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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15087, a public notice of availability of the Draft Program 
Environmental Impact Report (DPEIR) for the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) 
2006 Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) was published as a display ad in the Orange County 
Register and Los Angeles Times on January 11, 2006. The DPEIR was circulated for public review 
for a period of 79 days, from January 12, 2006, to March 31, 2006. Copies of the DPEIR were 
distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (15 copies), and 
other federal, State, and local agencies. Copies of the DPEIR were available for public review at 
OCTA and County libraries. A copy of the distribution list for the Draft PEIR is provided in 
Attachment A to this document. 
 
The CD-ROM containing the DPEIR, initially circulated on January 12, 2006, did not contain certain 
graphics and resulted in a 79 day review period. Updated CD-ROMs were sent to recipients on the 
distribution list on February 15, 2006. However, the hard copy and website versions of the DPEIR 
contained all necessary graphics since January 12, 2006. 
 
A total of 30 comment letters on the DPEIR were received during the public review period. 
Comments were received from federal, State, and local agencies, interested parties, and private 
citizens. In addition, 94 form letters were received from private citizens in support of the comments 
made by Save Our San Juan. Substantive comments that relate to environmental issues are thoroughly 
addressed. In some cases, corrections to the DPEIR are required or additional information is provided 
for clarification purposes. However, some of the comments do not present significant environmental 
issues, or they request the incorporation of additional information in the DPEIR that is not relevant to 
environmental issues. Such comments do not require a response, pursuant to Section 15088(a) of the 
CEQA Guidelines. 
 
Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines, Evaluation of and Response to Comments, States: 
 
a) The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons who 

reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall respond to 
comments received during the noticed comment period and any extensions and may respond to 
late comments. 

b) The lead agency shall provide a written proposed response to a public agency on comments made 
by that public agency at least 10 days prior to certifying an environmental impact report. 

c) The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues raised 
(e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or objections). In 
particular, major environmental issues raised when the lead agency’s position is at variance with 
recommendations and objections raised in the comments must be addressed in detail, giving the 
reasons that specific comments and suggestions were not accepted. There must be good faith, 
reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory statements unsupported by factual information will not 
suffice. 
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d) The response to comments may take the form of a revision to the draft EIR or may be a separate 
section in the final EIR. Where the response to comments makes important changes in the 
information contained in the text of the draft EIR, the lead agency should either: 

1. Revise the text in the body of the EIR; or 

2. Include marginal notes showing that the information is revised in the responses to comments. 
 
Information provided in this response to comments clarifies, amplifies, or makes minor modifications 
to the DPEIR. Many comments raise similar or identical issues. To address these comments, a single 
response is provided the first time the issue is raised, and subsequent responses refer to the initial 
response. Comments on the text of the LRTP were considered by OCTA staff as part of the 
preparation of the Final LRTP and are not responded to in this Response to Comments document. 
 
No significant changes have been made to the information contained in the DPEIR as a result of the 
responses to comments, and no significant new information has been added. Therefore, this response 
to comments document is being prepared as a separate section of the PEIR, and is included as part of 
the Final PEIR, for consideration by OCTA, prior to a vote to certify the Final PEIR. 
 
 
INDEX OF COMMENTS RECEIVED 
The following is an index list of the agencies, groups, and persons who commented on the DPEIR, 
prior to the close of the public comment period. The comments received have been organized in a 
manner that facilitates finding a particular comment or set of comments. Each comment has been 
organized into one of the following three categories: (1) Federal/State agencies, (2) Regional/Local 
agencies, (3) Public Utility Providers, (4) Interest Groups, and (5) Private Citizens.  
 
This division is the basis for the numbering of each comment. Each commentor has been assigned a 
numbered code. This numbered code is combined with sequential numbering for each comment. For 
example, the comment number 1-1-1 refers to the first comment in the letter from the U. S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service/California Department of Fish and Game. 
 
 
Federal/State Agencies  
1-1 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service/ California Department of Fish and Game 
1-2 California Department of Justice, Office of the Attorney General 
1-3 Caltrans, District 12 
1-4 Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics 
1-5 California Water Resources Control Board 
1-6 California State Clearinghouse (Letter #1) 
 
 
Regional/Local Agencies 
2-1 Southern California Association of Governments 
2-2 City of Anaheim 
2-3 City of Irvine 
2-4 City of Lake Forest 
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ROY SHAHBAZIAN 
Responses to Comment Nos. 5-6-1 through 5-6-2 reflect comments on the Draft LRTP, not the Draft 
PEIR. These comments do not raise concerns regarding the environmental analysis provided in the 
Draft PEIR; however, responses to these comments are included in this document for informational 
purposes. 
 
5-6-1 In the Balanced Plan for the LRTP, bikeways are eligible projects for the Measure M (both 

existing and proposed) local turnback program. In addition, bonus points for both bikeways 
and pedestrian facilities are awarded for local agency submitted Master Plan of Arterial 
Highway (MPAH) projects evaluated in the Combined Transportation Funding Program 
(CTFP). All else being equal, MPAH projects including pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities 
have a higher chance of being funded. 

5-6-2 A proposed new requirement for the Measure M local turnback program is local 
consideration of land use planning that is transit-friendly and supports improved pedestrian 
and bicycle access to transit facilities and services. 

The Balanced Plan (proposed Measure M extension) adds a category in the local turnback 
program for school pedestrian safety improvements. 

The non-Measure M funding in the LRTP includes $2 million annually in Transportation 
Enhancement Activity (TEA) funding dedicated to bikeway projects. 
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SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO FORM LETTERS 
This letter is an example of 94 form letters received from citizens in San Juan Capistrano. All of these 
letters are responded to as outlined below. 
 
5-7-1 This commenters’ support of the comments provided by Save Our San Juan (SOS) (4-4) and 

opposition to SR-73/I-405 connection is acknowledged. Please refer to Responses to 
Comments 4-4-1 through 4-4-8 which address SOS’s comments. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

DRAFT PEIR DISTRIBUTION LIST 
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ATTACHMENT B 

PUBLIC NOTICES 
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