Written Scoping Comments

_ Part 1: Agency and Public
Interest Group Comments

_ Part 2: Citizen Comments

_ Part 3 Comments not on the
EIR



Part 1:

Agency and Public Interest Group Comments



S ‘::'T,/////

b4
ALAMEDA 13338r0adway, suites 220 & 300 . Oakland, CA 94612 " PH: (510) 208-7400

County Transportation
ommfsﬁon www.AlamedaCTC.org

Hl'],r,

> \\\\“ |

-

L4
-
|

>

RITN

July 11, 2012

Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street

Oakland, CA 94607-4700
anguyen@mtc.ca.gov

SUBJECT: Comments on Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report for Plan Bay Area

Dear Ms uyen)g—s \

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Plan Bay Area. Plan Bay Area will guide transportation
investment in the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area for the next 28 years and will serve as the
updated Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). In addition, this is the first EIR for an RTP that
will include a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), the long range land use companion to
the RTP’s transportation investments, as required by SB 375.

We have reviewed the NOP and submit the following comments:

1. While the primary purpose of SB 375 is to integrate land use and transportation planning
to help lower Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions and vehicle miles travelled through the
development of a SCS, there are other goals and mandates that should be considered in
the EIR. These include the region’s commitment to Fix It First and congestion relief. In
this regard, the EIR should consider level of service for all modes in addition to vehicle
miles traveled.

2. The EIR is intended to include appropriate land use and transportation information in the
Plan and EIR so that lead agencies and local jurisdictions can use SB 375 CEQA
streamlining provisions. Providing CEQA streamlining provisions is critical to the
implementation success of the SCS. Alternatives that test various land use designations,
densities, building intensities, and applicable policies should ensure that assumptions
tested are consistent with local policies and can be implemented and that adequate
resources are identified for local agencies to plan, design and construct land use and
transportation improvements. It should also consider the CEQA streamlining of non-
residential uses as well as residential land uses.

3. The EIR should include two additional alternatives. One that reflects current local
general plans and current regional growth trends. This alternative should be tested with
the preferred transportation investment strategy both with and without the recommended
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climate policy initiatives. This alternative would better assess what would happen if the
currently adopted preferred scenario is not able to be implemented for any reason, such as
the economy. A second alternative that should be considered is a realistic jobs scenario
to test what would happen if the economy recovers more slowly than is assumed in the
currently adopted preferred scenario.

Because the Plan will direct land use development, including uses that generate or
consume local tax revenues, the DEIR should consider impacts to public finances and
other public services, such as schools, sewers, fire and police, that are funded by those
local tax revenues.

The EIR Alternatives analyzed should be feasible as required by SB 375 and comparable
to the Project Alternative. Alternatives #4 (Enhanced Network of Communities) and #5
(Environment, Equity and Jobs) contain elements should be carefully considered as to
whether they are feasible, such as “zeroing out the in-commute,” and assuming low
income populations do not need roadway and transit improvements in outlying areas, and
assuming that highway funding sources can be transferred and applied to transit projects.

The EIR should address how transit will be supported by the Express Lane network.

Alameda CTC supports the tiering aspect of the EIR and have heard from our local
jurisdictions that being able to tier from the EIR in the following three areas are
important:

a. Air Quality: particularly for toxins and pollutants that occur during construction
of projects, regional mitigation measures or other findings to support local the
construction and short term impact of projects are needed.

b. Greenhouse gas reductions: the region should consider investigating the
feasibility of developing a regional carbon credit bank to address greenhouse gas
impacts.

c. Traffic: local jurisdictions could benefit from a regionwide trips generated
approach similar to the approach being explored in San Francisco’s Automobile
Trips Generated study and included conceptually in Alameda CTC’s 2011
Congestion Management Program. Such a program could be developed in a way
that allows jurisdictions to opt in and would allow developers to pay a fair share
towards a project’s impacts.

Mitigation measures in the EIR should consider ways to encourage development through
the use of more positive incentives than negative ones. Fees and subsidies, especially for
non-residential uses, can serve as disincentives to attracting jobs, which are critical to the
region’s economic development. Any additional fees and subsidies should consider local
policies. Mitigation measures should also include the continuation of supportive
regionwide Transportation Demand Management strategies and address efficient delivery
of goods to and from PDAs.



Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important NOP.

contact me at 510/208-7405 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Beth Walukas
Deputy Director of Planning

Cc:  Alameda CTC Board of Directors
Art L. Dao, Executive Director
Steve Heminger, MTC Executive Director
Ezra Rapport, ABAG Executive Director

File: CMP — Environmental Review Opinions — Responses —2012/13
RTP/Comments
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Please feel free to






From: Ashley Nguyen

To: Brenda Dix; Stefanie Hom

Date: 7/11/2012 3:53 PM

Subject: Fwd: SCS EIR Scoping Comments

Attachments: SCS Letter 7.10.12 new.pdf; Alternative 4.pdf; SCA Item 4 EIR.pdf; SCS

2_Handout_First_Round_Results_v6.ppt; SCS PerfTargetsSCS-RTP.pdf; SCS ScenarioAnalysisOverview.pdf;
SCS_Draft_First_Round_SCS_Results.doc; SCS_Indicators_v3.pdf

Ashley Nguyen

Senior Transportation Planner/Analyst
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street | Oakland, CA 94607
Tel. 510.817.5809 | Fax 510.817.5848

>>> Linda Best <lbest@cococo.org> 7/11/2012 3:28 PM >>>
Please see attached letter, proposed EIR alternative and attachments for the SCS EIR Scoping process.  Thank you.

Linda Best

President & CEO

Contra Costa Council
Executive Director

Contra Costa Economic Partnership
1355 Willow Way, #253

Concord, CA 94520

925-246-1880

925-674-1654 FAX

Ibest@cococo.org
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THE NON-PROFIT HOUSING ASSOCIATION
OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA

July 12, 2012

Metropolitan Transportation Commission Planning Committee
ABAG Administrative Committee

Dear Committee Members:

The Bay Area Business Coalition, joined by Non-Profit Housing of Northern
California, appreciates all of the effort that has gone into drafting the
recommended alternatives to be studied in the EIR on the Sustainable
Communities Strategy.

We respectfully request that MTC and ABAG consider the attached “Enhanced
Network of Communities” alternative. This alternative builds on the already
aggressive smart growth policy-based land use pattern developed by ABAG and
adopted by MTC two years ago in T2035, and enhances it in key respects. First,
this alternative accommodates 100% of the region’s housing needs during the
planning period—and is therefore the only proposed alternative that complies
with both the letter and intent of SB 375.

Second, the alternative’s base land pattern was shown to achieve ambitious and
achievable GHG reduction by MTC and ABAG in the attached analysis Current
Regional Plans Scenario, Analysis Results, Feb. 9, 2011. Additionally, its GHG
performance will be significantly improved by proposing that all of the additional
housing needed to accommodate 100% of the region’s housing needs be
accommodated in PDAs, and by shifting some units from the base modeled in
2011 to PDAs. This alternative ultimately establishes an initial target of directing
195,000 units in PDAs, with the flexibility to be modified based on the results of a
PDA Assessment as described in the attached document: something we have
long sought and has previously been determined by MTC and ABAG to be
essential for an accurate and informed SCS.

Third, this alternative also targets an additional 45,000 jobs for the region, a very
important economic development objective.

Fourth, this alternative has as objectives improving upon the performance of the
Proposed Project with respect to what we think are some of the key
Performance Targets and Regional Indicators adopted by the agencies,
addressing highway and local roads state-of-good-repair, alleviating
concentrations of poverty, poor school quality, and crime.

Because we are very concerned that the Proposed Project may not be realistic or
feasible, we believe that it is prudent to include our recommended alternative
which provides a more feasible alternative while still making significant progress
in achieving GHG emissions reductions, housing the region’s entire need, and
providing more jobs and economic growth.

We also call to your attention that SB 375 requires that an adopted SCS must
meet the GHD reductions targets “if feasible to do so.” We agree that we should
make every reasonable effort to reduce GHG emissions, but we must be realistic
in what we can accomplish.



In conclusion, we strongly encourage you to recommend our proposed alternative to be studied in the EIR.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely yours,

Jim Wunderman
Bay Area Council

Karen Engel
East Bay EDA
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Michael Lane
Non-Profit Housing
of No. California

Joe AL

John Coleman
Bay Planning Coalition

Gregory McConnell
Jobs & Housing Coalition

Rosanne Foust

SAMCEDA

Paul Campos
BIA Bay Area
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Linda Best
Contra Costa Council

Cynthia Murray
North Bay Leadership Council
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Sandy Person
Solano EDC



RTP EIR Scoping: Alternative 4

Name: Enhanced Network of Communities

Elements:

Based on the land use pattern identified as “Current Regional Plans/Projections
2011” in the attached February 9, 2011 agency presentation to the MTC Planning
Committee.

Uses the same demographic inputs as the Proposed Project except that it includes
the additional housing units identified in the attached June 8, 2012 agency
presentation Scoping EIR Alternatives sufficient to housing 100% of the region’s
housing needs, i.e. eliminate in-commuting by the end of the planning period
(thus the “Enhanced” in the name of the alternative).

Targets 195,000 for PDAs, with the final totals to be modified pending the results
of the PDA Analysis proposed by the Business Coalition. These units are to be
distributed consistent with the PDA pattern of the Proposed Project but modified
as necessary such that the location of the additional units results in a 25%
improvement in performance (for those units) over the Proposed Project with
respect to three of the adopted Performance Indicators: Poverty (reduce % of new
household growth in areas with greater than 30% double the national poverty
rate); School Quality (reduce % of new household growth in areas with a mean
School API less than 800); Crime (reduce % of new household growth with
highest violent crime rates (800+ annual per 100,000 pop.)

Same UGB assumptions as the Proposed Project™

Same subsidies as the Proposed Project (except no new development fees)

Same OBAG, plus streamlining, plus redevelopment as outlined in the Jobs-
Housing Connection alternative, except OBAG funding conditioned on receiving
jurisdiction identifying and eliminating or reducing local regulatory constraints to
achieving the jobs and housing development as envisioned in PDAs

Same Transportation Investments as Proposed Project except modified to improve
upon the performance of the Proposed Project with respect to Performance
Targets 10a (Improve Local Road Pavement Index) and 10b (Share of Distressed
Highway Lane Miles). We would like to work with staff to determine the
appropriate modeling inputs.

We are amenable to including pricing options in our alternative, but only those
policies over which MTC has authority. This would include, for example, higher
bridge tolls during peak hours.

Same “reduced parking minimum” as the Proposed Project

*We have questions about the legality/feasibility of this assumption as all of the prior RTP EIRs
have found this type of policy change beyond the scope of either MTC’s or ABAG’s authority.
However, at present we will align Alternative 4 with the Proposed Project.

Discussion:



CEQA case law identifies several core purposes of the alternatives analysis
including (1) fostering informed decision making and (2) identifying feasible and
reasonable alternatives that are likely to reduce at least one of the likely significant
impacts of the Proposed Project. An alternative may increase some potential impacts in
some areas while reducing others. An alternative should potentially be able to achieve
most of the Project’s basic objectives, but need not meet all of them. Alternatives must
be reasonable and potentially feasible. See City of Long Beach v. LAUSD (2009) 176
Cal.App.4™ 889; Mira Mar Mobile Community v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119
Cal.App.4™ 477; Save San Francisco Bay v. BCDC (1992) 10 Cal.App.4™ 922.

With respect to Project objectives, SB 375 contains two statutory requirements:
(1) the adopted SCS must identify sufficient areas to accommodate the region’s entire
housing need over the planning period; and (2) the adopted SCS must meet the region’s
GHG reduction targets if feasible to do so and so long as compliance does not result in
violating federal planning requirements applicable to nonattainment areas under the
federal Clean Air Act.** The agencies have identified several additional Project
objectives/goals: 1) Create jobs to maintain and sustain a prosperous and equitable
economy; 2) Increase the amount, accessibility, affordability, and diversity of housing; 3)
Create a network of complete communities; 4) Protect the region’s unique natural
environment (See May 4, 2012 staff presentation). The agencies also adopted a set of
Performance Targets and Indicators.

**\We note that the May 4, 2012 staff presentation to the ABAG Administrative Committee and
MTC Planning Committee portrayed the GHG target attainment as an unqualified requirement by
placing ellipsis in place of the key statutory language regarding feasibility:

“...set forth a forecasted development pattern for the region, which, when integrated with transportation
network, and other transportation network, and other transportation measures and policies, will reduce
GHG emissions from autos and light trucks to achieve GHG...emission targets approved by ARB

The text of the statute actually reads as follows:

“65080(b)(1)(B) Each metropolitan planning organization shall prepare a sustainable communities strategy,
subject to the requirements of Part 450 of Title 23 of, and Part 93 of Title 40 of, the Code of Federal
Regulations, including the requirement to utilize the most recent planning assumptions considering local
general plans and other factors...(vii) set forth a forecasted development pattern for the region, which,
when integrated with the transportation network, and other transportation measures and policies, will
reduce the greenhouse gas emissions from automobiles and light trucks to achieve, if there is a feasible***
way to do so, the greenhouse gas emission reduction targets approved by the state board, and (viii) allow
the regional transportation plan to comply with Section 176 of the federal Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. Sec.

7506).

***SB 375 defines “feasible” using the same definition as found in the CEQA statute.

The Enhanced Network of Communities satisfies CEQA’s alternatives
requirements and promotes its purposes. First, unlike the Proposed Project and the other
identified potential alternatives, it complies with SB 375’s requirement to identify
sufficient areas to house the region’s entire housing need over the planning period. The
lead agencies have acknowledged that the 660,000 housing units projected in the



Proposed Project and other alternatives will either maintain or increase current levels of
in-commuting by Bay Area workers who cannot find adequate housing of the type they

prefer at an affordable price. We believe SB 375 requires the final SCS to be based on a
projected housing figure that is sufficient to eliminate projected incommuting by the end
of the planning period. Indeed, that is a fundamental purpose of the statute.

Second, although the base land use pattern achieved a 10% GHG reduction by
2035 according to the Feb. 9, 2011 presentation (less than the 15% target), our alternative
includes additional housing (all in PDAS) to eliminate in-commuting, which should
improve GHG performance significantly. We also have an initial target of redirecting
some units from the base 2011 Projections to PDAs. In addition, as noted, the statute
does not require the final SCS to meet the target if doing so is infeasible. We believe the
record to date casts very serious doubt on whether the 15% target is achievable with a
reasonable and realistic set of land use and transportation assumptions. Also, the fact that
our alternative (again based on Current Regional Plans) was essentially adopted by MTC
just two years ago, necessarily means MTC made findings that it substantially advanced
Project goals and objectives—including with respect to GHG reduction as T2035
included a GHG reduction target based on AB 32 that is more aggressive than the SB 375
targets, while at the same time rejecting as infeasible the environmentally superior
alternative that performed better on GHG reduction.

Third, our alternative is likely to perform better on several potentially significant
environmental effects associated with the Proposed Project. The EIRs and administrative
records for prior RTPs both in the Bay Area (See, e.g., Final EIRs for T2035 and T2030,
especially discussions of alternatives and required CEQA findings) and other major
regions of the state have shown that projected land use patterns with more aggressive
densification/intensification in urban core areas generally has greater environmental
impacts in these areas:

Aesthetics (Shade/Shadow)

Air Quality (Risk/Population adjacent to TAC)****

Cultural Resources (Historic Resources)

Hazardous Materials (Disturbance of Contaminated Property)

Land Use (Disruption or displacement of existing land uses; neighborhoods, and
community character; conflict with adopted local general plans and zoning
ordinances)

e Noise (Construction, Land Use Compatibility, Vibration)

e Transportation, Traffic (Vehicle/Truck Delay)

e Cumulative Impacts in the above areas

****Under the recent Ballona and prior case law, we do not believe this is a CEQA issue.
However, should the agencies treat it as such, or analyze it outside the bounds of CEQA, this
conclusion holds true.



Fourth, our alternative expressly seeks to improve on the performance of the
Proposed Project on key requirements, Performance Targets, and Performance Indicators:
Adequate housing, roadway state of good repair, and certain equity indicators.

In sum, the Enhanced Network of Communities is an appropriate alternative that
is supported by a wide spectrum of stakeholders and we believe there is no legitimate
reason not to include it in the EIR process.
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To: MTC Planning Committee, ABAG Administrative Committee Date: June 1, 2012

Fr: Assistant Executive Director, ABAG
Executive Director, MTC

Re: Plan Bay Area: EIR Scope and Alternatives

MTC and ABAG are co-lead agencies for the preparation of a programmatic Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for Plan Bay Area. This environmental assessment fulfills the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and is designed to inform decision-makers,
responsible and trustee agencies, and the general public of the range of potential environmental
impacts that could result from implementation of the proposed Plan Bay Area. The EIR recommends
a set of measures to mitigate any significant adverse regional impacts identified in the analysis.

As a programmatic document, this EIR presents a region-wide assessment of the potential impacts of
the proposed Plan Bay Area. In addition, as a first-tier environmental document, this EIR supports
second-tier environmental documents for:

e Transportation projects and programs included in the financially constrained plan, and
e Residential or mixed use projects and Transit Priority Projects (TPPs) consistent with the Plan
per Senate Bill 375.

The Plan Bay Area EIR does not evaluate subcomponents of the proposed Plan nor does it assess
project-specific or site-specific impacts of individual transportation or development projects, which
are required to separately comply with CEQA and/or National Environmental Protection Act
(NEPA), as applicable.

The MTC and ABAG boards adopted a preferred land use strategy and transportation investment
strategy at a joint meeting last month. The preferred strategies provide the basis for the CEQA
“project” that will be evaluated by this program EIR. This EIR will also analyze a range of
reasonable alternatives to the proposed project that could feasibly attain most of the Plan’s basic
project objectives and would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant environmental
impacts. Due to budgetary and scheduling constraints, this EIR is proposed to evaluate up to four
alternatives, including the CEQA-required “No Project” alternative.

Agency and public comments on the scope of the environmental analysis and alternatives will be
solicited through the Notice of Preparation (NOP) to be issued on June 11, 2012 for a 30-day review
period and at four regional scoping meetings to be held starting on June 20, 2012 through June 28,
2012.

At your June 8 meeting, staff will review the attached presentation which lays out a proposed
approach, methods and draft alternatives for your review and comment. We expect to modify the



MTC Planning Committee/ABAG Administrative Committee
EIR Scope and Alternatives
Page 2 of 2

alternatives in response to committee comments and comments submitted during the scoping process.

Following the scoping process, staff will present final alternatives to the MTC Planning/ABAG

Administrative Committees for review on July 13, 2012 and the Commission and ABAG Executive
Board for approval on July 17, 2012. The full schedule of milestones is provided in Table 1, attached
to this memorandum.

Patricia Jones SteveTI_rIremimég

SH:AN

JACOMMITTE\Planning Committee\2012\June\EIR _Scope-Alternatives.doc



MTC Planning Committee/ABAG Administrative Committee
EIR Scope and Alternatives

Page 3 of 2
TABLE 1
Dates EIR Milestones
June 8 Present Draft Alternatives for review by Joint MTC Planning/
ABAG Administrative Committees
June 11 Release Notice of Preparation for 30-Day Public Review Period
(Comment Period: June 11, 2012 — July 11, 2012)
June Hold Regional Scoping Meetings
* June 20 — Oakland
e June 21 - San Jose
* June 26 — San Francisco
* June 27 — San Rafael
July 13 Present Final Alternatives for review by Joint MTC Planning/ABAG
Administrative Committees and recommendation to the Commission and
ABAG Executive Board
July 19 Commission and ABAG Executive Board approve Final EIR Alternatives

July - December

December 14

January 2013

February —
March 2013

April 2013

Prepare Draft EIR

Release Draft EIR for 45-Day Public Review Period by Joint MTC Planning/
ABAG Administrative Committees

(Comment Period: December 14, 2012 - January 31, 2013)

Hold Public Hearings on Draft Plan and Draft EIR

Prepare Final EIR (includes Response to Comments)

Commission and ABAG Executive Board Certify Final EIR and Adopt
Final Plan
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Scoping the EIR Alternatives

Joint MTC Planning/ABAG Administrative Committees
June 8, 2012




BayArea
The Three E’s of Sustainability:

EI R (Environmental Impact Rep

A

ENVIRONMENT

| AP
'/"n"h;‘. :\

= Purpose
= |dentify the Plan’s significant impacts

on the environment

= Evaluate a range of reasonable

alternatives to the Plan

mitigate significant impacts

_|= Scope
' = Presents region-wide assessment of

= Determine how the Plan can avoid or

T

I ir’ht'

A DA A DA

he proposed Plan and alternatives

= Provides CEQA streamlining

opportunities for:

" transportation pI’OJECtS and programs




BayArea
The Three E’s of Sustainability: EQUITY

Equity Analysis

= Purpose

= Assess the equity implications of all
alternatives included in the Plan Bay
Area EIR

= |dentify the benefits and burdens of
land use impacts and transportation
investments for different
socioeconomic groups

~|* Timeline

= = Analysis takes place in parallel with EIR

= Equity Analysis Report slated for
completion in early 2013
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BayArea

The Three E’s of Sustainability: ECONOMY

Economi Impact Analysis

= Purpose

= Assess economic impacts of Plan Bay
b Area’s land use patterns and
transportation investments on regional
economy

FCIu | 899232 4 THsiaii

B

| ® Key Areas of Interest

= State of Good Repair

= Pricing

= Housing Policy

= PDA Land Use & Development
= Goods Movement

* Timeline -
= Analysis slated for completion in fall 2012 ;
= Results will inform future economic analysis '

efforts - - ) 5




Unclear that market dynamics will support
projected PDA growth — need to assess

market feasibility

Refine role for public policies to shape
market and consumer demands

7 '% " BayArea

g g
I 1dlIL
EARLY INPUT ON

EIR ALTERNATIVES

Identify policies that can support local
agencies and ensure feasibility

Study an Environment, Equity, and Jobs

Scenario (transit service restoration & affordable
housing in jobs-rich communities)



SB 375 Allows for CEQA Streamlining

Residential/Mixed Use Project

e Atleast 75% of building square
footage is residential use

Transit Priority Project (TPP)

e Atleast 5o% residential use &
minimum of o0.75 floor/area ratio

e Minimum density of 20 units/acre

e Within Y2 mile of a major transit
stop or high-frequency transit
corridor (15 minute headways)

BayArea




=PI

If the proposed residential or mixed use project is consistent with the land
\ Use designation, density, intensity, and policies of Plan Bay Area... )

BayArea
]. IL

ﬁ )

=

...and if the project is i

located in a TPP
eligible area and
meets all exemption
criteria:

Project is fully
exempt from
CEQA

i

...and if the project is
located ina TPP
eligible area but
doesn’t meet all

exemption criteria:

Project
qualifies for
streamlined

environmental
review (SCEA)

i

...and if the project is
not located ina TPP
eligible area:

Project is only
eligible for
limited CEQA
streamlining

)



‘ Comparing TPP Eligible Areas and PDAs
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The Power of Analytical Tools

’URBANSIM

SAN JOSE

—> URBANSIM
Integrated GENERAL PLAN
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UrbanSim: Policy Toolbox and Market Dynamics

UrbanSim tests explicit land use policies that attract or constrain development.

FEES AND
SUBSIDIES

e.g. OBAG, e.g. Impact Fees,
CEQA Streamlining Indirect Source Rule

ZONING INCENTIVES

GROWTH

ROAD PARKING ¢ :=fell]\[p):\3dI=s

H:ld|\[e  POLICIES & NATURAL
AREAS

|1a - e




Defining EIR Alternatives

LAND USE

Objectives

Identify efficient land use pattern that
maximizes existing and planned
transportation investments

Support housing choice and diversity
Improve jobs-housing fit

Preserve agricultural lands/open space

Approach

Locally adopted General Plans and zoning
policies provide the base

Assess preferred land use strategy (Jobs-
Housing Connection)

Assess various land use policies to
consider future growth distribution

BayArea

TRANSPORTATION

Objectives

|dentify financially constrained
transportation investment strategy

Approach

Existing transportation network provides
the base

Assess preferred Transportation
Investment Strategy, or modify it to
reflect shifts in investment priorities
Assess explicit transportation demand
management policies

11



Potential EIR Alternatives o

{88 No Project
A 4 (CEQA required)

— .
1
yA Jobs-Housing Connection
THEME: ' (Preferred Scenario - CEQA" PFOJECt)
FOCUSED —= s |
GROWTH : _ J
3 Network of Transit Neighborhoods
THEME: | | n
HOUSING — Workforce Housing Opportunities
FORALL L
THEME: | | |
EQUITY — Environment, Equity, and Jobs
EMPHASIS




No Project
(CEQA required)

TRANSPORTATION

Base on 2010 existing transportation

* Base on 2010 existing land use conditions

» Continue existing General Plans and local network
~ zoning into the future ~* Onlyinclude projects that have either
-+ Assume loose compliance with urban Q already received funding and have
. S growth boundaries -> more greenfield pt environmental clearance as of May 1, 2011 " "

- development




Jobs-Housing Connection
(Preferred Scenario - CEQA “Project”)

TRANSPORTATION

» Direct 80% of future growth into Priority * Preferred Transportation Investment
Development Areas Strategy




Network of Transit Neighborhoods

© LaUse  TRANSPORTATION

» Start with No Project land use * Preferred Transportation
* Assess land use mix and density by leveraging policies: Investment Strategy

UPZONINGE| ' |)\[c5 ifiV/as FEES GROWTH
BOUNDARIES




4  Workforce Housing Opportunities

© lawoUs TRANSPORTATION

e Start with Network of Transit * Modified Preferred Transportation
Neighborhoods land use Investment Strategy #a:

o . . _/"’———_-_‘——--—-‘““_'
All Bay Area jobs filled by Bay Area /T”x " Only HOV lane

K (i . ting) ransit Comprehensive
BUARIES & 200 I=ERIn B Operations Analyses conversions for

* Further constrain development in outer (COA) Implementation Express Lanes
Bay Area by leveraging policies: '

Implement pricing policies:

GROWTH

BOUNDARIES 4 VMT PARKING
" PRIGING
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Environment, Equity, and Jobs

TRANSPORTATION
e Start with No Project land use * Modified Preferred Transportation
* Provides more affordable housing in high Investment Strategy #2:

job accessibility locations via the following

. = 2005 Transit Only HOV lane
policies: '

Service Level conversions for
Restoration ~ Express Lanes

Sl LN SINCENTIVES . FEES




Certain EIR Alternatives

Potential Shifts to Transit Operating

Project/ Investment Possible
Program Strategy Shifts

Transit Capital

Replacement $8.3 billion $2.6 billion

OBAG $14.0 billion $2.0 billion

Regional
Express Lanes $0.6 billion $0.3 billion
Network

Freeway

Performance $2.7 billion $1.0 billion
Initiative

$25.6 billion | $5.9 billion

Shift funding towards
EIR alternatives’
investment priorities




Key Scoping Questions

= Are we applying the
appropriate policy levers to
better encourage

-{ sustainable development?

4

= Are there missing land use
b policy or transportation
f% strategies that should be

: included in the draft
alternatives?
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EIR Schedule

June 8

June 11

June 20-28
July 13
July 19
July — December

December 14

January

February — March
April

BayArea

Present Draft EIR Alternatives for review by the Joint MTC
Planning/ABAG Administrative Committees

Release Notice of Preparation for 30-Day Public Review Period

Hold Regionwide Scoping Meetings

Present Final Alternatives for review by Joint MTC Planning/ABAG
Administrative Committees and recommendation to Commission and
ABAG Executive Board

Commission and ABAG Executive Board Approve Final Alternatives

Prepare Draft EIR

Release Draft EIR and Draft Plan for 45- and 55-Day Public Review
Periods by Joint MTC Planning/ABAG Administrative Committees

Hold Public Hearings on Draft Plan and Draft EIR

Prepare Final EIR (including Response to Comments)

Commission and ABAG Executive Board Certify Final EIR and Adopt
Final Plan

20



BayArea

Current Regional Plans Scenario - Analysis Results

MTC Planning Committee
February 9, 2011
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Current Regional Plans

Updates Projections 2009 forecast

Starting point for analysis; basis for creation of the
Initial Vision Scenario

Reflects current planning and assumptions
Not designed to meet the targets

Won't become the Sustainable Communities Strategy

BayArea

Working for Sustainability



Proj. 2009 > Current Regional Plans

® Reviewed Projections
2009 forecast with
CMASs & Local Revised Household Growth Distribution
Jurisdictions 160,000

140,000
120,000
¢ Reduced Employment 100000

Forecast by 205,000 80,000
jobs in 2010 and 60,000
707,000 jobs in 2035  40.000 |

20,000 ~
O _

¢ Assumed T2035 Oakland San Francisco San Jose
TranSpOI‘tation E Projections 09 B Planned Future
Network and
Investments

OneBayArea

Working for Sustainability



Regional Job Projections

— Projections 2003
— Projections 2005
— Projections 2007
— Projections 2009
— Projections 2011
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Current Regional Plans vs.
Historical Trends

Assumes higher rates of housing construction than seen
historically (24,000 vs 20,000 annually) but still does not
meet the housing target.

Still results in insufficient affordable housing (historically
about 40% of the region’s need).

Continued commuting growth originating outside the

region (jobs exceed employed residents by over 300,000
iIn 2035).

BayArea

Working for Sustainability



Revised GHG Emission Reduction
Estimates

Targets recommended by MTC and set by ARB

— 2020: -7 percent reduction in GHG per capita relative to 2005
— 2035: -15 percent reduction in GHG per capita relative to 2005

Four key changes:

— (1) Higher Bridge tolls were introduced on July 1, 2010 (carpools
charged) - less automobile travel

— (2) Regional HOT network reduced (more financially feasible
“backbone”) = less automobile travel/more congestion

— (3) New model more sensitive to changes in transit supply, roadway
supply, density, and congestion - less automobile travel

— (4) Current Regional Plans (Projections 2011) - less travel overall

BayArea

Working for Sustainability



Revised GHG Emission Reduction

Estimates
(% per capita - 2005 vs 2035)

-10%0 -7%0 -290 0%0 +29%0
T-2035 T-2035 T-2035 T-2035
w/Proj 11 w/Proj 11 w/Proj 09 w/Proj 07
w/New Model

w/HOT Backbone
w/Increased tolls

=

OneBayArea

Working for Sustainability

Increase GHG Reductions per capita




GHG Targets: ARB vs. Current Regional

Plans

(% per capita reduction compared to 2005)

Horizon Year ARB Target Current Regional
Plans
2020 -T% -9%
2035 -15% -10%

-BayArea

Working for Sustainability




Targets Performance - Current Regional Plans (1)

1. Reduce CO; per capita -15% ._10%

*autos and light-duty trucks only *

2. House projected regional 0 o
growth 73% 100%

3a. Reduce premature deaths
from PM,s emissions -25%

3b. Reduce PMj; emissions

-30%

4. Reduce injuries and 0
fatalities from collisions -50% 18%

5. Increase daily time spent

minutes

6. Direct new non-agricultural
development within urban footprint 66% 100%
*measured in acres*

BayArea

Working for Sustainability 9




Targets Performance - Current Regional Plans (2)

7. Reduce housing + transportation
costs as share of low-income
households' budgets

8. Increase gross regional product
[GRP]

9a. Reduce per-trip travel time for
non-auto trips

9b. Reduce VMT per capita

10a. Increase local road pavement
condition index [PCI] to 75

10b. Reduce share of distressed
state highway lane-miles to no
more than 10% of total lane-miles

10c. Reduce average transit asset
age to 50%of useful life

-10% q

Results not yet available

-10% %.

50%

90%

100%

BayArea

Working for Sustainability
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Conclusions

While we meet the 2020 GHG target, we have a ways to
go to meet the 2035 GHG target and other targets

The prolonged Great Recession is having profound
Impacts on projected job growth

The unconstrained Initial Vision Scenario includes more
focused growth in urban areas but still may not get us to
the GHG and other targets

Achieving the targets may require greater reliance on
non-infrastructure strategies

BayArea

Working for Sustainability 11



Key Next Steps Remaining for This
Year

Initial Vision Scenario — March 11, 2011

Define/Evaluate Detailed SCS scenarios/RTP projects —
April 2011 to December 2011

Approve Draft Preferred SCS — December 2011
Release Draft RHNA Plan — December 2011

BayArea

Working for Sustainability
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Performance Targets for the Sustainable Communities

Strategy/Regional Transportation Plan

RECOMMENDED TARGET
GOAL/OUTCOME

Unless noted, all targets are for year 2035 compared to a year 2005 base

CLIMATE Reduce per-capita CO, emissions from cars and light-duty trucks

0
PROTECTION by 15%
Statutory - Source: California Air Resources Board, as required by SB 375
House 100% of the region’s projected 25-year growth by income
ADEQUATE level (very-low, low, moderate, above-moderate) without
HOUSING

displacing current low-income residents
Statutory - Source: ABAG adopted methodology, as required by SB 375

HEALTHY & SAFE
COMMUNITIES

Reduce premature deaths from exposure to particulate emissions:

« Reduce premature deaths from exposure to fine particulates
(PM2.5) by 10%

« Reduce coarse particulate emissions (PM10) by 30%

« Achieve greater reductions in highly impacted areas
Source: Adapted from federal and state air quality standards by BAAQMD

Associated Indicators
- Incidence of asthma attributable to particulate emissions
- Diesel particulate emissions

Reduce by 50% the number of injuries and fatalities from all

collisions (including bike and pedestrian)
Source: Adapted from California State Highway Strategic Safety Plan

Increase the average daily time walking or biking per person for
transportation by 60% (for an average of 15 minutes per person
per day)

Source: Adapted from U.S. Surgeon General’s guidelines

OPEN SPACE AND
AGRICULTURAL
PRESERVATION

Direct all non-agricultural development within the urban footprint
(existing urban development and urban growth boundaries)

e Scenarios will be compared to 2010 urban footprint for analytical
purposes only.

Source: Adapted from SB 375




Performance Targets for the Sustainable Communities Strategy/Regional Transportation Plan

Page 2
RECOMMENDED TARGET
GOAL/OUTCOME #

Unless noted, all targets are for year 2035 compared to a year 2005 base
Decrease by 10% the share of low-income and lower-middle

EQUITABLE 7 income residents’ household income consumed by transportation

ACCESS and housing

Source: Adapted from Center for Housing Policy

EconomIC Increase gross regional product (GRP) by 9o% — an average annual

VITALITY 8 growth rate of approximately 2% (in current dollars)
Source: Bay Area Business Community
e Decrease average per-trip travel time by 10% for non-auto
9 modes
e Decrease automobile vehicle miles traveled per capita by 10%
Source: Adapted from Caltrans Smart Mobility 2010
TRANSPORTATION
SYSTEM . . . ) .
EFFECTIVENESS Maintain the transportation system in a state of good repair:
e Increase local road pavement condition index (PCl) to 75 or better
10 o Decrease distressed lane-miles of state highways to less than 10% of total

lane-miles
e Reduce average transit asset age to 50% of useful life
Source: Regional and state plans




WHAT ARE THE TARGETS AND HOW ARE THEY MEASURED?

1. Reduce per-capita CO2 emissions from cars and light-
duty trucks by 15%

SB 375 requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to set
targets for reducing emissions from cars and light-duty trucks.
CARB adopted this target for use in Plan Bay Area; the target results
are based on a measurement of pounds of carbon dioxide emissions
from passenger vehicles for a typical weekday, on a per-person
basis.

2. House 100% of the region’s projected 25-year growth by
income level (very-low, low, moderate, above-moderate)
without displacing current low-income residents

SB 375 requires regions to plan for housing all projected population
growth, by income level, to prevent growth in in-commuting. This
target’s results reflect the percentage of year 2035 total housing
demand that can be accommodated in the nine-county Bay Area. Only
the first two scenarios are able to meet this target, as they assumed
higher in-region population levels. In the other three scenarios,
some households must live outside the Bay Area (particularly in the
San Joaquin County) and commute into the region for employment.

3a. Reduce premature deaths from exposure to fine
particulates (PM2.5) by 10%

The Bay Area currently does not meet the federal standard for
fine particulate matter, which is extremely hazardous to health.
The targeted reduction for PM2.5 reflects the expected benefit
from meeting the federal standard. This target’s performance was
assessed by Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)
staff; their analysis considers the impacts of fine particulate (PM2.5)
emissions, as well as NOx emissions that produce secondary PM2.5.
Note that all direct PM2.5 emissions from vehicles were considered,
but road dust and brake/tire wear were not included.

3b. Reduce coarse particulate emissions (PM10) by 30%

The Bay Area currently does not attain the state standard for coarse
particulate matter. The targeted reduction for PM10 is consistent
with the reduction needed to meet the state standard and achieve
key health benefits. The target results reflect tailpipe emissions and
road dust from all vehicles, but do not include coarse particulates
from brake and tire wear.

3c. Achieve greater particulate emission reductions in
highly impacted areas

A “Yes” rating for this target means that highly impacted areas
achieve greater reductions in particulate emissions than the rest of
the region. The target assessment identified CARE communities as
“highly impacted areas”; CARE communities are defined by BAAQMD
as lower-income communities in the Bay Area with high levels of
particulate emissions from roads and ports.

4. Reduce by 50% the number of injuries and fatalities from
all collisions (including bike and pedestrian)

This target is adapted from the State’s 2006 Strategic Highway
Safety Plan and reflects core goals of improving safety and reducing
driving. The target measures the total number of individuals injured
or killed in traffic collisions, regardless of transport mode.

5. Increase the average daily time walking or biking per
person for transportation by 70% (for an average of 15
minutes per person per day)

This target relates directly to U.S. Surgeon General’s guidelines on
physical activity, for the purposes of lowering risk of chronic disease
and increasing life expectancy. The target results are based on the
average time spent walking or biking on a typical weekday, only for
transportation purposes (i.e. does not include recreational walking
or biking).

6. Direct all non-agricultural development (100%) within
the urban footprint (existing urban development and
urban growth boundaries)

SB 375 requires consideration of open space and natural resource
protection, which supports accommodating new housing and
commercial development within existing areas of urban growth. The
intent of this target is to support infill development while protecting
the Bay Area’s agriculture and open space lands. By focusing on
areas with existing urban development, as well as areas specifically
selected for future growth by local governments, the target seeks

to avoid both excess sprawl and elimination of key resource lands.
The target results are based on the percentage of total housing units
located within the year 2010 urban footprint (defined as existing
areas of development, as well as areas within existing urban growth
boundaries).

7. Decrease by 10% the share of low-income and lower-
middle income residents’ household income consumed by
transportation and housing

This target aims to bring Bay Area housing and transportation costs
in line with the national average, as the region’s costs are currently
significantly higher than the rest of the country. The target focuses
on cost impacts for low-income and lower-middle income residents
(with household income less than $60,000 in year 2000 dollars).

8. Increase gross regional product (GRP) by 90% — an
average annual growth rate of approximately 2% (in
current dollars)

This target is a key indication of the region’s commitment to advance
Plan Bay Area in a manner that supports economic growth and
competitiveness. Growth patterns and transportation investments
in the scenarios affect travel time, cost and reliability. The Plan
Bay Area Economic Impact Assessment, developed by consultant
Cambridge Systematics, reflects on the cost of on-the-clock travel
and access to labor, suppliers, and markets. Any resulting increases
in productivity make the region more competitive for attracting new
businesses and jobs; this increases employment and wages, which
are also reflected in the GRP target.

9a. Increase non-auto mode share by 10%

Mode share can be interpreted as the percent of trips made by a
particular travel mode (walk, bike, drive, etc.); this target reflects
the Plan Bay Area goal of reducing trips made using automobiles.
The target benefits from service and infrastructure improvements
for the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian networks. The numeric
target shown in the table reflects the resulting 10% mode share
increase from the forecasted 2005 non-auto mode share of 16%.
This updated target language has been proposed to replace the
previously adopted non-auto travel time reduction target.

9b. Decrease automobile vehicle miles traveled per capita
by 10%

Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita reflect both the total number
of auto trips and the average distance of auto trips; this target would
be supported by increased transit service, more opportunities for
active transportation, and reduced travel distances between origins
and destinations. Given significant traffic congestion in the region, it
is critical to reduce VMT per person. The target results are based on
model output for total auto vehicle miles traveled and are adjusted
based on the total population for the relevant scenario.

10a. Increase local road pavement condition index (PCI) to
75 or better

The Pavement Condition Index (PCI) reflects the quality of the
roadway surface - the more cracks and potholes form, the lower the
Pavement Condition Index. The target reflects a goal of reaching a
state of good repair on local roadways, which form the backbone of
the transportation network in Priority Development Areas (i.e. key
areas for focused growth in the Plan).

10b. Decrease distressed lane-miles of state highways to
less than 10% of total lane-miles

This target’s performance is based on anticipated state funding
for highway maintenance. The region must maintain the existing
highway infrastructure in order to support the goals of Plan Bay Area.

10c. Reduce share of transit assets exceeding their useful
life to 0%

This target reflects a goal of replacing all transit assets on-time
(i.e. at the end of their useful life); failure to do so would result
in unreliable transit service. As frequent, reliable transit service
is critical to support focused growth, this target reflects the need
to maintain existing transit service in a state of good repair. This
updated target language has been proposed to replace the previously
adopted average transit asset age target.

23T SCENARIO ANALYSIS

HOW WERE THE SCENARIOS DEFINED AND HOW DO THEY DIFFER?

In June 2011, MTC and ABAG approved five alternative Plan Bay Area land use and transportation
scenarios for evaluation and testing to demonstrate how the region might achieve a set of
performance targets for the environment, the economy and social equity (see inside for details).

These scenarios place varying degrees of growth in Priority Development Areas (PDAs), which
are defined as land near public transit that local officials have determined to be most suitable for
development. Likewise, the scenarios recognize Priority Conservation Areas, places local officials
have deemed worth keeping undeveloped for farm land, parks or open space. The first two
scenarios assume stronger economic growth and financial resources, along with a higher level of
housing growth to meet forecasted demand. The remaining three scenarios fall somewhat short
of meeting future housing demand but reflect input received from local jurisdictions on the level
of growth they think can reasonably be accommodated.

[ SCENARIOS

LAND USE
PATTERN

TRANSPORTATION )
NETWORK

Core
Concentration

Focused

Growth

Constrained
Core
Concentration

Housing and job growth is concentrated in the PDAs, based on local land use
priorities, available transit service, and access to jobs. The scanario is based
on input from local jurisdictions on the level of growth they can reasonably
accommodate given resources, local plans, and community support. 70
percent of the housing would be accommodated in PDAs. More than half of
job growth is expected to occur in the region’s 10 largest cities.

Transportation 2035
Plan Network -
Investment strategy in
MTC’s adopted long-range
transportation plan.

Housing and job growth is concentrated in locations that are served by
frequent transit services and within a 45-minute transit commute of Oakland,
San Francisco, and San Jose. Also identifies several “game changers,” or
places with capacity for a high level of growth if coupled with supportive
policies and resources. These areas include the Tasman Corridor in Santa
Clara County, lands east of Oakland Airport to the Coliseum, the Concord
Naval Weapons Station, and the San Francisco Eastern Waterfront, among
others. Overall, 72 percent of the housing and 61 percent of the job growth is
expected within the PDAs.

Core Capacity Transit
Network - Increases
transit service frequency
along the core transit
network

Distributes growth most evenly throughout the region’s transit corridors and
job centers, focusing most household and job growth within the PDAs.

70 percent of the housing production and around 55 percent of the
employment growth would be accommodated within PDAs. Provides more
housing near transit stations and more local services in existing downtown
areas and neighborhood centers.

Core Capacity Transit
Network -
See description above.

Places more household and job growth in those PDAs situated along several
transit corridors ringing the Bay in San Francisco, San Mateo and Santa Clara
counties, and in portions of Alameda and Contra Costa counties. Some

79 percent of the housing production and 58 percent of the employment
growth would be accommodated within PDAs. By concentrating more growth
in the major downtowns and along key transit corridors, this scenario goes
even further than the Focused Growth scenario in trying to maximize the use
of the core transit network and provide access to jobs and services to most of
the population.

Core Capacity Transit
Network -
See description above.

Closer to recent development trends, places more growth in the cities and
PDAs in the inland areas away from the Bay than those considered in the
Focused Growth or the Constrained Core Concentration scenarios. Most
housing and employment growth would still be accommodated in areas
closest to the Bay, but with clusters of jobs and housing in key transit-
served locations in the inland areas away from the Bay. Some 67 percent of
housing production and 53 percent of employment growth would be in PDAs.
While increased use of public transit would be limited in inland areas, some
shorter commutes could be expected as jobs are created closer to residential
communities.

Transportation 2035
Plan Network -
See description above.
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* Percent changes reflect differences between 2005 and 2035 conditions.
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Agenda Item 2

METROPOLITAN Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter
101 Eighth S
M T TRANSPORTATION ghth Street
Oakland, CA 94607-4700
COMMISSION TEL 510.817.5700

TDD/TTY 510.817.5769
FAX 510.817.5848
E-MAIL info@mtc.ca.gov

WEB www.mtc.ca.gov

Memorandum
TO: MTC Planning Committee DATE: February 2, 2011

FR: Deputy Executive Director, Policy

RE: Planned Future (Projections 2011/Transportation 2035 Plan) Results

As discussed at your last meeting, staff is in the process of updating ABAG’s adopted
Projections 2009, which forecasts jobs and employment over the next 25 years. Using the
performance targets adopted by the Commission last month, these updated Projections 2011,
along with the transportation investments included in MTC’s Transportation 2035 plan, will
provide the “Planned Future” for comparing performance with the Initial Vision Scenario to be
released in March and the detailed SCS Scenarios later this year.

Staff will provide detailed information at your meeting on the term “Planned Future” and how it
measures up against the Commission’s adopted performance targets.

Ann Flemer

AF: DO

JACOMMITTE\Planning Committee\2011\Feb 011\2_Draft_First_ Round_SCS_Results.doc



How Do the Indicators Relate to the Sustainable Communities Strategy?

1.

Job Density

The Sustainable Communities Strategy forecasts the location of both
future housing and future jobs. The scenarios show a substantial
increase in the proximity of jobs to housing. Housing growth in job-rich
areas increases accessibility, benefitting both the economy and the
environment.

. Concentrations of Poverty

A primary objective of the Sustainable Communities Strategy is to
ensure housing affordability and supply for Bay Area residents of
income levels, while reducing concentrations of poverty and maximizing
livability. ABAG and MTC are currently working to reduce concentrations
of poverty by aligning the SCS with the Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA). An awareness of those areas in the region in which
concentrations of poverty currently exist will inform regional agencies

in decisions regarding the allocation of housing of various levels of
affordability, and will indicate which communities may need extra
support to maximize livability.

Housing Tenure

In areas that are primarily rental housing, changes in the real estate
market can significantly impact residents and increase evictions and
population displacement. However, displacement can also result from
a lack of new development and housing opportunities in an attractive
neighborhood with many of the amenities associated with sustainable
development: jobs, transit, parks, and good schools. High rental
percentages are therefore not a negative indicator, but may indicate
the need for increased efforts to engage residents and improve
neighborhood stability.

Housing Density

The number of housing units per acre in the region is a measurement
of residential density. A key SCS goal is to focus growth in already
urbanized areas, and to encourage sustainable communities by avoiding
development outside of the existing urban footprint. This development
pattern represents a more efficient use of land by utilizing existing
infrastructure, and can also achieve other SCS goals: the reduction of
housing and transportation costs for residents and increasing access to
resources and amenities.

New deed-restricted affordable housing units

Ensuring housing affordability and supply for individuals of all income
levels is a primary goal of the Sustainable Communities Strategy, and
deed restrictions are an indicator of a more stable supply of affordable
homes. Lack of affordable housing can result in either less-desirable
living situations such as over-crowding, or can push people to find

less expensive housing in outlying areas further from their places of
employment. The resulting commutes counter the sustainability goals
of the SCS, and limit workers’ abilities to contribute to and benefit from
diverse ‘Complete Communities.” This indicator is also related to housing
tenure and concentrations of poverty.

Race

Communities of color have faced disproportionate burdens related

to poverty and air quality which should be addressed through the

SCS. Regional agencies use US Census data regarding population
concentration by race in the process of developing the SCS to analyze
whether the benefits and burdens of new development and transit are
equitably distributed or privilege one demographic group over another.
An understanding of current population concentrations by race is also
necessary to plan for and monitor an SCS that supports equal access to
opportunity in the region.

7.

School Quality

Quality childhood education is one of the most important resources

to residents of the region, and successful schools add immensely to

the vibrancy of the surrounding community. Attracting growth to Bay
Area neighborhoods and retaining the talent of young families depends
upon high quality schools in key locations for future development. An
understanding of where high and low performing schools are located will
instruct the development of a Sustainable Communities Strategy that
supports livable neighborhoods throughout the Bay Area.

Resource Areas

If the region’s employment and population are growing while natural
habitats and resources are sustained, this indicates that development is
following in-fill patterns by adapting or re-using already-urbanized lands
instead of expanding into natural areas. This indicator is calculated at a
large census tract geography, so growth in areas with critical habitat and
farmland may not be a threat to those areas.

VMT Per Capita

Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per capita is a measure of the average
number of miles driven per person in the Bay Area during one year.
This includes both commute trips and non-work related travel, such

as goods movement, travel to services and amenities, and tourism.

The SCS’ objective to develop Priority Development Areas as complete
communities, and to encourage growth in areas throughout the region
that include housing, employment, services and high-quality transit,
should result in decreased VMT per capita. While growth in low VMT per
capita areas will help achieve SCS goals, helping other areas reduce VMT
is equally important.

10.Walkability

11.

12,

13.

Walkability refers to the desirability, safety, and convenience of
accessing services, amenities and employment as a pedestrian. The
walkability of neighborhoods throughout the Bay Area is a crucial
component of supporting numerous goals of the SCS, including reducing
transportation costs and improving public health and safety for
residents. This indicator measures the number of destinations, such as
schools, parks, and businesses, within walking distance. Those areas
that are walkable and could support more housing or employment are
good locations for growth, while areas that are not safe or welcoming for
pedestrians should be improved.

Transit

The Sustainable Communities Strategy objective of increasing transit
access has economic, environmental, and equitable significance.
Providing the benefits of transportation to all groups across the region
is vital to a sustainable and vibrant region, allowing all people ease of
access to work and services is crucial to a thriving economy, and the
opportunity to take transit rather than drive benefits the environment.

Crime

Bay Area communities will not be able to achieve goals of quality
neighborhoods that are pedestrian and bicycle friendly and in which
businesses thrive without addressing issues of crime and fear of
violence. Crime data is reported nationally for cities overall and by size
of population. Design techniques such as the use of walkways, landscape
and lighting, as well as incorporating a mix of commercial and residential
building types, can encourage continuous use and reduce criminal
activity.

Pedestrian/Bicycle Safety

A reduction in fatal and injury collisions is crucial to the goal of the SCS
to promote increased quality of life via healthier and safer communities.
Improving neighborhood safety by reducing collisions improves

public health, both directly by reducing injuries and also indirectly

by encouraging residents to use walking and biking as a means of
transportation, which improves health outcomes.

BayArea

REGIONAL INDICATORS

Plan Bay Area Indicators are snapshots of
current regional characteristics, including
housing, jobs, demographics, farmland,
schools, crime, and “walkability” (how easy it
is to walk to local businesses and services.)
These quality-of-life factors can have a big
impact on future growth and individual and

household choices in the year 2040.

Each indicator is mapped and then compared
geographically to future growth projections
for households and jobs. The summary table
shows how closely aligned each indicator

is with regional growth in four alternative
scenarios: Revised Vision Scenario, Focused

Growth, Core Growth and Outward Growth.

While the variation between the alternative
scenarios for each indicator is relatively
small, the indicators vary substantially

in terms of their potential impact on our
future growth pattern. For example, future

job distributions closely follow current job

locations, with the majority of new job

growth occurring in locations is in areas
that already have an above-average density
of jobs. Little growth is anticipated in areas
with prime farmland or critical habitats
(5-7%) or areas with a high number of

traffic collisions (1-2%).

The indicators suggest policies and strategies
that the SCS may want to address to
maximize the potential benefits of new
transportation investments and land use
development. Initial analysis has revealed
the following high priority issues:

1. Reducing auto-related injuries and

increasing walkability.

2. Improving school performance in

growth areas.

3. Preserving and increasing affordable

housing in growth areas.

A full set of Indicator Maps is available at
http://onebayarea.org/plan_bay_area/
targets.htm
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Scenarios were

assessed to
determine how JOB
future development DENSITY
might relate _t(_) Percent of
current conditions. New Housing
This table shows Growth in
how each scenario areas with
performs with exist!n.g job
regard to a set of denS|t|es_
above 5 jobs
current sustainability | per acre
indicators related (Mean Job
to equity, the Density = 5.)
economy, and the
environment.

25% < 75%

POVERTY

Percent

of New
Household
Growth in
areas with
high Poverty
Concentration
(greater than
30% double
national
poverty rate.)

0% < 50%

HOUSING
TENURE

Percent

of New
Household
Growth

in Census
Tracts that
are Majority
Rental

25% < 60%

HOUSING
DENSITY

Percent

of New
Household
Growth in
areas with
existing
housing
densities
above

6 units/
acre (Mean
Housing
Density = 6)

25% < 50%

AFFORDABILITY

Percent

of New
Household
Growth

in areas
where more
than 8% of
housing stock
is Deed-
Restricted
Affordable
Housing

0% < 30%

REGIONAL INDICATORS

RACE

Percent

of New
Household
Growth in
areas that
are Majority
People

of Color
(greater
than 70%).

0% <— 40%

SCHOOL
QUALITY

Percent

of New
Household
Growth in
areas with a
mean School
API less than
800 (CA State
standard.)

40% < 60%

RESOURCE
AREAS

Percent

of New
Household
Growth

in areas
with Prime
Farmland
or Critical
Habitat

0% <— 10%

VMT
PER CAPITA

Percent

of New
Household
Growth in
areas with
lowest current
VMT per
Capita (10
miles or less
per day.)

0% <— 20%

TRANSIT

Percent

of New
Household
Growth in
areas with
highest
access to
Frequent
Transit (20
minutes or
less)

10% < 25%

WALKABILITY

Percent

of New
Household
Growth
areas that
are currently
considered
Walkable (6+
Businesses
within one
mile)

15% < 25%

CRIME

Percent

of New
Household
Growth in
areas with
Highest
Violent Crime
rates (800+
annual per
100,000 pop.)

10% < 15%

DECEMBER 2011

PEDESTRIAN/
BICYCLE
SAFETY

Percent

of New
Household
Growth in
areas with
historically
high fatal or
severe injury
collisions (per
100 people).

0% <— 5%

1 Existing 36% 25% 36% ) py ) 24% I 42% 7% 11% 13% 17% 11% l 2%
Conditions
Concentration
Growth
Constrained
4 Core 39% 56% 5% 24% 12% 1%
Concentration
Outward




From: eircomments

To: Karen Kidwell
Date: 7/10/2012 3:28 PM
Subject: Re:

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

>>> Karen Kidwell <karen@openspacecouncil.org> 7/10/2012 1:45 PM >>>
Please accept this letter from the Bay Area Open Space Council on the EIR
for Plan Bay Area.

Karen Kidwell

Interim Executive Director
Bay Area Open Space Council
510-809-8009 x 254



BAY AREA

July 10, 2012

Ashley Nguyen, EIR Manager
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street

Dear Ms. Nguyen,

The Bay Area Open Space Council is a collaborative of member organizations actively involved in
permanently protecting and stewarding important parks, trails and agricultural lands in the ten-county San
Francisco Bay Area. We are pleased to comment on the EIR Scoping for Plan Bay Area. As the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) move forward with
the Play Bay Area effort and prepare to invest more than $250 billion into our economy over the next 25
years, it is critical that the protection and enhancement of vital natural resource areas in the region be
addressed.

The protection and stewardship of open space, natural resource lands and farmland in the regional Plan Bay
Area efforts is an important tool to reduce greenhouse gasses and support a holistic approach to
transportation and land use planning.

In preparing the draft EIR for transportation and land use developments in the Bay Area, it will be critical to
fully mitigate for significant adverse impacts on parks, open space, and farmland. Mitigation measures also
need to acknowledge and include the role that natural resource areas and open space conservation play in
mitigating adverse impacts from transportation and land use developments. These include:

* Carbon sequestration, especially of tidal marsh and coniferous forest and properly managed
grasslands;

* Greenhouse gas reduction through trip reduction

* Health benefits getting people out of their cars

* Protection of Wildlife Habitat, Migration Corridors and Linkages

* Preservation of Endangered Species Habitats

* Restoration of Habitats to mitigate for development

* Attenuation of Noise and Light through open space buffers

* Preservation of Scenic Open Space enhancing property values

* Protecting and enhancing Water Quality

* Recreation opportunities

* Creation of Jobs in Conservation

* Keeping Agriculture viable

* Preventing development of Seismically Unstable areas



Financial incentives for protecting natural areas that are required by SB375 also need to be included as
mitigation measures, and mitigation measures also need to address any conflicts with adopted City, County
and Regional Open Space Plans and Elements.

Thank you for your work to create a plan for a thriving and sustainable Bay Area, and for the opportunity to
share our comments.

Sincerely yours,

2 rlnie ol P AEar %L/,

Andrea Mackenzie

Chair, Executive Committee



From: eircomments

To: Sandi Galvez
Date: 7/11/2012 5:35 PM
Subject: Re: BARHII DEIR Scoping 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

>>> "Sandi Galvez" <sgalvez@phi.org> 7/11/2012 5:20 PM >>>
Hi Ashley:
Attached you will find our comments.

Thanks,
Sandi Galvez



BARHII

Bay Area Regional Health Inequities Initiative

July 11, 2012

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL (eircomments@mtc.ca.gov)
Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)

Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter

101 8th Street

Oakland CA 94607

RE: Scoping Comments for Plan Bay Area EIR
Dear Ms. Nguyen:

I represent the Bay Area Regional Health Inequities Initiative (BARHII), a collaborative of the eleven
Bay Area Public Health Departments that plan and work together to achieve more equitable health
outcomes in our region. We have welcomed the opportunity to partner with our regional planning
agencies to help further the dialogue on how our region’s plan to reduce green house gas emissions can
also make significant contributions towards improving equitable health outcomes for our residents. We
are providing the following recommendations for what should be studied in the EIR to help further
health equity goals:

1. The DEIR should analyze and address the distribution of environmental impacts across all
communities, including low-income people and people of color, to ensure that the benefits and
burdens of Plan Bay Area are fairly distributed.

The Plan Bay Area DEIR should explicitly analyze and address mitigations for impacts that
disproportionately affect low-income people and people of color in the Bay Area. This includes the
impacts, disaggregated by race and income, related to inequitable access to transit, high transportation
and housing cost burdens, lack of affordable housing, risk of direct and indirect displacement, and other
public health factors (including those related to air quality, access to active transportation, and related
chronic diseases).

Analyze each alternative to determine whether it provides adequate workforce housing for all economic
groups, particularly low wage workers who would most likely walk, bike, or take local transit to work.
Additionally, each alternative should look at how well it meets a jobs-housing fit and select the
alternative that best accommodates the region’s work force at all wage-levels. Lastly, mitigation
measures should be adopted to improve jobs-housing fit, particularly in affluent communities with the
highest proportion of low-income in-commuters in the region.

2. Conduct a Health Impact Assessment to study the health impacts of the proposed project.



This assessment_should, at a minimum, consider the public health effects related to transit reliability,
accessibility, and affordability (i.e. safety, mental health, heat exhaustion); availability and placement of
affordable housing (e.g. increased risk of cancer, lung disease, and cardiovascular disease; increased
prevalence of asthma and asthma attacks; loss of sleep; the health impacts from noise and vibration; and
mental health impacts); and displacement risk. Ensure that adequate mitigations are put in place for any
significant health impacts found in this assessment.

3. Study the Equity, Environment and Jobs (EEJ) Scenario as one of the DEIR alternatives.

The EEJ alternative should study the benefits of reducing displacement and bringing low-wage jobs,
affordable housing and improved local transit together.

We will continue to participate in discussions about Plan Bay Area in the upcoming months and look
forward to seeing our comments addressed in the DEIR and later in the Final EIR.

Thank you for your consideration,

Fi
F P
J

P LA “_;‘:’; -
Sandi Galvez, MSW
BARHII Executive Director
sgalvez@phi.org

(510) 302-3369




Making San Francisco Bay Better

July 19, 2012

Ashley Nguyen

Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 8" Street

Oakland, California 94607

SUBJECT: BCDC Planning Subject File, Sustainable Communities Strategy, Notice of Preparation
of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for Plan Bay Area, SCH# 2012062029

Dear Ms. Nguyen:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Plan Bay Area SCH# 2012062029, dated June 11, 2012
and received in our office on June 13, 2012. Although the Commission has not had an
opportunity to review the NOP, the following staff comments are based on the Commission’s
law, the McAteer-Petris Act, the San Francisco Bay Plan, and staff review of the proposals in Plan
Bay Area.

As a member of the Joint Policy Committee, the Commission and its staff have provided
ongoing input to the formulation of Plan Bay Area. We have appreciated the collaborative
approach taken by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and Association of Bay
Area Governments (ABAG) staffs during the formulation of Plan Bay Area, the region’s first
sustainable communities strategy (SCS). Overall, the proposed SCS appears to be generally
consistent with the Commission’s management program for San Francisco Bay. At recent
Commission briefings on the SCS, the Commission and ABAG and MTC staff have discussed
both land use consistency with Bay Plan priority use designations and proposed priority
development areas (PDA’s) and how to address sea level rise in the EIR for the SCS.

The Commission recently adopted new climate change policies, which apply to PDA devel-
opment within the Commission’s jurisdiction. These policies encourage infill development, and
allow the Commission to authorize Bay fill for shoreline protection to prevent flooding. Also,
any required public access must be designed and maintained to avoid flood damage due to sea
level rise and storms and must either remain viable in the event of future sea level rise or
flooding, or equivalent access consistent with the project must be provided nearby.

An analysis of which PDAs and transportation investments are vulnerable and which have
a viable strategy for addressing sea level rise and storms will assist all regional agency staff in
planning and funding evaluations. To be comprehensive, the land use analysis should consider
existing uses, communities of concern and potential exposure to other hazards, such as lique-
faction zones. It may also include some kind of prioritization of development, or direct addi-
tional mitigation/adaptation money towards those developments with vulnerabilities to make
them more resilient to these hazards.

State of California *+ SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION = Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor
50 Califomia Street, Suite 2600 ¢ San Francisco, California 94111 « (415) 352-3600 ¢ Fax: (415) 352-3606 * info@bcdc.ca.gov * www.bede.ca.gov



Ashley Nguyen
July 19, 2012
Page 2

With regard to land use consistency between proposed PDAs and Bay Plan priority land use
designations, several piers on the San Francisco waterfront are designated as part of a PDA,
Some of the proposed uses in these PDAs may conflict with Commission land use policies and
the Public Trust. Again, adequate information was not available to determine whether there
were actual conflicts.

The Commission staff will continue to work closely with MTC and ABAG staff to resolve
issues associated with sea level rise and storm events and the designation and development
of PDAs and the transportation facilities and services during the formulation of the EIR. If
you have any questions regarding the comments in this letter, please contact Lindy Lowe at
(415) 352-3642 (lindyl@bcdc.ca.gov).

Sincerely,

JOSEPH LaCLAIR
Chief Planner



555 California Street
10" Floor

San Francisco, CA 94104
July 12,2012

Via Hand Delivery

Ms. Ashley Nguyen

EIR Project Manager

MTC

Joseph P Bort MetroCenter
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607-4700

Re: Plan Bay Area EIR Scoping Comments

Dear Ms. Nguyen:

BIA of the Bay Area respectfully submits the following comments and material pursuant
to the Notice of Preparation for the Plan Bay Draft EIR.

First, BIA supports studying as one of the alternatives the proposal submitted jointly by
the Bay Area Business Coalition and the Non Profit Housing Association (Alternative 4).

Second, BIA believes it is essential for the agencies to complete the PDA Assessment
also suggested by the Business Coalition. Although the region has been assigned (at its own
request) a 2035 target of 15% per capita GHG reduction, SB 375 clearly provides that a region
cannot adopt an SCS development pattern that is infeasible as defined in the statute, even if the
consequence is not meeting the target. Indeed, the statute specifically contemplates such a result
with its extensive provisions regarding Alternative Planning Strategies. As several of the
enclosed documents establish, the feasibility of the Proposed Project’s highly aggressive reliance
on PDAs has not been established. In fact, they represent substantial evidence that it is not based
recent analyses completed by the agencies and the best currently available information, as does
the recent quote from the agencies’ own consultant Karen Chapple that “it’s just basically
impossible to implement.” For this reason, the only legitimate way that the agencies could
provide substantial evidence supporting the specified level of PDA development is through a
comprehensive PDA Assessment as the agencies’ themselves recognized and committed to
undertake in the 2010.

Third, related to the feasibility requirement of SB 375, is the requirement in federal law
for regions required to undergo conformity determinations under the federal Clean Air Act, to
adopt an RTP land use pattern that is realistic and achievable. Federal guidance on this issue
provides that substantial deviations from prior development trends will not meet these
requirements unless supported by persuasive evidence, as the attached material makes clear.

Fourth, with respect to the FOCUS PDA program, it is important the DEIR explain
specifically what PDAs are and what they are not: To quality as a PDA, it is not necessary that
the PDA be consistent with the jurisdiction’s general plan, zoning, or other land use policies;
PDAs also must comply with the minimum density requirements in the Station Area Planning
Manual, and to adequately inform the public and decision makers, the DEIR should thoroughly



EIR Scoping Comments
July 12,2012
Page Two

disclose the place types and associated densities provided in the Station Area Planning Manual,
and the fact that the PDAs must be developed at least at the minimum density for the relevant
place type, as confirmed in the FOCUS PDA application and related guidelines. The specifics of
the PDA process, rather than vague generalizations about its purpose and potentially beneficial
results it may bring, is essential to comply with CEQA’s informational purposes. In addition,
PDA resolutions of support from jurisdictions do not undergo any CEQA compliance; to our
knowledge over 200 PDA applications have been approved and not one has been formally
rejected in a vote by ABAG; also, following the elimination of redevelopment agencies, several
local officials were quoted as saying that their own approved PDAs were no longer even
potentially feasible. Again, this supports the need for a thorough PDA-by-PDA analysis as
proposed by the Business Coalition.

Fifth, CEQA case law provides that only reasonable and potentially feasible policies and
mitigation measures may be studied in an EIR. One of the proposed alternatives relies on a
regional development fee imposed by BAAQMD (an Indirect Source Fee). Not only would such
a fee require 2/3 voter approval by the entire region under recently approved constitutional
requirements in Proposition 26, but more importantly it is manifestly not within the authority of
either co-lead agency. It is therefore improper to include this “policy lever” (or any similar
increased developer fees or regulatory mandate by local jurisdictions), because it is known with
certainty that these measures are legally infeasible as defined by CEQA.

Sixth, we strongly support the statement in the NOP that local lead agencies will
determine whether individual projects are consistent with the SCS. We also suggest that the
agencies acknowledge that for purposes of “traditional” CEQA tiering (as opposed to the SB 375
statutory exemptions), the criteria for consistency may not be the same.

Seventh, we request amplification on the issue of UGBs as they are described in the
NOP. It is unclear what is meant by the different levels of “compliance” with UGBs. If the
DEIR is going to explore this area, it should identify each local UGB or equivalent that it is
purporting to analyze, and describe with particularity the current elements of the UGB (i.e., does
it require voter approval to change?; does it require supermajority approval by elected officials to
change? What are the details of any recent changes (if any) in the last 10 years?

Eighth, the DEIR should acknowledge the consistent description and presentation of the
policy-based Projections land use patterns as aggressive and distinctly different than a trends or
business-as-usual scenario.

W’
Paul Campos
Sr. VP & General Counsel

BAY AREA

BUILDING INOUSTHY ASSUCIATION



Enclosed Material

Parts of Final EIR for T2030

Excerpt of Response to Comments for T2030

Parts of Final EIR for T2035

Parts of DEIR for T2035

Plan Bay Area Draft TIS (esp. p.5)

Sept 27,2010 ABAG Memo on PDA Assessment

Oct. 2, 2009 FOCUS email on PDA Assessment

Nov. 23, ABAG memo on PDA Assessment

San Francisco Bay Area Housing Needs Plan (2007-2014)

Shaping the Future of the Nine-County Bay Area, Final Report (2002)
Shaping the Future of the Nine-County Bay Area, Alternatives Report (2002)
May 1, 2008 ABAG Memo on Projections 2009

Jan. 29, 2008 ABAG Memo on Performance Targets and Projections 2009
Building Forward, Record of Proceedings of SB 375 Conference (esp. remarks of federal officials
regarding federal planning requirements at pp. 33-35)

Jan. 4, 2007 ABAG Memo on RHNA

July 1, 2006 ABAG Memo on Projections 2007

May 17,2012 ABAG Memo on RHNA

FOCUS PDA Application

FOCUS PDA Application Guidelines

May 17,2010 MTC Memo to RTAC re GHG targets

April 11,2011 Memo and Letters from San Francisco

June 13, 2012 article from SF Public Press

May 12, 2012 article from SF Examiner

June 26, 2012 article from WSJ

Downtown Berkeley Development Feasibility Study

Excerpt from ECHO analysis

Minutes of MTC Planning/ABAG Administrative Committee dated 9/10/10
MTC/ABAG response to Business Coalition April 2012 letter

May 18, 2010 data transmittal memo from 4 MPOs to CARB

May 25, 2010 MTC Presentation “What Would It Take to Achieve the Best Alternative?”
EPA Guidance

Policies for the Bay Area’s Implementation of SB 375

SF Bay Area Transportation Air Quality Conformity Protocol

Note: Enclosed Material can be found at the end of this set of Comments
from Agencies
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From: eircomments

To: s.burley@californiavalleymiwoktribe-nsn.gov

CcC: carrie@nijc.org

Date: 6/22/2012 5:02 PM

Subject: Re: CVMT Comments Regarding: Draft EIR for the Plan Bay Area in accordance with CEQA

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

>>> <s.burley@californiavalleymiwoktribe-nsn.gov > 6/14/2012 6:01 PM >>>
June 14, 2012

Ms. Ashly Nguyen

EIR Project Manager

Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter

101 Eighth Street

Oakland, California 94607-4700
eircomments@mtc.ca.gov

Re: CVMT Comments Regarding: Draft EIR for the Plan Bay Area in accordance with CEQA

Dear Ms. Nguyen;

The California Valley Miwok Tribe is in receipt of an email (dated 06/12/2012, sent by the National Indian Justice
Center) in regards to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) co-lead agencies for preparing a program-level Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
Plan Bay Area in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Agencies will use the EIR prepared
by MTC and ABAG when considering a permit or other approval of a discrete project from Plan Bay Area. Local
jurisdictions and transportation agencies may also elect to use this program-level EIR for tiering in second-tiered EIRs
covering land use project or transportation plans, projects, or programs.

Comments:

The California Valley Miwok Tribe (CVMT) is a federally recognized ‘landless’ tribe located in San Joaquin County.
CVMT oversees ten (10) counties that are within the aboriginal Miwok territories/boundaries, which are as follows:
Alameda, Alpine, Calaveras, Contra Costa; Fresno; Madera; Merced; San Joaquin; Solano; and Stanislaus County.

In regards to the Draft EIR for the Plan Bay Area, CVMT is requesting to be notified of any projects that are proposed
within any of the aforementioned (10) counties that may have an effect on sacred Miwok cultural sites. Especially
since historically Miwok Indians regularly lived and traveled throughout counties in which some of the counties are
located in the Bay Area, in Calif.

Respectfully Submitted,



/s/
Silvia Burley, Chairperson
s.burley@californiavalleymiwoktribe-nsn.gov

CC National Indian Justice Center, via email: carrie@nijc.org

Note: Due to the high cost of postage, and being that our Tribe oversees 10 counties, the Tribe will respond to this

inquiry and future inquiries via email. If you need or require an originally signed hard copy, please provide a stamped,
self-addressed envelope. Thank You!

California Valley Miwok Tribe
10601 N. Escondido PI.
Stockton, CA 95212

Tribal Office: (209) 931-4567
Fax: (209) 931-4333

http://www.californiavalleymiwoktribe-nsn.gov




Sent By: CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIO PLANNING; 510 286 5580; Jul-10-12 1:24PM; Page 1
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DEPA  OF TRANSFORTATION
111 GRAND AVENUE

P. O, BOX 23660 | | 5
PHONE (510) 286-5900 ., Bz energy efficient!
FAX (510) 286-5559 i

TTY 711

July 10, 2012

BAGO55

' SCH#2012062029
Ms. Ashley Nguyent . -

Metropolitan Transportatioﬁ Commission
Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter
101 Eight Street ;

Qakland, CA 94607-470
Dear Ms, Nguyen:
Plan Bay Area — Notice 'of'l'reparaﬁon

Thank you for irictuding the California Departmhntof Transportati'otls (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the Plan Bay Area. The foliowing comments are based on the
Notice of Preparation fot the Draft Environmental mpact Report (EIR).

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Streamlining

Although the Sustainable Communitics Strategy (SCS) is a guide for development to reduce its
share of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, the proposed provisions for CEQA strearmlining
should address potential transportation impacts to the State Highway System (SHS), Caltrans is
particularly concerned with additional vehicular impacts by new development that may
exacerbatc already congested local and state roadways. The EIR should identify and discuss
proposals to address these impacts in terms of vehicle miles and propose measures to minintize
these impacts, Those measures can include but not lumited to land use and parking management
requircments, multi-modal transportation strategies and other transportation demand
management (TDM) measures. These TDM measures proposed by projects under the CEQA
Streamlining exemptions should also be monitored and evaluated within a specific timeframe
after project completion to cnsure that these measures have effectively reduced transportation
demand. '

Currently, under Section 15064.4 of the CEQA Guideline, the methodology used to quantify
GHG emissions is determined by the lead agency. The CEQA Streamlining should include 2
uniform approach on the calculating GHG to provide a consistent comparison of reduction tools
and strategies used for these reductions. '

Maintenance ' : o _
Caltrans is pleased that the development of the Plan Bay Area has acknowledged the need for
rehabilitation of State bridges. However, of the $277 billion forecasted revenue over the next 28-
years, Plan Bay Arca expects continyed shortfalls in highway maintenance funding. As such, it
will be important to prioritize maintenance funding in the Plan Bay Area that will provide the
greatest benefit for the traveling public. Some of these prioritizing strategies may include.
roadways within/near Priority Development Areas (PDA), major goods movement corridors, and

“Caltrans improves mgbility acroes California”®



Sent By: CALTRANS TRANSPORTATIO PLANNING; 510 288 5580; Jul-10-12 1:24PM; Page 2/3

Ms. Ashley Nguyen/Meﬁ‘épolitan Transportationn Commission
July 10, 2012
Page 2

facilities that have planned HOV and HOT lane projects to reduce lane closure duration. In
addition, pet MTC Resglution: 4035, Caltrans would like to maintain the flexibility of swapping
State Highway Operation and Protection Program funds for local funds as a credit for PDA
investments. : :

Freight Movement .. . . o '

Responsible for a significant share of GHG emissions, freight movement should be fully
integrated and adequately addressed in this update of the Regional Transportation Plan. The EIR
should include a discussion on the growth and investments of freight movement within the
region. .

Further, planning and pfoject funding will need to build upon the importance given to freight
movement needs through the State's Trade Corridor Improvement Fund (TCIF) resulting from the
passage of Proposition IB and federal TIGER grants the Bay Area has benefited from recently.
Freight movement investment should be coordinated with expansion plans at the various ports
ang airports within the region. :

Native American Coordination - '

As stated in the Public Involvement and OQutreach requirements of the previous and cumrent RTP,
Caltrans recommends including a discussion of the Plan Bay Area impacts on Native American
communities. ;

Climate Policy Inifiatives |

Clean vehicles may require increased investment in specialized infrastructure (ex - EV charging
stations) specifically needed to support this alternative mode of vehicular transport. Both private
and public investment ity this infrastructure may be needed in support of this emerging sub~mode

Further, Climate Policy Initiatives should also include funding for infrastructure that improves
access and safety for bicycle and pedestrian travél in order to support this upward trending
growth in these two mode shares categories. :

Regional Transportation Impact Fee _

With a forecasted growth of over a million new people by 2040, the nurber of vehicular trips
will continue to grow. The SHS will require significant improvements to accommodate this
growth, Caltrans recommends developing and implementing a-regional fransportation impact fee
program to fund, support and maintain the quality of the SHS for the traveling public. Caltrans
suggests prioritizing Regional lmpact Fees to fund project in corridors with adopted Corridor
System Management Plans.

*Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please call Lee Taubeneck, Deputy District

Director, Transportation Planning and Local Assistance, at (510) 286-5908.
Sincerely, '

BUAN SARTIPI.
District Director

c StateClcaxin@ibﬁsﬁ L

" =Cultrans improves mobility across California” -



From: Thomas Galletti <jmesg128@pacbell.net>

To: <info@mtc.ca.gov>

Date: 7/18/2012 3:00 PM
Subject: Three Letter to Supervisors
So sorry,

I'm so sorry that they were not included....I'm sure they didn't attach

correctly. Thank you for the heads up!! Here they are, with my own comments
included.

Blessings!!

Judy

Letter 1:
July 6,2012

District 1 Supervisor Scott Haggerty
District 2 Supervisor Richard Valle
District 3 Supervisor Wilma Chan
District 4 Supervisor Nate Miley
District 5 Supervisor Keith Carson

Dear Supervisors,

My name is Judy Galletti and I am writing because I see inconsistencies in the
OneBayArea Plan. Questions remain about the accuracies of assessments done by
the group. I notice that many important evaluations were not even considered.

I am uniting with many citizens who want you to know that we are uncomfortable
with a program that is inaccurate and incomplete in it’s review of important

data concerning this plan. My first meeting with OBA was a public opinion
survey. Unfortunately, at my table, were three MTC employees, one OBA presenter
from Missouri and a Housing Official from Sacrament. All of these women
voted.....AND for the first time in my 63 years of life, I witnessed blatant

fraud, perpetrated by government employees. Based on this fraudulent survey,
you were given information that, you thought, came from your citizens. I hope
you will conduct a complete investigation of the antics perpetrated by this
Canadian Organization. I, also, hope you will keep the money in the United
States next time you hire a company.

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
decisionmakers 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] 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,

Judy Galletti

CAPR/Alameda County/Livermore

Letter 2:

July 6,2012

Dear Supervisors

My name is Judy Galletti. Ijoin many others in opposing the OneBayArea Plan.
The flaws and incorrect information, stated by this group, need to be corrected
before you can have a, truly, informed vote. The plan, as it stands, is

disruptive and problematic for communities all over the Bay Area. I thank you
for considering our concerns.

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 “[w]hen 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 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] 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. Ifa
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.

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,
Judy Galletti
CAPR/Alameda County/Livermore

Letter 3:July 6, 2012

Dear Supervisors,

As you can see by these letters, our people have done some very valuable
assessments and critiques. I’m sure you appreciate the help in regards to areas
you might have missed. Considering the knowledgeable experts that work with us,
we are blessed to have their information and results of their studies. Please

take these letters into consideration as you plan your next step.

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 “[w]hen 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 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 “The 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 coercive zoning standards which will be 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—much of that land owned by tens if not hundreds of thousands of
individual landowners, each of whom may wish to use their land over the next
thirty years in ways which will be prohibited or made virtually impossible by

the “preferred alternative” contemplated by Plan Bay Area.

The “preferred alternative” will have such drastic effects on the private
property rights of Bay Area landowners that the environmental and economic
impact assessments must consider the potential liability for litigation before

the EIR and economic impact analysis can be considered adequate or complete.
Further, without performing then considering this sort of analysis, the EIR
cannot be certified.

The Fifth Amendment to the United States Constitution prohibits the government
from taking property from landowners unless it is for a public purpose and the
government pays just compensation. Under the United States Supreme Court’s
regulatory takings doctrines formulated in Nollan v. California Coastal
Commission, 483 U.S. 825 (1987), Lucas v. South Carolina Coastal Council, 505
U.S. 1003 (1992), and other cases, even if the land owner continues to nominally
hold title to property, the government’s regulations can be so onerous as to
constitute a taking requiring compensation to the landowner.

The Court’s opinion in Lucas is particularly apposite here. In Lucas, the Court
cited longstanding precedent in stating that “the Fifth Amendment is violated
when land-use regulation “‘denies an owner economically viable use of his
land.”” 505 U.S. at 1016 (citation omitted). The Court pointed out that under
established principles of law,

If . . . the uses of private property were subject to unbridled, uncompensated
qualification under the police power, “the natural tendency of human nature
[would be] to extend the qualification more and more until at last private
property disappear[ed].” Pennsylvania Coal Co. v. Mahon, 260 U. S. 393, 415
(1922). These considerations gave birth in that case to the oft-cited maxim

that, “while property may be regulated to a certain extent, if regulation goes

too far it will be recognized as a taking.” Ibid.

1d. at 1014.

Plan Bay Area contemplates two unelected regional government bodies with tenuous
constitutional authority directing the expenditure of $277B in gas tax revenues
while sharply restricting or disallowing new development or redevelopment
outright in 96% of the land area in the Bay Area. This is the essence of
“unbridled, uncompensated qualification under the police power.” Id. at 1016.
The potential liability for takings-related judgments or settlements could be in

the tens of billions of dollars in thousands or tens of thousands of lawsuits,

even before considering the cost of litigating the number of cases that may be
brought. The environmental and economic impact reports must consider the
potential liability for takings litigation exposure and its impact on county and

city budgets, and on the timeframe and likelihood of implementation of the plan
if it is passed.

For such an assessment of litigation exposure to be adequate and complete in the
environmental and economic impact assessments, it must be conducted by an
independent entity that is not an existing proponent of comprehensive regional
plans expressing the goals of United Nations Agenda 21 at the local and regional
level, as such an entity will not provide the public and the MTC and ABAG boards
with an informed and balanced analysis. The assessment must also be
transparent, and made available to the public at the same time it is made
available to the EIR and economic impact analysis staffs and to the ABAG and MTC
boards.

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. 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 adequate and complete. Budgetary funds are
often fungible, and the substantial cost increases and revenue losses resulting
from the Plan will mean fewer funds available for all other purposes, including
monies which would otherwise be directed to environmental causes and purposes.
The American Planning Association, in its Policy Guide on Takings ratified April
11, 1995, offered several admonitions which ABAG and MTC would do well to adhere
to here, as each one of these admonitions is violated egregiously in both the

Plan Bay Area process and in the substance of the contemplated “preferred
alternative”:

3. The American Planning Association and its chapters recognize the need for
fairness to all persons and entities of government under laws and regulations
imposed by all levels of government.



At a minimum: . .

C. Regulations affecting the use and development of land should be limited
in scope to avoid unintended effects on land values except as necessary to carry
out the public purpose of the regulations under the police.

D. Regulations affecting the use and development of land should permit
reasonable flexibility to minimize hardship. In particular, regulations should
permit alternative methods of compliance that may reduce or eliminate the
economic costs of compliance while preserving the intent of the regulations.

E. Regulations affecting the use and development of land should be
adopted only after a review process offering the opportunity for significant
participation by affected governmental entities and persons, including property
owners.

Sincerely,

Judy Galletti
CAPR/Alameda County/Livermore



From: Ashley Nguyen

To: Stefanie Hom
Date: 7/12/2012 5:10 PM
Subject: Fwd: Attn. Supervisors

Ashley Nguyen

Senior Transportation Planner/Analyst
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street | Oakland, CA 94607
Tel. 510.817.5809 | Fax 510.817.5848

>>> Thomas Galletti <jmesg128@pacbell.net> 7/11/2012 1:32 PM >>>
July 9, 2012

District 1 Supervisor Scott Haggerty
District 2 Supervisor Richard Valle
District 3 Supervisor Wilma Chan
District 4 Supervisor Nate Miley
District 5 Supervisor Keith Carson

Alameda County
Suite 536, 1221 Oak Street
Oakland, CA 94612

Dear Alameda County Supervisors,

The One Bay Area Plan is 25 year plan that combines housing, transportation, and land use that is being developed by MTC/ABAG.
The Plan is now in the stage of scoping the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Public comments are due by July 11. Iam
forwarding three letters that deal with the inadequacies and incompleteness of the scoping process.

Letter 1: Inaccurate Forecasting
Letter 2: Inaccurate and Incomplete Social and Economic Analysis
Letter 3: Legal Liability Caused by Takings of Property

By copying you on these letters, my intention is to make you aware of the Plan and the fact that most taxpaying citizens who really
understand what this Plan is about are against it. I want to encourage you to support our efforts to persuade MTC/ABAG to
extend the deadline for scoping the EIR for at least 6 months in order to allow enough time to adequately assess the environmental
impact of such a massive and far reaching plan.

Sincerely,

Judy Galletti
Citizens Alliance for Property Rights (CAPR)
Alameda County/Livermore

<!I--[if tvml]--><!--[endif]-->



July 10, 2012

Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager

Metropolitan Transportation Commission R EC E IVED

101 Eighth Street, Oakland, CA 94607
WL 1 12012

Dear Ms Nguyen,

I am writing to forward the petition that is calling on MTC-ABAG to extend public comments on the One Bay Area
Plan Scoping EIR for a minimum of 6 months to allow the proper amount of time for public input. The entire
process that the general public was aware of took place in a 2 week period. The time from the closing of the public
comment period to the presentation to the board for preliminary approval is 2 days, the time for final approval,
July 19 adds another week to the process. That is hardly enough time to fairly assess the input unless you are
doing this to merely maintain the fiction of public input while ignoring true public input.

Under separate cover | have submitted an email providing an overview of my objections to the plan. Your
response to that was to send me a form email saying that you received my email and sending my email back to
me. Quite an insult. | have also sent three letters on the following topics:

Letter 1: Inaccurate Forecasting
Letter 2: Inaccurate and Incomplete Social and Economic Analysis
Letter 3: Legal Liability Caused by Takings of Property

There are over 875** people in the Bay Area who are aware of what this plan truly is and have taken to time to
sign their name to the petition, many have taken the time to write comments, requesting the extension for further
study and debate. | want to encourage you to comply with the legal mandate dictated by SB375 that requires you
to get public input and extend the deadline for scoping the EIR for at least 6 months in order to allow enough time
to adequately determine the scoping effort of the environmental impact of such a massive, expensive and far
reaching plan that will drastically alter life in the Bay Area as we know it.

lliance for Property Rights (CAPR)
President, SFBay CAPR

Cc: Steve Heminger

**| printed this out with 876 signatures at 2:30 pm 7-10-2012 in order to get it in the mail by you by the deadline. 1
will keep the petition open until the close of the day on July 11 and forward the complete set of signatures at that
time



876 signatures _
using the online tools at iPetifions.com

Printed on 07-10-2012
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Extend Deadline on One Bay Area EIR

Sponsored by: SFBay CAPR

About the petition

Plan Bay Area is a proposed comprehensive plan to control land use, housing, and transportation policies
throughout the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area. It is a joint product of the Association of Regional
Governments (ABAG) and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) with input from other regional
agencies. Plan Bay Area will dramatically affect every resident of the San Francisco Bay Area. If adopted, the
Plan will significantly restrict personal lifestyle choices, including where you live, how you travel, and your cost of
living. The Plan transfers authority for the most critical public policy issues — land use, transportation, and housing
— from elected local officials to unelected bureaucrats. It will also impose billions of dollars of unfunded expenses
on local communities that are already facing huge budget deficits. MTC and ABAG have put in place a “fast
track” process for adoption of a Plan that will affect virtually every aspect of your life. It is unlikely that even ten in
1,000 residents of the Bay Area have even heard of Plan Bay Area, much less understand how dramatically it will
change their lives and limit the lifestyle choices of their children and grandchildren. ABAG and MTC have
commissioned an environmental impact report (EIR) on Plan Bay Area that is seriously incomplete and
inadequate. The scoping EIR process fails to address many critical issues, including highly questionable
assumptions about population and economic growth, where the hundreds of billions of dollars needed to
implement the plan will come from, and how the highly restrictive policies on land use, housing, and transportation
will affect the environment and the quality of life in the region. ABAG and MTC have adopted a very aggressive
schedule for adoption of the EIR — an essential next step toward adoption of the extremely controversial Plan Bay
Area. The time for public comment has been severely limited —- ABAG and MTC will cut off public comment on
July 11, present final alternatives to MTC-ABAG on July 13 and to approve final alternatives on the EIR scoping
on July19. Even worse, the process for public comment has been seriously deficient. Citizens have been
instructed that “negative comments” on the Plan are not permitted and that the unelected consultants alone will
decide which public comments on the EIR will be submitted to ABAG and MTC. We therefore call upon ABAG and
MTC to reject the EIR scoping process as incomplete and inadequate and to extend the time for public comment
on the next draft. The issues involved are critically important and decisions must not be made in haste without
adequate time for review. The review process must allow maximum latitude for citizens to voice their views on the
Plan and to demand complete examination of the most likely outcomes from its adoption. Because the plan
amounts to a massive transfer of power from elected local officials to unelected regional bodies, the current
review process may be the last opportunity for citizens to make their voices heard. This petition will be mailed (in
mail and email format) to ABAG and MTC by July 10. If you support our efforts to ensure full and complete review
and comment by citizens of the Bay Area, please add your signature below.
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Signatures

1. Name: Mimi Steel on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: MTC and ABAG would drastically affect life in the SFBay Area. We need to stop this top down, soviet style planning

2. Name: Paul & Lois Brownlee on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: Stop the HSR LOW SPEED TRAIN TO NO WHERE! End the MTC and unelected representatives in ABAG. NOW!

3. Name: Denis F. Quinn  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

4, Name: Janice Salvato on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

5. Name: Anne Krysiak on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

6. Name: James Brookhouser on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

7. Name: James W. Ricketts on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

8. Name: Barbara Schell  on Jul 02, 2012

Comments: Stop this madness!!

9. Name: Margarita Colin  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

10. Name: Frank Maffei on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

11. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012

Comments: One Bay Area is another plan by non elected officials to control us - usurping local governments say.

12. Name: Gary Springer  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: Why are you stealing our rights to vote?

13. Name: Patrick T. Peterson  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:
14. Name: G. Charles Steiner on Jul 02, 2012

Comments: The draft EIR is incomplete and inadequate, | feel, and more time is necessary for public comment on the next draft. Not
enough people know about the One Bay Area Plan yet, and the issues are too important to let it be rushed.

15. Name: A. Hipona on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

16. Name: Howard Myers  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

17. Name: Arne Simonsen  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

Page 3 of 54



18.

Name: Elizabeth J Hendricks  on Jul 02, 2012

Comments: Have attended meetings and found those in attendance are for the most part staff and special interest groups, not so
much the general community, so there is really NO input from the community at large. The Bay Area Community needs to know and
be informed regarding the plans that are being implemented in their name.

19.

Name: Tim Hensley  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: | am totally against this project. The outcome was planned from the start! Citizens will not tolerate this!

20.

Name: Connie Lathrop  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

21.

Name: Tina Selene on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: | am against this Soviet type of living environment.

22,

Name: Judy Galletti  on Jul 02, 2012

Comments: It is very important that ABAG, MTC and OneBayArea allow the citizens to participate in this process. At this point
citizens have been ignored, disrespected, lied to, yelled at, interrupted, and locked out. Agendas have been changed at the last
minute, meetings have been changed at the last minute, meetings have been held at inadequate times, meetings have been held in
inadequate rooms. ABAG/MTC members have not been present as OneBayArea conducted their fraudulent survey meetings, | sign
this petition with thanks and gratitude to the wonderful people in the Bay Area who are brave enough to lead us as we stand up
against this tyranny.

23.

Name: Deborah Kerwin-Peck on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

24.

Name: Carol Pascoe on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: You are acting like our domestic enemies. We have sworn to uphold the Constitution against you!

25.

Name: Pamela George on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: | call upon ABAG and MTC to reject the draft EIR as incomplete and inadequate and to extend the time for public
comment on the next draft. These decisions MUST NOT BE MADE IN HASTE without adequate time for review!!!

26.

Name: Janet Songey on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

27.

Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

28.

Name: Suzanne Valente on Jul 02, 2012

Comments: This Draft EIR is seriously deficient in its objectives and content, and additionally the public has not been provided
adequate time to comment. Further, officials attending public events have been unwilling or unable to answewr public questions
which have a direct bearing upon the public's approval or disapproval of this project. Take the time and make the effort to do this
lawfully.

29.

Name: Deborah Wyllie  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

30.

Name: Marcia Wolfe  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

31.

Name: Kevin Daniel on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

32.

Name: Pamela Daniel on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:
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33.

Name: Thomas Weissmiller on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

34.

Name: Art Songey on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

35.

Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

36.

Name: Patrick Dullea on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: Unelected bureaucrats must be removed from the decision making / enforcement process of bay area planning. | stand
in opposition to &quot;Plan Bay Area&quot;.

pd.

37.

Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

38.

Name: John Hertzer on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: need COMPLETE review and comment by citizens

39.

Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

40.

Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

a1.

Name: Howard Jack Smith  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: insane!

42.

Name: Joyce Adriance on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: The full impact of this plan must be made known to the citizens, who in financing it, are entitied to full disclosure.

43.

Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: Where is the public input and representation?We are not kept in the loop.Why are unelected bureaucrats making
decisions that should be voted on?

44,

Name: Paul Dickey on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: This review process has been a farce.

45.

Name: Linda Withrow  on Jul 02, 2012

Comments: | object to the Bay Area Plan -—- having unelected officials make rulings on how my family &amp; | live, and travel within
the 9 counties is wrong...There is so much big money already making important decisions &quot;on my behalf&quot; without any
checks or balances, &amp; limited recourse | say NO to the Bay Area Plan!!!!

46.

Name: Patrick Cabral on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: the greed og ABAG needs to be halted!

47.

Name: Judith E Fletcher on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: Let's hope that this isn't the last chance to rebuke this outrageous plan. Anything worth doing, will withstand the LIGHT
OF DAY and public input. We're not all sheep and many of us even think for ourselves.

48.

Name: Al Pori  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

49.

Name: Joel Fine on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:
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50.

Name: Amy Chorney  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

51.

Name: Judy Grote  on Jul 02, 2012

Comments: This should not be rushed through. More Bay Area residents need to be educated on the plan so that they can provide
input. The data upon which the plan is based is questionable. Elected officials need to be held responsible, nor more unelected
‘consultants; and bureaucrats that are responsive to no one but themselves. The constituents which pay the taxes need to be given
adequate time to inform themselves. Private property needs to be respected.

52.

Name: Tom Harpham on Jui 02, 2012
Comments:

53.

Name: Susan Kirsch  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

54.

Name: Scott A. Jones on Jul 02, 2012

Comments: This is an economic and cultural disaster for California. Besides the drastic loss of personal liberty and private property
rights, this entire process is being conducted without the consent of the general population. Zero effort has been put forth into public
awareness via Radio, television or newsprint education and information.

55.

Name: Beth Calvert on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

56.

Name: Vince Wright  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

57.

Name: Ann Price  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

58.

Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

59.

Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

60.

Name: Ortrud Witt  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: The American people are tired of having politicians and bureacrats fast shuffling self serving legislation and plans at us.

61.

Name: Ron Kilmartin  on Jul 02, 2012

Comments: This deserves a one-year or so Bay-Area wide media blitz on TV and internet and newspapers, conducted under the
supervision of leaders from the Tea Party and associated organizations, not MTC-ABAG or their bureaucrats and NGOs. . This
plan is to substitute an entirely different form of local government in which we the people have no say. How could such a scheme be
proposed in America? The idea of bureaucrats and NGOs sitting in a council of dictators is straight out of the tyrannical governing
structure of the old Soviet Union - soviets - unelected councils run by ali-powerful members of the Communist Party.

62.

Name: Al Pori  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

63.

Name: Jeffrey Wolk  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

64.

Name: Russell Brabec on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

65.

Name: Barbara Decker on Jul 02, 2012

Comments: The citizens request that an extension of the plan so more citizens can learn what is happening. Too many people have
been kept in the dark and need to know what is happening.
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66.

Name: Glenn Steiding on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: This scheme will never work unless an Asteroid hits the planet, wipes out all human life, and after eons, the Earth is
repopulated with mindless clones that want to be led around by the nose.

67. Name: Margie Liberty on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: This plan is government run amuck and must not be allowed to go any further. The people will rise up.
68. Name: Susan Mister on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:
69. Name: Larry Busboom  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:
70. Name: Jan Mitchell on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:
71. Name: Georgine Scott-Codiga on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:
72. Name: Jennifer L Bright on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:
73. Name: Carl Hyndman  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:
74. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:
75. Name: Jerlyn Hollars  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: The most scarey words you'll ever hear, I'm from the government and I'm here to help.&quot; Keep the government out
of my life! Enough already.
76. Name: Dr. Ronald Corselli  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:
77. Name: Dale Jelsema on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: This plan needs to be reviewed by local cities as to how to pay all the additional cost to taxpayers.
78. Name: Cynthia Wehbe  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:
79. Name: Peter Lambertson  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:
80. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02,2012
Comments: In the name of individual freedom for every citizen of the Bay Area, | protest this blatant usurpation of power by
unelected officials who wish to dictate how the rest of us should live.
81. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:
82. Name: Sharron D. Nuno  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:
83. Name: Robert Fulton on Jul 02, 2012

Comments: ABAG and MTC members, respectfully, we fellow citizens request each of you keep in mind, that an individual's right to
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hisfher property is the foundation upon which The Constitution of the United States of America sits...act to help preserve that right
for us and our children and their children.

Robert Fulton, San Jose.

84. Name: Theresa Curt  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

85. Name: Donald R. Connors  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

86. Name: Mihai Bulea on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

87. Name: Michael Foley on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

88. Name: Leslie E Baker on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

89. Name: Nancy Foley on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

90. Name: Dennis Cookinham on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

91. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

92. Name: Glenda Kitchel on Jul 02, 2012

Comments: WE DO NOT NEED THIS! YOU NEED TO PUT A STOP TO THIS AGENDA 21 NOW!

93. Name: Brian R Cameron  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

94, Name: Mary Buntz  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

95. Name: David Torrisi  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

96. Name: Robert P, Marshall  on Jul 02, 2012

Comments: ABAG &amp; MTC should be elected by the people &amp; not appointed.

97. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

98. Name: Bruce Johnson on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

99. Name: Greg Gardner on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

100. Name: Lalla Stark  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: our voices must be heard...reject the draft
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101. Name: John Greenagel on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: The entire process by which ABAG and MTC have developed and promoted the massive power grab that is Plan Bay
Area is shameful.

102. Name: Vickie Swing on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

103. Name: Charles Walker  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

104. Name: Christopher H. Brown  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

105. Name: Kathleen M Thomson  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

106. Name: Dennis Thomson on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

107. Name: Raymond Sarakaitis  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: The far reachings of this proposal has such stifling effects on personal freedoms. This whole concept is so unbelievable.
The &quot;Politburo&quot; can't be far behind.

108. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: What happened to our freedoms? We are a free nation until ABAG; please look to individual rights and not collectivism

1009. Name: Carol Tomlinson on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

110. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

111. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

112. Name: Lewis Greene on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: NO NO NO

113. Name: Amanaa Rendall on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

114. Name: Diana G Huenerbein  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

115. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

116. Name: Jacqueline Morris  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: | object to this entire plan as well as the way it is being put in place...few or our citizens are even aware of what is
planned

117. Name: Verlayne Cave  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

118. Name: Robert White  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:
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119.

Name: Debra Tash  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: Don't make the mistake of adopting this power grabbing plan.

120.

Name: Leland And Mary Stanley on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

121.

Name: Sara Volking on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

122.

Name: Fred Volking on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

123.

Name: Glenda Kitchel on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: Stop thisOne Bay area plan, We don't want it! It is wrong for freedom loving people!

124.

Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: The plan as proposed will severely restrict our freedom and degrade our quality of life. It will have a negative impact on
individuals and families in their daily living with NO scientifically proven benefit to the environment!

125.

Name: LA VERNE D, OYARZO onJul 02, 2012
Comments:

126.

Name: William Moniz  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

127.

Name: James S. Flippen  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: | always favor fewer rules and regulations. This one appears to be dangerous

128.

Name: Donna P. Gillies on Jul 02, 2012

Comments: It is absolutely necessary for we, the people, to have complete, open and factual information as well as time to digest
and discuss the adoption of the Plan Bay Area. Environmental concerns are not an excuse to transfer power from the people and
their duly elected representatives unless those being represented agree to that transfer of power. The fast track approach for
adoption of the EIR raises a lot of red flags regarding the honesty and true intent of this movement.

129.

Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

130.

Name: Charles Quisenberry  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

131.

Name: Donna P. Gillies  on Jul 02, 2012

Comments: It is absolutely necessary for we, the people, to have complete, open and factual information as well as time to digest
and discuss the adoption of the Plan Bay Are. Environmental concerns are not an excuse to transfer power from the people and
their duly elected representatives unless those being represented agree to that transfer of power. The fast track approach for
adoption of the EIR raises a lot of red flags regarding the honesty and true intent of this movement.

132

Name: Marshall W Jackman  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: This violation of private property rights and Constitutional principals must stop'

133.

Name: Jean Ryan on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

134.

Name: Olivia  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:
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135. Name: Olivia on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

136. Name: Deanna Thompson on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

137. Name: Franklin Henry  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

138. Name: Margaret Murguia  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: STOP &quot;One Bay Area Plan&quot;. it will destroy our lives and freedoms.

139. Name: Michael Shadwick on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

140. Name: Fredrick Hills on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: I'm not willing to surrender my rights and liberties to any bureaucrat, government or politician or trust them to protect
them either. History has proven that they usually fail at it miserably...

141, Name:; Denise K. Gianni  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: Give me liberty or give me death!! | will die standing, NOT on my knees, begging 'please’!!
STOP BAY AREA PLAN NOW!

142, Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012

143, Name: Michael Black on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

144, Name: Suzanne Rodriguez  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

145, Name: Patt Brown on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

146. Name: Ken Brown on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

147. Name: George Bruner, Sr.  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

148. Name: Michelle Kralovec on Jul 02, 2012
Cornments: | absolutely support this petition. One Bay Area/ Agenda 21 has gone way too far and needs to stop! It goes aginst the
fundamental rights of ever USA Citizen our property rights and our freedoms

149, Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

150. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

151. Name: Nanci Quinn  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

152. Name: Philip Graf on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: We, the voters do NOT want political power shifted from our elected representatives to unelected bureaucrats -- all
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without adequate public input!

153.

Name: Robert Hauser  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: We have had to endure far too much sovietization of our lives by numerous oligarchies of fat salaried unelected
bureaucrats as is....thank you just the same. In just so many words....ABAG and MTC, kindly get the Hell out of our faces, out of our

154.

Name: Daniel Prior on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

155.

Name: Ken Paxton on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: | wish the people of the nine bay area counties knew about this plan.

156.

Name: Roberta Torres  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

167.

Name: Stephen McDougall  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

158.

Name: Brian Boone on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: Stop the maddness and fix the budget

159.

Name: Steve Meyer on Jul 02, 2012

Comments: Lets stop this from happening it is not good for our counrty. To much power will be transfered to dishonest non-elected
officials with agenda's.

God Bless

160.

Name: Ann Miller on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

161.

Name: Marilee Wilson on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: | dissaprove of the EIR draft

162.

Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

163.

Name: Harry A Phillips  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

164.

Name: Lois Kieinkauf on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: | wish to retain local control concerning my life and property - not regional, state, national, or international.

165.

Name: Lorelyn Hechtman  on Jul 02, 2012

Comments: If the bureaucrates are not open/ responsive/ interested in all ideas and suggestions it strongly suggests they have their
own agenda, want to be left alone to do what they want and are not representative of the fellow Bay Area citizens so | do not want
them to speak/ or to do ANY THING on my behalf. Unrestricted, unwanted, uninformed on what is wished for the freedom
appreciating general public. Do not have another collective bureau telling the tax payers what and when to do Anything. Desolve
the Committee...go home and encourage collective good minds to go after what is best for the vast, educated, legal minds that want
the Bay Area to function safely for centuries.

166.

Name: John Irwin  on Jul 02, 2012

Comments: All their plans are a resuit of UN Agenda 21 implementation, which is unconstitutional but agreed to by Hillary Clinton
and the past four Presidents. This is one of the major goals of the Tea Party, of which | am a leader, to dismantle. It is being forced
on unsuspecting City and County Governments by the Builder-berg group of 120 muiti Billionaires who want one world government.
All of which is being performed under the Radar. If you are not familiar with the Scheme, | would gladly bring you up to speed.

John
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167. Name: Dan The Man on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

168. Name: Tammy Heimgartner  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: This kind of deception and quick movement is what is hurting our country. Glad for my friend who is more dialed in than |
in capturing this type of undisclosed change in our society!

169. Name: Regina Vann  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

170. Name: Ari Goldberg on Jui 02, 2012
Comments:

171. Name: Michael Paonessa on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

172. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

173. Name: Barbara White  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

174. Name: BARRY N. NATHAN  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

175. Name: BARRY N. NATHAN  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

176. Name: Dennis Kitainik  on Jul 02, 2012
Comments:

177. Name: David Chaney on Jul 02, 2012
Comments: Each county and city needs to retain control, via elected officials, of their county and city. We do not need more tyranny
at the county and city levels that we are already experiencing at the state and federal levels.

178. Name: Richard James  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:;

179. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:

180. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:

181. Name: Warren Gibson on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:

182. Name: Jennifer Singh  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:

183. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments: The EIR is inadequate. The population figures used were not sourced properly, and they did not give a range of potential
population figures.
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184. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:

185. Name: Robert Pegram  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments: Unelected bureaucrats should not have power to take freedom from citizens.

186. Name: Deborah Woehrle  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:

187. Name: Mark S Lerner  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:

188. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:

189. Name: Henry Kachuck on Jul 03, 2012
Comments: Local Citizens need to decide how to best use local PUBLIC and PRIVATE land. PERIOD!!

190. Name: Alexa Abrishamian  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments: It is an outrage that such a plan, that affects peoples’ lives at every level, is being rushed through. The people of the

191. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:

192. Name: Roxanne Albertoli  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:

193. Name: Robert Dietrich  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments: More time is needed!!!

194, Name: Janice Allgower on Jul 03, 2012
Comments: Let us just BE.....STOP trying to take all our rights from us!itiini

185. Name: Doug Forsyth  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:

196. Name: Amy Tran  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:

197. Name: Sharon Reinfeld on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:

198. Name: Beverly Potter  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments: We need more public comment.

199. Name: Nina Ortega  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:

200. Name: Kirsty Burns  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:

201. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments: | never got to vote yay or nay for this plan because none of the questions concerned citizens were asking ever got
answered. They were standard questions that many of us had regarding where the money would come from, why special
environmental exemptions for developers since this is all being done under an environmental improvement bill, what the enormous
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growth numbers were based on since companies and businesses are leaving the state for better economic opportunities. This plan
in my opinion is the start of creating ghettos since they are highly subsidized, have no funding from the local economy to keep them
maintained after they are built. Additionally, this plan requires the confiscation of private property without any due process for the
owners or the local citizens. For something this huge hardly anyone | have tried to speak to about this have no idea what is going
on. The media is silent on this effort and | can't understand why the rush to get this all done behind the backs of California citizens.
You need to engage all citizens by getting this out to the media so everyone can know what is being proposed and decided on.
Citizens are busy but they will stop and listen when you engage them properly. The ones I've seen attend the meetings and try to
get answers from the agencies were met with overwhelming opposition from the agencies as if the job of the agencies was just to
give lip service to anyone who dissented. The agencies provided no response to any dissenting questions. However, they always
had answers for those who showed they were for their plans. The dissenters far outweighed the supporters at the meetings. The
agencies involved in the meetings never intended to answer questions from the concerned public. The proof is that the concerned
public has not received any answers to their reasonable questions.

202. Name: Susan Morse  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:
203. Name: Chuck Costello  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments: This project needs to be delayed until the public is properly informed!!
204. Name: Diane Costello  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:
205. Name: Burton E. Worrell  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:
206. Name: Vickie Bell on Jul 03, 2012
Comments: Incomplete and inadequate draft EIR. Deadline needs to be extended!
207. Name: Larry Yelowitz, PhD  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments: This blatant power grab by ABAG and MTC must be subjected to painstaking scrutiny by the citizens affected.
208. Name: Richard Loutensock  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:
209. Name: JAMES A MILLER  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments: Stop this dictatorship of telling me how to live because you liberials think (if thats even a possibility that you could ever
think about anything except what your Berkeley liberial professors taught you) is best for me....if you don't like freedom, head for
Cuba or Iran....get the damn bullshit government out of my life..assholes...what abunch of sorry people...
210. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:
211. Name: Gary Edwards  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:
212 Name: Anonymous  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:
213. Name: Rosslynne McCullough  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments: Keep Saratoga an ABAG free zone. Thank you for all you do for our community.
214, Name: Jack McCullough  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments: Keep the UN out of my state and country.
218. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:
216. Name: Phyllis A McKenna on Jul 03, 2012
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Comments: This plan limits our freedom and is enacted without the knowledge or votes of the public by unelected bureaucrats. No,
no,nol!!

217. Name: Nancy Stevens on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:
218. Name: Glenn Gelineau on Jul 03, 2012
Comments: This whole One Bay Area Plan has been flawed right from the get go, in terms of public engagement.
219. Name: Elizabeth Mccarthy  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments: Many Americans fought and died for liberty and the Constitution which guarantees life,liberty and the pursuit of
happiness. Property rights must be protected and we must be protected from legislation which puts environment above individual
rights and freedom. What value is citizenship if those rights guaranteed by the Constitution are trampled?
220. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments: we do not need another layer of regional government or control
221. Name: Paul R. Scherer on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:
222, Name: Brandon Wilborn  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:
223. Name: Jeff Smith  on Jul 03, 2012
Comments:
224, Name: Jeff Smith  on Jul 04, 2012
Comments:
225. Name: Lowell Johnson  on Jul 04, 2012
Comments: Stop the insanity, before | have to move to Russia or China to have more personal liberty!
226. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 04, 2012
Comments:
227. Name: Frances Hills on Jul 04, 2012
Comments: | want choices and have elected officials to represent me. | do not want unelected officials to make those decisions.
228. Name: Linda Paine  on Jul 04, 2012
Comments:
229. Name: Barbara Kronewitter  on Jul 04, 2012
Comments:
230. Name: Jim Sanders on Jul 04, 2012
Comments: Please stop regulating away our inalienable rights
231. Name: Jaime Castro  on Jul 04, 2012
Comments:
232. Name: Pat Ferguson on Jul 04, 2012

Comments: | have attended several meetings of OneBayArea. In looking at the plan it is clear it was done quickly to push it through
without a clear look at the environmental impact of this plan on individual's health and welfare, especially of the poor and minority
communities.

Their plans are clearly incomplete at best, clearly not adaquately addressing many environmental issues within the cities and areas
near to Bart.
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As a former Social Worker, | see mental health issues arriving from their plans that they did not even address. Ever try to raise a
baby or small children in a high-rise or high density area? Not fun or healthy for mom or kids. Stress levels under such conditions
incrase greatly.

| hope you delay the implementation of this plan until the full impact on the environment within the cities and adverse health affects
on poor women and children are fully address. Over crowding increases stress levels and is particularly dangerous to pregnant
women, the elderly and small children.

Let's not try to do something to help the poor and end up endangering their health and the health of our urban environments.

233. Name: Larry E. Mosler  on Jul 04, 2012
Comments: | will sign it.
234, Name: JERRY JORDAN  on Jul 04, 2012
Comments: GOOD WORKI!
235, Name: Anonymous  on Jul 04, 2012
Comments:
236. Name: Joy on Jul 04, 2012
Comments: Thanks,
237. Name: Haran on Jul 04, 2012
Comments: Thanks,
238. Name: Jeff Smith  on Jul 04, 2012
Comments:
239. Name: Jeff Smith  on Jul 04, 2012
Comments:
240. Name: Laurie Jones on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: For the people by the people. Let the peoples voices be heard. No more behind closed doors decisions. This is a
democracy not dictatorship,socialism or communism !~!
241. Name: Aubrey Freedman on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: We need more time to find out what's going on here. One size fits all may not work for everyone's lifestyle. Please
extend the deadline for public comment.
242, Name: Phyllis Couper  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: the draft EIR is incomplete. [t should be rejected and a new review process put in place for maximum review and input
by the public.
243. Name: Janet Maiorana  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: | oppose Plan Bay Area on too many grounds to list here. If the plan is good, why are communities being threatened
with loss of rightful retum to sourch funds?
244, Name: Starchild (At-Large Representative, Libertarian Party Of California Executive Committee) on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: Freedom is the answer. What's the question? No, really, what's the question?
245, Name: Christopher Sordello  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:
246. Name: Robert Wright  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:
247. Name: Dave LeClercq on Jul 05, 2012

Comments:
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248. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

249. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

250. Name: Randy Dreiling  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: Don' Tread On Me

251. Name: Elias A. Ramos on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

252. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

253. Name: Jeffrey Hunter  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: | detest our California state and local governments.

254, Name: Wayne Rundle  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

255. Name: Wayne Rundle on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

256. Name: Wayne Rundle on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

257, Name: IRVIN E. CHAMBERS on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: Read all about this in the book

ECO TYRANNY

BY BRIAN SUSSMAN

258. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

259. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: Welcome to Xalifornia!

260. Name: Fernando Navarro  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: you'll have to wrench freedom from my dead cold hands before i allow anyone to passively build &quot;
Auschwitz&quot; around me!ll!

261. Name: William Clark  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: Keep up the good work! Private property and individual Liberty are too important to let go of.

262. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

263. Name: Rosemary Sanders  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

264. Name: Mike Paviovich  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:
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265. Name: Kimberly Himes  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: This agenda is not right we live in American not Europe. We have rights and freedoms this agenda steals everything that
america stands for. Stop this now we the people do not agree with this

266. Name: Judith A. Bellack on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

267. Name: Tony Michael on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: | agree wholeheartedly with this petition!

268. Name: Larry White  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

269. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

270. Name: Edmund F Goedde on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: Our elected city and county leaders are responsible for our area. This power may not be transferred to an unelected
body.

271. Name: Larry White  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

272, Name: Donna Andersen on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

273. Name: John Vonhof on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

274. Name: Alisa Ortlieb  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

275. Name: Susan Caudill on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

276. Name: AMARCY BERRY on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: | am not at all satisfied with the plans to transfer control of transportation, land use, and job opportunities to unelected
bureaucrats. A glimpse of the future behavior to be expected is the surreptitious way this plan is being pushed upon us.

277. Name: Melanie J. Kent on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

278. Name: Tim Turner  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:

279. Name: Shirlee Pierce  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: The most dangerous aspect of this plan is that because these people are not elected, they cannot, and will not be held
accountable for their actions. They are not subject to recall nor is there any other remedy available to us to get rid of them.

280. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: Government should adjust to user input especially since it is our money that drives this.

281. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:
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282.

Name: Robert White  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: We don't need any more government bureaucrats running our lives, telling us what to do and stealing our freedoms.

283. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:
284, Name: Anonymous  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:
285. Name: Tina Shub  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:
286. Name: Charles Cagnon  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: One Bay Area is intellectually and morally unfounded and has been pushed in an unethical fashion. Regional
government is not self-government.
287. Name: Charles Cagnon  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: One Bay Area is intellectually and morally unfounded and has been pushed in an unethical fashion. Regional
government is not self-government.
288. Name: Michael Denny  on Jul 05, 2012
Comments: Keep the power with the people and property owners...this is nothing but a power grab under cover of the already
discredited fake science/religion of environmentalism.
289. Name: Francoise Fielding on Jul 05, 2012
Comments:
290. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:
291. Name: F. D. Crutchfieild on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:
292. Name: Jan Pinney  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: Allow citizens to provide input to the plan that is in opposition to the pre-determined &quot;citizen input&quot; developed
by beaurocrats, rather than from grass-roots citizen input.
293. Name: Janet Songey on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:
294, Name: Art Songey on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:
295. Name: Jordan Songey on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:
296. Name: Carl Hyndman  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:
297. Name: Brent Songey on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:
298. Name: Justine Songey on Jul 06, 2012

Comments:
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299, Name: Anonymous  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

300. Name: Bev Barnes  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

301. Name: Denis F. Quinn  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

302. Name: Norma Coe on Jul 06, 2012
Comrnents:

303. Name: Ray And Maralyn Killorn  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: We want government and associated planners out of the Bay Area.

304. Name: Tom Woehrle on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

305. Name: James Seif on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

306. Name: Jennifer Delany on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: stop Agenda 21

307. Name: Jennifer Delany  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

308. Name: Dan Roberts on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

309. Name: Terry Gossett on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

310. Name: Dennis Garidel on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

311. Name: Christopher J Pareja  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: Please extend the deadline for the draft environmental impact report to allow proper time for public input.

312. Name: George Tash  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

313. Name: Jennifer Tash-Amodei  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

314. Name: lvan Amodei  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

315. Name: Rachel Janowicz  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

316. Name: Adam Tash  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

317. Name: Joey Porter  on Jul 06, 2012
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Comments:

318. Name: Jacque Porter  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

319. Name: Pete Van Rijn  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

320. Name: Mike McCullough  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

321. Name: Bob Mendoza on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: | agree with all of the comments...

322. Name: Bill Moniz  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: This Plan does not need to be fast tracked, it is already going too fast for most people to become aware of the impact of

your decisions. Perhaps that is the idea, to keep the public in the dark while the unelected bureaucrats make decisions that affect our
lives. Enough is enough.

323. Name: Connie  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

324. Name: Connie  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

325. Name: Mark Ackerman on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

326. Name: Mary Isaacs on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

327. Name: Glenn Smentek  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: stop the further Socialization of California

328. Name: Joseph Madre on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

329. Name: Paul Kent on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

330. Name: Sharon Giottonini  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

331. Name: Leslie Tozzini on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

332. Name: Douglas Tozzini  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

333. Name: Barbara Decker on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

334. Name: James M Croft  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: | suipport the efforts to keep goverment out of private property rights
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335. Name: Chris Decker on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

336. Name: Rache! Decker on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

337. Name: Al Vittek  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

338. Name: Gini Spicer on Ju! 06, 2012
Comments:

339. Name: Shannon Russell  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

340. Name: Mark Russell on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

341. Name: Michael Spicer on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

342. Name: Loralee on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

343. Name: Diana G Huenerbein  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

344. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

345, Name: Thomas James on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

346. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

347. Name: Susan Hart  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: Today Green means &quot;green on the outside; red on the inside.&quot; What people used to think it meant was that
ordinary citizens set the course for our own individual preferences and control of our property. Now it means the elected and
unelected officials wrest control out of your hands in the name of preserving open space and saving land for your children while they
take contro! and set the agenda and limit your freedom instead of limiting govemment.

348. Name: Carol Pascoe on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

349. Name: Donald L. Williams on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

350. Name: Thomas Luekens on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

351. Name: Norman H. Reece on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

352. Name: Norman H. Reece on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:
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353. Name: John Gordon  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

354, Name: Jose Omelas on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: It seems all the data you acquire is &quot;cherry picked&quot; to support your previous assumptions

355. Name: Allan Ward  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

356. Name: Sharon Marston Erickson  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: Don't give up. We must preserve our God given liberty!

357. Name: Mary Spicer  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

358. Name: Virginia Roush  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

359. Name: Joseph Barocio  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

360. Name: Linda J Homen on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

361. Name: Francis M Leo  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

362. Name: Francis P Homen-Leo on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

363. Name: Tom Buckless on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: we don't want your commie BS.

364. Name: Jeffrey Wolk  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

365. Name: Robert Bradford on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: Long live Prop. 13

366. Name: Pamela George  on Jul 06, 2012

Comments: | ask that ABAG and MTC reject the draft EIR as incomplete and inadequate and to extend the time for PUBLIC
comment on the next draft. Thank you.

367. Name: Rick Hills  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

368. Name: Laurie Duff on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

369. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: stop trying to control my life!

370. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:
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371. Name: Michael E. Hancock on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

372. Name: Donald Sylvia on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

373. Name: John Parkhurst on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

374. Name: Kathleen DiStasio  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

375. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: | am in full favor of this that protects our property rights and rights as USA citizens!

376. Name: Jack Wagstaff on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: this is yet more government and restriction of our fought for freedom being eroded.

377. Name: Mark Polhemus  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

378. Name: Michael Bowcut on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

379. Name: Kimberly Abold  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

380. Name: Leland And Mary Stanley on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

381. Name: James Radetich on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

382. Name: Margie Liberty on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

383. Name: Imogene Ayres on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: &quot;The world is run by those who show up.&quot;

384. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

385. Name: Steven L. Scheye on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: Damn Facist bureaucrat pigs

386. Name: Lynn H. Hiden  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

387. Name: Thomas Wackerman on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

388. Name: Patt Brown on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:
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389.

Name: Ken Brown on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:

390. Name: Jeff Hanna on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:
391. Name: Carol T Singer  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:
392, Name: Carolyn McCain  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:
393. Name: Lani Watkins  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: ABAG and MTC are not my elected representatives and any EIR to transfer power to a NGO is not acceptable.
394. Name: Marjory Parker  on Ju! 06, 2012
Comments:
395. Name: Suzanne Silkk on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: As a citizen of the Bay Area | demand a complete review and comments by citizens, not just bureaucrats and citizens on
one side of the argument.
396. Name: Darlene Anastas on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: Please rethink this move to take away personal freedoms at a critical time when legislation such as this is becoming
more intrusive than ever before. This is a poorly conceived idea and should not be implimented. Leave critical decisions in the
hands of elected officials who answer to the voting public.
397. Name: FRANK MONTICELL!  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:
398. Name: Joyce Elaine Esakson  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:
399. Name: Susan Mueller  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:
400. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments:
401. Name: Andy And Kerry Patterson  on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: Let's get out of personal lives and mind our own business. We are for leaving the Govemment alone, so we would like
the Government to leave Us alone. One Bay Area Plan is astounding like Communism. We are free people not subjects to the
Government.
402. Name: Randy L. Kyle on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: It is long past time to put both state and federal governments back in their box. Dismantle the eco-communist
bureaucracy NOW.
403. Name: Randy L. Kyle on Jul 06, 2012
Comments: It is long past time to put both state and federal governments back in their box. Dismantle the eco-communist
bureaucracy NOW.
404, Name: Linda Jumangit on Jul 07, 2012
Comments: Haste makes you an idiot. There is always time to make a mistake but never any time to correct it.
405. Name: Howard E. SWain  on Jul 07, 2012

Comments: | cannont believe there are still people stupid enough to think man made global warming is a problem. There is tons of
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evidence to prove the whole thing is a a fraudulent hoax.

406. Name: Johanna Coble on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

407. Name: Garald Palazzi on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

408. Name: Deborah Kerwin-Peck on Ju! 07, 2012
Comments:

409, Name: Dwight Swobe on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

410. Name: DON CRADDUCK on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

411, Name: llene Meyers  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

412, Name: Ben Woods  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments: One Bay Area Plan is a bad idea for everyone who has to pay for it, let alone live in it!

413. Name: Gary Springer on Jul 07, 2012
Comments: abag &amp; mtc hide in the shadows &amp; the city officials are afraid to let there citizens know whats going &amp; the
consequences.

414. Name: Eliot Chavez  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

4185, Name: Michael Boworth  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

416. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 07,2012
Comments:

417. Name: Anonymous on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

418. Name: Russ Greenlaw on Jul 07, 2012
Comments: MTC and ABAG, as unelected, unaccountable agencies
have no business making policy or jamming any
policy down the throats of the public. Only
elected bodies have that authority. MTC and ABAG,
as promoters of &quot;One Bay Area&quot; are acting as tyrants.

419, Name: Pauline Zazulak on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

420. Name: Patricia Keylon on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

421, Name: Antoinette Reiser on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

422, Name: Michael McDermott on Ju! 07, 2012
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Comments: The draft EIR fails to address many critical issues, including highly questionable assumptions about population and
economic growth.

423. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 07,2012
Comments:
424, Name: Beverly Hansen on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:
425, Name: Doris Robinson on Jul 07, 2012
Comments: If | could sign this petition more than once | would sign it a million times.
We the People need more time to show you the folly of this plan and for our voice to be heard.
426. Name: Vernon Dale on Jul 07, 2012
Comments: | want a full EIR preparation and review cycle.
427. Name: Jeffrey Hunter  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments: Why don't you One World govemment busybodies move to Havana or Kabul?
428. Name: Raymond Wiggerwiggerr@sbcglobal.net  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:
429, Name: Anonymous  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments: STOP AGENDA 21!lillt PERIOD!!!
430. Name: Susan Mister on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:
431, Name: William McGee on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:
432. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:
433. Name: Larry Nelson  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:
434. Name: Donna Rosemont  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments: Please, please stop Plan Bat Arealll Stop this power grab and intrusion into our lives!!
435, Name: Debbie Gomez-Davis  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:
436. Name: Gaylon Kastner on Jul 07, 2012
Comments: | am fighting against Agenda and have been for many years..Orlean Koehle, was the first person that brought this to my
attention...
437. Name: Paula H Kotzen on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:
438. Name: Jerry Nunes  on Jul 07, 2012

Comments: We therefore call upon ABAG and MTC to reject the draft EIR as incomplete and inadequate and to extend the time for
public comment on the next draft. The issues involved are critically important and decisions must not be made in haste without
adequate time for review. The review process must allow maximum latitude for citizens to voice their views on the Plan and to
demand complete examination of the most likely outcomes from its adoption.
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438.

Name: Ashtynne Montgomery  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

440.

Name: David Miller  on Jul 07,2012
Comments: One Bay Area Plan is flawed and must be scrapped. Leave control with the local governments.

441.

Name: Danny Calvert on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

442

Name: Anonymous  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

443.

Name: Chris Calvert on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

444,

Name: Joan Cook on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

445.

Name: Marty Trout  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments: Agenda 21 is the tool that communists are using to destroy America. The UN is controlled by Islamic and communist
nations that hate America and Israel. Why do we pay 24% of their budget to destroy us?

446.

Name: Tracy Vogel on Jul 07, 2012
Comments: Local Gov. does not have the right to pass legislation that denies citizens rights and the right to be informed.

Thank you! Tracy

447.

Name: William John Keast  on Jul 07, 2012

Comments: Decisions such as land use must be made by elected officials, as they are directly held accountable by the electorate.
This is still a republic and we cannot afford to hand over this type of decision-making power to bureaucrats with an agenda which
may not be supported by a majority of the electorate.

My right to own my own home, where | chose and where | can afford is still a sacred right under the Constitution of the United States
of America. | do not wish to be told where or how | will live, especially by a group of unelected elitists who believe they know better
than | do what is best for me.

448.

Name: Rose Haliewicz  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

449,

Name: Susan B. Anthony on Jul 07, 2012

Comments: The citizens of Vallejo are being penalized by an aggressive citation regime, painting the curb red at the 'pick-up an extra
person' in the commuter zone. | myself have received seven tickets in front of my home in the last year, all appealed by certified mail
to no avail.The Vallejo Police ticket agency rarely acknowledges appeals and routinely doubles fines during the appeal process.
Basicly | was blackmailed into paying $200.for all the tickets to be dropped. What about the $50.00 a day storage fee when they
impound a vehicle, if the vehicle gets sold at auction for less than the storage bill, the old owner can be billed for the remaining
exorbitant storage fees. Towing Companies should be regulated by the Public Utility Commission or the State Department for
‘consumer protection.'

450.

Name: Mary Untiedt on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

451.

Name: JANE BENSON-KEAST on Jul 07, 2012
Comments: This kind of hostage-taking must stop! NO- you CANNOT have my home, my liberty - OR - anything else!

452.

Name: JANE BENSON-KEAST  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments: This kind of hostage-taking must stop! NO- you CANNOT have my home, my liberty - OR - anything else!

453.

Name: Jay Harvey on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:
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454, Name: Avon M. Wilson on Jul 07, 2012
Comments: The public has the right and MTC/ABAG have the responsibility to assure there is adequate time for a thorough EIR on
the BAY AREA PLAN. Please extend the scoping time!

455, Name: Anonymous  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:
This plan needs to be made widely public, since it affects us dearly. Extend deadline to months more and publicize!

456. Name: Selena Santa Cruz  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

457. Name: Sharron D. Nuno  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments: | support efforts to ensure full and complete review and comment by citizens of the Bay Area.

458. Name: Suzanne Rodriguez  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments: Allow the public to vote on this.

459, Name: Lois Kleinkauf on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

460. Name: Lois Kleinkauf on Jul 07, 2012
Comments:

461. Name: Marilyn Britton  on Jul 07, 2012
Comments: More review is needed before any of this plan is implemented.

462. Name: Richard Codiga on Jul 08, 2012
Comments:

463. Name: Evelyn Nokelby on Jul 08, 2012
Comments: We do not want this at all. Local people should be able to decide how they want their own towns/cities set up. Most of
all | want the Constitution followed to the max and that means personal property rights protected!

464. Name: Karen Ortega on Jul 08, 2012
Comments; Just another example of how dangerously easy it is to Joose our individual rights and liberty. We will be vigilant.

465. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 08, 2012
Comments:

466. Name: Bonnie Krupp  on Jul 08, 2012
Comments:

467. Name: J.Eckroat on Jul 08, 2012
Comments:

468. Name: Lynnette Davis  on Jul 08, 2012
Comments:

469, Name: Anonymous  on Jul 08, 2012
Comments:

470. Name: Tracey Barber on Jul 08, 2012
Comments:
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471.

Name: John Gorden
Comments:

on Jul 08, 2012

472. Name: John Gorden on Jul 08, 2012
Comments:
473. Name: Rex Evatt  on Jul 08, 2012
Comments:
474, Name: Anonymous  on Jul 08, 2012
Comments:
475. Name: Daniel Smith  on Jul 08, 2012
Comments: Thankyou Frank Leo keep up the good work
476. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 08, 2012
Comments:
477. Name: Anonymous on Jul 08, 2012
Comments:
478. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 08, 2012
Comments:
479. Name: Steve Kemp  on Jul 08, 2012
Comments: Stop this Green Monster. It's nothing more than a power grab by the puppeteers.
480. Name: Jaxon Riley on Jul 08,2012
Comments:
481. Name: Evelyn Cozakos on Jul 08, 2012
Comments:
482. Name: Joseph Parrish  on Jul 08, 2012
Comments:
483. Name: Pamela Johnston  on Jul 08, 2012
Comments: We have to stop One Bay Area now!
484, Name: Nancy Mulligan  on Ju! 08, 2012
Comments:
485. Name: Charles Weidner on Jul 08, 2012
Comments:
486. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 08, 2012
Comments:
487. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 08, 2012
Comments: Private Property Rights Must be Preserved
488. Name: Joan G. Caviness on Jul 08, 2012
Comments: Give the many people affected a voice. Don't ram your opinions through, before you have heard ours, the taxpayers!
489. Name: Elaine O'Neill  on Jul 09, 2012
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Comments:

490, Name: Randy Roldan  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: | want FREEDOM 1!
491. Name: Cheryl on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
492. Name: Michael Nielsen on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: Mimi~ we have met and | have been trying to cfome help at the meetings along the lines you trained me last December
up in Napa. Keep up the great work!
493, Name: Phillip Nishkian  on Ju! 09, 2012
Comments:
494. Name: Margot Reynolds  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
495, Name: Ortrud Witt  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
496. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: | fully agree with the precepts of the petition. Thank you for the good work and strong effort.
497. Name: Harrison L Stockton on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
498. Name: John Fry on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
499, Name: Beverly Hansen  on Jul 08, 2012
Comments:
500. Name: Art Muir  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: This plan is an agenda being rushed through way too quickly,against the people's wishes, with a purposeful effort to
make it difficult for the voice of the people to be heard. Our government becomes increasingly tyrannical, efforts like this Plan must
be resisted.
501. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
502. Name: Norman C. Miller  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: | can't wait to express my opinion about government steam rolling over my rights.
503. Name: Cynthia A. Corselli  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
504. Name: Chris Stanley on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: Stop this fraud! We want &quot;One FREE Bay Area&quot;!
505. Name: David Oliver on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: It is not right to &quot;Fast Track&quot; anything of this importance. Give the people the right to respond.
506. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012

Comments:

Page 32 of 54



507.

Name: Peter Fanucchi  on Jui 09, 2012
Comments: If this is a good idea for Californians then the process should be highly public for everyone to see in prime time!

508.

Name: Ronald Turner on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

509.

Name: Donna Morris  on Juj 09, 2012
Comments: The ERI scoping process is incomplete &amp; inadequate, so | request that you extend the time for public comment on
the next daft.

510.

Name: Margi Kangas on Jul 08, 2012
Comments:

511.

Name: Sally Bettencourt  on Jul 09, 2012

Comments: It is time to stop the advancemnet of the loss of liberty and a &quot;taking&quot; of our lands. This process is
unamerican and non-elected persons are forcing decisions onto the citizens. This must stop and our truly elected officials in each
locality needs to stand up and rebe! against this movement. [f they don't, they need to be removed from office.

512.

Name: Bob Diehl  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: Go get 'em....

513.

Name: Sharlene Bami  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: Go get 'em....

514.

Name: Bruce Phillips  on Jui 09, 2012
Comments: More time 'must’ be available to review this comprehensive Bay Area Plan.

515.

Name: Vickie Lessi  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: What a travesty, and the suffocation of public comment is Marxist! Whenever unelected officials, agencies, paliticians do
the hide and rush tactic, it's is ALWAYS negative for the people. What have you got to hide?!

516.

Name: Mary Walker  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: | strongly object and resent the underhanded, sneaky, tyrannical transfer of power from elected officials to unelected
regional bodies without the knowledge and voice of WE the people who will be affected by these massive takeover of our lives!!

517.

Name: Scott Robinson  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

518.

Name: Frank Miranda on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

519.

Name: Harold Mackenzie on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

520.

Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

521.

Name: Jeanette Tomblin  on Jui 09, 2012
Comments: | want to sign petition.
Stop Agenda 21, Plan Bay Area etal

522.

Name: Jeanette Tomblin  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: | want to sign petition.
Stop Agenda 21, Plan Bay Area etal

523.

Name: Ellyn Loesch  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
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524, Name: Jeanette Tomblin  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: | want to sign petition.
Stop Agenda 21, Plan Bay Area etal

525. Name: Bob Loesch  on Jui 09, 2012
Comments:

526. Name: Winston JJones Jr.  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

527. Name: Jeanette Tomblin  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: | want to sign petition.
Stop Agenda 21, Plan Bay Area etal

528. Name: Joe Tomblin  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: Joe Tomblin signs petition

529. Name: Joe Tomblin  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: Joe Tomblin signs petition

530. Name: Keith Riordan  on Ju} 09, 2012
Comments:

531. Name: Jami Mitchell  on Jui 09, 2012
Comments:

532. Name: Helen Magneson  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

533. Name: Edward Lenz  on Juj 08, 2012
Comments: Government should not tell me what kind of
transportation | should take or drive.

534. Name: JOHN HAAS  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

535. Name: DOROTHY HAAS  on Jui 09, 2012
Comments:

536. Name: Cynthia Riordan  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

537. Name: Brad Seifers  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

538. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: The committee must know their tactics are unpopular with the public and common sense must prevail

539. Name: Paul And Trudy Schmitt  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

540. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
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541.

Name: Jeanine Hillebrandt on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

542. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
543. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
544, Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
545. Name: Margot Boteler on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
546. Name: Diane Prioleau  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
547. Name: Cindy Haas on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
548. Name: Jennifer M Cooper  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
549, Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
550. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
551. Name: Mary Walker on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: thought had already signed...and expressed my concems at the underhanded deceitful manner in which our lives are
being taken over by unelected people controllers pushing UN mandates without our input or vote!
552. Name: Margaret A Eash  on Jui 09, 2012
Comments: thank you for keeping us informed.
553. Name: John G. Reynolds on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
554. Name: Robert And Dawn Horton  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: Do not regulate us out of our freedom to live as we chose. This will leave fewer choices of lifestyles putting the
population in little boxes made of ticky-tacky. These boards are not even elected ,so where does the power come from. We should
start a petition to have a proposition placed on the ballot to disband all these unelected regulatory boards.
555. Name: Wickie Smith  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
556. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
557. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
558. Name: Joy Schoming on Jul 09, 2012

Comments:
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559.

Name: Mary Ann Brautigan on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

560. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
561. Name: Kathy Cravines on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
562. Name: Joanne Hottendorf  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: This is a mostly covert operation that citizens don't know about. Given the right to vote on &quot;The Facts&quot; of this
plan, NO ONE WOULD VOTE FOR IT.
563. Name: Joe Hernandez  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
564. Name: Rainey Olson  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: will u be speaking anywhere in the Santa Rosa area in the near future?
565. Name: Gary Smukal on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
566. Name: Susan Albrecht on Jui 09, 2012
Comments:
567. Name: Michael L. Martin  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
568. Name: Anonymous  on Ju} 09, 2012
Comments:
569. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
570. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
571. Name: Mark Behrens on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: Property rights and personal freedoms were among the most crucial, fundamental principles upon which the United
States was founded. | am not a property owner, yet | can see that Plan Bay Area is another step in the continued erosion of our
liberties. It is not leadership or wise planning, but rather another example of a slow but sure slide into tyranny.
572. Name: Michael Wilson on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
573. Name: Coley McBride on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: One Bay Area is an attack on private property and must be stopped. It is another discouraging example of the US
government no longer understanding it's original tenance of being for the people. n
574. Name: Susan Piedmont  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
575. Name: Bruce T Cowee on Jul 09, 2012

Comments:
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576. Name: SALVATORE GRAMMATICO  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: RETAINING LOCAL MANAGEMENT OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF OUR COMMUNITY IS PARAMOUNT IN OUR
FORM OF GOVERNANCE

577. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

578. Name: Terry Steffen  on Jul 09, 2012
Comrnents: | am against Plan Bay Area

579. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

580. Name: Nancy Martino  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

581. Name: Charla Benner on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: THIS MUST BE DEFEATED!

582. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: Stop the madness!

583. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

584. Name: Nathan McMahon  on Jui 09, 2012
Comments: | totally reject this unconstitutional effort on the part of ABAG and MTC to nullify the right of every individual to be
properly represented by constitutionally elected officials and to deny citizens the right to protest the actions of ABAG and MTC in this
fraudulent, inadequate, incomplete, and totally transparent process designed to steal the freedoms and property rights of Califomnia
residents and United States Citizens without any recourse to oppose it. Nathan McMahon, 16856 Armstrong Woods Road,
Guerneville CA, 95446.

585. Name: Ingrid Simkins  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

586. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

587. Name: KENNETH R. COOK  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: your agenda is not my agenda,we do not think that
people should be stacked on top of each other
like cabreney greens in Chicago

588. Name: Kimberley Ledwell  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

589. Name: Thomas F Turner on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: Stop trying to control my life. Fix the broken state

590. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

591. Name: Amy Chorney on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

592. Name: Jason Chorney  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
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593.

Name: Corrine Martin  on Jul 09, 2012
Comrmnents:

594.

Name: Casey Nesbit on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: The EIR is based on Flawed premes of agenda 21. You should not let the UN dictate how this state is run.

585.

Name: Lorraine Humes on Jul 09, 2012

Comrmnents: | think my city council, San Pablo, is into getting money from the ABAG and will go along with sustainable development.
What can | do?

596.

Name: Robin Berwick on Jui 09, 2012
Comments:

597.

Name: BOB  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

598.

Name: Glenda Kitchel on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: Stop Agenda 21 we do want it!

599.

Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

600.

Name: Jan Soule  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

601.

Name: G R Smith  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

602.

Name: Margie Liberty on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

603.

Name: Hal Mortimer  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

604.

Name: Jesus Padilla on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

605.

Name: Antonio  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

606.

Name: Nancy Lee Liebscher on Jul 09, 2012

Comments: Why are our rights of no importance? Why are we subservient to false studies like global warming and sustainable
development? Why? Why?

607.

Name: Robert Hauser on Jul 09, 2012

Comments: If there is one thing guaranteed to bring my blood to the boiling point...it is

grossly oversalaried and unelected bureaucrat sleaze who, because they are academically pedigreed by some ivy Plague egg farm
or so called &quot;liberal&quot; diploma mill like UC Berserkeley or UCLA, fancy themselves qualified to dictate
to us how to live our lives and what is best for the communities we've lived in for decades in many cases and that they have
never even set foot in. This country reeks from here to the far end of Hell with self-bloating alphabet soup bureaucracies and this
status needs to be dismantied with extreme prejudice in the name of what shambles and wreckage of Constitutional justice yet
remains in our lives—--and ABAG/MTC are a superb place to begin ridding ourselves of parasites.

608.

Name: Christine Certo  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: How does that quote go? &quot;The only thing necessary for the triumph of evil is for good men to do nothing.&quot;
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609. Name: Glenn Steiding on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: Stop meddling in social engineering... Man has been trying to alter our conditions since he started talking... look where
that has gotten us. You'll never achieve your goal.. there are forces working against you that make it impossible... the indiscretions of
mankind itself... all the evil traits.

610. Name: David Ericksob  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

611. Name: Louise Crawford on Jul 09, 2012
Comrnents: hope | did this right

612. Name: Lee Ann Reuter on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

613. Name: Vera Sorum  on Jui 09, 2012
Comrmnents:

614. Name: Gary Scheier on Jul 09, 2012
Comrnents:

615. Name: Gene Enfantino  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

616. Name: Jeanette Mitchell on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

617. Name: Olivia Vicente  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

618. Name: Jack B. Ritter  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: it's far past time to slow or shut down run away government agencies with no accountability and rampant unintended
consequences.

619. Name: Bryan Draper on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

620. Name: Susan Bernard  on Jui 09, 2012
Comments:

621. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 09, 2012
Comrnents:

622. Name: Tashia M. Flucas on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

623. Name: Lynn Teger on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:

624. Name: Clarence De Barrows  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: Comprehensive plans take precedence over and are, more often than not, insensitive to local concerns. Local
governments concerns should take precedence over comprehensive planners authority grabs. You know, it's like the authority
assigned to the States over the Federal government as defined in the Constitution.

625. Name: Clarence De Barrows on Ju} 09, 2012
Comments:
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626.

Name: Elizabeth Manning  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: ABAG and MTC have commissioned an environmental impact report (EIR) on Plan Bay Area that is incomplete. Please
help us maintain our liberty by becomming informed.

627. Name: Cecily Barber on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: The people NEED to KNOW what all this plan entails, not just the feel-good slogans. This plan is setting up EXTRA
GOVERNMENT LAYERS which will adopt guidelines without electable accountability!!
628. Name: Joan Leone on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: STOP THIS LAND GRAB IMMEDIATELY
629. Name: Elena Stahn  on Jui 09, 2012
Comments:
630. Name: Jesse Lindsey on Jul 09, 2012
Comments: Stop crony capitalist/fascist Agenda 21 in the Bay area along with the rest of the country!
631. Name: Becky Kolberg  on Jul 09, 2012
Comments:
632. Name: John Novick on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:
633. Name: Carol Gibson on Jui 10, 2012
Comments: | don't like the way the government has been reducing my say on the way | live by first ignoring me, and then just
transferring the power to others who are NOT elected individuals!
634. Name: Barbara Wanvig  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: | oppose Plan Bay Area for the reasons outlined in this petition.
635. Name: Janet Feeley on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: In a free society you must have private property rights!!
636. Name: Donald Cole on Jui 10, 2012
Comments: The proposed bill has been moved thorugh too quickly and needs more citizen imput.
637. Name: Allen C Woolsey on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: | do not approve of the Plan Bay Area. As a resident, property owner and tax payer | oppose the transfering of
development from our elected county planning officials to an unelected group of regional bodies.
638. Name: Karen Westover on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:
639. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:
640. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:
641. Name: Joe Mahoney on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:
642. Name: Margaret Mahoney on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:
643. Name: Doug Silveira on Jul 10, 2012
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Comments:

644. Name: Olga Pellegrini  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: | am totally against PlanBayArea. This plan is not Constitutional and absolutely by passes the rights of the individual and
property rights! | want to have a choice as to where | live and don't want to be mandated by unelected officials/.

645. Name: Terry Gossett  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

646. Name: Jeanne Decker on Jui 10, 2012
Comments:

647. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

648. Name: Pamela McCart  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

649. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

650. Name: Johnette Pfingstenten  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: enough already with the continuous erosion of our freedoms

651. Name: Judy Fawcett on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: this is so wrong, people do not know what is happening. we are all too busy trying to keep above water.

652. Name: Paul Cardaropoli  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: How much more are we going to let them take from us, before we act?

653. Name: Neil Mammen  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

654. Name: Jennifer Fisher on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

655. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

656. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

657. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: America, land of the free. Leave it that way.

658. Name: Mark Jeghers  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: DO NOT SPAM ME. No emails of ANY kind.

659. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

660. Name: Susan Hart  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

661. Name: Lois Dogey on Jul 10,2012
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Comments:

662. Name: Scott Saftler on Jul 10,2012
Comments:
663. Name: Guillermo Ferreti  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: Dont want to live in a high density location. | want freedom
664. Name: Dave Bartle on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:
6685. Name: Nicholas Brown on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:
666. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:
667. Name: De Martini, Steven on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: Human behavior modification through regulation is short term, long term it will cause rebellion/revoit. Education and
freedom is the only best path to take.
668. Name: Willard Solymanbeyk on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:
669. Name: Lynn Hofland  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:
670. Name: Judith Buffington  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:
671. Name: Lynn Hofland  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:
672. Name: Cathleen Storm  on Ju! 10, 2012
Comments: | am completely against this awful plan. It is a terrible threat to the freedom of our way of life.
673. Name: Diane Lynn Johnson  on Jui 10, 2012
Comments:
674. Name: Gary Kinsman  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: Pleasanton, CA
675. Name: Lynda Kinsman  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: Pleasanton, CA
676. Name: Phyllis Worth  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:
677. Name: Jim Carr  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: This project has such huge ramifications to the citizens of California. The local meeting was not publicized properly, a
&quot;leader&quot; speaking on behalf fo the program said it did not have to be properly noticed ...... in all my years in the public
sector, any project impacting the well being of the community, by law, must be properly noticed with meetings held at convenient
times for the public.
678. Name: Michael Shadwick  on Jul 10, 2012

Comments: Please do not rush through this EIR without a PROPER time period for public comment. | personally do not wish to live
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in a high density &quot;transit&quot; zone. | have a bicycle which i ride regularly. | have no desire to be told when | should and
shouldn't be able to ride it. The same would be true with my pickup truck. | do not wish to have my personal sovereignty impinged by
someone else's idea of how i should live my life. As a business owner, i am already deluged with regulations and restrictions, thus
curtailing my ability to hire more employees and expand my business. Don't make it any tougher.

679.

Name: David Eugene Way on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: NOT for the plan.DO NOT transfer the power to UNELECTED officials. do not bypass EIRI!!

680.

Name: Alice McKeon  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: Thank you for the petition. We must stop the destruction of our liberties.

681.

Name: Anonymous  on Jul 10,2012
Comments:

682.

Name: Annie Simpson  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: | am very much against the fast tracking of Plan Bay Area as presently being aggressively fast forwarded. This proposal
needs to be throughly understood by the citizens and how it will affect themselves personally and as families.

683.

Name: Herb Drake on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

684.

Name: Henry E. Lawrence  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: ABAG is the local version of Agenda 21

685.

Name: Larry Ray  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: we need to stop this 1I!

686.

Name: Charles T Dunkle on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

687.

Name: Emily Sabatka on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: Keep liberty alive!

688.

Name: Nancy Barlas on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: enough with this socialist mentality. this is americas and we can live and drive where and when we wish......... if you truly
believe CO2 is a poisionous, dangerous gas........... please save the world and hold your breath!

689.

Name: Richard Warsinger on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

690.

Name: Ken Whelan  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: keep government off our backs. Ken

691.

Name: Miles Conway on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

692.

Name: Donald Guerrero  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

693.

Name: Tracy Selge on Jul 10, 2012

Comments: | do not recall the last time | attended a City Council meeting (yes, | sometimes attend) that a private company had the
option to &quot;fast track&quot; a project. It is time that the gov. follows the same rules and processes it has is imposed on everyone
else. &quot;Community&quot; is constantly being touted, yet when the community shows up, wanting to get involved and have apart
in the process, they are shut out. | call on ABAG anb MTC to extend the time for public comment. in doing so, they will show that
they value the processes they have put in place, but more importantly support the idea of &quot;We the People&quot;.

694.

Name: Robert Klingner  on Jul 10, 2012
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Comments: | call upon ABAG and MTC to reject the EIR scoping process as incomplete and inadequate . | call upon ABAG and
MTC to extend the time for public comment on the next draft.

695. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: SF

696. Name: Robert Klingner  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: | call upon ABAG and MTC to reject the EIR scoping process as incomplete and inadequate. ! call upon ABAG and MTC
to extend the time for public comment on the next draft.

697. Name: Cynthia M Plencner on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

698. Name: Jean Abadie on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: Property rights need to be expanded and government regulations and controls need to be significantly restricted.

699, Name: Mike Purtelf  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

700. Name: Michael Crivello  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

701. Name: Hallie Bigliardi on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

702. Name: Robert Schooley  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

703. Name: Edward F. Johnson on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

704, Name: Susan Knoll  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: STAY OUT OF OUR LIVES!

705. Name: James Modrall  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

706. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 10,2012
Comments:

707. Name: Anonymous on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

708. Name: Arthur R. Perez  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

709. Name: Larry M. Kitchel on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: &quot;Freedom&quot;

710. Name: John Marino  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: | regret that our elected officials are trying to pass legislation that is contrary to what many would expect and only find out
after laws are passed. | hope this is struct down.

711. Name: Elizabeth McCarthy  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: Let us remember the men and women who over the years have sacrificed their lives so that we could live in the freedom
of the Constitution. life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. We are not to be governed by unelected bodies..this is a form of tyranny.
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712

Name: Chris Decker on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: Leave me to make my own choices. | do not need or want the government to make them for me

713.

Name: Sharon Muzio on Ju! 10, 2012
Comments:

714.

Name: Doug Pratt  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

715.

Name: Doug Pratt  on Ju! 10, 2012
Comments:

716.

Name: LINDA SANT!  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: These eco-terrorists will never get away with any of this. We will fight.

717.

Name: Anonymous  on Jul 10, 2012

Comments: | want LIBERTY, not ECO-TYRANNY. | do not want ANY restrictions on my personal lifestyle choices, including where |
live, how | travel, and my cost of living. Your Plan transfers authority for the most critical public policy issues — land use,
transportation, and housing ~ from elected local officials to unelected bureaucrats. It will also impose billions of dollars of unfunded
expenses on local communities that are already facing huge budget deficits.

Start listening to the citizens and stop your socialistic behaviors!

718.

Name: Sandy And Fred Mangold on Jul 10, 2012

Comments: For years | have heard these community destroying ideas floated by arrogant politicians who would not be impacted by
the havoc their misguided ideas would create. Using imagined global warming as cover they propose to radically alter the way most
freedom loving people want to live. A proposed low income project in my city stirred anger in the hearts of mostly apathetic citizens
and nearly caused a riot. That is what you face when folks wake up to the nightmare your plan would create. Sandy Mangold Milibrae
Ca

719.

Name: Anonymous  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

720.

Name: Anonymous  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

721.

Name: Ray Calvello  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

722.

Name: Rosanna Valentini  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: | reject the plan EIR that ABAG and MTC have adopted

723.

Name: Brandon Pace on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: Stop the bureaucratic takeover of our freedom!

724,

Name: Andrea Casino  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: Thank you for this petition. | just now heard about it and will get the word out on my facebook.

725.

Name: Ciark Darrah  on Jul 10, 2012

Comments: | am fifth generation Califomian,and also come from a military family. The battle for freedom has come to us, because
the people we continually put in office to protect our constitutional rights betray us for there selfish greed. But now it's worse, our
&quot;leaders&quot; have been tempted by liesof the Comunists and the dictatores of the United Nations. We must stand against
this tyrany NOW!

726.

Name: Andrea Ramos  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:
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727. Name: W. Patricia Clarke  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

728. Name: Brent Cook on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

729. Name: Charles D. Harding on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

730. Name: Rhena Hendricks on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

731. Name: Alan Wright on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

732. Name: Christopher Luemgo  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

733. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: | think more access for regular people to give opinions on these sweeping plans is very important

734. Name: Christopher Luengo  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

735. Name: Debbie Sly on Jul 10,2012
Comments: We, the public are against the One Bay Area Plan . . . stop this insanity now!

736. Name: Clifford Luengo  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

737. Name: Joseph Blackwell on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

738. Name: Robert Foss  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: Stop trying to tell us how to live!

739. Name: Larry Nemetz  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: Let freedom ring!

740. Name: Thomas Hoog on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: More time is needed for comment!

741. Name: Rick Luck on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

742. Name: Todd Davies on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

743. Name: Alan Anderson  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

744, Name: Kevin McClure  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: No changes in the peoples private property rights should be allowed without the peoples vote.
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745. Name: Julie Alexander on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

746. Name: Lisa Luengo  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

747. Name: Rose Bishop on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

748. Name: Thom Steinmetz  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

749, Name: Jean Kalvig on Jul 10, 2012
Comments: We are losing our freedoms a little at a time and this is just taking more of our rights to live in America as a free people.

750. Name: Steven Traversari  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

751. Name: Margaret Murguia on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

752. Name: Patricia Jones  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

753. Name: Anonymous  on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

754. Name: Lance Ruttledge on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

755. Name: David Boragno on Jul 10, 2012
Comments:

756. Name: Susanne Wagner on Jul 10, 2012
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