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May 13, 2020 

Planning Commission 
County of San Diego 
5520 Overland Ave 
San Diego CA 92123 

Greg Kazmer 
Planning & Development Services 
5510 Overland Avenue, Suite 310 
San Diego, CA 92123 

RE:  Item 3, May 15, 2020, Options to Comply with SB 743 and Proposed 
Transportation Study Guide Technical Manual 

Dear Chair and Members of the Commission: 

Endangered Habitats League (EHL) appreciates the opportunity to provide 
additional comments on the options for SB 743 compliance and transition to VMT as 
CEQA mitigation for transportation impacts.  This letter will simultaneously serve as 
comments for DPDS on the Proposed Transportation Study Guide Technical 
Manual.  Our overarching concern is that due to the scale of proposed exemptions, 
massive VMT impacts will never be disclosed or mitigated, to the detriment of both the 
environment and traffic congestion.  The cumulative impacts of these exemptions should 
be addressed. 

As background, SB 743 is a response to escalating GHG emissions in the 
transportation section, and seeks to encourage “smart growth” patterns of development 
and land use that support multimodal transpiration.  Development under the current 
General Plan should generally mitigate impacts, and any development outside of the 
current General Plan should meet a high standard for VMT reduction.   

A. Under the proposed scheme, vast amounts of VMT will be screened out and
never mitigated due to the following factors:

1) County Selected Geography

The Selected Geography has dual implications.  First, it determines how many 
projects will be screened out due to being in existing “VMT efficient locations,” whose 
VMTs are already more than 15% below a particular baseline.  Projects in such locations 
do not have to prepare a VMT analysis at all.  According to the staff report  for the 
Planning Commission, 2.7% of County jurisdiction would be exempt if the MPO region 
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is used as a baseline.  Thirty percent more, or 3.5%, would be exempt if the 
unincorporated area were used.  A slightly high amount would be exempt under the 
subregional approach.  In terms of unit count, under the staff-recommended 
unincorporated area baseline, this would translate into 18,940 exempted units, a huge 
number. 
 
 The second implication of Selected Geography is that for larger projects that are 
not screened out and do prepare do a VMT study, the amount of mitigation required will 
vary as to baseline.  This is because the lower the VMT per capita baseline, the more 
mitigation will be needed to achieve a 15% reduction below that baseline.  The staff 
report is clear that less VMT mitigation will be performed for the same amount of 
development using the unincorporated area option compared to the option of the MPO 
region.  Furthermore, as one moves from MPO region to unincorporated area to 
subregions, the more localized the baseline, the greater is the financial incentive to 
develop in remote areas – far from jobs and services – compared to western locations, as 
less VMT mitigation will be necessary to reach a 15% reduction.  This defeats the 
purpose of SB 743. 
 
 EHL recommends use of the MPO region as baseline, as does OPR.  Contrary to 
the discussion in Appendix F (Justification/Rationale Screening Criteria and Threshold, 
p. F-2), guidance from OPR is clear on this point:  For projects in unincorporated areas, 
comparison to the VMT per capita of the entire region (including the cities) is proper, or 
alternatively, comparison to the VMT of the cities alone: 
 

For residential projects in unincorporated county areas, the local agency can 
compare a residential project’s VMT to (1) the region’s VMT per capita, or (2) 
the aggregate population-weighted VMT per capita of all cities in the 
region.  (Technical Advisory, OPR, 2018, p. 15) 
 

The County states that OPR is ambiguous on the meaning of “region.”  While greater 
clarity would indeed have been better, the phrase “all cities in the region” makes it 
apparent that the “region” OPR refers to is the unincorporated area plus the cities.  
Presumably, in calculating the 15% target so that the State could reach its goals, it 
assumed region meant MPO region. 
 
 Making the entire region the basis for VMT comparison appropriately treats the 
unincorporated area as part of a GHG-producing region with a unified land use and 
transportation strategy for the MPO.  It also accounts for the higher VMTs present in 
rural areas, as these are already factored into per capita regional VMT.  The reasons for 
the staff recommendation to use the unincorporated area (p. 12 of staff report) basically 
cite the cost to developers as the primary rationale, with less resulting build-out of the 
General Plan.  Given the probable slashing of the County’s RHNA allocation by 2/3rds – 
which is supported by the County – General Plan buildout is now far less imperative.  
Furthermore, such buildout should be incentivized in the western and large Village 
locations that are already most VMT efficient, and which will find it easiest to mitigate 
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VMT impacts for any given baseline (if not already screened out).  Using the MPO 
region does the best job of providing incentives that implement the intent of SB 743. 
 
 If there is concern over the feasibility of using the MPO region as baseline, we 
also note that the maps in the Guide show that substantial parts of the western 
unincorporated area as well as larger town such as Ramona and Fallbrook are already 
below 15% of the MPO regional VMT for Employment and Service Population, with 
more at 0-15%.  These two metrics will be used to assess a wide variety of projects, such 
as retail, commercial, office, mixed use, public facilities, recreation, etc.  Even for 
Residential, there are many areas at 0-15%.  This demonstrates that it should be feasible 
for the unincorporated area to bridge the gap and reduce VMTs using the MPO region as 
baseline.  In any case, the staff recommendation based on cost is not supported by an 
actual economic study. 
 
2) Exemptions for small size  
 
 OPR guidance suggests use of 110 daily trips as a cut off for when a project is 
considered to be so small that its VMT are insignificant.  Again, a neither a VMT study 
nor mitigation would be required.  However, according to the staff report, this 
encompasses the vast majority of projects in the Rural and Semi-Rural locations.  For 
example, a subdivision of up to 10 homes would be exempt.  (See Table 1, p. 14.)  The 
cumulative scale of this exemption from VMT mitigation is enormous.  According to 
staff (p. 10 of the staff report), roughly half the dwelling units in the County will never 
even do a VMT analysis, amounting to 30,860 units exempt from VMT due to 
Rural/Semi-Rural locations.  While a portion of these would be ministerial permits for 
single family homes, it nevertheless creates a huge and unmitigated cumulative impact 
that has not been addressed.  The exemption of 50,000 sq ft of local retail is also of 
concern, although we understand the value of providing local options for retail.  The 
bottom line is that OPR guidance is not a good fit for San Diego County, given the sheer 
number of units anticipated in the Rural and Semi-Rural designations. 
 
2) Exemptions for Transit Accessible Areas 
 
 Such locations are automatically presumed to have 15% of less per capita VMT. 
 

Projects located within a half mile of an existing major transit stop or an existing 
stop along a high-quality transit corridor may be presumed to have a less than 
significant impact absent substantial evidence to the contrary.  
 
A “high quality transit corridor” is a “ corridor with fixed route bus service with 
service intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak commute periods (PRC § 
21155).” 
 

While this definition may be enshrined in code, it is questionable if people living within a 
half mile of bus stops give up their cars enough to justify automatic exclusion of such 
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projects from VMT reduction.  Due to the relative absence of such corridors in the 
unincorporated area, though, this factor is of lessor concern than the above. 
  
B.  Large land use plans should be compared to the cities as a baseline. 
 

The Guide would set a baseline of the unincorporated area for large projects: 
 
For large land use plans, such as Specific Plans or Community Plan Updates the 
land use plan should be compared to the region overall. Comparison to the region 
is appropriate because large land use plans can have an effect on regional VMT 
(similar to how a regional retail project affects regional VMT).  
 

However, OPR’s guidance also recommends the option of “the aggregate population-
weighted VMT per capita of all cities in the region” as comparison baseline for the 
unincorporated area. (Technical Advisory, OPR, 2018, p. 15)  This method is appropriate 
for large plans of hundreds or thousands of units, as these are essentially urban 
development, comparable to what would occur in municipalities.  Given the known 
propensity of DPDS and decision-makers to discard the Village-centric principles of the 
General Plan in favor of sprawl projects, it is imperative that development outside the 
current General Plan meet a high bar for VMT reduction. 
 
C.  Mitigation measures 
 
 While mitigation measures are a next step in this process, EHL wishes to raise the 
concern that measures used to reduce VMT to 15% below baseline or to mitigate 
unavoidable impacts actually be effective.  Some potential mitigation measures – bike 
lines, pedestrian friendly streets, shuttles to transit that rarely operate – are 
questionable.  Rather, for example, hard investments in transit infrastructure and facilities 
are more likely to be effective.  Any allowed VMT mitigation measures should have 
empirical validation.  If projects are allowed to “skate by” with ineffective measures, 
VMT and GHGs will not go down and traffic congestion itself will remain unmitigated. 
 
 There are many sound options for VMT mitigation that also meet other County 
goals, such as habitat and farmland protection.  This method is already in the CAP and 
should be utilized on the basis of the VMTs avoided by such protection, because the land 
is not converted to urban uses.  Note that the State has already adopted this methodology 
in the Sustainable Agricultural Lands Conservation (SALC) program of CARB.  EHL 
will furnish additional information during phase 2. 
 
D.  Conclusion 
 
 The proposed transition to VMT from LOS is deeply flawed due to the sheer 
amount of development that would entirely escape VMT mitigation.  This is primarily 
due to 1) the proposed use of the unincorporated area (or subregions) as baseline and 2) 
to the threshold of 110 daily trips proposed as an assumed insignificant impact.  The 
latter exempts literally half the development in the County.  These cumulative impacts 
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need to be addressed.  Absent addressing them, how will the State’s goal of a 15% VMT 
reduction ever be achieved? 
 
 This is a complicated and challenging project, and EHL looks forward to working 
with you on it. 
 
 
 
       Yours truly, 
 

       
       Dan Silver 
       Executive Director 
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From: noreply@granicusideas.com
To: Jimenez, Ann; Edwards, Michael (LUEG); Pallinger, David; Calvo, Yolanda; Seiler, Michael; Beck, Michael; Woods,

Bryan; Barnhart, Douglas; Slovick, Mark; Neufeld, Darin; Flannery, Kathleen; Lardy, Eric; Talleh, Rami
Subject: New eComment for Planning Commission Hearing
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2020 2:34:08 PM

SpeakUp

New eComment for Planning Commission Hearing

Matthew Vasilakis submitted a new eComment.

Meeting: Planning Commission Hearing

Item: 3. Options to Comply with Senate Bill 743 and Implement Vehicle Miles Traveled in Local
Planning and Environmental Review; PDS2018-POD-18-001 To speak on this item call (619)
343-2539 and use ID 851616511#

eComment: Good morning. My name is Matthew Vasilakis, with Climate Action Campaign We
are deeply concerned that the County is considering offsite exchanges and banking as VMT
impact mitigation measures. These strategies are at the core as to why the County CAP is fatally
flawed. Offsite mitigation would be incredibly difficult to implement and monitor, and because the
impacts are onsite, any mitigation must work to reduce VMTs locally and promote climate-
friendly infill development. Thank you.

View and Analyze eComments

This email was sent from https://granicusideas.com. 

Unsubscribe from future mailings
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From: noreply@granicusideas.com
To: Jimenez, Ann; Edwards, Michael (LUEG); Pallinger, David; Calvo, Yolanda; Seiler, Michael; Beck, Michael; Woods,

Bryan; Barnhart, Douglas; Slovick, Mark; Neufeld, Darin; Flannery, Kathleen; Lardy, Eric; Talleh, Rami
Subject: New eComment for Planning Commission Hearing
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2020 2:28:36 PM

SpeakUp

New eComment for Planning Commission Hearing

Noah Harris submitted a new eComment.

Meeting: Planning Commission Hearing

Item: 3. Options to Comply with Senate Bill 743 and Implement Vehicle Miles Traveled in Local
Planning and Environmental Review; PDS2018-POD-18-001 To speak on this item call (619)
343-2539 and use ID 851616511#

eComment: Good morning. My name is Noah Harris, with Climate Action Campaign. We are
deeply concerned that the County is considering using the unincorporated county average VMT
or county sub-area average VMT for CEQA analysis for land use projects. These metrics will
make it easier to develop in high-VMT areas, perpetuating sprawl and increasing GHG
emissions. We urge you to adopt the most equitable, climate-friendly approach: incentivize infill
by using the VMT average from the entire region. Thank you.

View and Analyze eComments

This email was sent from https://granicusideas.com. 

Unsubscribe from future mailings
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       May 7, 2020 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
Planning Commission 
County of San Diego 
5520 Overland Ave 
San Diego CA 92123 
 
Dear Chair and Members of the Commission: 
 
RE: Item 3, May 15, 2020, Options to Comply with SB 743  
 
 Endangered Habitats League appreciates the opportunity to provide input on the 
LOS to VMT conversion per SB 743.  Our recommendation is based on the purpose of 
SB 743, and on the closely aligned goals of the County General Plan, adopted in 
2011.  SB 743 is a response to escalating GHG emissions in the transportation section, 
and seeks to encourage “smart growth” patterns of development and land use that support 
multimodal transpiration.  Similarly, the County’s General Plan shifted growth from 
more remote areas toward the west, proximate to infrastructure and services.  Besides 
reducing the GHG emissions from long commutes, the benefits of such a shift are 
multifactorial (habitat, agriculture, infrastructure extension cost savings, fire hazard, 
etc.).   
 
 When considering meeting a threshold of significance based on a 15% reduction 
of per capita VMT from trend, the baseline for comparison––the denominator of the 
calculation––is critical.  If the VMT calculations make it easier to place growth in remote 
locations, the strategies in both SB 743 and the General Plan will be defeated.  The 
County should actively contribute to the regional goals of the SANDAG RTP for GHG 
reduction rather than perpetuate the high-VMT sprawl development of the past. 
 
 We are very concerned over one approach being considered by the County, that 
is, allowing each local subregion (#’s 1 – 5) to compare solely with its own existing trend.  
This would actually incentivize high-VMT sprawl by making it less costly to build the 
same project in locations that have high VMT to begin with.  This is because the VMT 
reduction measures necessary to reduce a given project’s level of per capita VMT to 
insignificance (15% below a baseline) would be less if that level is compared to a high 
VMT baseline than to a lower VMT baseline.  (See County video presentation on at  
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/pds/SB743.html.)  In fact, when using the 
subregional approach, projects with relatively high per capita VMT, if sited in high VMT 
locations, may well escape VMT reduction requirements entirely.  High VMT baselines 
occur in remote locations and lower baselines in locations with better access to jobs and 
services.  By encouraging the siting of new development in high-VMT locations, the 
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subregional approach defeats the intent of SB 743 for GHG reduction in the 
transportation sector as well as the planning goals of the General Plan. 
 
 Guidance from OPR is also clear on this point: For projects in unincorporated 
areas, comparison to the VMT per capita of the entire region (including the cities) is 
proper, or alternatively, to the VMT of the cities alone: 
 

For residential projects in unincorporated county areas, the local agency can 
compare a residential project’s VMT to (1) the region’s VMT per capita, or (2) 
the aggregate population-weighted VMT per capita of all cities in the 
region.  (Technical Advisory, OPR, 2018, p. 15) 
 

 Thus, EHL’s strong recommendation is to follow OPR guidance and use the 
entire region as baseline.  Making the entire region the basis for VMT comparison 
appropriately treats the unincorporated area as part of a GHG-producing region with a 
unified land use and transportation strategy.  It also accounts for the higher VMTs present 
in rural areas, as these are already factored into per capita regional VMT.  Finally, many 
projects in rural locations will be screened out as initial matter due to small size.  Larger 
projects in towns and villages, let alone any General Plan amendments, can and should 
meet regional goals. 
 
 A more general concern lies in the measures that would be used to reduce VMT to 
15% below baseline or to mitigate unavoidable impacts.  EHL is concerned that some 
potential mitigation measures – bike lines, pedestrian friendly streets, shuttles to transit 
that rarely operate – will prove ineffective in real life.  Rather, for example, hard 
investments in transit infrastructure are more likely to be effective.  Any allowed VMT 
mitigation measures must have empirical validation that they are effective in reality.  If 
projects are allowed to “skate by” with ineffective measures, VMT and GHGs will not go 
down and traffic congestion itself will remain unmitigated. 
 
 Thank you for considering our views. 
 
       Yours truly, 
 

       
       Dan Silver 
       Executive Director 
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1

Efird, Robert

Subject: RE: RE: Covid 19 and SB 743

From: Efird, Robert  
Sent: Monday, April 27, 2020 8:26 AM 
To: Dan Wemple <dan@danandconnie.com> 
Cc: Lardy, Eric <Eric.Lardy@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: Covid 19 and SB 743 

Good Morning, Mr. Wemple: 

Thank you for your comment regarding the County’s response to Senate Bill (SB) 743. The County’s approach to 
complying with SB 743 will include guidelines for analyzing transportation impacts of proposed land use/mobility plans 
or development projects. This analysis is at a planning‐level required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
The planning for specific transit routes, modes, vehicles, and issues like rider health safety are all decided at a later stage 
by the county’s two transit providers: MTS and NCTD. If you have recommendations for steps they could/should be 
taking related to health safety, I would encourage you to reach out to them. 

If you have any other questions related to SB 743, please let me know. 

Thanks, 

Robert Efird, AICP, LEED Green Associate 
Project Manager – Advance Planning 
County of San Diego 
Planning & Development Services| Advance Planning Division 
5510 Overland Avenue, Ste. 310 | San Diego, CA  92123 
Office: (858) 495‐5463 | Cell: (619) 695‐8119 | robert.efird@sdcounty.ca.gov 

For local information and daily updates on COVID-19, please visit www.coronavirus-sd.com. 
To receive updates via text, send COSD COVID19 to 468-311. 

From: Dan Wemple <dan@danandconnie.com>  
Sent: Saturday, April 18, 2020 6:58 AM 
To: AdvancePlanning, PDS <PDS.AdvancePlanning@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: Covid 19 and SB 743 

Hello, 
I know this is for research into how to approve or mitigate traffic for a project to be approved.  Somewhere down the 
line public transportation will enter into this. What if anything has been thought of for rider safety?  See New York for 
results of Covid19 transmission. 
Dan Wemple 
Jamul  
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From: Sabita Tewani
To: Efird, Robert
Cc: Lardy, Eric
Subject: RE: County of SD Draft Guidelines
Date: Monday, April 27, 2020 9:55:19 AM

Thank you Robert,
I have signed up for the list and look forward to the email announcement regarding availability of the
guidelines.
 
 
Sabita Tewani, AICP
Transportation Planner
 
DUDEK
605 Third Street,
Encinitas, CA 92024
D: 760-479-4109
M: 760-815-0237
 
www.dudek.com

 
 
 

From: Efird, Robert <Robert.Efird@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Sent: Monday, April 27, 2020 9:47 AM
To: Sabita Tewani <stewani@dudek.com>
Cc: Lardy, Eric <Eric.Lardy@sdcounty.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: County of SD Draft Guidelines
 
Hello, Sabita:
 
The draft County VMT guidelines are not yet publicly available, but will be made available for public
review. If you haven’t already, I’d encourage you to subscribe to the email list for this project
(subscription link at the top of the project webpage:
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/pds/SB743.html).
 
We will provide an email announcement of when the guidelines are available to this subscriber list.
 
Thanks,
 
Robert Efird, AICP, LEED Green Associate
Project Manager – Advance Planning
County of San Diego
Planning & Development Services| Advance Planning Division
5510 Overland Avenue, Ste. 310 | San Diego, CA  92123
Office: (858) 495-5463 | Cell: (619) 695-8119 | robert.efird@sdcounty.ca.gov
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For local information and daily updates on COVID-19, please visit www.coronavirus-sd.com.
To receive updates via text, send COSD COVID19 to 468-311.
 
From: Sabita Tewani <stewani@dudek.com> 
Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2020 8:37 AM
To: AdvancePlanning, PDS <PDS.AdvancePlanning@sdcounty.ca.gov>
Subject: County of SD Draft Guidelines
 
Hi,
 
Are the County’s draft transportation guidelines available for consultants on the link
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/pds/SB743.html ? If not, would it be possible to get a
copy of the draft guidelines.
 
Thank you,
 
Sabita Tewani, AICP
Transportation Planner
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Efird, Robert

Subject: RE: SB 473 - Questions

From: Efird, Robert  
Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2020 4:24 PM 
To: kjmaymsi@cox.net 
Cc: Lardy, Eric <Eric.Lardy@sdcounty.ca.gov>; Davis, Damon <Damon.Davis@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: SB 473 ‐ Questions 
 
Hi Kevin: 
 
Please see additional clarification below, in red. 
 
Thanks, 
 

Robert Efird, AICP, LEED Green Associate 
Project Manager – Advance Planning 
County of San Diego 
Planning & Development Services| Advance Planning Division 
5510 Overland Avenue, Ste. 310 | San Diego, CA  92123 
Office: (858) 495‐5463 | Cell: (619) 695‐8119 | robert.efird@sdcounty.ca.gov 

 
For local information and daily updates on COVID-19, please visit www.coronavirus-sd.com.  
To receive updates via text, send COSD COVID19 to 468-311. 

 

From: kjmaymsi@cox.net <kjmaymsi@cox.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2020 4:11 PM 
To: Efird, Robert <Robert.Efird@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Cc: Lardy, Eric <Eric.Lardy@sdcounty.ca.gov>; Davis, Damon <Damon.Davis@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: SB 473 ‐ Questions 
 
Hello Robert, 
 
Thanks for your reply! 
 
#1 – while your reply somewhat answers the question it causes more.  You say the formation of the bank allows for 
“purchase of VMT credits” which would imply cash is involved.  If so how is that cash used? Yes, credits would have a 
monetary cost associated with them.  Later I your response you talk about “improvements could be made” which would 
imply something structurally not money.  Can you please explain. The credits available in the “bank” would be 
associated with VMT‐reducing physical improvements or VMT‐reducing measures that already exist or are in the process 
of being created. Purchase of credits from the bank allows for indirect payment (or repayment) of funds used to create 
the VMT‐reducing improvements/measures. 
 
#2 – this sounds as if there has been no finalization of what and how these impacts fees will be assessed – still a work in 
progress. That is correct. We will be presenting options and seeking direction from the Board of Supervisors related to 
the TIF. 
 
#3 – while I understand the 100% AH projects and the infill projects, you did not addressed the “mixed” projects – those 
that have some AH along with other types of housing. Under SB 743, you can “break down” the VMT analysis of a mixed‐
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use project based on its parts. In this case, the State recommends that mixed use projects that include affordable 
housing for the residential part can exclude that part from the VMT analysis. 
 
Thanks for your reply and looking forward to your response. 
 
Kevin May 
 

From: Efird, Robert <Robert.Efird@sdcounty.ca.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2020 3:04 PM 
To: kjmaymsi@cox.net 
Cc: Lardy, Eric <Eric.Lardy@sdcounty.ca.gov>; Davis, Damon <Damon.Davis@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: SB 473 ‐ Questions 
 
Hi Kevin: 
 
Thanks for your questions and I’m glad you found the website/recorded presentation helpful. We look forward to 
making the presentation over Zoom tonight at the Jamul CPG, but still wanted to get you responses ahead of the 
meeting: 
 

1. What is a mitigation bank? 
a. A VMT mitigation bank is a tool that allows for purchase of VMT “credits” for built/in‐process VMT‐

reducing infrastructure off site. Depending on the extent and participation in the bank, the 
improvements could be made within the same jurisdiction or between different jurisdictions. 

2. The Impact Fees were described as a modified TiF program – how is it modified? 
a. The current TIF program is a mechanism to mitigate for cumulative Level of Service (LOS) transportation 

impacts; however, since VMT will be the required CEQA transportation metric after July 1, 2020, the TIF 
will no longer be an option for CEQA mitigation. One option available to the County is to modify the TIF 
to exclude CEQA mitigation, which would then allow collecting TIF fees to build out the future road 
network. Another option is to develop a TIF‐like fee program for VMT impacts, although this would 
require additional analysis to determine feasibility and to establish fee rates. 

3. In the provided chart, under Screening Criteria and Exemptions,  it list Affordable Housing (AH) (and video said 
special uses as well).  Is a project going to be totally exempted if they have a certain amount of AH or is the 
exemption going to be a percentage that is equal to the amount of AH in the total project? 

a. There are varying applications of this criteria based on the jurisdiction. The State’s recommendation is to 
not require projects that are 100% affordable housing to conduct detailed VMT analysis, or, to exclude 
the residential portion of a mixed project in infill locations if that housing is affordable. 

 
I hope this answers your questions. Talk to you tonight. 
 

Robert Efird, AICP, LEED Green Associate 
Project Manager – Advance Planning 
County of San Diego 
Planning & Development Services| Advance Planning Division 
5510 Overland Avenue, Ste. 310 | San Diego, CA  92123 
Office: (858) 495‐5463 | Cell: (619) 695‐8119 | robert.efird@sdcounty.ca.gov 

 
For local information and daily updates on COVID-19, please visit www.coronavirus-sd.com.  
To receive updates via text, send COSD COVID19 to 468-311. 

 
 
From: kjmaymsi@cox.net <kjmaymsi@cox.net>  
Sent: Friday, April 24, 2020 2:17 PM 
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To: AdvancePlanning, PDS <PDS.AdvancePlanning@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: SB 473 ‐ Questions 
 
 
Hello, 
 
I’ve listened to the video (nice presentation) and read the handouts from the PDS website, but have a few questions 
please. 
 

 What is a mitigation bank? 

 The Impact Fees were described as a modified TiF program – how is it modified? 

 In the provided chart, under Screening Criteria and Exemptions,  it list Affordable Housing (AH) (and video said 
special uses as well).  Is a project going to be totally exempted if they have a certain amount of AH or is the 
exemption going to be a percentage that is equal to the amount of AH in the total project? 

 
Thanks, 
 
Kevin May 
Member of the Jamul‐Dulzura CPG 
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From: Pat S
To: Efird, Robert
Subject: RE: SB 743 input
Date: Sunday, April 19, 2020 9:58:16 PM

Thank you for responding.  I thought it was for County/unincorporated, but I know
sometimes the County, SANDAG, MTS is co-mingled with the City of SD, and often
times the Cities do follow the lead of the County.  So my email was a CYA kinda
thing. 
I appreciate you pointing me in the right direction.
Thank you,
Pat
 
 
From: Efird, Robert <Robert.Efird@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Sent: Sunday, April 19, 2020 9:52 PM
To: Pat S <psretired2@outlook.com>
Cc: Lardy, Eric <Eric.Lardy@sdcounty.ca.gov>; Easland, Camila <Camila.Easland@sdcounty.ca.gov>;
Lorenzana, Bianca <Bianca.Lorenzana@sdcounty.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: SB 743 input
 
Ms. Sexton:
 
Thank you for your email! We will save your input and keep it in mind as we continue to evaluate the
options available to the County in responding to SB 743.
 
Based on one of the comments in your email, though, I would like to clarify that the options we are
able to consider apply to the unincorporated areas of San Diego County only (areas like Alpine,
Valley Center, Fallbrook, and Julian). The cities in the county must also comply with SB 743, but are
able to consider their own options based on research and evaluation for their jurisdictions. If you are
particularly interested in how one (or more) of the cities are developing their approaches to SB 743, I
would encourage you to reach out to their planning or public works departments to get more
information.
 
I’m glad to hear you already viewed the video available on our webpage:
https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/pds/SB743.html. Please continue to check back to
the webpage to see the latest information and public engagement opportunities as our effort moves
forward.
 
Thanks again for your input and we hope you will continue to be involved!
 
Robert Efird, AICP, LEED Green Associate
Project Manager – Advance Planning
County of San Diego
Planning & Development Services| Advance Planning Division
5510 Overland Avenue, Ste. 310 | San Diego, CA  92123
Office: (858) 495-5463 | Cell: (619) 695-8119 | robert.efird@sdcounty.ca.gov
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For local information and daily updates on COVID-19, please visit www.coronavirus-sd.com.
To receive updates via text, send COSD COVID19 to 468-311.
 

From: Pat S <psretired2@outlook.com> 
Sent: Friday, April 17, 2020 10:47 AM
To: AdvancePlanning, PDS <PDS.AdvancePlanning@sdcounty.ca.gov>
Subject: SB 743 input
 
April 17, 2020
Good morning,
While I understand the State has set forth some new changes, SB 743 being one
of Changing How We Analyze Traffic Impacts, I wonder if the people who did
these analysis do them so they conform to their own personal agendas?  Did they
tilt the analysis to come out like they wanted, to serve themselves and/or obey
special interest group lobbyists, which is something I have seen in our own City
of San Diego government?
 
In listening to the video available online, I strongly believe the County needs to
be specific with VMT based on State recommendations.  If the County does not
adhere to some State mandates, every City and County will be in chaos and doing
their own thing.  Standardized rules and regs are a must.
 
Also to use the unincorporated areas to bank, or average out, City/incorporated
areas’  VMT is “cooking the books”, painting a donkey to look like a zebra antics. 
That’s not only devious, forcing the outcome to suit some analysis, but deceitful.
 
If the County and/or state is TRULY trying to clean up our environment, someone
would pass a bill that ALL cars driving in San Diego County more than 4 days a
week, MUST be smogged.  A sticker can be put on the windshield and at the
border, they cannot allow entry until they are smogged by CA smog stations.  The
Cities and Counties and State can spend money to put in pedestrian, scooter,
roller skate  and bike paths in the trillions of dollars, but  we still have, per the
San Diego Union Tribune, 139,000 vehicles crossing to and from our southern
border every single day in unsmogged vehicles.  And we have thousands more
military personnel vehicles registered in states that do not require smog certs. 
 
We Californians have to pay to get our cars smogged every two years, while
hundreds of thousands of other smog belching vehicles don’t.  Our roads,
streets, and highways are in some cases like off roading, partly because our DMV
registrations don’t generate enough money to do repair and maintenance, and do
those none smogged vehicles contribute to the destruction of our streets, roads
and highways in addition to helping fill the air we breath with smog?  You
betcha.  I’d like to see someone do something about the root of the problem, and
stop with the band aid approach of penalizing the people who reside and pay the
DMV mandated fees billed to our residents only.
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Respectfully,
Pat Sexton
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From: Sarah Bates
To: Efird, Robert
Subject: Re: SB-743
Date: Monday, April 27, 2020 10:14:41 AM

Thank you for responding. It is reassuring to know the concerns of an interested resident are
heard.

Sarah Bates

On Monday, April 27, 2020, 10:01:51 AM PDT, Efird, Robert <robert.efird@sdcounty.ca.gov> wrote:

Ms. Bates:

Thank you for your email. One of the expressed intents of the Senate Bill (SB) 743 law is to focus on
active transportation (walking and biking) and multi-modal transportation (meaning all modes of
transportation, not just cars). The law itself does not require additional transit or directly build non-
automobile infrastructure, but these are potential actions that may result from development proposals or
plans being required to reduce their vehicle miles travelled (VMT).

If you haven’t looked at our website yet, I’d encourage you to
(https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/sdc/pds/SB743.html)! I think you’ll find the two sub-pages,
“What is SB 743” and “What are others doing” particularly informative.

Thanks again for your comment.

Robert Efird, AICP, LEED Green Associate

Project Manager – Advance Planning

County of San Diego

Planning & Development Services| Advance Planning Division

5510 Overland Avenue, Ste. 310 | San Diego, CA  92123

Office: (858) 495-5463 | Cell: (619) 695-8119 | robert.efird@sdcounty.ca.gov

For local information and daily updates on COVID-19, please visit www.coronavirus-sd.com.

To receive updates via text, send COSD COVID19 to 468-311.

From: Sarah Bates <jsbates2@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Friday, April 24, 2020 11:54 AM
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To: AdvancePlanning, PDS <PDS.AdvancePlanning@sdcounty.ca.gov>
Subject: SB-743

My husband and I reside in Fallbrook where there is one NCT bus that can connect us to
transportation in Vista. Soon we will be unable to drive due to our ages which means reliance
on this bus to allow us to venture out. Supervisor Desmond appears not to consider enhanced
mass transit in communities like ours. Fallbrook also has a large community of Hispanics who
do not drive because in the countries they come from transportation by bus is
commonplace. Anything SB-743 can do to provide options for those of us who live here but
cannot drive is essential.

I urge you to consider future transportation choices beside a single bus or driving for
communities like Fallbrook because linking us to train stations, airports, and downtown San
Diego activities should not be impossible. 

Thank you,

photo Sarah Bates, Author
The Lost Diaries of Elizabeth Cady Stanton, Twenty-One Steps of Courage and Out of Our
Minds, Wild Stories by Wild Women with author Carmi Cosmos

A  675 Poets Square, Fallbrook CA 92028
M  760-723-0233  E  jsbates2@sbcglobal.net 
W  http://www.sarahbatesauthor.com

FREE EXCERPT The Lost Diaries of Elizabeth Cady Stanton

"Success is getting what you want, happiness is wanting what you get." - W.P.
Kinsella.

photo Sarah Bates, Author
The Lost Diaries of Elizabeth Cady Stanton, Twenty-One Steps of
Courage and Out of Our Minds, Wild Stories by Wild Women with author
Carmi Cosmos

A  675 Poets Square, Fallbrook CA 92028
M  760-723-0233  E  jsbates2@sbcglobal.net 
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W  http://www.sarahbatesauthor.com

FREE EXCERPT The Lost Diaries of Elizabeth Cady Stanton

"Failure is the condiment that gives success its flavor." - Truman Capote.
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From: John Pyjar
To: Efird, Robert
Cc: Lardy, Eric
Subject: RE: SB 743 Comments/Questions
Date: Thursday, April 30, 2020 2:18:11 PM

Thanks for the explanations, Robert.  Again, I really like the direction. 
 
domusstudio architecture  |  John Pyjar, AIA, Principal, LEED AP
2800 Third Avenue   San Diego, California 92103 
john.pyjar@domusstudio.com   619.692.9393 x14   domusstudio.com
 

From: Efird, Robert <Robert.Efird@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, April 30, 2020 11:08 AM
To: John Pyjar <john.pyjar@domusstudio.com>
Cc: Lardy, Eric <Eric.Lardy@sdcounty.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: SB 743 Comments/Questions
 
Hello Mr. Pyjar:
 
Thank you for your questions. Please see below for responses:
 

1. Is it anticipated that the Bill will effectively help change the development patterns in the
county or is it more of a shift in emphasis on how the money raised from developers will be
spent?

a. The shift in the law is in how transportation impacts are assessed. The prior metric,
Level of Service (LOS), focused on how much automobile congestion a plan or project
would produce, whereas the new metric, Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), focuses on how
a plan or project impacts how far and how frequently people drive. The impacts of this
change on the built environment will be determined over time, but it will provide the
public and decisions makers with more detailed information about the amount of
driving that development causes.

2. If the focus is to change development patterns, will there be studies to determine what levels
of fees would be required?

a. There are a number of additional programs that will need to be studied further to
adjust to the new use of VMT as a CEQA transportation metric. The first phase of the
County’s response to SB 743 deals with introducing the VMT metric into County
processes as required by State law, and the subsequent phases will seek direction from
the Board regarding adjustments to other transportation programs and any associated
fees, where applicable.

 
I hope that answers your questions! Thanks again for your input and interest!
 
Robert Efird, AICP, LEED Green Associate
Project Manager – Advance Planning
County of San Diego
Planning & Development Services| Advance Planning Division
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5510 Overland Avenue, Ste. 310 | San Diego, CA  92123
Office: (858) 495-5463 | Cell: (619) 695-8119 | robert.efird@sdcounty.ca.gov
 
For local information and daily updates on COVID-19, please visit www.coronavirus-sd.com.
To receive updates via text, send COSD COVID19 to 468-311.
 

From: John Pyjar <john.pyjar@domusstudio.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2020 8:14 AM
To: AdvancePlanning, PDS <PDS.AdvancePlanning@sdcounty.ca.gov>
Subject: SB 743 Comments/Questions
 
I fully support the Bill and believe it will have a positive impact on transportation in San Diego
county.    
 
Questions:   Is it anticipated that the Bill will effectively help change the development patterns in the
county or is it more of a shift in emphasis on how the money raised from developers will be spent?
 If the focus is to change development patterns, will there be studies to determine what levels of
fees would be required?
 
Thank you.
 
domusstudio architecture  |  John Pyjar, AIA, Principal, LEED AP
2800 Third Avenue   San Diego, California 92103 
john.pyjar@domusstudio.com   619.692.9393 x14   domusstudio.com
 

Total Control Panel Login

To: john.pyjar@domusstudio.com
From:
robert.efird@sdcounty.ca.gov

Message Score: 50 High (60): Pass
My Spam Blocking Level: Medium Medium (75): Pass

Low (90): Pass
Block this sender
Block sdcounty.ca.gov

This message was delivered because the content filter score did not exceed your filter level.
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From: Pamela Bender
To: Efird, Robert
Subject: Re: State transportation bill
Date: Friday, April 24, 2020 4:14:00 PM

Thank you so much for clarifying that information relating to the issue in our Southpointe
Farms Subdivision. We are all working very hard to maintain the property values here as
relates to Irrevocable Offers of Dedication. Thank you for your good works regarding those
elements of “ non vehicular transportation “. Years ago, I was appointed by Governor Pete
Wilson to the Sate of California Recreational Trails Commission. Our work involved those
very elements of “non vehicular Transportation “ especially utilizing County Road Rights of
Way, which as you probably know, often become landscaped by property owners who aren’t
aware of County Road Right of Way and Encroachments into it. It’s a very hard job to monitor
this aspect of transportation. Glad to see some light shining in the right direction. Thank you
for your response. Very much appreciated, 
Sincerely, Pamela Bender

Sent from my iPhone

On Apr 24, 2020, at 3:26 PM, Efird, Robert <Robert.Efird@sdcounty.ca.gov>
wrote:


Ms. Bender:
 
The update to the County’s transportation guidelines referenced in our email relates to
how transportation studies are to be conducted in the unincorporated county, whether
under CEQA or other development reviews. The options being considered do not
involve the processes related to Irrevocable Offers of Dedication (IODs) or the
establishment of trail alignments. Even after July 1, 2020, when SB 743 goes into effect,
the processes for establishing trails will remain the same as they are now. Fortunately,
it sounds like you’re already in touch with the right people from the Department of
Parks and Recreation and Supervisor Gaspar’s office to discuss the input you have on
the trail in the Southpointe Farms subdivision.
 
Thanks again for your interest.
 
Robert Efird, AICP, LEED Green Associate
Project Manager – Advance Planning
County of San Diego
Planning & Development Services| Advance Planning Division
5510 Overland Avenue, Ste. 310 | San Diego, CA  92123
Office: (858) 495-5463 | Cell: (619) 695-8119 | robert.efird@sdcounty.ca.gov
 
For local information and daily updates on COVID-19, please visit www.coronavirus-sd.com.
To receive updates via text, send COSD COVID19 to 468-311.
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From: Pamela Bender <pamrsf@aol.com> 
Sent: Friday, April 17, 2020 11:47 AM
To: Efird, Robert <Robert.Efird@sdcounty.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: State transportation bill
 
Thank you for responding. I am currently working with Anthony George ( policy advisor
for Kristen Gaspar) and am in touch with Kristen Gaspar, and Crystal Benham at Parks
and Recreation. I have submitted to Anthony George, through Kristen Gaspar, a large
amount of information regarding an Irrevocable Offer of Dedication in my Subdivision.
I’ve actually attempted for 30 years to have the issue of accepting the IOD, and an
additional segment on my private property. Since this IOD is included in The San
Dieguito Planning Trails and Pathways plan, I feel this IOD should be considered. It’s
Tract Map 3713
Map 9141
Southpointe Farms Subdivision 
I’m well aware of California Civil Code 66477.2 providing the opportunity for County
Government to accept IOD’S 
If it’s possible for your efforts to include the Trail in this Subdivision it would sustain our
efforts to provide Riding and hiking trails in the San Dieguito Community area. The trail
I’m mentioning connects directly to The City of Encinitas Trails System on El Camino Del
Norte 
Many Thanks, Pam Bender

Sent from my iPhone

On Apr 17, 2020, at 11:22 AM, Efird, Robert
<Robert.Efird@sdcounty.ca.gov> wrote:


Hello Ms. Bender:
 
Yes, one of the reasons the state passed Senate Bill (SB) 743 was to look
at alternative forms of transportation, like walking and biking, sometimes
referred to as “active transportation”. The law requires analysis of a plan’s
or project’s vehicle miles travelled (VMT) in this context. Projects that
plan for alternative forms of travel, like walking, biking, and horseback
riding will reduce reliance on cars and may have lower VMT impacts than
projects that rely more on cars.
 
Thank you for your question!
 
Robert Efird, AICP, LEED Green Associate
Project Manager – Advance Planning
County of San Diego
Planning & Development Services| Advance Planning Division
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5510 Overland Avenue, Ste. 310 | San Diego, CA  92123
Office: (858) 495-5463 | Cell: (619) 695-8119 | robert.efird@sdcounty.ca.gov
 
For local information and daily updates on COVID-19, please visit
www.coronavirus-sd.com.
To receive updates via text, send COSD COVID19 to 468-311.
 
From: Pamela Bender <pamrsf@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, April 17, 2020 9:19 AM
To: AdvancePlanning, PDS <PDS.AdvancePlanning@sdcounty.ca.gov>
Subject: State transportation bill
 
Does this new Bill include providing planning for non vehicular
transportation? ie: pedestrian and Equestrian use?
 
Sent from my iPhone
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6 May 2020 

San Diego County Planning and Development Services 

PDS.advanceplanning@sdcounty.ca.gov 

Re: Comments on SB743 Implementation Plan 

1. The material presented on the County web site is in a form that is not conducive to careful study and 

analysis. The information is embedded in a 20-minute video, precluding easy review. You should provide 

the presentation slides and explanatory text in document form. It required several views of the video, 

and some fiddling with fast forward, to get a clear idea of what the County is proposing. 

2. It appears to me that the County's proposed implementation plan is directly contrary to the intent of 

SB743. The intent of the legislature in passing SB743 was to encourage infill development and 

discourage sprawl. The County's proposed plan does the exact opposite, penalizing infill development 

and promoting sprawl development in the rural parts of the County. That perverse result is clearly 

illustrated on this slide from your presentation. 

 

3. Since the entire County, both the unincorporated area and the incorporated cities, are covered by one 

greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction target, there is a serious equity issue with the County's proposed plan. 

The lax standards applied to sprawl development allow the county to use up more than its fair share of 

the allowed GHG emissions. This forces the 18 cities to do more than their fair share in reducing their 

GHG emissions. 

A fair plan that honored the intent of the law would set one target value for vehicle miles traveled 

(VMT) based on a county-wide average, including both incorporated cities and unincorporated areas. 

That would assure that the CEQA analysis truly reflected the relative merits of infill development versus 

sprawl, and properly recognized the importance of project location in reducing VMT. 

Thank you for considering these comments. 

 

David Grubb, Transportation Chair, Sierra Club San Diego 
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Southwest Wetlands Interpretive Association                                                                                                     
700 Seacoast Drive, Suite 108                                                                                                                           
Imperial Beach, CA 91932 

12 May 2020 

County of San Diego Planning Commission                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
5520 Overland                                                                                                                                                              
San Diego, CA 92123 

(submitted 12 May 2020 via email to Ann Jimenez (Ann.Jimenez@sdcounty.ca.gov) 

Subject:  Comments on Draft Transportation Study Guidelines (May 2020) 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

The Southwest Wetlands Interpretive Association (SWIA) is a non-profit organization, dedicated to 
helping preserve and enhance southern California’s natural resources, particularly wetlands and other 
natural areas.  An essential part of our environmental stewardship is to ensure that environmental 
guidelines and regulations that are adopted by jurisdictions are reasonable and protective of the 
environment.  SWIA has reviewed the draft Transportation Study Guidelines (TSG) – focusing on the SB 
743 aspects - and potential effects on environmental protection related to transportation impacts.  We 
believe that the guidelines must be clarified and improved to provide necessary mitigation for project 
transportation impacts.   

SWIA appreciates the County’s efforts to prepare the above-referenced document (TSG), which is an 
update of prior related guidelines to incorporate Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) requirements as part of 
CEQA analyses by local jurisdictions, as mandated by SB 743.  This legislation establishes VMT as a new, 
required criterion in CEQA project environmental reviews for assessing transportation (vehicle miles) 
impacts from development projects. The two key aspects in legislative intent of SB 743 are to “more 
appropriately balance the needs of congestion management with statewide goals related to infill 
development, promotion of public health through active transportation, and reduction of greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions” and “ensure that the environmental impacts of traffic, such as noise, air pollution, 
and safety concerns, continue to be properly addressed and mitigated through the California 
Environmental Quality Act.”   
 
The TSG provides a comprehensive overhaul of previous traffic impact guidance documents.  Our 

general and specific comments are intended to assist the County to present more clarity and 

appropriate standards for applying the SB 743 requirements to the County’s transportation/traffic 

impact guidelines.  
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General Concerns 

First, the County has stated that this document is not considered a CEQA project for reasons specified in 

the Notice of Intent to adopt the 

TSG:  https://www.sandiegocounty.gov/content/dam/sdc/pds/ceqa/SB743TransportationGuide/PDS201

8-POD-18-001%20CEQA%20VMT%20Public%20Review%20Legal%20Ad.pdf.   Among the reasons for 

asserting this is not a CEQA project is that it implements state law and the actions it addresses are 

ministerial.  We do not agree that the proposed definitions of what should qualify as ministerial projects 

are sufficiently justified.  As detailed in the subsequent specific comments, we question the County's 

justifications for some of the criteria for exempting specific kinds of projects ("small" residential and 

commercial, redevelopment, all affordable housing).  The proposed criteria for establishing why those 

projects are exempt from CEQA are not backed-up by sufficient evidence demonstrating why their 

impacts would be conforming to the intent/requirements of SB 743.  

A second concern is the statement that the County decision-maker may choose not to use these 

guidelines.  This statement’s ramifications regarding how decisions could conflict with meeting the 

intent of SB 743 are not sufficiently explained or justified.  Absent that information, it is unclear how the 

County’s assertion that the TSG is not CEQA project, if it could have impacts that are inconsistent with 

SB 743.  

Third, the geographic area(s) used to establish average daily VMT per resident (or employee or…) greatly 

affect the calculated VMT.   The TSG and appendices do not provide sufficient information to allow the 

public to fully understand the justifications for, implications of, using different geographies and how 

these affect the County’s commitment and ability to conform to the intent of SB 743. Based on the 

minimal “analysis” of the long-term effect on VMT thresholds using “region,” “unincorporated county” 

or “county subregions,” Option A, the regional geographic basis, appears to be the only appropriate 

basis and it is the environmentally superior option. 

Specific Comments 

Section 1.1.  This section should introduce and explain the proposed target VMT reduction threshold of 

15% below the relevant regional value (e.g., 15% below the average daily VMT/resident for the SANDAG 

region).   

Section 1.5.  The process flow chart provides a useful overview of how the TSG is to be used by project 
applicants and the County staff.  Comments on individual sub-elements are provided in subsequent 
section of this letter.  The County must further explain its statement (on Page 7): “The TSG is not binding 
on any decision-maker and should not be substituted for the use of independent professional judgment 
and evaluation of evidence in the record.”  For example, does this mean that projects which might 
otherwise be exempt from CEQA evaluation could be required to have a CEQA evaluation; and, if so,  
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what kinds of evidence would the County expect to be used in making that decision?  More concerning, 
is what kind of evidence would the “decision-maker” utilize if proposing to exempt a project from VMT 
or LMA CEQA analysis if it otherwise would have to complete a CEQA analysis based om the TSG 
criteria? 

Section 2.2.  The County is proposing to adopt VMT screening criteria (i.e., exempting projects from 

CEQA transportation/VMT analysis) that are based on guidance from the state (Table 1).  It is not 

apparent whether these criteria are appropriate for San Diego County and whether meeting one 

criterion but not others should qualify a project as exempt from CEQA analysis.  Additional comments 

and recommendations are provided later in this letter.   

What is the rationale setting the minimum number of Average Daily Trips (ADT) at 250 before any Local 
Mobility Analysis (LMA) is required?  The County is proposing a threshold of 110 ADT for requiring the 
VMT CEQA analysis, and if that is considered a reasonable trigger for the transportation impacts 
analysis, why wouldn’t an increase of 110 ADT also be sufficient to trigger the local road operations and 
safety (LMA) analysis? 

Section 3.1.  This section must provide a clear and full discussion of how the various VMT metrics that 

are described in section 3.2 would be applied.  While SB 743 does not mandate use of a specific VMT 

metric, a jurisdiction’s adoption of one or more metric (calculation methodology) must be clearly 

explained and understandable to the public.  More specifically, five methods are described which the 

County apparently is proposing to use to establish the VMT metrics that are most relevant for a variety 

of project types.   The draft TSG does not provide sufficient substantive discussion about the 

ramifications of applying these different metrics.  Appendix C illustrates how each methodology could 

affect a project’s inclusion into a “VMT Efficient Area,” and therefore possible exemption from CEQA 

transportation analysis per the proposed process flow chart and guidelines.  And the use of VMT per 

person, per employee or per service population appears to “expand” the areas that would likely qualify 

as VMT Efficient Areas, which then exempts projects from CEQA transportation effects analysis. 

Additionally, when the basis for establishing VMT baseline is changed from the entire region (Option A) 

to the Unincorporated County area (Option B) – and more so when the Unincorporated County is 

subdivided into subregions (Option C) – even more areas appear to qualify as VMT Efficient Areas.  This 

raises a critical question about how the County would be able to ensure (and track) that overall project 

development is meeting the 15% VMT reduction threshold.  What are the ramifications of adopting one 

or another metric and the geographic basis for the calculation in terms of how those decisions would 

affect each project’s “real” VMT calculation and conformance with the 15% target for VMT reduction?   

As shown in the County’s SB 743 video, Option A (entire region) would allow the fewest dwelling units 
exempted units (County SB 743 video, slides 13-15; 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PvqBlD5Zp90&feature=youtu.be).  Screening out (exempting) a 
greater percentage of development (i.e., dwelling units) will add to the County’s  VMT without any 
apparent consequences.  Any document that is prepared for public review and comment must provide a 
simple, understandable description of the ramifications of each potential metric.  Based on the minimal 
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analysis of the geographic area effect, we strongly urge the adoption of Option A (the entirety of San 

Diego County) as the geographical basis for calculating average daily VMT (per resident, per employee, 

etc.). 

Section 3.2.  As discussed in the preceding section, “Average daily VMT per resident” is a commonly 
used/reported metric, and one that is reported and used by many jurisdictions, including SANDAG in its 
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).  Each of the other four 
metrics appears to expand the potential for considering projects to be within VMT Efficient Areas, 
particularly when calculated on a subregional basis within the unincorporated area.       

Section 3.3.1.  This section relies on information provided in Appendix F (Justification/Rational Screening 
Criteria and Thresholds). As noted in comments for Section 3.1, the screening criterion, “VMT Efficient 
Area,” appears to be substantially affected by the geographic area for which the VMT baseline is 
calculated.  We note that the number (and extent) of areas within the unincorporated County that 
would qualify as “VMT Efficient Areas” increases with the use of per resident, per employee, and per 
service population.  Also, the extent/amount of areas within the unincorporated County that would 
qualify as “VMT Efficient Areas” increases as the geographic baseline changes from the Regional to 
Unincorporated County to Subregions within the Unincorporated County areas.  Because the delineation 
of VMT Efficient Areas strongly determines which projects could be exempted from CEQA, the County 
must provide a more clear and full analysis of the effects that these possible combinations (per resident, 
per employee, per service employee and use of the regional, unincorporated county and subregions of 
the unincorporated county area baselines) will have on the County’s ability to track and ensure that its 
TSG will produce the 15% VMT reduction that is expected in conformance with SB 743.  

The screening criterion for small residential and retail projects is 110 ADT (per Table 1), and the TSG 

justifies this recommendation based on the OPT technical advisory group’s review of several national, 

state and regional sources.  However, it appears that the only “local” information source used by the 

County, SANDAG’s “Not So Brief Guide of Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego Region 

(2002),” implies that small projects have ADTs up to 200.  The project exemption (from CEQA 

transportation analysis) criterion of 110 ADT may be unreasonable that constitutes a substantial 

increase in the local affected roadway ADT (within the relevant transportation analysis zone or TAZ).   

Also, as stated in Page 10 of the staff report “When only considering the amount of ADT as a threshold, 

approximately 30,860 potential dwelling units are exempt from SB 743.”  And, that is approximately 50% 

of the entire number of potential dwelling units (60,718) per Table 1 (Page 11) in the staff report. That 

level of “exemption” and the uncertainty regarding what amount of ADT small residential and retail 

projects generate are strong reasons why this exemption criterion is inappropriate and unacceptable.  

The screening criterion for exempting projects within a transit accessible area (within ½ mile of an 

existing major transit stop or an existing stop along a high-quality transit corridor) should also require 

that the project has a functional “connection” to the transit stop.  Functional connection could 

incorporate a safe walking route, bike path, road access that requires ½ mile or less driving, shuttles, etc. 
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The screening criterion for locally serving retail/commercial projects less than 50,000 square feet is not 
justified with sufficient supporting documentation.  It is not clear whether the cited OPR Technical 

Advisory discussion that local retail redistributes trip applies to new developments in low-density 

(unincorporated) areas.  This justification needs more supporting documentation. 

The screening criterion would exempt redevelopment projects with greater VMT efficiency than the 
existing land use.  While redevelopment projects may not constitute a significant percentage of new 
projects, basing an exemption on having (any level of) VMT efficiency compared to the existing land use 
is not sufficient.  If the existing site’s average VMT exceeds the local (TAZ) average VMT, then the new 
project should be exempted only if it demonstrates a VMT efficiency that is at least comparable to that 
for the TAZ. 

The screening criterion for affordable housing proposes that project may be presumed to have a less 
than significant impact absent substantial evidence to the contrary if 100% of units are affordable, and 
where located within a suburban area or village area.  While applying the standard of 100% affordable 
housing may be justified within urban and suburban areas, what evidence does the County have that 
affordable housing in remote designated villages will generate less than significant VMTs compared to 
comparable non-affordable housing?  Most of those village areas have limited transit services and 
alternative transportation (car share, biking, etc.) is not a viable option.  Exempting affordable housing 
projects from CEQA transportation/VMT analysis must be justified/based on a quantifiable standard – 
one that is based on calculated VMT. 

Section 3.5.  Project VMT reductions should focus on modifying the project’s site design and built 

physical characteristics to reduce VMT generated by the project and/or Implementing programmatic 

TDM measures to reduce VMT generated by the project.  When these methods are insufficient, the TSG 

proposes that other measures – a VMT Impact Fee Program or VMT Exchanges – could be utilized.   

If a VMT impact fee approach is proposed, it must not only be required to be fully funded but also 
implemented concurrent with or within a reasonable time period of when the impacts occur.  The 
County must ensure that there are not significant delays in implementing full mitigation because of 
insufficient funding – such as when the project’s impact fee mitigation is part of a larger mitigation that 
cannot be implemented until additional mitigation funds are obtained. 

A VMT exchange (or VMT bank) approach presents many challenges to ensure that the offsetting 
exchange/bank “credits” are appropriate, available, and in perpetuity.  The potential benefits and 
constraints associated with VMT exchanges/bank are described in a document from the Climate Action 
Reserve: https://www.climateactionreserve.org/how/california-compliance-projects/register-a-
compliance-offset-project/).      

The TSG does not provide any details about the impact fees and exchange/ bank program offsets. A 
critical question is whether or how much of this mitigation would be allowed to occur “offsite.”  For 
example, if a project claims that it cannot mitigate onsite, what percent of its unmet VMT reduction 
would be allowed to be mitigated by paying impact fees or obtaining exchange/bank credits?  Because 
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VMT has site-specific effects, there should be limitations to how much reliance a project can have in 
using impact fees and offsite credits.   Furthermore, those fees and credits should be obtained and  
implemented in a timely period and from sources within the relevant TAZ or at least within the 
unincorporated county.   These specific issues must be fully described and justified if proposed in the 
Phase 2 of SB 743 implementation (issues raised in slides 3, 7 and 21 of the County video). 

Section 4.  See our Comment on Section 2.2. Please provide an explanation why the minimum of 250 
daily trips is established as the threshold for a project to be required to implement a focused or full local 
mobility analysis (LOS-based analysis).  As noted in a previous comment (Section 3.3.1), the County is  
proposing a threshold of 110 ADT for requiring VMT transportation CEQA analysis; what is the 

relationship between the VMT and LOS daily trip effects? 

Thank you for providing the information on the draft Transportation Study Guidelines. Please keep us 
informed about future meetings and proposed revisions to the guidelines. SWIA appreciates the 
County’s effort to adapt its transportation analysis to meet the intent of SB 743.  We strongly urge that 
the document be revised to incorporate the recommendations we propose in this letter.   

Please contact Bill Tippets (billtippets@gmail.com) if your staff wants to discuss our comments.  

Sincerely, 

Michael A. McCoy, President Bill Tippets, Board Member 
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From: noreply@granicusideas.com
To: Jimenez, Ann; Edwards, Michael (LUEG); Pallinger, David; Calvo, Yolanda; Seiler, Michael; Beck, Michael; Woods,

Bryan; Barnhart, Douglas; Slovick, Mark; Neufeld, Darin; Flannery, Kathleen; Lardy, Eric; Talleh, Rami
Subject: New eComment for Planning Commission Hearing
Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2020 6:48:49 PM

SpeakUp

New eComment for Planning Commission Hearing

Bill Tippets submitted a new eComment.

Meeting: Planning Commission Hearing

Item: 3. Options to Comply with Senate Bill 743 and Implement Vehicle Miles Traveled in Local
Planning and Environmental Review; PDS2018-POD-18-001 To speak on this item call (619)
343-2539 and use ID 851616511#

eComment: My name is Bill Tippets, Board member of Southwest Wetlands Interpretive
Association. The proposed Transportation Study Guidelines (TSG) incorporate flawed
approaches for calculating VMT and criteria for exempting certain types of future development
projects from CEQA VMT analysis. We recommend the County use the region MPO geographic
area basis, restrict the exemption criteria pursuant to a thorough VMT effects analysis, and
require that mitigation be implemented near the project site.

View and Analyze eComments

This email was sent from https://granicusideas.com. 

Unsubscribe from future mailings
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Efird, Robert

From: Christopher Pearson <chrispearson11@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, May 01, 2020 2:01 PM 
To: AdvancePlanning, PDS <PDS.AdvancePlanning@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: SB 743 
 

When considering LOS & VMT how much emphasis is put on where residents of new projects work? 
 
Can they walk or bike to work? 
 
Can they get to work by car without going on a freeway? 
 
What marketing requirements and/or recommendations are put on the owners of new projects to market 
their product to employers and potential customers within a five mile, ten mile, and twenty mile radius of 
their project in order to reduce VMT and LOS? 
 
If everyone (or at least a percentage of) who lives in a new project walks, bikes, or uses surface streets to get 
to work; won't that reduce VMT and LOS? 
 
Thank you. 
 
Chris Pearson 
619.889.9257 
Elected Member Spring Valley Community Planning Group 
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Efird, Robert

From: Tania Tuluie <tania@taniatuluie.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, May 05, 2020 3:55 PM 
To: AdvancePlanning, PDS <PDS.AdvancePlanning@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: Comments to add to SB 743 Discussion for May 6 webinar 
 
This law is about emission and miles travelled. In particular, don’t build developments that go through several 
neighborhoods to go to the main roads. I don’t want traffic or emissions going through my neighborhood. Build and 
concentrate development along the main highways such as Valley Center Rd, with direct access to major employers 
like Valley View Casino.  
 
Thank you, 
Tania  
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Efird, Robert

From: davidgrubb@sbcglobal.net <davidgrubb@sbcglobal.net>  
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2020 9:27 AM 
To: AdvancePlanning, PDS <PDS.AdvancePlanning@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Cc: Nathan Fletcher <nfletcher@nathanfletcher.com>; 'Ikhrata, Hasan' <Hasan.Ikhrata@sandag.org> 
Subject: Comments on San Diego County SB743 Implementation Plan 
 
Please accept the attached comment letter on the implementation plan for SB743 as described on the County Web Site. 
 
Thanks, 
David Grubb, Transportation Chair, Sierra Club San Diego 



 
 
6 May 2020 

San Diego County Planning and Development Services 

PDS.advanceplanning@sdcounty.ca.gov 

Re: Comments on SB743 Implementation Plan 

1. The material presented on the County web site is in a form that is not conducive to careful study and 

analysis. The information is embedded in a 20-minute video, precluding easy review. You should provide 

the presentation slides and explanatory text in document form. It required several views of the video, 

and some fiddling with fast forward, to get a clear idea of what the County is proposing. 

2. It appears to me that the County's proposed implementation plan is directly contrary to the intent of 

SB743. The intent of the legislature in passing SB743 was to encourage infill development and 

discourage sprawl. The County's proposed plan does the exact opposite, penalizing infill development 

and promoting sprawl development in the rural parts of the County. That perverse result is clearly 

illustrated on this slide from your presentation. 

 

3. Since the entire County, both the unincorporated area and the incorporated cities, are covered by one 

greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction target, there is a serious equity issue with the County's proposed plan. 

The lax standards applied to sprawl development allow the county to use up more than its fair share of 

the allowed GHG emissions. This forces the 18 cities to do more than their fair share in reducing their 

GHG emissions. 

A fair plan that honored the intent of the law would set one target value for vehicle miles traveled 

(VMT) based on a county-wide average, including both incorporated cities and unincorporated areas. 

That would assure that the CEQA analysis truly reflected the relative merits of infill development versus 

sprawl, and properly recognized the importance of project location in reducing VMT. 

Thank you for considering these comments. 

 

David Grubb, Transportation Chair, Sierra Club San Diego 
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Efird, Robert

From: Chris Pearson <chrispearsonsvcpg@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 07, 2020 2:15 PM 
To: AdvancePlanning, PDS <PDS.AdvancePlanning@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: SB 743 
 
I was unable to attend your webinar yesterday May 6, 202 as I had a conflicting prior Zoom meeting. 
 
Please consider requiring or suggesting that project owners market to businesses (including government & nonprofits), 
and their employees, within a 1‐20 mile radius of their project; and submit a marketing plan to do so; and do so. 
 
If customers who buy housing live with 1‐20 miles of a project their commute will be shorter and the commuting 
impacts less.   
 
Can new residents walk, bike, or drive without getting on the freeway to jobs and/or school? 
 
Thank you. 
 
Chris Pearson 
SVCPG Elecetd Member 
619‐889‐9257 
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Efird, Robert

From: John Pyjar <john.pyjar@domusstudio.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2020 5:15 PM 
To: Efird, Robert <Robert.Efird@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Cc: Lardy, Eric <Eric.Lardy@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: SB 743 Comments/Questions 
 
Hi, Robert. 
 
I have another question. 
 
Once the new metric takes effect, will projects that are already in the pipeline be grandfathered in to the prior metric?  I 
would advocate for having the new metric apply only to new applications.   
 
Thanks.  
 
domusstudio architecture  |  John Pyjar, AIA, Principal, LEED AP  
2800 Third Avenue   San Diego, California 92103  
john.pyjar@domusstudio.com   619.692.9393 x14   domusstudio.com  
 

From: Efird, Robert <Robert.Efird@sdcounty.ca.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, April 30, 2020 11:08 AM 
To: John Pyjar <john.pyjar@domusstudio.com> 
Cc: Lardy, Eric <Eric.Lardy@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: SB 743 Comments/Questions 
 
Hello Mr. Pyjar: 
 
Thank you for your questions. Please see below for responses: 
 

1. Is it anticipated that the Bill will effectively help change the development patterns in the county or is it more of a 
shift in emphasis on how the money raised from developers will be spent?  

a. The shift in the law is in how transportation impacts are assessed. The prior metric, Level of Service 
(LOS), focused on how much automobile congestion a plan or project would produce, whereas the new 
metric, Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), focuses on how a plan or project impacts how far and how 
frequently people drive. The impacts of this change on the built environment will be determined over 
time, but it will provide the public and decisions makers with more detailed information about the 
amount of driving that development causes. 

2. If the focus is to change development patterns, will there be studies to determine what levels of fees would be 
required?  

a. There are a number of additional programs that will need to be studied further to adjust to the new use 
of VMT as a CEQA transportation metric. The first phase of the County’s response to SB 743 deals with 
introducing the VMT metric into County processes as required by State law, and the subsequent phases 
will seek direction from the Board regarding adjustments to other transportation programs and any 
associated fees, where applicable. 

 
I hope that answers your questions! Thanks again for your input and interest! 
 

Robert Efird, AICP, LEED Green Associate 
Project Manager – Advance Planning 
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County of San Diego 
Planning & Development Services| Advance Planning Division 
5510 Overland Avenue, Ste. 310 | San Diego, CA  92123 
Office: (858) 495‐5463 | Cell: (619) 695‐8119 | robert.efird@sdcounty.ca.gov 

 
For local information and daily updates on COVID-19, please visit www.coronavirus-sd.com.  
To receive updates via text, send COSD COVID19 to 468-311. 

 

From: John Pyjar <john.pyjar@domusstudio.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2020 8:14 AM 
To: AdvancePlanning, PDS <PDS.AdvancePlanning@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: SB 743 Comments/Questions 
 
I fully support the Bill and believe it will have a positive impact on transportation in San Diego county.     
 
Questions:   Is it anticipated that the Bill will effectively help change the development patterns in the county or is it more 
of a shift in emphasis on how the money raised from developers will be spent?  If the focus is to change development 
patterns, will there be studies to determine what levels of fees would be required? 
 
Thank you. 
 
domusstudio architecture  |  John Pyjar, AIA, Principal, LEED AP  
2800 Third Avenue   San Diego, California 92103  
john.pyjar@domusstudio.com   619.692.9393 x14   domusstudio.com  
 

Total Control Panel Login 

 

To: john.pyjar@domusstudio.com 

From: robert.efird@sdcounty.ca.gov 
 

Message Score: 50 High (60): Pass 

My Spam Blocking Level: Medium Medium (75): Pass 
 Low (90): Pass 

Block this sender  

Block sdcounty.ca.gov  
 

 

This message was delivered because the content filter score did not exceed your filter level. 
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Efird, Robert

From: albertperdon <albertperdon@albertperdon.com>  
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2020 8:15 AM 
To: AdvancePlanning, PDS <PDS.AdvancePlanning@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Cc: Desmond, Jim <Jim.Desmond@sdcounty.ca.gov> 
Subject: Draft County of San Diego Transportation Study Guidelines 
 
The following are my "thoughts, concerns, and recommendations" regarding the Draft County of San Diego 
Transportation Study Guidelines.  
 
How do the Draft County of San Diego Transportation Study Guidelines comport to the requirements imposed under 
SEC. 9. Chapter 20 (commencing with Section 2704) of Division 3 of the Streets and Highways Code, entitled: CHAPTER 
20. SAFE, RELIABLE HIGH‐SPEED PASSENGER TRAIN BOND ACT FOR THE 21ST CENTURY?  
On August 26, 2008 Governor Brown signed AB 3034 (Introduced by Galgiani and Ma on February 22, 2008), calling for 
voters to approve the “Safe, Reliable High‐Speed Passenger Train Bond Act for the 21st Century” as an urgency statute 
necessary for immediate preservation of the public peace, health and safety. In the November 2008 General Election, 74 
percent of eligible voters approved or did not oppose the Bond Act (Proposition 1A). In San Diego County, 1,455,828 
(71%) of eligible voters approved or did not oppose the Bond Measure. Only 29% of eligible voters (592,692) opposed 
the Bond Measure.  
Governor Brown and the Legislature based the urgency for passing this legislation upon “the continuing growth in 
California's population and the resulting increase in traffic congestion and related roadway injuries and fatalities, air 
pollution, greenhouse gas emissions and the continuation of urban sprawl, which they determined make it imperative 
that the state proceed quickly to construct an 800 mile, 24 station, state‐of‐the‐art high‐speed passenger train system to 
serve major metropolitan areas.”  
The Bond Act states the following in Article 2. High‐Speed Passenger Train Financing Program 2704.04. (a) It is the intent 
of the Legislature by enacting this chapter and of the people of California by approving the bond measure pursuant to 
this chapter to initiate construction of a high‐speed train system that connects the San Francisco Transbay Terminal to 
Los Angeles Union Station and Anaheim, and links the state’s major population centers, including Sacramento, the San 
Francisco Bay Area, the Central Valley, Los Angeles, the Inland Empire, Orange County, and San Diego, consistent with 
the Authority’s certified environmental impact reports of November 2005 and July 9, 2008 (expressing the intent that 
the entire system, as described in the High‐Speed Rail Authority’s 2008 Business Plan, should be constructed and in 
revenue service by 2020.)  
The 800‐mile high‐speed train system is defined in the statewide alignment map. The Bond Act imposes requirements 
on San Diego County and local cities that tie directly to successful completion of the high‐speed train system. Included is 
the local funding requirement expressed in Section 2704.07. “The authority shall pursue and obtain other private and 
public funds, including, but not limited to, federal funds, funds from revenue bonds, and local funds, to augment the 
proceeds of this chapter.  
Pursuant to Division 13 of the Public Resources Code, the California Legislature has found and declared that, “It is the 
policy of the state that public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such 
projects ….”  
(PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, DIVISION 13. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY [21000 ‐ 21189.57], (Division 13 added by Stats. 
1970, Ch. 1433.), CHAPTER 1. Policy [21000 ‐ 21006], (Chapter 1 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1433.))  
Do the County’s planning documents, plans, policies, laws and regulations account for the construction of the high‐
speed train system within the County’s geographic boundaries? Have the zoning regulations taken into account the 
location of the high‐speed train alignment and station locations? Has the County taken steps to ensure right‐of‐way 
protection to preserve the areas needed for high‐speed train guideway and station‐area infrastructure? Has the County 
up‐zoned high‐speed train station areas in anticipation of very high‐density housing and related development needed to 
enable walk or other auto‐free access to the high‐speed train stations? Has the County agreed to benefit assessments to 
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support the funding requirements for quick completion of the high‐speed train system? Do the Transportation Study 
Guidelines distinguish and account for the differing opportunities and requirements for areas within the influence areas 
of high‐speed train stations and for areas outside of those boundaries?  
It is anticipated that high‐speed train station influence areas will extend as much as 5 miles from each station located 
along the high‐speed train corridor. If station area specific plans are implemented as required to achieve the 
Legislature’s anti‐sprawl and local funding intent and legal requirements under Proposition 1A, each station area could 
accommodate as many as 500,000 residents per station area who are able to move about along the 800‐mile high‐speed 
train corridor without reliance on an automobile for mobility. For the 24 designated stations, the total population that 
would be able to access the high‐speed train system without needing to own and operate an automobile would exceed 
12 million people.  
A quick review of the draft TSG appears to demonstrate that no consideration has been given to the legal requirements 
imposed by law on San Diego County and responsible local cities to support construction of the 800‐mile high‐speed 
train system quickly, as approved by the voters eleven‐and‐a‐half years ago, in November 2008.  
I recommend that the County take every step possible to support efforts for construction of the high‐speed train system 
quickly, including required modifications to the Draft San Diego County Transportation Study Guidelines.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide my input and recommendations.  
 
Albert Perdon  
39558 End of the Trail  
De Luz, CA 92028  
310.871.1113  



Draft County of San Diego Transportation Study Guidelines 

How do the Draft County of San Diego Transportation Study Guidelines comport to the requirements 

imposed under SEC. 9. Chapter 20 (commencing with Section 2704) of Division 3 of the Streets and 

Highways Code, entitled: CHAPTER 20. SAFE, RELIABLE HIGH-SPEED PASSENGER TRAIN BOND ACT FOR 

THE 21ST CENTURY? 

On August 26, 2008 Governor Brown signed AB 3034 (Introduced by Galgiani and Ma on February 22, 

2008), calling for voters to approve the “Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Act for the 21st 

Century” as an urgency statute necessary for immediate preservation of the public peace, health and 

safety. In the November 2008 General Election, 74 percent of eligible voters approved or did not oppose 

the Bond Act (Proposition 1A). In San Diego County, 1,455,828 (71%) of eligible voters approved or did 

not oppose the Bond Measure. Only 29% of eligible voters (592,692) opposed the Bond Measure. 

Governor Brown and the Legislature based the urgency for passing this legislation upon “the continuing 

growth in California's population and the resulting increase in traffic congestion and related roadway 

injuries and fatalities, air pollution, greenhouse gas emissions and the continuation of urban sprawl, 

which they determined make it imperative that the state proceed quickly to construct an 800 mile, 24 

station, state-of-the-art high-speed passenger train system to serve major metropolitan areas.” 

The Bond Act states the following in Article 2. High-Speed Passenger Train Financing Program 2704.04. 
(a) It is the intent of the Legislature by enacting this chapter and of the people of California by approving 
the bond measure pursuant to this chapter to initiate construction of a high-speed train system that 
connects the San Francisco Transbay Terminal to Los Angeles Union Station and Anaheim, and links the 
state’s major population centers, including Sacramento, the San Francisco Bay Area, the Central Valley, 
Los Angeles, the Inland Empire, Orange County, and San Diego, consistent with the Authority’s certified 
environmental impact reports of November 2005 and July 9, 2008 (expressing the intent that the entire 
system, as described in the High-Speed Rail Authority’s 2008 Business Plan, should be constructed and in 
revenue service by 2020.)  
 
The 800-mile high-speed train system is defined in the statewide 
alignment map. The Bond Act imposes requirements on San 
Diego County and local cities that tie directly to successful 
completion of the high-speed train system. Included is the local 
funding requirement expressed in Section 2704.07. “The 
authority shall pursue and obtain other private and public funds, 
including, but not limited to, federal funds, funds from revenue 
bonds, and local funds, to augment the proceeds of this chapter.” 
 
Pursuant to Division 13 of the Public Resources Code, the 
California Legislature has found and declared that, “It is the policy 
of the state that public agencies should not approve projects as 
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen the 
significant environmental effects of such projects ….” 



(PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, DIVISION 13. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY [21000 - 21189.57], (Division 13 
added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1433.), CHAPTER 1. Policy [21000 - 21006], (Chapter 1 added by Stats. 1970, 
Ch. 1433.)) 
 
Do the County’s planning documents, plans, policies, laws and regulations account for the construction 
of the high-speed train system within the County’s geographic boundaries? Have the zoning regulations 
taken into account the location of the high-speed train alignment and station locations? Has the County 
taken steps to ensure right-of-way protection to preserve the areas needed for high-speed train 
guideway and station-area infrastructure? Has the County up-zoned high-speed train station areas in 
anticipation of very high-density housing and related development needed to enable walk or other auto-
free access to the high-speed train stations? Has the County agreed to benefit assessments to support 
the funding requirements for quick completion of the high-speed train system? Do the Transportation 
Study Guidelines distinguish and account for the differing opportunities and requirements for areas 
within the influence areas of high-speed train stations and for areas outside of those boundaries?  
 
It is anticipated that high-speed train station influence areas will extend as much as 5 miles from each 
station located along the high-speed train corridor. If station area specific plans are implemented as 
required to achieve the Legislature’s anti-sprawl and local funding intent and legal requirements under 
Proposition 1A, each station area could accommodate as many as 500,000 residents per station area 
who are able to move about along the 800-mile high-speed train corridor without reliance on an 
automobile for mobility. For the 24 designated stations, the total population that would be able to 
access the high-speed train system without needing to own and operate an automobile would exceed 
12 million people.  
 
A quick review of the draft TSG appears to demonstrate that no consideration has been given to the 
legal requirements imposed by law on San Diego County and responsible local cities to support 
construction of the 800-mile high-speed train system quickly, as approved by the voters eleven-and-a-
half years ago, in November 2008.  
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