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The California Air Resources Board Sets 
Ambitious Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction 
Targets Under SB 375 
 
BY MITCHELL B. MENZER & RYAN TRAHAN 

California Regions Now Begin an Innovative Land Use and Transportation Planning 
Process 

California Senate Bill 375, the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008, signed into 
law nearly two years ago, was adopted to reduce greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions by coordinating land 
use plans with transportation funding to create more sustainable land use development patterns. SB 375 
creates extensive new regional planning procedures and requirements which may change the way cities 
and counties plan for and fund transportation infrastructure and may alter local development patterns.  

SB 375 is companion legislation to California’s landmark Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32), 
which granted the California Air Resources Board (“Air Resources Board”) broad authority to regulate any 
source of GHG emissions in order to meet the state’s goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 
2020—a 30% reduction from emissions projected under present trends. For its part, SB 375 focuses on 
reducing vehicle miles traveled (“VMT”) by automobiles and light-duty trucks, which account for 30 
percent of GHG emissions and seeks to change transportation planning and development patterns. Thus, 
SB 375 represents one part of California’s multi-pronged approach to reducing GHG emissions, including 
low carbon fuel standards, fuel efficiency requirements and AB 32. 

SB 375 requires the Air Resources Board to set targets for each Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(“MPO”) to reduce GHG emissions. MPOs are federally-mandated regional governments responsible for 
creating regional transportation plans and determining transportation funding priorities. Each MPO is then 
required to establish land use plans, which, when included in its Regional Transportation Plan (“RTP”), will 
reduce GHG emissions to meet its target. SB 375 thereby establishes a framework by which GHG 
emissions from automobiles and light trucks will be reduced by coordinating land use and transportation 
planning.  

This Client Alert discusses the SB 375 process that will follow the Air Resources Board’s GHG emissions 
reduction targets. In addition, this article discusses two other important aspects of SB 375: its integration 
of the regional housing needs assessment process into the planning process and amendments 
streamlining the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) for certain projects that are consistent with 
the purpose of SB 375. 
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The GHG Emissions Reduction Targets 

On September 23, 2010, the Air Resources Board fulfilled a key milestone by approving its final GHG 
emission reduction targets for each regional MPO for the years 2020 and 2035. The targets are expressed 
as a percentage reduction in per capita GHG emissions attributable to automobiles and light trucks and 
are based on a 2005 base year. 

In total, eighteen MPOs are subject to the requirements of SB 375 (see map, p. 12). The Air Resources 
Board is required by SB 375 to assign each MPO an emissions reduction target and it categorized these 
MPOs into three groups for the purpose of emissions modeling and assigning reduction targets. Each 
group consists of MPOs with relatively similar population and growth characteristics. For example, the first 
group, shown in the chart below, includes the largest MPOs.1  

The four largest of these MPOs, covering the metropolitan areas of San Diego, Los Angeles, Sacramento, 
and the San Francisco Bay Area, contain 83% of California’s population and contribute over 80% of 
passenger vehicle GHG emissions generated in the state. The respective emissions reduction targets for 
these MPOs are:  

 

SANDAG, SACOG and MTC each endorsed the draft targets set by the Air Resources Board. SCAG’s 
Regional Council, however, at its meeting on September 2, 2010, voted 29 – 21 to reject the Air 
Resources Board’s proposed targets and instead proposed a much lower set of targets (6% by 2020 and 
8% by 2035). SCAG offered to accept the Air Resources Board’s proposed targets if eleven conditions 
were met. These conditions included a requirement that state funding for transportation and transit be 
restored to “previous levels,” commitments by the region’s County Transportation Commissions to support 
the SB 375 planning process, and expanded funding and resources for local and regional planning to 
implement SB 375.  

                                               
1 Although much smaller, the second group of MPOs is significant because it is projected to have the fastest population growth 

rates of any group in the state, nearly double of any other area. This group consists of the eight MPOs that comprise the San 
Joaquin Valley, covering the counties of Fresno, Kern, Kings, Madera, Merced, Stanislaus, Tulare, and San Joaquin. The Air 
Resources Board is proposing placeholder targets for these MPOs. Specific targets were not set by the Air Resources Board 
because all eight of these MPOs finished their respective Regional Transportation Plans in July of 2010 and will not have a 
Regional Transportation Plan subject to the provisions of SB 375 until July 2014. The placeholder reduction targets are 5% 
by 2020, and 10% by 2035. 

    The remaining six small MPOs, covering the counties of Butte, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, and Shasta, as well as the 
Monterey Bay Area and the Tahoe Basin generate roughly 5% of the GHG emissions in the state. The targets for this group 
of MPOs do not uniformly require decreases in emissions reductions. Instead, the Air Resources Board relied on the targets 
set by the individual MPOs with a plan to update the targets as the next cycle of Regional Transportation Plans are created 
beginning in 2014. 

MPO 2020 
TARGET 

2035 
TARGET 

San Diego Association of Governments (“SANDAG”) 7% 13% 

Southern California Association of Governments (“SCAG”) 8% 13% 

Sacramento Area Council of Governments (“SACOG”) 7% 16% 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (“MTC”) (Bay 
Area) 

7% 15% 
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Because SB 375 required the Air Resources Board to set these targets by September 30, 2010, it did not 
have the flexibility to defer setting the reduction targets for the SCAG region. The Air Resources Board did 
note, however, that the 2035 target of a 13% reduction was subject to additional consultations with SCAG 
to be concluded by February 2011. According to comments made by some members of the SCAG Regional 
Council, the intent in rejecting the draft targets was to communicate to the Air Resources Board that the 
targets were too aggressive and could threaten future economic development. In addition, the SCAG 
Regional Council emphasized that the region required enhanced state and federal transportation funding 
to meet the targets. These fiscal issues are not isolated to SCAG, however, and other commentators have 
echoed the sentiment that the biggest obstacle to meeting the targets is the lack of funding for regional 
transit programs, rather than technical constraints.  

Next Step: Sustainable Communities Strategies 

Now that the GHG emissions reduction targets have been set by the Air Resources Board, each MPO is 
required to prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy (“SCS”), which is a combination of land use and 
transportation planning techniques and policies calculated to meet the targets.  

SB 375 prescribes only general requirements for the SCS, the most important of which are: 

• Identifying areas in the region sufficient to house all economic segments of the region. 

• Identifying a transportation network to service the transportation needs of the region. 

• Providing information on farmland and habitat conservation areas. 

• Setting forth a forecasted development pattern for the region, which, when integrated with the 
transportation network and other transportation measures, will meet the reduction targets, if 
feasible. 

In general, MPOs will have a wide range of planning tools and techniques to implement the SCS 
objectives, including: 

• Land Use Policies are development strategies focused on changing the character of future 
development, e.g., incentives to encourage infill development and increased density and other 
tools, such as urban growth limits. 

• Transit Development includes developing public transit such as rail and bus service.  

• Transportation Network Improvements are focused on improving highways and renovating other 
hard infrastructure to reduce traffic delays and stalling. 

• Travel Demand Management consists of transportation planning approaches aimed at reducing the 
need for single-passenger vehicle travel, including support for car pooling programs. 

• Transportation System Management includes methods of managing traffic circulation patterns to 
increase the efficiency of travel, such as enhanced traffic signalization and ramp metering. 

• Pricing includes measures focused on curbing demand by increasing the cost of travelling, such as 
increasing the use of toll roads or creating fees for vehicle miles travelled. 

• Non-motorized Transportation System Improvements are strategies and infrastructure programs 
intended to encourage alternate forms of transportation, such as the increased use of bicycles and 
walking trails. 
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Central to these strategies will likely be an emphasis on more compact, higher density, mixed use projects 
located near public transit. A potential indication of the eventual form of these SCS planning documents is 
provided in the SACOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan for 2035 (“SACOG RTP”), a plan adopted in 2008 
that describes the road, transit and other transportation-related investments planned for the Sacramento 
region through 2035. The SACOG RTP is based on several land use principals developed in its Blueprint 
scenario planning project:  

• Locate housing near job centers to reduce VMT. 

• Provide a variety of transportation choices. 

• Emphasize compact development.  

• Mix land uses, such as housing and stores. 

• Take advantage of existing assets by focusing infill development in cities. 

• Preserve open space, prime farmland and natural resources.  

The mix of measures employed in each SCS will likely vary from region to region. In fact, each of the 18 
MPOs creating an SCS will act as individual laboratories for testing different approaches to integrated land 
use and transportation planning. Each MPO is required to incorporate its SCS into its federally-mandated 
RTP. Thereafter, the SCS must be submitted to the Air Resources Board, which will have 60 days to review 
the modeling and planning techniques used to meet the emissions reduction targets. The Air Resources 
Board is limited to either accepting or rejecting the submitted SCS. The changes in regional land use 
planning resulting from the SCS process are likely to influence development in most areas of California for 
the foreseeable future. 

The timing for this process will vary among MPOs as the federally-mandated regional transportation plans 
are completed at different times. SANDAG is the first MPO within the group of large MPOs that is required 
to prepare a new RTP, estimated to be completed in July 2011. SCAG follows in December of 2011 and 
SACOG is next in June of 2012. MTC will be the last of the large group to adopt a new regional 
transportation plan in April of 2013. The Air Resources Board may adopt new targets for the MPOs in the 
next four years and it is mandated to adopt new targets within eight years. 

However, if an individual MPO cannot demonstrate that its proposed SCS is sufficient to meet the region’s 
assigned target, then it is tasked with either revising and resubmitting its SCS or creating an Alternative 
Planning Strategy (“APS”). An APS is a planning document that would not be incorporated into the RTP, 
but would be required to show how the emissions reduction targets could be achieved through alternative 
development patterns, infrastructure, or additional transportation measures or policies different from 
those in the RTP. At a minimum, an MPO must show that its SCS or APS would meet the MPO’s GHG 
reduction targets if it were to be implemented. 

Even the SCS, however, does not supersede local zoning and land use authority and MPOs do not have 
local planning, zoning or permitting authority. The SCS does not override a local general plan, local 
specific plan, or local zoning. Nor does SB 375 require that a local general plan, local specific plan, or local 
zoning be consistent with the SCS. Furthermore, SB 375 does not mandate a particular development 
pattern—those decisions are left for the cities and counties to decide how they wish to grow. City and 
county general plan updates, as well as individual projects, will need to be analyzed as to their 
consistency with an approved SCS as part of their CEQA review, with any inconsistencies analyzed and 
discussed.  
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Impacts on Transportation Planning and Funding  

SB 375 has the potential to substantially affect the RTP by altering the way an MPO conducts its 
transportation planning. SB 375 requires the RTP to be “an internally consistent document,” although it 
does not explain how the consistency requirements for the RTP are satisfied. Presumably, it means that 
the RTP’s action element (the programs and actions required to implement the RTP) and financial element 
(the cost analysis of transportation projects in the RTP) must be consistent with each other and with the 
land use principles adopted in the SCS. Transportation funding should therefore more closely follow the 
principles in the RTP, including the SCS, because transportation projects may only be funded by MPOs if 
the project is included in the RTP. Some MPOs have already begun implementing policies to guide their 
transportation funding. For example, the Bay Area’s Metropolitan Transportation Commission will not fund 
certain types of transportation projects unless the project serves areas that meet minimum density 
requirements. Similarly, the California Transportation Commission has already amended its RTP Guidelines 
to require that MPOs consider GHG emissions as part of the RTP review process. 

It remains unclear how much change in transportation planning and funding the incorporation of these 
SCSs will entail. Because of fiscal constraints, the types of measures that are funded through the RTP may 
be altered simply due to a reduction in available funding. Certainly, the development of the SCS will 
require the MPOs to take a careful look at the project and programs for which funding is desired. 

SB 375 Aligns the Regional Housing Needs Allocation Process with the RTP 

In addition to the changes in regional land use planning and transportation planning, SB 375 includes 
important changes to the way that state and local governments will determine and allocated housing 
needs. The Regional Housing Needs Assessment (“RHNA”) is a state-level housing program administrated 
by the Department of Housing and Community Development (“HCD”). The program requires each county 
and city to prepare a housing element as part of its general plan, taking into account the housing needs 
for that area. Within the housing element, the county or city must demonstrate that its zoning and land 
use planning measures meet the fair-share housing requirements assigned by the state. The housing 
element is the only element of the general plan that must be approved by the state and updated 
according to a state-mandated schedule. 

If the local government and HCD are unable to agree to the number of housing units to be projected, HCD 
assigns the number of units to the region based on projections provided by the Department of Finance. 
Typically, these projections are based on past growth patterns and do not take into account housing 
demand generated by employment growth or other more complex factors. Furthermore, the allocation of 
housing units within the region has often been made without regard to development patterns or the RTP. 
SB 375 substantially amends the RHNA process to integrate the housing needs assessment into the SCS 
and the RTP and requires HCD to assign the regional housing needs to foster a feasible jobs-housing 
balance within the region.  

Most importantly, SB 375 requires the region to demonstrate that the final housing needs allocation plan 
is consistent with the SCS in the final RTP. SB 375 requires that each SCS incorporate a Regional Housing 
Needs Plan into the RTP. This provision is intended to link transportation and housing in the regional 
planning process, and the schedule for the RHNA was changed so that it now corresponds with the 
required updating of the SCS. Within this structure, an MPO is the responsible entity for creating the 
Regional Housing Needs plan while each individual city carries the authority to determine how to craft the 
housing element of its general plan to meet the state housing allocation requirements. Thus, both cities 
and MPOs are required to conduct planning to meet the allocations of the state RHNA, as part of their 
general plan process and RTP, respectively. As part of its housing element, local governments must now 
allocate housing units in a manner that is consistent with the development patterns included in the SCS. 
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The housing allocations will now be used in determining transportation spending priorities so the RHNA is 
consistent with the SCS in the RTP.  

SB 375 also includes several provisions that require local governments to make their zoning ordinances 
consistent with the amendments to the housing element. Local governments must now demonstrate that 
their existing zoning and land use planning measures are sufficient to meet their fair-share allocation of 
housing. If the local government does not establish that its housing element identifies enough sites for 
housing at all income levels, the local government must amend the housing element of its general plan. 
Specifically, the local government is required to rezone sites, including the adoption of minimum density 
and development standards, to meet its fair-share allocation of housing. This rezoning must occur within 
three years after the date the housing element is adopted or within 90 days after receipt of comments 
from HCD, whichever is earlier.  

SB 375 also creates strong enforcement mechanisms, including a private right of action to enforce this 
rezoning measure that is available to the property owner or any interested person. If a court finds that the 
local government disapproved a project or conditioned its approval in violation of this provision, the court 
may issue an order compelling rezoning within 60 days or the earliest time consistent with public hearing 
notice requirements. The court retains jurisdiction to ensure that its order is carried out. If the court 
determines that its order was not carried out, the court is required to issue further orders to ensure 
compliance and it may impose sanctions on the local government. 

SB 375 also extends strict protections for certain affordable housing projects where at least 49 percent of 
the units are affordable to lower income families. If a local government has not completed the rezoning 
required by SB 375 and an affordable housing project is proposed, the local government may not 
disapprove, impose conditions on the project, or require discretionary permits that would render the 
project infeasible. If the local government disapproves or conditions the project in violation of these 
restrictions, the applicant or any interested party may sue and a court may order compliance.  

SB 375 Provides CEQA Streamlining for Certain Projects 

SB 375 includes amendments to CEQA to streamline the environmental review for a qualifying project that 
is located within an MPO that has an approved SCS or APS. The CEQA amendments are intended to 
provide incentives to developers who pursue projects that are consistent with the SCS goals of reducing 
vehicle miles traveled and GHG emissions. There are several different levels of CEQA relief available under 
SB 375.  

Benefits Available to Transit Priority Projects  

The first type of CEQA streamlining under SB 375 is available to a Transit Priority Project (“TPP”). The TPP 
designation applies only to projects located within the geographic boundaries of an MPO that has obtained 
approval from the Air Resources Board for an SCS that is part of an adopted RTP. A separately approved 
APS will also suffice to make a TPP eligible. If the Air Resources Board has not approved the MPO’s 
determination that the SCS or APS will meet the GHG emissions reduction targets, then the project is not 
eligible for the CEQA streamlining under SB 375. To qualify as a TPP, the proposed project must meet the 
following requirements: 

• Contain at least 50 percent residential uses, based on total building square footage; however, if 
the project contains between 26 and 50 percent nonresidential uses then it must also have a floor 
area ratio of not less than .75. 

• Provide a minimum density of at least 20 dwelling units per acre. 
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• Be located within one-half mile of a major transit stop or high-quality transit corridor included in 
an RTP. A high-quality transit corridor includes a corridor with a fixed route bus service with 
services intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak commute hours. 

If a TPP incorporates all feasible mitigation measures and performance standards that are required under 
applicable prior environmental impact reports, it may be reviewed under one of two new types of 
environmental documents, either a Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment or a shorter, 
more limited environmental impact report. Under either option, an initial study that identifies all significant 
or potentially significant impacts is still required.  

SB 375 also creates special treatment for traffic mitigation measures for TPPs, which are by definition 
transit oriented developments. Traffic is often the most important issue in CEQA review and SB 375 
authorizes local governments to establish traffic mitigation measures that would apply to all TPPs. These 
measures might include traffic control improvements, street improvements, in lieu payments for traffic 
improvements, traffic passes for future residents and other measures that will avoid or mitigate the traffic 
impacts of TPPs. TPPs that meet these requirements are not required to do additional traffic mitigation 
under CEQA. 

Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment  

Under a Sustainable Communities Environmental Assessment, the project applicant is required to show 
that measures that either avoid, or mitigate to a level of insignificance, all potentially significant or 
significant effects of the project required to be identified in the initial study. This is essentially a mitigated 
negative declaration under CEQA. However, instead of the stringent “fair argument” standard of review, 
where an opponent to a lead agency’s decision need only present evidence supporting a fair argument 
that a significant impact will exist, SB 375 mandates a “substantial evidence” standard. In brief, this 
means that a court reviewing the agency’s approval of the project under a Sustainable Communities 
Environmental Assessment will uphold the approval if the record includes substantial evidence supporting 
the agency’s determinations regarding environmental impacts. This much more lenient standard of review 
is intended to reduce challenges, provide developers more certainty, and limit CEQA litigation for these 
projects. 

Streamlined EIRs 

If the lead agency decides that an environmental impact report is necessary for the TPP, the project 
applicant must conduct an initial study that identifies all significant impacts and potentially significant 
impacts. The initial study must also identify any cumulative effects that have been adequately addressed 
and mitigated in prior applicable EIRs. In this case, the EIR is only required to address the significant or 
potentially significant effects of the TPP on the environment and is not required to analyze off-site 
alternatives. In addition, where the cumulative effects identified in prior EIRs have been mitigated, those 
effects are not treated as cumulatively considerable. 

CEQA Exemption for Qualified Transit Priority Projects 

The second CEQA benefit created by SB 375 is even more significant: a complete exemption under CEQA. 
This incentive is available only for a TPP that also meets the stringent qualifications for a Sustainable 
Communities Project. In order to meet these criteria, the legislative body must make detailed findings 
following a public hearing that establish that the TPP satisfies three different areas of requirements, 
including eight environmental criteria, seven land use criteria and affordable housing or open space 
criteria.  
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Environmental Criteria 

• The project can be adequately served by existing utilities and the project has paid, or committed 
to pay, all applicable in-lieu or development fees. 

• The project site does not contain wetlands or riparian areas, and does not have significant value a 
wildlife habitat and the project does not harm endangered species protected under federal and 
state law. 

• The project cannot be subject to certain hazards, including wildland fire hazards, an unusually high 
risk of fire or explosion from materials stored or used on nearby properties, seismic risk from 
being in an earthquake fault zone, risk of a public health exposure in excess of state for federal 
standards, landslide hazards or flooding hazards.  

• The site of a project must be subject to a preliminary endangerment assessment to determine the 
existence of any release of a hazardous substance, and to determine the potential for exposure of 
future occupants to significant health hazards from any nearby property or activity and the site 
may not be on the state’s list of hazardous facilities. 

• The project site cannot have significant historical resources. 

• The project cannot be located on developed open space, such as playgrounds, parks, or 
recreational fields. 

• The buildings in the project must be 15 percent more energy efficient than the requirements of 
Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations. 

• The buildings in the project must be designed to achieve 25 percent less water usage than the 
average households in the region. 

Land Use Criteria 

• The project site cannot be more than eight acres in total area. 

• The project may not contain more than 200 residential units. 

• The project may not result in the net loss in the number of affordable housing units within the 
project area. 

• The project may not include any single-level building that exceeds 75,000 square feet. 

• All applicable mitigation measures or performance standards set forth in a prior Environmental 
Impact Report must be incorporated into the TPP. 

• The project may not conflict with nearby operating industrial uses. 

• The project must be near transit facilities. In this regard, the requirement is more demanding than 
the TPP. In this case, the project must be located within one-half mile of a rail transit station or a 
ferry terminal included in an RTP, or it must be within one-quarter mile of a high-quality transit 
corridor included in an RTP. 
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Affordable Housing or Open Space  

To qualify for the CEQA exemption, the project must also meet at least one of the following three criteria:  

1. The developer must enter into legal commitments to ensure that at least 20 percent of the 
housing will be sold to families of moderate income at affordable prices, or not less than 10 
percent of the housing will be rented to families of low income, or not less than 5 percent of the 
housing will be rented to families of very low income, in each case at affordable rents. Rental units 
are required to remain affordable for at least 55 years. Ownership units shall be subject to resale 
restrictions or equity sharing requirements for at least 30 years; or  

2. The developer may pay in-lieu fees pursuant to a local ordinance in an amount sufficient to result 
in the development of an equivalent number of units that would otherwise be required pursuant 
the above paragraph; or  

3. The project provides public open space equal to or greater than five acres per 1,000 residents of 
the project.  

Additional CEQA Streamlining Measures 

Even if the project does not meet the requirements a TPP (and does not qualify for the CEQA exemption or 
streamlining described above), SB 375 creates some additional minor benefits for projects in regions that 
have an approved SCS or APS. To qualify for these benefits, the project must have at least 75 percent of 
the total building area used for residential uses. If this residential or mixed-use residential project is 
consistent with the use designation, density, building intensity, and applicable policies specified for the 
project area in either an SCS or APS, then the project’s environmental document is not required to 
discuss: (1) growth inducing impacts; or, (2) any project specific or cumulative impacts from cars and 
light-duty truck trips generated by the project on global warming or the regional transportation network. 
In addition, if the project utilizes an environmental impact report, the document need not discuss a 
reduced residential density alternative to address the effects of car and light-duty truck trips generated by 
the project. TPPs are also eligible for these benefits.  

Looking Ahead 

SB 375 is ground breaking in two ways: first, it establishes regional land use planning based on the 
analysis of various land use scenarios as a fundamental part of California land use regulation. Second, it 
requires that land use plans, housing needs assessments and transportation planning be integrated in the 
RTP with a singular outcome—the reduction of VMT and GHG gas emissions.  

With the Air Resources Board’s announcement of its GHG emission reduction targets, California’s bold 
experiment to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by integrating land use and transportation planning now 
moves to the implementation stage. However, several important questions remain regarding the 
implementation of SB 375 that will bear watching closely.  

What types of changes in transportation planning and development patterns will be required to 
satisfy the GHG emission reduction targets? As noted above, each California region is unique with 
different transportation systems and priorities and varying development patterns. Most observers, 
however, expect that the SCSs created by MPOs will feature an increased emphasis on expanding public 
transit facilities, locating new development to positively affect the region’s jobs-housing balance, 
concentrating jobs and housing in relatively high densities near transit facilities, encouraging mixed use 
and mixed income neighborhoods, and preserving farmland, open space and natural habitat. However, it 
remains to be seen whether traditional patterns of suburban development will be affected by SB 375 given 
the many tools available to the MPOs to reduce VMT.  
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Moreover, meeting the GHG emissions reduction targets will depend largely on the assumptions built into 
the transportation model to be used by each MPO. The decisions made and the form of the plans adopted 
by individuals MPOs are likely to impact land development patterns within much of California for the 
foreseeable future. SB 375 calls for each MPO to undertake an extensive public participation process for 
the development of its SCS. Accordingly, parties interested in the creation of an SCS will need to 
understand the assumptions and values built into the MPO’s model and participate in the SCS process. 

Will SB 375 cause major changes in transportation funding priorities? SB 375 requires that the 
RTP be internally consistent, meaning that the transportation programs and funding must be consistent 
with the land use principles adopted in the SCS. However, SB 375 does not specify how closely actual 
transportation funding must adhere to the principles in the SCS. Some observers expect that public transit 
funding will necessarily increase in order to meet the GHG reduction targets. It is uncertain how 
transportation funding decisions will change due to SB 375, particularly in light of the significant funding 
constraints under which most transit agencies are operating in the current budgetary environment.  

Will local governments undertake the major changes in their land use regulations to implement 
the development patterns called for in the SCS? As noted above, nothing in SB 375 requires local 
governments to change their zoning or land use regulations to conform to the principles of the SCS. 
However, in order to implement the land use principles in the SCS, cities and counties will need to change 
their local land use regulations by amending general plans and zoning maps, creating new specific plans 
and transit oriented districts. In addition, local governments will need to amend their zoning ordinances to 
permit increased density and to create new land use tools. Many observers have questioned whether local 
governments have the political will and the staffing and other resources necessary to change local land 
use regulation to comply with an SCS. Some commentators have separately questioned whether the CEQA 
reforms and promise of changed transportation priorities are sufficient incentives for local governments to 
take on the hard work of changing their development regulations to accommodate the SCS principles.  

Will the CEQA reforms in SB 375 provide sufficient incentives for development around transit 
stations? The premise underlying the CEQA streamlining and exemption in SB 375 is that these benefits 
are sufficient to incentivize new development meeting the requirements of a Transit Priority Project or a 
Sustainable Communities Project. It remains to be seen whether these CEQA reforms alone are sufficient 
to encourage such transit oriented development, particularly in light of the size limitations and affordable 
housing requirements necessary to qualify for the full CEQA exemption. 

Lawyers in the Paul Hastings Real Estate practice will be following the implementation of SB 375 carefully 
and are available to consult with clients as to the effects of this ground-breaking legislation. 
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If you have any questions concerning these developing issues, please do not hesitate to contact any of 
the following Paul Hastings lawyers: 

Los Angeles  

Mitchell B. Menzer 
213-683-6111 
mitchmenzer@paulhastings.com 

Ryan Thomas Trahan 
213-683-6226 
ryantrahan@paulhastings.com  

A. Catherine Norian 
213-683-6182 
catherinenorian@paulhastings.com 

Robert I. McMurry 
213.683.6255 
robertmcmurry@paulhastings.com

  

Tracy J. Egoscue 
213-683-6242 
tracyegoscue @paulhastings.com 

Elisa Paster  
213-683-6128 
elisapaster@paulhastings.com 

Edgar Khalatian  
213-683-6195 
edgarkhalatian@paulhastings.com 

Jeffrey Haber  
213-683-6270 
jeffreyhaber@paulhastings.com 

San Francisco 

Gordon Hart 
415-856-7017 
gordonhart@paulhastings.com 

Deborah Schmall 
415-856-7005 
deborahschmall@paulhastings.com

 

SB 375 Glossary 

APS: Alternative Planning Strategy 

CEQA: California Environmental Quality Act 

GHG: Greenhouse Gas 

HCD: Department of Housing and Community Development 

MPO: Metropolitan Planning Organization 

MTC: Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

RHNA: Regional Housing Needs Assessment 

RTP: Regional Transportation Plan 

SACOG: Sacramento Area Council of Governments 

SANDAG: San Diego Association of Governments 

SCAG: Southern California Association of Governments 

SCP: Sustainable Communities Project 

SCS: Sustainable Communities Strategy 

TPP: Transit Priority Project 

VMT: Vehicle Miles Traveled 
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Tahoe Metropolitan
Planning Organization

(TMPO)

AMBAG Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments
BCAG Butte County Association of Governments
COFCG Council of Fresno County of Governments
KCAG Kings Country Association of Governments
KCOG Kern Council of Governments
MCAG Merced County Association of Governments
MCTC Madera County Transportation Commission
MTC Metropolitan Transportation Commission
SACOG Sacramento Area Council of Governments
SANDAG San Diego Association of Governments
SJCOG San Joaquin Council of Governments
SLOCOG San Luis Obispo of Governments
SBCAG Santa Barbara County Association of Governments
SCRTPA Shasta County Regional Transportation Planning Agency
SCAG Southern California of Governments
StanCOG Stanislaus Council of Governments
TCAG Tulare County Association of Governments
TMPO Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization
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CALIFORNIA METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS (MPOs) SUBJECT TO SB 375

San Joaquin Valley MPOs
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