
SB-743 & PROPOSED CEQA GUIDELINES 

 
translutions

the tranportation solutions company... SB
-7

43
 &

 N
EW

 C
EQ

A
 G

U
ID

EL
IN

ES
 –

 W
H

A
T 

YO
U

 N
EE

D
 T

O
 K

N
O

W
 

D
  E

  V
  E

  L
  O

  P
  E

  R
  S

   
  E

  D
  I

  T
  I

  O
  N

 

Senate Bill 743 (SB-743, Steinberg, 2013) proposed to 
eliminate the use of levels of service (LOS) as the main 
transportation impact criterion for projects located in infill 
or transit priority areas. Instead, alternative criteria such as 
reduction of greenhouse gases, development of multimodal 
transportation networks, and land use diversity would be the 
metrics to evaluate transportation impacts for such areas. The 
OPR has, however, decided to take the guidance from SB-743 
and apply the guidance intended for transit priority areas only 
to the entire State. 

The intent in implementing SB-743 was to streamline the 
CEQA environmental analysis for projects proposed in 
transit rich, high density areas. After a detailed review of 
the OPR Guidelines, Translutions has determined that these 
new guidelines to evaluate transportation impacts may cause 
considerable delays in schedule, increase costs, require 
every development project to prepare an EIR and may 
ultimately produce a less defensible CEQA document.   

The proposed guidelines do not eliminate a LOS analysis, and instead, adds other intangible and less 
quantifiable metrics. As a result, this could cause even smaller development projects to result in 
findings of significant and immitigable transportation impacts under CEQA. For example, under this 
new policy even a small development project where a condition of approval is to add a simple signal or a turn 
lane may have a significant transportation impact.  

Under current rules, a transportation impact can be mitigated by construction, payment of fees, or by 
payment of fair share for transportation infrastructure. However, under the proposed guidelines, 
most proposed projects may find mitigation difficult to achieve. Some examples of projects which can 
have impacts that cannot be mitigated under the SB-743 guidelines are: 

 20 unit residential development (not located near business areas) 
 100,000 square-feet of warehousing uses (located anywhere) 
 Small office development (business rich areas not located adjacent to transit) 
 Installing a traffic signal or a turn lane on a roadway 

With these new guidelines in place, most development projects would have significant immitigable 
impacts. Therefore, projects that would normally require an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(IS/MND)  to be cleared under CEQA will be forced into completing a more complex environmental 
document, such as an EIR, which would generally prove to be more costly and cause delay in schedules.  

The OPR has set up an email to accept comments on SB-743. Comments can be sent to 
CEQA.Guidelines@ceres.ca.gov by October 10, 2014. However, it is highly encouraged that comments be 
directly sent to the governor and members of the legislature. 

As a service to our clients, Translutions has provided a detailed evaluation of the plans, policies, and 
implications of the proposed guidelines. The full analysis can be downloaded at: bit.ly/OPRCEQA743 

Important Policy Milestones: 

 September 27, 2013: SB-743 
Signed by Governor Brown 

 December 30, 2013: Preliminary 
Discussion on Draft Guidelines 
Released by OPR 

 August 6, 2014: Draft Guidelines 
Released by OPR 

 November 21, 2014: Last Day for 
OPR to Accept Comments 

 January 1, 2015: New Guidelines 
Apply to Transit Priority Areas 

 January 1, 2016: New Guidelines 
Apply State Wide 

IT WILL BE VERY DIFFICULT, IF NOT IMPOSSIBLE TO DEFENSIBLY MITIGATE VMT OR SAFETY 
IMPACTS. UNDER CURRENT METRICS, MOST TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS CAN BE MITIGATED. 
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FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS 

 I am proposing to subdivide a 10 acre lot currently 
zoned for low density residential to Medium Density 
Residential and propose 40 single family homes. 
Does this affect me? 
Yes, it could. Your project is not consistent to the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). Depending on 
location, you could have a significant impact on VMT, 
which may trigger the need for an EIR with overriding 
considerations in order to construct your project. Under 
current rules, you would have a less than significant 
transportation impact in most jurisdictions in Southern 
California. 

 I own a piece of property adjacent to a Metrolink 
Station. Does this help me? 
Potentially, yes. However, if you are conditioned by the 
City to add any turn lanes, add a traffic signal or construct 
roadway infrastructure, you might be required to prepare 
an EIR. Further, you might have to add elements to your 
project to discourage automobile use. 

 How difficult is it to calculate VMT? Can’t traffic 
models provide that data? 
VMT can be calculated easily using CalEEMod and other 
sketch models that have VMT calculators. The 

defensibility of such sketch models are often questionable. For a defensible calculation, a traffic model 
should be used. VMT outputs from traffic models are great for regional analyses, but not defensible for 
project specific analysis. Calculating project specific VMT from a traffic model is often prone to failing the 
“sniff test”, requiring many manipulations and iterations of model runs. In addition, the transit module on most 
traffic models are rudimentary and the transit mode split is minimal. Furthermore, many jurisdictions do not 
release their traffic models to the public (e.g. SANDAG and Riverside County). Defensible VMT 
calculations using a traffic model is very difficult and time consuming. 

 What can be potential mitigation measures for VMT impacts? 
The OPR lists several mitigation measures to reduce VMT impacts. The OPR recommends several potential 
mitigation measures such as, improving or increasing access to transit, increasing access to common goods 
and services, improving the jobs/housing fit of a community, limiting parking or pricing parking, traffic 
calming, providing transit passes, etc. However, many of these are beyond the purview of a development 
project. In addition, the effects of most mitigation measures listed cannot actually be quantified. Courts 
have ruled in the past that mitigation measures have to be quantifiable. Including mitigation measures that 
are not quantifiable in an environmental document reduces defensibility of the document.  

 Why not limit the change to just transit priority areas? 
The OPR states that, “OPR looked broadly, but did not find a geographic area of the state or project type for 
which use of level of service would do a better job of protecting the environment or human health, or 
achieving the interests specified in the statute”. Clearly, the OPR did not look at Shasta County, parts of San 
Bernardino County or Riverside County where any roadway or development project will have a significant 
impact under the proposed Guidelines.  

WHAT YOU CAN DO 

 Educate Yourself & Your Peers 

 Read Full Report at 
bit.ly/OPRCEQA743 

 Think About the Ramifications 

 Send in Comments to OPR 

 Contact Your Elected Officials 

About Translutions 

Translutions, Inc. specializes in 
preparing defensible Transportation 
Analyses to support CEQA documents. 
If you have any questions related to 
SB 743, or other transportation 
planning, traffic engineering, or CEQA 
strategies related to 
Transportation/Traffic or Global 
Climate Change, please contact us by 
email at solutions@translutions.com or 
Sandipan Bhattacharjee by phone at 
(949) 232-7954. 


