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City of Irvine, One Civic Center Plaza, P.O. Box 19575, Irvine, California 92623-9575 (949) 724-6000

November 21, 2014

Mr. Christopher Calfee

Senior Counsel

Office of Planning and Research

via email: CEQA.Guidelines@ceres.ca.gov

Subject: City of Irvine Comments on Preliminary Discussion Draft of Updates
to CEQA Guidelines Implementing Senate Bill 743

Dear Mr. Calfee:

This letter is submitted in response to the Preliminary Discussion Draft of Updates to
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Implementing Senate Bill 743
dated August 6, 2014. The City appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
Preliminary Discussion Draft Guidelines.

The City of Irvine has long been considered one of the premier master-planned
communities in the nation. Irvine has maintained this standard by ensuring a high
quality of life for its residents through careful and thoughtful planning. Long range
planning for anticipated transportation needs balanced with growth patterns established
in the City’s General Plan has and continues to serve the needs of the City. The
passage of Senate Bill 743 determined that automobile delay measured by level of
service (LOS) or similar measures of traffic congestion will no longer be considered a
significant impact under CEQA upon adoption of new guidelines.

While Senate Bill 743 requires adoption of new guidelines for transit priority areas with-
in one-half mile of a major transit stop, it provides the Office of Planning and Research
the option of whether or not to adopt guidelines that eliminate LOS elsewhere. The
Office of Planning and Research has chosen to propose Preliminary Discussion Draft
Guidelines that eliminate LOS as a significant impact under CEQA for all areas
statewide. The City of Irvine is concerned that the elimination of Level of Service (LOS)
as a CEQA significance threshold for areas both within and outside of transit priority
areas will have adverse impacts on the City’s ability to meet the transportation needs of
the City’s master planned growth. It is important to note that while this issue is
discussed in terms of vehicle delay, it is actually people delay, which negatively impacts
the long-term quality of life of residents of our communities.

While the proposed revisions to the CEQA Guidelines appear to allow cities to continue
to use LOS for physical planning purposes, this is specious logic inasmuch as traffic
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generated by surrounding jurisdictions that do not use LOS will render the continued
use of LOS futile. The resultant mix of incompatible standards for regional and inter-
jurisdictional transportation review would prove difficult and, to the extent some
jurisdictions determine to continue to use LOS for physical planning purposes,
effectively result in a penalty to such jurisdictions.

The revisions proposed by the Office of Planning and Research exceed the
requirements of SB 743 by extending the scope of the proposed revisions beyond
transit priority areas and fail to adequately and realistically consider both the known
consequences and unknown unintended consequences of eliminating LOS on a
statewide basis.

The City of Irvine supports the recommendations of the League of California Cities in its
letter dated November 10, 2014. These recommendations include deferring phasing in
the guidelines for non-transit priority areas until such time known outcomes- both
positive and negative, and consequences- both intended and unintended, of the Vehicle
Miles Travelled threshold can be adequately observed and analyzed. This would likely
take significantly more than a year as proposed in the draft Guidelines Implementing SB
743.

The City urges the Office of Planning and Research to revise its proposed guidelines to
consider a more considered and balanced approach that both recognizes alternatives
with lower greenhouse gas emissions but also ensures thoughtful and coordinated
transportation planning that remains necessary to community design and to the quality
of life of the residents of our communities.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. Should you have any questions,
please contact me at etolles@ci.irvine.ca.us, or 949-724-6451.

Sincerely,

Fo M Felly—

Eric M. Tolles
Director of Community Development

Attachment: League of California Cities letter dated November 10, 2014

cc:.  City Council
Sean Joyce, City Manager
Sharon Landers, Assistant City Manager
Jeffrey Melching, Assistant City Attorney
Tim Gehrich, Deputy Director of Community Development
Barry Curtis, Manager of Planning Services
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November 10, 2014

Christopher Calfee, Senior Counsel
CEQA.Guidelines@ceres.ca.gov

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Calfee:

This letter is submitted in response to the Preliminary Discussion Draft of Updates to CEQA
Guidelines Implementing Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg) dated August 6, 2014. Thank you for your
diligence in preparing this Draft and your thoughtful consideration of these comments that are
submitted on behalf of the League of California Cities.

We have divided our comments into two categories. The goal of Category One comments is to
identify those portions of the Draft that we believe either (1) conflict with Public Resources Code
21099; or (2) require that lead agencies implement the law without sufficient evidence or
information. The goal of Category Two comments is to identify those portions of the Draft that we
believe could be strengthened by clarifying edits.

Category One

1. Section 15064.3(a): “A project’s effect on automobile delay does not constitute a significant
environmental impact.”

We believe that this sentence in the Draft conflicts with Section 21099(b)(2) which states: “Upon
certification of the guidelines...automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar
measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on

the environment....”

This section of the Guidelines impermissibly varies from Section 21099(b)(2). SB 743’s language is
qualified by the phrase “as described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular
capacity or traffic congestion.”

CHANGE REQUESTED: Delete the sentence from the Guidelines.

2. Section 15064.3(b)(1): “A development project that is not exempt and that results in vehicle miles

traveled greater than regional average for the land use type (e.g. residential, employment,
commercial) may indicate a significant impact” (emphasis added).

Regional average VMT calculated for each land use type is not currently available in all metropolitan
planning regions. This means that a lead agency will not have access to the data necessary to
evaluate the significant impact of a project on transportation pursuant to this metric.

CHANGE REQUESTED: Delay implementation of the Guidelines until data becomes available.



3. Section 15064.3(c}): “Previously adopted measures to mitigate congestion impacts may continue
to be enforced, or modified, at the discretion of the lead agency” (emphasis added).

The “Explanation of Proposed New Section 15064.3” explains this provision as follows:

Similarly, with regard to projects that have already undergone environmental review,
subdivision (c) clarifies that nothing in these proposed rules would prevent a lead agency
from enforcing previously adopted mitigation measures. In fact, within the bounds of other
laws, including adopted general plans, lead agencies have discretion to apply or modify
previously adopted mitigation measures. (Napa Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa
County Bd. of Sup. (2001) 91 Cal. App. 4th 342, 358 (because “mistakes can be made and
must be rectified, and ... the vision of a region's citizens or its governing body may evolve
over time... there are times when mitigation measures, once adopted, can be deleted”).)
Notably, deletion of measures imposed solely to address automobile delay should not
require any additional environmental review because section 21099 of the Public Resources
Code states that automobile delay is not a significant impact under CEQA.

A careful look at the Napa County case reveals that (a) the EIR in question was for a general plan (not
a development project); and (b) the mitigation measure was proposed for deletion, not modification.
This part of the Draft Guideline conflicts with Section 15097 and goes beyond the holding in the Napa
County case. In order to be consistent with Section 15097 (which does not include a process for
“modifying” a mitigation measure), the Explanation of Proposed New Section 15064.3, and the Napa
County case, we would like to suggest the following change to the language:

The Draft Guideline should not suggest to a lead agency that it has the authority to modify a
previously-adopted mitigation measure for a specific development project based upon a VMT
analysis of the transportation impacts of the project. The Draft Guideline should make it clear that
the conditions identified in Section 15162 must be present before additional environmental analysis
can be undertaken which may lead to the modification of previously adopted mitigation measures.

CHANGE REQUESTED: “Previously adopted measures to mitigate congestion impacts of may
continue to be enforced, or may be modified pursuant to Section 15162, at the discretion of the lead
agency.”

4. Section 15064.3: “Neither this section nor Appendix F limits the exercise of any public agency’s
discretion provided by other laws, including but not limited to, the authority of cities and counties to
condition project approvals pursuant to general plans and zoning codes.”

This language varies from and is inconsistent with Section 21099(b)(4) which states: “This
subdivision does not preclude the application of local general plan policies, zoning codes, conditions
of approval, thresholds, or any other planning requirements pursuant to the police power or any
other authority.”

CHANGE REQUESTED: Delete this sentence from Section 15064.3 in its entirety. There is no need
for implementation or interpretation of this sentence except as we suggest in #5 below. As drafted, it
impermissibly conflicts with Section 21099(b}(4).

5. Section 15064.3: “Neither this section nor Appendix F limits the exercise of any public agency’s
discretion provided by other laws, including but not limited to, the authority of cities and counties to
condition project approvals pursuant to general plans and zoning codes.”

This language was included in SB 743 in part to reassure local agencies that LOS standards could
continue to be enforced through general plan, zoning, conditions of approval, thresholds or other



planning requirements. It would be very helpful to lead agencies if the Guidelines could make this
intent explicit with the following language:

CHANGE REQUESTED: Add the following language: “A lead agency, as part of the review of a project
pursuant to State or local law other than the California Environmental Quality Act, may implement
and enforce level of service or similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion pursuant
to the police power or any other authority as part of the review of the project.”

6. Section 15064.3(d): “After January 1, 2016, the provisions of this section shall apply statewide.”

SB 743 proposes a significant change to the evaluation of transportation impacts. The purpose of the
change is to promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal
transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses (Section 21099(b)(1)). The Guidelines should
identify two areas: (1) areas within one-half mile of either an existing major transit stop or a stop
along an existing high quality transit corridor; and (2) “transit priority areas” (as defined by PRC
21099(a)(7). We will not know whether VMT as a metric for evaluating transportation impacts will
achieve these three goals within these two areas for several years. VMT should be studied to
determine whether it is a viable alternative to LOS analysis in areas of the state outside these two
areas.

CHANGE REQUESTED: Require VMT metric in Area #1 on the effective date of the Guidelines.
Require VMT metric in Area #2 one year after the effective date of the Guidelines. Do notrequire
VMT metric outside Transit Priority Areas until study confirms the metric is a viable alternative
which will promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal
transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses as required by PRC 21099(b)(1).

Category Two

1. Section 15064.3(b)(1): This paragraph states: “Similarly, development projects that result in net
decreases in vehicle miles traveled, compared to existing conditions, may be considered to have a
less than significant transportation impact.”

The phrase “compared to existing conditions” is not clear because it includes neither a reference to
time or space. We offer the following for your consideration:

CHANGE REQUESTED: “Similarly, development projects that result in net decreases in vehicle miles

traveled, compared to existingeonditions the circumstances under which the project is undertaken,
may be considered to have a less than significant transportation impact.”

[Language is taken from Section 15162(a)(2)].

2. Section 15064.3(b)(1): This paragraph states: “Land use plans that are either consistent with a
sustainable communities strategy or that achieve at least an equivalent reduction in vehicle miles
traveled as projected to result from implementation of a sustainable communities strategy, generally
may be considered to have a less than significant impact.”

(1) Further definition is needed for the phrase “consistent with a sustainable communities strategy
to make sure that the Draft is consistent with SB 375; and (2) clarification is needed regarding what
is meant by “reduction in vehicle miles traveled as projected to result from implementation of a
sustainable communities strategy.”

CHANGE REQUESTED: “Land use plans that are either consistent with the general use designation
density, building intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in a sustainable

communities strategy or that achieve at least an equivalent reduction in vehicle miles traveled as



projected to result from implementation of a sustainable communities strategy for the project area,
generally may be considered to have a less than significant impact.”

[Language is taken from Section 21155(a)].

3. Section 15064.3(b)(4): This paragraph states that “The lead agency’s evaluation of the vehicle
miles traveled associated with a project is subject to a rule of reason; however, a lead agency
generally should not confine its evaluation to its own political boundary. A lead agency may use
models to estimate a project’s vehicle miles traveled, and may revise those estimates to reflect
professional judgment based on substantial evidence. Any assumptions used to estimate vehicle
miles traveled and any revisions to model outputs should be documented and explained in the
environmental document prepared for the project.”

We would like to suggest that the Draft explain the purpose as it applies to this section of the
Guidelines. As you know, reference to the “rule of reason” is found in Section 15126.6(f) [“The range
of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only
those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice”]. In Section 15126.6(f) the purpose of the
“rule of reason” is explained [“....to permit a reasoned choice”].

CHANGE REQUESTED: “The lead agency’s evaluation of the vehicle miles traveled associated with a
project is subject to a rule of reason that does not require tracing every possible trip associated with
the project; however, a lead agency generally should not confine its evaluation to its own political
boundary. A lead agency may use models to estimate a project’s vehicle miles traveled, and may
revise those estimates to reflect professional judgment based on substantial evidence. Any
assumptions used to estimate vehicle miles traveled and any revisions to model outputs should be
documented and explained in the environmental document prepared for the project.”

Thank you very much for your consideration.

Sincerely,
\Kmerud Z . bl//&(j* oRe

Kirstin Kolpitcke
Legislative Representative



