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PROCEEDI NGS

GENERAL COUNSEL M LLER: | just received the
official signal that it is okay to begin fromthe court
reporter, which gives us permssion to commence.

| amKirk MIller, General Counsel for the
Resources Agency. W have a short list of duties today.
First to begin with the late start. W apol ogize that we
weren't able to kick off pronptly at one o'clock.

| want to let you know what we will be doing in a
nutshell. Secretary Chrisman will make some opening
comrents. Chris Calfee then will elucidate us further
about the details of the rul e-nmaking process. And then we
| ook forward to hearing fromyou about the rules that we
have publi shed.

So with that, let me introduce Secretary
Chri sman.

AGENCY SECRETARY CHRI SMAN:  Kirk, thank you. And
| adi es and gentl ermen, thank you all for com ng today.
This session is critical as we think about getting these
amendnments together, working with the Agency to get this
CEQA portion of our inplenentation of the greenhouse gas
reduction bills that were passed, this is inportant.
O fice of Planning and Research, | think you know, had
ext ensi ve outreach sessions. Part of these efforts, they

met with hundreds of organizations. | know probably many
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of you here today were involved in those activities. And
we have to thank OPR for their efforts in that. It was
very hel pful

The | anguage we published on July 3rd reflects
the shared efforts of OPR and the Natural Resources
Agency.

I think you all know the inportance of this is
that these guidelines are a key elenent of the Governor's
overall efforts to reduce this state's greenhouse gas
em ssions here in California.

The signing message on SB 97 indicated, of
course, that these guidelines were -- or apart of this
coordi nated policy, and that these guidelines, of course,
are going to ensure that our greenhouse gas em ssions are
considered a part of all levels of California's
government, while at the sanme tinme accommpdating for sone
of the regul atory devel opnents that are going to take
place in this state. And that's an inportant part of our
efforts here, and that's an inportant part of what we'd
like to certainly here fromyou today on

This is a first ever set of CEQA regul ations on
greenhouse gases. W're going to be -- California is one
of the first states to adopt these regul ati ons requiring
t hese anal yses of our greenhouse gas enissions.

We al so consi der these anmendnents a Versi on One
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of course, which will change and evolve as we go through
and anal yze our process and nove forward. So science
supporting our greenhouse gas analysis and mtigation
continues to evolve, as | think you all know. We're
learning as we go along in this effort. So your
i nvol venent in the technol ogy and hel ping us get there
think is going to be really inportant as we nove forward.
SB 97 itself requires our guidelines, the CEQA
gui del i nes for greenhouse gas reductions, to be
reeval uated as our information is devel oped over time.
And again, we really sincerely appreciate the
effort of all you to be here today and help us in this
effort, not only here today, but the work leading up to
today, and help us as we nove forward in this process,
because we've got a lot to learn in this effort. But
again, pursuant to the legislation, pursuant to the
CGovernor's directive, we're here to try to nove this
effort forward. So we want to thank you for that, so I'd
like to turn it over to Chris Calfee.
Chris.

SPECI AL COUNSEL CALFEE: Thank you, Secretary

Chrisman and thanks to all of you for being here to attend

these SB 97 hearings. |'Il say just a few words about the

rul e- maki ng process and then just go over a few

housekeepi ng details.
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As nost of you know, the CEQA guidelines are
adm nistrative regulations. And that neans they need to
be consistent with the California Adm nistrative
Procedures Act. That neans that these guidelines are
i ntended to make specific and clarify existing CEQA
statutory | anguage and case law. But we can't rewite
law. We can't nake new | aw in these guidelines. The
gui del i nes that you have in front of you, therefore, are
consistent with existing CEQA statutory |aw and case | aw.

As you know, the California Natural Resources
Agency did publish this draft of the CEQA guidelines on
July 3rd. And we're now in the public comrent period.
Public comments will be accepted until August 27th. W
have extended the deadline for a week to make sure that
everyone's views are heard.

After all public comrents are collected on August
27th, the Resources Agency will engage in reviewing all of
t he comrents and deternining what revisions, if any, are
necessary to the proposed guidelines.

If there are any revisions to the proposed
guidelines, we will open up those revisions for additiona
rounds of public review and coment.

Once that whole process is finished, once we've
determ ned that no further revisions are necessary, the

Secretary will consider whether it's appropriate to adopt
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those. Prior to doing that, we will develop a Fina
Statenment of Reasons that includes witten responses to
all of the comments that you submt.

So that's just a rundown on the rul e-maki ng
process. Just a few housekeeping details. Copies of al
docunents that are related to this hearing are avail abl e
on the Internet. If you go to the Resources website, |ook
for the SB 97 rul e-naking tab and you can find everything
t here.

If you haven't already done so, if you could sign
in at the back of the room that will ensure that you get
all notices relating to this hearing and to this
rul e- maki ng process. Copies of the agenda are al so
avai |l abl e up on the table on the back. Comment cards and
speaker cards are also there.

| believe lan has already collected nost of the
speaker cards. |If sonmeone hasn't filled one out and you
deci de that you do want to speak, please do fill out that
card and hand it to |an.

Restroons are located on the first floor. You
woul d go out the doors that you cane in, turn left --
excuse ne turn right and turn right again, go past the
el evat ors.

In case of an enmergency, again go back that way

or there's an energency exit here. |If everyone could
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6
pl ease nmute or turn off their cell phones and Bl ackBerries
at this time, that will reduce any distractions.

The purpose of today's hearing is to collect
comments fromyou, to collect your verbal comments. So we
will be receiving your cormments, but we -- because the
Resources Agency will be responding in witing to al
conments, we won't be responding in person here. W mght
ask you clarifying questions to make sure that we've
adequat el y understood the comments that you're neking, but
otherwi se this hearing isn't set up for a back and forth
exchange.

We do have a transcriptionist here to provide a
full witten record of all coments that you nake. And
again, everything that you say here will be responded to
as part of the record.

To hel p us manage our tinme today, we will inpose
a five minute limt on the verbal comments today. If we
are able to get through all of the comments and you stil
have nore coments that you would |ike to make, then we
can start again before we end this hearing at five
o' cl ock.

| believe that's it in terms of housekeepi ng and
introductory remarks. If you'll indulge nme, 1'Il turn
this podi um around, so that we can open it up to you. In

terms of how we do that, lan will be calling out the nanes
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in groups of two. So the first person can cone to the
podi um and speak while the other person waits in the
chairs over here

Are there any questions on this process?

Seeing none, |I'll go ahead and turn the podium
around.

GENERAL COUNSEL MLLER: It's a long way out
there.

ASSI STANT PLANNER PETERSON: Wl |, our first
speaker will be Al Herson with the American Pl anni ng
Associ ation and following will be Joshua Basofin.

MR, HERSON. Good afternoon. Thank you for the
opportunity to present the Anerican Planning Association
conments on the SB 97 guidelines. |'mhere on behal f of
Pet e Parki nson our vice president for policy and
| egi sl ati on.

The American Pl anning Association, California
chapter, has 5,000 nmenbers. And nost of them are deeply
i nvol ved in inplenmenting these guidelines, whether as
pl anni ng agenci es, pl anni ng greenhouse gas reduction
pl ans, | ead agenci es prepari ng CEQA docunents or
envi ronnental consultants.

And what 1'd Iike to do is to, first of all
acknow edge and thank you for the open and transparent

process you've run to date, and the ability to work with
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the O fice of Planning and Research on prelimnary drafts
of the guidelines. And we appreciated very nuch the
changes that OPR nade in response to our coments. And

t he changes that the Resources Agency made in response to
our coments on the OPR guidelines, in particular, the
tiering and streanlining greenhouse gas anal ysis

provi sions of the guidelines, Section 1583.5, we think are
tremendous and we sure hope you don't change that part.

However, there are a couple of nmjor concerns we
still have left, in addition to technical anendnents,
which I won't go through in detail. The first relates to
climate change inpacts and adaptation. And the second
relates to mitigation sequencing, the hierarchy of
mtigation.

And in terms of climate change inpacts and
mtigation, sonething big has happened since the Resources
Agency rel eased these draft guidelines, and that's the
Draft California Adaptation Strategy al so rel eased by the
Nat ural Resources Agency.

And as you know, in this strategy there is
cat al ogui ng of specific inpacts of climte change rel ated
to public health, ecosystens, sea |level rise, water supply
and sierra snowpack, agriculture, forest productivity,
transportation and energy infrastructure.

And after catal oguing the | atest science, the

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Adaptation Strategy goes on to recomrend a nunber of
specific State and | ocal strategies, which are far
reaching, to adapt those clinmte change inpacts. Many of
those strategies directly involve the CEQA process
directly. Many other ones can be inplenented successfully
t hrough the CEQA process. And what we'd like to do is
encourage the Natural Resources Agency to create a
stronger |inkage between the Adaptation Strategy and this
set of CEQA guidelines right now It's late, but just in
terms for inplementing the Adaptation Strategy, the

Ameri can Pl anni ng Associ ation and others that are

i npl enenting CEQA really woul d appreciate a good road map
on how to best inplenent the adaptation strategies that
af fect | ead agencies within the CEQA process.

And if, for some reason, that's not possible,
we' d request that the Natural Resources Agency explain to
the CEQA community when that |inkage is going to be nmade
and how we're going to get that road map and |inkage
bet ween the Adaptation Strategy and CEQA i npl ementati on.

We have some specific | anguage on this topic
related to Section 15126.2(a) that we've suggested that's
a clarification that would say that the EIR should
eval uate locating the inpacts of -- locating devel opnent
of property in hazardous areas, such as floodpl ai ns and

high wild fire risk areas, both current risk areas and
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10
future risk areas, as they nmay be affected by climte
change. We think that's within the spirit of the existing
gui del i nes and consistent with CEQA and case | aw.

This second major issue we have still is the
mtigation hierarchy. And we continue to believe that
on-site mtigationis sinply nore certain to work than
off-site mtigation. You mght have noticed articles in
the Sacranento Bee earlier this week, where sone high
| evel State officials also expressed sone skeptici sm about
the effectiveness of things like mtigation credits and
of fsets.

And we'd like to request that a hierarchy of
mtigation be put in the guidelines, where on-site
mtigation is preferred to off site. And that the
off-site mtigation, such as credits and offsets be
verifiable, and enforceable --

ASSI STANT PLANNER PETERSON:  You have one mi nute.

MR. HERSON: Thank you very much -- be
verifiable, enforceable and effective. And there is a
precedent for sequencing mitigation in the guidelines.
Right now, it's for cultural resources mtigation, where
preservation is preferred to resource recovery. The sane
ki nd of thinking, what is nore likely and nore certain to
actually mtigate the inpacts. So we'd request that the

Resour ces Agency reconsi der your position on mtigation
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sequenci ng.

Well, that concludes our coments. And | want to
t hank you for the opportunity to speak today.

Thank you.

ASSI STANT PLANNER PETERSON: Thank you.

SPECI AL COUNSEL CALFEE: Thank you.

ASS| STANT PLANNER PETERSON: Joshua Basofin
Def enders of Wldlife. And then we'll have Walter -
excuse the last name - Seifert with the Sacramento Area
Bi cycl e Advocat es.

MR BASCFIN: Cood afternoon. Joshua Basofin
with Defenders of Wldlife here in our Sacranento Program
Ofice.

I'd first like to thank all of you for holding
this workshop today and to comend you for these guideline
amendnment draft proposals. It's been a |long, hard
process, as Secretary Chrisnman alluded to. And | think
you all have done a great job of involving the public in
t he stakehol der process to fornulate the best guideline

amendnments that you can.

Interestingly, | actually agree with the forner
speaker on quite a fewthings. | sort of feel like he
stole ny thunder a little bit. | had the opportunity to

attend the workshop for the Adaptation Strategy and

recomendations | ast week. And | had sort of the sane
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t hought process that the former speaker had, which is how
do we create a nexus between those adaptation
recomendati ons and this ongoi ng guideline anendnment
process?

Sone of the concerns that were voiced at the
wor kshop | ast week on the adaptation process were, how do
we i npl enent these recomendati ons that we're now
transmitting to the Governor on clinmate change adaptati on.
And fromthe seven sectors represented by various State
agenci es, the response overwhelmngly was well, they'l
get inplenented through the CEQA process. And | think
that's a tremendous indication that we do need a very firm
nexus between this anendment process and our ongoi ng
adapt ati on strategy.

| think that's particularly inportant,
considering that there has been ongoing litigation before
SB 97 was passed and before this anmendnent process began
particularly involving the Attorney CGeneral and severa
environnental groups involving clainms that greenhouse gas
em ssions and climte change does need to be incorporated
into the CEQA process. And | think that this is -- this
evol ution of these guideline anendnments will help to
clarify the case law in that manner

So |'m hoping that we can kind of cut sone of

that litigation off at the pass involving adaptation, if
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we can incorporate it in to this process. | think it
woul d be a tremendous di sservice to those organizations in
the State that are | ead agenci es and project proponents,
if we don't do that. So | think it's tremendously
i mportant that we consider issues |ike where is there
going to be sea level rise; how do we adapt to sea |evel
rise; how do projects that are proposed in the state that
nmust be conpliant with CEQA deal with adapting to sea
| evel rise; how do they deal with new transportation
issues that will arise; in terms of the biodiversity
sector for adaptation, how do we deal with what Fish and
Gane has described as a nunber of evolving wildlife
reserves that will be required and will need to be
adaptively managed in the state; what happens when we
i nterface CEQA conpliant projects with those reserves that
conceitedly are going to need to evolve to allowwildlife
and habitat to adapt to our changing climate. So | think
that -- | think that this is probably the crucial issue
t hat needs to be considered by Resources Agency at this
point in the process.

I do have a few other brief comrents on a few of
the provisions. Defenders will be subnmitting
conprehensive witten comments. But just --

ASS| STANT PLANNER PETERSON: One m nute.

MR. BASOFIN.  Sorry?
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ASSI STANT PLANNER PETERSON:  You have one mi nute.

MR, BASOFIN: Okay. Just briefly, in Section
15064.4, the provision states that the | ead agency may
quantify greenhouse gas em ssions. Defenders believes
that there should be some stronger | anguage requiring
quantification. The option to do a qualitative
assessment, we believe, is just not going to give us the
results that we need to really rain in these em ssions.

We think that in Section 15126.4 on-site
mtigation should be favored over off-site mtigation.

And off-site mtigation, if it's used, should be
additional. It should be surplus. It shouldn't be things
t hat al ready have to happen.

Cunul ative inpact analysis in 15130. The
reliance, as stated in the provision on |and-use plans and
climate change plans, those plans can be useful, but they
shoul dn't be substitutes for a conprehensive cunul ative
i mpacts anal ysis, because that needs to be really taken
into account specifically all of the projects that are
currently proposed or future projects that are proposed.
So those existing | and-use plans and climate change pl ans
probably aren't going to cover the entirety of a
cunmul ative inpacts anal ysis.

ASSI STANT PLANNER PETERSON: That's it. W'l

have to wap it up.
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MR, BASOFIN:. Ckay. Lastly, 1'd just like to
conmend you on the inclusion of the forest resources
provision. W think that that will be tremendously
hel pful .

Thank you.

ASSI STANT PLANNER PETERSON: Thank you.

Walt Seifert, Sacranento Are Bicycle Advocates.
And then Robert Raburn, East Bay Bicycle Coalition

MR SEIFERT: [|I'mWalt Seifert. It's Seifert
l[ike in Einstein. And I'mwi th the Sacranmento Area
Bi cycl e Advocates, a regional advocacy organization. |
al so wite about transportation

|'"ve previously subnmitted witten coments, which
I hope you've received the second tinme. But | wanted to
be here in person, because | wanted to see faces. |
wanted to hear what others had to say, and because | think
this is an incredibly inportant issue.

I["mjust going to read fromny statemnent.

I want to address two changes in the CEQA
guidelines that if made, | believe would result in
dramatic increases in the amount of wal ki ng and bicycling
done and rel ated reductions in greenhouse gas emni ssions.

First is the elimnation of level of service from
t he Appendi x G checklist questions on transportation

traffic inpacts. Initially, the Ofice of Planning and
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Research proposed that elimnation, but then reinserted
| evel of service as a nmeasure of congestions.

The problemis that while level of service is
quantifiable and has a history of use, it is not an
environnental inpact. Being nmeasurable and having an
establ i shed history are not enough to qualify it as an
i npact. Level of service neasures notorist delay or
conveni ence. Mbdtorist delay and conveni ence are sinply
not environnental inpacts.

VWhat's nore, the usual mitigation for decreased
| evel of service is an increased road capacity. That
supposed nitigation does have an environnental inpact.

I ncreased road capacity results in nore vehicle trips, and
fewer trips by bike or foot. It's a case where the
mtigation is far worse environnentally than the inpact.
The cure is worse than the di sease.

It's always been a nistake to consider a decrease
in level of service as an environmental inpact. Because
of global warming, it's now a nore egregi ous m st ake.

On the other hand, traffic safety is an
environnental inpact. There's no question that traffic
crashes have an adverse inpact on hunan beings. And this
qualifies as an inpact. Crashes result in injuries and
deaths. Yet, traffic safety is given cursory coverage in

t he Appendi x G checklist questions, and as a result,
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cursory coverage in Environnmental |npact Reports.

I woul d guess that everyone in this room has been
involved in a traffic crash. Many have probably been
injured in a crash or know soneone who has been. About 1
in 60 people will die because of a traffic crash. Yet
when the Sacramento Area Council of Governments, our |oca
net ropol i tan pl anni ng organi zation, did the Environnenta
| mpact Report for its 25-year metropolitan transportation
plan, traffic safety was barely nentioned.

Over the life of the plan, thousands of people
will likely die in traffic crashes in the region. And
scores of thousands woul d suffer injuries, including
serious brain and spinal injuries.

Traffic safety is primarily related to traffic
speeds, distracted driving, and driving under the
i nfl uence of drugs and al cohol. Traffic speeds are
related to road capacity and design

None of these factors are nentioned in the
Appendi x G questions. They need to be.

Thanks.

ASSI STANT PLANNER PETERSON: Thank you.

And we did receive your comments.

Robert Raburn, East Bay Bicycle Coalition with
Davi d Canpbel |, East Bay Bicycle Coalition

MR. RABURN: Good afternoon, and thank you for
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this opportunity to conment. M/ nane is Robert Raburn.
I"'mthe executive director of the East Bay Bicycle
Coalition. W represent some 2,500 paid nenbers, along
with some 5,000 nenbers of affiliated organizations in
Al aneda and Contra Costa county.

We have been under the burden, actually, of the
transportation guidelines in inplenmenting projects
t hroughout the East Bay for a nunber of years. |'m going
to share with you today just one poster child that | hope
will exenplify why we are here asking for considerable
changes to the Transportati on Guidelines' sections of
CEQA.

The Bay Area has adopted policies to pronote
transit oriented devel opnent snart growth. However,
particularly in the areas around transit stations, where
these projects -- |land-use projects are proposed, we're
faced with the dilemm that we cannot actually inplenent
adopted plans for the bicycle master plan, for instance,
in Alaneda county that calls for access to MacArthur BART
station, or Fruitval e BART station, and a nunber of other
BART stations - there are 42 stations throughout the
system - because there will be too nuch population in the
future.

The case in point that | wish to bring to you is

MacArt hur BART, where that station has a roadway that was
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built in 1935 specifically to serve the brand new Bay
Bridge at the tinme. West MacArt hur Boul evard becane
obsol ete when the word "freeway" entered the |exicon.

Yet today, we can't put a bike lane on this
roadway. |It's six lanes wide, leading right to the
transit station on account of by 2035 there will be too
nmuch popul ation, according to the |evel of service
gui del i nes.

I'masking that we reevaluate this sole reliance
upon | evel of service guidelines, address other measures,
such as vehicle mles traveled, that truly represent
i mpacts on the environment.

Level of service is not an environnental inpact.
So that we can inplenent projects that will provide a
reduction in greenhouse gas em ssions, by encouraging
wal ki ng, and bicycling. Bicycle transportation, access,
and safety are the nmeasures that need to be addressed not
capacity neasures that solely focus on w dening -- ever
wi deni ng the roadways.

| appreciate your reflection on these issues. M
col | eague Dave Canpbell w |l address sonme of the specific
suggesti ons we have.

Thank you.

ASSI STANT PLANNER PETERSON: Thank you, Robert.

After Dave Canpbell we'll have Andy Thornl ey, San
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Franci sco.

MR, CAMPBELL: M nane is Dave Canpbell. |'m
Chair of the East Bay Bicycle Coalition, and | want to
start off real quickly thanking Walt for his coments. He
said it very well really, traffic -- crashes in traffic
are an inpact to bicyclists and pedestrians, and that is
an environmental issue. And that's probably the strongest
point | can make here today. The East Bay Bicycle
Coalition will be submitting witten comments as well, but
traffic safety for bicyclists and pedestrians needs to be
captured in the transportation guidelines.

And |'ve been readi ng through what you've called
the Initial Statenment of Reasons for Regul atory Action
today for the first tine. And it's encouraging, | think
you're trying to move in that direction, but | don't think
you're there yet. And you're certainly not there yet with
the word "capacity" in the guidelines thenselves. That's
kind of the problematic termright here.

The ternms | do like that I'"'mreading in this
statement are, one, "Effect of a project on the overal
circulation system" That's better than capacity.

And you state, and I"'mjust going to read this
word for word so you'll know what I'mreferring to,
because there's no page nunbers on here. But you say

simlarly, even though some projects may result in a
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deterioration of vehicle |evel of service, that is delay
experienced by drivers, the overall effectiveness of the
circulation systemas a whole nmay be inproved. Such
projects include restriping bicycling |lanes or creating
dedi cat ed bus | anes.

Again, | think you're trying to nove in the right
direction here with sone explanatory |anguage. But |'m
not sure how, if you stripe a bike lane, and you have to
take out a traffic lane to do it, and you're going to
cause congestion at intersections, say near the MacArt hur
BART station, how you've inproved the overal
ef fectiveness of the circul ati on system

Maybe you have. But | don't even think | could
explain that to a traffic engineer, because he or she sees
the congestion at the intersection. And | think the
stunbling block is the word "capacity" that you still have
in the proposed | anguage.

Robert Raburn and I, we've nmet with the Al aneda
Count Congesti on Managenent Agency, and they support our
efforts to provide safe bicycle and pedestrian access,
particularly to transient-oriented devel opment, which is a
priority in Al aneda county.

But we can't do it. W're struggling to do that,
because of CEQA and its focus on, you know, |evel of

service prior to this. And then it's going to continue if
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we're still |ooking at the word capacity.

There's got to be a way that we can | ook at
safety for bicyclists and pedestrians, access for
pedestrians and bicyclists. And there's got to be a way
we can do it in the CEQA guidelines. And so | think the
| anguage needs to be changed, and then this explanatory
| anguage you have here, which is good, needs to be beefed
up a little bit nmore to make the point clear

Thanks.

ASSI STANT PLANNER PETERSON: Thank you, Davis.

Andy Thornl ey and then next M chael een Mason
WSEPA.

MR. THORNLEY: Good afternoon. |'m Andy Thornl ey
with the San Franci sco Bicycle Coalition on behalf of the
10, 000 active nmenbers of the SF Bike Coalition. | thank
you for hearing ny coments. | have a little show and
tell for you. This is the City of San Francisco's
recently adopted bicycle transportation plan. For the
sake of the transcriber and anyone |istening at hone, it's
about three-quarter's of an inch of paper

This is the Environnental |npact Report on the
San Franci sco Bicycle Transportation Plan. These are the
comments and responses on the San Franci sco bicycle plan
And these are the CEQA findings and Statenent of

Overriding Considerations for the San Franci sco Bicycle
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Pl an, where the City and County of San Francisco finally
say, yes, but we nean to do this after all. This is the
practice of CEQA in San Francisco. This is California.
This is 2009. This is enbarrassing.

We are tal king about greenhouse gas. W are
tal king about clinmate crisis. Moving around by bicycle is
an excellent strategy for conbatting climate crisis. I'm
very gratified to see all of the bike parking provided to
this building. And I'meven nore excited to see the
utilization of that bike parking. That's a wonderfu
t hi ng.

And the amendnent to the CEQA guidelines for the
sake of addressing climate change is a very noble thing
and we appreciate that.

And for the nost part, we support the
nodi fications that have cone from OPR  But | want to echo
sonme of what my other bicycling coll eagues have said to
you. And that is to the extent that we've left LOS in the
qgquestion, that is intersection Level O Service for
aut onobi | e conveni ence, we are condemmi ng ot her
jurisdictions who don't have the tinme and noney that the
weal thy and cl ever San Franci sco does to go through all of
this paper to get to the point where we say, yes, actually
we do want to do sonething nice for the environnent.

There are counties and cities across the state
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that don't have the tine and energy to do that. And so
think we want to do sonething about that in the checkli st
in the CEQA guidelines. So we give a qualified support to
the text that's come forward. To the extent that
Subsection B of the checklist has been broadened to go
beyond sinply | ooking at LOS and to nmake sone sort of a
gui del i ne endorsed array of other neasures and standards,
that's a good thing. Here, we don't have a nonopoly on
LCS anynore. You nmight have sone other way to neasure
transportation inpacts. And, you know, that San Franci sco
is working on an alternate to LOS, and we plan to bring
that forward pretty soon

So this is helpful for that, but it's hardly

perfect. It would be better to strike LOS, because, as
you've heard, LOS is interesting as a social effect. It
has no place in environnental review. But we're willing

to swal | ow Subsection B

O course, that proposed fornul ation | eaves
untouched the question of a |legitimcy of congestion
management, as an environmental concern, which is a
troubling contradiction to the manifold and
wel | -docunent ed environnmental injuries w ought by
privileging the free flow of notor traffic

And so to that end, we join with the City of San

Franci sco in recomendi ng changes to Subsection A of the
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transportation section of that checklist that replaced the
focus on roadway capacity with a broader direction to
consi der |ocally adopted neasures of effectiveness, and,

in effect, strike "...exceed the capacity of existing

circulation system..", and go with sonething nore to the
effect of conflict with an applicable |ocal plan
ordi nance, or policy.

And | will submit witten comments, of course,
wi t h suggested | anguage. This |language, as | say, is in
agreement with what you will hear fromthe Cty of San
Francisco in their comments. But it's so inportant that
we get that capacity thing out of here. Capacity is al
about facilitating the fast conveni ent nmovenent of notor
vehicles. That is very nmuch in conflict with what we're
trying to acconplish with SB 75 and our various work to
conbat climate change.

We al so concur with the City of San Francisco in
their suggestion that the heading of the transportation
traffic section mght ought to lose the word "traffic".
Traffic doesn't belong there either. The word "traffic"
is either a redundant thing there in its fullest sense, or
it's inappropriate to the purpose of CEQA, in that it
rei nforces an autonobile oriented perspective for the
consi deration of circulation and access.

ASS| STANT PLANNER PETERSON: You have about one
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m nut e.

MR, THORNLEY: So as | say, we will submt
witten cooments. W are in qualified support to the
extent that you broaden this, so that you can bring in
things like autotrip generation or vehicle niles travel ed.
That's a fine thing. W do worry that counties, again
that don't have the tine, energy, or courage to do what
San Francisco is doing will continue to be stuck w dening
intersections and facilitating auto novenent.

So again, LOS, if not this time, then soon. W
have to get rid of it.

Thank you.

ASSI STANT PLANNER PETERSON: Thank you, Andy.

| think it was M chael een Mason. And then we'll
have Allen Robertson with Cal Fire.

M5. MASON: This kind of rem nds ne of noot
court, when | was in |aw school, so we'll see if WSPA w ns
t he award.

My nane is M chael een Mason, and | amthe
director of regulatory affairs for Wstern States
Pet r ol eum Associ ati on, WSPA.

Unli ke inpacts fromcriteria pollutant em ssions,
t here does not appear to be a scientific basis |inking
greenhouse gas emissions froma particular project to

speci fic physical |ocalized environnental effects. The
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anal ysis of inpacts from greenhouse gas enissions nust be
evaluated in a significantly |larger context than nost
envi ronnental inpacts under CEQA.

To eval uate accurately an individual project's
i mpacts on climte change, the project nust be viewed in
the context of the statew de reductions targeted under AB
32, as well as statewi de or at |east sectorw de greenhouse
gas em ssions.

As proposed, the proposed anmendnents generally
reflect this unique reality. But WSPA believes that any
CEQA gui del i nes governi ng greenhouse gas emni ssions shoul d
recogni ze the inportance of the AB 32 scoping plan adopted
by the California Air Resources Board.

The scoping plan provides a blueprint of how the
State will achieve the greenhouse gas reductions needed to
neet the AB 32 nandate. Therefore, projects for sources
within sectors covered by the greenhouse gas neasures and
reductions, referenced in the scoping plan, should be able
to rely on those nmandat ed nmeasures and reductions, when
det erm ni ng whet her the projects result in a significant
envi ronnental inpact pursuant to CEQA

Proposed sections 15064(h)(3) and 15064.4 of the
draft guidelines recognize that |ead agenci es need
di scretion when eval uating inpacts from greenhouse gas

em Sssi ons.
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They al so recogni ze | ead agenci es shoul d be abl e
to rely upon inportant qualitative criteria that m ght
denonstrate that a project's greenhouse gas em ssions do
not result in a significant effect pursuant to CEQA.

We believe that such a qualitative eval uation
shoul d i nclude consideration of whether a project will
result in a net increase in energy efficiency or decrease
in carbon intensity of the underlying economic activity or
the State's overall carbon footprint.

Wth regard to Section 15126.4(c)(2), WBPA is
concerned that by categorizing of project features,
proj ect design and other measures that are incorporated
into a project, as feasible mtigation, the proposed
amendnments inply a project that includes such features or
measures is considered significant by default.

WSPA bel i eves the opposite presunption should be
true. A project that incorporates project features,
proj ect design or other measures that are incorporated
into the project to substantially reduce energy
consunpti on or greenhouse gas enissions should be presuned
to be insignificant for purposes of CEQA.

WSPA wi |l be submitting a detailed coment letter
by your deadline of August 27th. And | thank you for your
i stening.

ASSI STANT PLANNER PETERSON:  Thank you,
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M chael een

Al'l en Robertson, CalFire. And then we'll have
Matt Vander Sluis Planning and Conservati on League.

MR, ROBERTSON: Good afternoon. M nane is Allen
Robertson. |I'mwth the Departnent of Forestry and Fire
Protection, otherwi se known as CalFire. And |'mthe
Deputy Chief for our Departnent's environnental protection
progr am

| want to express ny appreciation for the efforts
by the Natural Resources Agency and OPR i n devel opi ng
t hese amendnents to the CEQA guidelines, and for elevating
the inmportance of forestry, in that several nenbers of our
department have participated over the years in climte
change di scussions and the role of forestry. W
appreciate this opportunity.

W will be submtting detailed witten comments.
And |'mgoing to be focusing on just two of our primary
comments here today. Qur conment letter will provide
suggested draft |anguage for anmending the guidelines in
detail.

The two areas | want to tal k about are the
suggest ed questions that are found in the Appendi x G CEQA
gui delines -- or CEQA checklist, relating to ag and forest
I and resources, and also then the consultation

requi rements under CEQA.
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| happen to be involved in the permtting of

ti nber

and conversion, where tinmber land is converted to
anot her non-tinmber growi ng use. And, in ny experience,
when we are the | ead agency on those kinds of activities
or when other |ocal government agencies are | ead agencies,
and physi cal conversion of the tinber |and is proposed,
those issues tend to be dealt with fairly well and the

i npacts of those changes are addressed per CEQA

However, it's been our experience that when the
i medi ate conversion is not considered, but when it's a
rezoning or a subdividing of land, that is the project up
for approval by a | ead agency, many times the conversion
of forest land issue and the inpacts associated with that
are not recognized.

Frequently, lead agencies will say the rezoning
or subdividing of |and does not have an effect on tinber
land. And at the tinme physical conversion is proposed,
they would deal with that issue at that time, in other
wor ds, postponing the environnental analysis.

We feel that the anended | anguage found in the Ag
and Forestry Resources Section of the checklist do capture
the inmpacts that may be associated with i mmedi ate
conversion. However, the inmpacts associated with rezoning
or subdividing will not be captured by those checkli st

guestions. And we have therefore proposed | anguage that
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woul d do a better job of parsing out those various kinds
of approvals. And so you will see those in our comment
letters.

Qur concern is that where rezoning allows new
uses that are inconpatible with forest nanagenent or when
t he subdi vision of land results in parcel sizes that
i ncreasingly beconme smaller and snmaller over tinme, thereby
maki ng ti mber managenent a difficult endeavor, that we
think inmpacts are present and need to be eval uated.

Frequently, these other agencies will say that
they don't need to consider it now [It's speculative.
However, we do not believe that it's specul ative
necessarily. These are reasonably foreseeabl e i mpacts
that arise fromthe decision that was nade to rezone or
subdi vide the land that need to be addressed early as
possi ble in the CEQA process, as CEQA encourages us to do.
Look at these effects as early as possible in the process
and not wait until later approvals are made. So that's
our coments in regard to the conversion issue.

Qur second issue has to do with consultation
requirenents. Otentinmes, where a permt to convert
tinmber land is not necessary, or where a tinber harvest
plan is not required, |ead agencies will approve projects
that affect tinber |and resources, but not consult with

our departmnent.
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And so we are recomendi ng that -- CEQA al so
specifies that | ead agencies are only required to consult
wi th responsi bl e agenci es where pernits are required by
ot her agencies, or where they're clearly indicated that
they are a trustee agency.

CalFire is not on that list of trustee agencies.
Though, it's our opinion that that list is not exclusive
and that other agencies certainly nmeet the requirements
for being a trustee agency.

So our proposal in our conrent letter to you is
that Cal Fire be established as a trustee agency for tinber
| ands that we clearly have statutory authority for
protecting, both fromfire protection purposes and from
resource exploitation purposes under Public Resources
Code. So you will be seeing those anendrments in our
conment letter to you.

Thank you for the opportunity to coment and
we' |l be awaiting your response.

Thank you.

ASSI STANT PLANNER PETERSON: Thank you, Allen.

I think for anyone who just came in, we do have
nore speaker cards. You can just put it in that little
basket there. And once |'ve finished with what's on ny
desk, I'Il run down and pick those up

And if you are a little shy, we al so have comment
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cards you can submt, and be just as equal as oral

So Matt Vander Sluis, the Planning and
Conservation League, and then Allan Lind with Allan Lind
and Associ ates.

MR. VANDER SLU S: Thank you so much for this
opportunity to speak. M nane is Matt Vander Sluis from
t he Pl anning and Conservation League. | manage our gl oba
war m ng program

And | wanted to thank both the Resources Agency
and the CGovernor's O fice of Planning and Research for
havi ng this open process and for addressi ng many of the
concerns that the environnental community has rai sed over
the Iast many nonths. There's still definitely work to
do. We applaud you for listening and acting
del i beratively on those suggestions, particularly the
forest section that's been commented on several tines

here. That's a major leap forward and we thank you for

t hat .

I wanted to just quickly highlight seven areas of
concern that will be elaborated on further in witten
coment s.

The first is in 15064.4(a), determ ning
significance. W' re very concerned with the
di fferentiation here between quantifying and qualifying,

where in the current |anguage it appears that it's
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entirely discretional whether to quantify the greenhouse
gas em ssions froma project. The Statenment of Reasons
makes it clear that if there is the opportunity, the
ability to quantify those greenhouse gas eni ssions, that
that's the preferred method. And indeed, CEQA case |aw
clearly establishes that you need to use the nost
appropriate nethod, if it's available, to find that

envi ronnental information.

Unfortunately, this may | ead to | ead agencies
maki ng the wong deci sion inadvertently believing that
they could choose a | esser standard for trying to anal yze
the environnental effects of a particular project.

And so clearly we need to have | anguage in here
that prioritizes quantifying, where possible. And that
qualitative standards or performance-based standards can
be used to add additional information that's not
necessarily given by strictly quantifying the em ssions
froma project.

The second issue is 15093, with the Statenent of
Overriding Considerations. Here, there's been a section
added about the inportance of regi onwi de and statew de
benefits in relation to particular environmental effects
of a project. Wiile it's inmportant to | ook at a
particular project in the context of these |arger

statew de international, national, regionw de
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environnental inpacts, as it's witten here, this creates
unnecessary Environnental Justice concerns, where we wll
be bypassing those very specific problens, at a specific
facility.

For exanple, trying to achieve the State's
| ow carbon fuel standard. There could be a project that
hel ps to achieve that, but is creating very real criteria
air pollutant problens for the existing community that
could be mtigated if we paid attention to those inpacts
and addressed them

So we believe that you can still capture this
concept of enphasizing regi onwi de and statew de benefits,
if you just included it within Section A, as opposed to
create a new Section D. And we'll propose sone specific
| anguage around that issue.

The third issue, 15126.4, which is on mtigation
of greenhouse gas emissions. This is an area where we
continue to have concerns. This seens to be one of the
fundanment al places where the CEQA gui delines could advance
t he debate consi derably about how to address greenhouse
gas em ssions. And there's currently not much there.

So we would like to be able to come back and
t hank you for including | anguage around additionally,
determ ning the effectiveness of the particular mtigation

nmeasures. And though it may be hard to include sonething
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at least highlighting the discretion of an agency, a |ead

agency, to prioritize anpbng em ssion reduction strategie
so that we can be achieving the nost effective mtigatio
strategies and not sinply any strategy that's proposed t
reduce greenhouse gas em ssions.

Wi ch brings us to the question of offsets. It
specifically mentioned here, but it's quite unclear as t
why that extra enphasis was placed on addressing offsets
It's not a defined termin the CEQA guidelines, and so
we're throwi ng sonething quite new into the CEQA
gui del i ne.

It may be appropriate to address it in the
St atenent of Reasons, as it has been in the Statement of
Reasons, where the Resources Agency outlines the fact th
there are concerns about the effectiveness of offsets.
it seens appropriate to sinply renove that and keep your
context of referring to off-site neasures. And in the
St atenent of Reasons, we'll know that that can include
offsets if they're properly regul at ed.

ASSI STANT PLANNER PETERSON:  You have about one
mnute. It is 2:15, so I'msure there will be nore time
at the end.

MR VANDER SLU S: Ckay.

One thing that hasn't been nentioned yet is in
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15183.5, which is around tiering, there's a new section
that refers to the CEQA streamining from SB 375
Al though it's great to highlight those, there's a
statenment that says that projects that qualify for sone of
t hose exenptions may want to | ook at other greenhouse gas
em ssions fromtheir projects

That shoul d be nust | anguage, because clearly the
exenption only covers those particular portions that are
addressed in SB 375. The rest of the greenhouse gas
em ssions for the project must be analyzed as part of the
envi ronnental review process.

Agai n, not |ooking at the environmental effects
of climate on the project is one of the essential flaws of
the currently proposed guidelines. W're in a crisis.
It's getting worse. We've got our climate adaptation
strategy that lays it out extrenely clearly. And it's
time to place specific reference into the guidelines,
perhaps in the section on the significant environmental
effects of a proposed project, that identify that.

Thank you so much for your tinme.

ASSI STANT PLANNER PETERSON: Thank you.

Allan Lind, Allan Lind and Associ ates, and then
Brian Biering, |ndependent Energy Producers Association.

MR, LIND: Thank you for letting nme -- allow ng

me to testify today. Again, it's Allan Lind, and I"'mwth
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ny own firmAllan Lind and Associates. | have a couple of
clients who have an interest in the CEQA guidelines.

| actually would like to just ask a real quick
qguestion. Maybe |I can get a yes or no answer. | just
wanted to be sure, do the guidelines apply to
CEQA- equi val ent revi ew processes, |ike the Energy
Conmi ssion or for that Forestry with their tinber harvest
pl ans? Aren't those considered CEQA equival ents?

And then do the guidelines provide guidance for
t hose proceedi ngs?

SPECI AL COUNSEL CALFEE: These gui delines
amendnments aren't intended to affect other portions of the
guidelines that aren't changed, if that answers your
guestion. So to the extent that those other regul atory
programs have to engage in environnental review, these
gui del i nes' anmendnents woul d be applicabl e.

MR LIND: Right. And | wasn't suggesting that
they were going to change CEQA equival ent gui delines, but
whet her or not a project that is being approved through a
CEQA- equi val ent process, would have to recogni ze these
particul ar changes that are in regardi ng greenhouse gas
em ssions?

SPECI AL COUNSEL CALFEE: To the extent that
that's not clear in our guidelines, you nmay want to submt

comments indicating that it's not clear and that you think
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that further --

MR LIND: It may only be not clear to ne,
because I'm not a CEQA practitioner, so | was just
grasping at straws here for a clearer understandi ng of
that process. |1'Il deal with that in another form |
guess.

I think there's only about four points that I'd
like to bring to your attention right now. And one of
themis that so nmuch of this hinges on what happens with
AB 32. The scoping plan is a wonderful docunent to
provi de guidance as to where the State can be going. But,
of course, it's not an enforceabl e docunent. W're
waiting for those regul ati ons and requirements to emnerge
from AB 32.

And what's inportant to sone of my constituents
is finding a clearer pathway to getting projects approved
that are otherwise -- that are required or otherw se the
obligation of AB 32. And just let nme give you one
exanple. If arefinery is working on the process of
nmeeting a | ow carbon fuel standard, which we know will be
adopted in the next couple of years, should the
i ncrenental greenhouse gas em ssions that result fromthat
project be required to be offset in some manner, when you
consi der that the underlying economc activity of

produci ng a |l ow carbon -- neeting a | ow carbon fue

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

40
standard will result in enornous greenhouse gas eni ssion
reduction gains. And | don't think that that's really
addressed in the guidelines right now

And | cone up with sone other, let's call them
some underlying thenes of why sone projects are built.
Let's again, by way of another example, if there are
energy utility facilities that are being built for the
sake of supporting a robust portfolio of renewabl e energy
technol ogi es and so you need a thernal powerplant to, as
t hat jargon goes, follow |l oad and to ensure when the sun
isn'"t shining and the wind isn't blow ng, that we've stil
got continuity of energy. And that those renewabl e
projects mght be less viable if there isn't sufficient
conventional energy technol ogy to support them

And so | know that at the Energy Comm ssion
they're contenplating an exam nation of, let's call it, a
systemwi de anal ysis to see how particularly powerplants
integrate with other public policy objectives. Expanding
the renewabl e portfolio standard is an objective of AB 32,
and it's in State law and it is well under way.

But if a thernal powerplant can't be built to
assi st or ensure the deliverability of that renewable
energy, have we kind of defeated our purposes?

So sonetines it's not helpful to |ook at a

project in the narrow context of inside the fence |ine and

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

41
what's inmmedi ately on the other side of the fence line. |
thi nk you need to give consideration to a nore systemc
exam nation of a particular project, and where it fits in
the context of statew de policies and goals.

ASS| STANT PLANNER PETERSON: You have about one
m nut e.

MR LIND: Pardon ne?

ASS| STANT PLANNER PETERSON: You have about one
mnute left.

MR, LIND: kay. Indirect effects is something
that gives us sone cause for pause, when it comes to
gl obal greenhouse gas em ssions, because the indirect
effects can extend well beyond the project site, and the
geographic area affected. So we're a little bit guarded
about how well we hemin indirect effects and woul d urge
you to try to make that as absolutely clear as possible.

And then sonething else for you to consider is
the CEQA obligations that may occur between now and 2012
could easily change after 2012. And | picked that date
because that's when AB 32 regul ations are expected to be
i npl enented. And so I'mthinking that the guidelines
shoul d counsel those | ead agencies to take into
consi deration that things can change dramatically after
2012, and that their conditions, CEQA conditions, should

be arguably -- take into consideration sone serious
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changes after 2012.

| get the message, so thank you very nuch.

ASSI STANT PLANNER PETERSON: Thank you, All an.

We have two speaker cards left. And | think there were
about three or four folks that would like to submit a
little bit of additional

We' Il have Brian Biering, |ndependent Energy
Producers Association, followed by Rachel H att, San
Franci sco County Transportation Authority.

MR. BIERING M/ name is Brian Biering. [|'m
representing the California Independent Energy Producers
Association. |EPA is a trade association of non-utility
owned power pl ants that are both renewabl e and
non-renewabl e powerpl ants. There are current owners of
power pl ants as well as devel opers proposi ng new
power pl ant s.

| EP forenpst recognizes the global climate change
is a very serious issue facing the State, and that the
em ssi ons of new powerplants are a fairly unique
consi derati on under CEQA. As the former speaker
nentioned, the greenhouse gas em ssions associated with
new powerplants really nust be addressed on a systematic
l evel .

Because of the way that resources are dispatched,

the nost efficient resources are generally dispatched
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first, such that when a new resource conmes on |ine using
the nost efficient technol ogies available, that wll
typically dispatch | ess efficient resources such that
there will be a net reduction in GHG em ssions.

As the former speaker also mentioned, there is a
significant need for new conventional fired powerplants to
support renewal energy goals. Wthout these resources,
there will be serious systemreliability issues that will
be posed. And if the em ssions of new powerplants are
somehow addressed as being increnental, rather than being
put into the context of the entire system this could
del ay new powerplant siting and really lead to a
count er productive result.

So specifically, we support the |anguage in the
guidelines that directs that |ead agenci es may consi der
both qualitative and quantitative approaches. And in
15064. 4(b) (1) the reference to environmental setting, we
bel i eve, should be del eted, because it could be read to be
construed to consider the | ocal environment right around a
project site, rather than the greenhouse gas em ssions of
the system as a whol e.

We'll be following up with nore specific
recommendati ons for this |anguage. And we thank you for
the opportunity to come and speak

Thank you.
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ASS| STANT PLANNER PETERSON: Thank you, Brian.
We' Il have Rachel Hi att with San Franci sco County
Transportation Authority.

And | think just, if we could, | have about 2:30
on the clock. And I'd Iike to give our court reporter
maybe a 10-mi nute break. He's been pretty diligent, if
that's okay and then we could probably follow up with
additi onal comments from other folks who would like to
conti nue.

MS. HI ATT: Okay. Thank you. Rachel Hiatt with
the San Franci sco County Transportation Authority. And
I'd like to thank you and the Resources Agency for
recogni zing the really critical role that the
transportation and -- currently transportation traffic
section of the guidelines has in influencing local ability
to inplement projects that will curulatively reduce
greenhouse gases. And |1'd to support the changes proposed
to Appendix G specifically the transportation traffic
secti on.

This is an area that the Authority Board has been
interested in for a nunber of years. And over five years
ago directed staff to look into ways to reformthe way we
| ocally nmeasure transportation -- the transportation
i npacts of projects pursuant to CEQA to better support

projects that -- smart growth projects, transit first
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projects. The very projects that will help us achieve our
climate plan goals locally.

The proposed changes to the guidelines wll
support our efforts to do that. We do encourage one
change to the proposed | anguage that we'll provide in a
letter fromthe City and County of San Francisco and the
Authority Board, a joint letter, with the suggestion

But we support renoving the explicit references
to using automobile | evel of service or delay at
intersections as the right measure of transportation
i npact for every context throughout San Franci sco. W
appreci ate the | anguage that reinforces the idea that the
environnental context varies significantly throughout San
Francisco. And the right performance nmeasure or neasure
of project inpact on transportation is not uniform
t hr oughout San Francisco. This recognition will help us
i mpl enent our preferred way to neasure transportation
i mpacts, the transportation inpacts of projects, by
| ooki ng at the number of autonopbile trips that are
generated by projects.

The one change that we suggest, even though, in
general, we do support the proposed | anguage to the
transportati on section of Appendix G is rather than refer
to a neasure of inpact or a -- rather than ask of a

project would it exceed the capacity of the existing

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

46
transportation system we would prefer that the guidelines
focus nore broadly on how the transportati on system
performance may be negatively inpacted by a project. A
capaci ty-based neasure of inmpact is just one of the ways
to nmeasure transportation system performance and the
i npacts of projects on the transportation system

In San Franci sco, our general plan, our
countywi de transportation plan, our local policies and
adopted official docunents don't rely on capacity-based
nmeasures of performance. So we would |ike the guidelines
to just recognize nore broadly and, | guess, allow for
that flexibility for us to not rely solely -- exclusively
on a capacity-based neasure of transportation performance

or a capacity-based neasure of project inpacts.

And, again, we will be submitting a letter. W
appreciate -- and we do feel that these anendnents all ow
for nore flexibility for local jurisdictions. It allows,

you know, agencies that want to continue to use
del ay- based neasures to do that, while allowi ng for built
out areas, very urban dense jurisdictions, like San
Franci sco, who seeks smart growth, who seek to reduce the
amount of autonobile trip making nade, allows us this
flexibility to nmove towards that.

So we appreciate that, and thank you very much.

ASS| STANT PLANNER PETERSON: Thank you, Rachel
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| have 2:30 on the clock, so | say we take a 10
m nute break and be back in our seats at 2:40.

Thank you.

(Thereupon a recess was taken.)

ASSI STANT PLANNER PETERSON: If we can just go
ahead and start taking our seats, we'll get going in the
next mnute or so.

We had one last coment card very |last mnute
was, Mchelle - | think it's - Passero fromthe Nature
Conservancy. | think she mght be -- she's com ng.

And | think afterwards what we'll probably end up
doing is whoever would Iike to submt sone additiona
comment, | know we cut you off a couple mnutes early,
feel free to just kind of lineup. You'll have an
additional two minutes or so.

MS. PASSERC. Hi. Thank you for the opportunity
to speak. | hadn't planned to do that, and | don't know
if 1'mgoing to regret this afterwards, because |'m not
conpletely prepared, but |I did -- you know, | |istened to
ot her people's coments that came before, and | thought
they were very notabl e.

We do first want to commend, in the Appendix G
gui delines the inclusion of forests in there for
consi derations of inmpacts of forests from projects.

Forests, of course, can be a source of enmissions if
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they' re disturbed and converted to other uses.

I'd al so want to provide support for actually
trying to estimate and quantify em ssions when | ooking at
their significance. Having worked on greenhouse gas
accounting for the past 10 years, as it relates to
bi ol ogi cal sources, | think it would be pretty tough to
allow for just nore of a qualitative assessnent. And |
thi nk providing -- having estinmates there would be a nuch
nore concrete way of actually trying to assess the
i mpacts.

| agree with other coments that canme before
around trying to create sone sort of |inkage between
adaptation and the CEQA guidelines. | don't know, given
the tinme constraints for producing sonething by January,
if there can be sonething done or sone process devel oped
for working on that in the future. W certainly think
that woul d be great.

And 1'd also like to support CDF's conments. And
in particular, capturing the inmpacts of rezoning and
subdivision. | think that's quite inportant, when you
| ook at the trajectory of conversion of forest |ands and
how t hat get sets in notion.

Thank you and we'll submit witten coments.

ASSI STANT PLANNER PETERSON: Thank you.

Is there anyone else left in the roomwho would
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like to cone forward and speak if they haven't had the
chance to al ready?

If not, then | guess we can go ahead and get
goi ng on sone of the additionals. Again, about two
m nutes or so.

MR, CAMPBELL: It won't even take that |ong.

Just a coupl e housekeepi ng comments. The | anguage that
the draft guidelines are using now as they relate to

bi cycl es are sonewhat out of date and really need to be
updated. You used the term "bicycle paths" in Paragraph
A. And the correct termto use there is "bi keways". It's
a broader term It includes all bicycle transportation
facilities. And that comes fromthe Cal Trans Hi ghway
Desi gn Manual

SPECI AL COUNSEL CALFEE: |'msorry. Excuse ne,
can | interrupt you for just a nmonent. Wuld you mnd
i ntroduci ng yourself again for the transcriptionist.

MR. CAMPBELL: | apol ogi ze. Dave Canpbell, East
Bay Bicycle Coalition.

So in Section A the term "bi keways" shoul d be
used instead of "bicycle paths". And then in Section --
it's going to be new Section G | guess, or new Section F
to replace the existing F, "use an exanple of bicycle
racks". | think | would just get rid of that and include

the terms "transit", "bicycling", and "wal ki ng".
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The problemthere is sonme projects, as
mtigation, throw a bike rack in, while the road is stil
very dangerous to ride your bike on, hence the problem
So get rid of the exanple, "bicycle racks" and just say
transit, bicycling, and wal king there.

Thank you.

GENERAL COUNSEL M LLER: What was that expression
you were suggesting you said?

MR, CAMPBELL: Instead of bicycle racks?

GENERAL COUNSEL M LLER:  Yes.

MR, CAMPBELL: Bicycling, walking, and transit.

GENERAL COUNSEL M LLER:  Thank you.

SPECI AL COUNSEL CALFEE: |Is there anyone el se who
woul d I'ike to speak that has not had a chance to speak?

Seeing none, | think this is an appropriate tine
to close this hearing. W do thank everyone for their
participation and for their thoughtful coments. W
really do appreciate getting your input on these
guidelines. |, again, rem nd everyone that coments are
due on August 27th by 5 o'clock. There are severa
di fferent ways to submt your coments. And you can find
instructions on that on the Resources Agency's website.

This is a very inportant undertaking, and again
we appreciate all of your comments.

Thank you so much.
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(Thereupon the California Natural Resources

Agency public hearing adjourned at 2:45 p.m)
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