
Thurs. May 16, 2013 
 
To: 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission  
Plan Bay Area / Draft EIR Public Comment  
101 Eighth Street  
Oakland,	
  CA	
  94607	
  
	
  
From:	
  
Luke	
  Teyssier	
  
579	
  Marin	
  Ave.	
  
Mill	
  Valley,	
  CA	
  	
  
(Unincorporated	
  Marin:	
  Tam	
  Valley)	
  
 
Subject: Comments on Plan Bay Area and Draft EIR  
My	
  name	
  is	
  Luke	
  Teyssier.	
  I	
  am	
  a	
  concerned	
  resident	
  to	
  Tam	
  Valley	
  in	
  
unincorporated	
  Marin	
  County.	
  
	
  
I am concerned that the Association of Bay Area Governments 
(ABAG) and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 
have embarked on a long-range land use plan based on unproven 
assumptions regarding greenhouse gas emission reductions, job and 
population growth, and environmental impact. This comment letter 
summarizes my concerns for your consideration. 
 
First, I would like to state that the DEIR review and Plan Bay Area 
review periods were unacceptably short. This places an undue 
burden on the businesses, citizens and residents that it affects to 
read the voluminous report and respond by the prescribed deadline. 
Further, it serves to reduce the opportunity for citizens to become 
fully informed and fully consider the implications of the plan and the 
plan and DEIR. I myself have personally been present at a number of 
“community outreach” meetings, business meetings, and “information 
sessions” related to the plan, and found that invariably significant and 
important facts and conclusions were misstated in each case. 
Combined with the lack of sufficient transparency and outreach, this 
has led to a general impression upon the part of many citizens and 
residents of Marin County that the process has been conducted in a 
less than forthright manner. 
 



My comments primarily address Marin County, and specifically the 
PDA/Preferred site list that includes portions of Manzanita, Tam 
Valley (Tam Valley Community Services District)  and Almonte (The 
Almonte Sewer District) 
	
  
Plan	
  Bay	
  Area	
  and	
  Draft	
  EIR	
  Fails	
  to	
  Adequately	
  Disclose,	
  Analyze,	
  and	
  
Mitigate	
  Impacts	
  to	
  Local	
  Business	
  
	
  
By	
  focusing	
  on	
  large	
  (under-­‐utilized)	
  housing	
  sites	
  through	
  the	
  process	
  
of	
  identifying	
  PDAs,	
  Potential	
  PDAs,	
  and	
  preferred	
  sites,	
  and	
  by	
  
attempting	
  to	
  focus	
  the	
  majority	
  of	
  new	
  housing	
  in	
  larger	
  developments,	
  
the	
  plan	
  will	
  have	
  significant	
  local	
  economic	
  and	
  environmental	
  
impacts,	
  divert	
  work	
  and	
  money	
  away	
  from	
  Marin	
  County	
  busnisses,	
  
increase	
  green	
  house	
  gass	
  (GHG)	
  emissions,	
  increase	
  passenger	
  miles	
  
driven,	
  and	
  reduce	
  the	
  income	
  of	
  Marin	
  County.	
  
	
  
Marin	
  County	
  is	
  dominated	
  by	
  small	
  local	
  contractors	
  with	
  only	
  a	
  few	
  
construction	
  companies	
  of	
  any	
  size,	
  most	
  of	
  whom	
  are	
  equipped	
  to	
  
handle	
  projects	
  no	
  larger	
  than	
  a	
  single	
  residence,	
  or	
  perhaps	
  a	
  duplex.	
  
There	
  are	
  few	
  (if	
  any)	
  contractors	
  with	
  extensive	
  experience	
  and	
  a	
  
business	
  focus	
  on	
  high-­‐density	
  housing,	
  and	
  the	
  ability	
  to	
  navigate	
  the	
  
political	
  and	
  financial	
  requirements	
  of	
  building	
  large	
  scale	
  affordable	
  
high-­‐density	
  housing	
  projects.	
  For	
  example,	
  the	
  most	
  notable	
  
construction	
  company	
  in	
  Southern	
  Marin,	
  Ghilotti	
  Construction	
  Co.,	
  
focuses	
  primarily	
  on	
  roads,	
  driveways,	
  site	
  preparation,	
  and	
  
foundational	
  work,	
  NOT	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  high	
  density	
  housing.	
  In	
  
order	
  to	
  obtain	
  the	
  services	
  of	
  construction	
  companies	
  suited	
  to	
  
building	
  affordable	
  high-­‐density	
  housing,	
  developers	
  will	
  be	
  forced	
  to	
  
look	
  beyond	
  Marin	
  county.	
  As	
  a	
  result:	
  
-­‐	
  Passenger	
  miles	
  driven	
  will	
  be	
  negatively	
  affected	
  as	
  workers	
  and	
  
managers	
  drive	
  in	
  from	
  other	
  counties	
  daily	
  for	
  the	
  duration	
  of	
  the	
  
project.	
  This	
  will	
  increase	
  green	
  house	
  gasses	
  (GHGs),	
  which	
  is	
  in	
  direct	
  
contradiction	
  to	
  the	
  intent	
  of	
  SB-­‐375,	
  which	
  gives	
  PBA	
  its	
  charter.	
  
-­‐	
  Local	
  contractors	
  will	
  see	
  a	
  decrease	
  in	
  business	
  and	
  an	
  increase	
  in	
  
competition	
  as	
  new	
  development	
  and	
  housing	
  work	
  is	
  directed	
  away	
  
from	
  smaller	
  projects	
  such	
  as	
  single	
  family	
  residences,	
  second	
  units,	
  and	
  
additions	
  towards	
  monolithic	
  large	
  scale	
  projects	
  beyond	
  their	
  scope.	
  
This	
  will	
  cause	
  economic	
  harm	
  to	
  the	
  already	
  cash	
  strapped	
  Marin	
  
economy	
  and	
  government.	
  



-­‐	
  While	
  single	
  family	
  homes	
  and	
  small	
  commercial	
  properties	
  favor	
  
independent	
  contractors	
  and	
  small	
  construction	
  companies	
  for	
  
maintenance	
  and	
  repair,	
  larger	
  projects	
  have	
  historically	
  favored,	
  and	
  
will	
  continue	
  to	
  favor,	
  larger,	
  and	
  therefore,	
  out	
  of	
  county,	
  	
  maintenance	
  
and	
  construction	
  companies.	
  This	
  will	
  continue	
  to	
  divert	
  money	
  away	
  
from	
  the	
  local	
  economy	
  towards	
  external	
  suppliers.	
  
-­‐	
  While	
  local	
  construction	
  and	
  maintenance	
  companies	
  do	
  business	
  with	
  
and	
  support	
  local	
  lumber	
  yards	
  and	
  supply	
  companies,	
  larger	
  
construction	
  companies	
  from	
  outside	
  of	
  Marin	
  will	
  favor	
  outside	
  
suppliers.	
  As	
  a	
  result,	
  sales	
  will	
  be	
  further	
  diverted	
  from	
  local	
  
businesses,	
  and	
  Marin’s	
  sales	
  tax	
  revenue	
  and	
  economy	
  will	
  suffer.	
  
	
  
Local	
  community	
  serving	
  businesses	
  generate	
  sales	
  tax	
  revenue,	
  create	
  
jobs,	
  and	
  reduce	
  the	
  distance	
  that	
  local	
  residents	
  must	
  travel	
  to	
  fulfill	
  
their	
  daily	
  requirements.	
  However,	
  in	
  the	
  Tam	
  Valley	
  (Tam	
  Junction)	
  
PDA	
  mixed	
  use	
  area,	
  for	
  example,	
  developers	
  will	
  be	
  forced	
  to	
  set-­‐aside	
  
at	
  least	
  ¼	
  or	
  more	
  of	
  the	
  square	
  footage	
  of	
  any	
  new	
  or	
  substantially	
  new	
  
construction	
  for	
  non-­‐commercial	
  (high-­‐density	
  housing	
  residential)	
  
uses.	
  By	
  effectively	
  forcing	
  developers	
  to	
  reduce	
  the	
  size	
  of	
  their	
  
commercial	
  projects	
  by	
  ¼	
  or	
  more,	
  the	
  plan	
  adversely	
  affects	
  economic	
  
and	
  jobs	
  growth,	
  while	
  increasing	
  GHG	
  emissions,	
  again	
  contrary	
  to	
  the	
  
intent	
  of	
  SB-­‐375.	
  
 
Further: 
 
I. The Draft EIR fails to accurately assess water requirements for 
Plan Bay Area. The Draft EIR does not assess the risk to federally 
endangered and protected species habitat, including creek, bay, 
wetlands, and overall habitat damage caused by water diversions, 
water draw-downs, altered stream flow, and other possible water use 
strategies to accommodate Plan Bay Area’s proposed high density 
housing numbers and commercial development.  
The fact that the Planned Development Areas and potential Planned 
Development Areas border sensitive eco-habitats near commercial 
and residential neighborhoods with antiquated storm drain, road, and 
sewer infrastructure, high traffic congestion, rising sea levels, coupled 
with Marin’s water constraints, makes the lack of a water assessment 
plan in this DEIR unacceptable. The DEIR fails to assess the 
cumulative impact of water use diversion or other water mitigation 



strategies on wildlife habitat, and the ability of existing water 
resources to service the residential and commercial density 
proposed.  
The failure to identify and analyze the quantities of water required for 
Plan Bay Area is a serious flaw in this Draft EIR. This Draft EIR is not 
a reasoned and good faith effort to inform the public, Marin leaders, 
and key decision-makers regarding the impact of Plan Bay Area on 
Marin County. The Draft EIR is in violation of key principals of 
California water law.  
What quantity of water will be diverted by all water users in the 
watershed to accommodate Plan Bay Area?  
What cumulative impact will water diversions from all sources have 
on wildlife? What water quantities will be needed to service current 
and future residents and commercial establishments?  
What water levels and flows (e.g. river, creek, wetlands, bay flows) 
are necessary to sustain species habitat? And what constitutes a 
“safe” flow?  
Why hasn’t Plan Bay Area’s EIR consider impacts to water 
constraints on habitat on a per-city basis and for unincorporated 
neighborhoods?  
Without this information, how can ABAG, MTC, or the public be 
informed and predict the scope or magnitude of adverse impacts that 
would occur as a result of Plan Bay Area? 3	
  	
  
 



 
II. Plan Bay Area Draft EIR uses flawed data in GHG projections that 
yield inaccurate findings and fail to inform the public, elected officials, 
and key decision-makers as to Plan Bay Area’s true environmental 
impact.  
 
I have been told that the “No Project” Alternative (#1) for Plan Bay 
Area is not an option because it does not reduce GHGs (Greenhouse 
Gasses). The fact is that the “No Project” Alternative can indeed be 
chosen, as it can be enhanced with various programs and strategies 
that will reduce GHGs.  
In fact, the Draft EIR uses inaccurate data to support the other 
alternatives that purport to reduce GHGs.  
The Draft EIR does not consider impacts of the new “Pavley” 
standards in California, already in effect, raising required mpg per 
mile and reducing GHGs (this is acknowledged in the notes of the 
DEIR).  
The Draft EIR uses 2005 data in its projected future GHG emissions 
and GHG reductions. But this data does not include the impact of 
newly passed CAFÉ standards (e.g. 54.5 mpg for cars and light 
trucks). This will reduce car and light truck emissions more than any 
of Plan Bay Area’s Alternative Projects even if we do nothing (e.g., 
“No Project” Alternative #1). In other words, the Draft EIR 
assumptions for each Alternative are flawed. This analysis in the 
Draft EIR must be redone and updated to reflect accurate statistics 
for correct projections and assumptions.  
In its current state, the Draft EIR fails to inform the public, elected 
leaders and key decisions makers as to Plan Bay Area’s true 
environmental impact. This part of the Draft EIR should be redone 
and revised and resubmitted for public review prior to any vote.  
Why doesn’t the Draft EIR use new legislation, policies, and 
standards targeting GHG emission reduction in its GHG emission 
projections and analysis?  
How can MTC justify its GHG findings and the subsequent proposals 
in the Plan when it has not even considered other less expensive, 
less 	
  
 



disruptive and more effective methods of achieving GHG reduction 
goals?  
III. Plan Bay Area DEIR references flawed job and population growth 
projections  
 
According to Plan Bay Area, Sausalito is projected to have a 23% job 
growth rate between 2010 and 2040. This projection is flawed and 
does not correlate with projections from other agencies. The State 
Dept. of Finance (DOF) projects lower job and population growth. 
Please re-assess Sausalito’s projected job and population growth 
rate, as well as the projected job and population growth rates of Marin 
County featured in Plan Bay Area, which are inflated and unrealistic.  
For example, the Pitkin-Myers CDR 12 report item 1 (“Less 
Population Growth”) notes…”Much lower population growth is 
foreseen” in these projections indicated by the official state population 
projections issued in 2007 by the State Dept. of Finance.  
Why wasn’t Pitkin-Myers data and other reliable data (e.g., DOF) 
used in the growth projections?  
ABAG’s RHNA factors in job and population growth projections. It is 
my understanding that ABAG’s methodology for the 2014-2022 
RHNA differs from the methodology used to generate the 2007-2014 
RHNA. Was a new RHNA methodology created by ABAG because 
the prior RHNA methodology was flawed? Is so, what research did 
ABAG conduct to substantiate the accuracy, validity, and reliability of 
the new methodology? How did this new methodology factor in 
historically reliable data (e.g., Dept. of Finance, Pitkin-Myers), and if 
not, why not?  
IV. CEQA Streamlining  
 
CEQA streamlining for SB375, Plan Bay Area, or Housing Element 
allocations should not be permitted. Is the approval or denial of 
CEQA streamlining controlled at the local level? Local control 
regarding CEQA is paramount and should not be usurped.  
Sausalito recently passed its Housing Element in compliance with its 
ABAG RHNA. An EIR was not performed for Sausalito’s Housing 5	
  	
  
 



Element, despite clear constraints in the locations identified for 
potential housing allocations. These constraints include poor storm 
drains, traffic congestion, endangered and threatened species 
(Sausalito is surrounded by Richardson’s Bay and the Golden Gate 
National Recreation Area), sea level rise, potential toxic waste, and 
EPA mandates and fines placed on Sausalito for its crumbling sewer 
infrastructure.  
Without individual EIRs from cities, how reliable and accurate are the 
assumptions and data used in the cumulative Draft EIR for Marin 
regarding Plan Bay Area?  
V. Plan Bay Area Draft EIR Fails to Substantiate Assumptions, 
Claims, and Predictions regarding the reduction of GHGs.  
 
Recent research indicates that the type of development proposed by 
Plan Bay Area will increase, not decrease, GHG emissions 
(Australian Conservation Foundation, 10/2007).  
In fact, Plan Bay Area’s alternative solutions for Marin County could 
produce 2.5 times the GHG emissions of single family home 
development and 3 times the GHG emissions of attached, single 
family townhouse development.  
Research on the impact of TOD (Transit Oriented Development) on 
GHG emission reduction is open to interpretation (and 
misinterpretation), and the methodologies and scenario assumptions 
used in this research should be revisited and validated.  
What meta-analysis did the Draft EIR conduct to substantiate its GHG 
emission claims and predictions, including current, past, and future 
GHGs, Economic Impact, Passenger Miles Traveled, and Sales and 
other tax revenue?  
What individual research was referenced? What criteria did the Draft 
EIR use in selecting the research?  
If assumptions were made regarding applicability of selected 
research to Marin and Plan Bay Area, what criteria was used in these 
assumptions, and how was this criteria substantiated? 6	
  	
  
 



What primary research on real-world TOD projects, as opposed to 
only simulated scenarios and/or models based on assumptions, was 
used to assess the accuracy, reliability, and validity of the Plan Bay 
Area DEIR conclusions regarding GHG emissions, economic growth, 
tax revenue, and passenger miles traveled?  
Conclusion  
I was saddened to learn that, despite widespread requests from the 
public, community leaders, and elected officials, ABAG and MTC 
rejected an extension of the public comment deadline for the Plan 
Bay Area Draft EIR. Fifty-five days is too short a time for sufficient 
transparency and public review and comment.  
I have reviewed the comments by the Transportation Authority of 
Marin. I do not agree with all the comments of the TAM letter.  
I urge ABAG and MTC to support the “No Project” Alternative #1 and 
to explore other strategies for GHG reduction.  
I also ask ABAG and MTC to consider the issues and answer the 
questions raised in this comment letter.  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Plan Bay Area and its 
Draft EIR.  
Respectfully  
Luke Teyssier 
 
cc: Ezra Rapport, Association of Bay Area Governments 
Transportation Authority of Marin  
Marin	
  County	
  Board	
  of	
  Supervisors	
  
Concerned	
  Citizens	
  
	
  


