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Good evening.  My name is Carrie O'Malley.  I am an original homeowner here in 

Irvine and have resided in Irvine for over 20 years.  I have been an Irvine Transportation 

Commissioner since 2017 - when the Commission was brought back to the City.  I also 

have two decades of public policy experience predominantly at the State and local 

levels.  My expertise has been in Transportation and Public Safety issues over the years.  

I worked at OCTA for a number of years in State Government Relations, and worked 

for many years at the OC Board of Supervisors as Senior Policy Advisor focusing on 

Transportation and Public Safety matters.  I know transportation well.  I serve on this 

Commission in order to do good work and give back to our city which I love.  I enjoy 

utilizing my time and talents to help the residents of Irvine and to contribute to the 

betterment of our wonderful city. 

 

The minutes from our November 20th Transportation Commission Meeting truly 

trouble me.  There are a number of issues that require clarification in order to accurately 

represent what transpired at the Commission meeting that evening.  Residents and 

others utilize minutes from meetings in order to know what transpired since we all have 

busy lives between work, raising families, and other commitments.  Residents and 

others rely on the minutes as the accurate portrayal of the substance of the meeting.  We 

owe it to our residents to make sure that the minutes are accurate and thorough, and we 

should always have transparency at the forefront.   

 

This is why I wanted to not only speak in public comments on this item, but also I will 

be pulling the item to ask that the minutes are edited in order to be as transparent as 

possible and to accurately reflect the substance of the November 20 meeting.   

 

The item that was brought to us on November 20th was agendized with the request and 

recommended action to, "Receive input from the Transportation Commission for the 

State Veterans Cemetery Traffic Evaluation that analyzes potential impacts for a 125-

acre cemetery located in Planning Area 51 at either the ARDA site or within a portion 

of the golf course site."  In essence, our Commission was asked to provide "input" 

regarding the transportation issues related to the cemetery at either site.  We were never 

asked to "select a site."  Had this been the ask, I truly believe that the item should have 

been agendized as such asking for a "site selection" within the 72 hour required window 

prior to the meeting.   

 

Had the item been agendized as a site selection item, this would have allowed Irvine 

residents and interested individuals to publicly know that there was going to be a site 

selection coming from the Transportation Commission, and the public would have been 

able to provide public comment specifically on a site selection item if they chose to do 



so.  I am confident that had the item been agendized as a site selection item, we would 

have many more than the four public speakers that spoke that evening.  Therefore, 

procedurally, I felt that the motion did not fall under the purview of the agenda item as 

it was written.   

 

All four of the Commissioners present that evening did provide "input" as was requested 

by the item.  However, when it came time to make a motion, Commissioner 

Montgomerey moved to express a preference for the golf course site rather than the 

ARDA site.  I abstained from this motion for procedural reasons and stated so on the 

record.  I have reviewed the audio tape, and I make it clear that I felt that this motion 

was outside of the purview of the agenda item as it was agendized, and that our 

commission did provide "input" and provided what was asked of us to do, and what was 

agendized.   

 

In addition, had the item been agendized as a "site selection" item, we need to be given 

the tools and information in order to equip us as transportation commissioners to be able 

to vet the information and provide a recommendation.  This was not done, since we 

were provided with a "transportation evaluation" done internally by city staff, and not a 

"transportation study" which usually is done by an outside firm.  A transportation study 

usually goes into much more detail than a transportation evaluation, and for most other 

items that have come before this commission in the past in regards to the transportation 

components, we have been given a transportation study (i.e. the Woodbridge Sterling 

item; the item regarding the health care facility off of Barranca, and others).  There is a 

large difference between a transportation evaluation and a transportation study.  It 

would have been difficult to make a determination on a site selection without a full 

transportation study - which we were not provided.   

 

Therefore, my abstention and my thoughts are that 1. Procedurally - the item was not 

agendized as a site selection item.  The motion was outside of the purview of our 

commission regarding this agenda item and how it was agendized (i.e. procedurally); 2. 

Transparency wise, it is important that items are agendized clearly and that motions 

are made within the purview of the item so that residents and the public can weigh in 

during public comments if they choose to do so.  This is so crucial in order to give 

residents and the public the opportunity to be HEARD; and 3. Information Provided - 

That we as Commissioners are equipped with the tools and information needed in order 

to vote in an informed and educated way as Transportation Commissioners.  In this 

case, a thorough transportation study (as we have had in the past on other large items) 

should have been provided if we were being asked to select a site (which we were not 

asked to do).  I stand by these three important points.   

 

 

 


