2 and Fig. 3.11.2-5 and Table 3.11.2-2
define the same lands as “Undevelopable or Protected.” Conversely, the RTP/SCS’ Natural and
Farm Lands Appendix Exhibit 3, “Protected Lands in the SCAG Region,” correctly shows the
Rancho lands as partly private (i.e. developed, or soon to be) and partly as NGO (i.e. the 17,000
acres that will be The Reserve at Rancho Mission Viejo Habitat Reserve).
2. What Conservation Mechanism(s) Can or Will be Used for Natural and Farmlands
Preservation?
The RTP/SCS/PEIR should identify mechanisms, processes or plans that will be employed to
combine and marshal the time, energy, political will, strategy and other efforts needed to create
successful conservation transactions that lead to permanently conserved land. Implementing
such mechanisms is part of implementing the regional conservation program, in which SCAG
could take a more serious leadership role now that the Natural and Farmlands Appendix
provides the background and opportunity.
Policies to promote development in infill areas is one such mechanism, and likely relieves
pressure to develop natural and farm lands. But the relief of pressure doesn’t mean the natural
and farm lands are automatically protected. Unless the lands are formally protected, they likely
will again be proposed for development, whether or not infill is completed.
3. What Mechanism(s) Can or Will be Used to Accommodate Access to Preserved Lands?
The RTP/SCS/PEIR does not clearly differentiate between access appropriate to city and regional
parks and access appropriate to habitat lands. Throughout the document, the Plan promotes
providing more access to existing and new parks as infill projects are built. But infill, by
definition, takes place within already-built areas. Parks within the built environment have
fundamentally different purposes and uses than preserved natural lands. Such lands typically are
focused on preservation of natural habitat and low-impact uses (flower-watching, birding, hiking,
etc.). Limited and strictly managed public access may be part of the conditions under which
these mitigation lands were preserved. Promoting “more” access to such habitat lands may have
significant consequences for these lands and their managers.
4. Both Formal And Informal Conservation Plans Are Important:
SCAG seems to identify formal conservation plans, such as Natural Community Conservation
Plans and Habitat Conservation Plans (NCCP/HCP), as the much-preferred conservation method.
But NCCP/HCP programs are only one conservation mechanism and have the limitations of
being voluntary, property-owner driven and generally only applicable to larger land ownerships.
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SCAG should also promote conservation approaches that are less formal than NCCP/HCPs, such
as:
• The programs of local, regional, state and federal agencies.
• The campaigns of many conservation organizations, who help facilitate, coordinate and find
funding for land conservation transactions.
5. Support for Regional Wildlife Corridors:
The RTP/SCS/PEIR’s Natural and Farmlands focus would be stronger if it supported the
enhancement of and/or protection of documented and regionally significant wildlife corridors,
especially those that are impacted by transportation infrastructure projects. Wildlife corridors
allow species to safely migrate between preserved lands that are separated by development. The
migration allows species to maintain genetic diversity across the region, thus helps regional
ecosystems to maintain ecological functions and resiliency in the face of disturbance (fire, flood,
e.g.) and climate change impacts.
Many efforts are underway across the region to connect landscapes to one another. In Orange
County, there are two such efforts:
• Coast to Cleveland, connecting the southern and northern portions of the NCCP Reserve (i.e.
connecting the coastal hills to the Santa Ana Mountains) across mostly-urbanized central
Orange County. This corridor is essential to the long-term successful functioning of the overall
NCCP Reserve.
• Chino-Puente Hills, which connect the northern end of the Santa Ana Mountains (i.e. the
northerly end of the Peninsular Ranges) and the San Gabriel River Corridor (and thence to the
Transverse Ranges and beyond). The Chino Hills end of this corridor is mostly in Orange
County; some of the corridor is in San Bernardino County, most is in Los Angeles County.
Each of these has tenuous portions, which may be suitable as mitigation projects for nearby
transportation improvements that are outlined in Appendix B, the 2016 RTP/SCS Project List.
6. On p. 177 of the 2016 RTP/SCS it is stated: “... A more climate resilient strategy would be
to design sidewalks and bike paths with native drought tolerant shade trees. ...” Seven tree
species are native to the Southern California coastal plain and hills (where much of what’s
proposed in the RTP/SCS/PEIR will be done). Of those, four are riparian-woodland species,
needing year-round moisture at their roots, so could not be considered drought-tolerant:
sycamore (Platanus racemosa), willow (Salix spp.), alder (Alnus racemosa), and poplar (Populus
spp.). The other three are oaks (Quercus agrifolia, Q. chrysolepis) and California black walnut
(Juglans californica). These are drought-tolerant once established, but are unhappy in poorly
drained soils and/or hot exposures. Only the two oaks will grow tall and wide enough to
accommodate bike paths and sidewalks under their canopies. For the trees’ health:
• Barriers will be needed along the sidewalks/bike paths, so that the trees’ root zones will not be
compacted by off-path feet/bikes. Fuchsia-flowered gooseberry (Ribes speciosum) would
make a natural barrier that would support hummingbirds and other wildlife.
• The oaks’ fallen leaves must be left to form natural mulch under the canopies, so that the mulch
layer’s natural nutrient cycling can support and maintain the trees.
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• No underplanting should be done, except of species natively found under oaks, and that only in
the oaks’ early years.
• Routine maintenance should be limited to removal of weeds, whose seeds will inevitably be
blown in and/or dropped by birds.
Oaks large enough to form the desired canopies may well be a minimum 25 years old. Planning
to grow such trees, in large boxes for transplantation to the eventual sidewalks/bike paths, ought
to begin soon.

Thank you for reviewing OCCNPS’ comments. We look forward to working with SCAG on the
implementation of this Plan, especially as it relates to the Natural and Farmlands Appendix.
Please include OCCNPS, at the email address below, on any notifications.

Respectfully,

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

January 29, 2016
Courtney Aguirre
Southern California Association of Governments
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017
Aguirre@scag.ca.gov/ RTPSCS@scag.ca.gov
Uploaded via: http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/2016-2040RTPSCSComments.aspx
SUBJECT: DRAFT 2016 RTP/SCS COMMENTS
Dear Ms. Aguirre:
The Center for Demographic Research at Cal State Fullerton has reviewed the Draft 2016
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS, “the Plan”), its
associated appendices, and the growth forecast datasets. We greatly appreciate the opportunity
to do so and for all of the work SCAG staff has done to produce these reports and the work
with local agencies during the development process.
We also want to extend our thanks for the close coordination between SCAG and the Center
for Demographic Research (CDR) at California State University, Fullerton on behalf of
Orange County jurisdictions to ensure that the 2014 Orange County Projections (OCP), Orange
County’s growth forecast, and its updates were included in the 2016 RTP/SCS and PEIR
preferred alternative to accurately reflect entitlements, development agreements, projects
recently completed, and projects under construction. For decades, the Orange County
Projections has been used by OCTA in the development of its Orange County Long-Range
Transportation Plan demonstrating that Orange County has integrated transportation and land
use planning for years.
We would like to express support of recommendations by the Orange County Council of
Governments, the Orange County Transportation Authority, and other Orange County agencies
whose comments support the Plan with its use of the Orange County’s growth forecast, the
2014 Orange County Projections and its updates. We thank you for the opportunity and ask for
your consideration and response to the following comments:
1. Support for the Plan with its use of Orange County’s growth forecast.
2. Oppose the selection of the Intensified Land Use Alternative (Alternative 3) in the
draft PEIR as it does not reflect entitlements, development agreements, and projects
recently completed or projects under construction in Orange County.
3. Maintain objective, unbiased tone.
4. Provide consistency throughout all the documents regarding the 500 foot “buffer”.
5. References to “city” or “cities” are changed to “jurisdiction” or “jurisdictions” where
appropriate.
6. Remain Technology Neutral- It should be noted that specific examples of technology
identified are only examples and that future technologies should not be ignored. This
will allow the document, including mitigation measures, to be more flexible.
7. Other Comments on the Draft 2016 RTP/SCS documents in Tables 1 through 7 below
which include the OCCOG comment matrices plus additional comments.

2600 Nutwood Avenue, Suite 750, Fullerton, CA 92831-5404 (657) 278-3009 Fax (657) 278-5091 www.fullerton.edu/cdr/
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Table 1. 2016 RTP/SCS COMMENTS
#
TOPIC
PAGE
REFERENCE
1
General
p.2
Comment
2

Clarification

p.3, column 2,
bullet 5

3

Clarification

P. 4, column 2,
paragraph 2

4

Clarification

p. 7, column 2,
paragraph 1

5

Clarification

p. 13, column 2,
paragraph 2

6

Clarification

p. 13, column 2,
paragraph 3

7

Clarification

p. 14, column 1,
paragraph 2

8

Clarification

p. 14, column 2,
paragraph 5

9

Clarification

p. 16, column 2

10

Clarification

p. 20, column 1,
paragraph 3

11

Clarification

p. 20, column 1,
paragraph 4

1/29/2016
Page 2 of 11

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION
Delete Our Vision & Our Overarching Strategy strategies.
These sections are highly speculative and not necessary for the rest
of the document.
“Millions of people are in poor health… Millions of more people
live with chronic diseases, such as asthma, every day.”
Define ‘poor health’
Cite numbers or share of population for region instead of saying
“millions”. Provide reference to what chronic diseases include.
“Among the milestones: a one-year demonstration of the tolled
Express Lanes in Los Angeles County along Interstate 10 and
Interstate 110 was made permanent in 2014…”
“In many instances, the additional these chargers will create the
opportunity to increase may double the electric range of PHEVs,
reducing vehicle miles traveled that produce tail-pipe emissions.”
“Since 2009, every MPO in California has been required to develop
a Sustainable Communities Strategy…Once implemented along with
the rest of the Plan, it will improve the overall quality of life for all
residents of the region.”
“But these advances in mobility also have the potential to help Baby
Boomers, and the generations that follow them, maintain their
independence as they age.”
“In Southern California, striving for sustainability includes will
require achieving state-mandated targets for reducing greenhouse gas
emissions from vehicles and federal air quality conformity
requirements, and also adapting wisely to a changing environment
and climate.”
“It is particularly important that the Plan consider and minimize the
negative impacts consequences of transportation projects, especially
on low-income and minority communities and minimize negative
impacts.”
“2. Collaborating with Member Agencies, Jurisdictions and
Stakeholders. Implementing the Plan will require SCAG to continue
working closely with its all jurisdictions member agencies…”
“The agency will also have to work with key stakeholders to ensure
the Plan benefits the economy and promotesensures social equity. To
ensure that the region makes progress on its goals, SCAG will
monitor its own progress toward achieving its targets and will share
this information with its relevant partners and the public.”
“However, of the remaining developable land, only a small portion
of it can be developed as transit-ready infill sustainably – meaning it
can be reached via planned transit service and that it can readily
access existing infrastructure (water resources, sewer facilities, etc.).
According to SCAG land use data collected by SCAG, only two
percent of the total developable land in the region is located in High
Quality Transit Areas (HQTAs). A more compact land development
strategy is needed, which will be discussed in Chapter 5.”
“SCAG supports the fact that local jurisdictions conduct much of the
planning for land use in our region. However, aAs the agency
prepared the 2016 RTP/SCS, it needed to organize the many
different land use types and classifications of land uses in…”
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#

TOPIC

12

Clarification

13

Clarification

p. 20, column 2,
paragraph 2

14

Clarification

p. 21, column 1,
paragraph 3

15

Clarification

16

Clarification

17

Define

18
19

Define
Clarification

20

Clarification

21

Clarification

PAGE
REFERENCE
p. 20, column 1,
paragraph 5

p. 22, column 1,
paragraph 1

p. 22, column 2,
paragraph 1
p. 22, column 2,
paragraph 3
p. 23, Figure
p. 24, Exhibit
2.1
p. 25, column 2,
paragraph 2

p. 26, column 1,
paragraph 2

1/29/2016
Page 3 of 11

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION
“To accurately represent land uses throughout the region, SCAG
aggregated reviewed information from jurisdictions and simplified
the types and classifications of land use into a consolidated set of
land use types. The agency then converted these consolidated land
uses into identified 35 “Place Types”… the Urban Footprint
Scenario Sustainability Planning Model (SPM), to demonstrate
which guided and evaluated urban development in the Plan in terms
of form, scale and function in the built environment.”
“SCAG then classified sorted the 35 Place Types into three Land
Development Categories. The agency used these categories to:
describe the general conditions that exist and/or are likely to exist
within a specific area;. SCAG did not intend to have them represent
detailed policies for land use, development or growth. Rather, they
and, reflect the varied conditions of buildings and roadways,
transportation options, and the mix of housing and employment
throughout the region.”
“Conversely, s Some areas, especially near the edge of existing
urbanized areas, do not have plans for conservation and may be
slated for development are susceptible to development pressure. … –
meaning these are areas that are home to a high number of species
and serve as highly functional habitats.”
“Some key habitat types are underrepresented within the 35 percent
of the region already under protection.”
Clarify why does there need to be an equal share of types of
protected land? If not, delete sentence.
“However, although these housing units are planned and zoned for,
historical data shows that less than ten percent of the needed
affordable housing has been built. In contrast, housing construction
measured by building permits issued meets nearly 90 percent of
projected market rate housing needs.”
What is the data source that reports on building finals by income
category? What is the time frame for the “less than ten percent”?
What is the time period for the data on the market rate housing?
“… of our region’s jurisdictions have certified adopted housing
elements.”
Define “high quality” housing
Define “demand response” in “Passenger Miles by Mode” figure
Define “High Value Habitat”
Add county boundaries to map.
“This network includes fixed-route local bus lines, community
circulators, express and rapid buses, Bus Rapid Transit (BRT),
demand responseparatransit,3 light rail transit, heavy rail transit
(subway) and commuter rail.4”
“Transit users directly typically pay about 25 percent of the
operating and maintenance cost of their travel, with the remaining 75
percent paid for by state and local public subsidies. Most capital
expenditures are also funded through various taxes and with public
subsidies, including a larger share of federal grants.”
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22

Clarification

PAGE
REFERENCE
p. 28, column 1,
paragraph 2

23

Clarification

p. 28, column 1,
paragraph 2

24

Delete

p. 33, column 1,
paragraph 2

25

Clarification

p. 36, column 2,
paragraph 2

26

Clarification

p. 54, column 2,
paragraph 4
p. 55, column 1,
paragraph 3

27

Clarification

28

Clarification

p. 56, column 1,
paragraph 1

29

Clarification

30

Clarification

p. 61, column 1,
paragraph 2
p. 64, column 1,
paragraph 1

31

Clarification

p. 64, column 2,
paragraph 2

1/29/2016
Page 4 of 11

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION
“The regional bike network is expanding evolving but remains
fragmented. Nearly 500 additional miles of bikeways were built
since SCAG’s 2012 RTP/SCS, but only 3,919 miles of bikeways
exist regionwide, of which 2,888 miles are bike paths/ lanes (see
EXHIBIT 2.3). This is compared with more than 70,000 roadway
lane miles. One way to quantify bikeway quality and density is to
calculate a ratio of bike path to lane miles. SCAG’s ratio of bike
path/lane miles ratio is 0.039. To put this in perspective, Portland,
Oregon and San Francisco have bike path/lane ratios to lane miles at
0.054 and 0.078, which are 38 percent and 100 percent higher than
the SCAG region, respectively. Our region’s lack of consistent
infrastructure discourages all but the most fearless people to bike.”
Comment: There is typically only one bike lane in each direction
whereas there could be multiple traffic lanes in each direction. It is
not appropriate to compare lane miles to bike lane miles.
Comparison, if any, should be to centerline miles.
Comparison of bike path/lane miles ratio for SCAG region to
individual cities is not appropriate.
“Most walk trips (83 percent) are less than one half mile; walkers are
less likely to travel often discouraged from traveling farther. Routes
to bus stops and stations are often…”
“A significant amount of travel in the region is still by people who
choose to drive alone (42 percent of all trips and nearly 77 percent of
work trips). So, the challenge of getting individuals to seek more
environmentally friendly alternatives of travel remains.”
“Therefore, any passenger who arrives at or departs from an airport
in our region is good for the region as a whole.”
Move sentence to end of paragraph.
Reference the Economic & Job Creation Appendix.
“Certainly, tThe overall quality of life is expected to will increase for
many people.”
“Chronic diseases including heart disease, stroke, cancer, chronic
lower respiratory disease and diabetes are responsible for 72 percent
of all deaths in our region. Millions of more people live with chronic
diseases every day.”
Cite number and source or delete sentence.
“California is experiencing oOngoing drought conditions, water
shortages due to less rainfall as well as declining snowpack in our
mountains, and an agriculture industry in crisis have become hard
realities in recent years.”
Add statement that says “These preliminary scenarios are not the
ones modeled in the PEIR.”
Clarification should be made that attendance was self-selected as
was the survey participation. Attendees were strongly encouraged by
SCAG staff to fill out a survey. A more detailed description should
be included that explains that these results are not scientific.
“…was also a principal concern, as was access to healthy food.”
What percentage of respondents elevates an item to a ‘principle
concern’?
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32

Clarification

33

34

Clarification

Clarification

35

Clarification

36

Clarification

37
38

Clarification
Define

39

Clarification

40

Clarification

41
42

Clarification
Clarification

43

Clarification

PAGE
REFERENCE
p. 64, column 2,
paragraph 4

p. 65, column 1,
paragraph 4

p. 65, column 2,
bottom note

p. 69, column 2,
paragraph 1
p. 70, column 1,
paragraph 1

p. 70, Table 5.1
p. 73, column 2,
paragraph 4
p. 76, paragraph
1
p. 76, paragraph
3

p. 77
p. 79, Figure
5.2
p. 83, column 2,
paragraph 5

1/29/2016
Page 5 of 11

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION
“Collectively, the survey responses offered an invaluable guide to
help finalize the Plan’s investments, strategies and priorities. They
reflect how regional stakeholders want us to address priority areas
such as transit and roadway investments, system management, active
transportation, land use and public health.”
Did the survey responses change the Plan? Clarify if a higher priority
in making changes was afforded to survey respondents’ feedback
over jurisdictional and CTC input?
“Jurisdictions were asked to provide input on the growth scenario,
including information on specific planned development projects with
entitlements, other planned projects, or recently completed
developments.”
Comment: During the local input process, SCAG requested feedback
on the distribution of new households and employment. SCAG did
not request information from jurisdictions on specific planned
development projects with entitlements, other planned projects, and
recently completed developments. During review of the draft policy
growth forecast (PGF) in summer 2015, technical errors throughout
the draft PGF were identified. These “technical errors” in the dataset
were that entitlements, development agreements, and projects
currently under construction or recently completed were not properly
reflected. It was then that SCAG stated that jurisdictions could
provide the information if jurisdictions wanted corrections made to
the PGF.
“*With the exception of the 6 percent of TAZs that have average
density below the density range of local general plans.”
Please clarify the footnote. Did SCAG lower the growth or is
General Plan buildout expected after 2040?
“By 2040, the Planintegrated growth forecast projects that these
figures will increase by 3.8 million people…”
“In addition, local jurisdictions are encouraged to should pursue the
production of permanent affordable housing through deed
restrictions or development by non-profit developers, which will
ensure that some units will remain affordable to lower-income
households.”
Add note to table “Adopted in 2013”
Define “riparian”
How many of these trips are alone vs. with others? Are these linked
trips/trip segments?
The narrative implies that Neighborhood Mobility Areas (NMAs)
are needed for Neighborhood Electric Vehicles (NEVs). If this is not
true, reword section to allow for flexibility that one is not tied to
another exclusively.
Figure needs title
Clarify if the preservation and operations expenditures apply to the
SCAG region or California State.
“Bus lanes are even more effective at increasing speeds, however in
our region there is a dearth of such lanes. Transit agencies should
heavily lobby SCAG encourages transit agencies and local
jurisdictions in which they operate to implement them, where
appropriateat least for peak-period operation.”
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#

TOPIC

PAGE
REFERENCE
p. 88, column 1,
paragraph 4
p. 89, column 2,
paragraph 2
p. 92, column 1,
paragraph 2

44

Clarification

45

Clarification

46

Clarification

47

Define

48

Clarification

49

Clarification

p. 105, column
1, paragraph 1

50

Clarification

p. 111, column
1, paragraph 2

51

Clarification

52

Clarification

p.111-119 &
PEIR
p. 159, column
2, paragraph 2

53

Define

p. 93, column 1,
paragraph 4
p. 103, column
1, paragraph 3

p. 165, column
1, paragraph 1

1/29/2016
Page 6 of 11

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION
“The 2016 Active Transportation portion of the 2016 Plan updates
the 2012 Active Transportation Plan…”
“SCAG has identified developed 12 regionally significant bikeways
that connect the region.”
“The launch date coincided with the end of daylight savings time
decline in daylight hours, a period when bicycle and pedestrian
collisions peak during the year.”
Define “no-maintenance exercise spots”
“…figure “2040 Airport Demand Forecasts” on the previous
page…”
Properly label figure and page reference.
“In recent years, airport operators, CTCs and SCAG have all
undertaken their own initiatives to improve ground access at the
region’s aviation facilities.”
Clarify what initiatives SCAG has undertaken.
“Building on its strong commitment to the environment as
demonstrated in the 2012 RTP/SCS, SCAG’s mitigation program is
intended to function as a resource for lead agencies to consider in
identifying mitigation measures to reduce impacts anticipated to
result from future transportation projects as deemed applicable and
feasible by such agencies.”
Update language on the mitigation measures to be consistent with
any language changes to the PEIR document.
“Since new development is focused in areas where infrastructure
already exists, sometimes there is not as much need to extend or
build new local roads, water and sewer systems, and parks, but in
other instances, modernization of utilities needs to be considered and
completed to accommodate the additional usage.”
Define ‘sensitive receptors”

Table 2. DEMOGRAPHICS/GROWTH FORECAST APPENDIX COMMENTS
#
TOPIC
PAGE
NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION
REFERENCE
1
General
All
Label Y axis on all figures
Comment
2
Clarification
P. 2, column 1,
Add text: “The forecasted land use development patterns shown are
paragraph 3
based on Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) level data utilized to
conduct required modeling analyses. Data at the TAZ level or at a
geography smaller than the jurisdictional level are advisory only and
non-binding, because SCAG sub-jurisdictional forecasts are not to be
adopted as part of the 2016 RTP/SCS. The advisory sub-jurisdictional
data shall not be required for purposes of qualifying for future grant
funding or other incentives or for determining a proposed project’s
consistency with the 2016 RTP/SCS for any impact analysis required
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).”
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Table 3. SCS BACKGROUND DOCUMENTATION APPENDIX COMMENTS
#
TOPIC
PAGE
NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION
REFERENCE
1
Clarification
P.42-43
How do the SPM Place Types nest into the Land Development
Categories?
2
General
All maps
“Note: The forecasted land use development patterns shown are
Comment
based on Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) level data utilized to
conduct required modeling analyses. Data at the TAZ level or at a
geography smaller than the jurisdictional level are advisory only and
non-binding, because SCAG sub-jurisdictional forecasts are not to be
adopted as part of the 2016 RTP/SCS. The advisory subjurisdictional data shall not be required should not be used for
purposes of qualifying for future grant funding or other incentives.
The data is controlled to be within the density ranges of local general
plans and/or input received from local jurisdictions. the purpose
of or for determining a proposed project’s consistency with the 2016
RTP/SCS for any impact analysis required pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) streamlining, lead agencies
have the sole discretion in determining a local project's consistency
with the 2016 RTP/SCS.”
3
Clarification
p.6/43
Move the definitions of Urban, Compact Walkable, and Standard
Suburban from page 43 to page 6 before the maps
4
Clarification
p. 41, column 1, “Scenario modeling with UrbanFootprint brings meaningful,
paragraph 4
comprehensible, and timely results to those local jurisdictions
wanting to understand how growth and development choices will
impact their community, city, or region in the coming years and
decades.”
5
Correction
p. 41, column 2, “Since 2012… Developers of UrbanFootprint have also met with
paragraph 2
regional agencies, such as SCAG, Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG), and San Diego Association of
Governments (SANDAG), Orange County Council of Governments
(OCCOG).”
6
Clarification
p. 50, 51, 54, 56 Clarify in map legends if growth refers to population, housing and/or
maps
employment.
7
Correction
p. 56 column 1, “The scope of tThese four scenarios were developed in early 2015 by
last paragraph
SCAG and their consultant and shared, which were developed in
consultation with the CEHD Committee and the SCAG’s Technical
Working Group (TWG), evolved throughout the first five months of
2015.”
8
Clarification
p. 56 column 2, “Conversely, growth focused in urban areas often takes advantage of
paragraph 2
existing infrastructure and more efficient service to higher
concentrations of jobs and housing, but sometimes modernization of
utilities needs to be considered and completed to accommodate the
additional usage.”
9
Clarification
P. 58, column 2, “Saving water also saves on costs, and the RTP/SCS saves about
paragraph 4
$1.2 billion over the span of the plan, and saves households in the
SCAG region $93 million on annual water bills.”

10

Clarification

P. 83, column 2,
paragraph 2

Add “Notwithstanding, infrastructure operations and maintenance
costs require continued funding; further, these costs could offset
ratepayer savings resulting from the implementation of RTP/SCS
policies, conservation efforts, or installation and use of efficient
appliances.”
“The SPM includes a suite of tools and analytical engines that help
to quickly illustrate alternative plans and policies and to estimate
their transportation, environmental, fiscal, and public health and
community regional impacts.”
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#

TOPIC

11

Clarification

PAGE
REFERENCE
P. 83, column 2,
last sentence

1/29/2016
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NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION
“SPM will serve as a common platform for communications between
SCAG and local jurisdictions in the process of local input and public
outreach, providing local planners advanced analytical capabilities.”

Table 4. ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION APPENDIX COMMENTS
#
TOPIC
PAGE
NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION
REFERENCE
1
General
all
Needs to include statement saying that pedestrians and bikes are also
Comment
responsible (e.g. distracted walking by cell phones; bikers with
headphones) and isn’t always vehicles as cause
Everyone needs to be educated and follow the rules and enforcement
needs to happen for all modes
2
General
all
Acknowledge the improvement over time of AT usage and the
Comment
lowering of accident and death rates
3
Clarification
p. 5
“Class I Bikeways
…A Class I Bikeway provides a completely separated right-of-way
designated for the exclusive use of bicycles and/or pedestrians with
cross flows by motorists minimized. Some of the region’s rivers
include Class 1 Bikeways. Increasing the number of bikeways in
along rivers, utility corridors, and flood control channels may provide
additional opportunities for “interested but concerned” cyclists.”
4
Clarification
p.6, column 1
“INTERSECTION TREATMENTS
…In the SCAG region, nearly 44 percent of all pedestrian injuries are
at intersections.”
Define how far away from the intersection an accident may occur to
be included in the count of pedestrian injuries at intersections
5
Clarification
p.6, column 1
“COMPLETE STREETS
In recognition of the need to accommodate various types and needs of
roadway users, the State of California adopted the Complete Streets
Act of 2008 (AB 1358) requiring cities and counties to incorporate the
concept of Complete Streets to any general plan’s substantive update
to their General Plan’s circulation element.”
6
Clarification
p.8, column 1
“COLLISIONS AND FATALITIES
While the numbers of bicyclists and pedestrians are increasing, so are
injuries and fatalities, although not as fast as the growth in active
transportation. In California, 64,127 pedestrians were injured and
3,219 were killed between 2008 and 2012. In 2012 alone, 702
pedestrians were killed and 13,280 pedestrians were injured and 702
pedestrians were killed.”
7
Clarification
p. 17, Table 5
Create separate tables for columns 1 to 3 and columns 3 to 10.
8
Define
p. 24, column 1, “2012 RTP/SCS PROGRESS
paragraph 1
The 2016 Active Transportation portion of the Plan …The Plan
examined access to transit, noting that 95 percent of SCAG residents
would be within walking (0.5 mile) or biking (2 mile) distance from a
transit station.”

9

10

Clarification

Add bullet

P. 25, second
column, top
bullet (last
under #4)
P. 25, second
column, Bullet
6

Define what constitutes a ‘transit station’
“Success of this program depends on cities and counties conducting
these counts and providing the data to SCAG.”
Identify funding source and acknowledge that this is voluntary effort
and may not be a priority, especially without funding
Add 4th bullet under #6: “OCCOG is working on a comprehensive
Complete Streets design manual for the entire county which will be
completed in 2016.”
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#

TOPIC

11
12

Correction
Clarification

13

Clarification

14

Clarification

1/29/2016
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PAGE
REFERENCE
P.26, Table 9
p. 27, column 1,
and any other
references
P.66-67, Tables
16 & 17

NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION

P. 71

Delete “Strategic Plan Beyond 2040” section.
The inclusion of this section is not consistent with other appendices. It
creates confusion as to what the RTP’s Strategic Plan is.

Change language for Orange County: Not yet Planned. In Process
Clarify that the ‘2016 Action Transportation Plan’ is not a standalone
plan, but is a portion within the RTP.
Add note to Table: “These draft scenarios are not the alternatives that
were evaluated in the PEIR.”

Table 5. PERFORMANCE MEASURES APPENDIX COMMENTS
#
TOPIC
PAGE
NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION
REFERENCE
1
Clarification
P.8-10, Table 4
Label all Performance Measures that were new in 2016 Plan
2
Clarification
P.11
Add definition of HQTA to map.
3
Clarification
p.20
LSPT was used for 2012 RTP. Add information on the SPM.
4
Clarification
p. 31, Table 12
Add model sources to bottom of table.

Table 6. PUBLIC HEALTH APPENDIX COMMENTS
#
TOPIC
PAGE
NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION
REFERENCE
1
General
All
Final document should contain hyperlinks to other documents.
Comment
2
General
All
Spell out Acronyms in Tables/Figures Titles e.g. CHIS
Comment
3
Clarification
p.1, column 1
“Public health is increasingly an area of emphasis for Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPOs) and Departments of Transportation
(DOTs) across the country, have an opportunity to impact due to the
prevalence of chronic diseases such as obesity, hypertension, asthma
and heart disease through transportation planning which promotes
increased physical activity.”
4
Clarification
p.2, column 1
Introduction- first paragraph sentence beginning with “Public health
outcomes are the product of Social Determinants of Health…..”
consider adding “and other factors.
5
Clarification
p.1, column 2
“Climate Adaptation: Support efforts to prevent mitigate climate
change and make the region more resilient to future changes with
reductions in VMT and greenhouse gas emissions.”
6
Correction
p.2, Figure 1
Arrows should go both ways.
7
Clarification
p.3, column 1,
“Evidence shows that healthier lifestyles and improved air quality
paragraph 2
can improve outcomes, and built environment factors and related
conditions can play a role in supporting healthy behaviors.”
8
Clarification
p.3, column 2,
“The costs of poor publicpopulation health and chronic disease…”
paragraph 3
9
Clarification
p.3, column 2,
“Access to healthy food environments such as grocery stores,
paragraph 3
farmers’ markets and community gardens decreases can play an
important role in food insecurity and obesity.”
10
Define
p.7, column 1,
Define “weather insurance”
first line
11
Clarification
p.7, column 2,
“… Providing access to education and job training aligned with job
paragraph 2
opportunities in the region jobs with a living wage is critical to
ensuring communities become and stay healthy.”
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#

TOPIC

PAGE
REFERENCE
p.7, column 2,
paragraph 3

12

Clarification

13

Clarification

p.8, paragraph 3

14

Clarification

p.9, all figures

15
16
17

Clarification
Clarification
Clarification

p.9
p.10, column 2
p.10, column 1,
last sentence

18

Clarification

p.10, column 2,
paragraph 4

19

Clarification

20

Clarification

p. 15, column 2,
paragraph 3; &
throughout all
p. 15-20, Tables
5,6,7,8,9,10,11

21

Clarification

p. 16, column 1,
paragraph 1

22

Clarification

p. 17, column 1

23

Clarification

p. 19, column 2

24

Clarification

p. 22-29

1/29/2016
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NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION
“…Creating infrastructure policies and community conditions and
facilities that encourage active transportation such as biking and
walking provides opportunities for residents to increase their daily
physical activity.”
Consider adding the recommendations for children which has a
higher standard of one hour per day. This is valuable as jurisdictions
look at health co-benefits of safe routes to school infrastructure
changes and related programming.
Recommend using the more current 2014 data. Also, it might be
helpful to look at these metrics on a smaller level of geography
and/or by poverty and/or by race/ethnicity. Especially since there
are often funding set asides to reach disadvantaged communities, it
might be interesting to see what each of these indicators looks like at
a more refined level. The need is not equally distributed throughout
any jurisdiction.
Add table with data for walking.
Consider including funding as both a challenge and an opportunity.
“Much of our local arterial system is also in need of pavement
improvements, as local roadways in the SCAG region average a
score of 69 out of 100 in the Pavement Condition Index (PCI), where
a score of 70 or less typically translates to conditions that are
inadequate more costly to repair.”
“With more than 18 million people, 191 cities, six counties and
hundreds of local and regional agencies, Southern California is one
of the most complex regions on earth a diverse region. Within the
region, health outcomes vary widely based on many things, such as
geography, income and race.”
“500 foot buffer”- be consistent with usage and description
throughout all documents in whether this is adjacent to just freeways
or freeways, rail, and high frequency transit corridors.
Cite sources of table data.
Define SHSP in Table 11
“Region-wide, about ten percent of the land area within
HQTAs is also within the 500 feet foot buffer of the freeway. To
balance regional policy goals, the Plan accommodates the vast
majority of growth within HQTAs but beyond outside of the 500 feet
buffer of freeways…”
“Water Consumption” and “Land Consumption”
Specify the time period for the change or difference in numbers.
Compare this to 2040 Baseline.
“Public Health Work Program”
Clarify if this work program was approved by the RC or SCAG staff
is pursuing these tasks under direction of RC to incorporate more
public health into RTP.
Are these all “best practices” or are they local examples of
promising practices? Since some of these are in process, are the
results are there to show that this particular practice has proven
efficacy over another? These may have the potential to be best
practices. If the project is based upon a best practice, it is
recommended to link to the best practice so other jurisdictional
leaders could consider for replication. If it is not already a proven
practice, suggest calling it something different such as “local
promising practices”. Add the Complete Streets Guidelines that are
being developed in Orange County (which integrates in best
practices.)
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Table 7. GOODS MOVEMENT
#
TOPIC
PAGE
REFERENCE
1
Clarification
p. 4, Exhibit 2

1/29/2016
Page 11 of 11

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION
Exhibit is labeled warehouse & distribution centers but shows
manufacturing firms total employment. Correct.

Again, we thank you for your time and consideration of the comments above. If you have any questions,
please do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,

Deborah S. Diep
Director, Center for Demographic Research
Email CC:

CDR Management Oversight Committee
CDR Technical Advisory Committee
Hasan Ikhrata, SCAG
Huasha Liu, SCAG
Naresh Amatya, SCAG
Frank Wen, SCAG
Jason Greenspan, SCAG
Guoxiong Huang, SCAG
Ping Chang, SCAG
Sarah Jepsen, SCAG
Scott Martin, CDR
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City of Anaheim

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
February 1, 2016
Hasan Ikhrata
Executive Director
Southern California Association of Governments
818 West Seventh Street, 12th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

by email to:2016PEIR@scag.ca.gov
and via on-line commenting form

Subject: Draft 2016 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy (RTP/SCS) and Related Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)
Dear Mr Ikharta,
The City of Anaheim appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft 2016
RTP/SCS and PEIR. Anaheim staff was actively involved with the Orange County
Council of Governments (OCCOG) ad hoc committee for the review of these two
documents. Therefore, Anaheim staff supports and concurs with the comment letter
provided by OCCOG. Please consider the OCCOG comments as Anaheim’s
comments, as if provided in full with this letter.
In addition, please consider the following comments:
1. RTP/SCS, Executive Summary, Page 4, Passenger Rail: The description for the
California High-Speed Train system should include its Phase 1 terminus in
Anaheim. Please add Anaheim and its anticipated timing to this section and any
other descriptions of the California High-Speed Train throughout the RTP/SCS
and PEIR.
2. PEIR, Section 3.18 Utilities and Service Systems, Page 3.18-13, Table 3.18.2-2
Active Water Treatment Facilities in the SCAG Region: Anaheim’s Lenain
Treatment Plant, with design flow of 15mgd, is not listed in this table. Please
revise the table to include Anaheim’s facility.
Please contact me at (714) 765-4414 or skim@anaheim.net with any questions or
concerns regarding the above comments.
Sincerely,

200 S. Anaheim Blvd.
Suite #162
Anaheim, CA 92805
Tel: (714) 765-5139
Fax: (714) 765-5280
www.anaheim.net

Susan Kim
Principal Planner
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JOSEPH D. PETTA

www.smwlaw,com

petta@smwlaw. com
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February 1,2016
Viø

E-Mail and U.S. Mail

Draft 2016 RTP/SCS PEIR Comments
Attention: Ms. Lijin Sun
Southern California Association
Governments
818 V/. 7th Street, l2th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017
2016PEIR@scag.ca.gov

of

Draft 2016 RTP/SCS Comments
Attention: Ms. Courtney Aguirre
Southern California Association of
Governments
818 W. 7th Street, 12th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Re:

SCAG 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable
Communities Strategy and Program EIR

Dear Ms. Sun and Ms. Aguirre:
We submit this letter on behalf of the City of El Segundo to comment on the
Southern California Association of Government's ("SCAG") 2016 Regional
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy ("RTP" orooPlan") and the
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") for the RTP. El Segundo
recognizes the critical role that Southern California airports play in the region's economy
and thus has been on the forefront of promoting a regional air transport system.
The City is concerned that the RTP demonstrates a shift in SCAG policy away
from regionalization as a means of distributing aviation demand and its impacts, toward
inducing, and thus centralizing demand at LAX by funding removal of existing ground
access constraints and generally encouraging greater growth. Indeed, unlike previous
RTPs, the 2016 RTP's core aviation strategy appears to be centralization of the region's
aviation activity at LAX. Such a strategy will ensure that the burdens of heightened
demand on communities like El Segundo surrounding the airport persist well into the 21st
century, while depriving other communities, like those near Ontario International Airport,
of the airport growth they desire.
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The City also has serious concerns about the RTP's 2040 forecast of "constrained"
demand at LAX: between 82.9 million annual passengers (ooMAP") and 96.6 MAP,
representing a nearly 30 percent increase over documented passenger levels for 2015.
Disturbingly, this MAP forecast assumes the approval and completion of local ground
access projects that are still in the early planning and environmental review stages. These
projects include the massive, controversial Landside Access Modernization Program
("LAMP") proposed at LAX, for which no environmental impact report ("EIR") has been
released,r and the proposed Airport Metro Connector. ,See RTP Project List,Table 2 at

157,162.
The City strongly urges SCAG not to assume completion of local airport ground
access projects and other capacity enhancing projects at LAX as they are years away
from realization and may never be implemented due to potential opposition by the
airport's stakeholders, including the City of El Segundo. Los Angeles V/orld Airports
("LAWA"), which has approval authority over projects atLAX, has completed no
environmental review of operations above 78.9 MAP-the airport's operational capacity
as set forth in the LAX Mastçr Plan, the 2006 Stipulated Settlement Agreement that
resulted from Master Plan litigation, and the Specific Plan Amendment Study ("SPAS")
LA\MA prepared pursuant to the Settlement.

SCAG's RTP commitment of over $2 billion toward ground access projects at
LAX is premature and inappropriately pre-ordains that the airport will expand
continuously for the next quarter-century. Such a move by SCAG is particularly
inappropriate because LAWA itself has consistently committed to the community that it
is planning for 78.9 MAP, nothing more. SeeLAXMaster PIan(2004) at2-l
("Alternative D" designed to serve "approximately 78 MAP, which is similar to the
activity level identified in the scenario adopted by SCAG for LAX"), excerpted at
Attachment A and available at
htto://www.lawa.org/uploadedFiles/OurlA)lpdf/Final LAX MP/009 MainDocument
Ch 2.00.pdf;LAX Master Plan Final EIR (2004), Executive Summary available at
ast Proiects and StudiesÆast Publicatio
http ://www.lawa. ors/uploadedF
ns/FEIS_EIR-Partl-01_ExecutiveSummary.pdf; 2006 Stipulated Settlement at 9,
attached as Attachment B Final LAX SPAS Report (2013) at 1-1 (identif ing
1

Los Angeles V/orld Airports issued an initial study and notice of preparation of an EIR
for the LAMP project on February 5,2015. See
T-i tial.Stud 20rs ^rlf.
hffn.//nnnnenfinolov nnrn/fi lec/T Â \¿ T
^l\íD
http://connectinglax.com/files/LAX.LAMP.NOP 2015.pdf (last visited February 1,2016).
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amendments to the LAX Specific Plan that plan for "apractical capacity of 78.9
[MAP]"), excerpted at Attachment C and available at
htto://www.lawa.
loadedF il es/SPA S/PDF lI- AXV'20 SP A S
Final%20SPAS%20
Documento/o20F
ono/o200IYo203
City of Los Angeles LAX Specific Plan (2005) at 12 (requiring LAWA to initiate a new
specific plan amendment study if annual passenger forecast is anticipated to exceed 78.9
MAP), available at http:/iplanning.lacity.org/complan/specplan/pdf/LAX.pdf.2 As LAWA
has not completed the public, environmental, and political processes necessary to
evaluate such massive growth beyond 78.9 MAP, SCAG should not be relying on
numbers as high as 96.6 MAP and the proposed RTP funding for ground access projects
at LAX should be reduced accordingly.3

I.

SCAG Should Adopt 78.9 MAP as the 2040 Constrained Demand Forecast

for LAX.
Purporting to calculate existing "airfreld" and "terminal" capacity constraints at
eachooconstrained" airport in the region, the RTP concludes that "the 120401capacity of
LAX is in the range of 829 MAP to 96.6 MAP, limited by the airfield, based on the
runway configuration described . . . in the SPAS." RTP Aviation & Ground Access
Appendix 22. See also íd. at 19 ("akfield" constraint looks at runways' and taxiways'
overall aircraft capacity; ooterminal" constraint looks at passenger gates as a limiting
factor on demand). This forecast is as much as 30 percent higher than documented

t All V/eb

addresses last visited February 1,2016. All documents, including draft and
final versions, attachments, appendices, and addenda, are incorporated by reference herein. The
2006 Stipulated Settlement was signed by LAWA and City of Los Angeles, County of Los
Angeles, Alliance for Regional Solution to Airport Congestion, City of El Segundo, City of
Culver City and City of Inglewood.
3

Ott December 23,2015 the City submitted a request under the California Public
Records Act for various SCAG documents relating to, among other things, SCAG's method for
calculating the2040 constrained demand forecast for LAX and the DEIR's basis for concluding
the forecast would not result in certain significant environmental impacts. On January 7,2016,
SCAG indicated it would need an additional 14 days to respond, and on January 21, provided
some responsive documents. On February 1, we followed up regarding the missing documents
and requested a more complete response. Given this delay of critical documents and information,
the City hereby repeats its request for a two-week extension of the comment deadline. SCAG has
not responded to this request. This letter therefore contains the City's comments to date, which
the City may supplement after the deadline with additional comments responding to the records
SCAG disclosed.
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passenger levels in20l5, and 25 percent higher than LAWA's current planned capacity
of 78.9 MAP, all using the same airport facilities (i.e., gates and airfield) that LAWA's
own recent environmental review documents consistently conclude would result in
serving 78.9 MAP.4

The Master Plan, SPAS, and the 2006 Settlement establish a maximum operational
capacity of 78.9 MAP. The Master Plan's design for a total of 153 gates is based on a
maximum capacity of 78.9 MAP. ,See SPAS Draft EIR (2012) at2-4, excerpted at
Attachment E. LAWA's recent environmental review of all airport development projects
consistently assumes this capacity for the purpose of evaluating projects' environmental
impact. See, e.g., Draft EIR, Midfield Satellite Concourse ("MSC") (March 2014) at 4-16
fn. 10 (stating project would comply with LAX Master Plan gate cap limit), excerpted at
Attachment F "MSC North FAQs," available at http ://www.lawa.org/mscnorth/faq.aspx
(stating MSC Program will comply with 2006 Stipulated Settlement " at alltimes").s
These documents are not mere paper exercises, but rather official representations to the
public regarding LAWA's plans for the future of LAX as it relates to surrounding
residential and other sensitive land uses. The City of El Segundo and the public generally
have participated actively in the evaluation of LAX development plans and relied in good
faith on LAWA's representations about constrained growth at LAX, one of the busiest
airport in the United States.
Thus, the sudden and unprecedented increase in the LAX passenger forecast is a
blow to the public's faith in SCAG as the region's foremost planning agency, and in
LA\MA as the operator of LAX. Increasing the airport's capacity for planning purposes
is a public process that must begin at LAWA and involve the full LAX stakeholder

a

The MAP forecast for LAX fails to include an important third constraint: existing
ground access. The purpose of the RTP is to identify and address existing (and future) ground
access constraints, not assume their removal before the RTP or any local ground access project is
approved. By adopting this approach, SCAG attempts to avoid responsibility for evaluating any
growth in LAX operations by claiming they would have occurred with or without ground access
improvements. We recognize that during the 2016 RTP process, SCAG asserted that "current
research has demonstrated that access to the airport is not a barrier for capacity" because
"passengers will continue to purchase tickets even if airport access is challenging (for example
drive an alternate route or stay at an adjacent airport hotel.)" Report from Ryan Hall to SCAG
Transportation Committee, July 23,2015 at 9, excerpted at Attachment D. This'oresearch" is
insufficiently documented to demonstrate that ground access at LAX is not a demand constraint.

t Srr rrpro, footnote 2.
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community. Furthermore, SCAG's prior statements regarding the importance of the 78.9
MAP cap call into question the proposed RTP's compliance with SCAG's mandate under
ooprepare
State law to
and adopt a regional transportation plan directed at achieving a
coordínated and balanced regíonal transportation system, including, but not limited to . .
. aviation facilities and services." Gov. Code $ 650S0(a) (emphasis added).6 The public
could reasonably assume that SCAG has been listening to LAWA, to the exclusion of
other interested stakeholders.T

LAWA, not SCAG, must take principal responsibility for an open, public process
to evaluate any potential increase in the passenger forecast for LAX beyond the 78.9
MAP number currently contained in LAWA's approved plans for LAX. For example,
LAV/A could elect to update the LAX Master Plan and SCAG could then include the
resulting capacity numbers in a future RTP. SCAG should not, as currently proposed,
"get out ahead" of LAWA on this important issue, as doing so would improperly and
prematurely give credence to LAWA's new plan to abruptly depart from its historic
assurances to the public before conducting proper environmental analysis of the actual
impacts of increased passenger forecast.

il.

The DEIR Fails to Analyze the Environmental Impacts of Implementing the
2OL6 RTP.

If

the RTP proceeds as currently proposed, it will induce growth at LAX by
removing existing ground access constraints so that LAX canrcalize a passenger forecast
of 82.9-96.6 MAP. As explained above, this induced growth will far exceed the present
6

Not only did SCAG adopt 78.9 MAP as the 2035 forecast in the previous RTP, but
SCAG also states, in a report from the current RTP planning process,that"an important issue to
consider in the future demand forecast would be whether to continue assuming the 78.9 MAP
capacity constraint even beyond2020. Lifting the cap at LAX could have a proþund impøct on
the ability of regional airports, particularly ONT, to fuffill its fuil potential in the foreseeable
future." Report from Rich Macias to SCAG Transportation Committee, June 6,2013 at 101
(emphasis added), excerpted as Attachment G.
7

Although it is evident that LAWA and other airports provided extensive input on the
MAP forecasts during the RTP's preparation (including, among other things, data on airport
layout, gate and terminal configurations, and historic paSsenger levels), the extent of LAWA's
political influence on the RTP's forecasts is not yet fully clear. SCAG's January 21 response to
the City's records request contained SCAG communications to LAWA regarding the latter's
comments on MAP forecast calculations, but did not include LAWA's comments. The City will
continue to seek this and other information apparently missing from SCAG's records disclosure.
sH
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operations capacity of 78.9 MAP established in LAWA's planning documents for LAX,
and any level previously analyzed by LAWA under the California Environmental Quality
Act ("CEQA") or National Environmental Policy Act ('NEPA").
Taken together, the RTP and DEIR suffer from a distinct internal inconsistency:
while the RTP assumes approval and construction of local ground access projects for the
purpose of calculating its constrained demand forecasts, the DEIR avoids analyzing the
local impacts of those forecasts, evidently because SCAG considers these impacts the
local agencies' responsibility. DEIR at3.13-32 (concluding noise impacts "less than
significant" because o'major public airports have an airport land use plan that provides
guidance on noise levels and land use in adjacent areas"). CEQA, however, requires that
every EIR be detailed, complete, and reflect a good faith effort at full disclosure. CEQA
Guidelines $ l5 15 l. The document should provide a sufficient degree of analysis to
inform the public about the proposed project's adverse environmental impacts and to
allow decision-makers to make intelligent judgments.ld Consistent with this
requirement, the information regarding the project's impacts must be "painstakingly
ferreted out." Environmental Planning & Informatíon Councíl of Western El Dorado
CounQv. County of El Dorado (*EPIC) (1982) 131 Ca1.4pp.3d350,357.

SCAG attempts to excuse the DEIR's lack of detail based on the fact that it is
merely a o'program" EIR that may be general in nature. The "program" nature of the
DEIR, however, is no excuse for its lack of detailed analysis, particularly of the RTP's
impacts on noise and air quality at and around LAX. CEQA requires that even a program
EIR provide an in-depth analysis of a large-scale project, looking at effects "as
specifically and comprehensively as possible." Guidelines $ l5168(a), (cX5). V/hile
programmatic review allows an agency to avoid speculating, the practice "does not
excuse the lead agency from adequately analyzingreasonably foreseeable significant
environmental effects of the project and does not justifz deferring such analysis to alater
EIR." $ 15152(b). Clearly SCAG does not consider ground access projects at LAX
merely "speculative," as it assumes their completion to arrive at the 2040 MAP forecast.
Whether a lead agency prepares a'þrogram" EIR or a'þroject-specif,rc" EIR
under CEQA, the requirements for an adequate EIR remain the same. Guidelines $
15160. "Designating an EIR as a program EIR also does not by itself decrease the level
of analysis otherwise required in the EIR." Friends of Mammothv. Town of Mammoth
Lakes Redevelopment Agency (2000) 82 Cal.App. th 511,533; see also Guidelines g
15146 (degree of specificity required in program EIR varies not with "program" label,
but rather with degree of specificity in underlying activity). Even a program-level EIR
must contain "extensive detailed evaluations" of a plan's effects on the existing
sH
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environment. See EPIC, 131 Cal.App.3d at 358. ,See also Kings County Farm Bureau v
City of Hanford (1990) 221Cal.App.3d 692,723-24 (where the record before an agency
contains information relevant to environmental impacts, it is both reasonable and
practical to include that information in an EIR).
The DEIR's reliance on future, project-level environmental review by LAWA or
other local agencies is also misplaced. Again, CEQA's policy favoring early
identification of environmental impacts does not allow agencies to defer analysis of a
plan's impacts to some future EIR for specific projects contemplated by thatplan. See
Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Comm. (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263,282-84; Chrístward
Mìnistry v. Superior Court (1986) 84 Cal.App.3d 180, 194; City of Redlands v. County of
San Bernardino (2002) 96 Cal.App. th398, 409. Because the RTP as currently proposed
identifies passenger growth at LAX as part of the project, the DEIR must analyze the
potential environmental impacts resulting from it.o If such analysis were performed, it
would necessarily disclose the additional noise, air quality, and traffrc impacts that would
be experienced by the already heavily-impacted communities around LAX, including El
Segundo. See, e.g., LAX Final Noise Exposure Map Report (2015) Exhibit 5-2 (showing
impact of airport noise on City of El Segundo), available at
htto://www.lawa.
l4CFRPartl50 FinalNEMReoort LAX
OReoort read
Redacted.pdf; LAX Air Quality & Source Apportionment Study (2013) at 6-52
(summarizing airport's air quality impacts on City of El Segundo), available at
lawa. ors/uol oadedFi I es/OurL A
olo/o202o/o20%202014%2003%2 ll
id. at 7-18 (identiffing South
oomain
Airfield, adjacent to El Segundo, as a
source area[] for SO2").e
For the foregoing reasons, the City of El Segundo requests that SCAG delay
further action on the proposed 2016 RTP until the Plan is revised to reflect the capacity
for LAX established and analyzed in LAWA's planning documents; in other words, 78.9
MAP. If SCAG does not revise its MAP forecast for LAX, then SCAG must revise and

I The DEIR is flawed for the
additional reason that it improperly

assumes that certain
impacts, including noise, will be less than significant merely because the2016 RTP's regional
MAP forecast is lower than the previous RTP's forecast. DEIR at3.13-32. This is patently
impermissible under CEQA. ln EPIC, for example, the court found an EIR for a proposed
general plan amendment inadequate on grounds that the EIR should have compared the plan
amendment to the existing state of the physical environmenl, not to the existing plan.I3I
Cal.App.3d at 358.
n

Sr, ,upro. footnote
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recirculate the DEIR to adequately evaluate all of the foreseeable environmental impacts
of approving the RTP, including local noise, air quality, and traffic impacts at and around

LAX.
Very truly yours,
SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBE,RGER LLP

Joseph "Seph" Petta

749764.2
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1.

INTRODUCTION

This Final Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) Specific Plan Amendment Study (SPAS) Report
identifies potential amendments to the LAX Specific Plan that plan for the modernization and
improvement of LAX in a manner that is designed for a practical capacity of 78.9 million annual
passengers while enhancing safety and security, minimizing environmental impacts on the surrounding
communities, and creating conditions that encourage airlines to go to other airports in the region,
particularly those owned and operated by Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA). The Final LAX SPAS
Report identifies the LAWA Staff-Recommended Alternative and the proposed amendments to the LAX
Specific Plan and LAX Plan associated with the SPAS alternatives, including the LAWA StaffRecommended Alternative.
LAWA prepared the Preliminary LAX SPAS Report to identify potential LAX Specific Plan amendments
consistent with the requirements of the LAX Specific Plan and the LAX Master Plan Stipulated
Settlement. The Preliminary LAX SPAS Report also documented the planning process used to identify
potential LAX Specific Plan amendments and potential alternative designs, technologies, and
configurations for the LAX Master Plan Program in accordance with the SPAS Process defined in
Section 7.H of the LAX Specific Plan and Section V of the LAX Master Plan Stipulated Settlement. The
amendments and alternatives identified in this Final LAX SPAS Report were addressed in the Final
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the LAX SPAS. The Final EIR and the Final LAX SPAS
Report together make up the Specific Plan Amendment Study.
The SPAS is required under Section 7.H of the LAX Specific Plan and Section V of the Stipulated
Settlement, as discussed in more detail in Section 1.2 of the Preliminary LAX SPAS Report. Through the
SPAS process, nine alternatives were formulated to provide a broad range of options for improvements to
the north airfield, terminals, and the ground transportation system at LAX, all of which are identified in the
Preliminary LAX SPAS Report. As further described below in Chapter 2, a detailed description of the
proposed project, including the proposed alternatives, is provided in Section 1.4 and Chapter 6 of the
Preliminary LAX SPAS Report. The LAWA Staff-Recommended Alternative, which was derived from the
range of alternatives discussed in Section 1.4 and Chapter 6 of the Preliminary LAX SPAS Report, is
discussed below in Chapter 2.
LAWA has identified a range of potential improvements at LAX in conjunction with completion of the LAX
SPAS. The SPAS process includes the identification and evaluation of potential alternative designs,
technologies, and configurations for the LAX Master Plan Program that would provide solutions to the
problems that certain improvements within the Master Plan, referred to as "the Yellow Light Projects,"
were designed to address. The SPAS process also includes identification of potential amendments to the
LAX Specific Plan that plan for the modernization and improvement of LAX in a manner that is designed
for a practical capacity of 78.9 MAP while enhancing safety and security, minimizing environmental
impacts on the surrounding communities, and creating conditions that encourage airlines to go to other
airports in the region, particularly those owned and operated by LAWA. Presented herein is the Final
LAX SPAS Report, as further described below.
On July 27, 2012, LAWA published the Preliminary LAX SPAS Report, which was made available for
public review in conjunction with the SPAS Draft EIR, published on the same date. The SPAS Draft EIR
was circulated for public review for 75 days, providing an expanded opportunity for public review and
input beyond the 45-day review period required by Section 15105 of the State CEQA Guidelines, with the
SPAS Draft EIR review period closing on October 10, 2012. Additional means for public involvement
during the SPAS Draft EIR review and comment period were provided through three public meetings,
held during the comment period on August 25, 2012, August 28, 2012, and August 29, 2012, as well as
through a "virtual meeting" available online between September 10, 2012 and October 10, 2012, and
through a project website (laxspas.org). A total of 251 unique commentors submitted comments in
conjunction with the SPAS Draft EIR public review period, through written correspondence and e-mails to
LAWA, oral testimony and video-taped comments at the aforementioned public meetings, and comments
on the virtual meeting and project website. A total of 2,063 individual comments were received by LAWA.
Los Angeles International Airport
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characteristics/schedules/turn times, load factors (percentage of occupied seats), and the size of gate hold
rooms and the flexibility for different airline/aircraft types. The terminal capacity in general is more
subjective to determine than airfield capacity. Current research has demonstrated that access to the airport
is not a barrier for capacity. Passengers will continue to purchase tickets even if airport access is
challenging (for example drive an alternate route or stay at an airport adjacent hotel). The capacity
numbers were presented and have subsequently been updated to reflect additional comments received
from the airports. Note that legal constraints are not taken into account during this task. The following
table summarizes the capacity to handle passengers at each of these four capacity constrained/urbanized
airports.

The future demand for flights from residents and non-residents, that are traveling for
business/leisure/visiting friends and relatives is determined based on population growth, the U.S. GDP
(plus the world economic outlook as well as the California and SCAG region economies [including jobs,
income, personal wealth]) and historical trends. Using these inputs, the overall regional demand is
generated as a total number of potential passengers for the SCAG region as a whole. In Southern
California more than half of the passengers using our airports are visitors to the region- the U.S. GDP is
by far the most important predictor of potential visitors to our region. Furthermore, unlike many other
regions in the U.S. there is a relatively long-term positive outlook for continued growth in our region,
which should bode well for greater future air travel demand to and from our region.
Using this approach, in 2040, the total regional aviation demand is forecast to be approximately 136.2
MAP (million annual passengers). As a reference, the regional total demand was 88 MAP in 2013. So
the projected growth in air travel demand between 2013 and 2040 is approximately 55%, which is
equivalent to a 1.6% annual growth rate, consistent with aviation forecasts being conducted in other large
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2. Project Description
improvements (i.e., Crossfield Taxiway Project), terminal improvements (i.e., Bradley West Project), and
other related improvement underway at the time, will create 39,900 jobs over the course of the program,
or an average of 5,500 to 6,000 jobs per year. Of these, between 3,500 and 4,000 jobs will be in
construction industries.27
It is LAWA's desire to provide improvements that further enable LAX to support and advance the
economic growth and vitality of the Los Angeles region.

4. Plan Improvements That Do Not Result in More Than 153 Passenger Gates at
78.9 MAP
In identifying and evaluating alternatives to the demolition of Terminals 1, 2, and 3, LAWA is seeking to
maintain consistency with the LAX Master Plan design for a total of 153 passenger gates, which was
based on a future passenger activity level of 78.9 million annual passengers (MAP) at LAX in 2015. The
need to demolish portions of Terminals 1, 2, and 3 is due to the reconfiguration of the north airfield as
contemplated in the LAX Master Plan. As described in Section 1.1, the demolition of those terminals and
the reconfiguration of the north airfield are both Yellow Light Projects being addressed in SPAS. The
formulation of alternatives for reconfiguration of the north airfield includes various options for moving
runways and associated taxiways northward or southward, each of which has implications relative to
Terminals 1, 2, and 3. The formulation of potential alternatives to the demolition of Terminals 1, 2, and 3
is substantially influenced by the alternatives for the north airfield reconfiguration. While the extent to
which terminals are reconfigured under each terminal alternative will vary depending on which airfield
reconfiguration alternative it is linked to, LAWA is seeking to maintain consistency between all terminal
alternatives such that none of them results in more than 153 passenger gates at the projected passenger
activity level of 78.9 MAP.

5. Enhance Safety and Security at LAX
During the preparation of the LAX Master Plan, which began in the 1990s, Alternative D was formulated
following the events of September 11, 2001 and integrated into the CEQA review process for the LAX
Master Plan as the "Enhanced Safety and Security Plan." In now identifying and evaluating alternatives
to the Yellow Light Projects, which are key elements of the LAX Master Plan, LAWA is seeking to
maintain the ability of the LAX Master Plan, if and as modified by the outcome of the SPAS process, to
enhance safety and security at LAX.

6. Minimize Environmental Impacts on Surrounding Communities
LAX is a major international airport located within a very urbanized area, with established communities
situated directly to the north, east, and south. These communities are affected to varying degrees by
existing operations at the airport. Recognizing that these existing effects to the surrounding communities
may change based on the alternatives being considered in SPAS, LAWA seeks to identify and apply
ways to avoid, reduce, or minimize environmental impacts on surrounding communities.

7. Produce an Improvement Program that is Efficient, Sustainable, Feasible, and
Fiscally Responsible
The nature and scope of improvements associated with the Yellow Light Projects are substantial. Each of
those projects represents a major undertaking, requiring substantial funding; considerable planning,
engineering, and design; and major construction activities. The costs for each of these major
improvement projects would be financed primarily by Airport Improvement Program grants, Passenger
Facility Charges (PFCs), and bond sales, all of which are subject to federal requirements regarding
expenditure of airport funds, and which will also be utilized to finance other airport improvements outside
of the scope of SPAS. The ability to successfully fund such improvements is, to a large extent,
27

Los Angeles Economic Development Corporation, Economic Impact Analysis - LAX Airfield and Terminal Construction
Projects, 2011.
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WKHRQO\WZR  FRPPHUFLDODLUSRUWVLQWKHFRXQWU\WKDWKDYHOHJDOO\HQIRUFHDEOHFDSDFLW\FRQVWUDLQWVWKDW
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Steven S. Choi, Ph.D., Mayor

cityofirvine.org

City of Irvine. One Civic Center Plaza, P.O. Box 19575, In/ine, California 92623-9575

949-724-6233

February 1, 2016

Mr. Hasan Ikhrata
Executive Director
Southern California Association of Governments

818 West Seventh Street, 12"^ Floor
Los Angeles, California 90017-3435

Subject:

Comments on the Draft 2016-2040 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy and Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Ikhrata:

The City of Irvine appreciates the opportunity to review and provide comments on
the Draft 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy (2016-2040 RTP/SCS) and Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
(PEIR). The City of Irvine commends the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) staff for the tremendous amount of work and effort in
preparing the documents. The following general comments and recommendations
are offered by the City of Irvine on the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, associated
appendices, and the PEIR. In support of this letter, please find attached more
specific detailed comments from the City of Irvine that are consistent with the
comments provided by the Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG).
The City of Irvine requests that this letter and all of its attachments be included in
the public record as our collective comments on the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, PEIR,
all associated appendices and documents, and online inventory of maps.
RTP/SCS

•

The City of Irvine concurs with the Orange County Council of
Governments (OCCOG) and Orange County Transportation Authority
(OCTA) comments.
The City of Irvine concurs with the comments SCAG will receive from the
OCCOG and the OCTA. The City requests that SCAG respond to all of the
comments detailed in the OCCOG and OCTA letters and to act upon any
changes advocated by OCCOG, of which the City is a member agency.
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DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE 2016 RTP/SCS, PEIR, AND
RELATED APPENDICES - CITY OF IRVINE
2016 RTP/SCS
#

TOPIC

PAGE
REFERENCE

RTP NARRATIVE, COMMENT & RECOMMENDATION

1

General
Comment

p.2

Delete Our Vision & Our Overarching Strategy
strategies.

These sections are highly speculative and not necessary
for the rest of the document.
2

Clarification

p.3, column
2, bullet 5

"Millions of people are in poor health... Millions of more
people live with chronic diseases, such as asthma,
every day."
Define 'poor health'

Cite numbers or share of population for region instead of
saying "millions". Provide reference to what chronic
diseases include.
3

4

5

Clarification

Clarification

Clarification

P. 4, column

"Among the milestones: a one-year demonstration of the

2, paragraph

toiled Express Lanes in Los Anqeles County along

2

Interstate 10 and Interstate 110 was made permanent in

p. 7, column

2014..."
"In manv instances, the additional these chargers will

2, paragraph

create the ooDortunitv to increase mav double the

1

electric range of PHEVs, reducing vehicle miles traveled

p. 13, column
2, paragraph
2

that produce tail-pipe emissions."
"Since 2009. everv MPO in California has been required

to develop a Sustainable Communities Strategy...Once
implemented along with the rest of the Plan, it will
improve the overall aualitv of life for all residents of the

region."
6

7

Clarification

Clarification

"But these advances in mobility also have the potential

p. 13, column
2, paragraph

to help Babv Boomers, and the generations that follow

3

them, maintain their independence as they age."

p. 14, column
1, paragraph

"In Southern California, striving for sustainability

2

for reducing greenhouse gas emissions from vehicles
and federal air quality conformity requirements, and also

includes will require achieving state-mandated tarqets

adapting wisely to a changing environment and climate."
8

Clarification

p. 14, column
2, paragraph
5

"It is particularly important that the Plan consider and
minimize the negative impacts consequences of
transportation proiects, especiallv on low-income and

minority communities and minimize negative impacts."
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