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From:  eircomments 
To: Aaron Goodman 
CC: board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org;  linda.avery@sfgov.org 
Date:  7/2/2012 6:25 PM 
Subject:  Re: Plan Bay Area EIR - Comment Memo - A.Goodman 
 
Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please 
visit www.onebayarea.org. 
 
 
Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 8th Street 
Oakland, CA 94607 
(510) 817-5809 
 
 
>>> Aaron Goodman <amgodman@yahoo.com> 6/25/2012 1:33 PM >>> 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attn: Ashley Nguyen EIR Project Manager, Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 Eighth Street, Oakland, CA 94607  
email: eircomments@mtc.ca.gov; fax: 510.817.5848. 
 
To whom it may concern @ ABAG/SFMTC 
  
  
I will not be able to attend the meetings held regarding the plan bay area now EIR, however I would like to submit 
comments especially regarding the San Francisco portion of the EIR and projects proposed for transit development 
areas, and densification that did NOT seek to look adequately at alternatives and proposals submitted that include 
direct transit connectivity up front, a more cummalative based proposal on the multiple projects proposed on and 
along 19th ave., bi-county transit linkage and adequate development of essential rental housing stock for existing 
communities.  
  
I am seriously concerned about the issues related to housing, transit-open-space and the impacts of density and 
development on existing communities in San Francisco especially due to the LACK of rental housing affordable to 
existing communities being created EQUITABLE and at an EQUAL RATIO to for-sale for-max-profit mortgage 
backed/based development. The lack of sincere efforts to spearhead transit development that directly connects and 
provides development impetus along and above transit routing. The need to link open-space, infrastructure, and 
ammenities (Public Pools, Outdoor Parks and Recreation Areas, new Schools, and commercial ammenities adjacent, 
while implementing low-scale/low-impact development ideas up-front.  
  
The biggest project and concern is the 19th Avenue transit corridor projects and proposals which do little to directly 
address transit, traffic, parking, and housing impacts on the southwestern side of San Francisco. The loss of over 1,000 
units of rental housing meant for families and working class citizens in Parkmerced and Stonestown Apartments due 



 

 

to the purchase of land/housing by SFSU-CSU has created a vaccuum of housing available due to predatory equity 
lending and student/university/institutional growth impacts on the cities housing stock. Currently the city and county 
of San Francisco is in court regarding the concerns raised on the Parkmerced project, and has not corrected the issues 
raised on the SF General Plan and Housing Element sections related to the EQUITABLE construction of affordable 
rental units and the need to enforce the OPTION of RENTING vs BUYING into the housing stock created. Initially 
Section 8.1 of the SF General Plan Housing 
 Element there was wordage that supported the need to provide the OPTION of renting vs. buying. Due to changes 
that are still being challeneged on the housing element issues raised by neighborhood organizations we still have not 
seen a relevant change in the type and financial modeling used to promote the current housing standards in the city.  
  
The lack of direct connectivity proposed on the Parkmerced project EIR and SFSU-CSU Masterplan EIR were both 
challenged by memo's I sent regarding DIRECT linkage of the M-Line to the Daly City Bart Station along the existing 
transit corridor as the shortest distance between two points which is a straight line. The Options I have submitted on 
the parkmerced project outline additional transit hubs, new lines that can be developed, and grade-seperated 
solutions for the transit along the 19th ave. corridor.  
  
 The CPUC rail engineer's memo submitted on the Parkmerced project emphasized for rail-safety that the project 
should be "grade-seperated" and that though the costs were higher the resultant speed and safety of transit would 
be improved.  
  
The major street thoroughfares along Holloway, Sunset Boulevard, Lakeshore Boulevard, Sloat Boulevard and 
Junnippero Serra Boulevard are all primary arterials in the western end of SF. The need to look more closely at options 
that get people OUT of there cars and into public transit through BRT and/or new rail/systems lines is a priority due to 
traffic/transit/parking congestion currently in this area. The SFSU-CSU Masterplan ignored the prior MOU and lack of 
co-funding of transit improvements. The SFMTA lead Peter Albert I have spoken to on the need to pull the transit 
improvements to the fore-front prior to allowing density and multiple developments. The SFMTA/SFCTA approach is 
the cart in front of the horse, with most of the connectivity to regional transit occuring at the Tier-5 Federal Funding 
level. The areas in question are already in GRIDLOCK and allowing a developer to re-route the Muni M-Line into a 
residential neighborhood for there project 
 approvals ignores the more adequate and direct line that could be done by removing the  easternmost towers in 
Parkmerced, or at a minimum the parking structure on the eastern edge at Junippero Serra and 19th and utilize the 
77 Cambon drive site as a catayst to develop housing OVER the transit and roadway "X" crossing here (please see 
google maps and the suggestions I submitted in drawings on the parkmerced project)  
  
The SFSU-CSU masterplan denotes the need to shift the line (M-Line westbound) but ignores the grade seperation 
required for muni to cross 19th ave near ocean ave.  
  
The Parkmerced and SFSU-CSU EIR's ignore the future possible direct density above the many empty parking lots @ 
the stonestown mall.  
  
The projects all ignore the use of land-exchanges for development vertical rights above rail or grade seperated 
proposals that could densify above the 1952 cloverleaf interchange at 19th and brotherhood way out to Daly City Bart 
where there is another older overpass unretrofitted, and side lots that could assist in new housing development.  
  
The dead-ending of the M-Line in Parkmerced ignores a direct eastern alignment adjacent on the eastern side, and an 
alternative that disrupts the Parkmerced community the least. Even a basic alternative to wrap the transit around 
parkmerced down Holloway, or through Stonestown and around Lake-Merced and up sunset blvd. or brotherhood 
way is ignored.  
  
The future lines of a rail system on the western side could easily be done by extending the L-Taraval line from the 
development at 2800 Sloat back up sloat blvd. to reconnect with the lakeshore mall, STERN GROVE, and back to the 
M-K interchange at St. Francis Woods.  
  
Alternatives that promote density at Stonestown, or Along West Portal to energize foot-traffic on that street, are 



 

 

ignored.  
  
Alternatives that promote a better spreading of density in multiple neighborhoods vs. just bulldozing Parkmerced are 
not looked at significantly, when it is a proven fact that sustainable preservation based alternatives and infill are far 
more green an endeavour than directly destroying a built community and landscape. Many memos were sent on the 
parkmerced project by preservation based local, state and national organizations that supported a more preservation 
based alternative which was not looked at by the SF Planning Department in there approvals. In essence the planning 
dept. and SFBOS ignored proper and adequate memo's that indicated the mandate to look more closely at the 
project for a better preservation based alternative. The mills-act and ways to provide density and infill were ignored 
by the project proponents.  
  
Open space and ammenities are lost for an existing community in Parkmerced, through attrition and land-acquisition 
many acres of land were removed, without looking at new concepts of "green-linkage" along brotherhood way by 
"day-lighting" the older creek bed along brotherhood way, or promoting infill at the parking lots in Parkmerced.  
  
The regional approach should improve the existing proposals by mandating that alternatives that promote direct 
transit connectivity are given priority and additional funding mechanisms to ensure that the connections are made 
initially to reduce parking/traffic/transit impacts.  
  
The SFSU-CSU impacts on parkmerced and neighboring streets is visible and obvious when school is in session, yet 
they reduced the shuttle bus, propose removing a major parking structure on campus, and promote media/arts 
center features along lake-merced blvd. at Font without providing adequate direct transit linkage or direct funding for 
the density increases.  
  
Housing wise the lack of essential low-cost rental housing is the biggest issue in San Francisco. As many market rate 
end housing is built with minimal BMR units most famillies have been unable to pay for the mortgages in this financial 
downturn, and many existing communities have lost there housing. The need for basic "stepping-stones" towards 
saving for home ownership is required.  
  
A reminder that Parkmerced was built with met-life and had only a 3% profit margin vs. today's noted need for 20%+ 
on Parkmerced. The need for social housing, basic simple utilitarian, along with ammenities far-exceeds any need for 
market rate housing in San Francisco Currently.  
  
Other districts and cities may differ in regards to housing needs, but when districts lose housing stock, to institutional 
and developer pressures, it is incumbent on the state and local governmental agencies to analyze the numbers and 
provide a more detailed and correct analysis on the housing problems of counties.  
  
San Francisco currently has a major negative number in affordable base units for families, seniors, students, and 
working class existing community members.  
  
The time is ever more pressing for agencies involved in planning for density to recognize that San francisco cannot 
fund the essential housing needs in equal amounts to other surrounding counties when those counties acquire 
funding easier for typical sprawl based developments and associated tax-base.  
  
Transit needs to be the new "bike" in terms of systems and implementation on the cities western edge. There is no 
current North-South transit line besides the 28 on the western side of SF. By providing a new link line from the 
N-Judah, K or L lines heading north to south would promote a better system and help alleviate traffic issues. By 
promoting density over new grade seperated lines even along older Muni lines in SF we can easily engender more 
favorable conditions for density and infill. The "Bart-to-the-beach" suggested route currently being discussed misses 
the point of having a line extend from Golden Gate Park to Daly City Bart.... We need to envision this type of transit to 
ensure the southwestern section of the city is not left behind in terms of being a bedroom community, and ensure 
that they also have adequate future transit to support the housing requirements being pushed onto city planners.  
  
The Bay View, Excelsior, Balboa Park plans all can be connected up through the T-Third St. lightrail line and future 



 

 

transit proposals for San Bruno Ave up to Oakdale and the Bayshore development proposals for a home improvement 
district.  
  
Balboa Park and Ocean Avenue can absorb more density if and only if, transit systems are improved and right-a-ways 
created to directly get people out of there automobiles.  
  
  
Please note again that the Parkmerced and 19th Ave. Traffic studies were only that "STUDIES" and were not official EIR 
documents on impacts and cumalative impacts adequately analyzed and addressing issues. The SFCTA document that 
was submitted to initialize the study of 19th ave. submitted by Tilly Chang, was missing and incorrectly stated the 
developments and proposals that had been or were being considered. By pushing the 19th ave. traffic study through 
for funding we are missing the real need of addressing both the housing loss, open-space loss, ammenities loss, and 
need for better and more thorough cumalative analysis on how and in what ways the best transit system 
improvements can be done FRONT-ENDED to ensure we get out of the gridlock situation we currently have in District 
7 of SF. 
  
I attach an image of Parkmerced inclusive of the lots bought by SFSU-CSU, which show its original boundaries,  the 
comments by SF Heritage and a memo by 6 organizations on the issues of Parkmerced's EIR. I also submit bullet 
points on the concerns. I will not be able to attach the drawings submitted to the SF Planning Department on transit 
alternatives for ZN12-13 for the southwest district, however they are available from the planning department's 
Parkmerced EIR submitted comments section, and show clearly options that would provide direct linkage and density 
infill options to meet the project proponents needs for a profit margin over 3%.  
  
Thank you for your addressing these concerns and opening the discussion more towards grade-seperation along 19th 
ave. reducing travel time for the M-Line and ensuring that the connectivity occurs up front and not 20 years down the 
road to appease a developers project proposal over the PUBLIC's best interests.  
  
Sincerely  
  
Aaron Goodman  
25 Lisbon St.  
San Francisco, CA 94112 
amgodman@yahoo.com  
  
  
  
cc: Craig Noble, MTC  510.817.5867 c/o Ashley Nguyen 
      Kathleen Cha, ABAG c/o Ashley Nguyen 
      SF Board of Supervisors c/o board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org  
      SF Planning Department c/o linda.avery@sfgov.org  
  
Note: the EIR for Bay-Area Plan denotes the following below for multiple projects adjacent to 19th Ave. ignoring the 
cummalative impacts on transit/traffic/parking/housing/open-space currently and incorrectly denotes the projects of 
SFSU-CSU and Parkmerced as a "transit-town-center" when the projects NEVER were cummalatively imagined or 
designed to include a more integrative transit approach to the housing being proposed. Transit is being done as an 
after-thought, or co-sponsored by the developers private interests. The public's best interests are not being served by 
these large "multi-family" developments when many people in the existing communities cannot afford any new 
housing being built (ex: Ocean Ave Avalon Apartments adjacent to city college). It states incorrectly that it improves 
pedestrian safety when direct grade seperated solutions were NEVER analysed to any potential. It ignores how 
bi-county transit/density development at 19th and 
 Brotherhood Way and the elimination of the eastern most un-reinforced towers in Parkmerced with newer 
construction could provide a new gateway and entrance to the city/county of SF and Daly city instead of grid-lock 
and a monstous interchange at Daly City that seperates vs. joins, the counties at the border. Transit can be the 
improved linkage along with open-space and development, but without initially planning those transit appedages 



 

 

first, we lose vital "elbow-room" to design future changes needed for density proposed. The "mix" of housing noted 
IGNORES the need for rental housing affordable to EXISTING communities. The statement below ignores the 800 
Brotherhood way project whose CU permit expired, and the Honorable Judge Quentin Kopp reprimanded the 
planning dept. on in terms of the need to re-submit for any proposed project at that location. It ignores the 77 
Cambon project proposal which was a larger building project with housing, and it 
 ignores completely the future housing opportunities @ Stonestown, and how that site could alleviate density at 
Parkmerced.   
   
TRANSIT TOWN CENTER 19th Avenue Corridor Neighborhood transportation improvements in this area are closely 
linked with new development, to both accommodate future residents and improve pedestrian safety. The existing 
neighborhood along the corridor crosses from San Francisco County into San Mateo County, and includes a regional 
retail shopping center, San Francisco State University (SFSU) and Park Merced, a large multi-family residential 
development. When complete, new residential development at Brotherhood Way, Park Merced and Chumasero Drive, 
and new development around the Daly City BART Station will increase the diversity of housing, both in terms of 
affordability and housing type. The SFSU campus expansion will include new education and residential buildings, 
while a rebuilt Stonestown Shopping Center will offer new retail. The 19th Avenue Corridor will add to the mix of 
housing and transit, benefiting both the city and the region.  
  





 

July 12, 2010 
 
Bill Wycko 
Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Re: 2008.0021E: Parkmerced – Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 
 
Dear Mr. Wycko, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Parkmerced Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (“DEIR”).  Founded in 1971, San Francisco Architectural Heritage 
(“Heritage”) is a non-profit 501(c)(3) membership organization charged to preserve and 
enhance San Francisco’s unique architectural and cultural identity.   
 
The Parkmerced project sponsor presented to the Heritage Issues Committee on June 2, 
2009.  While the proposed project has many laudable goals, we noted that it did nothing 
to preserve the existing California Register eligible resource.  After review of the Page & 
Turnbull Historic Resources Alternatives Study (“Alternatives Study”), and the DEIR we 
have feedback on potentially feasible preservation options, including a new alternative 
described here.  This new alternative would be a “hybrid” of options from the 
Alternatives Study that would allow limited development along the periphery of the 
complex (as described in DEIR Alternative C) along with limited infill development within 
the Historic District (similar to alternative #3 in the Alternatives Study, though scaled 
down).  This hybrid approach would both retain Parkmerced’s historic core and retain its 
California Register eligibility, while meeting many of the stated project objectives.   
 
If the city will not consider this hybrid alternative, Heritage supports Alternative C as the 
recognized environmentally superior alternative, and the only option included in the 
DEIR that maintains the eligibility of Parkmerced as a California Register historic district.   
 
I. Parkmerced Is Historically Significant and Register Eligible  
 
All parties, including the project sponsor, agree that Parkmerced is eligible for inclusion 
in the California Register of Historical Resources as a historic district under Criterion 1 
(Events) and Criterion 3 (Design/Construction).  Built in the early 1940’s, Parkmerced is 
an outstanding example of early modern landscape design, and an exceptional garden 
apartment development.  Parkmerced’s sophisticated landscape was designed by 
Thomas Church, the father of modern landscape design.  It displays many of the design 
concepts that made Church’s work unique and influential, including the use of abstract 
and organic forms.  It is believed to be one of the largest Church projects remaining 
intact. 
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As an example of a planned development, Parkmerced represents an early example of 
large scale garden apartment design.  It was one of similar four apartment 
developments funded by Metropolitan Life Insurance, which include Parkfairfax in 
Alexandria, Virginia, listed on the National Register because of its significance as an early 
planned development.  Of the four complexes, only Parkmerced has a notable landscape 
design.  Most of the complex’s features retain a high degree of integrity from MetLife’s 
period of ownership and, taken together, its collection of buildings, landscapes, and 
associated elements reflect Parkmerced’s original design and functionality as a planned 
residential community.  
 
II. The EIR Should Scrutinize the Ability of the Proposed Project to Meet 

Sustainability Objectives 
 
To ensure fair consideration of the preservation alternatives Heritage supports (as 
described below) the EIR should evaluate the proposed project’s ability to meet the 
sponsor’s own stated objectives.  The proposed project seeks to meet LEED certification 
standards and is touted as an "innovative model for environmentally sustainable design 
practices."  We question how sustainable it is to demolish over 170 two-story buildings 
and 152 acres of landscape features and open space.  Clearing the site would likely take 
several years, followed by protracted excavation and construction work.   The EIR should 
closely scrutinize any claimed environmental benefits of the proposed project within 
this context, taking into account the embodied energy that would be lost 
with demolition of 1,538 units and the additional resources needed to haul away debris 
and erect 5,679 new units. 
 
While the project sponsor has plans to build new construction with green technology, 
the DEIR does not study the possibility of upgrading the existing buildings to meet 
sustainability objectives.  In assessing the feasibility of preservation options, the EIR 
should explore options for greening the existing garden courtyard apartments.  Sensitive 
strategies for improving energy performance should be incorporated into all 
preservation alternatives.  Including LEED upgrades for all the existing buildings, 
regardless of the final project design, will certainly help the project sponsor to meet 
sustainability objectives.   
 
III. There Are Feasible Alternatives to the Proposed Project that Substantially 

Lessen Significant Adverse Impacts on Historic Resources 
 

A. The EIR Should Consider a “Hybrid” Alternative that Retains 
Parkmerced’s Historic Core, While Meeting Stated Project Objectives 

 
Other than the No Project Alternative, the DEIR only includes one option (Alternative C) 
that would avoid significant adverse impacts on historic resources.  In order fulfill the 



 

mandate of CEQA,1 the EIR should explore an additional alternative that retains 
Parkmerced’s historic core and meets more of the sponsor’s objectives, such as the 
desire for sustainable density and affordable rental housing.   
 
A hybrid of Alternative C and the rejected Alternatives Study option, “Infill Development 
within the Historic District,” would not only maintain the eligibility of the historic 
district, but also attain key project objectives not met by Alternative C alone.  The “Infill 
Development” alternative was rejected, in part, because it would render the 
Parkmerced historic district ineligible for listing in the California Register.  A hybrid 
alternative that allows for infill development on a smaller scale – as opposed to the 
three-story-plus new construction proposed in the rejected “Infill Development” 
alternative – would largely avoid negative impacts on the integrity of setting.  Moreover, 
by adjusting the footprint of Alternative C, a hybrid alternative would increase the 
amount of developable area by removing the courtyard blocks immedately north and 
south of the four-tower cluster bounded by Serrano Drive, Arballo Drive, Gonzalez Drive, 
Bucareli Drive, and Font Boulevard.   
 
Based on the impacts analysis in the DEIR for Alternative C, the removal of these 
courtyard blocks would not jeopardize the eligibility of the historic district.  In addition 
to retaining the central core, the majority of the character-defining features would be 
preserved, including the cluster arrangement of the garden apartment blocks, 
landscaped drives, landscaped courtyards, vegetation, and small-scale features, as well 
as the radial arrangement of the garden courtyard apartments around Juan Bautista 
Circle.  
 
Historic preservation and other General Plan goals, such as sustainability and affordable 
housing, can work together at the Parkmerced site with creative solutions.  A hybrid 
alternative that incorporates elements of Alternative C and the rejected “Infill 
Construction” option would realize many of the project sponsor’s objectives, while still 
retaining enough historic fabric to maintain the site’s eligibility on the California 
Register.  We urge the city to study this option in detail to assure that a reasonable 
range of potentially feasible alternatives are included in the EIR.   
 

B. Alternative C Maintains California Register Eligibility and is the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative 

 
Should the city not analyze this hybrid alternative, Heritage  supports Alternative C, 
“Historic District Central Core,” as the most sensitive option from a preservation 
standpoint, and as the recognized environmentally superior alternative.  As the 

                                                      
1
  CEQA requires consideration of a range of alternatives in the EIR, with an 

emphasis on options capable of “substantially lessening” the project’s significant 
adverse environmental effects.  Sierra Club v. Gilroy City Council (1990) 222 Cal. App.3d 
30, 41; also see PRC §§ 21002, 21002.1. 
 



 

Alternatives Study indicates, Alternative C would retain the essential portions, features 
and characteristics of Parkmerced that justify its eligibility for the California Register of 
Historic Resources as an historic district.  It also advances the project sponsor's 
sustainability objectives by conserving embodied energy and reducing energy 
consumption and landfill debris.   
 
Finally, in assessing the financial feasibility of Alternative C, the EIR should take into 
account the cost savings that would result from maintaining the existing stream of 
rental revenue and by significantly reducing the scope of new construction.  The EIR 
should also include a detailed accounting of projected rehabilitation costs for all 
preservation alternatives, incorporating potential regulatory and tax relief available 
under the California Historical Building Code, Mills Act, Federal Rehabilitation Tax 
Credits, and through conservation easement donation.   
 
IV. Additional Mitigation is Needed to Safeguard Against Preemptive Demolition 
 
Given the widely publicized financial uncertainty surrounding the proposed project, we 
urge the city to adopt protections against any preemptive demolition of Parkmerced, 
including a mitigation measure barring issuance of any demolition permit for any phase 
of construction until a permanent replacement project is pending and the sponsor has 
demonstrated the financial resources necessary to complete the proposed replacement 
project within a reasonable timeframe (i.e., construction to commence within six 
months of receipt of all necessary city approvals). 
  
Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment.  Please do not hesitate to 
Alexandra Bevk, Preservation Advocate, at 415.441.3000 or abevk@sfheritage.org 

should you have any questions or need additional information.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
David Cannon 
Chair of Issues Committee 
 
 
Cc: San Francisco Planning Department 

San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission 
 National Trust for Historic Preservation 
 California Preservation Foundation 

mailto:abevk@sfheritage.org
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January 28, 2011 
 
Mr. Ron Miguel, President 
San Francisco Planning Commission  
Attn: Jonas Ionin, Acting Commission Secretary 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
 
Submitted via email: jonas.ionin@sfgov.org 
 
Re: Parkmerced Project (SFPD File No. 2008.0021E) 
 
Dear Commissioner Miguel, 
 
As the San Francisco Planning Commission meets to consider the environmental and 
planning impacts of the proposed Parkmerced Project, the historic preservation 
community remains deeply concerned about the destructive impact of the Project on the 
Parkmerced Historic District.  
 
Parkmerced was determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and the 
California Register of Historical Resources as a significant example of planned residential 
development in San Francisco and the work of master landscape architect Thomas 
Dolliver Church and his celebrated colleague Robert Royston. According to the Cultural 
Landscape Foundation, Parkmerced is one of only four remaining examples of large-scale, 
pre- and post-World War II residential developments in the country and is without 
question of national significance. The Foundation has identified Parkmerced as a potential 
National Historic Landmark candidate—an elite group of less than 2,600 such properties in 
America. As one of Thomas Church’s largest and most publicly accessible works, 
Parkmerced is also an important community resource.  
 
The six undersigned local, state, regional, and national historic preservation organizations 
urge the City of San Francisco to adopt Project alternatives or components of alternatives 
that maximize preservation of the Parkmerced Historic District and retain its eligibility for 
the California Register of Historical Resources and the National Register of Historic Places. 
We question the consistency of the proposed Project with San Francisco’s Planning Code 
Priority Policies and urge the City to require additional, more substantive mitigation 
measures for the severe impact to historic resources that could result from the 
Parkmerced Project.  
 
Requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act  
 
CEQA reflects the statewide policy that projects with significant environmental impacts, 
including impacts to the State’s historic environment, should not be approved “if there are 
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feasible alternatives … available which would substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects …” (Pub. Resources Code § 21002.)  CEQA thus requires that 
alternatives be analyzed that would “feasibly obtain most of the basic objectives of the 
project.” (Guideline § 15126.6 subd.(a).)1 Findings supporting the infeasibility of an 
alternative must be supported by “substantial evidence” based on an independent analysis 
by the lead agency. (Pub. Resources Code § 21081.5; Preservation Action Council v. City of 
San Jose (2001) 141 Cal. App.4th 1336.) An alternative need not accomplish every project 
objective, or maximize profitability, to be considered feasible under CEQA.2

 
 

Any project that would demolish a historic resource necessarily has a significant effect on 
the environment, requiring a lead agency to study and adopt feasible alternatives such as 
rehabilitation, if available and practical. (See Pub. Resources Code § 21081; 21084.1.) 
CEQA’s requirements to identify and analyze feasible alternatives in an EIR are manifest 
when a project threatens historic resources, as is its substantive mandate that the lead 
agency not approve a project if a feasible alternative exists. 
 
The Project Alternative Analysis Indicates that an Environmentally Superior 
Alternative is Feasible 
 
As noted in the DEIR, Project alternatives proposing retention of portions of the 
Parkmerced Historic District result in substantially fewer impacts to historic resources and 
a range of other environmental qualities. Under Alternative C, Retention of the Historic 
District Central Core Alternative, the Parkmerced Historic District would retain eligibility 
for the California and National Registers while allowing for new development and 
densification on other parts of the Project site. The DEIR further identifies Alternative C as 
the environmentally superior option. This alternative is preferable not only because it 
would preserve an important part of San Francisco’s history, but because the reuse of 
existing infrastructure would result in substantially fewer emissions of greenhouse gases, 
making Alternative C the truly sustainable alternative (see DEIR VII.32). Finally, Alternative 
C would provide cost savings by maintaining the existing stream of rental revenue and 
significantly reducing the scope of new construction. 
 
To date, the City has provided no information to justify the rejection of environmentally 
superior alternatives based on “economic, environmental, social, and technological 
factors.” (Guideline § 15126.6(b).) The City acknowledges that all of the proposed 
alternatives are “potentially feasible in that they would attain most of the basic objectives 
identified in Chapter III, Project Description, all are within boundaries of the property 
under the control of the Project sponsor and all are capable of being constructed on the 
Project Site.” (Comments and Responses, Master Response A.4, emphasis added.)  

                                            
1 “Feasible” is defined as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological 
factors.” (Pub. Resources Code § 21061.1.) 
2 Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1998) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1181. 
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CEQA requires that the EIR provide sufficient information about each alternative “to allow 
meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.” (Guideline at 
§ 15126.6(d).) The reasons and facts for which the sponsor or City has rejected alternatives 
is essential information that must be provided to the public in the EIR.3 In contrast, the 
DEIR and Comments and Responses documents for the Project contain no discussion of 
why various alternatives may be considered infeasible. Contrary to the public disclosure 
function of the EIR, the City maintains that this information need not be presented in the 
EIR documents, but can be held back until the CEQA findings are released just prior to 
project approval.4

 
 

The Proposed Project is Inconsistent with the City’s Planning Priority Policies 
 
The undersigned organizations take exception to the statements in the DEIR and the 
Comments and Responses document that the Parkmerced Project is consistent with the 
City’s Planning Priority Policies, particularly Priority Policy 7, which states “that landmarks 
and historic buildings be preserved” (Planning Code at § 101(b)(7).). The DEIR stated that 
the Parkmerced Historic District does not qualify for such protection, because it “is not 
currently included in any federal, state or local register.” (DEIR IV.1 fn1).  Nothing in the 
Planning Code, however, indicates that protection of the City’s landmarks and historic 
structures is limited to formally listed sites on a register. This narrow interpretation of City 
policy also runs counter to CEQA, which makes no distinction between eligible and listed 
resources in determining what is historic.5

 
   

In the Comments and Responses volume of the Project EIR, the City again posits that the 
project is consistent with Priority Policy 7 because the policy specifically references 
“historic buildings,” and the buildings at Parkmerced are not individually significant. 
(Response TR.34.1). Parkmerced is a historic district composed of individual elements that 
lack individual distinction, however, the contributing elements of the district—both 
buildings and landscape elements—have historic value. There is also a clear distinction 
between demolishing individual contributing resources in a historic district and demolition 
of nearly the entirety of a historic district. The conclusion that this degree of destruction is 
consistent with the City’s policy to protect its architectural and cultural heritage is 
nonsensical. We maintain that the Parkmerced Project is not consistent with Priority 
Policy 7.  
                                            
3 See Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d. 
376, requiring preparation of a new EIR because the lead agency had failed to “explain in 
meaningful detail…a range of alternatives to the proposed project and, if [it] finds them to be 
infeasible, the reasons and facts that [it] claims support its conclusion.” Id. at 406. 
4 Comments and Responses, Master Response A.5.  
5 Ca l. Pub . Re s . Co d e  §  210 8 4 .1; ’’Fo r p urp o se s  o f t h is  se c t io n , a n  h is t o rica l re so urce  is  a  re so urc e  
lis t e d  in , o r d e t e rm ine d  t o  b e  e lig ib le  fo r lis t ing  in , t he  Ca lifo rn ia  Re g is t e r o f His t o rica l Re so urce s’’ 
(e m p h a sis  a d d e d .)  
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Proposed Mitigation Measures Remain Grossly Inadequate 
 
While the undersigned are opposed to any demolition of the existing resource, in the 
event it occurs, the mitigation measures must be much stronger than those proposed in 
the EIR.  Although it is undisputed that the Parkmerced Project would cause significant 
and unavoidable impacts to historic resources, the Project sponsors continue to offer 
insufficient mitigation or compensation for this potential loss. The proposed project would 
result in the near total destruction of a historic district spanning over 192 acres, including 
demolition of 170 contributing resources and the majority of Thomas Church’s designed 
landscape. The proposed mitigation measures outlined in the DEIR and the Comments and 
Responses document, consisting of HABS, HAER, and HALS documentation, donation of 
archival materials, and permanent public interpretation, are tokenisms of little benefit to 
preservation of historic resources in San Francisco. Given the sheer enormity of the loss at 
stake, we believe much more should be required.   
 
In its review of the Project DEIR, the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) stated 
that the mitigation measures proposed in the DEIR, specifically HABS/HAER 
documentation, “does not… in any way mitigate such a devastating alteration to a historic 
district.” The OHP further stated that “the proposed demolition of the Parkmerced 
resources is indeed a circumstance in which HABS/HAER documentation is clearly 
insufficient mitigation in relation to the significant adverse effect that wholesale 
demolition would have on Parkmerced’s historic resources…” (Comments and Responses, 
Letter 3, page 2.)  
 
Indeed, it is a well-established precedent under CEQA that documentation and 
interpretation do not meaningfully compensate for the destruction of historic resources. 
As recognized by the court in League for Protection of Oakland’s Architectural and 
Historic Resources v. City of Oakland (1997) 52 Cal.App.4th 896: “Documentation of the 
historical features of the building and exhibition of a plaque do not reasonably begin to 
alleviate the impacts of its destruction. A large historical structure, once demolished, 
normally cannot be adequately replaced by reports and commemorative markers.” (Id. at 
909.) 
 
Echoing this point, the court in Architectural Heritage Association v. County of Monterey 
(2004) 122 Cal.App.4th 1095 proclaimed: "As drawing a chalk mark around a dead body is 
not mitigation, so archival documentation cannot normally reduce destruction of an 
historic resource to an insignificant level." (Id. at 1119.)  
 
The severity of the historic resource impacts at Parkmerced demands proportional 
mitigation measures with an appropriate nexus to the project impacts. Alternative or 
additional mitigation measures may include: 
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• Funding to complete a cultural resource survey of historic landscape resources in 
San Francisco, including development of landscape-specific survey methods and 
tools; 

• Funding to complete a comprehensive, professional cultural resource survey of the 
southwest quadrant of the City of San Francisco; and/or 

• Funding to complete a context study and survey of Modern and post-World War II 
historic and architectural resources in the City of San Francisco. 

 
Certainly, Planning Department staff with expertise and experience in conducting and 
managing historic resource survey projects in San Francisco can advise the Commission 
and sponsor on the likely costs associated with these mitigation measures. 
 
Mitigation could also include funding for the established San Francisco Historic 
Preservation Fund, administered by the Historic Preservation Fund Committee and the 
Mayor’s Office of Economic and Workforce Development. Contributing to publicly 
administered funds supporting historic preservation activities as a form of mitigation has 
several precedents in California, including the Long Beach Navy Memorial Heritage Fund 
established in association with demolition of the Long Beach Naval Complex in Long 
Beach, CA; the Historic Schools Investment Fund established in connection with 
demolition of the Ambassador Hotel in Los Angeles; and the San Francisco Historic 
Preservation Fund itself, established following illegal demolition work on the Emporium 
Department Store. 
 
In addition to the mitigation measures proposed here, the undersigned organizations 
request that the City adopt protections in the Project Development Agreement and CEQA 
findings prohibiting preemptive demolition of any contributing elements or alteration of 
character-defining features of the Parkmerced Historic District, including spatial 
organization, circulation, topography, buildings and structures, vegetation, landscape 
features, and views. Specifically, the City should impose a mitigation measure barring 
issuance of demolition permits until a permanent replacement project is pending and the 
sponsor has demonstrated the financial resources necessary to complete the proposed 
replacement project within a reasonable timeframe (i.e. construction to commence within 
six months of receipt of all necessary City approvals). We understand that the Planning 
Code already includes similar requirements, but feel it is important to codify and reinforce 
these protections in Project-specific documents.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Parkmerced is a nationally significant example of landscape design and World War II-era 
heritage in the San Francisco Bay Area, as well as one of the largest, and few publicly 
accessible, works by master landscape architect Thomas Church. The undersigned 
organizations strongly urge the City to adopt Project alternatives or components of 
Project alternatives maximizing preservation of the Parkmerced Historic District and 
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retaining its eligibility for the California Register of Historical Resources and National 
Register of Historic Places. In addition, we believe that the proposed project is patently 
inconsistent with the City’s Priority Policies. Finally, while we remain opposed to any 
demolition of the existing resource, in the event the Project is approved, additional 
mitigation measures are necessary to meaningfully compensate for the severe impacts on 
the City’s irreplaceable heritage.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Parkmerced Project. Please do not 
hesitate to contact our organizations with regard to any questions related to these 
comments. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 

  

Anthea M. Hartig, Ph.D. Cindy Heitzman Mike Buhler 
Director, Western Office Executive Director Executive Director 
National Trust for Historic 
Preservation 

California Preservation 
Foundation 

San Francisco Architectural 
Heritage 

 
 
 

   
Charles A. Birnbaum Bob Pullum Janet Gracyk 
President Director of Advocacy President 
The Cultural Landscape 
Foundation 

Northern California Chapter, 
DOCOMOMO-US 

Northern California 
Chapter, Historic American 
Landscape Survey 

 
 
cc: Rick Cooper, Major Environmental Analyses, San Francisco Planning Department 

M. Wayne Donaldson, California State Historic Preservation Officer 
 San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission 
 San Francisco Preservation Consortium 
 Gabriel Metcalf, Executive Director, SPUR 



PARKMERCED BULLET POINTS 
 

 Sustainability MUST include Preservation alternatives including INFILL.  

 Tearing down SOUND garden units without proof of deterioration is against the SF General Plan. An independent 
analysis on the existing buildings conditions is required. 

 The project would destroy the unique and diverse community of over 8,000 people at Parkmerced.  Parkmerced was 

built after World War II as an affordable rental housing community for working families.  It must be preserved, not 

bulldozed; 

 The project would demolish over 1500 units of sound, rent-controlled housing.  With our city’s rental housing scarcity, 

San Francisco needs to preserve, not demolish, its rent-controlled housing units; 

 The project would subject residents of southwest San Francisco to decades of large scale construction, including traffic, 

noise, utility disruptions and pollution.  The project is scheduled to last an astounding 20 – 30 years; 

 The proposal would turn the fate of more than 8000 San Franciscans over to speculators engaged in the type of reckless 

real estate schemes that have failed across the nation.  Even the city’s consultants concluded that the project is on shaky 

financial footing 

 No information provided on the water consumption to regrade and replant 191.2 acres 

 Direct Tier-5 stated future routing of transit along 19th through grade level change is not explored sufficiently as a 
current proposal/alternative to relieve traffic issues.   

 No information on structural stability of the existing 11 towers. 

 Financial lack of analysis on savings utilizing the Mills Act for preservation restoration 

 The lack of alternatives being explored, or adequately analyzed and commented on by the SF Planning Department, 
Commissioners, and SFHPC. 

 No information on the total loss of ammenities to tenants since 2000 sell off of lands. 

 The lack of any historical analysis that adequately reviews the total cummalative impact on parkmerced as a historic 
district. Both the SFSU-CSU “Masterplan” and Parkmerced “Vision” projects ignore intentionally the other’s impact 
on Parkmerced as an entity circumventing CEQA analysis on historical eligible properties. 

 Overall  tree-scape/landscape loss since the sale from Leona Helmsley to today 

 The lack of a cumalative plan that diverts develepment pressures to the SFSU-CSU Stonestown, and South/Eastern 
commercial and sold off sites along the outer edges of Parkmerced’s designed core. 

 The lack of any ecological low-impact project as proposed by the SFPUC such as a green-belt-way concept down 
brotherhood along the existing creekbed, and with a new public park at 800 brotherhood way 

 The false equation and lack of value assessed in the developer agreement that the open-space loss, private patios, public 
shared spaces, private courtyards, walkways, hardscape and softscape, and national landmark eligible design as a 
cultural landscape is being "equated" to a new washer-dryer-dishwasher in the statement by the MOEWD. The 
landscape is “PRICELESS” as the only public accessible example of Thomas Dolliver Church’s work. Garden unit 
residents are losing 2/3rds of there current open-space from 1,100sf per unit to almost 333 sf per unit per the National 
Trust for Historic Preservation’s memo submitted on the draft EIR of Parkmerced. 

 The energy carbon footprint of the new development vs. a more preservation based alternative utilizing infill and 
options needs to be submitted by separate third party organizations to adequately determine the “green-levels” of the 
project being claimed by the developer including recent renovations to date and the cumulative impacts by SFSU’s 

project jointly.  

 SB375 is being used to circumvent adequate CEQA analysis 

 State tenancy laws such as costa-hawkins, and other recent case law state clearly in appeals that the city CANNOT 

contract around state law in its agreements with developers on rent-controlled housing and replacement units.  
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Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process

From: eircomments

To: albertd@maiam.net

BC:

Date: Tuesday - July 10, 2012 10:08 AM

Subject: Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process

Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please

visit www.onebayarea.org. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission

101 8th Street

Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 817-5700

>>> "albertd"  07/07/12 8:56 AM >>>

I am a homeowner and 50-year resident of the Bay Area.  As a former and

repentent elitist, I know what you're up to.  Here's what I think of
your instrument.

Albert Duro

405 Mariposa Street

Brisbane, CA 94005
albertduro@sbcglobal.net

Summary Statement

The  scoping stage of the EIR process (hereafter referred to as THE

PROCESS) is severely incomplete and inadequate for a number reasons,

detailed below. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) must reject the options

provided in the scoping exercise that was presented to the public in

June 2012 and initiate a 6 month long process to truly study the subject

in an unbiased manner.

The major inadequacies of THE PROCESS fall into the following

categories:
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I.            The forecasts of population and economic growth for the

region are fatally flawed and cannot provide a reliable basis for

adoption of a comprehensive plan governing land use, housing, and

transportation policies.

II.           THE PROCESS is woefully inadequate in its analysis of
environmental impacts most likely to result from adoption of the various

scenarios set forth in the Plan.

III.            The processes for preparation of the EIR and for review

and submission of public input were seriously inadequate. The

limitations on public input were severe, both in terms of the time

allowed for review and limitations on public commentary that amounted to

prior restraint. It is also clear that there was a complete lack of

independence between the proponents of Plan Bay Area and the

consultants, Dyett and Bhatia.

IV.            THE PROCESS  does not address the availability of the

massive funding required to execute the plan or the likely results if
the anticipated resources are not available.

The remainder of this document will address these issues in
chronological order.

I.  The forecasts of population and economic growth are fatally flawed.

*    THE PROCESS  is based on a forecast that the population of the

region will grow by 8.7 percent per decade over the next 30 years. 
*    The forecasted growth rate is significantly higher than the
actual growth rates over the past 30 years and the actual 5.4 percent

growth rate since 2000. 
*    THE PROCESS  does not consider alternative growth rage

scenarios, e.g., low, mid-range, and high growth rates and the impact of
different scenarios. 

*    The forecasted aggressive growth rate is undoubtedly premised,
at least in part, on unrealistic forecasts of economic growth. 

*    The forecasts for both population and economic growth ignored
objections from various stakeholders, including the Cities of Palo Alto

and Berkeley that have independently made projections of population and
economic growth. 
*    Even in the unlikely event that the aggregate forecasts of
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economic and population growth prove to be accurate, the lack of

reliable forecasts for local communities makes such data meaningless in
creating a comprehensive plan for land use, transportation, and housing

that will influence critical decisions at the local level. 
*    The forecasts for economic growth ignore both the current

depressed state of California's economy and widespread concern about the
state's economic climate. 

*    California and the Bay Area consistently are rated as among the
least "business friendly" environments due to high taxes, excessive

regulations, and the precarious financial condition of the State of
California and many cities and counties. 
*    Inadequate forecasts of economic and population growth will

inevitably affect the availability of financial resources (i.e., tax
revenues) that are envisioned in Plan Bay Area. THE PROCESS  does not

assess this concern, which will in turn have major impacts on
environmental consequences.

II.  The analysis of environmental impacts is incomplete, inadequate,

and fatally flawed.

*    Throughout THE PROCESS the bias of the authors is evident,
equating intended consequences with likely results. 
*    THE PROCESS  does not address alternative - and more likely -

consequences of various elements of the plan. 
*    For example, both the authors of Plan Bay Area and the authors

of the THE PROCESS assume that huge investments in public transportation
will inevitably result in high ridership. This assumption cannot be

supported by actual experience such as the very low utilization rates of
the Santa Clara Valley light rail system. 

*    THE PROCESS  ignores actual experience in major metropolitan
areas such as San Jose, CA, and Portland, OR, where "smart growth" plans
have been implement. 

*    In Portland, restrictions on growth and development have
resulted in a flight of residents to areas outside the growth boundaries

and resulted in longer commute times and higher emissions from motor
vehicles. 
*    THE PROCESS  ignores evidence that imposition of strict limits

on land use for housing and/or economic development significantly

increases the cost of housing and business activity. 

*    THE PROCESS  does not address the consequences of a waiver of
CEQA requirements for high-density development within priority

development areas (PDAs). 

*    THE PROCESS  accepts without question or analysis the
assumptions inherent in Plan Bay Area that policies favoring

high-density housing, penalizing use of private motor vehicles,
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diverting gas tax revenues from away from maintaining and expanding

roads and vehicles will translate into economic and population growth. 

*    THE PROCESS  provides no empirical evidence to support these
assumptions and is further evidence of the bias toward Plan Bay Area

that underlies the presentation to the public of the EIR process. 

*    THE PROCESS  ignores "real-world" experience under "smart

growth" policies. 
*    Actual experience with "smart growth" and urban boundaries in

cities such as San Jose, CA, and Portland, OR, provide strong evidence

that the results of such policies are vastly different from the intended
consequences. 

*    Housing costs in San Jose have increased dramatically since the

imposition of urban growth boundaries. 

*    Significant investments in light rail in Santa Clara County have
neither increased utilization of public transit nor reduced congestion

on freeways and other roads. 

*    In Portland, tens of thousands of families have fled to nearby

communities such as Vancouver in pursuit of affordable housing. 
*    Both commute times and congestion have increased as a result of

policies that have caused a population flight from Portland. 

*    A Harvard study in 2002 linked restrictive land use policies
with increased housing costs and creation of "boutique cities"

affordable only to the elite. 

*    Actual experience has shown that public policies that coerce

residents to live in high-density, "stack-and-pack" dwellings increase
congestion to near-gridlock levels without increasing usage of high-cost

public transit systems.

III.  The processes for preparation and review of the THE PROCESS were
inadequate and biased.

*    MTC and ABAG must disclose the process by which the consultants
who prepared the THE PROCESS  analysis were selected. 

*    THE PROCESS  consistently accepts as likely outcomes the

intended consequences of various elements of the plan. A credible EIR

entails at least a quasi-adversarial process that ensures a rigorous
analysis of assumptions, alternatives, and consequences of proposed

plans. What was presented to the public in the EIR hearings is seriously

lacking in all of the above and therefore cannot be considered to be an

adequate analysis of the impacts of Plan Bay Area. 
*    The review process was designed to limit both the time and scope

of public comment and to ensure the appearance of broad public support

for the plan. 
*    The review process made it abundantly clear that the authors of

THE PROCESS  and the advocates of Plan Bay Area did not have an
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independent relationship with the result that THE PROCESS is not an

objective analysis of likely environmental impacts. 

*    At one hearing, a consultant bluntly stated that "negative
comments" would not be permitted at public hearings and that the

consultants alone would decide which comments are "relevant" and will be

included in the final report. 

*    MTC and ABAG made a concerted effort throughout the review
process to determine which "stakeholders" would be aggressively

solicited to provide comments. Stakeholders considered likely to express

negative comments about either THE PROCESS or Plan Bay Area were not
solicited to participate.

IV.  THE PROCESS does not address the availability of the massive

funding required to implement Plan Bay Area or the likely environmental
consequences if the requisite resources are not available.

*    The plan does not fully state the costs of the various elements
of Plan Bay Area - the Plan includes $277 billion for the public

transportation element alone. 

*    The Plan does not address the substantial additional costs that

must be borne by local communities for schools, police and fire,
"affordable housing" subsidies, and other essential public services. 

*    While the Plan provides for transit subsidies from regional

authorities, it does not address the significant impact of ancillary

costs or how these burdens will be borne by cities and counties already
facing huge budget deficits. 

*    The Plan simply assumes that such resources will be available

from various sources, including local communities and federal and state
assistance programs. 

*    Although ABAG and MTC acknowledge that there will not be

sufficient funds available for more than 200 PDAs, Plan Bay Area does

not prioritize or identify which PDAs would be supported. THE PROCESS
must address the impact of imposing land use restrictions in areas that

will not be developed for years to come. 

*    THE PROCESS  does not address the consequences of the highly

likely event that available public revenues will fall far short of the
levels needed to implement the plan or the environmental impacts of

implementing the limitations on growth, punitive measures on the use of

private automobiles, and required expenses by local communities in
housing, schools and infrastructure if the essential revenues are not

available. 

*    THE PROCESS  totally ignores the significant fiscal constraints

of the precarious condition of many cities, the State of California, and
the federal government.
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Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process  

From: eircomments

To: abrierly@earthlink.net

BC:

Date: Tuesday - July 10, 2012 10:09 AM

Subject: Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process

Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please

visit www.onebayarea.org. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission

101 8th Street

Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 817-5700

>>> Alberta Brierly  07/08/12 2:42 PM >>>

To:  Ashley Nguyen, 

As a 49 year resident of Santa Clara County (24 years now in San Jose), I'm concerned about the quality of our

future.  I attended the Santa Clara Co. One Bay Area Visioning meeting in January, as well as the El Camino

Real/Grand Boulevard meeting in Mt. View in April.   I was shocked at what I learned the plans are for the Bay

Area.  It seems this is a forgone conclusion that is being foisted on our counties with relatively no publicity to the

general citizenry.   The unelected bureaucrats running these meetings were not sincerely open to the dissenting
public. The following sums up more of my analysis on this matter:

The  scoping stage of the EIR "PROCESS" is severely incomplete and inadequate for a number reasons, detailed

below. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area Governments

(ABAG) must reject the options provided in the scoping exercise that was presented to the public in June 2012
and initiate a 6 month long process to truly study the subject in an unbiased manner.

The major inadequacies of THE PROCESS fall into the following categories:

I.     The forecasts of population and economic growth for the region are fatally flawed and cannot provide a

reliable basis for adoption of a comprehensive plan governing land use, housing, and transportation policies. 

II.    The PROCESS is woefully inadequate in its analysis of environmental impacts most likely to result from

adoption of the various scenarios set forth in the Plan.

III.   The processes for preparation of the EIR and for review and submission of public input were seriously
inadequate. The limitations on public input were severe, both in terms of the time allowed for review and

limitations on public commentary that amounted to prior restraint. It is also clear that there was a complete lack

of independence between the proponents of Plan Bay Area and the consultants, Dyett and Bhatia.

IV.    The PROCESS does not address the availability of the massive funding required to execute the plan or the
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likely results if the anticipated resources are not available.

Sincerely,

Alberta Brierly
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Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process

From: eircomments

To: bcalvert7755@yahoo.com

BC:

Date: Tuesday - July 10, 2012 10:29 AM

Subject: Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process

Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please

visit www.onebayarea.org. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission

101 8th Street

Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 817-5700

>>> Beth Calvert  07/09/12 11:11 AM >>>

I live in South County and attended the San Jose EIR meeting on June 21, 2012.  I have also attend the One

Bay Area Plan meetings earlier this year.  I am very concerned about how these meetings were conducted.  At
the June 21st meeting we were given a hand out of the powerpoint presentation but several of the slides

presented were not included in our handout, why?  Also, on the speaker card that we were required to fill out in

order to speak was a statement of "Meeting Conduct" which included this statement: "..the Chair may order the

removal of those individuals who are willfully disrupting the meeting. Such individuals may be subject to arrest."

 Why are you trying to discourage the public from having their voices heard and threatening arrest?  I feel this is
an attempt to intimidate individuals from speaking up in disagreement with what is happening in these meetings. 

Now for the actual annalysis of the EIR Process:

The  scoping stage of the EIR process (hereafter referred to as THE PROCESS) is severely incomplete and
inadequate for a number reasons, detailed below. .

The major inadequacies of THE PROCESS fall into the following categories:
I.            The forecasts of population and economic growth for the region are fatally flawed and cannot provide a

reliable basis for adoption of a comprehensive plan governing land use, housing, and transportation policies.

II.           THE PROCESS is woefully inadequate in its analysis of environmental impacts most likely to result

from adoption of the various scenarios set forth in the Plan.

III.            The processes for preparation of the EIR and for review and submission of public input were

seriously inadequate. The limitations on public input were severe, both in terms of the time allowed for review

and limitations on public commentary that amounted to prior restraint. It is also clear that there was a complete

lack of independence between the proponents of Plan Bay Area and the consultants, Dyett and Bhatia.
IV.            THE PROCESS  does not address the availability of the massive funding required to execute the plan

or the likely results if the anticipated resources are not available.

The remainder of this document will address these issues in chronological order.

I.  The forecasts of population and economic growth are fatally flawed.
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   * THE PROCESS  is based on a forecast that the population of the region will grow by 8.7 percent per

decade over the next 30 years.

   * The forecasted growth rate is significantly higher than the actual growth rates over the past 30 years and the

actual 5.4 percent growth rate since 2000.

   * THE PROCESS  does not consider alternative growth rage scenarios, e.g., low, mid-range, and high growth

rates and the impact of different scenarios.
   * The forecasted aggressive growth rate is undoubtedly premised, at least in part, on unrealistic forecasts of

economic growth.

   * The forecasts for both population and economic growth ignored objections from various stakeholders,

including the Cities of Palo Alto and Berkeley that have independently made projections of population and

economic growth.

   * Even in the unlikely event that the aggregate forecasts of economic and population growth prove to be

accurate, the lack of reliable forecasts for local communities makes such data meaningless in creating a

comprehensive plan for land use, transportation, and housing that will influence critical decisions at the local level.

   * The forecasts for economic growth ignore both the current depressed state of California’s economy and

widespread concern about the state’s economic climate.

   * California and the Bay Area consistently are rated as among the least “business friendly” environments due to
high taxes, excessive regulations, and the precarious financial condition of the State of California and many cities

and counties.
   * Inadequate forecasts of economic and population growth will inevitably affect the availability of financial

resources (i.e., tax revenues) that are envisioned in Plan Bay Area. THE PROCESS  does not assess this
concern, which will in turn have major impacts on environmental consequences.
II.  The analysis of environmental impacts is incomplete, inadequate, and fatally flawed.

   * Throughout THE PROCESS the bias of the authors is evident, equating intended consequences with likely
results.

   * THE PROCESS  does not address alternative – and more likely – consequences of various elements of the
plan.

   * For example, both the authors of Plan Bay Area and the authors of the THE PROCESS assume that huge
investments in public transportation will inevitably result in high ridership. This assumption cannot be supported

by actual experience such as the very low utilization rates of the Santa Clara Valley light rail system.
   * THE PROCESS  ignores actual experience in major metropolitan areas such as San Jose, CA, and

Portland, OR, where “smart growth” plans have been implement.
   * In Portland, restrictions on growth and development have resulted in a flight of residents to areas outside the
growth boundaries and resulted in longer commute times and higher emissions from motor vehicles.

   * THE PROCESS  ignores evidence that imposition of strict limits on land use for housing and/or economic
development significantly increases the cost of housing and business activity.

   * THE PROCESS  does not address the consequences of a waiver of CEQA requirements for high-density
development within priority development areas (PDAs).

   * THE PROCESS  accepts without question or analysis the assumptions inherent in Plan Bay Area that
policies favoring high-density housing, penalizing use of private motor vehicles, diverting gas tax revenues from

away from maintaining and expanding roads and vehicles will translate into economic and population growth.
   * THE PROCESS  provides no empirical evidence to support these assumptions and is further evidence of the

bias toward Plan Bay Area that underlies the presentation to the public of the EIR process.
   * THE PROCESS  ignores “real-world” experience under “smart growth” policies.
   * Actual experience with “smart growth” and urban boundaries in cities such as San Jose, CA, and Portland,
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OR, provide strong evidence that the results of such policies are vastly different from the intended consequences.

   * Housing costs in San Jose have increased dramatically since the imposition of urban growth boundaries.
   * Significant investments in light rail in Santa Clara County have neither increased utilization of public transit nor

reduced congestion on freeways and other roads.
   * In Portland, tens of thousands of families have fled to nearby communities such as Vancouver in pursuit of

affordable housing.
   * Both commute times and congestion have increased as a result of policies that have caused a population flight

from Portland.
   * A Harvard study in 2002 linked restrictive land use policies with increased housing costs and creation of

“boutique cities” affordable only to the elite.
   * Actual experience has shown that public policies that coerce residents to live in high-density, “stack-and-
pack” dwellings increase congestion to near-gridlock levels without increasing usage of high-cost public transit

systems.
III.  The processes for preparation and review of the THE PROCESS were inadequate and biased.

   * MTC and ABAG must disclose the process by which the consultants who prepared the THE PROCESS
 analysis were selected.

   * THE PROCESS  consistently accepts as likely outcomes the intended consequences of various elements of
the plan. A credible EIR entails at least a quasi-adversarial process that ensures a rigorous analysis of

assumptions, alternatives, and consequences of proposed plans. What was presented to the public in the EIR
hearings is seriously lacking in all of the above and therefore cannot be considered to be an adequate analysis of

the impacts of Plan Bay Area.
   * The review process was designed to limit both the time and scope of public comment and to ensure the
appearance of broad public support for the plan.

   * The review process made it abundantly clear that the authors of  THE PROCESS  and the advocates of Plan
Bay Area did not have an independent relationship with the result that THE PROCESS is not an objective

analysis of likely environmental impacts.
   * At one hearing, a consultant bluntly stated that “negative comments” would not be permitted at public

hearings and that the consultants alone would decide which comments are “relevant” and will be included in the
final report.

   * MTC and ABAG made a concerted effort throughout the review process to determine which “stakeholders”
would be aggressively solicited to provide comments. Stakeholders considered likely to express negative
comments about either THE PROCESS or Plan Bay Area were not solicited to participate.

IV.  THE PROCESS does not address the availability of the massive funding required to implement Plan Bay
Area or the likely environmental consequences if the requisite resources are not available.

   * The plan does not fully state the costs of the various elements of Plan Bay Area – the Plan includes $277
billion for the public transportation element alone.
   * The Plan does not address the substantial additional costs that must be borne by local communities for

schools, police and fire, “affordable housing” subsidies, and other essential public services.

   * While the Plan provides for transit subsidies from regional authorities, it does not address the significant

impact of ancillary costs or how these burdens will be borne by cities and counties already facing huge budget
deficits.

   * The Plan simply assumes that such resources will be available from various sources, including local

communities and federal and state assistance programs.
   * Although ABAG and MTC acknowledge that there will not be sufficient funds available for more than 200

PDAs, Plan Bay Area does not prioritize or identify which PDAs would be supported. THE PROCESS must
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address the impact of imposing land use restrictions in areas that will not be developed for years to come.

   * THE PROCESS  does not address the consequences of the highly likely event that available public revenues

will fall far short of the levels needed to implement the plan or the environmental impacts of implementing the
limitations on growth, punitive measures on the use of private automobiles, and required expenses by local

communities in housing, schools and infrastructure if the essential revenues are not available.

   * THE PROCESS  totally ignores the significant fiscal constraints of the precarious condition of many cities,

the State of California, and the federal government.
Please reject the options provided in the scoping exercise that was presented to the public in June 2012 and

initiate a 6 month long process to truly study the subject in an unbiased manner with more public input.

Sincerley,

Beth Calvert

Gilroy, California



 

 

From:  eircomments 
To: Bill Mayben 
Date:  6/22/2012 5:02 PM 
Subject:  Re: EIR Comments 
 
Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please visit 
Uwww.onebayarea.orgU. 
   
 
Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 8th Street 
Oakland, CA 94607 
(510) 817-5809 
 
 
>>> "Bill Mayben" <Ubmayben@comcast.netU> 6/12/2012 11:39 PM >>> 
 
 
* What environmental issues should be analyzed? 
 
The scoping of this EIR is important. If specific goals are not properly 
addressed in the beginning, it will become to large and unwieldy to manage, 
and expensive; and will ultimately be rejected because it will not be 
cohesive enough to have the potential effects evaluated. Ideally, this EIR 
would be overarching, and would require additional EIR studies prior to 
construction of specific areas of the project. I believe the outside 
timeframe of the proposal(s) evaluated by the EIR must be less than 25 
years.  
 
* Are there alternatives that should be evaluated? 
 
If the EIR is a transportation-oriented package of solutions, essentially, 
then the alternatives would be based in strategies that grow local jobs. The 
effects would be essentially the same; fewer trips per day. 
If suburban communities are still considered bedroom communities, and 
sources of commuter traffic of one type or another, then the alternative 
would be to consider these communities in a differant light; or a 
combination of effective public transportation coupled with adding more 
dimensions to communities surrounding the Bay Area. One has to consider ones 
bias. If the majority of the planners are into transportation; focus has to 
be given to creating communities that don't need it; at least to move 
workers. Transportation would then be set up primarily to facilitate the 
movement of materials and goods.  
A Bay Area wide, blindingly fast high speed internet system could allow 
teleconferencing, meetings, and the exchange of information without people 
needing to be in the same location. What if we built high speed optical 
fiber systems rather than highways and rail systems?  
Consider the process of the California High Speed Rail Authority. Where did 
they go wrong? The project you are proposing is at least as expensive, if 
not more so. How will it be paid for? Consider BART; the dream verses the 
reality. The finances still do not work smoothly. A lot of work needs to be 
done on the financing of this proposal. See below regarding the buy-in of 



 

 

agencies and jurisdictions.  
What if this work is not done at all? What would emerge in it's place? Would 
the economics of fuel, and power, drive a very differant set of outcomes? 
How can the EIR incorporate the potential of these scenarios? 
 
* What mitigation measures would help avoid or minimize any negative 
impacts? 
 
You realize that over the next 50 years, that the Bay Area will be flooded 
due to global warming, don't you? There is the distinct possibility that 
planning for a Bay Area wide transportation system system without 
effectively accounting for sea level rise and the real possibility of storm 
surge from radical weather changes; would be a waste of money. I read that 
the Bay Area was planning for an 18" rise in sea level. This is clearly 
inadequate.36" is inadequate. If the investment is not made Bay Area wide, 
to mitigate the effects of sea level rise, nothing you can do will have a 
basis. I understand that the onramp on the Oakland side of the brand new Bay 
Bridge, is likely to be under water; first periodically, and then 
permanently. This is an example of wasted money, and poor reality testing. 
Google maps will allow you to graphically postulate an assumed rise in sea 
level. Read the book, "Hot", before proceeding. How does one mitigate 
against this? Does this issue qualify as the largest environmental issue you 
could consider? Consider the effects of $10-15 per gallon gasoline. We are 
past peak oil. What if we built a system that nobody could afford to use? 
This is not the Eisenhower administration, and we are not going to be 
driving Buick station wagons on the Interstate. We must depart from our 
expectations that the future will look like the past. We are riding 
exponential growth curves now. 
We will be hotter, dryer, and probably more frugal. It is likely that things 
will slow down as a result of fuel costs.  
 
* How can local jurisdictions and other agencies use this EIR? 
 
I always felt that if local jurisdictions and agencies did not buy into the 
process from the start, that they would not participate in it later. You 
need to obtain buy-in. They need to participate. If they are not bought in 
and participating, you do not have a project worth writing and EIR for. The 
features and benefits of the plan need to be clearly understood, or they 
won't be willing or able to defend the plan in their turf. If the EIR is 
written without this; it will be put in a drawer. What incentives, what 
specific works, what initiatives will make the EIR a living document? 
Bill Mayben 
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Re: Requesting the "EIR Process" be put on hold and a re-start to occur!

From: eircomments

To: bruce@dvk.com

BC:

Date: Tuesday - July 10, 2012 11:04 AM

Subject: Re: Requesting the "EIR Process" be put on hold and a re-start to occur!

Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please

visit www.onebayarea.org. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission

101 8th Street

Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 817-5700

>>> "Bruce"  07/10/12 9:24 AM >>>

Attention:  Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager, 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission

101 Eighth Street, Oakland, CA  94607

Hello Ashley, 

My Name is Bruce Smith and I live in Los Gatos, Ca - I recently became aware

of your efforts and need you to understand that many Bay Area citizens do

not know about your group's efforts. 

I happened to hear about what is going by listening to a radio talk show
that airs on the weekend. That was a chance encounter or I still would not

know that you are apparently about to call this EIR process (scoping or

whatever) a done deal. 

I am asking you to put your current efforts (EIR Process / scoping?) on hold

and  re-start the public meetings so that more people can provide you with

feedback and input. 

Since first hearing about your meeting(s) I have talked to lots of people

and almost no one has heard anything about what you are doing. 

1)      PLEASE PUT YOUR PROGRAM/PROCESS OR WHAT EVER ON HOLD NOW .
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2)      RESTART AND USE MORE MEANS OF BRINGING THE PUBLIC INTO THE

PROGRAM/PROCESS.

3)      HAVE MEETINGS IN THE EVENINGS AND WEEKENDS SO WORKING TAXPAYERS CAN

ATTEND.

Sincerely, 

Bruce Smith, 

Los Gatos, CA
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Re: power grab for personal gain

From: eircomments

To: byrnemath@comcast.net

BC:

Date: Tuesday - July 10, 2012 10:07 AM

Subject: Re: power grab for personal gain

Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please

visit www.onebayarea.org. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission

101 8th Street

Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 817-5700

>>> "Byrne Mathisen"  07/06/12 3:06 PM >>>

The  scoping stage of the EIR process (hereafter referred to as THE PROCESS)

is severely incomplete and inadequate for a number reasons, detailed below.
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay

Area Governments (ABAG) must reject the options provided in the scoping

exercise that was presented to the public in June 2012 and initiate a 6

month long process to truly study the subject in an unbiased manner.

The major inadequacies of THE PROCESS fall into the following categories:

I.            The forecasts of population and economic growth for the region

are fatally flawed and cannot provide a reliable basis for adoption of a

comprehensive plan governing land use, housing, and transportation policies.
II.           THE PROCESS is woefully inadequate in its analysis of

environmental impacts most likely to result from adoption of the various
scenarios set forth in the Plan.

III.            The processes for preparation of the EIR and for review and

submission of public input were seriously inadequate. The limitations on

public input were severe, both in terms of the time allowed for review and

limitations on public commentary that amounted to prior restraint. It is

also clear that there was a complete lack of independence between the

proponents of Plan Bay Area and the consultants, Dyett and Bhatia.

IV.            THE PROCESS  does not address the availability of the massive
funding required to execute the plan or the likely results if the

anticipated resources are not available.

M. Byrne Mathisen

Lafayette CA
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Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process

From: eircomments

To: cdunlap@dunlapequity.com

BC:

Date: Tuesday - July 10, 2012 10:10 AM

Subject: Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process

Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please

visit www.onebayarea.org. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission

101 8th Street

Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 817-5700

>>> Carter Dunlap  07/08/12 7:03 PM >>>

Dear Ms. Nguyen,

I am a resident of Piedmont CA. I run a business in San Francisco. I own a home in Piedmont and commercial
property in Contra Costa County.

Summary Statement

The  scoping stage of the EIR process (hereafter referred to as THE PROCESS) is severely incomplete and

inadequate for a number reasons, detailed below. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) must reject the options provided in the scoping exercise that
was presented to the public in June 2012 and initiate a 6 month long process to truly study the subject in an

unbiased manner.

The major inadequacies of THE PROCESS fall into the following categories:

I.            The forecasts of population and economic growth for the region are fatally flawed and cannot provide a

reliable basis for adoption of a comprehensive plan governing land use, housing, and transportation policies.
II.           THE PROCESS is woefully inadequate in its analysis of environmental impacts most likely to result

from adoption of the various scenarios set forth in the Plan.

III.            The processes for preparation of the EIR and for review and submission of public input were

seriously inadequate. The limitations on public input were severe, both in terms of the time allowed for review

and limitations on public commentary that amounted to prior restraint. It is also clear that there was a complete

lack of independence between the proponents of Plan Bay Area and the consultants, Dyett and Bhatia.

IV.            THE PROCESS  does not address the availability of the massive funding required to execute the plan

or the likely results if the anticipated resources are not available.

The remainder of this document will address these issues in chronological order.

I.  The forecasts of population and economic growth are fatally flawed.
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 *   THE PROCESS  is based on a forecast that the population of the region will grow by 8.7 percent per

decade over the next 30 years.

 *   The forecasted growth rate is significantly higher than the actual growth rates over the past 30 years and the

actual 5.4 percent growth rate since 2000.

 *   THE PROCESS  does not consider alternative growth rage scenarios, e.g., low, mid-range, and high growth

rates and the impact of different scenarios.
 *   The forecasted aggressive growth rate is undoubtedly premised, at least in part, on unrealistic forecasts of

economic growth.

 *   The forecasts for both population and economic growth ignored objections from various stakeholders,

including the Cities of Palo Alto and Berkeley that have independently made projections of population and

economic growth.

 *   Even in the unlikely event that the aggregate forecasts of economic and population growth prove to be

accurate, the lack of reliable forecasts for local communities makes such data meaningless in creating a

comprehensive plan for land use, transportation, and housing that will influence critical decisions at the local level.

 *   The forecasts for economic growth ignore both the current depressed state of California's economy and

widespread concern about the state's economic climate.

 *   California and the Bay Area consistently are rated as among the least "business friendly" environments due to
high taxes, excessive regulations, and the precarious financial condition of the State of California and many cities

and counties.
 *   Inadequate forecasts of economic and population growth will inevitably affect the availability of financial

resources (i.e., tax revenues) that are envisioned in Plan Bay Area. THE PROCESS  does not assess this
concern, which will in turn have major impacts on environmental consequences.
II.  The analysis of environmental impacts is incomplete, inadequate, and fatally flawed.

 *   Throughout THE PROCESS the bias of the authors is evident, equating intended consequences with likely

results.
 *   THE PROCESS  does not address alternative - and more likely - consequences of various elements of the

plan.
 *   For example, both the authors of Plan Bay Area and the authors of the THE PROCESS assume that huge

investments in public transportation will inevitably result in high ridership. This assumption cannot be supported
by actual experience such as the very low utilization rates of the Santa Clara Valley light rail system.

 *   THE PROCESS  ignores actual experience in major metropolitan areas such as San Jose, CA, and
Portland, OR, where "smart growth" plans have been implement.
 *   In Portland, restrictions on growth and development have resulted in a flight of residents to areas outside the

growth boundaries and resulted in longer commute times and higher emissions from motor vehicles.
 *   THE PROCESS  ignores evidence that imposition of strict limits on land use for housing and/or economic

development significantly increases the cost of housing and business activity.
 *   THE PROCESS  does not address the consequences of a waiver of CEQA requirements for high-density

development within priority development areas (PDAs).
 *   THE PROCESS  accepts without question or analysis the assumptions inherent in Plan Bay Area that

policies favoring high-density housing, penalizing use of private motor vehicles, diverting gas tax revenues from
away from maintaining and expanding roads and vehicles will translate into economic and population growth.

 *   THE PROCESS  provides no empirical evidence to support these assumptions and is further evidence of the
bias toward Plan Bay Area that underlies the presentation to the public of the EIR process.
 *   THE PROCESS  ignores "real-world" experience under "smart growth" policies.
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 *   Actual experience with "smart growth" and urban boundaries in cities such as San Jose, CA, and Portland,

OR, provide strong evidence that the results of such policies are vastly different from the intended consequences.
 *   Housing costs in San Jose have increased dramatically since the imposition of urban growth boundaries.

 *   Significant investments in light rail in Santa Clara County have neither increased utilization of public transit nor
reduced congestion on freeways and other roads.

 *   In Portland, tens of thousands of families have fled to nearby communities such as Vancouver in pursuit of
affordable housing.

 *   Both commute times and congestion have increased as a result of policies that have caused a population flight
from Portland.

 *   A Harvard study in 2002 linked restrictive land use policies with increased housing costs and creation of
"boutique cities" affordable only to the elite.
 *   Actual experience has shown that public policies that coerce residents to live in high-density, "stack-and-

pack" dwellings increase congestion to near-gridlock levels without increasing usage of high-cost public transit
systems.

III.  The processes for preparation and review of the THE PROCESS were inadequate and biased.

 *   MTC and ABAG must disclose the process by which the consultants who prepared the THE PROCESS
 analysis were selected.

 *   THE PROCESS  consistently accepts as likely outcomes the intended consequences of various elements of
the plan. A credible EIR entails at least a quasi-adversarial process that ensures a rigorous analysis of

assumptions, alternatives, and consequences of proposed plans. What was presented to the public in the EIR
hearings is seriously lacking in all of the above and therefore cannot be considered to be an adequate analysis of
the impacts of Plan Bay Area.

 *   The review process was designed to limit both the time and scope of public comment and to ensure the
appearance of broad public support for the plan.

 *   The review process made it abundantly clear that the authors of  THE PROCESS  and the advocates of Plan
Bay Area did not have an independent relationship with the result that THE PROCESS is not an objective

analysis of likely environmental impacts.
 *   At one hearing, a consultant bluntly stated that "negative comments" would not be permitted at public

hearings and that the consultants alone would decide which comments are "relevant" and will be included in the
final report.
 *   MTC and ABAG made a concerted effort throughout the review process to determine which "stakeholders"

would be aggressively solicited to provide comments. Stakeholders considered likely to express negative
comments about either THE PROCESS or Plan Bay Area were not solicited to participate.

IV.  THE PROCESS does not address the availability of the massive funding required to implement Plan Bay
Area or the likely environmental consequences if the requisite resources are not available.

 *   The plan does not fully state the costs of the various elements of Plan Bay Area - the Plan includes $277

billion for the public transportation element alone.

 *   The Plan does not address the substantial additional costs that must be borne by local communities for
schools, police and fire, "affordable housing" subsidies, and other essential public services.

 *   While the Plan provides for transit subsidies from regional authorities, it does not address the significant

impact of ancillary costs or how these burdens will be borne by cities and counties already facing huge budget
deficits.

 *   The Plan simply assumes that such resources will be available from various sources, including local
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communities and federal and state assistance programs.

 *   Although ABAG and MTC acknowledge that there will not be sufficient funds available for more than 200

PDAs, Plan Bay Area does not prioritize or identify which PDAs would be supported. THE PROCESS must
address the impact of imposing land use restrictions in areas that will not be developed for years to come.

 *   THE PROCESS  does not address the consequences of the highly likely event that available public revenues

will fall far short of the levels needed to implement the plan or the environmental impacts of implementing the

limitations on growth, punitive measures on the use of private automobiles, and required expenses by local
communities in housing, schools and infrastructure if the essential revenues are not available.

 *   THE PROCESS  totally ignores the significant fiscal constraints of the precarious condition of many cities,

the State of California, and the federal government.
I urge you to delay the EIR deadline and open the process to a true public response cycle.

Sincerely,

Carter Dunlap

[Description: dem_logo_smaller]

Carter Dunlap

Dunlap Equity Management, LLC

199 Fremont St., Suite 1110
San Francisco, CA 94105

Main:415.568.9600 Direct:9610

Mobile:415.298.1956

www.DunlapEquity.com
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this email in error, please immediately delete it, notify the sender and do not use, disseminate, distribute or copy
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email does not constitute any investment advice or any solicitation or offer to buy or sell any securities.  The
sender makes no representation about the accuracy or completeness of the information in this email, and does

not accept liability for any errors or omissions in its contents that arise as a result of its transmission.  In addition,
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Charles Cagnon 

P.O. Box 156486 

San Francico, CA  94115 

 

July 9, 2012 

 

Ms. Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter 

101 Eighth Street 

Oakland, CA  94607-4700 

 

Re:  Comment on the necessity of properly identifying baseline conditions, and on having 

the data necessary to make an informed assessment of the environmental impact of Plan 

Bay Area 

 

Dear Ms. Nguyen, 

 

I am a San Francisco resident who has followed the One Bay Area planning process.  I 

have significant concerns with the Plan and the process under which it was developed, 

and now, with the EIR.  I am requesting that the EIR process be extended to evaluate the 

environmental contingencies in full.   In addition to other concerns, the main point of this 

letter is that the USA has already returned to 1990-level emissions (in part due to 

substituting natural gas for coal in electricity generation).  Since this was a principle goal 

of the Plan, revisiting the spending and very disruptive changes to lifestyles, property 

rights, housing and land use proposed in the Plan is necessary. 

 

A lead agency must not approve a “plan[] without having before it the data necessary to 

make an informed assessment of the environmental impact” of that plan.  Sierra Club v. 

State Bd. of Forestry, 7 Cal. 4th 1215, 1220-1221 (1994).  California courts have 

repeatedly emphasized this stern admonition: 

 

"The EIR is the heart of CEQA" and the integrity of the process is 

dependent on the adequacy of the EIR. (County of Inyo v. Yorty (1973) 32 

Cal.App.3d 795; Sutter Sensible Planning, Inc. v. Board of Supervisors 

(1981) 122 Cal.App . 3d 813.) " 'The ultimate decision of whether to 

approve a project . . . is a nullity if based upon an EIR that does not 

provide the decision-makers, and the public, with the information about 

the project that is required by CEQA.' [Citation.] The error is prejudicial 

'if the failure to include relevant information precludes informed 

decisionmaking and informed public participation, thereby thwarting the 

statutory goals of the EIR process.' " (San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue 

Center v. County of Stanislaus, supra, 27 Cal.App.4th at pp. 721-722; 

Galante Vineyards v. Monterey Peninsula Water Management Dist. (1997) 

60 Cal.App.4th 1109, 1117; County of Amador v. El Dorado County 

Water Agency, supra, 76 Cal.App.4th at p. 946.) 



 

Save Our Peninsula Committee v. County of Monterey, 87 Cal. App 4th 99 (2001) 

(emphasis added). 

 

"Before the impacts of a project can be assessed and mitigation measures considered, an 

EIR must describe the existing environment. It is only against this baseline that any 

significant environmental effects can be determined." County of Amador v. El Dorado 

County Water Agency, 76 Cal. App. 4th 931, 952 (1999); CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a).  

In addition, “[a]n EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project . . . 

which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 

substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the 

comparative merits of the alternatives.”   CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a) (emphasis 

added).  “The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow 

meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.”  CEQA 

Guidelines § 15126.6(d).  A “no project” alternative also must be evaluated, and “the ‘no 

project’ analysis should discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of 

preparation is published.”  CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(e)(1), (2).  “The purpose of 

describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decision makers to compare 

the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the 

proposed project.”  CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(e)(1).  

 

According to the U.S. Energy Administration’s Monthly Energy Review for June of 

2012,
1
 nationwide energy emissions were at or about 1990 levels during the first quarter 

of 2012.
2
  This data must inform the Plan Bay Area EIR analysis—not only its baseline 

assessment, but also its formulation and assessment of each alternative, including the “no 

project” alternative.  This data must also inform the Plan Bay Area EIR’s consideration 

of the harms and uncertainties which will inevitably flow from the coercive, restrictive 

zoning and other risky, untested, and problematic policies contemplated by Plan Bay 

Area’s “preferred alternative.” 

 

Plan Bay Area’s enabling legislation states that AB 32 “requires the State of California to 

reduce its greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels no later than 2020.”  SB 375 § 1(b).  

In fact, the entire statutory authority for Plan Bay Area flows from AB 32’s mandate to 

return to 1990 greenhouse gas emission levels by 2020—a goal that has already been 

met.  The fantastical assumptions underlying the “preferred alternative” and its coercive 

and restrictive nature, as well as the unprecedented risks it poses to the business climate 

in the Bay Area and its deleterious impacts on the life of each Bay Area resident, purport 

                                                        
1 eia.gov/totalenergy/data/monthly/pdf/sec12_3.pdf 

 
2
 John Hanger, “Shale Gas Causes First Quarter 2012 US Carbon Emissions To Plummet 

Again,” (“After the first quarter, the USA's 2012 emissions are falling sharply again and 

may drop to 1990 levels, or just slightly above that important milestone, according to data 

in EIA's latest Monthy Energy Review.”), http://johnhanger.blogspot.com/2012/07/shale-

gas-causes-first-quarter-2012-us.html. 

 

http://eia.gov/totalenergy/data/monthly/pdf/sec12_3.pdf


to address a set of assumptions formulated by the California Air Resources Board, which 

concludes that California greenhouse gas emissions will increase by 41% between 1990 

and 2020.
3
  But, as noted above, greenhouse gas emissions nationwide already returned to 

at or about 1990 levels in the first quarter of 2012.  Since California’s population growth 

rate has closely tracked the national growth rate since 1990 (9.99% in the 2000’s versus 

9.71% nationwide, and 13.82% in the 1990’s versus 13.15% nationwide), California’s 

emission levels are almost certainly at or about 1990 levels now, early in the third quarter 

of 2012.  And, since the Bay Area’s population grew at only 95.95% of the national rate 

in the 1990’s (12.62%) and then plummeted to 55.72% of the nation’s population growth 

rate in the 2000’s (5.41%), the Bay Area’s greenhouse gas emission levels in the first 

quarter of 2012 (and hence at the time the notice of preparation was published on June 

11, 2012) were almost certainly below the Bay Area’s greenhouse gas emission levels of 

1990—thus obviating entirely any possible justification for Plan Bay Area’s “preferred 

alternative” and its coercive and untested elements purporting to address the statutory 

mandates of SB 375.
4
 

 

Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

Charles Cagnon 

 

 

cc:  SF Mayor and SF Board of Supervisors 

                                                        
3 “Staff Report:  California 1990 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Level and 2020 Emissions 

Limit,” November 16, 2007, pp. i-ii (positing that California greenhouse gas emissions 

will rise from 427 MMT of CO2 in 1990 to 600 MMT of CO2 in 2020). 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/pubs/reports/staff_report_1990_level.pdf 
4
 Of course, the “preferred alternative” was developed as a sub-plan of United Nations 

Agenda 21, which has entirely different and much more sinister goals than reducing 

greenhouse gas emissions--but the statutory authority for SB 375 flows solely out of AB 

32’s mandate to reduce California greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. 
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Re: Extend One Bay Area EIR due to deficiencies

From: eircomments

To: ccagnon@gmail.com

BC:

Date: Tuesday - July 10, 2012 10:53 AM

Subject: Re: Extend One Bay Area EIR due to deficiencies

Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please

visit www.onebayarea.org. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission

101 8th Street

Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 817-5700

>>> C Cagnon  07/09/12 3:01 PM >>>

Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager

Metropolitan Transportation Commission

101 Eighth Street, Oakland, CA  94607

Dear Ms. Nguyen:

Please find attached my comments on the One Bay Area EIR.  I am requesting

that the EIR evaluation be extended because it is inadequate and
incomplete.  Among other reasons, the USA has already returned to 1990

emissions levels (which was a principle goal of One Bay Area), in large
part due to the substitution of natural gas for coal in electricity

generation.  Therefore, the major changes in land use, transportation,

housing and property rights, along with the spending proposed in the Plan

appear to be inappropriate.

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Sincerely,

Charles Cagnon

cc:  San Francisco Mayor and Board of Supervisors
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Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of EIR

From: eircomments

To: charlessteiner@att.net

BC:

Date: Tuesday - July 10, 2012 9:53 AM

Subject: Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of EIR

Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please

visit www.onebayarea.org. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission

101 8th Street

Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 817-5700

>>> Charles Steiner  07/06/12 7:18 AM >>>

Dear Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manger,

I live in San Francisco and I attended the visioning session in January of 2012 and I have attended ABAG/MTC

meetings. 

What a ridiculous and inadequate public forum the whole process has been, of trying to "inform" the public with

scripted answers and preplanned choices and literally no public discussion and debate beyond those few who
attended or even knew about these meetings!  A secret cabal of Communistic overthrowers of the U.S.

government could model their approach after this (inadequate) plan and (covert) strategy.

I am horrified by the whole process and by the lies and deceptions that are being communicated about how
important and helpful is the One Bay Area Plan to San Francisco and the other Counties.  I have the impression

that you as well as the whole gang of bureaucratic defrauders of local, city and state government that make up
this ABAG/MTC team for the One Bay Area Plan are not listening to any public input but are doing its level best

to avoid listening to the public as doing so would otherwise delay a must-do agenda that is fairly secret in nature

and frankly anti-democratic.  I have seen the YouTube videos as well of these meetings, and the people seated

behind the tables, with their blank faces and their deliberately robotically controlled tones of voice speaking in

technical jargon hardly demonstrate the kind of “public listening” that is required for something a Plan this

dangerous and destructive.

Summary Statement
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The draft EIR is severely incomplete and inadequate for a number reasons, detailed below. The Metropolitan

Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) must reject the

draft EIR.

The major inadequacies of the draft EIR fall into the following categories:

I.            The forecasts of population and economic growth for the region are fatally flawed and cannot provide a

reliable basis for adoption of a comprehensive plan governing land use, housing, and transportation policies.

II.            The EIR is woefully inadequate in its analysis of environmental impacts most likely to result from

adoption of the various scenarios set forth in the Plan.

III.            The processes for preparation of the EIR and for review and submission of public input were

seriously inadequate. The limitations on public input were severe, both in terms of the time allowed for review

and limitations on public commentary that amounted to prior restraint. It is also clear that there was a complete

lack of independence between the proponents of Plan Bay Area and the consultants who prepared the draft

EIR.

IV.            The EIR does not address the availability of the massive funding required to execute the plan or the
likely results if the anticipated resources are not available.

The remainder of this document will address these issues in chronological order.

I.  The forecasts of population and economic growth are fatally flawed.

The EIR is based on a forecast that the population of the region will grow by 8.7 percent per decade over the
next 30 years.

The forecasted growth rate is significantly higher than the actual growth rates over the past 30 years and the

actual 5.4 percent growth rate since 2000.

The EIR does not consider alternative growth rage scenarios, e.g., low, mid-range, and high growth rates and the
impact of different scenarios.

The forecasted aggressive growth rate is undoubtedly premised, at least in part, on unrealistic forecasts of
economic growth.

The forecasts for both population and economic growth ignored objections from various stakeholders, including

the Cities of Palo Alto and Berkeley that have independently made projections of population and economic
growth.

Even in the unlikely event that the aggregate forecasts of economic and population growth prove to be accurate,

the lack of reliable forecasts for local communities makes such data meaningless in creating a comprehensive plan
for land use, transportation, and housing that will influence critical decisions at the local level.
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The forecasts for economic growth ignore both the current depressed state of California’s economy and

widespread concern about the state’s economic climate.

California and the Bay Area consistently are rated as among the least “business friendly” environments due to
high taxes, excessive regulations, and the precarious financial condition of the State of California and many cities

and counties.

Inadequate forecasts of economic and population growth will inevitably affect the availability of financial
resources (i.e., tax revenues) that are envisioned in Plan Bay Area. The EIR does not assess this concern, which

will in turn have major impacts on environmental consequences.

II.  The analysis of environmental impacts is incomplete, inadequate, and fatally flawed.

Throughout the EIR the bias of the authors is evident, equating intended consequences with likely results.

The EIR does not address alternative – and more likely – consequences of various elements of the plan.

For example, both the authors of Plan Bay Area and the authors of the draft EIR assume that huge investments in

public transportation will inevitably result in high ridership. This assumption cannot be supported by actual
experience such as the very low utilization rates of the Santa Clara Valley light rail system.

The EIR ignores actual experience in major metropolitan areas such as San Jose, CA, and Portland, OR, where
“smart growth” plans have been implement.

In Portland, restrictions on growth and development have resulted in a flight of residents to areas outside the

growth boundaries and resulted in longer commute times and higher emissions from motor vehicles.

The EIR ignores evidence that imposition of strict limits on land use for housing and/or economic development
significantly increases the cost of housing and business activity.

The EIR does not address the consequences of a waiver of CEQA requirements for high-density development
within priority development areas (PDAs).

The EIR accepts without question or analysis the assumptions inherent in Plan Bay Area that policies favoring

high-density housing, penalizing use of private motor vehicles, diverting gas tax revenues from away from
maintaining and expanding roads and vehicles will translate into economic and population growth.

The EIR provides no empirical evidence to support these assumptions and is further evidence of the bias toward

Plan Bay Area that underlies the entire draft EIR.

The draft EIR ignores “real-world” experience under “smart growth” policies.

Actual experience with “smart growth” and urban boundaries in cities such as San Jose, CA, and Portland, OR,
provide strong evidence that the results of such policies are vastly different from the intended consequences.
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Housing costs in San Jose have increased dramatically since the imposition of urban growth boundaries.

Significant investments in light rail in Santa Clara County have neither increased utilization of public transit nor
reduced congestion on freeways and other roads.

In Portland, tens of thousands of families have fled to nearby communities such as Vancouver in pursuit of

affordable housing.

Both commute times and congestion have increased as a result of policies that have caused a population flight

from Portland.

A Harvard study in 2002 linked restrictive land use policies with increased housing costs and creation of

“boutique cities” affordable only to the elite.

Actual experience has shown that public policies that coerce residents to live in high-density, “stack-and-pack”

dwellings increase congestion to near-gridlock levels without increasing usage of high-cost public transit systems.

III.  The processes for preparation and review of the draft EIR were inadequate and biased.

MTC and ABAG must disclose the process by which the consultants who prepared the draft EIR were selected.

The draft EIR consistently accepts as likely outcomes the intended consequences of various elements of the plan.

A credible EIR entails at least a quasi-adversarial process that ensures a rigorous analysis of assumptions,

alternatives, and consequences of proposed plans. The draft EIR is seriously lacking in all of the above and

therefore cannot be considered to be an adequate analysis of the impacts of Plan Bay Area.

The review process was designed to limit both the time and scope of public comment and to ensure the

appearance of broad public support for the plan.

The review process made it abundantly clear that the authors of the EIR and the advocates of Plan Bay Area did

not have an independent relationship with the result that the draft EIR is not an objective analysis of likely

environmental impacts.

At one hearing, a consultant bluntly stated that “negative comments” would not be permitted at public hearings

and that the consultants alone would decide which comments are “relevant” and will be included in the final

report.

MTC and ABAG made a concerted effort throughout the review process to determine which “stakeholders”

would be aggressively solicited to provide comments. Stakeholders considered likely to express negative

comments about either the draft EIR or Plan Bay Area were not solicited to participate.

IV.  The draft EIR does not address the availability of the massive funding required to implement Plan Bay Area

or the likely environmental consequences if the requisite resources are not available.

The plan does not fully state the costs of the various elements of Plan Bay Area – the Plan includes $277 billion
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for the public transportation element alone.

The Plan does not address the substantial additional costs that must be borne by local communities for schools,
police and fire, “affordable housing” subsidies, and other essential public services.

While the Plan provides for transit subsidies from regional authorities, it does not address the significant impact of

ancillary costs or how these burdens will be borne by cities and counties already facing huge budget deficits.

The Plan simply assumes that such resources will be available from various sources, including local communities

and federal and state assistance programs.

Although ABAG and MTC acknowledge that there will not be sufficient funds available for more than 200

PDAs, Plan Bay Area does not prioritize or identify which PDAs would be supported. The draft EIR must

address the impact of imposing land use restrictions in areas that will not be developed for years to come.

The EIR does not address the consequences of the highly likely event that available public revenues will fall far

short of the levels needed to implement the plan or the environmental impacts of implementing the limitations on
growth, punitive measures on the use of private automobiles, and required expenses by local communities in

housing, schools and infrastructure if the essential revenues are not available.

The EIR totally ignores the significant fiscal constraints of the precarious condition of many cities, the State of
California, and the federal government.







































 

 

From:  eircomments 
To: Dave Fadness 
Date:  7/11/2012 5:21 PM 
Subject:  Re: Plan Bay Area/Regional Transportation Plan 
 
Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please 
visit www.onebayarea.org.  
 
 
Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 8th Street 
Oakland, CA 94607 
(510) 817-5809 
 
 
>>> "Dave Fadness" <drfadness@sbcglobal.net> 7/11/2012 2:04 PM >>> 
Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager: 
 
Please find attached my letter (and one enclosure) in response to your request for comments on the Plan Bay 
Area/Regional Transportation Plan EIR. 
 
Your help will be appreciated in distributing this letter to MTC’s Planning Committee in time for their July 13, 2012 
meeting. 
 
Thank you, 
 
David Fadness 
(408) 578-6428 



July 11, 2012      Emailed this date to: eircomments@mtc.ca.gov 
 
 
Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 Eighth Street, Oakland, CA 94607 
 
Subject: Plan Bay Area/Regional Transportation Plan 
 
Ms. Nguyen, MTC Commissioners, and Staff: 
 
The proposed shift (see enclosed) of another $1-billion in funding from Freeway Performance Initiative 
(FPI) to Transit Operations is not acceptable. Doing so would take away much of the funding we use to 
make operational improvements on Santa Clara County expressways. 
 
FPI is one of the few sources of funding for ITS improvements, operations, and maintenance of freeway 
and arterial infrastructure. Without that money, we will be hard-pressed to support signal timing updates 
and other ITS enhancements on facilities that provide daily transportation services to hundreds of 
thousands of motorists, bus transit users, bicyclists, and pedestrians in our county. 
 
Our street and road infrastructure is crumbling, threatening our quality of life and undercutting the viability 
of our local economy. As part of a solution to address this worsening situation, FPI funding should be 
increased to support Arterial Operations and O&M for both freeway and arterial ITS infrastructure. 
Diverting desperately needed street and road funds to transit operations will not help. 
 
On behalf of the pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and auto users--the citizens and businesses of Santa 
Clara County and the Bay Area--I ask that you please not agree to a Freeway Performance Initiative 
funding cut back. 
 
Sincerely yours, 

 
 

David R. Fadness 
445 Stratford Park Court 
San Jose, CA 95136 
(408) 578-6428 
 
 
cc: MTC Planning Committee (Ref: July 13, 2012 meeting); MTC Commissioners Dave Cortese and Sam 
Liccardo; VTA Board of Directors, c/o Board Secretary; Santa Clara County Roads Commission c/o 
County Clerk; Michael Murdter, Director, Santa Clara County Roads. 
 
encl: Bay Area Plan; Scoping the Alternatives, page 18. 
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Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process

From: eircomments

To: jane.hendricks@comcast.net

BC:

Date: Tuesday - July 10, 2012 11:01 AM

Subject: Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process

Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please

visit www.onebayarea.org. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission

101 8th Street

Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 817-5700

>>> "E Jane"  07/09/12 4:12 PM >>>

My name is E Jane Hendricks and live in San Jose where I have attended two of the One Bay Area ‘visioning’

workshops on two occasions.  The workshops I attended in the San Jose area, were poorly represented by  the
people who live and work in this community and there was an over representation of self-interested

governmental staff (Federal, State, County & City) along with those interest groups who would wish to benefit

from their participation in putting this plan into place.  For those of us who are from the community, live and

work and support with their tax revenues, it appears that MTC/ABAG have already set up the plan as they wish

to have it implemented and were not really interested in the concerns put forth by those who actually live in the
city of San Jose.  The recent Visioning  meeting held in San Jose, June 2012, had less than 50 people in

attendance and the majority of those in attendance were staff, governmental agencies and interest

groups/organizations, this is NOT community representation or participation!  I concur with the statements below

in accordance to the One Bay Area Plan.

Summary Statement The  scoping stage of the EIR process (hereafter referred to as THE PROCESS) is
severely incomplete and inadequate for a number reasons, detailed below. The Metropolitan Transportation

Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) must reject the options provided in

the scoping exercise that was presented to the public in June 2012 and initiate a 6 month long process to truly

study the subject in an unbiased manner.

The major inadequacies of THE PROCESS fall into the following categories:

I.            The forecasts of population and economic growth for the region are fatally flawed and cannot provide a

reliable basis for adoption of a comprehensive plan governing land use, housing, and transportation policies.

II.           THE PROCESS is woefully inadequate in its analysis of environmental impacts most likely to result

from adoption of the various scenarios set forth in the Plan.

III.            The processes for preparation of the EIR and for review and submission of public input were



7/10/12 Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process

2/4https://webmail.mtc.ca.gov/gw/webacc?User.context=90c1d84a118ce629b8e836771245e1188ded61…

seriously inadequate. The limitations on public input were severe, both in terms of the time allowed for review

and limitations on public commentary that amounted to prior restraint. It is also clear that there was a complete

lack of independence between the proponents of Plan Bay Area and the consultants, Dyett and Bhatia.

IV.            THE PROCESS  does not address the availability of the massive funding required to execute the plan

or the likely results if the anticipated resources are not available.

The remainder of this document will address these issues in chronological order.

I.  The forecasts of population and economic growth are fatally flawed.

 a.. THE PROCESS  is based on a forecast that the population of the region will grow by 8.7 percent per

decade over the next 30 years. 

 b.. The forecasted growth rate is significantly higher than the actual growth rates over the past 30 years and the

actual 5.4 percent growth rate since 2000. 

 c.. THE PROCESS  does not consider alternative growth rage scenarios, e.g., low, mid-range, and high growth

rates and the impact of different scenarios. 
 d.. The forecasted aggressive growth rate is undoubtedly premised, at least in part, on unrealistic forecasts of

economic growth. 
 e.. The forecasts for both population and economic growth ignored objections from various stakeholders,

including the Cities of Palo Alto and Berkeley that have independently made projections of population and
economic growth. 
 f.. Even in the unlikely event that the aggregate forecasts of economic and population growth prove to be

accurate, the lack of reliable forecasts for local communities makes such data meaningless in creating a
comprehensive plan for land use, transportation, and housing that will influence critical decisions at the local level.

 g.. The forecasts for economic growth ignore both the current depressed state of California’s economy and
widespread concern about the state’s economic climate. 

 h.. California and the Bay Area consistently are rated as among the least “business friendly” environments due to
high taxes, excessive regulations, and the precarious financial condition of the State of California and many cities

and counties. 
 i.. Inadequate forecasts of economic and population growth will inevitably affect the availability of financial

resources (i.e., tax revenues) that are envisioned in Plan Bay Area. THE PROCESS  does not assess this
concern, which will in turn have major impacts on environmental consequences.
II.  The analysis of environmental impacts is incomplete, inadequate, and fatally flawed.

 a.. Throughout THE PROCESS the bias of the authors is evident, equating intended consequences with likely

results. 
 b.. THE PROCESS  does not address alternative – and more likely – consequences of various elements of the

plan. 
 c.. For example, both the authors of Plan Bay Area and the authors of the THE PROCESS assume that huge

investments in public transportation will inevitably result in high ridership. This assumption cannot be supported
by actual experience such as the very low utilization rates of the Santa Clara Valley light rail system. 

 d.. THE PROCESS  ignores actual experience in major metropolitan areas such as San Jose, CA, and
Portland, OR, where “smart growth” plans have been implement. 
 e.. In Portland, restrictions on growth and development have resulted in a flight of residents to areas outside the
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growth boundaries and resulted in longer commute times and higher emissions from motor vehicles. 

 f.. THE PROCESS  ignores evidence that imposition of strict limits on land use for housing and/or economic
development significantly increases the cost of housing and business activity. 

 g.. THE PROCESS  does not address the consequences of a waiver of CEQA requirements for high-density
development within priority development areas (PDAs). 

 h.. THE PROCESS  accepts without question or analysis the assumptions inherent in Plan Bay Area that
policies favoring high-density housing, penalizing use of private motor vehicles, diverting gas tax revenues from

away from maintaining and expanding roads and vehicles will translate into economic and population growth. 
 i.. THE PROCESS  provides no empirical evidence to support these assumptions and is further evidence of the

bias toward Plan Bay Area that underlies the presentation to the public of the EIR process. 
 j.. THE PROCESS  ignores “real-world” experience under “smart growth” policies. 
 k.. Actual experience with “smart growth” and urban boundaries in cities such as San Jose, CA, and Portland,

OR, provide strong evidence that the results of such policies are vastly different from the intended consequences.
 l.. Housing costs in San Jose have increased dramatically since the imposition of urban growth boundaries. 

 m.. Significant investments in light rail in Santa Clara County have neither increased utilization of public transit
nor reduced congestion on freeways and other roads. 

 n.. In Portland, tens of thousands of families have fled to nearby communities such as Vancouver in pursuit of
affordable housing. 

 o.. Both commute times and congestion have increased as a result of policies that have caused a population flight
from Portland. 

 p.. A Harvard study in 2002 linked restrictive land use policies with increased housing costs and creation of
“boutique cities” affordable only to the elite. 
 q.. Actual experience has shown that public policies that coerce residents to live in high-density, “stack-and-

pack” dwellings increase congestion to near-gridlock levels without increasing usage of high-cost public transit
systems.

III.  The processes for preparation and review of the THE PROCESS were inadequate and biased.

 a.. MTC and ABAG must disclose the process by which the consultants who prepared the THE PROCESS
 analysis were selected. 

 b.. THE PROCESS  consistently accepts as likely outcomes the intended consequences of various elements of
the plan. A credible EIR entails at least a quasi-adversarial process that ensures a rigorous analysis of
assumptions, alternatives, and consequences of proposed plans. What was presented to the public in the EIR

hearings is seriously lacking in all of the above and therefore cannot be considered to be an adequate analysis of
the impacts of Plan Bay Area. 

 c.. The review process was designed to limit both the time and scope of public comment and to ensure the
appearance of broad public support for the plan. 
 d.. The review process made it abundantly clear that the authors of  THE PROCESS  and the advocates of Plan

Bay Area did not have an independent relationship with the result that THE PROCESS is not an objective

analysis of likely environmental impacts. 

 e.. At one hearing, a consultant bluntly stated that “negative comments” would not be permitted at public
hearings and that the consultants alone would decide which comments are “relevant” and will be included in the

final report. 

 f.. MTC and ABAG made a concerted effort throughout the review process to determine which “stakeholders”
would be aggressively solicited to provide comments. Stakeholders considered likely to express negative

comments about either THE PROCESS or Plan Bay Area were not solicited to participate.
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IV.  THE PROCESS does not address the availability of the massive funding required to implement Plan Bay

Area or the likely environmental consequences if the requisite resources are not available.

 a.. The plan does not fully state the costs of the various elements of Plan Bay Area – the Plan includes $277

billion for the public transportation element alone. 

 b.. The Plan does not address the substantial additional costs that must be borne by local communities for

schools, police and fire, “affordable housing” subsidies, and other essential public services. 
 c.. While the Plan provides for transit subsidies from regional authorities, it does not address the significant

impact of ancillary costs or how these burdens will be borne by cities and counties already facing huge budget

deficits. 
 d.. The Plan simply assumes that such resources will be available from various sources, including local

communities and federal and state assistance programs. 

 e.. Although ABAG and MTC acknowledge that there will not be sufficient funds available for more than 200

PDAs, Plan Bay Area does not prioritize or identify which PDAs would be supported. THE PROCESS must
address the impact of imposing land use restrictions in areas that will not be developed for years to come. 

 f.. THE PROCESS  does not address the consequences of the highly likely event that available public revenues

will fall far short of the levels needed to implement the plan or the environmental impacts of implementing the

limitations on growth, punitive measures on the use of private automobiles, and required expenses by local
communities in housing, schools and infrastructure if the essential revenues are not available. 

 g.. THE PROCESS  totally ignores the significant fiscal constraints of the precarious condition of many cities,

the State of California, and the federal government.
Respectfully

E. Jane Hendricks

830 Cape Town Pl

San Jose, CA 95133

















































































































































































































































































































 

 

From:  eircomments 
To: sobayeleanor@aol.com 
Date:  6/22/2012 5:02 PM 
Subject:  Re: One Bay Area EIR 
 
Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please visit 
Uwww.onebayarea.orgU. 
 
 
Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 8th Street 
Oakland, CA 94607 
(510) 817-5809 
 
 
>>> <Usobayeleanor@aol.comU> 6/15/2012 11:03 AM >>> 
Dear Friends: 
  
I attach a pdf copy of a paper by Ronald Milam discussing the inadequacy of  
 using Level of Service as the sole, or even the major, impact of traffic  
on an  area (residential or commercial or otherwise). Please consider his  
comments to  be my comments and not restrict your measure of traffic impact to  
Level of  Service. 
  
And you will of course discuss the impact of the Complete Streets Act in   
these matters.  
  
Eleanor Hansen 
  
  
  
  



 
 
 
 
 

Transportation Impact Analysis Gets a Failing Grade 
When It Comes to Climate Change and Smart Growth 

 
 

Ronald Milam, AICP 
Principal 

Fehr & Peers 
2990 Lava Ridge Court, Suite 200 

Roseville, CA 95661 
r.milam@fehrandpeers.com

 
 

mailto:r.milam@fehrandpeers.com


ABSTRACT 
 
Transportation impact analysis performed to comply with environmental impact laws 

(i.e.,  the California Environmental Quality Act or  the National Environmental Policy 

Act) often focuses on only one perspective about potential  impacts.   That perspective 

reflects how automobile drivers view the world because of general traffic engineering 

practices and how traffic operations are measured using  level of service (LOS).   With 

many  communities  more  concerned  about  climate  change,  creating  livable 

communities, and wanting to emphasize the use of transit, walking, and bicycling, the 

traditional  traffic  engineering  approach  to  traffic operations analysis  is not  effective.  

Worse,  it  can  result  in  smart  growth  projects  being  denied  due  to  neighborhood 

opposition associated with worsening LOS and not understanding  the other  tradeoff 

benefits of infill and higher density development. 

 

Instead  of  relying  on  vehicle  LOS  as  the  primary  performance  measure  in 

transportation  impact  studies,  agencies  need  to  consider  the  tradeoffs  between LOS 

and other  important community values and other modes.   This paper will present a 

new  paradigm  for  transportation  planning  and  impact  analysis  that  reflects  the 

inherent  tradeoffs  associated with  vehicle  travel,  urban  development  form,  and  the 

treatment of other modes.   The new paradigm will reflect a fundamental change in our 

current  thresholds  based  analysis  approach  and  it  will  demonstrate  new  analysis 

methodologies that focus on the following: 

 

• improving person‐capacity of our transportation system 

• accurately  describing  transportation  tradeoffs with  other  community  values 

such as climate change, air pollution, or the ability to walk and bike 

• demonstrating  the  effects  of  built  environment  changes  on  reducing  vehicle 

travel 

 

Case studies will be used to demonstrate these state of the art analysis methodologies. 



INTRODUCTION 
 

The  concept  of  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  has  been  used  by  traffic  and  transportation 

engineers  for over 50 years  to describe operating conditions  for automobile  travel on 

existing or planned roadway facilities.  Because it is primarily an automobile‐oriented 

measure,  many  cities  are  struggling  with  how  to  weigh  the  trade‐offs  between 

providing efficient automobile  travel and other community values.   Some of  the key 

values that can conflict with efficient automobile travel are listed below. 

 

• Creating pleasant walking and bicycle environments 

• Developing well utilized public transportation systems 

• Reducing  vehicle  travel  to  minimize  air  pollution  and  green  house  gas 

emissions 

 

This  paper  includes  background  on  the  existing  definition  and  use  of  LOS  and 

provides  two  case  studies  of  innovative methods  to  evaluate  transportation  system 

changes that capture impacts for all users while also considering key tradeoffs between 

desired vehicle LOS and other community values such as those listed above. 

 

Before discussing the case studies, some background on LOS is needed.  LOS is defined 

in the Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2000) as follows: 

Level of service (LOS)  is a quality measure describing operational conditions within a 

traffic  stream,  generally  in  terms  of  such  service measures  as  speed  and  travel  time, 

freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, and comfort and convenience. 

Despite  the  above  definition  as  a  broad,  qualitative  measure  of  transportation 

conditions,  LOS  is,  by  far, most  commonly  determined  by  a  quantitative measure, 

average delay per vehicle at  intersections, usually for the weekday AM and PM peak 

hours.   Delay  is generally defined as  the difference between  the actual  travel  time a 

vehicle experiences and the time it would experience if there were no other vehicles or 

traffic control devices at the intersection.   

 



The  Highway  Capacity Manual  (HCM)  specifies  a  methodology  for  estimation  of 

average  vehicular  delay  at  intersections  based  on  a  combination  of  theoretical  and 

empirical data.   This methodology calls for use of a Peak Hour Factor, which extracts 

the peak 15‐minute  traffic volume  from  the hourly volume.   This  represents  the 99th 

percentile  traffic  volume  on  a  typical  weekday.    Typical  transportation  operations 

analyses are conducted based on  the HCM methodology, and are  thus, based on  the 

99th percentile, peak 15‐minute, traffic volume on a weekday. 

 

As  defined  by  the  Highway  Capacity Manual,  LOS  is  divided  into  six  categories, 

ranging  from LOS A  to LOS  F,  just  like  a  report  card.   LOS A  represents  free‐flow 

travel, LOS B through D represent  increasing density but primarily stable conditions, 

LOS E represents conditions at or near the capacity of the facility in question, and LOS 

F represents over‐capacity, forced flow conditions.   The unfortunate consequence of a 

grading system similar to school report cards is that members of the public, planners, 

decision‐makers, and traffic engineers alike, often consciously or unconsciously, relate 

the two.   In other words, there  is a tendency to equate LOS D at an  intersection with 

receiving a poor grade on a report card.  While achieving a grade of A on a report card 

is  the  primary  objective  in  school, 

achieving  LOS  A  at  an  urban 

signalized  intersection,  for  example, 

would  likely be undesirable as public 

policy.   At a minimum,  it would be a 

questionable  use  of  public  funding 

especially  viewing  LOS  through  a 

strict  economist’s  perspective.  

Considering  that roadways are public 

infrastructure  in  most  communities, 

an  economist  would  likely  consider 

LOS E as desirable under design year 

conditions.    Achieving  LOS  E  in  the 

design  year  would  indicate  that  the 

public  infrastructure was operating at  Example of LOS C Conditions 



or near  its design capacity while achieving LOS A or B  (i.e., accommodating  the 99th 

percentile traffic volume with little or no delays) would be a poor investment of scarce 

public funding.  

 

Table 1, below, shows the LOS ranges defined by the HCM for signalized intersections.  

The  identification of various LOS  regimes was developed  somewhat arbitrarily, as a 

way  to assess driver perception of operating conditions.   However,  it  is  important  to 

remember that driver perception varies from person to person, and is not divided into 

six discrete categories, but is more like a continuum.  In other words, acceptable delays 

to one person may be unacceptable to another, and in terms of traffic operations, there 

is  not  a  substantial  quality  of  service  difference  between  19.9  seconds  of  delay  per 

vehicle and 21.1 seconds of delay per vehicle, despite the fact that the two delay values 

represent two different LOS thresholds. 
 
 

TABLE 1 
SIGNALIZED INTERSECTION LOS CRITERIA 

LOS 
Average Control Delay 

(seconds/vehicle) Description 

A < 10.0 
Operations with very slight delay, with no approach phase fully 
utilized. 

B 10.1 – 20.0 
Operations with slight delay, with occasional full utilization of 
approach phase 

C 20.1 - 35.0 
Operations with moderate delay.  Individual cycle failures begin 
to appear. 

D 35.1 – 55.0 
Operations with heavier, but frequently tolerable delay.  Many 
vehicles stop and individual cycle failures are noticeable. 

E 55.1 - 80.0 
Operations with high delay, and frequent cycle failures.  Long 
queues form upstream of intersection. 

F > 80.0 
Operation with very high delays and congestion.  Volumes vary 
widely depending on downstream queue conditions. 

Source:  Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 2000. 

 
 

Because  “acceptable”  amounts  of  delay  and  congestion  can  vary  depending  on  a 

number of factors, the determination of what is acceptable and what is unacceptable is 



left up to local jurisdictions.  Many rural communities with low traffic volumes desire 

to maintain LOS C or better operations, while many suburban areas define LOS D or 

better  as  acceptable  conditions  based  on  recommended  thresholds  contained  in 

professional guidelines  such as A Policy On Geometric Design  of Highways  and Streets, 

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), 2004.  

On  the other hand, many urban areas are beginning  to describe  traffic  conditions  in 

terms of number of hours at LOS F, because achieving LOS C or D during peak periods 

is not feasible especially considering past and present funding levels for new roadway 

construction. 

CONSEQUENCES OF CURRENT PRACTICE 

The current practice for use of LOS has three major consequences. 

 

1.  LOS ignores potential effects on non‐automobile modes. 

 

Current  practice  based  on  the  HCM  does  not  provide  a  methodology  to 

measure  the  intersection LOS  for  all users.    In  fact,  the HCM procedures  for 

measuring  transit, bicycle, and pedestrian LOS rely on performance measures 

that  are  unique  to  the  mode.    For  example,  pedestrian  LOS  is  based  on 

pedestrian space (square feet/person).   This particular measure has no relation 

to  the delay  caused  at  crossing  intersections by pedestrians.   Further, basing 

automobile LOS only on vehicle delay means that a vehicle with one occupant 

receives  just as much  influence as a vehicle with 50 occupants, such as a bus 

(although a bus will be  recognized  for being  the equivalent of approximately 

two passenger cars due  to  its physical size).   Therefore, an  improvement  that 

benefits  50  single‐occupant  vehicles  would  be  shown  to  be  50  times  more 

effective in reducing average vehicular delay than one that benefits a single bus 

with 50 occupants by the same amount.    



 

2.  LOS  thresholds  are  established  without  recognizing  the  influence  on  air 

pollutants and green house gases. 

 

The exclusive use of delay‐based LOS does not provide any information about 

the potential  effect on air pollutant  emissions or green house gas generation, 

which are now a major focus of  impact analysis.   This problem  is exacerbated 

by the fact that many public agencies have established LOS thresholds without 

recognizing  the  important  role  speed  plays  in  generating  emissions.   Green 

house  gases  and  air  pollutants  are  emitted  from  vehicles  at  different  rates 

depending on the traveling speeds of the vehicles.   Since a LOS threshold will 

influence  roadway  design  and  therefore  the  prevailing  travel  speeds  of 

automobiles,  it will  also  influence  the  amount  of  green  house  gases  and  air 

pollutants  that  are  generated.    The  LOS  threshold  that  generates  the  least 

amount  of  green  house  gases  or  air  pollution may  not  be  the  same  as  that 

desired to minimize delay. 

 

3.  LOS  thresholds are used  to determine  the  size of  roadways which  influences 

land use form. 

 

Despite the embedded bias, automobile LOS is frequently used as the primary 

impact and design  threshold  for  transportation  facilities.   Many  jurisdictional 

LOS  policies  require  that  transportation  facilities  be  designed  to  achieve  a 

specific automobile LOS often without  recognizing how  the  size of  roadways 

influences  land  use  form.    Multi‐lane  roadways  create  physical  barriers 

between land uses and result in large intersections that are not conducive to a 

quality  walking  and  bicycling  environment  because  they  create  longer 

distances between land uses and result in lower density development (refer to 

exhibit  below).  
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Maintaining LOS C versus LOS E  
This exhibit illustrates the consequences to pedestrian crossing distances and general 
infrastructure investments of widening an intersection to improve vehicle traffic operations 
from LOS E to C.   

 
Another  important  land use  form effect  is  related  to  the  location of new  land 

use development.  Infill development is often accompanied by significant traffic 

mitigation because existing roadways are heavily utilized.  Any additional trips 

are  likely  to  trigger LOS  impacts and  the need  for mitigation, which  is often 

expensive  due  to  constrained  right‐of‐way.    Suburban  or  rural  development 

sites  are more  attractive  because  developers  can  avoid  potential  LOS‐related 

impacts  and  the  associated  mitigation  costs  or  the  cost  of  mitigation  is 

significantly  less  than an  infill site.   This  incentive system encourages sprawl, 

reduces land use density, makes effective transit more difficult to provide, and 

reduces  the attractiveness of walking and bicycling between destinations.   An 

ironic side effect of attempts to avoid traffic congestion and delays through LOS 

policies is that infill development is often discouraged and people are forced to 

make longer trips, spending more time in their automobiles. 



TRANSPARENCY AND COMMUNICATION 

This paper is not meant to advocate elimination of the use of automobile LOS.  Rather, 

it is meant to illustrate its limitations and the consequences of the current reliance upon 

automobile LOS as the primary measure of evaluation for transportation impacts and 

to highlight  the  lack of  transparency among  trade‐off effects.   Because  transportation 

operations  and  impacts  are  typically  boiled  down  to  a  simple  letter  grade,  the 

consequences  and  trade‐offs  of  various  options  are  not  adequately  conveyed  to 

decision‐makers and the public.   

 

For example,  the social or environmental costs or  impacts of roadway  improvements 

are not often  factored  into decisions.   Widening a  roadway  to maintain “acceptable” 

traffic flow may involve removing homes, trees, or open space in some cases; things on 

which  a  community may  place  a  higher  value  than  travel  time.   However,  formal 

mechanisms don’t generally exist in local policies or procedures to weigh these factors 

against  each  other,  so  the  LOS  threshold  usually  takes  precedence.    While  most 

Comprehensive  Plans  and  General  Plans  include  statements  supporting  a  certain 

automobile  LOS,  they  also  often  support  potentially  competing  values,  such  as 

reducing  green  house  gases,  maintaining  bicycle  and  pedestrian‐friendly 

environments, encouraging use of transit, maintaining open space, etc.  The use of LOS 

should acknowledge the tradeoffs associated with other important community values 

when evaluating the transportation system. 

 

One  obstacle  to  effectively  communicating  the  trade‐offs  between  LOS  and  other 

criteria  is  that  it  has  traditionally  been  difficult  to  communicate  LOS  to  decision‐

makers  and  to  the public.   Most  often, 

transportation  studies  provide  tables 

with  numbers  representing  average 

vehicular delay with an associated LOS 

letter grade for  individual  intersections.  

When making decisions, elected officials 

often rely on relative differences in LOS, 

but  have  a  hard  time  conceptualizing 



how bad different levels of congestion actually are.  For example, it is clear that LOS B 

is better than LOS D, but how bad is LOS D? 

 

The good news is that the transportation planning industry has begun to develop tools 

that not only analyze transportation operations from a technical side, but also produce 

visual  output  (see  example  to  the  right)  that  enables  both  the  public  and  decision‐

makers  to visualize how  things work.     As microsimulation becomes more and more 

useful  as  a  tool  to  answer  increasingly  complex  technical questions,  it  also becomes 

easier  to  inform  the  public  and  decision‐makers.    For  instance,  it  is much  easier  to 

explain how things will operate using video from microsimulation output than to tell 

someone that the average delay per vehicle is 28.3 seconds. 

 

The  new  tools  in  the  transportation  industry  can  effectively  convey  the meaning  of 

various  LOS  analyses  and  assess  the  transportation  system  as  a  whole.    Better 

communication of LOS, in addition to recognition of the limitations and biases inherent 

in  auto  LOS  as  a  performance measure will  provide  a more  open  and  transparent 

discussion  whereby  planners,  decision‐makers,  and  the  public  can  make  better 

informed decisions regarding both development and infrastructure investment. 

CASE STUDIES 

The remainder of  this paper  is dedicated  to describing  two  innovative approaches  to 

use of LOS based on  the  transportation system user or customer  focus, rather  than a 

vehicle focus while also addressing tradeoffs with other community values. 

San Francisco, California 

Despite  its  famous  and picturesque bridges,  there  are very  few  freeways within  the 

City of  San Francisco.   The major north‐south  freeway  along  the US west  coast, US 

Route  101,  extends  between  Los  Angeles,  California,  and  Seattle,  Washington.  

However,  in  the southern portion of San Francisco,  the  freeway portion of Route 101 

becomes Interstate 80, and turns toward the east.   Route 101 continues north through 

the City, along surface streets, until it reaches the Golden Gate Bridge and becomes a 

freeway  facility again,  traveling north  through Marin County.   Within San Francisco, 



the majority  of Route  101  travels  along Van Ness Avenue,  a  six‐lane major  arterial 

street  that  carries  approximately  50,000 vehicles per day  (2005 Traffic Volumes  on  the 

California State Highway System, California Department of Transportation, 2005).   

 

In  addition  to  high  traffic  volumes, 

Van  Ness  Avenue  serves  a  high 

volume of transit.  As part of a major 

long‐term  strategy  to  provide 

higher‐capacity,  enhanced  transit 

service  throughout  the  City,  San 

Francisco  has  elected  to  pursue 

implementation  of  a  Bus  Rapid 

Transit  (BRT)  route along Van Ness 

Avenue  (see  exhibit  to  the  right), 

which would remove either the center or curb lane of traffic in favor of dedicated right 

of  way  for  buses.    One  potential  alternative  configuration  is  shown  in  the  photo 

simulation  to  the right  that was developed by  the San Francisco County Transportation 

Authority.   

 

Given the high levels of traffic on the street, removing a lane of traffic in each direction 

obviously has the potential to increase vehicular delays along the street.  However, by 

providing  more  efficient 

service  to  transit  vehicles, 

which  carry  many  more 

people  than  cars,  the overall 

person‐delay may  not  be  as 

drastically  affected  as  the 

vehicle‐delay.   Using micro‐

simulation,  we  can  model 

multiple modes  in  the  same 

network,  and  capture  the 

interaction  between  them.  
Source:  Van Ness BRT Feasibility Study, Public Workshop, 
October 19, 2006, San Francisco County Transportation 



This provides  the opportunity  to assess  impacts  to different modes separately and  to 

the  transportation  system as a whole.     At  the  time  this paper was written,  the Van 

Ness  Avenue  BRT  project  was  still  in  the  technical  analysis  phases,  but  some 

performance measure results were available.   Instead of focusing on vehicle LOS,  the 

study compared person and vehicle delay as shown in the above sample results table. 

 

Although the technical analysis was not yet final at the time this paper was written, the 

intent of  the analysis was  to evaluate performance of  the  transportation system  from 

the  perspective  of multiple  customers  or  users,  as  opposed  to  the more  traditional 

vehicle‐delay.   As a result, while vehicle delays did increase for some alternatives, the 

overall person delay decreased and more people would be moved by public  transit, 

which has the benefit of producing less air pollutants and green house gases on a per 

passenger basis.   

 
Davis, California 
 
The  City  of  Davis,  California,  is  a  small,  but  rapidly  growing  suburban  town  of 

approximately 60,000 residents  in California’s Central Valley, approximately 20 miles 

west of Sacramento Sacramento  (US Census, 2000).   Davis  is also home  to one of  ten 

campuses of  the University of California  (UC Davis), enrolling approximately 30,000 

students  (www.ucdavis.edu).    Because  of  its  relatively  high  student  population,  its 

favorable weather, and relatively  flat  topography,  there  is a great deal of bicycle and 

pedestrian activity throughout the town. 

 

A transportation impact analysis conducted by the author’s consulting firm for a new 

campus building recommended  improvements at one nearby  intersection.   However, 

because of the high pedestrian and bicycle use of this intersection, UC Davis planners 

wanted  intersection  improvements  that  would  improve  pedestrian  and  bicycle 

accessibility while minimizing conflicts with vehicles.  To that end, the impact analysis 

identified  five alternatives  for analysis with  the  intent of  selecting a preferred  set of 

improvements that would meet all the project’s objectives.   

 

The five alternatives analyzed are listed below. 

http://www.ucdavis.edu/


 

• Alternative 1:  Provide all pedestrian/bicycle signal phase 

• Alternative  2:    Provide  exclusive  phase  only  for  southbound  (SB)  and 

westbound (WB) cyclists who travel on a Class I bicycle bath.  Cyclists traveling 

on other approaches would travel with vehicles using the regular vehicle signal 

phase. 

• Alternative 3:  Traditional design (no exclusive bicycle and pedestrian phases) 

• Alternative 4:   Provide  five‐second “head‐start” phase  for SB and WB cyclists 

traveling on Class I bicycle path. 

• Alternative 5:  Provide grade‐separated bicycle crossing connecting SB and WB 

Class I bicycle paths 

 

For this study, the VISSIM micro‐simulation software was used to develop a model of 

the  study  intersection  and  all  the  modes  that  use  the  intersection.1    VISSIM  was 

selected for this study because of its ability to isolate and model multiple modes.   This 

is not the only software package available for this type of analysis, but understanding 

the  project  objectives  early  was  essential  in  selecting  a  tool  that  was  capable  of 

demonstrating the effect of intersection changes on all the travel modes.  This software 

also has the ability to estimate air pollutant emissions as a standard output. 

  

The VISSIM model was constructed by drawing the roadway network using the aerial 

photographs as a background.  The number of lanes, configuration of turn pockets, and 

location of lane additions and drops were confirmed by field observations.  Additional 

detail was incorporated into the VISSIM network (posted speed limits, grades, etc.) to 

better  reflect  observed  field  conditions.    Traffic  signal  operation  (i.e., cycle  lengths, 

phasing,  and  timing  plans)  for  intersections  were  specified.    Driver  behavior 

parameters (i.e., yielding right‐of‐way at intersections, saturation flow rates, and driver 

aggressiveness)  were  calibrated  based  on  field  observations.    The  distribution  of 

vehicle  types was also  calibrated  to  local  conditions  so  that  the percentage of  trucks 

and high‐occupancy vehicles (HOVs) match the traffic counts. 
                                                      
1 VISSIM is a microscopic simulation model and a component of the PTV vision® suite offered by PTV America, Inc. 
located in Corvallis, Oregon. 



 

Since micro‐simulation models  like VISSIM  rely  on  the  random  arrival  of  vehicles, 

multiple  runs  are  needed  to  provide  a  reasonable  level  of  statistical  accuracy  and 

validity.   Therefore,  the  results  of  ten  separate  runs  (each using  a different  random 

seed number) were averaged to determine the final results. 

 

Using  the  VISSIM  model,  the  average  delay  was  calculated  for  each  mode  and 

averaged for each alternative based on existing traffic, bicycle, and pedestrian counts.    

The overall results are shown in Table 2. 
 
 

TABLE 2 
HUTCHISON DRIVE/LA RUE ROAD INTERSECTION – 

YEAR 2005 PM PEAK HOUR DELAY FOR ALL TRAVEL MODES 

Travel Mode (1) 

Vehicles Buses Pedestrians  Bicycles  Overall 

Option 
Average       

Delay – LOS 
Average 

Delay – LOS 
Average 

Delay 
Average 

Delay 
Average 

Delay 
1 - Bike/Pedestrian 
Phase 44.2 – D 47.1 – D 46.6 42.8 44.2 
2 - Bike/Pedestrian 
Phase for Path Only 45.0 – D 47.7 – D 46.7 48.3 45.3 
3 - Traditional Design 
(Current Configuration) 30.0 – C 29.6 – C 42.7 47.5 31.4 
4 – Head Start Phase 
for Bike Path 40.5 – D 32.5 – C 24.4 34.7 39.6 
5 – Grade Separated 
Crossing 28.7 – C 29.8 – C 64.2 15.1 28.1 
Notes:   
(1) The Highway Capacity Manual does not assign an LOS for pedestrians and bicyclists based on average 

delays.  Delays were reported for comparison purposes only. 
(2) The increase in pedestrian delay is associated with a reduction in pedestrians that are now using the grade 

separated crossing resulting in a higher average delay per pedestrian for remaining crossings on other 
approaches. 

 

 

The  operational  analysis  indicated  that  providing  the  grade  separated  crossing  in 

Alternative 5 would  result  in  the  lowest average delay  for all modes of  travel, while 

maintaining  a  traditional design would  provide  the  second‐lowest  amount  of delay 

(see Appendix A  for  technical  calculations  for  these  two alternatives).   Alternative 5 

also resulted in a vehicle LOS of C, which is better than the minimum LOS D threshold 

required by UC Davis.  Providing an exclusive bicycle phase for the bicycle paths only 



would  result  in  the highest overall delay, averaged  for all modes.   An  illustration of 

Alternative 5 is shown below alongside the delay and LOS results. 

 

Illustration of Alternative 5 (bicycle/pedestrian bridge) and analysis by mode 
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Alternative 5 was particularly effective  in this case because the new grade separation 

provided a shorter distance connection between student housing on the west side of La 

Rue Road, which runs north‐south in the photo simulation above) and the campus on 

the east side.   The grade‐separation could also be  located  to avoid existing  trees and 

utilities.   In addition to the delay effects, it was noted that investments in bicycle and 

pedestrian facilities can also lead to greater use of these modes in the future, which can 

help reduce vehicle travel and its associated impacts on air pollution and green house 

gas emissions. 

 

This  information, along with other  factors, such as  impacts  to air pollution, cost and 

right of way availability, were used by UC Davis to select a preferred alternative with a 

full understanding of the trade‐offs for each mode associated with each alternative.  In 

addition,  the  visual  animation  produced  by  the  simulation  software was  extremely 

helpful in illustrating the alternatives and the operations of various modes to decision‐

makers and members of the public. 

 



The  additional  delay  information  and  visual  simulations  did  not  come  without 

additional time, effort, and cost compared to conventional analysis as documented  in 

the following list. 

 

• Traffic count costs were approximately 50 percent higher because bicycles and 

pedestrians had to be counted.   

• Ridership data had to be collected from the transit operator (not a normal input 

for an intersection analysis). 

• Simulation model set up and operation  took approximately 100 percent more 

person hours  compared  to  conventional  analysis using programs  such  as  the 

Highway Capacity Software (HCS) or similar program. 

 

This  increase  in  cost was  offset  by  analysis  results  that  provided  a  higher  level  of 

confidence in the potential outcomes and a more complete picture of all project effects. 
 
CONCLUSION 
 

The  strict use of  automobile LOS  as  a design  threshold  and  a  transportation  impact 

criterion contains a number of hidden biases  that passively encourage urban sprawl, 

increase dependence on the automobile, and create physical environments that are not 

conducive to walking and bicycling.  Many cities that have adopted policies in support 

of a successful transit system and a pleasant walking and bicycling environment find it 

difficult to implement projects   consistent with these policies because of their impacts 

to auto LOS.     To better understand  the relationship between community values and 

desired  traffic  operations,  the  following  new  approaches,  tools,  and  performance 

measures  are  needed  to  represent  the perspective  of multiple  transportation  system 

users.   

 

• Tradeoff Approach ‐ At a minimum, the approach to transportation planning or 

impact  studies  should  clearly  acknowledge  the  trade  offs  between  a 

community’s desired vehicle LOS and other important community values. 

 



• Use Simulation Tools  ‐ Simulation  tools are now available  that can  isolate  the 

effects  (i.e., delays)  to  all  transportation  system users whether  they  travel by 

vehicle, walk,  or  take  transit.    The  animation  capabilities  of  these  tools  are 

particularly  effectively  at  communicating  these  effects  to  non‐technical 

audiences. 

 

• Focus on Moving People – The  focus of  transportation analysis  should be on 

moving people and not solely on moving vehicles.  A vehicle LOS ignores some 

users and can bias a  transportation analysis because of what  it doesn’t  tell us 

about  how  transportation  system  changes  will  affect  other  users.  Using 

simulation tools, performance can be measured in terms of number of persons 

moved or delayed. 
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Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process

From: eircomments

To: jennifer_lee_62@yahoo.com

BC:

Date: Tuesday - July 10, 2012 9:54 AM

Subject: Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process

Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please

visit www.onebayarea.org. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission

101 8th Street

Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 817-5700

>>> Jennifer Bright  07/06/12 10:09 AM >>>

Dear Ms. Nguyen,

I am from Livermore, on the eastern edge of Alameda County.  I have been following One Bay Area Plan very
closely and was able to attend the meeting held in Dublin, CA.  I was appaled at the way the meeting was

handled the the way the public was treated.  I walked away the feeling the whole meeting was just to go thru the

motions and not truely wanting any public input, unless it fit there agenda.The  scoping stage of the EIR process

(hereafter referred to as THE PROCESS) is severely incomplete and inadequate for a number reasons, detailed

below. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG) must reject the draft EIR.

The major inadequacies of THE PROCESS fall into the following categories:

I.   The forecasts of population and economic growth for the region are fatally flawed and cannot provide a
reliable basis for adoption of a comprehensive plan governing land use, housing, and transportation policies.

II.  THE PROCESS is woefully inadequate in its analysis of environmental impacts most likely to result from
adoption of the various scenarios set forth in the Plan.

III. The processes for preparation of the EIR and for review and submission of public input were seriously

inadequate. The limitations on public input were severe, both in terms of the time allowed for review and

limitations on public commentary that amounted to prior restraint. It is also clear that there was a complete lack

of independence between the proponents of Plan Bay Area and the consultants who prepared the draft EIR.

IV.  THE PROCESS  does not address the availability of the massive funding required to execute the plan or the

likely results if the anticipated resources are not available.

The remainder of this document will address these issues in chronological order.

I.  The forecasts of population and economic growth are fatally flawed.

   * THE PROCESS  is based on a forecast that the population of the region will grow by 8.7 percent per

decade over the next 30 years.
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   * The forecasted growth rate is significantly higher than the actual growth rates over the past 30 years and the

actual 5.4% growth rate since 2000.

   * THE PROCESS  does not consider alternative growth rage scenarios, e.g., low, mid-range, and high growth

rates and the impact of different scenarios.

   * The forecasted aggressive growth rate is undoubtedly premised, at least in part, on unrealistic forecasts of

economic growth.
   * The forecasts for both population and economic growth ignored objections from various stakeholders,

including the Cities of Palo Alto and Berkeley that have independently made projections of population and

economic growth.

   * Even in the unlikely event that the aggregate forecasts of economic and population growth prove to be

accurate, the lack of reliable forecasts for local communities makes such data meaningless in creating a

comprehensive plan for land use, transportation, and housing that will influence critical decisions at the local level.

   * The forecasts for economic growth ignore both the current depressed state of California’s economy and

widespread concern about the state’s economic climate.

   * California and the Bay Area consistently are rated as among the least “business friendly” environments due to

high taxes, excessive regulations, and the precarious financial condition of the State of California and many cities

and counties.
   * Inadequate forecasts of economic and population growth will inevitably affect the availability of financial

resources (i.e., tax revenues) that are envisioned in Plan Bay Area. THE PROCESS  does not assess this
concern, which will in turn have major impacts on environmental consequences.

II.  The analysis of environmental impacts is incomplete, inadequate, and fatally flawed.
   * Throughout THE PROCESS the bias of the authors is evident, equating intended consequences with likely
results.

   * THE PROCESS  does not address alternative – and more likely – consequences of various elements of the
plan.

   * For example, both the authors of Plan Bay Area and the authors of the THE PROCESS assume that huge
investments in public transportation will inevitably result in high ridership. This assumption cannot be supported

by actual experience such as the very low utilization rates of the Santa Clara Valley light rail system.
   * THE PROCESS  ignores actual experience in major metropolitan areas such as San Jose, CA, and

Portland, OR, where “smart growth” plans have been implement.
   * In Portland, restrictions on growth and development have resulted in a flight of residents to areas outside the

growth boundaries and resulted in longer commute times and higher emissions from motor vehicles.
   * THE PROCESS  ignores evidence that imposition of strict limits on land use for housing and/or economic
development significantly increases the cost of housing and business activity.

   * THE PROCESS  does not address the consequences of a waiver of CEQA requirements for high-density
development within priority development areas (PDAs).

   * THE PROCESS  accepts without question or analysis the assumptions inherent in Plan Bay Area that
policies favoring high-density housing, penalizing use of private motor vehicles, diverting gas tax revenues from

away from maintaining and expanding roads and vehicles will translate into economic and population growth.
   * THE PROCESS  provides no empirical evidence to support these assumptions and is further evidence of the

bias toward Plan Bay Area that underlies the entire draft EIR.
   * THE PROCESS  ignores “real-world” experience under “smart growth” policies.

   * Actual experience with “smart growth” and urban boundaries in cities such as San Jose, CA, and Portland,
OR, provide strong evidence that the results of such policies are vastly different from the intended consequences.
   * Housing costs in San Jose have increased dramatically since the imposition of urban growth boundaries.
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   * Significant investments in light rail in Santa Clara County have neither increased utilization of public transit nor

reduced congestion on freeways and other roads.
   * In Portland, tens of thousands of families have fled to nearby communities such as Vancouver in pursuit of

affordable housing.
   * Both commute times and congestion have increased as a result of policies that have caused a population flight

from Portland.
   * A Harvard study in 2002 linked restrictive land use policies with increased housing costs and creation of

“boutique cities” affordable only to the elite.
   * Actual experience has shown that public policies that coerce residents to live in high-density, “stack-and-

pack” dwellings increase congestion to near-gridlock levels without increasing usage of high-cost public transit
systems.
III.  The processes for preparation and review of the THE PROCESS were inadequate and biased.

   * MTC and ABAG must disclose the process by which the consultants who prepared the THE PROCESS
 analysis were selected.

   * THE PROCESS  consistently accepts as likely outcomes the intended consequences of various elements of
the plan. A credible EIR entails at least a quasi-adversarial process that ensures a rigorous analysis of

assumptions, alternatives, and consequences of proposed plans. The draft EIR is seriously lacking in all of the
above and therefore cannot be considered to be an adequate analysis of the impacts of Plan Bay Area.

   * The review process was designed to limit both the time and scope of public comment and to ensure the
appearance of broad public support for the plan.

   * The review process made it abundantly clear that the authors of  THE PROCESS  and the advocates of Plan
Bay Area did not have an independent relationship with the result that THE PROCESS is not an objective
analysis of likely environmental impacts.

   * At one hearing, a consultant bluntly stated that “negative comments” would not be permitted at public
hearings and that the consultants alone would decide which comments are “relevant” and will be included in the

final report.
   * MTC and ABAG made a concerted effort throughout the review process to determine which “stakeholders”

would be aggressively solicited to provide comments. Stakeholders considered likely to express negative
comments about either THE PROCESS or Plan Bay Area were not solicited to participate.

IV.  THE PROCESS does not address the availability of the massive funding required to implement Plan Bay
Area or the likely environmental consequences if the requisite resources are not available.
   * The plan does not fully state the costs of the various elements of Plan Bay Area – the Plan includes $277

billion for the public transportation element alone.
   * The Plan does not address the substantial additional costs that must be borne by local communities for

schools, police and fire, “affordable housing” subsidies, and other essential public services.
   * While the Plan provides for transit subsidies from regional authorities, it does not address the significant
impact of ancillary costs or how these burdens will be borne by cities and counties already facing huge budget

deficits.

   * The Plan simply assumes that such resources will be available from various sources, including local

communities and federal and state assistance programs.
   * Although ABAG and MTC acknowledge that there will not be sufficient funds available for more than 200

PDAs, Plan Bay Area does not prioritize or identify which PDAs would be supported. THE PROCESS must

address the impact of imposing land use restrictions in areas that will not be developed for years to come.
   * THE PROCESS  does not address the consequences of the highly likely event that available public revenues

will fall far short of the levels needed to implement the plan or the environmental impacts of implementing the
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limitations on growth, punitive measures on the use of private automobiles, and required expenses by local

communities in housing, schools and infrastructure if the essential revenues are not available.

   * THE PROCESS  totally ignores the significant fiscal constraints of the precarious condition of many cities,
the State of California, and the federal government.

Thank you

Jennifer Bright





























 

 

From:  eircomments 
To: Jesse Foster 
Date:  7/11/2012 5:14 PM 
Subject:  Re: EIR comments 
 
Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please 
visit www.onebayarea.org.  
 
 
Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 8th Street 
Oakland, CA 94607 
(510) 817-5809 
 
 
>>> Jesse Foster <sav22hp@hotmail.com> 7/10/2012 10:30 PM >>> 
 
Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 Eighth Street, Oakland, CA  94607 
Email: eircomments@mtc.ca.govSUBJECT LINE:    Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage 
of the EIR process 
I reside in Marin County.  I am opposed to the One Bay Area plan.  It is completely unacceptable to me and my way 
of life.  I am not willing to give up the freedoms I have enjoyed for the past 70 plus years.  I do not want my 
children and grandchildren to be subjected to losing their freedoms.    
Summary Statement 
The  scoping stage of the EIR process (hereafter referred to as THE PROCESS) is severely incomplete and inadequate 
for a number reasons, detailed below. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay 
Area Governments (ABAG) must reject the options provided in the scoping exercise that was presented to the public 
in June 2012 and initiate a 6 month long process to truly study the subject in an unbiased manner. 
The major inadequacies of THE PROCESS fall into the following categories: 
  
I.            The forecasts of population and economic growth for the region are fatally flawed and cannot provide 
a reliable basis for adoption of a comprehensive plan governing land use, housing, and transportation policies. 
II.           THE PROCESS is woefully inadequate in its analysis of environmental impacts most likely to result from 
adoption of the various scenarios set forth in the Plan. 
III.            The processes for preparation of the EIR and for review and submission of public input were 
seriously inadequate. The limitations on public input were severe, both in terms of the time allowed for review and 
limitations on public commentary that amounted to prior restraint. It is also clear that there was a complete lack of 
independence between the proponents of Plan Bay Area and the consultants, Dyett and Bhatia. 
IV.            THE PROCESS  does not address the availability of the massive funding required to execute the plan 
or the likely results if the anticipated resources are not available. 
  
The remainder of this document will address these issues in chronological order. 
  
I.  The forecasts of population and economic growth are fatally flawed. 
 
 
THE PROCESS  is based on a forecast that the population of the region will grow by 8.7 percent per decade over the 
next 30 years. 
The forecasted growth rate is significantly higher than the actual growth rates over the past 30 years and the actual 
5.4 percent growth rate since 2000. 



 

 

THE PROCESS  does not consider alternative growth rage scenarios, e.g., low, mid-range, and high growth rates and 
the impact of different scenarios. 
The forecasted aggressive growth rate is undoubtedly premised, at least in part, on unrealistic forecasts of economic 
growth. 
The forecasts for both population and economic growth ignored objections from various stakeholders, including the 
Cities of Palo Alto and Berkeley that have independently made projections of population and economic growth. 
Even in the unlikely event that the aggregate forecasts of economic and population growth prove to be accurate, the 
lack of reliable forecasts for local communities makes such data meaningless in creating a comprehensive plan for 
land use, transportation, and housing that will influence critical decisions at the local level. 
The forecasts for economic growth ignore both the current depressed state of California’s economy and widespread 
concern about the state’s economic climate. 
California and the Bay Area consistently are rated as among the least “business friendly” environments due to high 
taxes, excessive regulations, and the precarious financial condition of the State of California and many cities and 
counties. 
Inadequate forecasts of economic and population growth will inevitably affect the availability of financial resources 
(i.e., tax revenues) that are envisioned in Plan Bay Area. THE PROCESS  does not assess this concern, which will in 
turn have major impacts on environmental consequences.II.  The analysis of environmental impacts is incomplete, 
inadequate, and fatally flawed. 
 
 
Throughout THE PROCESS the bias of the authors is evident, equating intended consequences with likely results. 
THE PROCESS  does not address alternative – and more likely – consequences of various elements of the plan. 
For example, both the authors of Plan Bay Area and the authors of the THE PROCESS assume that huge investments 
in public transportation will inevitably result in high ridership. This assumption cannot be supported by actual 
experience such as the very low utilization rates of the Santa Clara Valley light rail system. 
THE PROCESS  ignores actual experience in major metropolitan areas such as San Jose, CA, and Portland, OR, where 
“smart growth” plans have been implement. 
In Portland, restrictions on growth and development have resulted in a flight of residents to areas outside the growth 
boundaries and resulted in longer commute times and higher emissions from motor vehicles. 
THE PROCESS  ignores evidence that imposition of strict limits on land use for housing and/or economic 
development significantly increases the cost of housing and business activity. 
THE PROCESS  does not address the consequences of a waiver of CEQA requirements for high-density development 
within priority development areas (PDAs). 
THE PROCESS  accepts without question or analysis the assumptions inherent in Plan Bay Area that policies favoring 
high-density housing, penalizing use of private motor vehicles, diverting gas tax revenues from away from 
maintaining and expanding roads and vehicles will translate into economic and population growth. 
THE PROCESS  provides no empirical evidence to support these assumptions and is further evidence of the bias 
toward Plan Bay Area that underlies the presentation to the public of the EIR process. 
THE PROCESS  ignores “real-world” experience under “smart growth” policies. 
Actual experience with “smart growth” and urban boundaries in cities such as San Jose, CA, and Portland, OR, provide 
strong evidence that the results of such policies are vastly different from the intended consequences. 
Housing costs in San Jose have increased dramatically since the imposition of urban growth boundaries. 
Significant investments in light rail in Santa Clara County have neither increased utilization of public transit nor 
reduced congestion on freeways and other roads. 
In Portland, tens of thousands of families have fled to nearby communities such as Vancouver in pursuit of affordable 
housing. 
Both commute times and congestion have increased as a result of policies that have caused a population flight from 
Portland. 
A Harvard study in 2002 linked restrictive land use policies with increased housing costs and creation of “boutique 
cities” affordable only to the elite. 
Actual experience has shown that public policies that coerce residents to live in high-density, “stack-and-pack” 
dwellings increase congestion to near-gridlock levels without increasing usage of high-cost public transit systems.III.  
The processes for preparation and review of the THE PROCESS were inadequate and biased. 
 



 

 

 
MTC and ABAG must disclose the process by which the consultants who prepared the THE PROCESS  analysis were 
selected. 
THE PROCESS  consistently accepts as likely outcomes the intended consequences of various elements of the plan. A 
credible EIR entails at least a quasi-adversarial process that ensures a rigorous analysis of assumptions, alternatives, 
and consequences of proposed plans. What was presented to the public in the EIR hearings is seriously lacking in all 
of the above and therefore cannot be considered to be an adequate analysis of the impacts of Plan Bay Area. 
The review process was designed to limit both the time and scope of public comment and to ensure the appearance 
of broad public support for the plan. 
The review process made it abundantly clear that the authors of  THE PROCESS  and the advocates of Plan Bay Area 
did not have an independent relationship with the result that THE PROCESS is not an objective analysis of likely 
environmental impacts. 
At one hearing, a consultant bluntly stated that “negative comments” would not be permitted at public hearings and 
that the consultants alone would decide which comments are “relevant” and will be included in the final report. 
MTC and ABAG made a concerted effort throughout the review process to determine which “stakeholders” would be 
aggressively solicited to provide comments. Stakeholders considered likely to express negative comments about 
either THE PROCESS or Plan Bay Area were not solicited to participate.IV.  THE PROCESS does not address the 
availability of the massive funding required to implement Plan Bay Area or the likely environmental consequences if 
the requisite resources are not available. 
 
 
The plan does not fully state the costs of the various elements of Plan Bay Area – the Plan includes $277 billion for the 
public transportation element alone. 
The Plan does not address the substantial additional costs that must be borne by local communities for schools, 
police and fire, “affordable housing” subsidies, and other essential public services. 
While the Plan provides for transit subsidies from regional authorities, it does not address the significant impact of 
ancillary costs or how these burdens will be borne by cities and counties already facing huge budget deficits. 
The Plan simply assumes that such resources will be available from various sources, including local communities and 
federal and state assistance programs. 
Although ABAG and MTC acknowledge that there will not be sufficient funds available for more than 200 PDAs, Plan 
Bay Area does not prioritize or identify which PDAs would be supported. THE PROCESS must address the impact of 
imposing land use restrictions in areas that will not be developed for years to come. 
THE PROCESS  does not address the consequences of the highly likely event that available public revenues will fall 
far short of the levels needed to implement the plan or the environmental impacts of implementing the limitations on 
growth, punitive measures on the use of private automobiles, and required expenses by local communities in housing, 
schools and infrastructure if the essential revenues are not available. 
THE PROCESS  totally ignores the significant fiscal constraints of the precarious condition of many cities, the State of 
California, and the federal government.  
             



























 

 

From:  eircomments 
To: johanniel23@ymail.com 
Date:  7/11/2012 5:14 PM 
Subject:  Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process 
 
Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please 
visit www.onebayarea.org.  
 
 
Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 8th Street 
Oakland, CA 94607 
(510) 817-5809 
 
 
>>> Annie Belle <johannie123@gmail.com> 7/10/2012 8:47 PM >>> 
To Whom it May Concern, 
 
I am a citizen of the Bay Area.  My name is Johanna Coble & I live in San 
Francisco. 
 
I do not agree with your agenda.   I don't think you are listening to us. 
 
The  scoping stage of the EIR process (hereafter referred to as THE 
PROCESS) is severely incomplete and inadequate for a number reasons, 
detailed below. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) must reject the options 
provided in the scoping exercise that was presented to the public in June 
2012 and initiate a 6 month long process to truly study the subject in an 
unbiased manner. 
 
The major inadequacies of THE PROCESS fall into the following categories: 
 
I.            The forecasts of population and economic growth for the 
region are fatally flawed and cannot provide a reliable basis for adoption 
of a comprehensive plan governing land use, housing, and transportation 
policies. 
 
II.           THE PROCESS is woefully inadequate in its analysis of 
environmental impacts most likely to result from adoption of the various 
scenarios set forth in the Plan. 
 
III.            The processes for preparation of the EIR and for review and 
submission of public input were seriously inadequate. The limitations on 
public input were severe, both in terms of the time allowed for review and 
limitations on public commentary that amounted to prior restraint. It is 
also clear that there was a complete lack of independence between the 
proponents of Plan Bay Area and the consultants, Dyett and Bhatia. 
 
IV.            THE PROCESS  does not address the availability of the 
massive funding required to execute the plan or the likely results if the 
anticipated resources are not available. 



 

 

 
 
The remainder of this document will address these issues in chronological 
order. 
 
I.  The forecasts of population and economic growth are fatally flawed. 
 
   - THE PROCESS  is based on a forecast that the population of the region 
   will grow by 8.7 percent per decade over the next 30 years. 
   - The forecasted growth rate is significantly higher than the actual 
   growth rates over the past 30 years and the actual 5.4 percent growth rate 
   since 2000. 
   - THE PROCESS  does not consider alternative growth rage scenarios, 
   e.g., low, mid-range, and high growth rates and the impact of different 
   scenarios. 
   - The forecasted aggressive growth rate is undoubtedly premised, at 
   least in part, on unrealistic forecasts of economic growth. 
   - The forecasts for both population and economic growth ignored 
   objections from various stakeholders, including the Cities of Palo Alto and 
   Berkeley that have independently made projections of population and 
   economic growth. 
   - Even in the unlikely event that the aggregate forecasts of economic 
   and population growth prove to be accurate, the lack of reliable forecasts 
   for local communities makes such data meaningless in creating a 
   comprehensive plan for land use, transportation, and housing that will 
   influence critical decisions at the local level. 
   - The forecasts for economic growth ignore both the current depressed 
   state of California’s economy and widespread concern about the state’s 
   economic climate. 
   - California and the Bay Area consistently are rated as among the least 
   “business friendly” environments due to high taxes, excessive regulations, 
   and the precarious financial condition of the State of California and many 
   cities and counties. 
   - Inadequate forecasts of economic and population growth will inevitably 
   affect the availability of financial resources (i.e., tax revenues) that 
   are envisioned in Plan Bay Area. THE PROCESS  does not assess this concern, 
   which will in turn have major impacts on environmental consequences. 
 
II.  The analysis of environmental impacts is incomplete, inadequate, and 
fatally flawed. 
 
   - Throughout THE PROCESS the bias of the authors is evident, equating 
   intended consequences with likely results. 
   - THE PROCESS  does not address alternative – and more likely – 
   consequences of various elements of the plan. 
   - For example, both the authors of Plan Bay Area and the authors of 
   the THE PROCESS assume that huge investments in public transportation will 
   inevitably result in high ridership. This assumption cannot be supported by 
   actual experience such as the very low utilization rates of the Santa Clara 
   Valley light rail system. 
   - THE PROCESS  ignores actual experience in major metropolitan areas 
   such as San Jose, CA, and Portland, OR, where “smart growth” plans have 
   been implement. 
   - In Portland, restrictions on growth and development have resulted in a 



 

 

   flight of residents to areas outside the growth boundaries and resulted in 
   longer commute times and higher emissions from motor vehicles. 
   - THE PROCESS  ignores evidence that imposition of strict limits on land 
   use for housing and/or economic development significantly increases the 
   cost of housing and business activity. 
   - THE PROCESS  does not address the consequences of a waiver of CEQA 
   requirements for high-density development within priority development areas 
   (PDAs). 
   - THE PROCESS  accepts without question or analysis the assumptions 
   inherent in Plan Bay Area that policies favoring high-density housing, 
   penalizing use of private motor vehicles, diverting gas tax revenues from 
   away from maintaining and expanding roads and vehicles will translate into 
   economic and population growth. 
   - THE PROCESS  provides no empirical evidence to support these 
   assumptions and is further evidence of the bias toward Plan Bay Area that 
   underlies the presentation to the public of the EIR process. 
   - THE PROCESS  ignores “real-world” experience under “smart growth” 
   policies. 
   - Actual experience with “smart growth” and urban boundaries in cities 
   such as San Jose, CA, and Portland, OR, provide strong evidence that the 
   results of such policies are vastly different from the intended 
   consequences. 
   - Housing costs in San Jose have increased dramatically since the 
   imposition of urban growth boundaries. 
   - Significant investments in light rail in Santa Clara County have 
   neither increased utilization of public transit nor reduced congestion on 
   freeways and other roads. 
   - In Portland, tens of thousands of families have fled to nearby 
   communities such as Vancouver in pursuit of affordable housing. 
   - Both commute times and congestion have increased as a result of 
   policies that have caused a population flight from Portland. 
   - A Harvard study in 2002 linked restrictive land use policies with 
   increased housing costs and creation of “boutique cities” affordable only 
   to the elite. 
   - Actual experience has shown that public policies that coerce residents 
   to live in high-density, “stack-and-pack” dwellings increase congestion to 
   near-gridlock levels without increasing usage of high-cost public transit 
   systems. 
 
III.  The processes for preparation and review of the THE PROCESS were 
inadequate and biased. 
 
   - MTC and ABAG must disclose the process by which the consultants who 
   prepared the THE PROCESS  analysis were selected. 
   - THE PROCESS  consistently accepts as likely outcomes the intended 
   consequences of various elements of the plan. A credible EIR entails at 
   least a quasi-adversarial process that ensures a rigorous analysis of 
   assumptions, alternatives, and consequences of proposed plans. What was 
   presented to the public in the EIR hearings is seriously lacking in all of 
   the above and therefore cannot be considered to be an adequate analysis of 
   the impacts of Plan Bay Area. 
   - The review process was designed to limit both the time and scope of 
   public comment and to ensure the appearance of broad public support for the 
   plan. 



 

 

   - The review process made it abundantly clear that the authors of  THE 
   PROCESS  and the advocates of Plan Bay Area did not have an independent 
   relationship with the result that THE PROCESS is not an objective analysis 
   of likely environmental impacts. 
   - At one hearing, a consultant bluntly stated that “negative comments” 
   would not be permitted at public hearings and that the consultants alone 
   would decide which comments are “relevant” and will be included in the 
   final report. 
   - MTC and ABAG made a concerted effort throughout the review process to 
   determine which “stakeholders” would be aggressively solicited to provide 
   comments. Stakeholders considered likely to express negative comments about 
   either THE PROCESS or Plan Bay Area were not solicited to participate. 
 
IV.  THE PROCESS does not address the availability of the massive funding 
required to implement Plan Bay Area or the likely environmental 
consequences if the requisite resources are not available. 
 
   - The plan does not fully state the costs of the various elements of 
   Plan Bay Area – the Plan includes $277 billion for the public 
   transportation element alone. 
   - The Plan does not address the substantial additional costs that must 
   be borne by local communities for schools, police and fire, “affordable 
   housing” subsidies, and other essential public services. 
   - While the Plan provides for transit subsidies from regional 
   authorities, it does not address the significant impact of ancillary costs 
   or how these burdens will be borne by cities and counties already facing 
   huge budget deficits. 
   - The Plan simply assumes that such resources will be available from 
   various sources, including local communities and federal and state 
   assistance programs. 
   - Although ABAG and MTC acknowledge that there will not be sufficient 
   funds available for more than 200 PDAs, Plan Bay Area does not prioritize 
   or identify which PDAs would be supported. THE PROCESS must address the 
   impact of imposing land use restrictions in areas that will not be 
   developed for years to come. 
   - THE PROCESS  does not address the consequences of the highly likely 
   event that available public revenues will fall far short of the levels 
   needed to implement the plan or the environmental impacts of implementing 
   the limitations on growth, punitive measures on the use of private 
   automobiles, and required expenses by local communities in housing, schools 
   and infrastructure if the essential revenues are not available. 
   - THE PROCESS  totally ignores the significant fiscal constraints of the 
   precarious condition of many cities, the State of California, and the 
   federal government. 
 
Thank you for your time in this matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
Johanna 



 
 

     July 11, 2012 
 
 
To 
Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 Eighth Street 
Oakland, CA 94607 
Email: eircomments@mtc.ca.gov 
Fax: 510.817.5848 
 
Subject:  Arterial Operations Funding in the proposed Plan Bay Area EIR Scenarios 
 
Dear Ms. Ashley, 
I serve on the Board of Directors of ITS California and provide consulting services to various 
cities and counties in the Bay Area.  Through my interaction with various cities’ staff, I can 
vouch for the fact that many cities have been benefited through the funds provided through the 
arterial operations funding.  The benefit-cost evaluations have proved that the arterial signal 
coordination programs provide significant and much higher benefits-to-cost ratio when 
compared to any other improvements. In order to expand the benefits of arterial signal 
coordination, there is a growing need to improve and upgrade the existing traffic signal 
infrastructure.  A better traffic signal infrastructure does not only benefit motorists, but also 
significantly improves transit, bicycle, and pedestrian safety and mobility.  An efficient signal 
system ensures travel time savings for all modes of transportation and reduces green house 
emissions. 
 
I understand that the Plan Bay Area EIR Scenarios #3 and #5 would cut funding to the arterial 
signal coordination and operations and would not focus on roadway network improvements.  It 
is important to note that without an updated signal system, the transit operation will be 
adversely impacted.  Therefore, reducing funding for the arterial system as part of EIR Scenario 
#3 is counterproductive.  Through the recent studies conducted in the Bay Area, signal 
coordination has shown to provide the following benefits to transit operations: 

• Travel time savings for transit: 7 percent or almost 48,000 hours 
• Transit vehicle increase in average speed: 9 percent 

 
These are significant benefits and should be supported as part of Scenario #3, which focuses on 
transit priority.   
 
Similarly Scenario #5 focuses on the Environment and signal coordination provides the highest 
environmental benefit when compared to any other programs.  Based on recent studies in the 

mailto:eircomments@mtc.ca.gov


 
 

bay area, signal coordination has shown to provide the following benefits in reducing green 
house emissions: 

• Reduction in reactive organic gases (ROG) emissions: 88.81 tons 
• Reduction in oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions: 94.19 tons 
• Reduction in particulate matter (PM 10) emissions: 9.97 tons 
• Total emissions reductions from autos: 712.39 tons. 

 
Based on these considerations, I strongly urge that the Commission reconsider cutting arterial 
operations funding, which has actually shown to support the goals of Plan Bay Area.  
 
Best Regards, 
 

 
Joy Bhattacharya, PE, PTOE 
ITS-CA Board Member 
Director, TJKM Transportation Consultant 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PS:  This letter expresses my personal opinion and I am not representing ITS-CA and TJKM 
Transportation Consultants in this letter 
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Re: Plan Bay Area forecasting methodology

From: eircomments

To: paxton3x@att.net

BC:

Date: Tuesday - July 10, 2012 9:45 AM

Subject: Re: Plan Bay Area forecasting methodology

Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please

visit www.onebayarea.org. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission

101 8th Street

Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 817-5700

>>> Ken Paxton  07/04/12 5:44 PM >>>

Ken Paxton

1731 Maryland St 

Redwood City, Ca 94061  

7/4/12

Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager

Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter

101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA  94607-4700

Re:  Comment on the inadequacy and incompleteness of the Plan Bay Area 

forecasting methodology and of the forecasts themselves

Dear Ms. Nguyen,

My name is Ken Paxton and I am a concerned citizen of Redwood City.

Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines governs the Standards for Adequacy of an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR), and it states:

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide 

decision-makers with information which enables them to make a decision which 

intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.  An evaluation of the 
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environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the 

sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is reasonably 

feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the 

EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.  The 

courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good 

faith effort at full disclosure. 

Plan Bay Area’s forecasts for population, job, and household growth are fatally 

inadequate and incomplete and fail in every respect to meet the standards 

required by § 15151.  These deficiencies have a substantive and material impact 

on the scope and content of the environmental and economic information that will 

be evaluated in the Plan Bay Area’s environmental and economic impact reviews, 

and must be remedied before those reviews proceed further.  Failure to remedy 

the inadequacy and incompleteness of Plan Bay Area’s environmental and economic 

impact reports will render them invalid and uncertifiable. 

Please allow me to address five specific areas of inadequacy that must be 
remedied at the scoping stage:

1) Plan Bay Area’s forecasts are too high and lack analytical and empirical 
support.

The Bay Area’s population growth rates from the 1960’s to the 1990’s were 

dramatically higher than the overall US growth rates, yet the Bay Area’s 
population growth rate plummeted far below the US growth rate in the decade of 

the 2000’s.  From 1960 to 2000, the Bay Area’s population grew by an average 
rate of 17.00% per decade, or 142.46% of the national average of 11.94%.  In the 

2000’s, however, the Bay Area’s population growth rate slowed to 5.4%, only 
55.72% of the national average of 9.71%. 

The two recessions of the 2000’s do not account for the decrease in the Bay 

Area’s population growth rate, as there were also recessions in each of the four 
previous decades when the Bay Area’s growth rate far exceeded the national 

average.  While the national population growth rate decreased only slightly in 
the 2000’s compared to the previous four decades, the Bay Area’s growth rate 

decreased dramatically.  Yet, the Plan Bay Area forecasts inexplicably predict 
an increase in the population growth rate to 8.87% per decade for the next three 

decades – significantly higher than the 5.41% growth rate of the past decade.

The Plan Bay Area forecast for job growth is even less substantiated by 
empirical data and sound analysis.  The City of Palo Alto has repeatedly 
questioned ABAG’s forecasting methodology, pointing out in a staff memorandum 
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dated January 26, 2012 its continued bafflement that “ABAG has estimated that 

the region will accommodate approximately 33,000 new jobs per year through 2040, 
as compared to only 10,000 jobs per year over the past 20 years.”[1]  There is 

no plausible explanation or theory by which ABAG can project a higher rate of 
job growth in the Bay Area than the 10,000 per year observed over the past 20 

years, let alone a more than tripling of that rate.

2) Plan Bay Area’s forecasting methodology must be open, transparent, and 
accessible to third parties in order to evaluate the underlying assumptions and 

resulting forecasts, and for the forecasts to be modified as empirical data and 
analysis are gathered during the forecast period.  Heretofore, this has not been 
the case.

3) Plan Bay Area’s forecasts must have a range of outcomes rather than a 

single-point estimate to account for different underlying assumptions and to 
perform the sensitivity analysis necessary for adequate and complete 

decision-making.  

The forecasts underlying Plan Bay Area’s environmental and economic impact 

reports must provide high, medium, and low growth estimates in order for its 
economic and environmental analysis to be adequate and complete, and for the EIR 
to be valid and certifiable.[2]  

The type of planning that ABAG and MTC are proposing will lead to substantial 

and irreversible changes in the way of life of every Bay Area resident, both 
current and future.  A single-point estimate for population, jobs and households 

is inadequate and incomplete as a matter of simple methodology.  In addition, 
the mid-range forecast, presumably most probable, must be no higher than the 

rates for job growth, population growth, and household formation in the 2000’s 
to be even remotely credible.  The assumption that Bay Area growth rates 
plummeted in the 2000’s with respect to national growth rates due to the economy 

in the Bay Area has no empirical or analytical foundation.

4) There must be an objective, unaligned forecasting agency to perform an 
independent forecasting analysis either to replace the current Plan Bay Area 
forecasts or for comparison purposes.  This must be done before environmental 

and economic impact reports can be formulated, let alone certified.

ABAG and MTC have received repeated, strong objections to the forecasts 
underlying the planning process from various stakeholders over the past several 

years.  In just one of a multitude of examples on ABAG’s own website, the City 

of Berkeley notified ABAG on September 14, 2007 that ABAG’s “unrealistic goals . 
. . may have unintended consequences in regard to meeting overall regional 

housing needs.”[3]  
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In fact, the City of Palo Alto is calling for “independent analysis of the 
demographic and employment projections by ABAG.”[4]  The fact that ABAG and MTC 

have not provided this independent analysis is a severe inadequacy in its 

forecasts, plans, and methodologies that alone will invalidate its EIR and 

economic impact analysis, let alone any decisions made upon Plan Bay Area until 
this is remedied.  However, this inadequacy is particularly glaring and severe 

given the facial implausibility of its projections with respect to empirical 

data over the past several decades.  ABAG and MTC simply must engage a neutral, 
objective organization to perform an independent forecast before its EIR and 

economic impact analysis continues any further, as everything it does from here 

is subject to being completely invalidated and voided due to the flawed 

forecasts and methodologies.2

5) Plan Bay Area’s forecasts must be compared with and evaluated in the light of 

independent bottoms-up forecasts made by the Bay Area counties, cities, and 

towns themselves.

For the forecasts underlying the EIR and the economic impact review to enable 

those exercises to be remotely adequate and complete, and for the EIR to comply 
with CEQA, there also must be a bottoms-up assessment of each county, city, and 

town, performed by the counties, cities, and towns themselves, of their informed 

expectations of job, population, and household growth over the next three 

decades. This must be done completely independently of the Plan Bay Area 
top-down forecasts as those have been allocated to individual jurisdictions, to 

avoid contamination and undue influence.  This will provide an essential 

double-check on the validity of ABAG’s top-down estimates (after those are 

prepared through a valid methodology), both in aggregate, and also by county, 
city, and town.  Although aggregate estimates may be consistent with one 

another, if there are significant variances between ABAG’s allocated numbers and 

a county’s, city’s, or town’s own informed estimates, then those variances will 
likely indicate flaws in ABAG’s estimates, problems in securing public and 

stakeholder support for the eventual adopted plan, and difficulties in achieving 

the goals of that plan. 

The fact that many cities and towns have objected to the Regional Housing Needs 

Assessment as unrealistic and inconsistent with their own informed estimates 

proves that this is a vitally important exercise for the EIR to comply with CEQA 
and for the EIR and economic impact analysis to be even remotely adequate and 

complete.

Sincerely, 

 Ken Paxton
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cc:           Alicia C. Aguirre

               Jeffrey Gee
               Ian Bain

               Rosanne Foust

               Jeff Ira

               Barbara Pierce
               John D. Seybert

               Brian Sussman, KSFO

               Melanie Morgan, KSFO
               Barbara Simpson, KSFO                Mark Levin, Landmark Legal 

Foundation 

           Dave Pine
           Carole Groom

          Don Horsley

            Rose Jacobs Gibson
           Adrienne J. Tissier 

________________________________

[1]http:/
/www.cityofpaloalto.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=30066

[2]The University of California’s interpretation of the CEQA guidelines finds 

that “a range of forecasts” is necessary to provide “an adequate level of detail 
. . . for guiding the analysis” in the EIR. 

http://budget.ucop.edu/pep/ceqacomp/CEQA-Handbook/chapter_02/2.7.html.  

California’s High Speed Rail Authority’s Revised 2012 Business Plan also 
testifies to the importance of providing a range of forecasts.  “To mitigate the 

risks related to . . . estimation issues and optimism bias, it is best practice 

to develop a set of scenarios (High, Medium, and Low) that provide a range of 

assumptions derived from key input variables.” 
www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/assets/0/152/431/0219e13b-04df-46b0-af57-f4b996cc9172.pdf 

And, directly relevant to Plan Bay Area, the Southern California Association of 

Governments, in developing their 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan 
consulted with a panel of experts who developed a range of estimates for 

population, jobs, and household growth over the relevant period – together with 

a transparent set of assumptions underlying those assumptions – then compared 
that with the growth assumptions by local jurisdictions.  

This sort of methodology is precisely what is necessary for the forecasts 
underlying Plan Bay Area, in order for the Plan Bay Area environmental and 

economic impact reviews to be adequate and complete.  
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rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2012/draft/SR/2012dRTP_GrowthForecast.pdf.

[3]http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/housingneeds/documents/12-07-07_Draft_RHNA_Allocations_-
_Response_Letters_Received_-_July-September_2007.PDF

[4]http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=30066



 

 

From:  eircomments 
To: Ken Traverso 
Date:  7/11/2012 5:13 PM 
Subject:  Re:  Comment on the inadequacy and incompleteness of the Plan Bay Area forecasting 
methodology and of the forecasts themselves 
 
Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please 
visit www.onebayarea.org.  
 
 
Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 8th Street 
Oakland, CA 94607 
(510) 817-5809 
 
 
>>> "Ken Traverso" <ktraverso@natus.com> 7/10/2012 7:11 PM >>> 
July 10, 2012 
 
  
 
Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager 
 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
 
Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter 
 
101 Eighth Street 
 
Oakland, CA  94607-4700 
 
  
 
Re:  Comment on the inadequacy and incompleteness of the Plan Bay Area forecasting methodology and of the 
forecasts themselves 
 
  
 
Dear Ms. Nguyen, 
 
  
 
My family of four and I live in Mill Valley and are life-long Bay Area residents.  
 
Section 15151 of the CEQA Guidelines governs the Standards for Adequacy of an EIR states: 
 
 An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information which 
enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. An evaluation of 
the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be 
reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, 
but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts. The courts have looked not for 
perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure. 



 

 

 
 Plan Bay Area's forecasts for population, job, and household growth are fatally inadequate and incomplete and fail in 
every respect to meet the standards required by § 15151.  These deficiencies have a substantive and material impact 
on the scope and content of the environmental and economic information that will be evaluated in the Plan Bay 
Area's environmental and economic impact reviews, and must be remedied before those reviews proceed further. 
 
 Specifically, (1) Plan Bay Area's forecasts are too high and lack analytical and empirical support, (2) Plan Bay Area's 
forecasting methodology must be open, transparent, and accessible to third parties in order to evaluate the 
underlying assumptions and resulting forecasts, and for the forecasts to be modified as empirical data and analysis 
are gathered during the forecast period, (3) Plan Bay Area's forecast must have a range of outcomes rather than a 
single point estimate to account for different underlying assumptions and to perform the sensitivity analysis necessary 
to adequate and complete policy decisions, (4) there must be an objective, unaligned forecasting agency to perform 
an independent forecasting analysis either to replace the current Plan Bay Area forecasts or for comparison purposes, 
and (5) Plan Bay Area forecasts must be compared with and evaluated in the light of independent bottoms-up 
forecasts made by the Bay Area counties, cities and towns themselves. 
 
 Without remedying these inadequacies, Plan Bay Area's environmental and economic impact reports will be invalid 
and will not be certifiable. 
 
 1) Plan Bay Area's forecasts are too high and lack analytical and empirical support 
 
 The Bay Area had population growth rates between the 1960s and the 1990s dramatically higher than the overall US 
growth rates (see attached), yet the Bay Area's population growth plummeted to far below the US growth rate in the 
decade of the 2000s.  The Bay Area's average population growth per decade for the four decades from 1960 to 2000 
was 17.00%-142.46% of the average national population growth rate of 11.94% over those four decades-but in the 
2000's, the Bay Area's population growth rate dropped to 5.4%, only 55.72% of the national growth rate for that 
decade (9.71%). 
 
 This cannot be explained by the two recessions in the past decade, as there were recessions in each of the four 
decades prior to the decade of the 2000s, when the Bay Area's population growth rate remained far above the 
national growth rate.  Also, the national population growth rate in the decade of the 2000s was roughly the same as 
it had been in the prior four decades despite the two recessions, yet the Bay Area's population growth dropped 
dramatically in the decade of the 2000's.  Yet, the Plan Bay Area forecasts impute a population growth rate of 8.87% 
per decade for the next three decades-much higher than the 5.41% growth rate of the decade of the 2000s. 
 
 The Plan Bay Area forecast for job growth is even more untethered to and unsupported by empirical data or sound 
analysis.  The City of Palo Alto has repeatedly questioned ABAG's forecasting methodology, pointing out in a staff 
memorandum dated January 25, 2012 (attached) its continued bafflement that "ABAG has estimated that the region 
will accommodate approximately 33,000 new jobs per year through 2040, as compared to only 10,000 jobs per year 
over the past 20 years."  There is no plausible explanation or theory by which ABAG can project job growth in the 
Bay Area of any higher than the 10,000 per year seen over the past 20 years, let alone a job growth per year 330% of 
that experienced over the past 20 years. 
 
In order to remedy the inadequacy and incompleteness of the forecasts underlying the Plan Bay Area project wide 
EIR, and to have the basis for valid economic and environmental impact reports: 
 
2) Plan Bay Area's forecasting methodology must be open, transparent, and accessible to third parties in order to 
evaluate the underlying assumptions and resulting forecasts, and for the forecasts to be modified as empirical data 
and analysis are gathered during the forecast period, 
 
3) Plan Bay Area's forecasts must have a range of outcomes rather than a single point estimate to account for 
different underlying assumptions and to perform the sensitivity analysis necessary to adequate and complete policy 
decisions, 
 



 

 

The forecasts underlying Plan Bay Area's environmental and economic impact reports must provide a range of growth 
estimates (low, mid-range, and high) in order for its economic and environmental analysis to be adequate and 
complete, and for the EIR to be valid and certifiable.[1] <http://www.bayarealiberty.com/libertyblog/?p=332#_ftn1>   
The type of planning that ABAG and MTC are proposing will lead to substantial and irreversible changes in the way of 
life of every Bay Area resident, both current and future.  A single point estimate for population, jobs and households 
is inadequate and incomplete as a matter of simple methodology.  In addition, the mid-range forecast, presumably 
most probable, must be no higher than the growth rates for jobs, population and household formation in the 2000s 
to be even remotely credible.  The assumption that Bay Area growth rates plummeted in the 2000s with respect to 
national growth rates due to the economy has no empirical or analytical foundation. 
 
(4) there must be an objective, unaligned forecasting agency to perform an independent forecasting analysis either to 
replace the current Plan Bay Area forecasts or for comparison purposes.  This must be done before environmental 
and economic impact reports can be formulated, let alone certified. 
 
ABAG and MTC have received repeated, strong objections to the forecasts underlying its planning process from 
various stakeholders over the past several years.  In just one of many, many examples on ABAG's own website, the 
City of Berkeley notified ABAG on September 14, 2007 that ABAG's "unrealistic goals . . . may have unintended 
consequences in regard to meeting overall regional housing needs.' 
 
In fact, the City of Palo Alto is calling for "independent analysis of the demographic and employment projections by 
ABAG."  [staff memorandum dated January 25, 2012]  The fact that ABAG and MTC have not provided this 
independent analysis is a severe inadequacy in its forecasts, plan, and methodologies that alone will invalidate its EIR 
and economic impact analysis, let alone any decisions made upon Plan Bay Area until this is remedied.  However, this 
inadequacy is particularly glaring and severe given the facial implausibility of its projections with respect to empirical 
data over the past decade or two.  ABAG and MTC simply must engage a neutral, objective organization to perform 
an independent forecast before its EIR and economic impact analysis continues any further, as everything it does from 
here is subject to being completely invalidated and voided due to the flawed forecasts and methodology. 
 
(5) Plan Bay Area's forecasts must be compared with and evaluated in the light of independent bottoms-up forecasts 
made by the Bay Area counties, cities and towns themselves. 
 
For the forecasts underlying the EIR and the economic impact review to enable those exercises to be remotely 
adequate and complete, and for the EIR to comply with CEQA, there also must be a bottoms-up assessment by 
county and city by the counties and cities themselves, of their, informed expectations of job, population, and 
household growth over the next three decades. This must be done completely independent of the Plan Bay Area 
top-down forecasts as those have been allocated to individual jurisdictions, to avoid contamination and undue 
influence.  This will provide an essential double check on the validity of ABAG's top-down estimates (even once 
those are prepared through a valid methodology), both in aggregate, and also by town and county.  Even if the 
aggregate estimates are consistent with one another, if there are significant variances between ABAG's allocated 
numbers and a town or city's own, informed estimates, those variances will likely indicate flaws in ABAG's estimates, 
problems in securing public and stakeholder support for the eventual adopted plan, and difficulties in achieving the 
goals of that plan. 
 
The fact that many towns and cities have objected to the Regional Housing Needs Assessment as unrealistic and 
inconsistent with their own informed estimates proves that this is a vitally important exercise for the EIR to comply 
with CEQA and for the EIR and economic impact analysis to be even remotely adequate and complete. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
  
 
Kenneth M. Traverso 
 
Mill Valley, CA resident 



 

 

 
Cc: 
 
Brian Sussman, KSFO 
 
Melanie Morgan, KSFO 
 
Barbara Simpson, KSFO 
 
Mark Levin, Landmark Legal Foundation 
 
 
 
 
________________________________ 
 
[1] <http://www.bayarealiberty.com/libertyblog/?p=332#_ftnref1>  The University of California's interpretation of the 
CEQA guidelines finds that "a range of forecasts" is necessary to provide "an adequate level of detail . . . for guiding 
the analysis" in the EIR. http://budget.ucop.edu/pep/ceqacomp/CEQA-Handbook/chapter_02/2.7.html.  California's 
High Speed Rail Authority's Revised 2012 Business Plan also testifies to the importance of providing a range of 
forecasts.  "To mitigate the risks related to . . . estimation issues and optimism bias, it is best practice to develop a set 
of scenarios (High, Medium, and Low) that provide a range of assumptions derived from key input 
variables." www.cahighspeedrail.ca.gov/assets/0/152/431/0219e13b-04df-46b0-af57-f4b996cc9172.pdf.  The 
Southern California Association of Governments, in developing their 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan 
consulted with a panel of experts who developed a range of estimates for population, jobs, and household growth 
over the relevant period, together with a transparent set of assumptions underlying those assumptions-then 
compared that with the growth assumptions by local jurisdictions. 
rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/2012/draft/SR/2012dRTP_GrowthForecast.pdf .  This sort of methodology is precisely 
what is necessary for the forecasts underlying Plan Bay Area, in order for the Plan Bay Area environmental and 
economic impact reviews to be adequate and complete. 
 
This entry was posted on Thursday, July 5th, 2012 at 5:01 am and is filed under Letter 1: Objection to OBA Inaccurate 
Forecasts <http://www.bayarealiberty.com/libertyblog/?cat=33> . You can follow any responses to this entry through 
the RSS 2.0 <http://www.bayarealiberty.com/libertyblog/?feed=rss2&p=332>  feed. Both comments and pings are 
currently closed.  
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Re: One Bay Area Plan Comments

From: eircomments

To: K. M.

BC:

Date: Monday - July 2, 2012 6:47 PM

Subject: Re: One Bay Area Plan Comments

Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please

visit www.onebayarea.org.

Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager

Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 8th Street

Oakland, CA 94607

(510) 817-5809

>>> "K. M." <kmerr01@yahoo.com> 7/2/2012 4:49 PM >>>

Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager -- or to any person reading this:

In general, I'd like to make the following comments: 

The forecasts underlying the One Bay Area planning process are woefully below 

par. They fail to measure up to scientific norms and are, actually, just guesses 

that far exceed the forecasts of local governments and are not supported by any 

logical methodology. 

I attended the One Bay Area public meetings that were held in my city, Santa 

Rosa. In these meetings, the facilitators were unable or unwilling to properly 

substantiate the figures in the forecast. Upon direct questioning about how 

these figures had been established the MTC director (I believe) admitted that 

they were just guesses and could not provide any real reason anyone should have 

any confidence in those numbers.

Furthermore, the EIR, while making many "recommendations" about higher density 
housing, etc. does not address how such large-scale, massive changes should be 

funded. This is a huge factor, and since the EIR does not even consider it, the 

EIR should be rejected.

Review of the EIR so far has been biased and limited. At the public meetings the 
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facilitators clearly had their own agenda and their own conclusions to which 

they wanted to lead the public. The public, however, was not buying it. Still, 

One Bay Area has continued to try to pawn off a plan that tries to force cities 

and counties to accept its idea of the future. This is highly improper. Cities 

and counties, NOT ABAG, is where the legitimate authority lies to determine 

planning for each community. The voters elect representatives to city councils 
and county boards of supervisors. ABAG is a regional agency with NO directly 

elected officials, and it therefore should have no right whatsoever to try to 

dictate planning policy to local governments and communities.

We are a free society. We have the right to move about as we choose. It is not 

for ABAG or any similar agency to try to tell us, in microscopic detail, where 

we may live or how we may live. This EIR is way out of bounds.

This EIR must be rejected.

Now, I'd like to append a more detailed objection, prepared by others by fully 
agreed with by me:

I. The forecasts of population and economic growth are fatally flawed.

    * The EIR is based on a forecast that the population of the region will grow by 
8.7 percent per decade over the next 30 years.
    * The forecasted growth rate is significantly higher than the actual growth 

rates over the past 30 years and the actual 5.4 percent growth rate since 2000.
    * The EIR does not consider alternative growth rage scenarios, e.g., low, 

mid-range, and high growth rates and the impact of different scenarios.
    * The forecasted aggressive growth rate is undoubtedly premised, at least in 

part, on unrealistic forecasts of economic growth.
    * The forecasts for both population and economic growth ignored objections from 

various stakeholders, including the Cities of Palo Alto and Berkeley that have 
independently made projections of population and economic growth.

    * Even in the unlikely event that the aggregate forecasts of economic and 
population growth prove to be accurate, the lack of reliable forecasts for local 
communities makes such data meaningless in creating a comprehensive plan for 

land use, transportation, and housing that will influence critical decisions at 
the local level.

    * The forecasts for economic growth ignore both the current depressed state of 
California’s economy and widespread concern about the state’s economic climate.

    * California and the Bay Area consistently are rated as among the least 
“business friendly” environments due to high taxes, excessive regulations, and 

the precarious financial condition of the State of California and many cities 
and counties.

    * Inadequate forecasts of economic and population growth will inevitably affect 
the availability of financial resources (i.e., tax revenues) that are envisioned 
in Plan Bay Area. The EIR does not assess this concern, which will in turn have 
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major impacts on environmental consequences.

II. The analysis of environmental impacts is incomplete, inadequate, and fatally 
flawed.

    * Throughout the EIR the bias of the authors is evident, equating intended 
consequences with likely results.

    * The EIR does not address alternative – and more likely – consequences of 
various elements of the plan.

    * For example, both the authors of Plan Bay Area and the authors of the draft 
EIR assume that huge investments in public transportation will inevitably result 

in high ridership. This assumption cannot be supported by actual experience such 
as the very low utilization rates of the Santa Clara Valley light rail system.
    * The EIR ignores actual experience in major metropolitan areas such as San 

Jose, CA, and Portland, OR, where “smart growth” plans have been implement.
    * In Portland, restrictions on growth and development have resulted in a flight 

of residents to areas outside the growth boundaries and resulted in longer 
commute times and higher emissions from motor vehicles.

    * The EIR ignores evidence that imposition of strict limits on land use for 
housing and/or economic development significantly increases the cost of housing 

and business activity.
    * The EIR does not address the consequences of a waiver of CEQA requirements 

for high-density development within priority development areas (PDAs).
    * The EIR accepts without question or analysis the assumptions inherent in Plan 
Bay Area that policies favoring high-density housing, penalizing use of private 

motor vehicles, diverting gas tax revenues from away from maintaining and 
expanding roads and vehicles will translate into economic and population growth.

    * The EIR provides no empirical evidence to support these assumptions and is 
further evidence of the bias toward Plan Bay Area that underlies the entire 

draft EIR.
    * The draft EIR ignores “real-world” experience under “smart growth” policies.

    * Actual experience with “smart growth” and urban boundaries in cities such as 
San Jose, CA, and Portland, OR, provide strong evidence that the results of such 
policies are vastly different from the intended consequences.

    * Housing costs in San Jose have increased dramatically since the imposition of 
urban growth boundaries.

    * Significant investments in light rail in Santa Clara County have neither 
increased utilization of public transit nor reduced congestion on freeways and 
other roads.

    * In Portland, tens of thousands of families have fled to nearby communities 

such as Vancouver in pursuit of affordable housing.

    * Both commute times and congestion have increased as a result of policies that 
have caused a population flight from Portland.

    * A Harvard study in 2002 linked restrictive land use policies with increased 

housing costs and creation of “boutique cities” affordable only to the elite.
    * Actual experience has shown that public policies that coerce residents to 

live in high-density, “stack-and-pack” dwellings increase congestion to 
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near-gridlock levels without increasing usage of high-cost public transit 

systems.

III. The processes for preparation and review of the draft EIR were inadequate 
and biased.

    * MTC and ABAG must disclose the process by which the consultants who prepared 

the draft EIR were selected.

    * The draft EIR consistently accepts as likely outcomes the intended 
consequences of various elements of the plan. A credible EIR entails at least a 

quasi-adversarial process that ensures a rigorous analysis of assumptions, 

alternatives, and consequences of proposed plans. The draft EIR is seriously 
lacking in all of the above and therefore cannot be considered to be an adequate 

analysis of the impacts of Plan Bay Area.

    * The review process was designed to limit both the time and scope of public 

comment and to ensure the appearance of broad public support for the plan.
    * The review process made it abundantly clear that the authors of the EIR and 

the advocates of Plan Bay Area did not have an independent relationship with the 

result that the draft EIR is not an objective analysis of likely environmental 

impacts.
    * At one hearing, a consultant bluntly stated that “negative comments” would 

not be permitted at public hearings and that the consultants alone would decide 

which comments are “relevant” and will be included in the final report.
    * MTC and ABAG made a concerted effort throughout the review process to 

determine which “stakeholders” would be aggressively solicited to provide 

comments. Stakeholders considered likely to express negative comments about 

either the draft EIR or Plan Bay Area were not solicited to participate.
IV. The draft EIR does not address the availability of the massive funding 

required to implement Plan Bay Area or the likely environmental consequences if 

the requisite resources are not available.

    * The plan does not fully state the costs of the various elements of Plan Bay 
Area – the Plan includes $277 billion for the public transportation element 

alone.

    * The Plan does not address the substantial additional costs that must be borne 
by local communities for schools, police and fire, “affordable housing” 

subsidies, and other essential public services.

    * While the Plan provides for transit subsidies from regional authorities, it 

does not address the significant impact of ancillary costs or how these burdens 
will be borne by cities and counties already facing huge budget deficits.

    * The Plan simply assumes that such resources will be available from various 

sources, including local communities and federal and state assistance programs.

    * Although ABAG and MTC acknowledge that there will not be sufficient funds 
available for more than 200 PDAs, Plan Bay Area does not prioritize or identify 

which PDAs would be supported. The draft EIR must address the impact of imposing 

land use restrictions in areas that will not be developed for years to come.
    * The EIR does not address the consequences of the highly likely event that 

available public revenues will fall far short of the levels needed to implement 
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the plan or the environmental impacts of implementing the limitations on growth, 

punitive measures on the use of private automobiles, and required expenses by 

local communities in housing, schools and infrastructure if the essential 
revenues are not available.

    * The EIR totally ignores the significant fiscal constraints of the precarious 

condition of many cities, the State of California, and the federal government.

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) must reject the draft EIR.

Very truly yours,
Kirstin Merrihew

Santa Rosa, CA
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Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process

From: eircomments

To: stanley5@llnl.gov

CC:

dawn.argula@acgov.org; nate.miley@acgov.org; scott.haggerty@acgov.org; wilma.chan@acgov.org;

richard.valle@acv.org; BWoerner@ci.livermore.ca.us; jdhorner@ci.livermore.ca.us;

leturner@ci.livermore.ca.us; mayormarchand@ci.livermore.ca.us; swgary@ci.livermore.ca.us

BC:

Date: Tuesday - July 10, 2012 10:02 AM

Subject: Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process

Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please

visit www.onebayarea.org. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission

101 8th Street

Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 817-5700

>>> "Stanley, Richard"  07/06/12 10:55 AM >>>

Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager

Metropolitan Transportation Commission

101 Eighth Street, Oakland, CA  94607

Phone: 510.817.5700, Fax: 510.817.5848

Email: eircomments@mtc.ca.gov

Dear Ms. Nguyen,

                                                                                                                                          07/06/2012

Our family lives and works in the Bay Area, specifically Livermore, Alameda County.  Our family has been in

business here since 1859 and our family is strongly opposed to this Plan! We have attended several One Bay

Area Plan meetings and been highly disappointed in the process.  It appears that the Plan and decisions were
made without adequate public input or current studies.  The input accepted seems biased and favoring certain

contributors and shareholders.  That is wrong!

Summary Statement

The scoping stage of the EIR process (hereafter referred to as THE PROCESS) is severely incomplete and

inadequate for a number reasons detailed below. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) must reject the draft EIR.

The major inadequacies of THE PROCESS fall into the following categories:

I.            The forecasts of population and economic growth for the region are fatally flawed and cannot provide a
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reliable basis for adoption of a comprehensive plan governing land use, housing, and transportation policies.

II.           THE PROCESS is woefully inadequate in its analysis of environmental impacts most likely to result

from adoption of the various scenarios set forth in the Plan.

III.            The processes for preparation of the EIR and for review and submission of public input were

seriously inadequate. The limitations on public input were severe, both in terms of the time allowed for review

and limitations on public commentary that amounted to prior restraint. It is also clear that there was a complete
lack of independence between the proponents of Plan Bay Area and the consultants who prepared the draft

EIR.

IV.            THE PROCESS does not address the availability of the massive funding required to execute the plan

or the likely results if the anticipated resources are not available.

The remainder of this document will address these issues in chronological order.

I.  The forecasts of population and economic growth are fatally flawed.

*   THE PROCESS  is based on a forecast that the population of the region will grow by 8.7 percent per

decade over the next 30 years.

*   The forecasted growth rate is significantly higher than the actual growth rates over the past 30 years and the

actual 5.4 percent growth rate since 2000.
*   THE PROCESS does not consider alternative growth rage scenarios, e.g., low, mid-range, and high growth

rates and the impact of different scenarios.
*   The forecasted aggressive growth rate is undoubtedly premised, at least in part, on unrealistic forecasts of

economic growth.
*   The forecasts for both population and economic growth ignored objections from various stakeholders,
including the Cities of Palo Alto and Berkeley that have independently made projections of population and

economic growth.
*   Even in the unlikely event that the aggregate forecasts of economic and population growth prove to be

accurate, the lack of reliable forecasts for local communities makes such data meaningless in creating a
comprehensive plan for land use, transportation, and housing that will influence critical decisions at the local level.

*   The forecasts for economic growth ignore both the current depressed state of California's economy and
widespread concern about the state's economic climate.

*   California and the Bay Area consistently are rated as among the least "business friendly" environments due to
high taxes, excessive regulations, and the precarious financial condition of the State of California and many cities

and counties.
*   Inadequate forecasts of economic and population growth will inevitably affect the availability of financial
resources (i.e., tax revenues) that are envisioned in Plan Bay Area. THE PROCESS  does not assess this

concern, which will in turn have major impacts on environmental consequences.
II.  The analysis of environmental impacts is incomplete, inadequate, and fatally flawed.

*   Throughout THE PROCESS the bias of the authors is evident, equating intended consequences with likely

results.
*   THE PROCESS does not address alternative - and more likely - consequences of various elements of the

plan.
*   For example, both the authors of Plan Bay Area and the authors of the THE PROCESS assume that huge

investments in public transportation will inevitably result in high ridership. This assumption cannot be supported
by actual experience such as the very low utilization rates of the Santa Clara Valley light rail system.
*   THE PROCESS ignores actual experience in major metropolitan areas such as San Jose, CA, and Portland,
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OR, where "smart growth" plans have been implement.

*   In Portland, restrictions on growth and development have resulted in a flight of residents to areas outside the
growth boundaries and resulted in longer commute times and higher emissions from motor vehicles.

*   THE PROCESS ignores evidence that imposition of strict limits on land use for housing and/or economic
development significantly increases the cost of housing and business activity.

*   THE PROCESS does not address the consequences of a waiver of CEQA requirements for high-density
development within priority development areas (PDAs).

*   THE PROCESS accepts without question or analysis the assumptions inherent in Plan Bay Area that policies
favoring high-density housing, penalizing use of private motor vehicles, diverting gas tax revenues from away from

maintaining and expanding roads and vehicles will translate into economic and population growth.
*   THE PROCESS provides no empirical evidence to support these assumptions and is further evidence of the
bias toward Plan Bay Area that underlies the entire draft EIR.

*   THE PROCESS ignores "real-world" experience under "smart growth" policies.
*   Actual experience with "smart growth" and urban boundaries in cities such as San Jose, CA, and Portland,

OR, provide strong evidence that the results of such policies are vastly different from the intended consequences.
*   Housing costs in San Jose have increased dramatically since the imposition of urban growth boundaries.

*   Significant investments in light rail in Santa Clara County have neither increased utilization of public transit nor
reduced congestion on freeways and other roads.

*   In Portland, tens of thousands of families have fled to nearby communities such as Vancouver in pursuit of
affordable housing.

*   Both commute times and congestion have increased as a result of policies that have caused a population flight
from Portland.
*   A Harvard study in 2002 linked restrictive land use policies with increased housing costs and creation of

"boutique cities" affordable only to the elite.
*   Actual experience has shown that public policies that coerce residents to live in high-density, "stack-and-

pack" dwellings increase congestion to near-gridlock levels without increasing usage of high-cost public transit
systems.

III.  The processes for preparation and review of the THE PROCESS were inadequate and biased.

*   MTC and ABAG must disclose the process by which the consultants who prepared the THE PROCESS
analysis were selected.
*   THE PROCESS consistently accepts as likely outcomes the intended consequences of various elements of

the plan. A credible EIR entails at least a quasi-adversarial process that ensures a rigorous analysis of
assumptions, alternatives, and consequences of proposed plans. The draft EIR is seriously lacking in all of the

above and therefore cannot be considered to be an adequate analysis of the impacts of Plan Bay Area.
*   The review process was designed to limit both the time and scope of public comment and to ensure the
appearance of broad public support for the plan.

*   The review process made it abundantly clear that the authors of  THE PROCESS  and the advocates of Plan

Bay Area did not have an independent relationship with the result that THE PROCESS is not an objective

analysis of likely environmental impacts.
*   At one hearing, a consultant bluntly stated that "negative comments" would not be permitted at public hearings

and that the consultants alone would decide which comments are "relevant" and will be included in the final

report.
*   MTC and ABAG made a concerted effort throughout the review process to determine which "stakeholders"

would be aggressively solicited to provide comments. Stakeholders considered likely to express negative
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comments about either THE PROCESS or Plan Bay Area were not solicited to participate.

IV.  THE PROCESS does not address the availability of the massive funding required to implement Plan Bay

Area or the likely environmental consequences if the requisite resources are not available.

*   The plan does not fully state the costs of the various elements of Plan Bay Area - the Plan includes $277

billion for the public transportation element alone.

*   The Plan does not address the substantial additional costs that must be borne by local communities for
schools, police and fire, "affordable housing" subsidies, and other essential public services.

*   While the Plan provides for transit subsidies from regional authorities, it does not address the significant

impact of ancillary costs or how these burdens will be borne by cities and counties already facing huge budget
deficits.

*   The Plan simply assumes that such resources will be available from various sources, including local

communities and federal and state assistance programs.

*   Although ABAG and MTC acknowledge that there will not be sufficient funds available for more than 200
PDAs, Plan Bay Area does not prioritize or identify which PDAs would be supported. THE PROCESS must

address the impact of imposing land use restrictions in areas that will not be developed for years to come.

*   THE PROCESS does not address the consequences of the highly likely event that available public revenues

will fall far short of the levels needed to implement the plan or the environmental impacts of implementing the
limitations on growth, punitive measures on the use of private automobiles, and required expenses by local

communities in housing, schools and infrastructure if the essential revenues are not available.

*   THE PROCESS  totally ignores the significant fiscal constraints of the precarious condition of many cities, the
State of California, and the federal government

Sincerely,

Leland and Mary Stanley

4400 N Livermore Avenue
Livermore CA 94551

























 

 

From:  eircomments 
To: kettz@aol.com 
CC: info@mtc.ca.gov 
Date:  6/26/2012 2:57 PM 
Subject:  Re: Plan Bay Area Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 
Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please visit 
Uwww.onebayarea.orgU. 
 
You may find the results of the Adapting to Rising Tides Study in the right hand yellow box (about half way down) on 
this page: Uhttp://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/climate/ 
 
Please send all future comments on the Plan Bay Area EIR to eircomments@mtc.ca.gov 
 
Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 8th Street 
Oakland, CA 94607 
(510) 817-5809 
 
 
Uegriffin@mtc.ca.gov 
 
UAshley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager 
UMetropolitan Transportation Commission 
U101 8th Street 
UOakland, CA 94607 
U(510) 817-5809 
>>> Margaret Kettunen Zegart <Ukettz@aol.comU> 6/18/2012 3:26 PM >>> 
 
Unable to attend meetings until September because of a broken hip, I should like agenda and staff material e-mailed 
to me or sent to my home that indicate issues to which I may respond. 

 
  
My primary concern is that a map revision that was sent in MTC mailings last 
August indicated the shoreline area of Southern Marin on Richardson Bay to 
have sites changed from Priority housing to sites that correctly are designated 
for environmental rehabilitation. All Marin County housing planning make 
these sites for affordable housing that under SB 375 shall not have California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review. 
On A flood plane, surely by 2050 these shall be parcels under water. 
The parcels on A flood plane surely shall be inundated by 2050 and are poor 
sites for affordable housing. Yet these are the housing priority sites for 
affordable housing with density up to 35 units per acre. The Shoreline 
Highway congestion is stand still on weekends and circulation data can be 
obtained from the GGNRA as this is the primary route for West Morin 



 

 

recreation areas and villages, homes and national and regional visitor 
destinations. 
The Highway 101 intersection at Shoreline Highway presently - and 
mechanism for a trust fund to remedy / discussion of levee and pumping 
stations to be built / 
 maintained.  Stalled traffic exacerbates health problem issues and adverse 
air quality, yet this is not considered as a congestion constaint in current 
planning. Vulnerable affordfable home density up to 35 units per acre have no 
developer bond plans for future mitigation if these sites are continued to be 
indicated for urban density on shoreline - in semi rural residential 
communities of Marin County. 
  Could you have available (and send me information) regarding the Adapt 
ion to Rising Tide (ART) East Bay considerations / study results? 
Climate Change storm surges and sea rise flooding are considered scientific 
givens, yet do not seem to be recognized beyond a single map MTC 
presented as a BCDC, SPUR.MTC  revision from housing priority to 
environmental presentation.  Could you bring that to all meeting sites? 
Thank you,         
Margaret Kettunen Zegart  
Ukettz@aol.comU  
118 Highland Lane  
Mill Valley, CA 94941 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: MTC Public Information <Uinfo@mtc.ca.govU> 
To: kettz <Ukettz@aol.comU> 
Sent: Tue, Jun 12, 2012 11:25 pm 
Subject: Plan Bay Area Draft Environmental Impact Report 
 
 
Having trouble viewing this email? Click here  ( 
Uhttp://campaign.r20.constantcontact.com/render?llr=hshzwidab&v=00177_hio5ARRGabkZWwqkp9H4EiF5WIp6dlNJIV
OCtDNknJGsu9BC1PA8Ul8n76p5BYw4_QaPVkQRII1u-djtQf-PD3tmSStZtqsOWrOwVhhnZ3FbcRFP8BOUnpCpl9Q80you
edM224aWR5HTwRQpPQZA-JCDgDDaAsEAw09jBw0RmUSGDun3ib7UHdF5oP5Ibgu_E8puKTJGQ7vj_IxoiWqYYbbALQ
QSLfcNzFOJdh-haoqbDuLxsktFWIywueW-F4734PKoZB2w%3DU ) 

 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
Get Involved in the 
Environmental Planning Process 
 
 
 
Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for Plan 
Bay Area 
 
Attend a meeting and tell us what we should consider in the analysis:  
 
Wednesday, June 20, 2012 
6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.  
Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter 
MTC Auditorium 
101 Eighth Street  
Oakland, CA   
  
Thursday, June 21, 2012 
10:00 a.m. to Noon 
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Library 
Room 255/257 
150 East San Fernando Street 
San Jose, CA   
  
Tuesday, June 26, 2012 
10:00 a.m. to Noon 
San Francisco Planning + Urban Research (SPUR) 
Public Assembly Hall - 2nd Floor 
654 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA   
Wednesday, June 27, 2012 



 

 

1:30 p.m. to 3:30 p.m. 
Embassy Suites Hotel 
Novato/Larkspur Room 
101 McInnis Parkway 
San Rafael, CA 
  
 
Plan Bay Area: Environmental Impact Report 
  
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of 
Bay Area Governments (ABAG) are about to begin work on a Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Plan Bay Area, the region's long-range 
land-use and transportation plan. Plan Bay Area aims to accommodate future 
growth and meet state requirements to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 
focusing new housing and jobs around transit to improve mobility and 
accessibility in the region. The environmental impacts of these land use 
changes and transportation investments will be analyzed in the EIR. Please 
attend one of the four public meetings to comment on the scope and content 
of the environmental information that will be evaluated in the Plan Bay Area 
EIR.   
  
 
Topics: 
What environmental issues should be analyzed?  
Are there alternatives that should be evaluated?  
What mitigation measures would help avoid or minimize any negative 
impacts?  
How can local jurisdictions and other agencies use this EIR? 
  
  Comments may be submitted in writing by July 11, 2012, to the attention of: 
Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 Eighth Street, Oakland, CA  94607 
Email: 
Ueircomments@mtc.ca.govU  
Fax: 510.817.5848 



 

 

 
To learn more, please visit Uwww.OneBayArea.orgU. ( 
Uhttp://r20.rs6.net/tn.jsp?e=001ZQiBOlJ-NKXIv6ZNVRUqSzRxHFh5O_bWDAWJ7
cQlv_GxQmdoJWrazjIxJIQ_64lVT-bz7CHrKb5_AU5dHTmIr7-Yo6jS27sDsk0JDffu
fe8ykwjl2X1SHQ==U ) 
 
If you need a sign language interpreter, if English is your second language and 
you need translation services, or if you require any other type of assistance, 
please contact us by calling 510.817.5757 or 510.817.5769 for TDD/TTY. We 
require at least three days' notice. 
  
Si necesita un intérprete del lenguaje de señas, si el inglés es su segundo 
idioma y necesita un intérprete, o si necesita cualquier otra ayuda por favor 
comuníquese con nosotros al número 510.817.5757 o al 510.817.5769 para 
TDD/TTY. Requerimos tres días de anticipación para proveer asistencia 
razonable. 
  
如果您需要手語翻譯員，或如果英語是您的第二語言，您需要翻譯服務，或者

您需要任何其他類型的協助，請致電510-817-5757或致電TDD/TTY電話

510-817-5769。我們要求獲得至少三天提前通知才能提供合理的配合安排。 
  
  MTC Public Information  
  
  
 
Association of Bay Area Governments and the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission 
101 Eighth Street, Oakland, CA  94607 
Phone: 510.817.5700 
Fax: 510.817.5848 
Email: Uinfo@onebayarea.orgU  
 
 
 
Forward email ( 
Uhttp://ui.constantcontact.com/sa/fwtf.jsp?llr=hshzwidab&m=1103025184327&ea=kettz%40aol.com&a=11102192424
46U ) 



 

 

 
 
 ( 
Uhttp://visitor.constantcontact.com/do?p=un&mse=001cWKZW7QY-wrWcwYIxsrfTVLZxWX1JqG9&t=001nRw679FEZZ
mKQDkXuN3ESA%3D%3D&lang=001FCSs65SMrsI%3D&llr=hshzwidabU )  

 
This email was sent to Ukettz@aol.comU by Uinfo@mtc.ca.govU |    
Update Profile/Email Address ( 
Uhttp://visitor.constantcontact.com/do?p=oo&mse=001cWKZW7QY-wrWcwYIx
srfTVLZxWX1JqG9&t=001nRw679FEZZmKQDkXuN3ESA%3D%3D&lang=001F
CSs65SMrsI%3D&llr=hshzwidabU ) | Instant removal with SafeUnsubscribe ( 
Uhttp://visitor.constantcontact.com/do?p=un&mse=001cWKZW7QY-wrWcwYIx
srfTVLZxWX1JqG9&t=001nRw679FEZZmKQDkXuN3ESA%3D%3D&lang=001F
CSs65SMrsI%3D&llr=hshzwidabU )™ | Privacy Policy ( 
Uhttp://ui.constantcontact.com/roving/CCPrivacyPolicy.jspU ). 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission | MTC/BATA Public Information | MetroCenter | 101 Eighth Street | Oakland | 
CA | 94607 
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Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of EIR

From: eircomments

To: mimi.steel@att.net

BC:

Date: Tuesday - July 10, 2012 9:50 AM

Subject: Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of EIR

Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please

visit www.onebayarea.org. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission

101 8th Street

Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 817-5700

>>> Mimi Steel  07/05/12 7:34 AM >>>

Summary Statement

The draft EIR is severely incomplete and inadequate for a number reasons, detailed below. The Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) must reject the

draft EIR.

The major inadequacies of the draft EIR fall into the following categories:

I.            The forecasts of population and economic growth for the region are fatally flawed and cannot provide a

reliable basis for adoption of a comprehensive plan governing land use, housing, and transportation policies.
II.            The EIR is woefully inadequate in its analysis of environmental impacts most likely to result from

adoption of the various scenarios set forth in the Plan.

III.            The processes for preparation of the EIR and for review and submission of public input were

seriously inadequate. The limitations on public input were severe, both in terms of the time allowed for review
and limitations on public commentary that amounted to prior restraint. It is also clear that there was a complete

lack of independence between the proponents of Plan Bay Area and the consultants who prepared the draft
EIR.

IV.            The EIR does not address the availability of the massive funding required to execute the plan or the

likely results if the anticipated resources are not available.

The remainder of this document will address these issues in chronological order.

I.  The forecasts of population and economic growth are fatally flawed.

   * The EIR is based on a forecast that the population of the region will grow by 8.7 percent per decade over

the next 30 years.

   * The forecasted growth rate is significantly higher than the actual growth rates over the past 30 years and the
actual 5.4 percent growth rate since 2000.

   * The EIR does not consider alternative growth rage scenarios, e.g., low, mid-range, and high growth rates

and the impact of different scenarios.

   * The forecasted aggressive growth rate is undoubtedly premised, at least in part, on unrealistic forecasts of

economic growth.
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   * The forecasts for both population and economic growth ignored objections from various stakeholders,

including the Cities of Palo Alto and Berkeley that have independently made projections of population and

economic growth.

   * Even in the unlikely event that the aggregate forecasts of economic and population growth prove to be

accurate, the lack of reliable forecasts for local communities makes such data meaningless in creating a

comprehensive plan for land use, transportation, and housing that will influence critical decisions at the local level.
   * The forecasts for economic growth ignore both the current depressed state of California’s economy and

widespread concern about the state’s economic climate.

   * California and the Bay Area consistently are rated as among the least “business friendly” environments due to

high taxes, excessive regulations, and the precarious financial condition of the State of California and many cities

and counties.

   * Inadequate forecasts of economic and population growth will inevitably affect the availability of financial

resources (i.e., tax revenues) that are envisioned in Plan Bay Area. The EIR does not assess this concern, which

will in turn have major impacts on environmental consequences.

II.  The analysis of environmental impacts is incomplete, inadequate, and fatally flawed.

   * Throughout the EIR the bias of the authors is evident, equating intended consequences with likely results.

   * The EIR does not address alternative – and more likely – consequences of various elements of the plan.
   * For example, both the authors of Plan Bay Area and the authors of the draft EIR assume that huge

investments in public transportation will inevitably result in high ridership. This assumption cannot be supported
by actual experience such as the very low utilization rates of the Santa Clara Valley light rail system.

   * The EIR ignores actual experience in major metropolitan areas such as San Jose, CA, and Portland, OR,
where “smart growth” plans have been implement.
   * In Portland, restrictions on growth and development have resulted in a flight of residents to areas outside the

growth boundaries and resulted in longer commute times and higher emissions from motor vehicles.
   * The EIR ignores evidence that imposition of strict limits on land use for housing and/or economic

development significantly increases the cost of housing and business activity.
   * The EIR does not address the consequences of a waiver of CEQA requirements for high-density

development within priority development areas (PDAs).
   * The EIR accepts without question or analysis the assumptions inherent in Plan Bay Area that policies favoring

high-density housing, penalizing use of private motor vehicles, diverting gas tax revenues from away from
maintaining and expanding roads and vehicles will translate into economic and population growth.

   * The EIR provides no empirical evidence to support these assumptions and is further evidence of the bias
toward Plan Bay Area that underlies the entire draft EIR.
   * The draft EIR ignores “real-world” experience under “smart growth” policies.

   * Actual experience with “smart growth” and urban boundaries in cities such as San Jose, CA, and Portland,
OR, provide strong evidence that the results of such policies are vastly different from the intended consequences.

   * Housing costs in San Jose have increased dramatically since the imposition of urban growth boundaries.
   * Significant investments in light rail in Santa Clara County have neither increased utilization of public transit nor

reduced congestion on freeways and other roads.
   * In Portland, tens of thousands of families have fled to nearby communities such as Vancouver in pursuit of

affordable housing.
   * Both commute times and congestion have increased as a result of policies that have caused a population flight

from Portland.
   * A Harvard study in 2002 linked restrictive land use policies with increased housing costs and creation of
“boutique cities” affordable only to the elite.
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   * Actual experience has shown that public policies that coerce residents to live in high-density, “stack-and-

pack” dwellings increase congestion to near-gridlock levels without increasing usage of high-cost public transit
systems.

III.  The processes for preparation and review of the draft EIR were inadequate and biased.
   * MTC and ABAG must disclose the process by which the consultants who prepared the draft EIR were

selected.
   * The draft EIR consistently accepts as likely outcomes the intended consequences of various elements of the

plan. A credible EIR entails at least a quasi-adversarial process that ensures a rigorous analysis of assumptions,
alternatives, and consequences of proposed plans. The draft EIR is seriously lacking in all of the above and

therefore cannot be considered to be an adequate analysis of the impacts of Plan Bay Area.
   * The review process was designed to limit both the time and scope of public comment and to ensure the
appearance of broad public support for the plan.

   * The review process made it abundantly clear that the authors of the EIR and the advocates of Plan Bay Area
did not have an independent relationship with the result that the draft EIR is not an objective analysis of likely

environmental impacts.
   * At one hearing, a consultant bluntly stated that “negative comments” would not be permitted at public

hearings and that the consultants alone would decide which comments are “relevant” and will be included in the
final report.

   * MTC and ABAG made a concerted effort throughout the review process to determine which “stakeholders”
would be aggressively solicited to provide comments. Stakeholders considered likely to express negative

comments about either the draft EIR or Plan Bay Area were not solicited to participate.
IV.  The draft EIR does not address the availability of the massive funding required to implement Plan Bay Area
or the likely environmental consequences if the requisite resources are not available.

   * The plan does not fully state the costs of the various elements of Plan Bay Area – the Plan includes $277
billion for the public transportation element alone.

   * The Plan does not address the substantial additional costs that must be borne by local communities for
schools, police and fire, “affordable housing” subsidies, and other essential public services.

   * While the Plan provides for transit subsidies from regional authorities, it does not address the significant
impact of ancillary costs or how these burdens will be borne by cities and counties already facing huge budget

deficits.
   * The Plan simply assumes that such resources will be available from various sources, including local
communities and federal and state assistance programs.

   * Although ABAG and MTC acknowledge that there will not be sufficient funds available for more than 200
PDAs, Plan Bay Area does not prioritize or identify which PDAs would be supported. The draft EIR must

address the impact of imposing land use restrictions in areas that will not be developed for years to come.
   * The EIR does not address the consequences of the highly likely event that available public revenues will fall
far short of the levels needed to implement the plan or the environmental impacts of implementing the limitations

on growth, punitive measures on the use of private automobiles, and required expenses by local communities in

housing, schools and infrastructure if the essential revenues are not available.

   * The EIR totally ignores the significant fiscal constraints of the precarious condition of many cities, the State of
California, and the federal government.







































 

 

From:  eircomments 
To: Patricia Wagner 
Date:  7/11/2012 5:14 PM 
Subject:  Re: EIR comments 
 
Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please 
visit www.onebayarea.org.  
 
 
Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 8th Street 
Oakland, CA 94607 
(510) 817-5809 
 
 
>>> Patricia Wagner <pawse4@hotmail.com> 7/10/2012 10:18 PM >>> 
 
 
Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 Eighth Street, Oakland, CA  94607 
Email: eircomments@mtc.ca.gov  
SUBJECT LINE:    Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process 
I am Trudy McNab.  I reside in Novato, California in Marin County.  I am unhappy with the overall process.  It 
seems to be going very fast.  The public's questions are not being addressed.  Marin County does not need to allow 
the United Nations Agenda 21 to destroy our way of life.  I want my children to be able to enjoy the safety of a nice 
backyard to play in.  I should not be penalized to do this.   
Summary Statement 
The  scoping stage of the EIR process (hereafter referred to as THE PROCESS) is severely incomplete and inadequate 
for a number reasons, detailed below. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay 
Area Governments (ABAG) must reject the options provided in the scoping exercise that was presented to the public 
in June 2012 and initiate a 6 month long process to truly study the subject in an unbiased manner. 
The major inadequacies of THE PROCESS fall into the following categories: 
  
I.            The forecasts of population and economic growth for the region are fatally flawed and cannot provide 
a reliable basis for adoption of a comprehensive plan governing land use, housing, and transportation policies. 
II.           THE PROCESS is woefully inadequate in its analysis of environmental impacts most likely to result from 
adoption of the various scenarios set forth in the Plan. 
III.            The processes for preparation of the EIR and for review and submission of public input were 
seriously inadequate. The limitations on public input were severe, both in terms of the time allowed for review and 
limitations on public commentary that amounted to prior restraint. It is also clear that there was a complete lack of 
independence between the proponents of Plan Bay Area and the consultants, Dyett and Bhatia. 
IV.            THE PROCESS  does not address the availability of the massive funding required to execute the plan 
or the likely results if the anticipated resources are not available. 
  
The remainder of this document will address these issues in chronological order. 
  
I.  The forecasts of population and economic growth are fatally flawed. 
 
THE PROCESS  is based on a forecast that the population of the region will grow by 8.7 percent per decade over the 
next 30 years. 
The forecasted growth rate is significantly higher than the actual growth rates over the past 30 years and the actual 



 

 

5.4 percent growth rate since 2000. 
THE PROCESS  does not consider alternative growth rage scenarios, e.g., low, mid-range, and high growth rates and 
the impact of different scenarios. 
The forecasted aggressive growth rate is undoubtedly premised, at least in part, on unrealistic forecasts of economic 
growth. 
The forecasts for both population and economic growth ignored objections from various stakeholders, including the 
Cities of Palo Alto and Berkeley that have independently made projections of population and economic growth. 
Even in the unlikely event that the aggregate forecasts of economic and population growth prove to be accurate, the 
lack of reliable forecasts for local communities makes such data meaningless in creating a comprehensive plan for 
land use, transportation, and housing that will influence critical decisions at the local level. 
The forecasts for economic growth ignore both the current depressed state of California’s economy and widespread 
concern about the state’s economic climate. 
California and the Bay Area consistently are rated as among the least “business friendly” environments due to high 
taxes, excessive regulations, and the precarious financial condition of the State of California and many cities and 
counties. 
Inadequate forecasts of economic and population growth will inevitably affect the availability of financial resources 
(i.e., tax revenues) that are envisioned in Plan Bay Area. THE PROCESS  does not assess this concern, which will in 
turn have major impacts on environmental consequences. 
II.  The analysis of environmental impacts is incomplete, inadequate, and fatally flawed. 
 
Throughout THE PROCESS the bias of the authors is evident, equating intended consequences with likely results. 
THE PROCESS  does not address alternative – and more likely – consequences of various elements of the plan. 
For example, both the authors of Plan Bay Area and the authors of the THE PROCESS assume that huge investments 
in public transportation will inevitably result in high ridership. This assumption cannot be supported by actual 
experience such as the very low utilization rates of the Santa Clara Valley light rail system. 
THE PROCESS  ignores actual experience in major metropolitan areas such as San Jose, CA, and Portland, OR, where 
“smart growth” plans have been implement. 
In Portland, restrictions on growth and development have resulted in a flight of residents to areas outside the growth 
boundaries and resulted in longer commute times and higher emissions from motor vehicles. 
THE PROCESS  ignores evidence that imposition of strict limits on land use for housing and/or economic 
development significantly increases the cost of housing and business activity. 
THE PROCESS  does not address the consequences of a waiver of CEQA requirements for high-density development 
within priority development areas (PDAs). 
THE PROCESS  accepts without question or analysis the assumptions inherent in Plan Bay Area that policies favoring 
high-density housing, penalizing use of private motor vehicles, diverting gas tax revenues from away from 
maintaining and expanding roads and vehicles will translate into economic and population growth. 
THE PROCESS  provides no empirical evidence to support these assumptions and is further evidence of the bias 
toward Plan Bay Area that underlies the presentation to the public of the EIR process. 
THE PROCESS  ignores “real-world” experience under “smart growth” policies. 
Actual experience with “smart growth” and urban boundaries in cities such as San Jose, CA, and Portland, OR, provide 
strong evidence that the results of such policies are vastly different from the intended consequences. 
Housing costs in San Jose have increased dramatically since the imposition of urban growth boundaries. 
Significant investments in light rail in Santa Clara County have neither increased utilization of public transit nor 
reduced congestion on freeways and other roads. 
In Portland, tens of thousands of families have fled to nearby communities such as Vancouver in pursuit of affordable 
housing. 
Both commute times and congestion have increased as a result of policies that have caused a population flight from 
Portland. 
A Harvard study in 2002 linked restrictive land use policies with increased housing costs and creation of “boutique 
cities” affordable only to the elite. 
Actual experience has shown that public policies that coerce residents to live in high-density, “stack-and-pack” 
dwellings increase congestion to near-gridlock levels without increasing usage of high-cost public transit systems. 
III.  The processes for preparation and review of the THE PROCESS were inadequate and biased. 
 



 

 

MTC and ABAG must disclose the process by which the consultants who prepared the THE PROCESS  analysis were 
selected. 
THE PROCESS  consistently accepts as likely outcomes the intended consequences of various elements of the plan. A 
credible EIR entails at least a quasi-adversarial process that ensures a rigorous analysis of assumptions, alternatives, 
and consequences of proposed plans. What was presented to the public in the EIR hearings is seriously lacking in all 
of the above and therefore cannot be considered to be an adequate analysis of the impacts of Plan Bay Area. 
The review process was designed to limit both the time and scope of public comment and to ensure the appearance 
of broad public support for the plan. 
The review process made it abundantly clear that the authors of  THE PROCESS  and the advocates of Plan Bay Area 
did not have an independent relationship with the result that THE PROCESS is not an objective analysis of likely 
environmental impacts. 
At one hearing, a consultant bluntly stated that “negative comments” would not be permitted at public hearings and 
that the consultants alone would decide which comments are “relevant” and will be included in the final report. 
MTC and ABAG made a concerted effort throughout the review process to determine which “stakeholders” would be 
aggressively solicited to provide comments. Stakeholders considered likely to express negative comments about 
either THE PROCESS or Plan Bay Area were not solicited to participate. 
IV.  THE PROCESS does not address the availability of the massive funding required to implement Plan Bay Area or 
the likely environmental consequences if the requisite resources are not available. 
 
The plan does not fully state the costs of the various elements of Plan Bay Area – the Plan includes $277 billion for the 
public transportation element alone. 
The Plan does not address the substantial additional costs that must be borne by local communities for schools, 
police and fire, “affordable housing” subsidies, and other essential public services. 
While the Plan provides for transit subsidies from regional authorities, it does not address the significant impact of 
ancillary costs or how these burdens will be borne by cities and counties already facing huge budget deficits. 
The Plan simply assumes that such resources will be available from various sources, including local communities and 
federal and state assistance programs. 
Although ABAG and MTC acknowledge that there will not be sufficient funds available for more than 200 PDAs, Plan 
Bay Area does not prioritize or identify which PDAs would be supported. THE PROCESS must address the impact of 
imposing land use restrictions in areas that will not be developed for years to come. 
THE PROCESS  does not address the consequences of the highly likely event that available public revenues will fall 
far short of the levels needed to implement the plan or the environmental impacts of implementing the limitations on 
growth, punitive measures on the use of private automobiles, and required expenses by local communities in housing, 
schools and infrastructure if the essential revenues are not available. 
THE PROCESS  totally ignores the significant fiscal constraints of the precarious condition of many cities, the State of 
California, and the federal government. 
  
              





















































































































 

 

From:  eircomments 
To: Robert Allen;  boardofdirectors@bart.gov 
Date:  7/2/2012 6:19 PM 
Subject:  Re: Plan Bay Area: Environmental Impact Report 
 
Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please 
visit www.onebayarea.org. 
 
Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 8th Street 
Oakland, CA 94607 
(510) 817-5809 
 
 
>>> Robert Allen <robertseeallen@gmail.com> 6/23/2012 3:17 PM >>> 
Comments re Plan Bay Area EIR. 



June 23 2012 Plan Bay Area: eir comments,  Robert S. Allen,  223 Donner Avenue,  Livermore, CA 94551-4240,  (925) 449-1387: 

 

Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager, MTC 

 

Five years before the 1962 3-county election funding BART, the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid 
Transit Commission in its 1957 “Report to the Legislature” detailed a long-range plan for mass 
rapid transit in the Bay Area.  From its two pages of Conclusions and Recommendations I have 
distilled the essence:  “…a coordinated system of mass rapid transit, operating on its own 
rights-of-way, removed from conflict with vehicular traffic…a comprehensive, unified network 
under one management…constructed in stages as the need develops through the population 
and economic growth of the area…”  Pretty well describes BART! 
 

Until the bond issue passed, San Francisco had only two buildings over a dozen stories high.  

Once it passed, high rise sprouted profusely near the planned downtown stations.  Although 

the Report advocated BART to San Jose, San Mateo County supervisors withdrew their county 

from the planning, thus undercutting the concept of BART around the Bay via San Jose.  BART 

across the Golden Gate was deemed impracticable and Marin was dropped from the District. 

 

After the initial BART system was built, extensions have come to Pittsburg/Bay Point in Contra 

Costa County, to Dublin/Pleasanton in Alameda County, and to Millbrae/SFO in San Mateo 

County.  Work is under way to San Jose (Berryessa) in Santa Clara County, and funding for 

extension to Livermore in Alameda County is on this November’s ballot. 

 

Reducing the cost for separate High Speed Rail along the Caltrain/UP peninsula rail line led 

planners to proposed “Blended” rail:  electrify Caltrain now and later add HSR on the Caltrain 

tracks.  Little consideration was given to the danger of HSR across 43 grade crossings and on 

tracks alongside often-crowded station platforms.  Apparently no consideration was given to 

running HSR instead from San Jose north along the Mulford rail line used by Amtrak to a joint 

BART/rail station in West Oakland, with BART trains every few minutes to San Francisco and the 

West Bay.  This would avoid costly tunneling and terminal facilities in San Francisco and an even 

costlier trans-Bay tube later for extending HSR to Sacramento.  It would subsidize much of the 

cost to electrify Caltrain from HSR bond funds, rather than users or the three Caltrain counties.    

 

5-County BART around the Bay would minimize greenhouse gas emissions.  Ample parking at 

BART stations would slash long-distance automobile commutes, and even encourage the use of 

battery-powered automobiles.  A given area, whether surface or in structure, should be able to 

hold many more parked automobiles than dwelling units.  Transit patrons can drive many times 

farther than they can walk to train stations, and the drawing area varies as the square of the 

distance from the station.  With further development near a station, fewer difficulties stem, 



say, from converting surface parking to structure than from uprooting residential 

neighborhoods.  Housing, as contrasted with parking, is unproductive as transit-oriented 

development.   

 

Transportation planning should consider grade separating Caltrain south of Millbrae and 

converting it to BART, with two commute tracks and one freight track.  It appears that about 

ten overpasses and something under 5 miles of shallow cut (BART requires only 13 ½’ of 

clearance above top of rail) would allow a totally grade-separated trainway for BART and ten 

fewer grade crossings for the freight line. 

 

Governance during planning, construction, and operation of 5-county BART ringing the Bay 

might be by BART expansion, a joint exercise of powers agreement, or maybe a special district.  

Whatever, it should come up with a balanced plan, probably including BART from Civic Center 

to the Golden Gate Bridge, from El Cerrito del Norte to the Carquinez Bridge, from Pittsburg to 

Brentwood, and over the Altamont.  It could well include part of the cost to grade separate and 

multi-track the Mulford line for HSR.  This would not only serve the six million  dwellers in the 

five counties, but also enhance connections with the four North Bay Counties at the Golden 

Gate and Carquinez Bridges.   Let the people vote on this long-range transportation plan. 

   

What environmental issues should be analyzed? 

 

Governance.   

Optimal land use near stations for maximum transit ridership.   

Minimizing land use regulation. 

Effect of this 5-County BART plan on long-distance automobile commutes. 

Encouraging parking of battery-powered automobiles at stations. 

Patronage gains from unified rail rapid transit and fewer transfers. 

 

 

Are there alternatives that should be evaluated? 

 

5-County BART as suggested above. 

An integrated BART/rail West Oakland station. 

HSR to West Oakland instead of San Francisco. 

Converting Caltrain to BART as above.  North of Millbrae to a Muni SFO express line? 

A Port Costa/Benicia HSR tube. 

An SFO/OAK tube (HSR or BART?) 

Replace “Regional Rail Plan” and “Blended Rail” with the above. 



 

What mitigation measures would help avoid or minimize any negative impacts? 

 

I see few negative impacts if the public has a chance to vote. 

 

 

How can local jurisdictions and other agencies use this EIR? 

 

Give the above concepts wide distribution and a chance to be studied. 

 

 

Robert S. Allen 

BART Director (1974-1988) 

Retired, SP (now UP) Western Division, Engineering/Operations. 

Life member AREMA (American Railway Engineering and Maintenance of Way Association) 
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Re: Scoping comments for Bay Area Plan: Three questions, a transportation strategy to evaluate, and a legal

issue

From: eircomments

To: rob.means@electric-bikes.com

BC:

Date: Tuesday - July 10, 2012 10:06 AM

Subject: 
Re: Scoping comments for Bay Area Plan: Three questions, a transportation strategy to evaluate, and
a legal issue

Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please

visit www.onebayarea.org. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 8th Street

Oakland, CA 94607

(510) 817-5700

>>> Rob Means  07/06/12 11:25 AM >>>
Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager July 6, 2012

Metropolitan Transportation Commission

101 Eighth Street

Oakland, CA 94607-4700

Scoping comments for Bay Area Plan: 

Three questions, a transportation strategy to evaluate, and a legal

issue

At the June 21 public meeting in San Jose on MTC/ABAG's Bay Area Plan, I
asked the following question – to which I got an answer that was not

clear to me: If transportation accounts for 40% of California's CO2

emissions, why does this Plan include a reduction target for the year

2035 of only 15% instead of our state's target of reducing our CO2

emissions approximately 55% by the year 2035? (See ARB, Scoping Plan,

Figure 6, at p. 118) Doesn't such lenient action on transportation mean

that other ways of mitigating CO2 emissions must pick up the slack?

Global climate change is accelerating and bringing more costly impacts
as we go. Reversing that trend requires us to make major and rapid

reductions in our CO2 emissions. 

Question #2: Why does the Plan focus so heavily on TOD development

rather than seeking changes in CO2 emissions by the existing in-place
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population? Even if this Plan is highly successful with TOD projects,

only a fraction of the built environment that will exist in 2035 is well

served by transit. Although I applaud your efforts to get more people

using transit more often, your efforts seem so focused that they offer

no approach that addresses the larger metropolitan area that is not well

served by transit (more than 15-minute waits).

Question #3: How does a municipality effect a “periodic interim

revision” as mentioned on slide 7 of the June 21 presentation? Milpitas

needs to amend the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) currently

being considered in order to qualify an innovative project for funding

in 2013. Unforeseen events have recently surfaced this project, but only

after the submission deadline last year for the current TIP.

Evaluate this Transportation Strategy

The EIR Scoping Questions slide (#14) includes an invitation to propose

other alternatives to be evaluated. Let me suggest a transportation
strategy that includes the intelligent application of Automated Transit

Networks (ATN). Many transportation projects included in the TIP could
be eliminated or reduced in scope using ATN or Personal Rapid Transit

(PRT), the most common and familiar ATN type. ATN is scalable from the
smallest 2-station loop crossing a barrier to a large network with 91
miles of elevated guideway and 117 stations covering many square miles

of a metropolitan area. An example of the former and the latter are at
http://www.electric-bikes.com/prt/ferry.html and

http://www.electric-bikes.com/prt/bart-prt.html

The fact that this Plan, the TIP and the Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP) all purport to be planning documents with a long-range vision, yet

have no advanced transit options listed exposes a fundamental problem in
the process used to create these documents. Although various forms of

ATN have been demonstrated and several implemented, no such options are
included in these plans. Is this due to restrictive funding rules that
support only the status quo? Or lack of vision on the part of elected

officials? Or transportation experts educated 30 years ago who have yet
to learn about transportation technologies that are less than 80 years

old? Absence of any advanced transit options from these plans may point
to a fatal flaw.

Legal Issue

Which brings us to the legal issue. If advanced transit options could be
demonstrated to better accomplish the Plan Bay Area Goals (slide 4) for

less cost, would that fact leave agencies vulnerable to charges of
neglecting their fiduciary responsibilities? In short, could MTC be sued
because they overspent (in a fiscally tight times) to accomplish the
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goals of AB 32 and SB 375? Before MTC dismisses this question with a

flippant “we are always getting sued”, consider the following scenario.

Of the $11B that MTC spends each year on the TIP, assume that $2B over a
period of 4 years is used to build the ATN outlined at

http://www.electric-bikes.com/prt/bart-prt.html. Compared with any other
uses of $2B in that area, does the ATN provide dramatic improvements in

the Plan's goals (slide 4) of Climate Protection, Healthy & Safe
Communities, Equitable Access, Economic Vitality, and Transportation

System Effectiveness? If so, then litigation on this issue may become
more than mere nuisance. Two facts from slide 28 could support such a
lawsuit: 1) Of the $277B Plan budget, $244B (88%) will go to O&M of the

existing system; 2) only $0.5B goes to making the transit system
sustainable. Your fiscal priorities clearly favor the status quo rather

than sustainability.

Learn More
Since I have found that key people at MTC are surprisingly unaware of

ATN's potential, let me offer the following. ATN is an umbrella term
that includes Personal Rapid Transit (PRT) andoffers clean, quiet,

responsive public transit with automated non-stop service available 24
hours a day. In addition to these service benefits, PRT costs far less
to build and operate than other transit options. 

A quick introduction to the technology is this excellent 3-minute video

that shows PRT at the Microsoft campus. Folks in Santa Cruz, CA have
been working to get a PRT system for years. This 15-minute video is

their next step and, among other topics, reviews recent advances in PRT
installations worldwide: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VljtS7Po2Io

Here in Milpitas, CA, a PRT crossing of the railroad tracks will cost
less than the standard steel-and-concrete pedestrian over-crossings

(POC) that are customarily used - and fit into the site's physical
constraints. Here is a proposal for the project:

http://www.electric-bikes.com/prt/ferry.html
Such a simple PRT system (really just a ferry or horizontal elevator to
take people from one side to the other) could be built for $3M and would

provide a low-risk opportunity to test the technology. Success could

lead to a citywide feeder to the Milpitas BART/LRT/bus transit hub that

would dramatically increase mobility without the negative health and
economic consequences of automobiles.

Both the Advanced Transit Association (www.advancedtransit.org)and
advanced transportation expert Jerry Schneider’s website

(http://faculty.washington.edu/jbs/itrans/) provide in-depth background
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information and links. 

I look forward to your responses as they become available to MTC Board
members for their July 13th meeting. Please feel free to contact me for

further information and discussion.

Sincerely,

Robert S. Means, rob.means@electric-bikes.com
408-262-8975 work, 408-230-2585 cell

1421 Yellowstone Ave., Milpitas, CA 95035

(A hard copy of this letter goes out with today's mail.)







7/10/12 Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process

1/4https://webmail.mtc.ca.gov/gw/webacc?User.context=90c1d84a118ce629b8e836771245e1188ded61…

Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process

From: eircomments

To: sherylesq@gmail.com

BC:

Date: Tuesday - July 10, 2012 10:07 AM

Subject: Re: Comments on Inadequacy and Incompleteness of scoping stage of the EIR process

Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please

visit www.onebayarea.org. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission

101 8th Street

Oakland, CA 94607
(510) 817-5700

>>> "Sheryl Land"  07/06/12 11:45 AM >>>

Hello,

I attended a "visioning session" in San Francisco. The process was a sham. Public input was not desired or

allowed. The entire set of "choices" rested on a narrow set of assumptions, which pre-determined the outcomes.

The public does not want this central planning. ABAG is unelected and unaccountable We are entitled to have

elected officials making such proposals, so that we can boot them out of office as an expression of our

discontent. This is a statement of my objections:

The  scoping stage of the EIR process (hereafter referred to as THE PROCESS) is severely incomplete and

inadequate for a number reasons, detailed below. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) must reject the options provided in the scoping exercise that
was presented to the public in June 2012 and initiate a 6 month long process to truly study the subject in an

unbiased manner.

The major inadequacies of THE PROCESS fall into the following categories:

I.            The forecasts of population and economic growth for the region are fatally flawed and cannot provide a

reliable basis for adoption of a comprehensive plan governing land use, housing, and transportation policies.

II.           THE PROCESS is woefully inadequate in its analysis of environmental impacts most likely to result

from adoption of the various scenarios set forth in the Plan.

III.            The processes for preparation of the EIR and for review and submission of public input were

seriously inadequate. The limitations on public input were severe, both in terms of the time allowed for review

and limitations on public commentary that amounted to prior restraint. It is also clear that there was a complete

lack of independence between the proponents of Plan Bay Area and the consultants, Dyett and Bhatia.
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IV.            THE PROCESS  does not address the availability of the massive funding required to execute the plan

or the likely results if the anticipated resources are not available.

The remainder of this document will address these issues in chronological order.

I.  The forecasts of population and economic growth are fatally flawed.

 a.. THE PROCESS  is based on a forecast that the population of the region will grow by 8.7 percent per

decade over the next 30 years.

 b.. The forecasted growth rate is significantly higher than the actual growth rates over the past 30 years and the

actual 5.4 percent growth rate since 2000.

 c.. THE PROCESS  does not consider alternative growth rage scenarios, e.g., low, mid-range, and high growth

rates and the impact of different scenarios.

 d.. The forecasted aggressive growth rate is undoubtedly premised, at least in part, on unrealistic forecasts of

economic growth.

 e.. The forecasts for both population and economic growth ignored objections from various stakeholders,
including the Cities of Palo Alto and Berkeley that have independently made projections of population and

economic growth.
 f.. Even in the unlikely event that the aggregate forecasts of economic and population growth prove to be

accurate, the lack of reliable forecasts for local communities makes such data meaningless in creating a
comprehensive plan for land use, transportation, and housing that will influence critical decisions at the local level.
 g.. The forecasts for economic growth ignore both the current depressed state of California's economy and

widespread concern about the state's economic climate.
 h.. California and the Bay Area consistently are rated as among the least "business friendly" environments due to

high taxes, excessive regulations, and the precarious financial condition of the State of California and many cities
and counties.

 i.. Inadequate forecasts of economic and population growth will inevitably affect the availability of financial
resources (i.e., tax revenues) that are envisioned in Plan Bay Area. THE PROCESS  does not assess this

concern, which will in turn have major impacts on environmental consequences.
II.  The analysis of environmental impacts is incomplete, inadequate, and fatally flawed.

 a.. Throughout THE PROCESS the bias of the authors is evident, equating intended consequences with likely
results.

 b.. THE PROCESS  does not address alternative - and more likely - consequences of various elements of the
plan.

 c.. For example, both the authors of Plan Bay Area and the authors of the THE PROCESS assume that huge
investments in public transportation will inevitably result in high ridership. This assumption cannot be supported

by actual experience such as the very low utilization rates of the Santa Clara Valley light rail system.
 d.. THE PROCESS  ignores actual experience in major metropolitan areas such as San Jose, CA, and

Portland, OR, where "smart growth" plans have been implement.
 e.. In Portland, restrictions on growth and development have resulted in a flight of residents to areas outside the

growth boundaries and resulted in longer commute times and higher emissions from motor vehicles.
 f.. THE PROCESS  ignores evidence that imposition of strict limits on land use for housing and/or economic
development significantly increases the cost of housing and business activity.
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 g.. THE PROCESS  does not address the consequences of a waiver of CEQA requirements for high-density

development within priority development areas (PDAs).
 h.. THE PROCESS  accepts without question or analysis the assumptions inherent in Plan Bay Area that

policies favoring high-density housing, penalizing use of private motor vehicles, diverting gas tax revenues from
away from maintaining and expanding roads and vehicles will translate into economic and population growth.

 i.. THE PROCESS  provides no empirical evidence to support these assumptions and is further evidence of the
bias toward Plan Bay Area that underlies the presentation to the public of the EIR process.

 j.. THE PROCESS  ignores "real-world" experience under "smart growth" policies.
 k.. Actual experience with "smart growth" and urban boundaries in cities such as San Jose, CA, and Portland,

OR, provide strong evidence that the results of such policies are vastly different from the intended consequences.
 l.. Housing costs in San Jose have increased dramatically since the imposition of urban growth boundaries.
 m.. Significant investments in light rail in Santa Clara County have neither increased utilization of public transit

nor reduced congestion on freeways and other roads.
 n.. In Portland, tens of thousands of families have fled to nearby communities such as Vancouver in pursuit of

affordable housing.
 o.. Both commute times and congestion have increased as a result of policies that have caused a population flight

from Portland.
 p.. A Harvard study in 2002 linked restrictive land use policies with increased housing costs and creation of

"boutique cities" affordable only to the elite.
 q.. Actual experience has shown that public policies that coerce residents to live in high-density, "stack-and-

pack" dwellings increase congestion to near-gridlock levels without increasing usage of high-cost public transit
systems.
III.  The processes for preparation and review of the THE PROCESS were inadequate and biased.

 a.. MTC and ABAG must disclose the process by which the consultants who prepared the THE PROCESS

 analysis were selected.
 b.. THE PROCESS  consistently accepts as likely outcomes the intended consequences of various elements of

the plan. A credible EIR entails at least a quasi-adversarial process that ensures a rigorous analysis of
assumptions, alternatives, and consequences of proposed plans. What was presented to the public in the EIR

hearings is seriously lacking in all of the above and therefore cannot be considered to be an adequate analysis of
the impacts of Plan Bay Area.
 c.. The review process was designed to limit both the time and scope of public comment and to ensure the

appearance of broad public support for the plan.
 d.. The review process made it abundantly clear that the authors of  THE PROCESS  and the advocates of Plan

Bay Area did not have an independent relationship with the result that THE PROCESS is not an objective
analysis of likely environmental impacts.
 e.. At one hearing, a consultant bluntly stated that "negative comments" would not be permitted at public

hearings and that the consultants alone would decide which comments are "relevant" and will be included in the

final report.

 f.. MTC and ABAG made a concerted effort throughout the review process to determine which "stakeholders"
would be aggressively solicited to provide comments. Stakeholders considered likely to express negative

comments about either THE PROCESS or Plan Bay Area were not solicited to participate.

IV.  THE PROCESS does not address the availability of the massive funding required to implement Plan Bay
Area or the likely environmental consequences if the requisite resources are not available.
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 a.. The plan does not fully state the costs of the various elements of Plan Bay Area - the Plan includes $277

billion for the public transportation element alone.

 b.. The Plan does not address the substantial additional costs that must be borne by local communities for
schools, police and fire, "affordable housing" subsidies, and other essential public services.

 c.. While the Plan provides for transit subsidies from regional authorities, it does not address the significant

impact of ancillary costs or how these burdens will be borne by cities and counties already facing huge budget

deficits.
 d.. The Plan simply assumes that such resources will be available from various sources, including local

communities and federal and state assistance programs.

 e.. Although ABAG and MTC acknowledge that there will not be sufficient funds available for more than 200
PDAs, Plan Bay Area does not prioritize or identify which PDAs would be supported. THE PROCESS must

address the impact of imposing land use restrictions in areas that will not be developed for years to come.

 f.. THE PROCESS  does not address the consequences of the highly likely event that available public revenues

will fall far short of the levels needed to implement the plan or the environmental impacts of implementing the
limitations on growth, punitive measures on the use of private automobiles, and required expenses by local

communities in housing, schools and infrastructure if the essential revenues are not available.

 g.. THE PROCESS  totally ignores the significant fiscal constraints of the precarious condition of many cities,

the State of California, and the federal government.
WE DO NOT WANT THIS.
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Re: EIR input {Scope stage of Plan Bay Area EIR is inadequate and Incomplete}

From: eircomments

To: scheye@eichleay.com

CC:
jkennedy@cityofmartinez.org; ldelaney@cityofmartinez.org; mmenesini@cityofmartinez.org;

mross@cityofmartinez.org; pvince@cityofmartinez.org; rschroder@cityofmartinez.org

BC:

Date: Tuesday - July 10, 2012 10:01 AM

Subject: Re: EIR input {Scope stage of Plan Bay Area EIR is inadequate and Incomplete}

Thank you for your comments; they will be considered carefully during the preparation of the Plan Bay Area

Environmental Impact Report (EIR). To stay updated on Plan Bay Area and the environmental process, please

visit www.onebayarea.org. 

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission

101 8th Street

Oakland, CA 94607

(510) 817-5700

>>> "Scheye, Steve"  07/06/12 10:27 AM >>>

From: 

Steven Scheye

2205 Castro Street Martinez California 94553

7/6/2012

Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager

Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter

101 Eighth Street

Oakland, CA  94607-4700

Re:  Comment on the necessity of evaluating "the secondary or indirect environmental consequences of economic

and social changes" resulting from Plan Bay Area 
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Dear Ms. Nguyen,

I have lived in Northern California on and off for over twenty years. I am man of God and love the freedoms

granted to me in the USA by our Declaration of independence and our constitutional form of government. I

oppose government interference in my life and international interference in national and local politics. I feel that
Plan Bay Area is an extension of United Nation agenda to cripple our nation and an ever over encroaching State

into our lives. 

Plan Bay Area is an effort to take our freedom and property.  If successful it will define what property ownership

is acceptable and what forms of transportation are allowed by self righteous government. The basis of the

regulatory encroachment is to "save the planet", "improve the air" and "better utilize space". Our local and global

environment is not in jeopardy from anything we do in the bay area and individuals and locally elected officials

know better than an unelected bureaucracy. 

My Assessment of the current state of the EIR process follows:

According to Section 15021(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, "CEQA recognizes that in determining whether and

how a project should be approved, a public agency has an obligation to balance a variety of public objectives,
including economic, environmental, and social factors" (emphasis added).  California's CEQA Guidelines

themselves are read together with the U.S. government's NEPA regulations which state in Section 1508.14 that
"when an environmental impact statement is prepared and economic or social and natural or physical
environmental effects are interrelated, then the environmental impact statement will discuss all of these effects on

the human environment."

California courts have interpreted the CEQA Guidelines to require a lead agency to consider secondary or
indirect consequences in its environmental impact report (EIR).  Citizens Association For Sensible Development

of Bishop Area v. County of Inyo 172 Cal. App. 3d 151, 169 (1985) ("[T]he lead agency shall consider the
secondary or indirect environmental consequences of economic and social changes . . . Such an interpretation is

unequivocally consistent with the mandate that secondary consequences of projects be considered") (emphasis
added).

Thus, the scope of Plan Bay Area's EIR must include an assessment and analysis of "the secondary or indirect
environmental consequences of economic and social changes" that will result from the Plan itself.  Id.  In order to

adequately and completely analyze those secondary consequences, any potentially significant economic and
social changes due to the contemplated program or project must themselves be adequately and completely

analyzed.

Furthermore, the lead agency may not perform this analysis in a conclusory or biased fashion. According to
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CEQA Guidelines §15003(j), "CEQA requires that decisions be informed and balanced."  Additionally,

§15090(a)(1) states that "[p]rior to approving a project the lead agency shall certify that the final EIR has been
completed in compliance with CEQA," and §15020 states that "[t]he Lead Agency shall not knowingly release a

deficient document."  Therefore, if the Plan Bay Area EIR does not include such an informed and balanced
analysis, the EIR cannot be certified.

Plan Bay Area's number one goal, as stated by MTC Executive Director Steve Heminger and ABAG Assistant

Executive Director Patricia Jones in a May 4, 2012 memorandum entitled "Bay Area Preferred Land Use
Scenario/Transportation Investment Strategy," is to "create jobs to maintain and sustain a prosperous and
equitable economy."

Plan Bay Area's "preferred alternative" will divert the majority of gasoline tax revenues away from maintenance

and expansion of existing roads and bridges and into additional mass transit subsidies.  In addition, its coercive
and restrictive zoning standards propagated throughout the Bay Area will force virtually all new development and

redevelopment into "stack and pack" housing and mixed-use structures in so-called "transit villages" which
comprise no more than 4% of the land area in the nine county Bay Area.  Virtually all development and

redevelopment in the remaining 96% of the Bay Area will cease because of these coercive and restrictive zoning
standards.

The proponents of Plan Bay Area's "preferred alternative" suggest that diverting gas tax revenues from existing
roads and bridges into further subsidies directed towards already under-utilized mass transit, together with

coercive zoning, loss of property rights, and restrictions on Bay Area residents' liberties and freedoms, will lead
to increases in population and jobs, and improved solvency of local cities, towns, and counties, over not

adopting its "preferred alternative."  However, these expected outcomes are based on magical thinking wholly
bereft of empirical support or sound analysis-and rather reflect the ideological and philosophical goals of the
planners rather than the sober, cogent, and objective analysis required by CEQA.

For Plan Bay Area's EIR and economic impact reports to be adequate and complete under CEQA, let alone
even remotely plausible and credible, ABAG and MTC must engage an independent, neutral forecasting firm that

will, at minimum, provide the following analysis to the EIR Project Team for incorporation and evaluation in the

EIR:

(1)   Plan Bay Area's EIR must address the theories, data, and analysis of planning experts like Michael Tanner
of Cato Institute who have found that the sorts of restrictive and coercive land use and zoning policies

contemplated by Plan Bay Area tend to decrease, rather than increase, population and job growth rates. [1]
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   Careful and thorough consideration of this hypothesis regarding the impact of the "preferred alternative" is

necessary for the analysis in the EIR to be informed and balanced.  CEQA Guidelines §15003(j).

(2)   The EIR must quantitatively and explicitly identify the subsidies required to develop the "stack and pack"

mixed-use properties needed to meet empirically valid forecasts for growth in population, job, and household

formation.  If it was profitable to develop or redevelop such units without coercive and restrictive zoning and

accompanying subsidies, developers would have already done so.  Therefore, it is fair and reasonable to assume
that every new development or redevelopment under the "preferred alternative" zoning will require subsidies-

subsidies that may be massive especially given that the market will be flooded with this sort of property, far

beyond any analytically-sound projections of demand for these sorts of facilities on the part of households and
businesses.

(3)   There are already a number of "stack and pack" developments throughout the Bay Area.  Some of these

may have been built by developers to satisfy the arguably small niche in the marketplace of households and
businesses desiring these types of properties.  Most developments of this type, however, have been built in

recent years due to the implementation of "preferred alternative-lite" restrictive zoning standards in individual

jurisdictions mandating "stack and pack" development, enabled only by the availability of massive subsidies to

develop these properties.  There must be an assessment of the performance of these "stack and pack"
developments across the entire Bay Area that will examine both the subsidies required to build and operate each

such development, and the performance of each development with respect to projected profit/loss margins and

occupancy rates.[2]    Then, this data must be considered and inform the analysis in both the EIR and
environmental impact reviews for either to be adequate and complete, let alone certifiable.  The tax revenues of

all sorts from these properties both against projections and versus alternative uses must also be identified and

analyzed.

(4)   There must be an assessment and analysis of the impact on jobs, population, household formation, and

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions due to the diversion of most gasoline tax revenues over the next three decades

away from the maintenance of existing roads and bridges and into additional mass transit subsidies.  Such a

dramatic decline in road and bridge maintenance will lead to lower average speeds, longer commute times, more
accidents, and increased automobile repair costs, all of which may result in dramatically increased GHG

emissions over what would be the case if the current portion of gas tax revenues remained dedicated to

maintaining roads and bridges.  Second, any rationale for diverting additional monies to mass transit must provide
empirical cost and utilization data for the existing mass transit infrastructure to identify how much it costs to

subsidize the system and how many people actually use it.  If a significant number of bus routes in the Bay Area

are currently under-utilized-an observation that is anecdotally obvious-the notion that increasing mass transit

capacity will lead to increased ridership is empirically unsubstantiated and analytically unsound.[3]  

(5)   The proposed Plan Bay Area will result in virtually all new development and redevelopment over the next

three decades taking place in "transit villages" which comprise only 4% of the actual Bay Area land area.

 Landowners in the 96% of the Bay Area that lies outside of the "transit villages" will inevitably experience
declining property values due to the coercive and restrictive zoning in these areas, and many will request and

receive reassessments for property tax purposes.  It is therefore essential to assess and analyze the impact of

declining property tax revenues on city, town, and county budgets resulting from Plan Bay Area.
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The Plan Bay Area EIR Project Team must undertake the analysis outlined above and must do so in an informed

and balanced manner in order for the scope of the EIR to be deemed adequate and complete.  It is virtually
certain that the "preferred alternative" will lead to significant, adverse, and as-of-yet undisclosed impacts on

family, city, town, and county budgets.  These must be analyzed and understood in order for the EIR to be

adequate and complete.  Budgetary funds are often fungible, and the substantial cost increases and revenue

losses that will result from the Plan will mean fewer funds available for all other purposes, including monies that
would otherwise be directed to environmental causes and purposes.

Sincerely,

 

Steve Scheye, P.E. 

2205 Castro Street 

Martinez California 94553



From:  Ashley Nguyen 
To: Brenda Dix;  Stefanie Hom 
Date:  7/9/2012 4:59 PM 
Subject:  Fwd: Plan Bay Area NOP 
 
See below. Pls collect, compile and send to Hannah. 
 
  
Ashley Nguyen 
Senior Transportation Planner/Analyst 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
101 Eighth Street | Oakland, CA 94607 
Tel. 510.817.5809 | Fax 510.817.5848 
  
>>> "Wehrmeister, Tina" <cwehrmeister@ci.antioch.ca.us> 7/5/2012 10:58 AM >>> 
 
Ashley – I was wondering about the CEQA exemption and streamlining provisions under SB 375.  Will each agency that plans to 
take advantage of these provisions be considered a Responsible Agency?  That would mean that each agency will need to comply 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15096 which would mean more consultation than usual, mitigation measure adoption, findings, and a 
NOD.  
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