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This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR or FEIR) was prepared in accordance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15132). 
The Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA) is the lead agency for the environmental 
review of the proposed 2009 Comprehensive Transportation Plan (2009 CTP) and has the 
principal responsibility for approving the project. This FEIR identifies the expected environmental 
impacts resulting from adoption and implementation of the proposed 2009 Comprehensive 
Transportation Plan (CTP), as well as responds to comments received on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (Draft EIR).  

1.1 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE EIR 

OVERVIEW OF CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR PREPARATION OF AN EIR 

The SCTA, serving as the lead agency, has prepared this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to 
provide the public and responsible and trustee agencies with information about the potential 
environmental effects of the proposed 2009 CTP. As set forth in the provisions of CEQA and 
implementing regulations, public agencies are charged with the duty to consider the 
environmental impacts of proposed development and to minimize these impacts where feasible 
while carrying out an obligation to balance a variety of public objectives, including economic, 
environmental, and social factors. 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a) states that an EIR is an informational document for 
decision-makers and the general public that analyzes the significant environmental effects of a 
project, identifies possible ways to minimize significant effects, and describes reasonable 
alternatives to the project that could reduce or avoid its adverse environmental impacts. Public 
agencies with discretionary authority are required to consider the information in the EIR, along 
with any other relevant information, in making decisions on the project. 

CEQA requires the preparation of an environmental impact report prior to approving any 
project which may have a significant effect on the environment. For the purposes of CEQA, the 
term “project” refers to the whole of an action which has the potential for resulting in a direct 
physical change or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15378[a]). With respect to the proposed 2009 CTP, the SCTA has 
determined that the proposed development is a “project” within the definition of CEQA. 

BACKGROUND OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS OF THE PROJECT 

The following is an overview of the environmental review process for the 2009 CTP that has led to 
the preparation of this FEIR. 

Notice of Preparation and Initial Study 

In accordance with Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the SCTA prepared a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) of an EIR for the project on August 1, 2008.  The SCTA was identified as the 
lead agency for the proposed project. The notice was circulated to the public, local, state, and 
federal agencies, and other interested parties to solicit comments on the proposed project. Two 
scoping meetings was held on August 14, 2008, to receive additional comments. Concerns 
raised in response to the NOP were considered during preparation of the Draft EIR. The NOP and 
responses by interested parties are presented in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. An Initial Study for 
the project was prepared and released for public review along with the NOP. Its conclusions 
supported preparation of an EIR for the project. The Initial Study is also included in Appendix A of 
the Draft EIR. 
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Draft EIR 

The Draft EIR was released for public and agency review on April 16, 2008, with the review period 
set to end on June 22, 2009. The Draft EIR contains a description of the project, description of the 
environmental setting, identification of project impacts, and mitigation measures for impacts 
found to be significant, as well as an analysis of project alternatives.  The Draft EIR was provided 
to interested public agencies and the public and was made available for review at SCTA’s 
office, on SCTA’s website, and at the following libraries: Santa Rosa Main, Petaluma, Rohnert 
Park, Windsor, Sebastopol, Sonoma Healdsburg, and Cloverdale. 

Final EIR  

The SCTA received 17 comment letters from agencies, interest groups, and the public regarding 
the Draft EIR. This document responds to the written comments received as required by CEQA.  
This document also contains minor edits to the Draft EIR, which are included in Section 4.0, Minor 
Revisions to the Draft EIR.  This document constitutes the FEIR.  

Certification of the Final EIR/Project Consideration  

The SCTA Board of Directors will review and consider the FEIR. If the SCTA finds that the FEIR is 
“adequate and complete,” the SCTA may certify the FEIR.  The rule of adequacy generally holds 
that the EIR can be certified if: (1) it shows a good faith effort at full disclosure of environmental 
information; and (2) it provides sufficient analysis to allow decisions to be made regarding the 
project in contemplation of its environmental consequences. 

Upon review and consideration of the Final EIR, the SCTA may take action to adopt, revise, or 
reject the proposed 2009 CTP. A decision to adopt the 2009 Comprehensive Transportation Plan 
would be accompanied by written findings in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15091 and Section 15093. Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 also requires lead agencies to 
adopt a mitigation monitoring and reporting program to describe measures that have been 
adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant 
effects on the environment. 

1.2 TYPE OF DOCUMENT 

The State CEQA Guidelines identify several types of EIRs, each applicable to different project 
circumstances. This EIR has been prepared as a Program EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15168.  According to Section 15168: 

A program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series of actions that can be 
characterized as one large project and are related either: 

(1) Geographically, 

(2) As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, 

(3) In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans or other general criteria to 
govern the conduct of a continuing program, or 

(4) As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or 
regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can 
be mitigated in similar ways. 
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The program-level analysis considers the broad environmental effects of the overall proposed 
2009 Comprehensive Transportation Plan (2009 CTP). The EIR will be used to evaluate subsequent 
projects and activities under the proposed 2009 CTP. Additional environmental review under 
CEQA will be required and would be generally based on the subsequent project’s consistency 
with the 2009 CTP and the analysis in this EIR, as required under CEQA. When individual projects 
or activities under the 2009 CTP are proposed, the lead agency would be required to examine 
the projects or activities to determine whether their effects were adequately analyzed in the 
program EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168).  

1.3 INTENDED USES OF THE EIR 

This EIR is intended to evaluate the environmental impacts of the project to the greatest extent 
possible. This EIR should be used as the primary environmental document to evaluate all 
subsequent planning and permitting actions associated with projects within SCTA’s authority that 
are consistent with the 2009 CTP. Subsequent actions that may be associated with the proposed 
2009 CTP are identified in Section 3.0, Overview of the 2009 Comprehensive Transportation Plan, 
of the Draft EIR.   

1.4 ORGANIZATION AND SCOPE OF THE FINAL EIR 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

SECTION 1.0 – INTRODUCTION 

Section 1.0 provides an overview of the EIR process to date and what the FEIR is required to 
contain. 

SECTION 2.0 – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Section 2.0 includes an updated Executive Summary that provides a brief project description 
and presents a summary table of probable environmental effects edited as a result of 
comments received on the DEIR and minor staff edits. 

Section 3.0 – COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Section 3.0 provides a list of commenters, copies of written comments (coded for reference), 
and the responses to those written comments made on the Draft EIR.  

SECTION 4.0 – MINOR REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

Section 4.0 provides a list of minor edits made to the Draft EIR as a result of comments received 
and/or staff-initiated edits to clarify the information in the Draft EIR. 

 

 

 



 



 
2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 



 



2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Sonoma County Transportation Authority 2009 Comprehensive Transportation Plan 
October 2009  Final Environmental Impact Report 

2.0-1 

This section provides an overview of the proposed Sonoma County Transportation Authority 2009 
Comprehensive Transportation (2009 CTP or proposed project) and the environmental analysis of 
the proposed project. For additional detail regarding specific issues, please consult the 
appropriate chapter of Draft EIR Sections 4.1 through 4.13 (Environmental Setting, Impacts, and 
Mitigation Measures). 

2.1 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

The 2009 CTP updates past transportation planning priorities and provides a guide to multi-modal 
transportation investments over the next 25 years.  The goals of the CTP are to (1) maintain the 
system, (2) relieve congestion, (3) reduce emissions, and (4) plan for safety and health.  The CTP 
is a financially constrained plan that looks at the growth projections for the region and prioritizes 
projects and programs that can reduce existing and future congestion.  As such, the 2009 CTP 
includes the following components.  Section 4.0 provides a detailed list of improvements:   

• Highway Capital Improvements.  Seven capital improvements listed in the Measure M 
Strategic Plan and projects funded from other sources, mostly focused on carpool lane 
improvements on the U.S. 101 freeway corridor. 

• Local Road Improvements.  Several of local road improvements listed in the Measure M 
Strategic Plan and also funded from other sources are included.  These often focus on 
road widening or signalizing of intersections. 

• Transit Improvements.  These include investments in the Measure M Strategic Plan and 
the Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART) passenger rail project.   

• Non-Motorized Transportation Improvements.  Projects in the 2008 Countywide Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Master Plan are included.  This includes independent bike trails (Class I), 
striped bike lanes (Class II), and bike routes (Class III). 

• Additional Improvements.  This includes funding for maintenance of local streets, traffic 
safety and safe routes for schools, local projects funded through developer-related 
Transit Impact Fees, right-of-way and dedication improvements by developers. 

• Regional Operations Programs.  The CTP includes ongoing, financially constrained 
regional operations programs administered by the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC).  Funding for these programs is included in MTC’s Draft Transportation 
2035 Plan. 

• Land Use and Pricing Assumptions.  The CTP is designed to provide transportation 
infrastructure that accommodates the projected growth of Sonoma County and the 
larger region. The socioeconomic forecasts used in the CTP are based on the Association 
of Bay Area Governments’ (ABAG) Projections 2005 with adjustments based on local 
forecasts and the release of its Projections 2007. ABAG population and employment 
forecasts were used as control totals for jurisdictions and county planning areas.  Sub-
allocation of control totals to traffic analysis zones within jurisdiction boundaries or county 
planning areas was based on local planning agencies and input from SCTA staff. 

This EIR assesses the expected environmental impacts resulting from adoption and subsequent 
implementation of the proposed 2009 CTP at a program level of analysis, as permitted by CEQA.  
The environmental issues addressed in the Draft EIR were established through review of 
environmental documentation developed for the project, environmental documentation for 
nearby projects, and public and agency responses to the Notice of Preparation (NOP).  Table 
2.0-1 summarizes the anticipated impacts of the CTP on the existing environment.  Table 2.0-1 
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does not list impacts that have been identified as less than significant prior to mitigation, but 
where mitigation has been included.   

2.2 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY 

Section 15126(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe a reasonable range 
of alternatives to the project or to the location of the project that could feasibly accomplish the 
basic objectives of the project, and to evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.   
Section 4.0 provides a list of transportation improvements associated with each alternative 

These alternatives are evaluated at a qualitative level of detail and are summarized below. 

• Alternative 1: No Project/No Action Alternative – This alternative assumes that all 
reasonably foreseeable projects and programs (i.e., projects that are fully funded, 
programmed, and/or have cleared the environmental phase) from the adopted 2004 
CTP and 2009 Regional Transportation Improvement Program are implemented, but that 
all other projects and programs do not proceed forward.  

• Alternative 2: CTP Vision Scenario, Financially Unconstrained Capital Improvement 
Scenario – This scenario assumes the entire list of possible proposed CTP projects, 
including all transportation projects and programs included in the project, are added to 
the transportation system independent of financial constraints.  

• Alternative 3: VMT Reduction – Transit Expansion/Smart Growth Focused Scenario – This 
alternative assumes that future transportation policy and improvements are focused on 
land use change and accompanying transit expansion to reduce vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT).  It includes implementation of all capital highway improvements included in the 
project.  

• Alternative 4: VMT Reduction – Pricing Policy Focused Scenario – This alternative focuses 
on using pricing measures and policy as a means of reducing travel demand and trip 
reduction.  It includes the same capital highway and transit improvements and growth 
assumptions as the project.  

• Alternative 5: Comprehensive/“Do Everything” Scenario – This scenario includes the entire 
list of possible proposed CTP projects independent of financial constraints and all 
previously identified measures to reduce VMT (Smart Growth-related land use changes 
and pricing measures).  

2.3 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Table 2.0-1 displays a summary of impacts for the proposed 2009 CTP and proposed mitigation 
measures that would avoid or minimize potential impacts. In the table, the level of significance is 
indicated both before and after the implementation of each mitigation measure. 

For detailed discussions of all mitigation measures and of proposed 2009 CTP policies that would 
provide mitigation for each type of environmental impact addressed in this EIR, refer to the 
appropriate environmental topic section in the Draft EIR (i.e., Sections 4.1 through 4.13).    
Changes to mitigation measures from comments received on the Draft EIR are shown in revision 
marks (underline/strikeout.) 
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TABLE 2.0-1 
PROJECT IMPACTS MITIGATION TABLE 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

Aesthetics 

Impact 4.1-1 
Construction and operation of CTP 
projects, particularly freeway 
interchanges, could temporarily 
and/or permanently block panoramic 
views. 

MM 4.1-1a  The lead agency and/or project sponsor for subsequent projects 
under the CTP shall ensure that the project’s design is consistent 
with design guidelines and local policies, programs, and standards 
that preserve scenic views and corridors. 

MM 4.1-1b  The lead agency and/or project sponsor for subsequent projects 
under the CTP shall be designed to minimize contrasts in scale and 
massing between the project site and surrounding natural forms and 
development, particularly in areas that have been designated or 
eligible for State Scenic Highway designations. 

MM 4.1-1c  The lead agency and/or project sponsor for subsequent projects 
under the CTP shall, to the extent feasible, use natural and native 
landscaping to enhance and complement the natural surroundings 
to minimize the contrast between the project and surrounding areas. 

MM 4.1-1d  The lead agency and/or project sponsor for subsequent projects 
under the CTP shall, to the extent feasible, construct noise barriers 
of materials whose color and texture complements the surrounding 
landscape and development. Noise barriers shall be graffiti-resistant 
and landscaped with plants that screen the barrier, preferably with 
either native vegetation or landscaping. 

MM 4.1-1e  The lead agency and/or project sponsor for subsequent projects 
under the CTP shall, to the extent feasible, limit view blockage by 
interchanges and SMART-related improvements.  The edges of 
major cut and fill slopes shall be contoured to provide a more 
natural-looking finished profile. 

Less than significant 

Impact 4.1-2 
The construction and operation of 
2009 CTP projects could temporarily 
damage scenic resources, including, 
but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway. 

None required. Less than significant 

Impact 4.1-3 

Implementation of the 2009 CTP may 

As noted in Impact 4.1-1, potential impacts to the existing visual character of the county 
can be mitigated with implementation of mitigation measures MM 4.1-1a through 4.1-1e 

Less than significant 
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Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

create significant contrasts or add an 
incongruous visual element by 
substantially degrading the existing 
visual character of the county. 

by designing the improvements to complement and blend with the existing visual 
landscape characteristics of the subsequent project sites consistent with the intent of 
applicable local scenic policies, programs, and standards. 

Impact 4.1-4 
The construction and operation of 
2009 CTP projects may create new 
sources of light and/or glare that 
would adversely affect nighttime 
views in project areas. 

MM 4.1-4a Roadway light fixtures for subsequent projects shall be installed and 
shielded in such a manner that light rays emitted from the fixture at 
angles above the horizontal plane are minimized. 

MM 4.1-4b Construction lighting that is used for nighttime construction 
activities will include shields or other features to prohibit spillover 
lighting when used adjacent to residential areas. 

Less than significant 

Air Quality 

Impact 4.2-1 

The proposed 2009 CTP includes 
multi-modal transportation projects 
and programs that would not conflict 
with or obstruct implementation of 
BAAQMD’s Clean Air Plan.  Rather, 
the plan would help implement 
applicable Transportation Control 
Measures (TCMs) from the CAP on a 
timely basis.  In addition, the CTP is 
consistent with CAP assumptions for 
population and VMT growth over 
time and its objectives and policies 
implement other elements of the 
CAP.  It does not include policies that 
would minimize or eliminate 
potential buffer zones around 
existing and proposed land uses that 
would emit odors or TACs. 

None required. Beneficial 

Impact 4.2-2 
The proposed 2009 CTP would help 
reduce ozone precursors of ROG and 
NOx by 2035 that are consistent with 
the BAAQMD’s 2005 Ozone 
Strategy. The reductions in these two 
pollutants would not contribute to 

None required. Beneficial 
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Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

existing or projected ozone 
violations. 

Impact 4.2-3 

While the proposed 2009 CTP would 
not directly cause increases in 
emissions from the transportation 
sector, motor vehicle emissions of 
PM10 and PM2.5 would increase by 26 
and 75 percent, respectively, over 
existing conditions by 2035.  
However, these emissions would not 
lead to any violation of air quality 
standards, contribute to an existing or 
projected air quality violation, or 
result in a cumulatively considerable 
net increase of emissions of PM10 and 
PM2.5, as these emissions are factored 
into the BAAQMD’s plan to attain 
federal and state particulate 
standards. 

None required. Less than significant 

Impact 4.2-4  

Construction of capital improvements 
in the 2009 CTP would produce 
short-term emissions of 
nonattainment pollutants or 
precursors in the San Francisco Bay 
Area Air Basin.  These emissions 
could lead to temporary increases in 
ROG, NOx, PM10 and PM2.5 
emissions.  This could lead to 
violations of air quality standards, 
contribute to an existing or projected 
air quality violation, or result in a 
cumulatively considerable net 
increase of emissions. 

MM 4.2-4 Consistent with BAAQMD guidance, the following standard 
BAAQMD air quality Best Management Practices (BMPs) shall be 
implemented on the project site during the construction period to 
reduce emissions of PM10 and PM2.5: 

• Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. 

• Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or 
require all trucks to maintain at least two feet of freeboard. 

• Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil 
stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking areas, and 
staging areas at construction sites. 

• Sweep daily (preferably with water sweepers) all paved access 
roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites. 

• Sweep streets daily (preferably with water sweepers) if visible 
soil material is carried onto adjacent public streets. 

• Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive 
construction areas. 

Less than significant 
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Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

• Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil 
binders to exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.). 

• Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent 
silt runoff to public roadways. 

• Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 

• Implement T-BACT (the Best Available Control Technologies 
for Toxics) for diesel construction equipment. 

• Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment 
off when not in use or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 
minutes (as required by the California airborne toxics control 
measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of 
Regulations [CCR]). 

• All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly 
tuned in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications.  All 
equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic and 
determined to be running in proper condition prior to 
operation. 

Traffic and Circulation 

Impact 4.3-1 

Implementation of the 2009 CTP 
would not directly cause increases in 
traffic or vehicle miles traveled.  
However, the 2009 CTP would 
support growth in Sonoma County 
that would substantially increase 
daily vehicle miles traveled in 2035 
by 2,976,144 over existing 
conditions. The traffic impacts 
associated with the anticipated 
growth within the county (through 
2020) were identified as significant 
and unavoidable in the County’s 
General Plan 2020 EIR. 

MM 4.3-1a SCTA shall seek funding to go beyond the financially constrained 
portion of the 2009 CTP to achieve VMT reductions that could be 
obtained through pricing strategies and additional transit, 
ridesharing programs, nonmotorized investments, and public 
education programs. 

MM 4.3-1b SCTA shall encourage local governments to implement land use 
strategies, pricing strategies, and additional transit, ridesharing 
programs, public education, and nonmotorized investments. 

Significant and unavoidable 

Impact 4.3-2 
Implementation of the 2009 CTP 
would not directly cause increases in 

MM 4.3-2a SCTA shall seek funding to go beyond the financially constrained 
portion of the 2009 CTP to achieve VHT reductions that could be 
obtained through pricing strategies and additional transit, 

Significant and unavoidable 
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Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

daily vehicle hours traveled.  
However, the 2009 CTP would 
support growth in Sonoma County 
that would substantially increase 
daily vehicle hours miles traveled in 
2035 by 282,874 over existing 
conditions.  The impacts associated 
with the anticipated growth within 
the county (through 2020) were 
identified as significant and 
unavoidable in the County’s General 
Plan 2020 Draft EIR.  This impact is 
considered significant and 
unavoidable. 

ridesharing programs, nonmotorized investments, and public 
education programs.  Projects such as transit and land use strategies 
are shown to have the greatest potential benefits. 

MM 4.3-2b SCTA shall encourage local governments to implement 
transportation system management improvements and specific 
transportation investments that reduce travel time on local 
roadways. 

 

Impact 4.3-3 

Implementation of the 2009 CTP 
would not directly cause a reduction 
of average daily vehicle speeds.  
However, the 2009 CTP would 
support growth in Sonoma County 
that would substantially reduce 
average daily vehicle speeds in 2035 
by 11 miles per hour over existing 
conditions.  The traffic impacts 
associated with the anticipated 
growth within the county (through 
2020) were identified as significant 
and unavoidable in the County’s 
General Plan 2020 Draft EIR. 

 

Implement Mitigation Measures 4.3-2a and 4.3-2b. 

 

Significant and unavoidable 

Impact 4.3-4 
Implementation of the 2009 CTP 
would not directly increase PHD orof 
PHT on the county’s roadway system.  
However, the 2009 CTP would 
support growth in Sonoma County 
that would substantially increase 
daily PHD by 250,102 and PHT by 
335,166 over existing conditions.  
The traffic impacts associated with 

Implement Mitigation Measures 4.3-2a and 4.3-2b. 

 

Significant and unavoidable 
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Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

the anticipated growth within the 
county (through 2020) were 
identified as significant and 
unavoidable in the County’s General 
Plan 2020 Draft EIR.  This impact is 
therefore considered significant and 
unavoidable. 

Impact 4.3-5 
Implementation of the 2009 CTP 
includes projects and programs that 
address surface transportation issues, 
including ground access to airports.  
However, the 2009 CTP would not 
directly or indirectly impact regional 
air traffic patterns substantially. 

None required. Less than significant 

Impact 4.3-6 
Implementation of the 2009 CTP 
includes new or expanded projects 
that would result in improvements to 
the county’s roadway infrastructure 
that would generally reduce existing 
safety hazards and limit any potential 
future hazards. 

None required. Beneficial 

Impact 4.3-7 
The 2009 CTP includes policies 
supporting smart growth that could 
indirectly impact parking capacity 
from future transit-oriented 
development that local governments 
determined require less off-street 
parking than required under 
conventional zoning codes. 

None required. Less than significant 

Impact 4.3-8 
The 2009 CTP includes projects and 
programs that support alternative 
modes of transportation, such as 
bicycle, pedestrian, and transit 

None required. Beneficial 
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Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

modes that are consistent with 
existing regional and local plans that 
support alternative transportation. 

Impact 4.3-9 
The 2009 CTP includes 
transportation projects that would be 
consistent with transportation 
policies in local general plans or 
other applicable local transportation 
plans. 

None required. Beneficial 

Biological Resources 

Impact 4.4-1 
Implementation of the proposed 
2009 CTP may result in the loss of 
populations or essential habitat for 
special-status plant and wildlife 
species. 

MM 4.4-1a  During the environmental review process for proposed CTP 
projects, project sponsors shall prepare a biological resources 
assessment shall be prepared for areas identified to contain or 
possibly contain special-status plant and animal species.  Surveys 
shall be conducted as part of the environmental review process to 
determine the presence and extent of sensitive habitats and/or 
species in the project vicinity.  Surveys shall be conducted during 
the appropriate seasons for proper identification of species.  The 
assessment shall consider the potential for significant impacts on 
special-status plant and animal species and shall identify feasible 
mitigation measures to mitigate such impacts, as set forth in 
mitigation measure MM 4.4-1b below.   

Formal protocol-level surveys may be required on a species-by-
species basis to determine the local distribution of these species.  
Consultation with the USFWS and/or CDFG shall be conducted at 
an informal level for transportation projects that could adversely 
affect federal or state candidate, threatened, or endangered species 
to determine the need for further consultation or permitting actions. 

MM 4.4-1b   Project sponsors shall seek to preserve, to the extent feasible, 
wetlands, habitat corridors, sensitive natural communities, and other 
essential habitat areas that may be adversely affected by 
transportation projects where special-status plant and animal species 
are known to be present or potentially occurring.  Where impacts 
cannot be avoided, projects shall include the implementation of 
site-specific or project-specific effective mitigation strategies 
developed by a qualified professional in consultation with state or 
federal resource agencies with jurisdiction (if applicable).  

Less than significant 
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Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

Mitigation strategies include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• For special-status plant species: Preservation of existing 
populations from direct and indirect impacts, and where 
feasible seed and soil collection shall occur to ensure that the 
plant population is maintained. 

• For special-status animal species:  Avoidance of the species and 
its habitat as well as the potential provision of habitat buffers, 
avoidance of the species during nesting or breeding seasons, 
replacement or restoration of habitat on- or off-site, relocation 
of the species to another suitable habitat area presently 
uninhabited by the species, or payment of mitigation credit 
fees. 

• Project designs shall be reconfigured, whenever feasible, to 
avoid sensitive wetland or biological resources and avoid 
disturbances to wetland and riparian corridors. Projects shall 
minimize ground disturbances and construction footprints near 
sensitive areas to the extent feasible. 

• Individual projects shall minimize the use of in-water 
construction methods in areas that support sensitive fish 
species, especially when fish are present. 

• Individual projects will avoid the use of in-water construction 
methods in all state of federally jurisdictional surface waters, 
where feasible. 

• A qualified biologist shall locate and fence off identified 
sensitive resources before construction activities begin and, 
where required, shall inspect areas to ensure that barrier 
fencing, stakes, and setback buffers are maintained during 
construction. 

• For work sites located adjacent to special-status plant or 
wildlife populations, a biological resource education program 
shall be provided for construction crews and contractors 
(primarily crew and construction foremen) before construction 
activities begin.  The education program shall address each 
special-status species, their habitat, laws protecting these 
resources, the avoidance and minimization measures being 
applied to protect these resources, and pertinent contact 
information. 
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Impact 4.4-2 

Implementation of the proposed 
2009 CTP could result in the loss of 
populations or essential habitat for 
special-status avian species, including 
raptors. 

MM 4.4-2 Should the location of a subsequent project under the 2009 CTP be 
within 300 feet of any trees, the following mitigation measure 
would be applicable. 

 If site disturbance and construction activities are planned to occur 
during the nesting season (typically February 15 through August 1), 
the project sponsor shall retain a qualified biologist to conduct a 
focused survey for active nests of special-status birds prior to ground 
disturbance or tree removal.  If active nests are found, trees/shrubs 
with nesting birds shall not be disturbed until abandoned by the 
birds or a qualified biologist deems disturbance potential to be 
minimal (in consultation with USFWS and/or CDFG, where 
appropriate).  Other restrictions may include establishment of 
exclusion zones (no ingress of personnel or equipment around the 
nest) or alteration of the construction schedule.   

If construction activities or tree removal are proposed to occur 
during the non-breeding season (September through January), a 
survey is not required, no further studies are necessary, and no 
mitigation is required. 

Less than significant 

Impact 4.4-3 
Implementation of the proposed 
2009 CTP could result in the loss of 
populations or essential habitat for 
special-status bat species through tree 
removal or other construction 
activities. 

MM 4.4-3 Should the location of a subsequent project under the 2009 CTP be 
within 300 feet of any trees or structures proposed for removal, the 
following mitigation measure would be applicable.  

To ensure that there will be no adverse impacts to roosting special-
status bat species, the project sponsor shall retain a qualified 
biologist to conduct a survey prior to the removal of trees or 
structures (including bridges) within the project area that are 
deemed suitable roosting habitats by a qualified biologist.  If no bat 
roosts are detected, then no further action is required if the trees or 
structures are removed prior to the next breeding season.  If special-
status bats are found roosting within the project area, then the 
following mitigation will reduce the potential disturbance: 

If a female or maternity colony of bats is found within the project 
area and the project can be constructed without the elimination or 
disturbance of the roosting colony (e.g., if the colony roosts in a 
large tree not planned for removal), a qualified biologist shall 
determine the physical and time-limited buffer zones that shall be 
employed to ensure the continued success of the colony.  Such 
buffer zones may include a construction-free barrier around the 
roost and/or the timing of the construction activities outside of the 
maternity roosting season (generally after July 31 and before 

Less than significant 
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March 1). 

If an active nursery roost is known to occur within the project area 
and the project cannot be conducted outside of the maternity 
roosting season, consultation shall be initiated with CDFG to 
determine appropriate exclusionary or removal methods.  The bats 
shall be excluded from the roosting site after July 31 and before 
March 1 to prevent the formation of maternity colonies.  Non-
breeding bats shall be safely evicted, under the direction of a 
qualified biologist. 

Impact 4.4-4 

Implementation of the proposed 
2009 CTP may result in disturbance, 
degradation, and/or removal of 
riparian habitat or other sensitive 
natural communities. 

MM 4.4-4 In accordance with CDFG guidelines and other resource agency 
guidance, project sponsors shall minimize impacts on sensitive 
natural communities, especially riparian habitats, when designing 
and permitting projects. 
Where applicable, subsequent projects under the 2009 CTP shall 
conform to the provisions of special area management or restoration 
plans (e.g., West Petaluma Area Plan), which outline specific 
measures to protect sensitive natural communities including riparian 
and wetland habitats. 

Less than significant 

Impact 4.4-5  

Implementation of the proposed 
2009 CTP may result in the loss of 
jurisdictional waters of the U.S., 
including wetlands. 

MM 4.4-5a Project designs of subsequent projects under the 2009 CTP shall be 
reconfigured, whenever possible, to avoid waters of the U.S., 
including wetlands, and avoid disturbances to wetland and riparian 
corridors.  Projects shall minimize ground disturbances and 
construction footprints near such areas to the extent feasible. 

MM 4.4-5b Where potential waters of the U.S. are present within CTP project 
sites, project sponsors shall retain a qualified biologist to perform a 
formal wetland delineation to be submitted to USACE for 
verification. If USACE determines that there are jurisdictional waters 
on the project area, the project sponsor shall ensure that the project 
will result in no net loss of waters of the U.S. by providing 
mitigation through impact avoidance, impact minimization, and/or 
compensatory mitigation for the impact, subject to approval from 
the appropriate resource agencies and in accordance with 
applicable regulations.  Compensatory mitigation may consist of 
(a) obtaining credits from a mitigation bank; (b) making a payment 
to an in-lieu fee program that will conduct wetland, stream, or other 
aquatic resource restoration, creation, enhancement, or preservation 
activities; and/or (c) providing compensatory mitigation through an 
aquatic resource restoration, establishment, enhancement, and/or 

Less than significant 
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preservation activity. 

Impact 4.4-6 

Implementation of the proposed 
2009 CTP may interfere with the 
movement of native resident or 
migratory wildlife species. 

MM 4.4-6a Project sponsors of subsequent projects under the 2009 CTP shall, 
to the extent feasible, avoid open space areas and sensitive natural 
habitats, especially stream and riparian corridors, when designing 
and permitting projects. 

Where applicable, projects shall conform to the provisions of 
special area management or restoration plans (e.g. West Petaluma 
Area Plan), which outline specific measures to protect sensitive 
habitats. 

Where migratory corridors cannot be avoided (e.g., walls or fences 
are constructed that may obstruct wildlife movement), the 
incorporation of mitigation measures identified under Impacts 4.4-1, 
4.4-4, and 4.4-5 would assist in mitigating impacts to migratory 
corridors. 

MM 4.4-6b Project sponsors should include into project design, to the 
maximum extent feasible, mitigation measures and best practices 
aimed at minimizing or avoiding impacts to migratory patterns, 
including strategies from the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration’s Critter Crossings program. 

Less than significant 

Impact 4.4-7 

Implementation of the proposed 
2009 CTP would not conflict with 
the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or 
any adopted biological resources 
recovery or conservation plan of any 
federal or state agency. 

None required. Less than significant 

Cultural Resources 

Impact 4.5-1 
Implementation of the proposed 
2009 CTP could result in a 
substantial adverse change in the 
significance of historical resources. 
Construction projects could also 
unearth human remains that would 
require cessation of activities until 

MM 4.5-1a During the environmental review process for proposed CTP 
projects, project sponsors shall determine if there is a potential for a 
significant impact to historic resources to occur.  If it is determined 
there is a potential significant impact to these resources, project 
sponsors shall implement the laws and regulations of the 
responsible regulatory agency. Examples of such mitigation 
measures include the following: 

• A qualified historian shall review previous site investigations of 

Less than significant 
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further analysis, as required by state 
law, is conducted. 

the project site (if available) to determine the historic 
significance of the project site. If it is determined there are 
potential resources on the project site, the qualified 
architectural historian or historian shall also determine whether 
structures greater than 50 years in age are within the area of 
potential to be affected by the project and to determine their 
eligibility for recognition under state, federal, or local historic 
preservation criteria. 

• If there are projects being developed adjacent to sites with an 
identified historic resource, a qualified historian shall be 
utilized to determine the extent of the potential degradation 
and recommend measures to reduce the impacts to the 
resource. The project sponsor shall implement the measures to 
protect the integrity of the resource or site. 

MM 4.5-1b The project sponsor’s planning department shall be notified 
immediately if any prehistoric or historic resources are uncovered 
during construction of project facilities.  All construction must stop 
in the vicinity of the find, and a qualified archaeologist shall be 
retained to evaluate the finds and recommend appropriate action. 

Impact 4.5-2 
Implementation of the proposed 
2009 CTP could result in a 
substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a cultural resource, 
defined as physical demolition, 
destruction, relocation, or alteration 
of the resource or its immediate 
surroundings such that its  
significance would be materially 
impaired.  Construction projects 
could also unearth human remains 
that would require cessation of 
activities until further analysis, as 
required by state law, is conducted. 

MM 4.5-2a During the environmental review process for proposed CTP 
projects, project sponsors in consultation with the appropriate 
culturally affiliated tribe(s) shall determine if there is a potential for a 
significant impact to cultural resources to occur.  If it is determined 
there is a potential significant impact to these resources, project 
sponsors shall implement the laws and regulations of the 
responsible regulatory agency.  Examples of such mitigation 
measures include the following: 

• A qualified archaeologist shall review previous site 
investigations of the project site (if available) to determine the 
historic significance of the project site.  A qualified 
archaeologist shall perform a records review through the 
Northwest Information Center at Sonoma State University to 
determine the potential for, or existence of, cultural resources.  
A qualified archaeologist shall review the records search to 
determine the significance (as defined by CEQA and National 
Historic Preservation Act guidelines) of cultural resources 
identified within the area of potential effect. 

MM 4.5-2b If a potentially significant cultural resource is encountered during 
subsurface earthwork activities for the project, all construction 

Less than significant 
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activities within a 100-foot radius of the find shall cease until a 
qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the appropriate 
culturally affiliated tribe(s) determines whether the resource is 
significant. The project sponsor shall include a standard inadvertent 
discovery clause, including a requirement for consultation with the 
appropriate culturally affiliated tribe(s), in every construction 
contract to inform contractors of this requirement.  Potentially 
significant cultural resources consist of, but are not limited to, stone, 
bone, glass, ceramic, wood or shell artifacts, fossils, or features 
including hearths, structural remains, or historic dumpsites.  If the 
resource is determined significant under CEQA, the qualified 
archaeologist shall prepare and implement a research design and 
archaeological data recovery plan that will capture those categories 
of data for which the site is significant.  The archaeologist shall also 
perform appropriate technical analyses, prepare a comprehensive 
report and file it with the Northwest Information Center, and 
provide for the permanent curation of the recovered materials. 

MM 4.5-2c The project sponsor shall implement the appropriate mitigation 
measures presented by a qualified archeologist, and developed in 
consultation with the appropriate affiliated tribes(s), for any 
discovery of significant resources, based on applicable state and 
federal regulations.  All construction must stop in vicinity of the 
find, and a qualified archaeologist shall be retained to evaluate the 
finds and recommend appropriate action. 

The project sponsor shall implement the mitigation 
recommendations presented by a qualified archaeologist for any 
unanticipated discoveries of significant resources.  Such measures 
may include avoidance, preservation in place, excavation, 
documentation, curation, data recovery, or other appropriate 
measures.  The project proponent shall be required to implement 
any mitigation necessary for the protection of cultural resources. 

MM 4.5-2d If human remains are discovered, all work must stop in the 
immediate vicinity of the find, the project sponsor’s planning 
department shall be notified immediately, and the County Coroner 
must be notified according to Section 7050.5 of California’s Health 
and Safety Code.  If the remains are determined to be Native 
American, the coroner will notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission, and the procedures outlined in CEQA Section 
15064.5(d) and (e) shall be followed. 
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Impact 4.5-3 
Construction activities associated 
with implementation of the 2009 
CTP could result in impacts to 
undiscovered paleontological 
resources. 

MM 4.5-3a Where earthwork activity is proposed to depths below 3 feet, the 
project sponsor shall perform a search of the University of 
California, Berkeley Museum of Paleontology collections database 
to proactively identify any evidence of paleontological resources in 
the proposed project area. 

MM 4.5-3b If any paleontological resources (fossils) are discovered during a 
project’s ground-disturbing activity, all work in the immediate 
vicinity must stop and the project sponsor’s planning department 
shall be immediately notified.  A qualified paleontologist shall be 
retained to evaluate the finds and recommend appropriate 
mitigation measures for the inadvertently discovered paleontological 
resources. 

Such measures may include avoidance, preservation in place, 
excavation, documentation, curation, data recovery, or other 
appropriate measures.  The project sponsor shall be required to 
implement any mitigation necessary for the protection of 
paleontological resources. 

Less than significant 

Geology and Soils 

Impact 4.6-1 

The proposed Comprehensive 
Transportation Plan invests in new 
capital roadway and transit 
improvements that will increase the 
capacity of the county’s 
transportation infrastructure to move 
people and goods.  This would 
increase the risk of loss, injury, or 
death to travelers or structures due to 
earthquakes, landslides, ground 
failure, or liquefaction. 

MM 4.6-1  Project sponsors shall address the following measures in project-
level analyses for proposed transportation improvements.  

• Site-specific analyses shall consider a site’s seismicity and soil 
response, and dynamic characteristics of the proposed 
structure, and shall comply with the appropriate California 
Building Code, Caltrans construction standards, and State of 
California design standards for construction in or near fault 
zones, as well as all standard design, grading, and construction 
best management practices in order to avoid or reduce 
geologic hazards. 

• The project sponsor shall ensure that geotechnical analyses are 
conducted in construction areas to determine soil types and 
faulting probability prior to preparation of the project design.  
These investigations shall identify areas of potential failure and 
recommend geotechnical measures with which the project 
shall comply to eliminate any problems. Identified 
geotechnical measures shall be incorporated into the project 
design. 

• For future projects located within Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 

Significant and unavoidable 
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Fault Zones, recommendations shall be prepared and 
implemented in accordance with California Geological Survey 
Guidelines for Evaluating the Hazard of Earthquake Fault 
Rupture. 

• Project sponsors shall ensure that projects either avoid or 
stabilize landslide areas and unstable slopes. 

• For projects located within liquefaction or earthquake-induced 
landslide seismic hazard zones, recommendations shall be 
prepared and implemented in accordance with California 
Geological Survey Guidelines for Evaluating and Mitigating 
Seismic Hazards. 

Impact 4.6-2 

Construction of capital improvements 
in the proposed 2009 CTP could 
require significant earthwork and 
road cuts, which could increase soil 
erosion and slope instability potential 
associated with soils. 

MM 4.6-2a  The project sponsors shall ensure that project designs provide 
adequate slope drainage and appropriate landscaping to minimize 
the occurrence of slope instability and erosion. Design features shall 
include measures to reduce erosion caused by stormwater 
consistent with applicable agency water quality control 
requirements.  Road cuts shall be designed to maximize the 
potential for revegetation. 

MM 4.6-2b Implementing agencies shall ensure that projects avoid landslide 
areas and potentially unstable slopes wherever feasible. 

MM 4.6-2c  The project implementing agencies shall ensure that site-specific 
geotechnical investigations conducted by a qualified geotechnical 
expert shall be required prior to preparation of project design. These 
investigations would identify areas of potential failure and identify 
remedial geotechnical measures to eliminate any geotechnical 
problems. 

Less than significant 

Impact 4.6-3 

Construction and operation of 
proposed capital roadway and transit 
improvements on expansive soils or 
on weak, unconsolidated soils could 
damage and weaken these soils over 
time. 

MM 4.6-3a  Project sponsors shall ensure that projects avoid geologic units or 
soils that are unstable or contain expansive soils and/or soils prone 
to lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse wherever 
feasible.  When avoidance of such conditions is not feasible, 
mitigation measure MM 4.6-3b shall be implemented. 

MM 4.6-3b  Project sponsors shall ensure that geotechnical investigations are 
conducted by qualified professionals to identify the potential for 
differential settlement and expansive soils.  Identified corrective 
measures, such as structural reinforcement and replacing soil with 
engineered fill, shall be incorporated into project designs. 

Less than significant 

Impact 4.6-4 None required. Less than significant 
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Development of capital roadway and 
transit improvements could expose 
persons or structures to the risk of 
loss, injury, or death from seiches or 
tsunamis.  However, given the 
location of proposed CTP projects 
and their proximity to the Pacific 
Ocean and San Pablo Bay, impacts 
are considered less than significant. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Impact 4.7-1 
The 2009 CTP includes 
transportation projects that have the 
potential to create significant hazards 
to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials.  The 
Plan, however, would also improve 
the condition of roadways, reducing 
the potential for roadway accidents 
that could result in transport-related 
hazardous material spills. 

None required. Less than significant 

Impact 4.7-2 

Implementation of the proposed 
2009 CTP would not omit or create a 
hazard to the public or the 
environment by locating new or 
expanded roadways or transit 
alignments that transport hazardous 
materials within one-quarter mile of a 
school. 

None required. Less than significant 

Impact 4.7-3 

Construction of new or expanded 
transportation facilities can disturb 
contaminated properties, particularly 
those in brownfield areas near 
proposed U.S. 101 freeway 

MM 4.7-3   Subsequent projects under the CTP shall consult all known 
databases of contaminated sites and undertake a Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment or other appropriate hazard 
assessment in the process of planning, environmental clearance, 
and construction for projects included in the 2009 CTP. Prior to 
development on or near active cleanup sites, the project proponent 
shall coordinate with all appropriate agencies. If contamination is 

Less than significant 
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improvements. found, the implementation agency shall coordinate remediation of 
contamination in accordance with applicable Sonoma County, 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control, and state standards. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Impact 4.8-1 

The construction and operation of 
transportation improvements in the 
2009 CTP, particularly new and 
expanded roadways, could degrade 
existing water quality or violate water 
quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements.  Urban runoff could 
include discharge of sediments, non-
sediment solids, nutrients, and other 
pollutant sources. 

MM 4.8-1a  Subsequent projects shall comply with Caltrans, County, and city 
grading and erosion control requirements and other associated 
requirements, as applicable.   Project sponsors shall prepare and 
implement, as necessary, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP), as required by the North Coast Regional Water Quality 
Control Board or the Bay Area Regional Water Quality Control 
Board.  The SWPPP shall be consistent with the Manual of 
Standards for Erosion and Sedimentation Control by the Association 
of Bay Area Governments, the California Stormwater Quality 
Association, Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook for 
Construction, policies, recommendations, and requirements of the 
local urban runoff program, and the recommendations of the 
RWQCB, as appropriate. Typical components of a SWPPP may 
include but are not limited to the following: 

• To the extent feasible, excavation and grading activities shall 
be performed between April 15 and October 15. If excavation 
does occur during the wet season, the project sponsor shall 
regulate storm runoff from the construction area through a 
stormwater management/erosion control plan.  This may 
include on-site silt traps and basins with multiple discharge 
points to natural drainages and energy dissipaters.  Loose 
material stockpiles shall be covered and runoff shall be 
diverted away from exposed soil.  If work stops due to rain, a 
positive grading away from slopes shall be provided to carry 
the surface runoff to areas where runoff can be controlled, 
such as temporary silt basins.  Post-grading, erosion protection 
shall be provided on cut and fill slopes, and revegetation shall 
be facilitated and initiated as soon after completion of grading 
as possible and before October 15.  Revegetation shall 
emphasize drought-tolerant perennial native vegetation. 

• Temporary erosion control measures, which may include 
hydroseeding or alternative methods such as straw, straw with 
tackifier, or erosion control blankets instead of seeding, shall 
be provided until perennial revegetation occurs.   Hazardous 

Less than significant 



2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

2009 Comprehensive Transportation Plan Sonoma County Transportation Authority  
Final Environmental Impact Report  October 2009 

2.0-20 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

materials used on construction sites shall be stored in covered 
containers and protected from rain and runoff.  Spill cleanup 
materials shall be readily available at all construction sites, 
and employees shall be trained in spill prevention and 
cleanup. 

• BMPs such as those described above shall be in place and 
operational prior to major earthwork.  BMPs shall be in place 
and operational prior to any construction activities.  Post- 
construction. The construction phase facilities shall be 
maintained regularly and be cleared of accumulated sediment 
as necessary.   

SWPPP(s) for projects adjacent to or within drainages shall also 
incorporate the following erosion control criteria: 

• Except when necessary for construction crossings or barriers, 
construction equipment shall not be operated in flowing 
water. 

• Stream diversion structures shall be designed to preclude 
accumulation of sediment.  

• Barriers shall be constructed to prevent the discharge of turbid 
water in excess of specified limits when work areas are 
adjacent to live streams.   

• Riparian vegetation shall be removed only when necessary. 

• Construction material shall not be deposited where it could be 
eroded and carried to the stream by runoff or stream flows. 

MM 4.8-1b If a proposed project is located within or adjacent to a water body 
that requires a Streambed Alteration Agreement, one shall be 
completed by the project sponsor prior to initiation of any ground-
disturbing activities.   

MM 4.8-1c If a proposed project is located within or adjacent to a water body 
within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (BCDC), the project must be in 
compliance with both the McAteer-Petris Act and the BCDC San 
Francisco Bay Plan. 

MM 4.8-1d In compliance with the Clean Water Act, any project which could 
potentially discharge pollutants into any water supply from any 
point source shall require National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permits.   
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MM 4.8-1e   Where specific projects are located within or adjacent to a water 
body that is under the jurisdiction of the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, the projects shall implement the following measures: 

• Include construction BMPs specifically targeted towards 
retaining sediment onsite, preventing erosion of streambanks 
and pollution from construction vehicles, and collecting and 
treating storm water runoff onsite.  

• Utilize staging areas for vehicles that are removed from riparian 
areas and all construction should occur during the dry season. 
If such measures cannot be taken, the individual project should 
be required to analyze alternatives and provide mitigation 
measures for adverse impacts.  

• Where feasible, avoid the removal of riparian vegetation. If not  
feasible, the individual project shall be required to demonstrate 
a plan for revegetation including a post-construction 
monitoring plan to determine the success of revegetation 
efforts. Monitoring and maintenance plans shall also be in 
place to ensure that runoff treatment mechanisms such as 
sediment basins or silt fences continue to function properly. 
Runoff from all areas of new impervious surfaces should be 
mitigated for potential impacts to receiving water quality and 
flow. 

• Where feasible, specific projects shall incorporate Low Impact 
Development techniques to implement Mitigation Measure 
4.8-1e. 

Impact 4.8-2 

The transportation improvements in 
the 2009 CTP would not substantially 
deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge. 

None required. Less than significant 

Impact 4.8-3 

The transportation improvements in 
the 2009 CTP could alter existing 
drainage patterns or substantially 
increase the rate or amount of surface 
runoff. This could contribute runoff 
water that exceeds the capacity of 

MM 4.8-3a In implementing subsequent projects, project sponsors shall comply 
with design guidelines established by the California Stormwater 
Best Management Practice Handbook for New Development and 
Redevelopment or other methods acceptable to Caltrans, the 
County, and/or cities, as applicable, to minimize the increase in 
volume and rate of stormwater runoff and amount of pollutants 
entering the storm drains. Existing pervious surfaces shall be 

Less than significant 
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existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems and result in 
flooding. 

preserved to the extent feasible to minimize increases in stormwater 
runoff and rates.  Additional measures may include construction of 
detention basins or structures that will delay peak flows and reduce 
flow velocities, or expansion and restoration of wetlands and 
riparian buffer areas and use of swales that serve as open drain 
systems to manage surface water runoff. 

MM 4.8-3b Subsequent projects shall comply with Caltrans, County, or city 
stormwater quality control measures required under their applicable 
NPDES permit requirements for stormwater discharges, as 
applicable. 

MM 4.8-3c All bridges and culverts shall be designed so that water is 
adequately conveyed throughout project-specific sites.  Adequate 
conveyance can be confirmed by the project applicant preparing 
and submitting a drainage plan to the appropriate permitting 
agency.  The drainage plan shall depict the specifics of the project 
drainage system.  The drainage plan shall demonstrate that the 
system components are adequately sized and configured to address 
peak runoff and protect against storm events as required by the 
applicable agency. 

Impact 4.8-4 

The 2009 CTP will not place 
roadways or other structures within a 
100-year flood hazard area that could 
impede or redirect flood flows. 

None required. Less than significant 
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Land Use 

Impact 4.9-1 

Implementation of the transportation 
improvements in the proposed 2009 
CTP would generally be consistent 
with existing local land use plans and 
policies, given the bottom-up 
planning process used to develop 
SCTA’s transportation priorities. As 
such, the CTP is not expected to 
cause any land use disruption or 
displacement and would generally 
bring together communities by 
encouraging policies and projects 
that better integrate land use and 
transportation planning. 

Although this impact is less than significant, consistency with local land use plans and 
policies can be further assured through implementation of the following recommended 
mitigation measure: 

MM 4.9-1 During the project design and environmental review phase, lead 
agencies for proposed CTP projects shall consult with the 
appropriate land use agency(ies) to ensure consistency with local 
land use policies, particularly for Caltrans projects. If any 
inconsistency is identified, the project shall be designed and 
engineered to assure consistency with local land use policies. 

Less than significant 

Impact 4.9-2 
The proposed 2009 CTP does not 
include projects that are located 
within habitat conservation plans. As 
such, the CTP would not conflict 
with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan. 

None required. Less than significant 

Impact 4.9-3 
Implementation of the proposed 
2009 CTP could result in the 
conversion of Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance to 
transportation-related uses. Without 
proper mitigation, this could lead to 
conflicts with zoning for agricultural 
use or conflicts with Williamson Act 
contracts. 

There are four proposed projects in the 2009 CTP that are located on or directly adjacent 
to areas designated as important agricultural resources. While the amount of agricultural 
lands that would potentially be impacted by these projects is unclear, any relative impact 
on the county’s regionally significant agricultural lands is considered less than significant.  
Nevertheless, if particular projects would eliminate significant farmlands, the following 
measure is recommended to address these circumstances: 
MM 4.9-3 Project sponsors shall perform project-specific mitigation measures 

prior to certification of environmental documentation that would 
minimize the conversion of farmland.  Mitigation measures that 
may be considered include: 

• Placement of berms or walls and fencing for the reduction of 
conflicts between transportation and farming uses. 

• Corridor realignment to avoid farmland or direct impacts to 

Less than significant 
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farmland. 

• Setbacks to avoid farmland encroachment. 

• Where conversion of farmlands of concern cannot be avoided, 
require (at minimum) long-term preservation of one acre of 
existing farmland of equal or higher quality for each acre of 
state-designated Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, and Unique Farmland that would be converted to 
non-agricultural uses. This protection may consist of the 
establishment of farmland easements or other similar 
mechanisms.   

Noise 

Impact 4.10-1 

2009 CTP projects will generate 
short-term construction-generated 
noise that could result in a substantial 
temporary increase in ambient noise 
and groundborne vibration levels at 
nearby noise-sensitive land uses.  
This could result in the exposure of 
persons to or generate noise levels in 
excess of standards established in 
local general plans or noise 
ordinance or applicable standards of 
other agencies. 

MM 4.10-1 Noise and groundborne vibration-reduction measures shall be 
identified and incorporated into the construction activities of 
subsequent projects under the CTP to reduce potentially significant 
impacts to nearby noise-sensitive land uses, to the extent feasible.  
Such measures may include, but are not necessarily limited to, the 
following: 

• Construct temporary sound barriers to shield noise-sensitive 
land uses. 

• Locate noise-generating stationary equipment (e.g., power 
generators, compressors) at the farthest practical distance from 
nearby noise-sensitive land uses. 

• Phase demolition, earth-moving, and ground-impacting 
operations so as not to occur in the same time period. 

• Use equipment noise-reduction devices (e.g., mufflers, intake 
silencers, and engine shrouds) in accordance with 
manufacturers’ recommendations. 

• Substitute noise-generating equipment with quieter equipment 
or procedures. For instance, In comparison to impact piles, 
drilled piles or the use of a sonic or vibratory pile driver are 
quieter alternatives where geological conditions would permit 
their use. 

• Limit noise-generating construction activities to the least noise-
sensitive daytime hours. 

Less than significant 
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Impact 4.10-2 

Proposed roadway improvements in 
the CTP, particularly new, realigned, 
or expanded roadways, could cause a 
substantial increase in ambient noise 
in areas that would exceed standards 
established in local general plans or 
noise ordinances and increase local 
noise levels by three or more dBA 
over existing conditions. 

MM 4.10-2   Project sponsors for proposed CTP projects shall analyze individual 
projects, in accordance with applicable CEQA and/or NEPA 
requirements, for potential noise and groundborne vibration 
impacts.  Where significant impacts are identified, mitigation 
measures shall be implemented to reduce identified adverse noise 
impacts.  Such measures may include, but are not necessarily 
limited to, the following: 

• Construction of acoustic barriers to shield nearby noise-
sensitive land uses.  The specific heights, lengths, and 
feasibility of acoustic barriers will be determined on a project-
by-project basis and will involve Caltrans in the determination 
of feasibility for such barriers along state highways. 

• Site/project redesign and use of buffers to ensure that future 
development is compatible with transportation facilities. 

• Changes to transportation facility design.  Examples may 
include changes in proposed roadway alignment or 
construction of roadways so that they are depressed below 
grade of nearby sensitive land uses to create an effective barrier 
between the roadway and sensitive receptors. 

• Improvement of the acoustical insulation of dwelling units 
where setbacks and sound barriers do not sufficiently reduce 
noise. 

• Use of low-noise pavements (e.g., rubberized asphalt). 

Significant and unavoidable 

Impact 4.10-3 

The proposed SMART commuter rail 
service improvements would 
permanently increase ambient noise 
levels along the railroad right-of-way 
from periodic passing trains.  
However, noise impacts would not 
exceed FTA’s Severe Noise Impact 
Criteria and local noise standards in 
general plans or noise ordinances. 

None required. Less than significant 

Impact 4.10-4 
Proposed rail service on the railroad 
right-of-way will require use of train 
horns that will produce substantial 

No mitigation is available. Significant and unavoidable 
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increases in ambient noise that 
would exceed applicable noise 
exposure standard of 60 dBA Ldn. 

Impact 4.10-5 

The proposed CTP will create 
permanent increases in groundborne 
vibration from commuter rail 
operations that would expose 
persons to minimal groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels 
that are less than FTA’s vibration 
impact criterion of 0.01 inches per 
second root-mean-square (RMS) 
vibration velocity. While the 
vibration velocity impacts would be 
perceptible to humans, they would 
not be considered bothersome. 

None required. Less than significant 

Impact 4.10-6 

The proposed 2009 CTP would not 
include projects located within an 
airport land use plan or private 
airstrip that would expose people 
residing or working in the project 
area to increased noise levels.  
Further, while proposed projects 
would be located in the vicinity of 
existing airports, they would not 
expose people to substantially 
increased noise levels. 

None required. Less than significant 

Population and Housing 

Impact 4.11-1 
Implementation of the transportation 
improvements proposed in the 2009 
CTP could potentially result in the 
displacement of existing residences 
or businesses and result in the need 
to construct additional housing units 

MM 4.11-1  Prior to the approval of any CTP project that results in displacement 
of population, housing, or jobs, the project sponsor shall evaluate 
alternate route alignments and transportation facilities that minimize 
the displacement of homes and businesses to the maximum extent 
feasible.  If the displacement of residences is warranted, the project 
sponsor shall coordinate with the Sonoma County Community 
Development Commission and implement a relocation program for 
persons that would be displaced by the proposed project, in 

Less than significant 
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in the county over the planning 
horizon. 

compliance with the California Relocation Assistance Law. 

Impact 4.11-2 
The transportation projects included 
in the Comprehensive Transportation 
Plan will not induce substantial 
population growth in an area.  The 
CTP will not directly result in new 
development of housing or 
employment centers or extend roads 
or other infrastructure that would 
expose substantial new areas to 
unplanned growth. 

None required. Less than significant 

Public Services 

Impact 4.12-1 
Implementation of the proposed 
2009 CTP could pose demands on 
future public services, such as police 
and fire/emergency personnel. 
However, these demands are 
expected to be minimal and unlikely 
to require the construction of 
additional public facilities in the 
county. 

None required. Less than significant 

Impact 4.12-2 
Implementation of the proposed 
2009 CTP would result in new 
SMART commuter rail service and 
freight service that could impact 
emergency response times. 

None required. Less than significant 

Impact 4.12-3 
Construction of capital improvements 
in the proposed CTP will produce 
solid waste that will not impact the 
existing Central Landfill operated by 
Sonoma County.  Construction debris 
would need to be transported to 

MM 4.12-3a  If a CTP project requires solid waste collection, the lead agency will 
ensure that the existing solid waste disposal facility(ies) can 
accommodate the demand for disposal.   

MM 4.12-3b The construction site contractor for a CTP project shall coordinate 
with Sonoma County’s Recycling Coordinator to ensure that source 
reduction techniques and recycling measures are incorporated into 

Less than significant 
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other facilities outside of Sonoma 
County. 

project construction. 

MM 4.12-3c Lead agencies for CTP projects shall integrate green building 
measures into project design, such as those identified in the U.S. 
Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design, Energy Star Homes, GreenPoint Rated Homes, and the 
California Green Builder Program. These measures would include 
the following: 

• Reuse and minimization of construction and demolition (C&D) 
debris and diversion of C&D waste from landfills to recycling 
facilities. 

• The inclusion of a waste management plan that promotes 
maximum C&D diversion. 

• Source reduction through (1) use of materials that are more 
durable and easier to repair and maintain, (2) design to 
generate less scrap material through dimensional planning, 
(3) increased recycled content, (4) use of reclaimed materials, 
and (5) use of structural materials in a dual role as finish 
material (e.g., stained concrete flooring, unfinished ceilings). 

• Reuse of existing structure and shell in renovation projects. 

• Design for deconstruction without compromising safety. 

• Design for flexibility through the use of moveable walls, raised 
floors, modular furniture, moveable task lighting, and other 
reusable building components. 

• Development of indoor recycling program and space. 

Energy 

Impact 4.13-1  

Implementation of the 2009 CTP 
would not directly cause increases in 
energy consumption from the 
transportation sector. However, in 
addressing current and projected 
mobility challenges, Though the 
2009 CTP would accommodate 
planned growth in Sonoma County, 
projected  that will substantially 
increase consumption of 

MM 4.13-1a Project sponsors shall promote green building standards in new or 
expanded transportation-related facilities (e.g., transit maintenance 
facilities) that can reduce energy use, rely on renewable energy 
resources, and reduce waste generation and water usage. 

MM 4.13-1b Project sponsors shall promote use of low-energy technologies in 
roadway and transit facilities (e.g., use light emitting diodes in street 
lights, rail switching facilities). 

MM 4.13-1c As transit operators invest in new or expanded bus and rail service, 
they shall consider investments in alternative fuel buses and rolling 
stock (e.g., hybrid electric drivetrains) that consume less 

Significant and unavoidable. 
Less than significant. 
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nonrenewable petroleum-based 
products like gasoline and diesel fuel 
are projected to decrease over 
existing conditions by 2035. By 
2035, motor vehicles would 
consume 68,728 159,000 fewer 
more gallons of gasoline and 11,286 
5,000 more gallons of diesel fuel per 
day than under existing conditions. 
This represents a 12 20 percent 
decrease in gasoline consumption 
and a 16 7 percent increase in diesel 
fuel. In addition, proposed commuter 
rail service and freight service on the 
SMART corridor will consume 
916,000 gallons of diesel fuel daily 
30 billion BTUs of energy annually 
starting in 2014; however, any 
increases in diesel fuel for 
locomotives is expected to be more 
than offset by reductions in vehicle 
use from SMART riders. The CTP’s 
cumulative is impact on energy 
consumption is less than significant 
and unavoidable. 

nonrenewable fossil fuels. 

 

Impact 4.13-2 
Construction of capital roadway and 
transit improvements in the 2009 
CTP will involve use of off-road 
vehicles and equipment that will 
consume gasoline, diesel, electricity, 
natural gas, and other nonrenewable 
energy sources.  These increases in 
energy consumption will generally 
be consistent with local general plan 
policies in conservation elements and 
other policy plans and are not 
expected to be substantial. 

MM 4.13-2  Project sponsors of capital projects shall evaluate the energy 
demands of construction activities and incorporate best available 
control technology and best management practices to the extent 
practicable.  This includes the following types of measures that can 
reduce energy consumption during project construction: 

• Reduce vehicle trips for construction materials to and from 
construction sites; 

• Limit idling of construction equipment engines to less than 15 
minutes; 

• Require that all construction engines be properly tuned; 

• Encourage ridesharing by construction personnel traveling to 
and from construction sites;  

• Plan construction actives to minimize the use of on-site 

Less than significant 
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construction equipment; and 

• Require off-road vehicles and equipment at construction sites 
to operate on alternative fuels. 

   

Cumulative Impacts   

Impact 5.0-1
 Implementati
on of the 2009 CTP would help 
decrease emissions of carbon dioxide 
equivalents (CO2e) from motor 
vehicles in 2035 by almost 550,000 
pounds per day over existing (2005) 
conditions.  While any emissions of 
GHG from the transportation sector 
contribute to the significant issues of 
global climate change, the CTP’s 
contribution to a net reduction in 
GHG emissions is considered to be 
beneficial. 

MM 5.0-1a SCTA shall consider working in partnership with the Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District to conduct demonstration projects in Sonoma County that 
help reduce GHG emissions.  This would help implement Bay Area Ozone Strategy TCM-
17. 

MM 5.0-1b SCTA shall work in partnership with appropriate stakeholders (e.g., Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District, Sonoma County Alliance, Leadership Institute for 
the Ecology and the Economy) to develop public information campaigns to educate 
residents, merchants, and the traveling public about transportation strategies that can help 
reduce GHG emissions. 

MM 5.0-1c SCTA shall encourage project sponsors to design transportation-related 
improvements such as transit buildings and facilities to be certified by the Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental Design program (LEED). 

MM 5.0-1d SCTA shall work with local governments to limit idling time for 
commercial vehicles, including delivery and construction vehicles. 

MM 5.0-1e SCTA shall work with project sponsors to develop standards for 
construction management, including use of recycled materials or low-carbon products. 

MM 5.0-1f SCTA shall work with MTC, BCDC, and other partners to address 
vulnerability of the county’s transportation infrastructure and appropriate adaptation 
strategies to protect those transportation resources that are likely to be impacted by sea 
level rise and flooding associated with global climate change.  Examples could include, 
but not be limited to: 

• Engineering designs for new transportation projects shall demonstrate that they 
have factored in sea level rise and potential increases in storm surge inundation, and are 
budgeting for and already incorporating mitigation measures to adapt to projected sea 
level rise and storm surge.  These mitigation measures should consider the effects on Bay 
and coastal zone resources and avoid or reduce risk to the infrastructure and the region. 

• For transportation projects that increase the capacity of existing infrastructure, 
project sponsors shall demonstrate they have investigated the vulnerability of their existing 
facilities to sea level rise and potential increases in storm surge inundation, and are 
budgeting for and already incorporating mitigation measures to adapt to projected sea 
level rise and storm surge.  These mitigation measures should consider the effects on Bay 

Beneficial 
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and coastal zone resources and avoid or reduce risk to the infrastructure and the region. 

MM 5.0-1g Where applicable, project sponsors for subsequent projects under the 
2009 CTP shall include mitigation measures to reduce impacts related to significant storm 
events, sea level rise, and flooding resulting from global climate change.   

   

Impact 5.0-2 Implementation of the 
2009 CTP would result in 
construction of capital improvements 
that would emit carbon dioxide and 
other greenhouse gas emissions.  
While the continuation of 
construction activities over time will 
contribute GHG emissions to existing 
climate change, construction-related 
emissions would be expected to 
decrease per capita over time as low-
carbon fuel standards and other 
climate change measures consistent 
with AB 32 and other State mandates 
are implemented.  In addition, these 
impacts would be short-term in 
duration and as such, this impact is 
considered to be less than significant. 

MM 5.0-2a SCTA shall work with the BAAQMD and other appropriate stakeholders 
to develop guidance and/or requirements to use low-carbon emitting techniques or 
equipment in the construction process for capital improvements included in the 2009 CTP. 

Less than significant 

Impact 5.0-3
 Implementati
on of the 2009 CTP would help 
decrease emissions of carbon dioxide 
equivalents (CO2e) in 2035 by 
almost 550,000 pounds per day over 
existing (2005) conditions.  This 
would be a 21.6 percent reduction in 
GHG emissions by 2035, which is 
generally consistent with AB 32’s 
mandate to reduce GHG emissions to 
1990 levels by 2020 (equivalent to 
an approximately 15 percent 
reduction in GHG from today’s 
levels) as well as local efforts in 
Sonoma County.  This impact is 

MM 5.0-3 SCTA shall work with appropriate stakeholders provide funding for future 
transportation plans and projects are consistent with AB 32 implementation standards and 
guidelines once they are developed. 

 

Less than significant 



2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

2009 Comprehensive Transportation Plan Sonoma County Transportation Authority  
Final Environmental Impact Report  October 2009 

2.0-32 

Impact Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

considered to be less than significant. 
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3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section of the Final EIR includes copies of comments (letters, e-mails, and hearing transcripts) 
received during the public comment period on the Draft EIR, along with written responses to 
those comments.  All submittals have been assigned a letter or number code as shown in the list 
of commenters provided in Section 3.2, below.  Individual commenters seeking responses to 
their comments should use the list provided to identify the alphabetical or numerical code 
assigned to their comments and then proceed to that place in the document.  The California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that responses be provided to substantive comments 
on the environmental analysis  

No new significant environmental impacts or issues, beyond those already covered in the Draft 
EIR (DEIR) for the 2009 Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP), were raised during the 
comment period, and the Sonoma County Transportation Authority, acting as lead agency, 
directed the preparation of  responses to the Draft EIR comments presented herein.  Responses 
to comments received during the comment period do not involve any new significant impacts 
or “significant new information” that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.  

3.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS 

The following individuals and representatives of organizations and agencies submitted written 
comments on the Draft EIR.   

Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date 

A Lisa Carboni Department of Transportation June 4, 2009 

B John Short California Regional Water Quality Control Board June 1, 2009 

C Terry Roberts Governor’s Office of Planning and Research June 8, 2009 

D Alex Lee Department of Toxic Substances Control May 27, 2009 

E Brenda L. Tomaras Lytton Rancheria of California  June 19, 2009 

  F Nancy Adams City of Santa Rosa Public Works Department June 23, 2009 

G Joanne Parker Santa Rosa City Bus June 23, 2009 

H Michael G. Rea West County Transportation  May 18, 2009 

I Peter Chamberlin Town of Windsor June 17, 2009 

J Vincent Marengo City of Petaluma June 18, 2009 

1 Steve Birdlebough Sierra Club June 22, 2009  

2 Ann Hancock, Christine 
Culver, Willard Richards 

Climate Protection Campaign , Bicycle Coalition 
Sonoma County Transportation and Land Use 

Coalition 
June 22, 2009 

3 David Schonbrunn Transportation Solutions Defense and Education 
Fund June 20, 2009 

4 Grace C. Schulman EarthKeeping Ministry June 23, 2009 

5 Jenny Bard, Shan Magnuson American Lung Association, Sonoma County 
Asthma Coalition June 15, 2009 
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Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date 

Public 
Hearing Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date 

6 Various May 13 Public Meeting, 3:00 to 4:30 May 13, 2009 

7 Various May 13 Public Meeting, 5:30 to 7:00 May 13, 2009 

8 Robert B. Tanner Citizen May 13, 2009 

9 Willard Richards Citizen June 8, 2009 

3.3 APPROACH AND FORMAT TO COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

State CEQA Guidelines 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate all comments on 
environmental issues received on the Draft EIR and prepare written responses.  The written 
response must address the significant environmental issue raised and must provide a detailed 
response, especially when specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation 
measures) are not accepted.  In addition, the written response must be a good faith and 
reasoned analysis.  However, lead agencies need only to respond to significant environmental 
issues associated with the project and do not need to provide all the information requested by 
commenters, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (State CEQA 
Guidelines 15204). 

State CEQA Guidelines 15204 recommends that commenters focus on the sufficiency of the 
Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in 
which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated.  State CEQA 
Guidelines 15204 also notes that commenters should provide an explanation and evidence 
supporting their comments.  Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines 15064, suggested physical 
effects on the environment shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial 
evidence.  

State CEQA Guidelines 15088 also recommends that where response to comments results in 
revisions to the Draft EIR, those revisions be noted as a revision to the Draft EIR or in a separate 
section of the Final EIR. 

Several comment letters included similar comments on issues associated with the project and 
the Draft EIR.  In order to streamline the Final EIR, master responses have been prepared for 
these similar comments and address the following issue areas: 

• DEIR Process and Review Period 
• Jurisdiction and role of SCTA 
• Commitment of Funds 
• Program EIR / Level of Detail 
• Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts 
• Adequacy of Alternatives Analysis 

Following the master responses, written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced, along with 
responses to those comments.  To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following 
coding system is used: 
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Public agency comment letters are coded by letters and each issue raised in the 
comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter A, comment 1: A-1). 

Individual and interest group comment letters are coded by numbers and each issue 
raised in the comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter 1, comment 
1: 1-1). 

Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from responding to comments, those changes are 
included in the response and demarcated with revision marks (underline for new text, strike-out 
for deleted text).  Comment-initiated text revisions to the Draft EIR and minor staff-initiated 
changes are also provided and are demarcated with revision marks in Section 4.0, Minor 
Revisions to the Draft EIR, of the Final EIR.   

3.4 MASTER RESPONSES 

3.4.1 DEIR PROCESS AND REVIEW PERIOD  

CEQA requires a public review period of at least 45 days for a DEIR that is submitted to the State 
Clearinghouse for review by state agencies (Pub. Res. Code, Section 21091). The CEQA 
Guidelines clarify that the public review period for a Draft EIR should not be longer than 60 days 
“except for unusual circumstances” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15105(a)). In recognition of 
the size of the Draft EIR (658 pages) and the expressed desire of a number of public interest 
groups to review the DEIR in detail, the review period was extended for an additional 21 days to 
June 23, 2009, for a total review period of 66 days. 

3.4.2 JURISDICTION AND ROLE OF SCTA 

A number of comment letters question why the proposed 2009 CTP includes policies and that 
encourage or support, rather than compel, certain actions.  In many instances, the comments 
urge the SCTA to adopt actions and/or mitigation measures in the Draft EIR that will accomplish 
the intended purpose of a particular policy or environmental benefit (e.g., greenhouse gas 
emission reductions) that is not within the scope of the SCTA’s authority. The proposed 2009 CTP 
contains goals, objectives, and policies that establish future SCTA policy regarding many 
different issues and problems related to transportation planning. These goals, objectives, and 
policies will guide future SCTA, County and city decision makers regarding transportation 
projects and programs and land use matters. However, the SCTA does not control or have 
jurisdiction over many of the decisions that affect and are affected by its future planning. For 
example, state agencies make decisions about future transportation funding for transit. Local 
governments (i.e., Sonoma County and the associated cities) control land use decisions and 
parking mechanisms through their general plans, zoning and development requirements. The 
federal and state governments can address fuel standards and provide incentives for 
technological improvements. As a result of these and other jurisdictional factors, many of the 
proposed 2009 CTP goals, objectives, and policies reflect these limitations on the SCTA’s 
authority and provide guidance for other agencies in making their decisions. Where the SCTA 
does not have the decision making authority to require or mandate a policy or mitigation 
measure, terms such as “encourage”, “support”, or “request” are utilized in order to properly 
reflect the scope of the SCTA’s jurisdictional authority and the SCTA’s intent that the policy be 
implemented by the appropriate jurisdiction.   
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The Draft EIR analyzes the 2009 CTP objectives, policies and strategic projects and proposes 
mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts to below a level of significance.  In 
certain instances the SCTA is limited within to its jurisdictional authority and may not be able to 
act upon or implement suggested actions and measures outside of its scope.    The Draft EIR is 
required to recommend mitigation measures to address physical environmental impacts that 
can be feasibly implemented.  This is consistent with CEQA’s definition of “feasible”: 

“Feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, 
and technological factors. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15364)   

The SCTA describes Goals, Objectives and Policies in the proposed 2009 CTP that were 
developed through an extensive public outreach process described in the Public Outreach 
Report (Appendix B) of the proposed 2009 CTP. In addition, performance measures, or 
benchmarks were used to assess the modeling scenarios. Development of the performance 
targets is described in Appendix C. Research & Technical Documents v.i. Sonoma County Travel 
Model Update & Analysis of the proposed 2009 CTP. 

SCTA approval of the objectives for the proposed 2009 CTP does not constitute a legal 
mandate, nor do they constitute thresholds of significance under CEQA.  CEQA does not require 
thresholds of significance to be the same as the proposed plan’s performance objectives. 

This said, SCTA takes the Goals, Objectives and Policies of the proposed 2009 CTP very seriously. 
The Goals are as follows.  

• Maintain the System 
• Relieve Congestion 
• Reduce Emissions 
• Plan for Safety & Health 
• Specifically, the proposed 2009 CTP strives to  
• Improve Countywide PCI to 80 by 2035, with a minimum road PCI of 70 by 2035. 
• Reduce person hours of delay 20% below today’s levels (2005) by 2035.  
• Reduce GHG emissions to 25% below 1990 levels by 2015, and 40% below 1990 levels by 

2035. 
• Increase safety by minimizing traffic related injuries and fatalities and emphasize health 

aspects of transportation planning strategies. 

These are ambitious goals, which SCTA endeavors to meet through the improvements named in 
the proposed 2009 CTP. The total cost of these projects is many times greater the funding 
available, though SCTA includes projects and programs that may be eligible for any, as yet 
unidentified, funding that may become available in the future. In addition, though the SCTA will 
promote these goals by whatever means it can, some of the solutions are beyond SCTA’s 
authority (e.g. fuel standards, roadway pricing). In these cases SCTA will fulfill its role by vigorously 
advocating to the proper authorities. 

3.4.3 COMMITMENT OF FUNDS 

Commenters have suggested shifting funds between projects to better support currently 
unfunded projects that could further reduce the plan’s environmental impacts, for example, by 
lowering VMT. Such an option is generally difficult, if not impossible, as regional, state and 
federal requirements often specify certain funds must be spent on certain types of projects.  
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For projects that include voter-approved transportation funds (Measure M, Proposition 1B, etc.) 
the ability to shift funds to other projects is extremely limited, as the expenditure plans for the 
ballot measures approved by the voters committed the funds to certain projects or classes of 
projects. A substantial change in the way funds are allocated among projects identified in the 
expenditure plan would thwart the will of the voters.  

Passed by the voters in November 2004, the Traffic Relief Act for Sonoma County (Measure M) 
funds the HOV lane on Hwy 101, specific road and bicycle projects, maintenance, bus transit 
and the Sonoma Marin Rail Transit (SMART). The Act provides for a ¼ cent sales tax to fund the 
specific programs and projects detailed in the Expenditure Plan. Measure M received more than 
the required two-thirds vote.  

The Measure M expenditure plan, once adopted by the voters, cannot be modified by the SCTA 
except to account for unexpected revenues or to take into consideration unforeseen 
circumstances (see Pub. Util. Code, § 180207). Similarly, the Proposition 1B Corridor Mobility 
Improvement Account (CMIA) funds specific types of projects, as determined by the voters and 
the California Transportation Commission. CMIA funding was awarded to eligible congestion 
reducing projects across the State, including construction of the HOV lane on Highway 101 in 
Sonoma County. SCTA does not have the authority to reassign those funds to another project, 
and if the project does not progress, funding will be reassigned by the state to another similar 
project elsewhere in California. 

In addition to fund source limitations, the list of projects included in Measure M and the 
proposed 2009 CTP reflects local priorities largely in place since the 2001 Countywide 
Transportation Plan was developed in concert with the local governments of Sonoma County 
and with extensive public input. The SCTA accepts local priorities as foremost in planning and 
programming for all modes of transportation. 

Many transportation projects require extensive planning and coordination of a variety of fund 
sources.  Abrupt change of priorities and abandonment of projects would result in the loss of the 
investment and sunk costs and delays in delivery increase costs. 

3.4.4 PROGRAM EIR / LEVEL OF DETAIL 

Many comment letters question the level of detail and scope of analysis of the DEIR. Others 
request that the DEIR add more detailed analysis of the impacts of specific projects.  As stated 
in the Introduction Section of the DEIR (Section 2.0, Introduction and Study Approach), the DEIR 
is a Program EIR under Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines and evaluates the environmental 
impacts of the proposed project on a general level rather than a project-specific level (see DEIR 
pages 2.0-1 through -3).  

CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines set out the different circumstances in which Program EIRs 
and Project EIRs are appropriate. (See Pub. Res. Code, Sections 21068.5, 21093.) Under Section 
15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a Program EIR is an EIR which may be prepared on a series 
of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related ... in connection with 
issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a 
continuing program. The State CEQA Guidelines list some of the advantages of a Program EIR, 
including that it allows the Lead Agency to “consider broad policy alternatives and 
programwide mitigation measures at an early time when the agency has greater flexibility to 
deal with basic problems or cumulative impacts. . . .” (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15168[b][4]) 
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The most common type of EIR is a Project EIR, which examines the environmental impacts of a 
site-specific development project. A program level analysis for a transportation plan, on the 
other hand, considers the future land uses and transportation projects and programs that may 
occur over the lifetime of the plan. The program level analysis assesses the cumulative and 
associated long range impacts of those projects and programs. One of the primary purposes of 
a Program EIR is to ensure consideration of cumulative impacts that might be overlooked in a 
case-by-case analysis (see CEQA Guidelines, Section 15168[b]). Thus, the Program EIR provides a 
framework within which future and more detailed planning for the future specific projects may 
be reviewed, and identifies areas that may require additional site-specific environmental 
analysis at subsequent stages of project implementation. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15146 
acknowledges that an EIR on a construction project will necessarily be more detailed in the 
specific effects of the project than will be an EIR on the adoption of a plan because the effects 
of the construction can be predicted with greater accuracy. 

When a Program EIR has been prepared and certified and a subsequent activity in the program 
or plan is proposed for development, the activity is examined to determine whether an 
additional environmental document must be prepared. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15168(c).) If an 
agency finds that no new effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would be 
required, the agency may approve the activity as being within the scope of the Program EIR, 
and no new environmental document would be required. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15168(c)(2).)  
The Program EIR can be used to simplify the subsequent environmental review for later activities 
in the program, for example by incorporating relevant analysis from the Program EIR by 
reference and by focusing the subsequent document on effects which had not been 
considered before.  (CEQA Guidelines, § 15168(d).)  

The proposed 2009 CTP EIR may serve as a “first tier” CEQA document (Pub. Res. Code, Section 
21093; State CEQA Guidelines Section 15152). First tier documents are general in scope and 
typically discuss broad environmental issues that affect a large geographic area, such as an 
entire county. Mitigation measures and alternatives are also correspondingly more general in 
nature than typical mitigation measures and alternatives for a specific development project. 
Subsequent environmental reviews are narrower in scope and address site specific details. First 
tier documents are appropriate for long range planning documents, while project level reviews 
typically address specific project impacts. In preparing a first tier EIR, such as for a transportation 
plan, the lead agency must still identify the reasonably foreseeable significant environmental 
impacts of the proposed plan and may not defer analysis to a later tier document (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15152[b]). However, the level of detail in a first tier EIR need not be greater 
than the level of detail in the plan being analyzed. (Ibid.) 

Cumulative impacts are described in Section 5.0 (Cumulative Impacts) of the DEIR. As noted in 
that section, with respect to the cumulative impacts of transportation projects and programs 
that could occur under the proposed 2009 CTP, the geographic area of concern is primarily 
Sonoma County, although the DEIR considers regional effects of counties adjoining Sonoma 
County (see DEIR page 5.0-2). Consistent with CEQA, the discussion of cumulative impacts is 
guided by standards of practicality and reasonableness.  

3.4.5 CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSION IMPACTS  

Several comment letters expressed concerns about the climate change and greenhouse gas 
emission impacts associated with implementation of the CTP, specifically: 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Sonoma County Transportation Authority 2009 Comprehensive Transportation Plan  
October 2009 Final Environmental Impact Report 

3.0-7 

• Conflict between proposed CTP Policy 3 and the Sonoma County Community Climate 
Action Plan and the greenhouse gas emission estimates and analysis conclusions for year 
2035 identified in the Draft EIR.   

• Need to better address increases in vehicle miles traveled and associated increases in 
energy use.   

• Need for the Draft EIR and the proposed CTP to provide additional mitigation 
measures/provisions to further mitigate increases in greenhouse gas emissions consistent 
with the Sonoma County Community Climate Action Plan and other recommended 
measures from comment letters. 

The discussion bellows responds to these issue points regarding climate change and greenhouse 
gas emissions.   

It is important to recognize that the Draft EIR identifies the proposed 2009 CTP would result in 
reduced greenhouse gas emissions than what occurred under year 2005 conditions (see Draft 
EIR pages 5.0-21 through -24).  An improved circumstance in the existing environment is not 
considered a significant environmental impact under CEQA.  Specifically, State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.2 identify that significant environmental effects are determined by 
changes caused by a project on the existing physical conditions of the environment.  In this 
circumstance, greenhouse gas emissions will be less with implementation of the 2009 CTP in year 
2035 than they were in 2005.  Thus, the greenhouse gas beneficial impact determination in the 
Draft EIR is accurate and consistent with the requirements and intent of CEQA.  

Conflicts with Proposed CTP Policy 3 and Sonoma County Community Climate Action Plan 

Comment letters received by SCTA expressed concern that information in the Draft EIR 
demonstrates that the proposed CTP would not meet CTP Policy 3 that is based on the Sonoma 
County Community Climate Action Plan’s (SCCCAP) target of reducing County emissions 25% 
below 1990 emission levels (1.4 million ton reduction).  Proposed CTP Policy 3 specifically states: 

Goal: Meet the targets to reduce GHG emissions 25% below 1990 levels by 2015, 
and 40% below 1990 levels by 2035 by working with government agencies and 
the public. 

See Chapter 4 – Vision for the Future in the proposed 2009 CTP for more information about the 
Goals, Objectives and Policies. 

While the proposed 2009 CTP has identified its desired intent of meeting this greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emission reduction target through a variety of measures, including transit, roadway 
improvements, land use improvement (smart growth and supportive transit), transportation 
technology improvements and transportation pricing policies, current funding and SCTA 
authority limitations inhibit the CTP’s ability to fully implement these strategic projects (see CTP 
pages 95 through 99) and thus meet its benchmarks (including GHG emission reductions) (see 
CTP page 50). The environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR is conservatively based on 
projects and improvements that are feasible for SCTA to implement and have known existing 
and planned funding sources (e.g., Measure M and funding from the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission) (see CTP page 35 and Draft EIR pages 3.0-10 through -13). The 
reader is referred to the discussion below under “Need for the Draft EIR to Include Additional 
Mitigation Measures to Further Mitigate Greenhouse Gas Emissions” regarding the infeasibility of 
SCTA to fully implement these measures and other measures suggested by the commenters.   
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It should be noted that Section 6.0 (Alternatives) of the Draft EIR does provide an analysis that 
shows VMT reductions that could further reduce GHG emissions (as compared to the proposed 
CTP) associated with a 7% reduction in VMT under Alternative 3, 11% reduction in VMT under 
Alternative 4, and 18% reduction in VMT under Alternative 5.  Each of these alternatives includes 
aspects of the CTP strategic projects such as smart growth and transit expansion, congestion 
pricing, and a combination of both (see Section 4.0, Minor Revisions to DEIR Appendix F). 
Alternative 5 is the only Alternative that meets the GHG reduction emissions goals, however  
there are programs contained within the Alternative 5 that are outside of the jurisdiction of the 
SCTA and are financially unfeasible and are not able to be implemented as part of the 2009 
CTP.   

While the Draft EIR acknowledges that the CTP would not fully meet the GHG emission reduction 
targets set forth in CTP Policy 3 or the SCCCAP target, the proposed CTP would improve county-
wide mobile GHG emissions by approximately 22% from existing conditions (2005) through 
improved VMT under year 2035 conditions (with the 2009 CTP) as well as through expected 
improvements in fuel economy from implementation of AB 1493.  In addition, the CTP includes 
SCCCAP solutions as both CTP objectives (see CTP pages 43 through 49) as well as strategic 
projects (see CTP pages 95 through 99).  Thus, the CTP does not conflict with the SCCCAP. It 
should be noted that in the SCCCAP itself notes that, some of its transportation and land use 
solutions are expected to have varied levels of feasibility to implement and would require other 
agencies beyond SCTA to implement to meet the target (see SCCCAP pages 41 through 44).  
Given that the proposed CTP would improve on existing mobile GHG emissions as well as 
anticipated GHG emissions under year 2035 no CTP update conditions, no significant climate 
change impact was identified in the Draft EIR.   

The proposed CTP would also be generally consistent with the land use and transportation and 
programs to reduce VMT recommendations identified in the California Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research technical advisory entitled “CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing 
Climate Change Through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review” (June 2008).  
While not a general plan, the proposed CTP is also generally consistent with the recommended 
transportation, VMT reduction, transit improvement and pedestrian and bicycle  policies 
identified in the California Air Pollution Control Officer Association’s “Model Policies for 
Greenhouse Gases in General Plans” (June 2009). 

Need to Better Address Vehicle Miles Traveled and Energy Use Increases 

Comment letters identify the following issues associated with the Draft EIR analysis of energy use 
and GHG emission estimates for year 2035: 

• Inconsistency with the analyses and conclusions associated with increases in VMT, 
energy consumption, and GHG emissions provided in Draft EIR pages 4.13-10 through -
15 and 5.0-20 through -25.  Specifically, that VMT is expected to increase and fuel 
economy is expected to increase yet the Draft EIR identifies an increase in fuel 
consumption  

• The Draft EIR identifies that the proposed CTP would not meet CTP Objective 3A that 
calls for the reduction of VMT by 10% below year 2005 levels by 2035.   

The Draft EIR’s analysis of future energy consumption for year 2035 under the proposed CTP and 
Draft EIR alternatives has been revised and corrections to this analysis is provided in Section 4.0,  
(Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR).  Specifically, the analysis now includes consideration of the 
federal CAFE and State fuel economy standards under AB 1491 (Pavley). There is a 22% 
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reduction in fuel consumption for light duty autos and trucks, as they are the vehicle classes that 
are subject to federal CAFE and State fuel economy standards under AB 1491.  However, the 
26% increase in VMT results in concomitant increases in fuel consumption in the other vehicle 
classes that are not affected by AB 1491.  Overall, the vehicle fleet’s fuel consumption of 
gasoline and diesel fuels is projected to be reduced by 9% under the 2035 CTP scenario when 
compared to existing conditions (2005).  Draft EIR Table 4.13-2, Table 4.13-3 and the analysis in 
the Executive Summary, Energy section, and Cumulative Impacts sections of the Draft EIR have 
been revised accordingly (see Section 4.0, Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR).  This updated 
analysis has resulted in a change in the significance determination of Draft EIR Impact 4.13-1 
from significant and unavoidable to less than significant.   

The Draft EIR’s analysis of future VMT is based on output from the Sonoma County Travel model 
which uses regional population and employment forecasts for Sonoma County and the Bay 
Area region.  The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) is responsible for making long-
term forecasts of population, housing, and employment, and updates forecasts every 2 years.  
ABAG forecasts present a realistic assessment of growth in the region, while recognizing trends in 
markets and demographics, and accounting for local general plans and planning documents.  
The advent of legislation that seeks to address and reduce Greenhouse Gas emissions, such as 
SB 375, will impact future county and regional population and employment forecasts.  SB 375 
directs the California Air Resources Board to set regional targets for reducing GHG emissions and 
requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs – the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commissions is the MPO for the nine county Bay Area region) to develop Sustainable 
Communities Strategies (SCS) (or a feasible alternative planning strategy) to meet those targets. 
Decisions relating to the allocation of transportation funding must be consistent with the region’s 
SCS. An SCS is essentially an outline for regional transportation infrastructure and development 
that will reduce GHG emissions from cars and light trucks.   Future county and regional forecasts 
will most likely shift future population and employment growth to more urbanized parts of the 
region at higher densities and clustered around transit and in walkable communities. SCS 
forecasts for Sonoma County will likely be similar to the land use scenario analyzed as part of 
2009 CTP EIR Scenario 3 (Smart Growth Scenario).  As described in the 2009 CTP by 2035, the 
population of Sonoma County that is 65 or older will go from 13.4% to 27.6% of the total 
population.  Due to these changes, SCS land use allocations will also likely show lower 
population and growth rates for Sonoma County, which will subsequently lead to lower future 
VMT and GHG growth and make it easier for SCTA to meet VMT and GHG reduction goals.  
SCTA is active in monitoring the initial stages of SB 375 implementation and is engaged at the 
regional level in the development of the SCS.   

The analysis of the CTP is based on ABAG’s Projections 2007 (initial Projections 2005 estimates 
were updated using Projections 2007 once available), which were the published regional 
forecasts for the region during the development of the CTP and testing of scenarios.  Population 
and Job growth numbers and associated VMT data for Sonoma County are shown below: 

  Population Jobs VMT 

2005 478,800 220,460 11,441,811 

2035 568,900 344,290 14,417,956 

% change 18.8% 56.2% 26% 
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The reader will note that growth in VMT is greater than projected population growth for Sonoma 
County.  VMT is a function of population, employment, and the location of travel destinations.    
High projected job growth and the expected expansion of Santa Rosa Junior College and 
Sonoma State University enrollments by 2035 contribute to increased travel in the county and 
lead to a VMT growth that outpaces the projected population increase for Sonoma County.  As 
discussed above, the Sonoma County population is also projected to continue to age which 
could also increase the need for out of county in-commuting to fulfill employment needs. Thus, 
the increase in VMT reflects increased commuting and school trips within the county and higher 
in-commutes (and higher education school trips) from surrounding counties.   

The Draft EIR analysis acknowledges that although the proposed 2009 CTP has an objective goal 
to reduce VMT per capita by 10% below 2005 levels by 2035, VMT is anticipated to increase by 
approximately 26% over existing conditions.  As identified above, the 2009 CTP proposes to meet 
the VMT reduction target through transit, roadway improvements, land use improvements (smart 
growth and supportive transit), transportation technology improvements and transportation 
pricing policies.  However, current funding and SCTA authority limitations inhibit the CTP’s ability 
to fully implement these strategic projects (see CTP pages 95 through 99) to meet this VMT 
reduction (see CTP page 50). Thus, the environmental impact analysis in the Draft EIR is 
conservatively based on projects and improvements that are feasible for SCTA to implement 
and have known existing and planned funding sources (see CTP page 35 and Draft EIR pages 
3.0-10 through -13).   

VMT increases identified in Draft EIR Table 4.3-15 (see Draft EIR page 4.3-29) for year 2035 are 
based on continued growth and land uses in the County and its cities associated with their 
general plans (growth as projected by ABAG in Projections 2007) that will continue to generate 
traffic and impact VMT that SCTA has no authority to regulate, though the proposed CTP does 
include recommended land use measures under its strategic projects list that encourage and 
promote clustered and infill development (see CTP pages 96 and 97).  Future land use forecasts 
(Sustainable Communities Strategy) based on SB 375 requirements will also provide a future land 
use scenario that will make it more likely that VMT and GHG reduction targets will be met.  The 
purpose of the CTP is provide long range planning that seeks to improve mobility via Sonoma 
County’s streets, highways, transit system and bicycle/pedestrian facilities, as well as to reduce 
transportation-related impacts. As demonstrated in Draft EIR Table 4.3-15, the proposed CTP 
would result in an improvement in VMT as compared to no project under year 2035 conditions. 

Need for the Draft EIR to Include Additional Mitigation Measures to Further Mitigate Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions  

Comment letters suggest additional mitigation measures to address climate change.  As 
explained in the Draft EIR, implementation of the CTP would not result in a significant climate 
change or greenhouse gas emission impact and therefore mitigation is not required  (see Draft 
EIR pages 5.0-20 through -26). Nevertheless, the Draft EIR recommends additional mitigation 
measures (MM 5.0-1a through g, MM 5.0-2a, and MM 5.0-3) that would further reduce potential 
impacts of climate change, beyond what is required under CEQA. 

Mitigation measures (MM 5.0-1a through g, MM 5.0-2a, and MM 5.0-3) are presented below: 

MM 5.0-1a SCTA shall consider working in partnership with the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District to conduct demonstration projects in Sonoma County 
that help reduce GHG emissions.  This would help implement Bay Area Ozone 
Strategy TCM-17. 
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MM 5.0-1b SCTA shall work in partnership with appropriate stakeholders (e.g., Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District, Sonoma County Alliance, Leadership 
Institute for the Ecology and the Economy) to develop public information 
campaigns to educate residents, merchants, and the traveling public about 
transportation strategies that can help reduce GHG emissions. 

MM 5.0-1c SCTA shall encourage project sponsors to design transportation-related 
improvements such as transit buildings and facilities to be certified by the 
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design program (LEED). 

MM 5.0-1d SCTA shall work with local governments to limit idling time for commercial 
vehicles, including delivery and construction vehicles. 

MM 5.0-1e SCTA shall work with project sponsors to develop standards for construction 
management, including use of recycled materials or low-carbon products. 

MM 5.0-1f SCTA shall work with MTC, BCDC, and other partners to address vulnerability 
of the county’s transportation infrastructure and appropriate adaptation 
strategies to protect those transportation resources that are likely to be 
impacted by sea level rise and flooding associated with global climate 
change.  Examples could include, but not be limited to: 

• Engineering designs for new transportation projects shall demonstrate that 
they have factored in sea level rise and potential increases in storm surge 
inundation, and are budgeting for and already incorporating mitigation 
measures to adapt to projected sea level rise and storm surge.  These 
mitigation measures should consider the effects on Bay and coastal zone 
resources and avoid or reduce risk to the infrastructure and the region. 

• For transportation projects that increase the capacity of existing 
infrastructure, project sponsors shall demonstrate they have investigated 
the vulnerability of their existing facilities to sea level rise and potential 
increases in storm surge inundation, and are budgeting for and already 
incorporating mitigation measures to adapt to projected sea level rise 
and storm surge.  These mitigation measures should consider the effects 
on Bay and coastal zone resources and avoid or reduce risk to the 
infrastructure and the region. 

MM 5.0-1g Where applicable, project sponsors for subsequent projects under the 2009 
CTP shall include mitigation measures to reduce impacts related to significant 
storm events, sea level rise, and flooding resulting from global climate 
change.   

MM 5.0-2a SCTA shall work with the BAAQMD and other appropriate stakeholders to 
develop guidance and/or requirements to use low-carbon emitting 
techniques or equipment in the construction process for capital 
improvements included in the 2009 CTP. 

MM 5.0-3 SCTA shall work with appropriate stakeholders to provide funding for ensure 
that future transportation plans and projects are consistent with AB 32 
implementation standards and guidelines once they are developed. 
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The following is a summary of additional mitigation measures suggested by commenters to be 
considered in the EIR.  Below each suggested mitigation measure is an analysis of the measure. 

• Make the full costs of automobile use transparent to drivers (education and 
transportation pricing such as paid parking, mileage-based insurance, HOT lanes, and 
additional gas taxes). 

As previously identified above, the proposed CTP includes Objective 2D and pricing 
strategies and actions in its strategic projects list that includes HOT lanes, charging for 
parking at activity centers, congestion pricing, and support for increases in gas tax or 
user fees (see CTP page 97 and 98).   However, all of those projects with the exception 
of charging parking at activity centers, would require the passage of special legislation 
by the State and are not under the authority of SCTA to implement.  Implementation of 
Draft EIR mitigation measure MM 5.0-1b requires SCTA to coordinate with other 
stakeholders in public information campaigns to educate the public about 
transportation strategies that can help reduce GHG emissions.  Thus, the CTP and Draft 
EIR already include this mitigation approach to the extent feasible at this time. 

• Expansion of hybrid, electric and other alternative fuel vehicle use. 

The proposed CTP includes programs and policies that address the comment via 
Objective 3E, which supports development and deployment of new technologies to 
reduce transportation emissions and “Traffic Flow Improvement” strategies/actions in its 
strategic projects list.  These strategies/actions include increase in fuel efficiencies, 
improved fuels/biofuels, and acceleration of school bus replacement (see CTP page 
98 and 99). SCTA is committed to supporting these important strategies; however, as 
identified in the CTP, much of the implementation of these strategies and actions 
depends on action by the state and federal government (e.g., fuel efficiency 
legislation and the private sector and the availability of future funding. Thus, the CTP 
already includes this mitigation approach to the extent feasible. 

• Further expansion of public transportation and improve its convenience associated 
with land uses and other forms of transportation. 

The proposed CTP includes projects and policies that address the comment via transit 
improvements associated with Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit (SMART) passenger rail 
project (30-minute headways during peak periods and 60-minute headways off-peak), 
increased frequencies on Santa Rosa CityBus, Mendocino Avenue/Santa Rosa Avenue 
Rapid Bus, and Montgomery/Sonoma/West Santa Rosa Rapid Bus.  CTP also includes 
pedestrian and bicycle improvements as well as traffic safety and safe routes for 
school projects.  The CTP also includes “Land Use Measures” strategies and actions in its 
strategic projects list that includes clustering development near transit hubs and 
development of transportation investment criteria that support the 4-d Development 
Strategy (density, diversity, design, destinations).   

• Changes in land use patterns and other features to make it easier to live without a car. 

As identified above, the proposed CTP includes transit, pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements. In addition, the CTP includes land use strategies and actions in its 
strategic projects list associated with clustered and mixed-use development.  Although 
SCTA does not have land use authority to implement clustered development, the 
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projects and policies in the CTP support other jurisdictions in making transit-oriented 
development a priority.   

• Improvement of pedestrian and bicycle facilities and safety. 

As identified above, the proposed CTP already includes pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements as well as traffic safety and safe routes for school projects.    

• Implementation of traffic calming measures. 

The CTP includes Policy 4 and objectives 4A and 4B that address traffic safety and 
public health, and pedestrian and bicycle improvements as well as traffic safety and 
safe routes for school projects. The CTP also includes “Traffic Flow Improvement” 
strategies and actions in its strategic projects list that includes traffic circles and other 
traffic calming measures (see CTP page 98). Many jurisdictions have implemented 
traffic calming measures to meet their particular local needs and the CTP supports 
continuation of these efforts. 

3.4.6 ADEQUACY OF ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS  

Some comment letters expressed concerns associated with the alternatives analysis and 
suggested additional alternatives to be evaluated. Specific comments included: 

• Inadequate analysis of the No Project Alternative in the Draft EIR.   

• Need for the Draft EIR to consider additional alternatives including: 

− A variation of Alternative 3 that transfers funding from capacity improvements of the 
Marin-Sonoma Narrows to SMART and other transit and the market-based pricing 
concepts of Alternative 4 to reduce travel demand (referred to hereafter as 
“Alternative 6”); and, 

− An alternative that would involve a 20% reduction in vehicle miles traveled (referred 
to hereafter as “Alternative 7”); 

CEQA Requirements for a Range of Reasonable Alternatives in an EIR  

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that an environmental impact report (EIR) shall 
describe and analyze a range of reasonable alternatives to a project.  The range of alternatives 
required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those 
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f]). 
Alternatives to be considered are limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the project and at the same time feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project.  

When addressing feasibility, the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1)states that among 
the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are 
economic viability, availability of infrastructure, jurisdictional boundaries, and regulatory 
limitations.  In addition to these provisions, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15364 defines feasible 
as: 
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capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable 
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and 
technological factors. (See also Citizens of Goleta Valley, et al. v. Board of 
Supervisors of the County of Santa Barbara, et al.) 

An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project, nor is it required to 
consider alternatives that are infeasible.  (See Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Association v. City of 
Oakland (1994) 23 Cal.App.4th 704) 

Development of Range of Alternatives  

The alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIR are based on the scenarios evaluated in the 
proposed CTP (see CTP Appendix C, vi. Sonoma County Travel Model Update & Analysis).  These 
scenarios were developed to consider a range of actions associated with the prioritization of 
transportation projects and policies to determine what types of projects and policies would 
provide SCTA the greatest ability to feasibly meeting its goals and objectives, which includes 
improvement of environmental conditions.  The following alternatives were evaluated in the 
DEIR. A detailed description of these alternatives is provided in Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives), 
while an updated list of projects under each alternative is provided in Section 4.0 of this 
document in the edits to DEIR Appendix G.  

1. No Project/No Action 

2. CTP Vision Scenario, Financially Unconstrained Capital Improvement Scenario 

3. VMT Reduction – Transit Expansion/Smart Growth Focused Scenario 

4. VMT Reduction – Pricing Policy Focused Scenario 

5. Comprehensive – “Do Everything” Scenario 

These alternatives were identified as potentially meeting the basic objectives of the proposed 
CTP, which are included in Chapter 3.0, Overview of the 2009 Comprehensive Transportation 
Plan, of the Draft EIR.   

Inadequate Analysis of No Project Alternative  

Commenters suggest that the No Project Alternative was incorrectly defined and should have 
been defined as the existing transportation network as it would function with 2035 population 
and land use.  However, this is contrary to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(3)(A) which 
specifically identifies that in the case of the revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, 
policy or ongoing operation, the "no project" alternative will be the continuation of the existing 
plan, policy or operation into the future.  The No Project Alternative includes projects included in 
the 2004 CTP that are fully funded (see Draft EIR page 6.0-2).  As discussed in Section 6.0 of the 
DEIR, if the 2009 CTP is not approved, SCTA would continue to rely on the existing CTP until such 
time as a revised CTP were adopted.  The existing 2004 CTP contains most of the same proposed 
large projects that are included in the current Draft CTP.  The specific projects included in the 
No Project Alternative are: 

• U.S. 101: Wilfred - Rohnert Park Expressway to Santa Rosa Avenue – Add one HOV lane in 
each direction; add a two-lane connector road between Wilfred Avenue and Santa 
Rosa Avenue; add auxiliary lanes between Rohnert Park Expressway overcrossing and 
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Wilfred Avenue/Golf Course Drive interchange; add auxiliary lane between Wilfred 
Avenue and Santa Rosa Avenue overcrossing; and realign surrounding roadways. 

• U.S. 101: North - Windsor River Road to Steele Lane (Phase A) – Add one HOV lane in 
each direction. 

• U.S. 101: Central - Rohnert Park Expressway to Old Redwood Highway (Phase A) – Add 
one HOV lane in each direction between Pepper Road and Rohnert Park Expressway; 
add northbound climbing lane from one mile north of Old Redwood Highway to West 
Sierra Avenue; add auxiliary lanes between Pepper Road and Rohnert Park Expressway. 

• U.S. 101: Marin-Sonoma Narrows (Phase 1) – Upgrade Petaluma Boulevard South 
interchange and frontage roads; close expressway access. 

Consideration of a no project alternative based on no changes to the existing transportation 
network with year 2035 population and land use, as urged by some commenters, would fail to 
consider approved, planned and funded transportation improvements (i.e., reasonably 
foreseeable projects) expected to be complete by the year 2035 (e.g., Phase 1 of the Marin 
Sonoma Narrows Project). The Draft EIR No Project Alternative includes these expected 
transportation improvements, consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 151526.6. 

The commenters appear to confuse the definition of environmental baseline under CEQA (State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15125[a]) and the requirements of the no project alternatives analysis 
(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[e]).  Section 15125[a] of the State CEQA Guidelines 
requires that an environmental impact report [EIR] include a description of the physical 
environmental conditions in the vicinity of a project as they exist at the time the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) is published and the environmental analysis is begun. The State CEQA 
Guidelines also specify that this description of the physical environmental conditions is to 
normally serve as the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether 
impacts of a project are considered significant, as was done in the DEIR.  This differs from the 
evaluation of the no project alternative under Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines, 
which assumes that “other projects initiated under the existing plan will continue while the new 
plan is developed.” (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(e)(3)(A).)  The impacts that would occur 
under the existing plan, including projects that “would be reasonably expected to occur in the 
foreseeable future if the project were not approved,” are then compared to the projected 
impacts of the proposed plan. (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(e)(2), (3).)   

As previously identified above, the definition of a no project alternative under Section 15126.6(e) 
substantially differs from environmental baseline conditions as it requires the consideration of the 
subsequent activities that would reasonably occur if the CTP update project were not 
approved.  In the case of the Draft 2009 CTP, SCTA would continue to operate under the 2004 
CTP and transportation projects that are planned and funded would move forward as noted 
above. 

Consideration of Alternatives Suggested 

Suggested Alternative 6, proposed by TRANSDEF, is a variation of Alternative 3 that would 
transfer funding from capacity improvements of the Highway 101 Marin-Sonoma Narrows Project 
to SMART and other transit to maximize transit availability, and include the market-based pricing 
concepts of Alternative 4 to reduce travel demand.  As described, this alternative is substantially 
a combination of Alternatives 3 and 4 already analyzed in the DEIR, with the difference that it 
would shift funding from highway widening to transit.  This alternative would not be feasible 
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given that programmed funding for the Marin-Sonoma Narrows Project has been allocated by 
the California Transportation Commission from the Corridor Mobility Improvement Account for 
highway improvements, and if it were deprogrammed from the Highway 101 project, it would 
return to the state; it would not be available to program to rail improvements.  Changes to the 
Measure M funding allocated to the Marin-Sonoma Narrows Project would require voter 
approval to amend Measure M.   

Suggested Alternative 7, proposed by the Climate Action Campaign, Bicycle Coalition and 
Sonoma County Transportation and Land Use Coalition, proposes a 20% reduction in vehicle 
miles traveled.  However, the comment does not specify additional transportation 
improvements or policies, beyond those identified in the 2009 CTP and the DEIR,  that could be 
implemented to ensure a 20% reduction in VMT.  Thus, it impossible to determine how such an 
alternative could be feasibly implemented by SCTA.  For purposes of comparison, it should be 
noted that the Draft EIR includes Alternative 5 (Comprehensive/”Do Everything” Alternative), 
which would achieve a 20% reduction in VMT compared to no project conditions in year 2035.    
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3.5 INDIVIDUAL RESPONSES 

Letter A  Lisa Carboni, California Department of Transportation  

Response A-1: The 2009 CTP identifies two goals to address reductions in both VMT and 
GHG. Of the four goals the second is to relieve traffic congestion, which 
directly addresses a reduction in VMTs, which in turn reduces GHGs.  The 
SCTA has also listed the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions among 
the four goals of the CTP (p. 46.)   Moreover, the 2009 CTP identifies a 
strategic list of GHG reduction projects which includes strategies and 
actions, implementing parties implementation needs, time frames and 
examples of implementation for these impacts.  

 The mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIR are limited by the 
current funding and SCTA authority limitations (e.g., SCTA does have land 
use authority to require land use strategies that would reduce VMT) which 
inhibit the CTP’s ability to fully implement these strategic projects (see CTP 
pages 95 through 99) to meet this VMT reduction (see CTP page 50). VMT 
increases identified Draft EIR Table 4.3-15 (see Draft EIR page 4.3-29) for 
year 2035 are based on continued growth and land uses in the County 
and its cities associated with their general plans that will continue to 
generate traffic and impact VMT that SCTA has no authority to regulate.  
However, it is important to note that the proposed CTP would result in 
reduced VMT under year 2035 conditions as compared to the no project 
scenario.   

Response A-2:  The following textual revisions are made to the Draft EIR to include the 
Weekday Congestion Locations on U.S. 202, Ranked by Delay (2007). 

• Draft EIR page 4.1-13, Table 4.3-9 is removed and the following Table 
will replace Table 4.3-9: 

TABLE 4.3-9  
WEEKDAY CONGESTION LOCATIONS ON U.S. 101, RANKED BY DELAY (2002) 

Rank in 
County U.S. 101 Segment Direction Time Period Delay (Vehicle 

Hours) 

1 Santa Rosa Ave. & N. Todd Rd. to 
Steele Ln. Northbound 2:30 PM – 6:45 PM 1,420 

2 Hopper Ave. to Route 12 Southbound 2:35 PM – 6:25 PM 860 

3 Golf Ave. to Baker Rd. Northbound 7:10 AM – 9:15 AM 630 

4 Redwood Hwy to Kastania Rd. Southbound 5:45 AM – 8:05 AM 570 

5 At Steele Ln. Southbound 7:15 AM – 8:55 AM 210 

6 Airport Blvd. to River Rd. Southbound 7:15 AM – 8:50 AM 200 

7 At Route 12 Southbound 6:25 AM – 9:20 AM 160 

8 At Redwood Hwy Northbound 3:50 PM – 6:10 PM 120 

9 E. Washington Ave. Northbound 4:25 PM – 6:25 PM 100 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Sonoma County Transportation Authority 2009 Comprehensive Transportation Plan  
October 2009 Final Environmental Impact Report 

3.0-19 

Source: Caltrans, District 4 Office of Highway Operations. Information Memorandum, Year 2002 Bay Area Freeway Congestion Data, 
Tables 4A and 4B (accessed September 12, 2008) 
 

TABLE 4.3-9  
WEEKDAY CONGESTION LOCATIONS ON U.S. 101, RANKED BY DELAY  

Rank in 
County U.S. 101 Segment Direction Time Period Delay 

(Vehicle Hours) 

1 East Washington St. to Kastania Rd. Southbound 5:25 AM – 7:15 AM 1,880 

2 Baker Ave. to College Ave. Northbound 2:05 PM – 6:30 PM 1,220 

3 Mendocino Ave. to 5th St. Southbound 2:40 PM – 6:20 PM 1,180 

4 Route 12 to College Ave. Northbound 7:00 AM – 9:15 PM 590 

5 At East Washington St. Northbound 2:50 PM – 6:30 PM 290 

6 Shilo Rd. to south of Mendocino Ave. Southbound 7:30 AM – 9:00 AM 270 

7 Route 116 to Wilfred Ave. Northbound 2:30 PM – 4:50 PM 260 

8 Steele Ln. to College Ave. Southbound 7:20 AM – 9:30 AM 180 

9 At Old Redwood Hwy Northbound 3:10 PM – 5:00 PM 50 
Source: MTC, Congested Freeway Locations – Morning and Evening Commutes, 2008. 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/news/press_releases/congestion/2008/am_pm_peak_period_congestion.pdf. (accessed July 20, 2009). 
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Letter B John Short, California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Response B-1: Comment noted.  The impaired status of these waterways is identified on 
Draft EIR page 4.8-5 and 4.8-6. 

Response B-2: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment B-1. 

Response B-3: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment B-1. 

Response B-4: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment B-1. 

Response B-5: Comment noted.  The commenter is referred to Draft EIR page 4.4-16 
second paragraph, underneath the heading “State Definition of Covered 
Waters.”  The following textual additions are made to Draft EIR Section 4.4 
to address the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s comments 
concerning jurisdictional waters of the state. 
 
• Draft EIR page 4.4-29, the following changes are made to the first 

paragraph: 

“Implementation of the proposed 2009 CTP may result in the loss of 
jurisdictional waters of the state and waters of the U.S., including 
wetlands.” 

• Draft EIR page 4.4-29, the following additions are made to the 
fourth paragraph: 

“As described further above, Sonoma County and incorporated 
city general plans include numerous policies that regulate 
biological resource issues that are relevant to the 2009 CTP.  
Applicable goals, policies, and implementation programs from 
these general plans would assist in reducing any potential 
biological impacts to waters of the U.S.  Additional mitigation 
measures are proposed below to further protect and minimize 
impacts to waters of the U.S. The Regional Water Board has 
jurisdiction over surface waters, groundwater and wetlands, and 
has jurisdictional authority over any projects which may impact 
surface waters, groundwater and wetlands.” 

Response B-6: The following textual additions are made to Draft EIR Section 4.7 to 
address RWQCB’s comments concerning coordination with appropriate 
agencies.   

• Draft EIR page 4.7-15, Mitigation Measure 4.7-3 the following 
changes are made : 

“Subsequent projects under the CTP shall consult all known 
databases of contaminated sites and undertake a Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment or other appropriate hazard 
assessment in the process of planning, environmental clearance, 
and construction for projects included in the 2009 CTP.  Prior to 
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development on or near active cleanup sites, the project 
proponent shall coordinate with all appropriate agencies.” 

Response B-7: The Draft EIR does not include a Mitigation Measure 4-3.  Assuming the 
commenter meant Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b should be revised, the 
suggested revisions are made to Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b.  It should be 
noted that this EIR addresses overall implementation of the proposed 
Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) at a programmatic level of 
detail as provided under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 and is not 
anticipated to full environmental review for all subsequent transportation 
improvements under the CTP.   Subsequent project-level environmental 
review will likely be required for projects that impact waterways. 

• Draft EIR page 4.4-25, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b, fourth bullet is 
deleted and replaced with the following text: 

“• Individual projects shall minimize the use of in-water 
construction methods in areas that support sensitive fish 
species, especially when fish are present. 

•         Individual projects will avoid the use of in-water 
construction methods in all state of federally jurisdictional 
surface waters, where feasible.” 

Response B-8:  The EIR addresses overall implementation of the proposed CTP at a 
programmatic level of detail as provided under State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15168 and is not anticipated to perform full environmental review 
for all subsequent transportation improvements under the CTP.   
Subsequent project-level environmental review will likely be required for 
projects that impact waterways. Nevertheless, the BMP’s are not an 
exhaustive list of required pollution prevention practices, rather the Draft 
EIR describes the types of measures that will be required to be included in 
project specific SWPPPs and other water quality protection measures.      

Response B-9: EIR addresses overall implementation of the proposed Comprehensive 
Transportation Plan (CTP) at a programmatic level of detail as provided 
under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 and is not anticipated to full 
environmental review for all subsequent transportation improvements 
under the CTP.   Subsequent project-level environmental review will likely 
be required for projects that impact waterways. The following changes 
are made: 

• Draft EIR page 4.8-16, Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a, first bullet is 
revised and replaced with the following text: 

“BMPs such as those described above shall be in place and 
operational prior to major earthwork. 

BMPs shall be in place and operational prior to any construction 
activities.  Post-construction BMPs shall be in place prior to the 
commencement of any work within the vicinity of waters of the 
state.” 
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Response B-10:  The EIR addresses overall implementation of the proposed CTP at a 
programmatic level of detail as provided under State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15168 and is not anticipated to full environmental review for all 
subsequent transportation improvements under the CTP. Subsequent 
project-level environmental review will likely be required for projects that 
impact waterways. Nevertheless, guidance and preventative measures 
similar to those recommended and as required by law, will be followed to 
ensure compliance with all applicable State CEQA Guidelines.  
Additionally, the following text will be added as MM 4.8-1e. 

• Draft EIR page 4.8-16, is revised to include Mitigation Measure 4.8-
1e as follows: 

“Mitigation Measure 4.8-1e:  Where specific projects are located 
within or adjacent to a water body that is under the jurisdiction of 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board, the projects shall 
implement the following measures: 

• Include construction BMPs specifically targeted towards retaining 
sediment onsite, preventing erosion of streambanks and pollution 
from construction vehicles, and collecting and treating storm 
water runoff onsite.  

• Utilize staging areas for vehicles that are removed from riparian 
areas and all construction should occur during the dry season. If 
such measures cannot be taken, the individual project should be 
required to analyze alternatives and provide mitigation measures 
for adverse impacts.  

• Where feasible, avoid the removal of riparian vegetation. If not  
feasible, the individual project shall be required to demonstrate a 
plan for revegetation including a post-construction monitoring 
plan to determine the success of revegetation efforts. Monitoring 
and maintenance plans shall also be in place to ensure that 
runoff treatment mechanisms such as sediment basins or silt 
fences continue to function properly. Runoff from all areas of 
new impervious surfaces should be mitigated for potential 
impacts to receiving water quality and flow.  

• Where feasible, specific projects shall incorporate Low Impact 
Development techniques to implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-
1e.” 

Response B-11: The EIR addresses overall implementation of the proposed 
Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) at a programmatic level of 
detail as provided under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 and is not 
anticipated to full environmental review for all subsequent transportation 
improvements under the CTP.   Subsequent project-level environmental 
review will likely be required for projects that impact waterways. 
Nevertheless, guidance and preventative measures similar to those 
recommended above and as required by law, will be followed to ensure 
compliance with all applicable State CEQA Guidelines. 
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Response B-12: Comment noted.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR:  

Draft EIR page 4.8-15, the following text change is made to the first 
bullet, last sentence: 
 

“MM 4.8-1a “Revegetation shall emphasize drought-tolerant 
perennial  vegetation native vegetation.” 

Response B-13: The mitigation measures provided in the Draft EIR include performance 
standards to ensure mitigation of water quality impacts pursuant to State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B). 

Response B-14: Comment noted. The EIR addresses overall implementation of the 
proposed Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) at a programmatic 
level of detail as provided under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 
and is not anticipated to full environmental review for all subsequent 
transportation improvements under the CTP.  Subsequent project-level 
environmental review will likely be required for projects that impact 
waterways. Nevertheless, the mitigation measures provided in the Draft 
EIR provide clear performance standards that could require subsequent 
projects to mitigate at greater than 1:1 mitigation ratios, on-site mitigation 
and/or conservation easements depending on the extent of the wetlands 
impact and site conditions.   

Response  B-15: A description of these regulatory permit/approval activities are provided 
on Draft EIR pages 4.4-14 through -16. 

Response B-16: Alteration of drainage patterns is addressed under Draft EIR Impact 4.8-3 
on Draft EIR page 4.8-17, while water quality impacts are addressed under 
Draft EIR Impact 4.8-1 on Draft EIR pages 4.8-14 through -16. 

Response B-17: Water quality impacts are addressed under Draft EIR Impact 4.8-1 on Draft 
EIR pages 4.8-14 through -16. 

Response B-18: The EIR addresses overall implementation of the proposed 
Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) at a programmatic level of 
detail as provided under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 and is not 
anticipated to full environmental review for all subsequent transportation 
improvements under the CTP.  Subsequent project-level environmental 
review will likely be required for projects that impact waterways and 
water quality. 

Response B-19: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment B-17 and B-18. 

Response B-20:  The commenter provides a summary of project permits that may be 
required by the RWQCB.  Comment noted.   
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Letter C Terry Roberts, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 

Clearinghouse and Planning Unit 

Response C-1: The commenter states that no state agencies submitted comments by 
June 1, 2009.  Comment noted.    
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Letter D  Alex Lee, Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Response D-1: Comment noted.  The following changes are made to the Draft EIR. 

 Draft EIR page 4.7-15, the following text change is made to the first true 
paragraph: 

MM 4.7-3  “If contamination is found, the implementation 
agency shall coordinate remediation of 
contamination in accordance with applicable 
Sonoma County, Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, the Department of Toxic Substances Control 
and state standards.” 
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Letter E  Brenda L. Tomaras, Lytton Rancheria of California   

Response E-1: The Lytton Tribe will continue to be notified of SCTA actions associated 
with the consideration and implementation of the CTP. 

Response E-2: Comment noted.   SCTA has considered this comment letter as well as 
comments received from the Lytton Tribe on the Notice of Preparation 
(see Draft EIR Appendix A). If it is determined that there is a potential to 
impact cultural resources, certain projects will be required be required to 
notify and inform the Lytton Tribe during the environmental review 
process.   

Response E-3: Comment noted.   SCTA has considered this comment letter as well as 
comments received from the Lytton Tribe on the Notice of Preparation 
(see Draft EIR Appendix A) in the preparation of this EIR. If it is determined 
that there is a potential to impact cultural resources, certain specific 
projects will be required be required to consult with the Lytton Tribe.   

Response E-4: The commenter is referred to Draft EIR page 4.5-16, mitigation measure 
MM 4.5-2d. 

Response E-5: Comment noted.  The Draft EIR provides an analysis of potential 
archaeological and cultural resource impacts and identifies mitigation 
measures to be applied to subsequent projects under the CTP to protect 
such resources (see Draft EIR pages 4.5-13 through -16).   

Response E-6: The commenter requests revisions to be made to the Draft EIR mitigation 
measures. 

 Draft EIR page 4.5-15, the following text change is made: 

“MM 4.5-2a  During the environmental review process for 
proposed CTP projects, project sponsors, in 
consultation with the appropriate culturally 
affiliated tribe(s), shall determine if there is a 
potential for a significant impact to cultural  
resources to occur.“ 

 “MM 4.5-2b If a potentially significant cultural resource is 
encountered during subsurface earthwork activities 
for the project, all construction activities within a 
100-foot radius of the find shall cease until a 
qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the 
appropriate culturally affiliated tribe(s), determines 
whether the resource is significant. The project 
sponsor shall include a standard inadvertent 
discovery clause, including a requirement for 
consultation with the appropriate culturally 
affiliated tribe(s), in every construction contract to 
inform contractors of this requirement.” 
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 “MM 4.5-2c The project sponsor shall implement the 
appropriate mitigation measures presented by a 
qualified archaeologist, and developed in 
consultation with the appropriate affiliated tribes(s), 
for any discovery of significant resources, based on 
applicable state and federal regulations.” 
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Letter F Nancy Adams, City of Santa Rosa Public Work Department 

Response F-1: Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the analysis is in the 
Draft EIR were provided, no further response is required.  

Response F-2: Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the analysis is in the 
Draft EIR were provided, no further response is required    

Response F-3: Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the analysis is in the 
Draft EIR were provided, no further response is required.    

Response F-4: Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the analysis is in the 
Draft EIR were provided, no further response is required.   
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Letter G Joanne Parker, Santa Rosa CityBus 

Response G-1: Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the analysis is in the Draft EIR 
were provided, no further response is required  

Response G-2: Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the analysis is in the Draft EIR 
were provided, no further response is required.  

Response G-3: Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the analysis is in the Draft EIR 
were provided, no further response is required.  

Response G-4: As identified on Draft EIR pages 5.0-21 and -22, implementation of the 
proposed CTP would result in a 21.6% reduction in current GHG emissions 
as compared to existing conditions, thus no significant greenhouse gas 
emission impact was identified.  This comment is noted. 
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Letter H Michael G. Rea, West County Transportation 

Response H-1: While the proposed CTP does not include specific improvements for 
school transportation, it does include pedestrian and bicycle 
improvements as well as traffic safety and safe routes for school projects 
that would benefit school transportation needs. In addition, the CTP 
includes an accelerated school bus replacement strategy/action in its 
strategic projects list to be coordinated with school districts, state and 
federal government (see CTP page 99). 
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Letter I,   Peter Chamberlin, Town of Windsor 

Response I-1: The Draft EIR analysis does acknowledge that VMT is anticipated to 
increase by approximately 26% over existing conditions.  The proposed 
CTP has identified its desired intent of meeting the VMT reduction target 
through transit, roadway improvements, land use improvement (smart 
growth and supportive transit), transportation technology improvements 
and transportation pricing policies.  However, current funding and SCTA 
authority limitations inhibit the CTP’s ability to fully implement these 
strategic projects (see CTP pages 95 through 99) to meet this VMT 
reduction (see CTP page 50). Thus, the environmental impact analysis in 
the Draft EIR is conservatively based on projects and improvements that 
are feasible for SCTA to implement and have known existing and planned 
funding sources (e.g., Measure M and funding from the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission) (see CTP page 35 and Draft EIR pages 3.0-10 
through -13).   The methodology and traffic modeling associated with the 
proposed CTP that was utilized in the Draft EIR is summarized on Draft EIR 
pages 4.3-27 and -28 and described in detail in Appendix C, vi. Sonoma 
County Travel Model Update & Analysis of the CTP (see CTP pages 167-
199).   

The commenter is also referred to Master Response 3.4.5, [i.e., 
employment and population growth as a factor that leads to increases in 
VMT (Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts).] 

Response I-2: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Adequacy of 
Alternatives Analysis) regarding the development of the range of 
alternatives (including Alternative 3) evaluated in the Draft EIR that meet 
the purpose and objectives of the CTP.  Final determination of the 
feasibility of the alternatives evaluated in the EIR will documented in the 
CEQA Findings of Fact that will made at the time of project approval 
(should the proposed CTP be adopted).  However, it should be noted that 
Alternative 3 includes transportation improvements that are not currently 
funded, and actions that are outside SCTA’s direct control  that will likely 
limit its ability to be determined a feasible alternative pursuant to State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 (a)(3). 

Draft EIR pages 6.0-38 through -42 provide an analysis and comparison of 
Alternative 3 to the proposed CTP, including improvements in air quality 
and traffic. Section 4.0 of this provides an updated analysis of energy and 
greenhouse gas emission estimates for the proposed CTP and the 
alternatives that includes identification of improved energy and climate 
change effects as compared to the proposed CTP.  As identified in Draft 
EIR Table 6.0-21, Alternative 3 would reduce significant impacts identified 
for the proposed project, but would not eliminate these significant 
impacts.    

Response I-3: Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the analysis is in the Draft 
EIR were provided, no further response is required. 
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Response I-4: The commenter request the Notice of Availability of the Response to 
Comments/FEIR and Notice of the SCTA Board of Director’s meeting 
certifying the EIR adopting the 2009 CTP.  SCTA will provide noticing of 
future meetings when the Final EIR and CTP will be considered by the 
Board of Directors.  
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Letter J,   Vincent Morengo, City of Petaluma 

Response J-1: Comment noted.   Significant transportation impacts (see Draft EIR 
Impacts 4.3-1, 4.3-2, 4.3-3 and 4.3-4) are still anticipated based on traffc 
modeling of the 2009 CTP.  

Response J-2:  This comment is associated with the proposed CTP and is not related to 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response is required.  
However, this request will be forwarded to the SCTA Board of Directors as 
part of consideration of comments received on the 2009 CTP. 

Response J-3: This comment is associated with the proposed CTP and is not related to 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response is required.  
However, this request will be forwarded to the SCTA Board of Directors as 
part of consideration of comments received on the proposed CTP. 
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Letter 1   Steve Birdlebough, Sierra Club 

Response 1-1: The Draft EIR analyzes the proposed CTP and discloses the environmental 
impacts of implementing the 2009 CTP (see Draft EIR pages 5.0-9 through -
26).     As described on Draft EIR page 2.0-2, an EIR is a public 
informational document that assesses potential environmental effects of 
the 2009 CTP.  It is not an implementation document identifying how to 
address policy issues of the CTP.  The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts).   

Response 1-2: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts).    The Draft EIR addresses climate 
change and greenhouse gases in Section 5.4 (Climate Change) of the 
Draft EIR.  

 Response 1-3:   The commenter should note that the CTP is a programmatic, policy 
document.  The implementation and timing of individual projects 
contained with the CTP are unknown.    It is beyond the scope of the CTP 
and Draft EIR to recommend how rapidly the expansion of  vehicle 
partnership with Nissan North America to acquire 1,000 zero emission 
electric vehicles should occur.  It is also beyond the scope of the CTP and 
Draft EIR to recommend the growth rate of pilot projects for battery 
recharge points and the extent of AB 811 funding.  The proposed actions 
in the Draft EIR are limited by the current funding and SCTA authority 
limitations which inhibit the CTP’s ability to fully implement these strategic 
projects (see CTP pages 95 through 99) to meet this VMT reduction (see 
CTP page 50). The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 
(Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) 

Response 1-4: The CTP is a policy document and the Draft EIR is a program EIR, therefore 
the goals, objectives and policy recommendations of the CTP and 
mitigation measures recommend in the Draft EIR cannot recommend 
timing for specific projects contained within the CTP because they are 
outside of the scope of the CTP and Draft EIR documents.     Every new 
project in within the CTP is subject to a project-specific environmental 
review before it’s implementation or construction as required by CEQA.  
As such, as the project specific environmental review occurs, details 
regarding the implementation and timing of specific bicycle lanes and 
bicycle programs may also occur.   

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Program EIR/Level of 
Detail) and Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change and Greenhouse 
Gas Emission Impacts). 

Response 1-5: Scenario 4 of the proposed CTP identifies VMT reduction through transit 
expansion and smart growth.  As further described in Master Response 
3.4.5 (Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts), while the 
CTP has identified its desired intent of meeting its greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emission reduction target through transit, roadway improvements, land 
use improvement (smart growth and supportive transit), transportation 
technology improvements and transportation pricing policies, the SCTA 
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does not have the authority concerning land use decisions.  Although all 
of the communities within the County (with the exception of Cloverdale) 
have urban growth boundaries, and SMART train service is planned for the 
CTP area which includes planning for walkable business and residential 
districts, the CTP is a policy document and the Draft EIR is a program EIR.   
Therefore, the effects of future land use policies and their implementation 
within specific jurisdictions will be analyzed as subsequent projects 
contained within the CTP are subject to project-specific environmental 
review as required by CEQA.  As such, when project specific 
environmental review occurs, these types of development and their 
affect on GHG emission reduction, will occur, if applicable.  

Response 1-6: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) regarding correction to energy 
consumption analysis in the Draft EIR. 

Response 1-7: The Draft EIR Section 1.0, Executive Summary provides a brief overview of 
the types of projects contained within the 2009 CTP and the impacts and 
mitigation measures associated with these projects.  Please refer to Draft 
EIR Section 3.0, Overview of the CTP, which provides a more detailed 
description of the goals of the CTP.  Section 3.0 also provides the rationale 
for analyzing the Constrained Project Alternative.    The commenter is also 
referred to Response to Comments 1-1 regarding the purpose of an EIR.  

Response 1-8: The commenter is referred to Section 5.0 Cumulative Impacts of the Draft 
EIR, which discusses the both the regulatory framework of both AB 32 and 
SB 375 (Draft EIR pages 5.0-17 through 5.0-18) and the CTPs beneficial 
impacts associated with reducing GHG emissions.    

Although more funding may become available for GHG reduction 
programs in the transportation arena, currently the CTP is limited to 
projects that are feasible within the financially constrained scenario, as 
they are the most likely projects to be funded.  Moreover, Scenario 4 of 
the proposed CTP identifies VMT reduction through transit expansion and 
smart growth which may become funded in the future.   Further, the  CTP 
identifies AB 32 compliance  in the Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction 
White Paper (Appendix C of the CTP.) 

 The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts), which specifically notes that 
additional activities by other public agencies and entities beyond SCTA 
are needed to meet GHG emission reduction targets.  It should be noted 
that additional GHG emission estimate data for the Draft EIR alternatives 
has been provided in Section 4.0 of this document and specifically 
identifies that Draft EIR Alternative 5 comes the closest in meeting this 
target.  The commenter is also referred to Response to Comments 1-1 
regarding the purpose of an EIR. 

Response 1-9: The commenter is referred to Response to Comments 1-1 through 1-8 that 
addresses comments regarding the relationship of the EIR and achieving 
goals in the 2009 CTP.   
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Letter 2,  Ann Hancock, Climate Protection Campaign; Christine Culver Bicycle 

Coalition; Willard Richards, Sonoma County Transportation and Land Use 
Coalition 

Response 2-1: Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the analysis is in the 
Draft EIR were provided, no further response is required. 

Response 2-2: As indicated on page 2.0-2 of the Draft EIR, an EIR is a public informational 
document that assesses potential environmental effects of the 2009 CTP  
EIRs are not required or intended to assist agencies to meet greenhouse 
gas reduction goals that have been adopted.  The commenter is referred 
to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Impacts) regarding correction to consumption analysis in the Draft EIR. 

 Response 2-3: Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the analysis is in the 
Draft EIR were provided, no further response is required. 

Response 2-4: The Draft EIR Executive Summary provides a brief overview of the goals of 
the 2009 CTP, please refer to Draft EIR Section 3.0, Overview of the CTP, 
which provides a more detailed description of the goals of the CTP.  
Section 3.0 also provides the rationale for analyzing the Constrained 
Project Alternative.    

Response 2-5: Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the analysis is in the 
Draft EIR were provided, no further response is required. 

Response 2-6: SB 375 requires that California Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) 
develop a “Sustainable Communities Strategy” that is intended to 
demonstrate how GHG emission reduction targets for cars and light trucks 
provided by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) for each MPO 
(provision of emission reduction targets are currently anticipated to occur 
in September 2010) can be met.   The Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC) is the MPO for Sonoma County (rather than SCTA) and 
is currently working on the eventual development of Sustainable 
Communities Strategy as part of the Joint Policy Committee involving 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD), and Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (BCDC).  The CTP includes land use 
improvement (smart growth and supportive transit) strategies and actions 
in its strategic projects list that would likely compliment the future 
Sustainable Community Strategy (see CTP pages 95 through 99). 

Response 2-7: The Draft EIR addresses potential impacts associated with implementation 
of the CTP on criteria pollutants as well as efforts to improve air quality 
and meet state and federal air quality standards (see Draft EIR pages 4.2-
14 through -20).  The Draft EIR also identifies the health effects of these air 
pollutants, current ambient air quality standards and existing ambient air 
quality conditions (see Draft EIR pages 4.2-1 through -8).  The Draft EIR 
specifically identifies that reductions in traffic congestion will improve 
average vehicle speeds on roadways in combination with turnover in 
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older vehicles for new vehicles and increasingly stringent emission controls 
(factored in the CARB EMFAC Air Quality Model) that will reduce running 
emissions of air pollutants, with specific reductions in reactive organic 
gases (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) that create ozone as well as 
reductions in carbon monoxide (CO) (see Draft EIR pages 4.2-17 and -18 
and Draft EIR).    

As identified in Draft EIR Section 3.0, the proposed CTP consists of 
improvements to existing roadway facilities to improve traffic conditions 
and mobility in Sonoma County.   The CTP does not propose new major 
roadway facilities that could expose existing and future residents to new 
air pollutants.  

It is acknowledged that approximately 60 percent of California’s diesel 
exhaust (a toxic air contaminant) is emitted on roadways by heavy-duty 
trucks, buses, and light-duty passenger vehicles. CARB adopted an 
Airborne Toxics Control Measure (ATCM) as part of the Particulate Matter 
Risk Reduction Plan to specifically deal with diesel emissions from school 
buses. This measure became effective July 16, 2003. The school bus–idling 
ATCM includes the following requirements: 

a) The driver of a school bus or vehicle, transit bus, or heavy-duty vehicle 
(other than a bus) shall manually turn off the bus or vehicle upon 
arriving at a school and shall restart no more than 30 seconds before 
departing. A driver of a school bus or vehicle shall be subject to the 
same requirement when operating within 100 feet of a school and 
shall be prohibited from idling more than five minutes at each stop 
beyond schools, such as parking or maintenance facilities, school bus 
stops, or school activity destinations. A driver of a transit bus or heavy-
duty vehicle (other than a bus) shall be prohibited from idling more 
than five minutes at each stop within 100 feet of a school. Idling 
necessary for health, safety, or operational concerns shall be exempt 
from these restrictions. 

b) The motor carrier of the affected bus or vehicle shall ensure that 
drivers are informed of the idling requirements, track complaints and 
enforcement actions, and keep track of driver education and 
tracking activities. According to CARB, implementation of the above 
requirements would eliminate unnecessary idling for school buses and 
other heavy-duty vehicles, thus reducing localized exposure to TAC 
emissions and other harmful air pollution emissions at and near schools 
and protecting children from unhealthy exhaust emissions. 

In addition to the school bus–idling ATCM, CARB adopted an idling-
restriction ATCM for large commercial diesel-powered vehicles that 
became effective February 1, 2005. In accordance with this measure, 
affected vehicles are required to limit idling to no longer than 5 minutes 
under most circumstances. CARB is currently evaluating additional ATCMs 
associated with the CARB’s Diesel Risk Reduction Plan, Emission 
Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement, and implementation 
of AB 233 intended to further reduce TACs associated with mobile 
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sources.  Thus, existing state programs will continue to address and reduce 
TAC emissions associated with diesel. 

 
Response 2-8: Draft EIR Table 1.0-1, Projects Impacts and Mitigation is a summary of the 

anticipated impacts of implementation of the proposed 2009 CTP and 
proposed mitigation measures to reduce impacts from increased VMT. 
The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) regarding VMT increases.  As well 
as the Draft EIR Section 4.3 (Traffic and Circulation) for a detailed 
discussion and analysis of traffic impacts of the 2009 CTP. 

Response 2-9: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts). The Draft EIR’s analysis of future 
energy consumption for year 2035 under the proposed CTP and Draft EIR 
alternatives has been revised and corrections to this analysis is provided in 
Section 4.0,  (Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR).  Specifically, the analysis 
now includes consideration of the federal CAFE and State fuel economy 
standards under AB 1491 (Pavley). There is a 22% reduction in fuel 
consumption for light duty autos and trucks, as they are the vehicle 
classes that are subject to federal CAFE and State fuel economy 
standards under AB 1491 (Pavley).  However, the 26% increase in VMT 
from the other vehicle classes results in concomitant increases in fuel 
consumption.  Overall, the vehicle fleet is projected to reduce fuel 
consumption of gasoline and diesel fuels by 9% under the 2035 CTP 
scenario when compared to existing conditions.  Draft EIR Table 4.13-2, 
Table 4.13-3 and the analysis in the Executive Summary, Energy section, 
and Cumulative Impacts sections of the Draft EIR have been revised 
accordingly (see Section 4.0, Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR).  This 
updated analysis has resulted in the determination of Draft EIR Impact 
4.13-1 to be changed from significant and unavoidable to less than 
significant.  The commenter is referred to response 2-2 regarding the need 
for the EIR to assist SCTA and other agencies in meeting greenhouse gas 
emissions reduction goals. 

Response 2-10: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) as well as Section 4.0 of this 
document that provides additional GHG emission estimate data for the 
Draft EIR alternatives that have been provided in Section 4.0 of this 
document and specifically identifies that Draft EIR Alternative 5 comes 
the closest in meeting this target.   The commenter is referred to response 
2-2 regarding the need for the EIR to assist SCTA and other agencies in 
meeting greenhouse gas emissions reduction goals. 

Response 2-11: A complete version of Draft EIR Appendix A was made available in CD 
and hard copies of the Draft EIR that are available SCTA offices.  The SCTA 
website has been corrected to contain the entire contents of Appendix 
A. 

Response 2-12: The existing setting condition description of ambient air quality conditions 
provided on Draft EIR pages 4.2-1 through -8 is consistent with the 
requirements of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a): 
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An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental 
conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time of the 
notice of preparation is published… 

Setting conditions and anticipated environmental effects of climate 
change are addressed on Draft EIR pages 5.0-9 through -26. It is 
acknowledged that the environmental effects of climate could result in 
worsening air quality conditions in the future.   

Response 2-13: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 2-7.  The following 
text changes are made to the Draft EIR regarding mobile diesel emissions: 

• Draft EIR page 4.2-17, the following text is added to the end of the 
page: 

“In addition to these criteria air pollutants, County roadways would 
continue to include diesel-powered vehicles. Approximately 60 percent 
of California’s diesel exhaust (a toxic air contaminant) is emitted on 
roadways by heavy-duty trucks, buses, and light-duty passenger vehicles. 
CARB adopted an Airborne Toxics Control Measure (ATCM) as part of the 
Particulate Matter Risk Reduction Plan to specifically deal with diesel 
emissions from school buses. This measure became effective July 16, 2003. 
The school bus–idling ATCM includes the following requirements: 

a) The driver of a school bus or vehicle, transit bus, or heavy-
duty vehicle (other than a bus) shall manually turn off the 
bus or vehicle upon arriving at a school and shall restart no 
more than 30 seconds before departing. A driver of a 
school bus or vehicle shall be subject to the same 
requirement when operating within 100 feet of a school 
and shall be prohibited from idling more than five minutes 
at each stop beyond schools, such as parking or 
maintenance facilities, school bus stops, or school activity 
destinations. A driver of a transit bus or heavy-duty vehicle 
(other than a bus) shall be prohibited from idling more than 
five minutes at each stop within 100 feet of a school. Idling 
necessary for health, safety, or operational concerns shall 
be exempt from these restrictions. 

b) The motor carrier of the affected bus or vehicle shall ensure 
that drivers are informed of the idling requirements, track 
complaints and enforcement actions, and keep track of 
driver education and tracking activities. According to 
CARB, implementation of the above requirements would 
eliminate unnecessary idling for school buses and other 
heavy-duty vehicles, thus reducing localized exposure to 
TAC emissions and other harmful air pollution emissions at 
and near schools and protecting children from unhealthy 
exhaust emissions. 

In addition to the school bus–idling ATCM, CARB adopted an idling-
restriction ATCM for large commercial diesel-powered vehicles that 
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became effective February 1, 2005. In accordance with this measure, 
affected vehicles are required to limit idling to no longer than 5 
minutes under most circumstances. CARB is currently evaluating 
additional ATCMs associated with the CARB’s Diesel Risk Reduction 
Plan, Emission Reduction Plan for Ports and Goods Movement, and 
implementation of AB 233 intended to further reduce TACs 
associated with mobile sources.  Thus, existing state programs will 
continue to address and reduce TAC emissions associated with diesel 
and would not result in an increase in these emissions.” 

Response 2-14: The Draft EIR specifically identifies that reductions in traffic congestion will 
improve average vehicle speeds on roadways in combination with 
turnover in older vehicles for new vehicles and increasingly stringent 
emission controls (factored in the CARB EMFAC Air Quality Model) that will 
reduce running emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of 
nitrogen (NOx) that create ozone as well as reductions in carbon 
monoxide (CO) (see Draft EIR pages 4.2-17 and -18 and Draft EIR).  PM 
emissions estimated by air quality modeling are primarily based on how 
changes in VMT impact tire wear.  Air quality model inputs are provided in 
Draft EIR Appendix B. 

Response 2-15: The proposed actions in the Draft EIR are limited by the current funding 
and SCTA authority limitations which inhibit the CTP’s ability to fully 
implement these strategic projects (see CTP pages 95 through 99) to 
meet this VMT reduction (see CTP page 50). The commenter is referred to 
Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Impacts). 

Response 2-16: The commenter’s statements are not related to the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR and no further response is required. It should be noted that Draft 
EIR Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives) provides VMT comparisons of the 
proposed CTP to the five Draft EIR alternatives that each contain 
variations in measures to address VMT.  The commenter is also directed to 
the GHG Reduction White Paper and Strategic Projects Matrix in the 
Appendix of the CTP. 

Response 2-17: The commenter’s statements are not related to the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR and no further response is required. The commenter is advised 
that roadway projects in the CTP are focused on the expansion of the 
HOV system, which encourages carpooling, higher vehicle occupancies, 
thereby lowering VMT.  

Response 2-18: The commenter requests that the term “and roadway” in association with 
capacity improvements be taken out of the Draft EIR in reference to Draft 
EIR pages 4.3-29 through -31.  The only place these terms are utilized on 
these pages of the Draft EIR are in reference to proposed CTP objectives 
listed on Draft EIR pages 4.3-30 and -31. This request is not related to the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response is required. This 
comment will be forwarded to the SCTA Board of Directors as part of 
consideration of comments received on the 2009 CTP. The purpose of the 
CTP is to improve mobility on Sonoma County’s streets, highways, transit 
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system and bicycle/pedestrian facilities, as well as to reduce 
transportation-related impacts. As demonstrated in Draft EIR Table 4.3-15, 
the proposed CTP would result in an improvement in VMT as compared to 
not adopting an updated CTP under year 2035 conditions. 

Response 2-19: This conclusion suggested by the commenter is not made in any of the 
text related to Draft EIR Impact 4.9-1 on pages 4.9-14 and -15. As 
specifically identified on these pages, the analysis identifies that 
implementation of the CTP would not cause any land use disruption or 
displacement and would be consistent with local land use plans and 
polices.  No mention of GHG emissions or VMT is made under this impact. 

Response 2-20: The commenter asks how reduction in GHG emissions and VMT would be 
made under local land use polices and changes to these policies.  The 
commenter is referred to Response to Comment 2-19 and Master 
Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts).  
See scenario 3 performance and assumptions in the alternatives analysis, 
Appendix A, Strategic Projects Matrix of the CTP, and Appendix C. i., 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reductions  White Paper of the CTP.    

Response 2-21: The commenter asks how reduction in GHG emissions and VMT would be 
made under local land use polices. The commenter is referred to 
Response to Comment 2-19 and Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) and Master Response 3.4.6 
(Adequacy of Alternatives Analysis.) 

Response 2-22: These comments are not related to the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no 
further response is required.  

Response 2-23: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts). The Draft EIR’s analysis of future 
energy consumption for year 2035 under the proposed CTP and Draft EIR 
alternatives has been revised and corrections to this analysis is provided in 
Section 4.0,  (Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR).  Specifically, the analysis 
now includes consideration of the federal CAFE and State fuel economy 
standards under the AB 1491 (Pavley). There is a 22% reduction in fuel 
consumption for light duty autos and trucks, as they are the vehicle 
classes that are subject to federal CAFE and State fuel economy 
standards under the AB 1491 (Pavley).  However, the 26% increase in VMT 
from the other vehicle classes results in concomitant increases in fuel 
consumption.  Overall, the vehicle fleet is projected to reduce fuel 
consumption of gasoline and diesel fuels by 9% under the 2035 CTP 
scenario when compared to existing conditions.  Draft EIR Table 4.13-2, 
Table 4.13-3 and the analysis in the Executive Summary, Energy section, 
and Cumulative Impacts sections of the Draft EIR have been revised 
accordingly (see Section 4.0, Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR).  This 
updated analysis has resulted in the determination of Draft EIR Impact 
4.13-1 to be changed from significant and unavoidable to less than 
significant.   

The alteration in energy consumption analysis in the Draft EIR would not 
change the air quality modeling results reported in Draft EIR Table 4.2-9. 
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Response 2-24: Section 4.0 of this document includes updated GHG emission estimates 
for each of the Draft EIR alternatives.  None of the five Draft EIR 
alternatives meet these targets, though Alternative 5 
(Comprehensive/”Do Everything” Scenario) is the closest in meeting the 
targets for 2035.  Given that the 2009 CTP is a planning document and the 
EIR is a program EIR, an interim year analysis was not appropriate.   The 
commenter is referred to the CTP Modeling Appendix for more 
information. 

Response 2-25: The energy modeling analysis evaluates the overall function of the entire 
alternative and thus does not report separately sub-components as it is 
related to VMT.  Section 4.0 provides estimated fuel consumption 
estimates for Alternative 2.  This programmatic EIR analyzes the aggregate 
effects of the CTP projects.  Individual project level environmental review 
would look closer at individual projects and are the proper venue for this 
detailed level of analysis. 

Response 2-26: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts), which identifies that the energy 
consumption analysis was corrected to account for future improved fuel 
economy standards that was utilized in the GHG emission analysis under 
Impact 5.0-1.  The result of this correct is that the conclusion of Draft EIR 
Impact 4.13-1 is changed from significant and unavoidable to less than 
significant. 

Response 2-27: The commenter notes an incorrect citation to Appendix D on Draft EIR 
page 4.13-11.   Comment noted. 

• Draft EIR page 4.13-11, the last sentence before Table 4.13-2 is revised 
as follows: 

“See Appendix ED for CARB’s BURDEN model documentation.” 

Response 2-28: As identified in Section 4.0 of this document, the forecasts for CNG fuel 
use by transit buses have been corrected.  Transit buses are estimated to 
consume 1,300 gallons per day of diesel-fuel equivalent gallons under 
existing conditions. 

Response 2-29: While neither the CTP nor the EIR require a cost-effectiveness analysis for 
energy indicators, each of the eight CTP objectives cited in this section 
are intended to reduce petroleum-based fuel consumption from on-road 
vehicles that will reduce GHG emissions from reductions in fuel 
combustion.  The projected reductions in fuel consumption are 
anticipated based on a combination of travel demand management 
(e.g., reductions in driving) and systems management (e.g., improving the 
efficiency of the roadway system to improve travel speeds and reduce 
vehicle idling as well as fuel efficiency improvements). 

Response 2-30: The energy modeling analysis evaluates the overall function of the entire 
CTP and thus does not report separately sub-components as it is related 
to VMT.   
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Response 2-31: Exposure to carbon dioxide as an air pollutant is not the issue associated 
with climate change.  It is the effect of increased concentrations of 
carbon dioxide in combination with other GHG emissions that result in the 
absorption of infrared radiation that further warm the atmosphere result in 
climate change (see Draft EIR pages 5.0-9 through -16).  No changes to 
the Draft EIR are recommended.   

Response 2-32: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts).  Section 4.0 of this document 
includes updated GHG emission estimates for each of the Draft EIR 
alternatives.  None of the five Draft EIR alternatives meet these targets, 
though Alternative 5 (Comprehensive/”Do Everything” Scenario) is the 
closest in meet the targets.  See also Modeling Appendix in CTP, and 
Policies chapter (especially the Conclusion pages).  Given that the 
document is a long-range planning document and its EIR is a Program EIR, 
an interim year analysis was not appropriate. 

Response 2-33: This paragraph is intended to clarify that it is impossible to determine the 
proportional impact of a project’s contribution to global GHG emissions 
and physical effect on the environment as a resulting from climate 
change.  For example, it is not possible to determine how much of the 
anticipated sea level rise identified under Draft EIR Exhibit 5.0-1 will be a 
result of mobile GHG emissions in Sonoma County.  The Draft EIR does not 
dispute that environmental effects are anticipated from GHG emissions 
and climate change. 

Response 2-34: The Draft EIR significance criteria on Draft EIR page 5.0-21 are consistent 
with CEQA requirements as they compare the project against existing 
conditions (see State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15125 and 15126.2 – 
definition of existing physical conditions and addressing project impacts in 
relation to existing physical conditions); addressing exposure to physical 
environmental effects of climate change; and whether the proposed CTP 
would be inconsistent with state and local (including GHG emission 
reduction targets) requirements and efforts to address climate change 
(see State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, IX. Land Use and Planning).  In 
addition, these significance criteria are consistent with State Resources 
Agency proposed changes to the State CEQA Guidelines that are 
intended to address climate change. 

As further described in Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts), while the CTP has identified its desired 
intent of meeting its greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction target 
through transit, roadway improvements, land use improvement (smart 
growth and supportive transit), transportation technology improvements 
and transportation pricing policies, current funding and SCTA authority 
limitations inhibit the CTP’s ability to fully implement these strategic 
projects (see CTP pages 95 through 99) to meet its benchmarks (including 
GHG emission reductions) (see CTP page 50). Thus, the environmental 
impact analysis in the Draft EIR is conservatively based on projects and 
improvements that are feasible for SCTA to implement and have known 
existing and planned funding sources (e.g., Measure M and funding from 
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the Metropolitan Transportation Commission) (see CTP page 35 and Draft 
EIR pages 3.0-10 through -13).   

While the Draft EIR acknowledges that the CTP would not fully meet the 
GHG emission reduction targets set forth in CTP Policy 3 or the SCCCAP 
target, the proposed CTP would improve county-wide mobile GHG 
emissions by approximately 22% from existing conditions through 
improved VMT under year 2035 conditions (without the 2009 CTP) as well 
as through expected improvements fuel economy from implementation 
of AB 1493.  In addition, the CTP includes SCCCAP solutions as both CTP 
objectives (see CTP pages 43 through 49) as well as strategic projects (see 
CTP pages 95 through 99).  Thus, the CTP does not conflict with the 
SCCCAP. It should be noted that the SCCCAP itself states that some of its 
transportation and land use solutions are expected to have varied levels 
of feasibility to implement and would require other agencies beyond 
SCTA to implement to meet the target (see SCCCAP pages 41 through 
44).  Given that the proposed CTP would improve on existing mobile GHG 
emissions as well as anticipated GHG emissions under year 2035 no 
project conditions and would include many of the SCCCAP transportation 
and land use solutions, no significant climate change impact was 
identified in the Draft EIR.   

Response 2-35: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts). 

Response 2-36: The commenter notes that the GHG forecasts are incorrectly labeled as 
pounds per day.  The following correction is made to the Draft EIR: 

• Draft EIR page 5.0-21, the following change is made to Table 5.0-3: 

TABLE 5.0-3 
MOTOR VEHICLE FLEET TRAVEL AND GHG FORECASTS (2005 AND 2035)  

Change 2005 to 2035 
Criterion 

2005 
Existing 

Conditions 

2035 No Project 
Scenario 

2009 CTP 2035 
Conditions Numerical Percentage 

Daily Vehicle Miles of Travel 
(VMT) 11,441,811 14,768,411 14,417,956 +2,976,144 +26.0% 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled per 
Capita 23.1 26.0 25.3 +2.2 +9.5% 

Fuel Economy (miles per gallon) 19.86 32.15 32.15 +12.29 +61.9% 

Carbon Dioxide Equivalent 
emissions (CO2e pounds per day 
tons per year) 

2,549,042 2,048,185 1,999,582 -549,460 -21.6% 

Source: Sonoma County Transportation Authority; Sonoma County Transportation Model and Clean Air and Climate Protection Software 
5, 2008. 

 

 Response 2-37: Appendix A of the CTP, List of Projects, iv. Strategic Projects, identifies 
various projects within the CTP and includes cost and benefit columns for 
comparative purposes.    The commenter should also note that the List 
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includes the implementing party and what resources are needed to 
implement the List of Strategic Projects.  

The suggested explanation of each mitigation measure to the extent 
requested by the commenting party is beyond the scope of this Program 
EIR.  The mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR would be in 
addition to those measures included in the CTP.  CEQA does not require 
EIRs to address economic or social effects of projects or mitigation 
measures (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131.    The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas 
Emission Impacts). 

Response 2-38: A complete version of Draft EIR Appendix A was made available in CD 
and hard copies of the Draft EIR are available at the SCTA offices.  The 
SCTA website has been corrected to contain the entire contents of 
Appendix A. 

Response 2-39: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 2-27. 

Response 2-40: This updated information has been provided in Section 4.0 of this 
document. 

Response 2-41: The proposed project is the adoption and implementation of the 
updated CTP, which is anticipated to be fully implemented by year 2035.   
The Draft EIR is required to evaluate the environmental effects of the full 
implementation of the proposed CTP, while consideration of year 2015 
condition would not fully evaluate the impact of the proposed CTP. 

Response 2-42: The Appendix E analysis of fuel consumption from the countywide vehicle 
fleet has been reformatted to better clarify and illustrate the relationship 
between VMT, fuel economy assumptions, and overall fuel consumption. 
This updated information has been provided in Section 4.0 of this 
document. 

Response 2-43: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 2-27. 

Response 2-44: Appendix F has been reformatted to better clarify and illustrate the GHG 
emissions anticipated from the CTP’s implementation.   This includes an 
analysis of the typical GHG emissions from a one-acre hypothetical 
construction site.  The GHG emissions from the vehicle activity anticipated 
from each of the five CTP alternatives were derived from SCTA’s use of 
the ICLEI CACP software. This updated information has been provided in 
Section 4.0 of this document. 

• Draft EIR page 5.0-, 21, Table 5.0-3 Motor Vehicle Fleet Travel and GHG 
Forecasts (2005 and 2035)  is  updated below: 
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TABLE 5.0-3 
MOTOR VEHICLE FLEET TRAVEL AND GHG FORECASTS (2005 AND 2035)  

Change 2005 to 2035 
Criterion 

2005 
Existing 

Conditions 

2035 No Project 
Scenario 

2009 CTP 2035 
Conditions Numerical Percentage 

Daily Vehicle Miles of Travel 
(VMT) 11,441,811 14,768,411 14,417,956 +2,976,144 +26.0% 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled per 
Capita 23.1 26.0 25.3 +2.2 +9.5% 

Fuel Economy (miles per gallon) 19.86 32.15 32.15 +12.29 +61.9% 

Carbon Dioxide Equivalent 
emissions (CO2e tons per day 
year) 

2,549,042 2,048,185 1,999,582 -549,460 -21.6% 

Source: Sonoma County Transportation Authority; Sonoma County Transportation Model and Clean Air and Climate Protection Software 
5, 2008. 
 
Response 2-45: This adjustment has been made to the re-formatting of Appendix F. This 

updated information has been provided in Section 4.0 of this document. 

Response 2-46: This adjustment has been made to the re-formatting of Appendix F. This 
updated information has been provided in Section 4.0 of this document. 

Response 2-47: The commenter notes lack of reference to Appendix F and G in the Draft 
EIR.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR: 

• Draft EIR page 5.0-20, the following sentence is added after the last 
paragraph under “Methodology”” 

“Appendix F provides a summary of greenhouse gas emission 
modeling results for the proposed CTP as well as the Draft EIR 
alternatives evaluated in Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives). “ 

• Draft EIR page 6.0-1, the following text change is made to the last 
sentence on the page: 

“A complete listing of projects by alternative is provided in Appendix 
G F of the 2008 CTP.” 
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Letter 4,   Grace Schulman, EarthKeeping Ministry 

Response 4-1: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts). 

Response 4-2: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts).  

Response 4-3: The commenter’s statements are not related to the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR and no further response is required.   
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Letter 5,  Jenny Bard, American Lung Association; Shan Magnuson, Sonoma County Asthma 
Coalition 

Response 5-1: Comment noted.  Since no comments regarding the adequacy of the 
analysis in the Draft EIR were provided, no further response is  required. 

Response 5-2: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts). 

Response 5-3: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts),  Response to Comment 2-7 and 
the air quality analysis in the Draft EIR, Section 4.2 (Air Quality) that shows 
improved air quality conditions under the 2009 CTP. 

Response 5-4: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts). 

Response 5-5: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Adequacy of 
Alternatives Analysis) and Response to Comment 2-7 and 2-13. 

 Additionally, the CTP is a policy document and the Draft EIR is a program 
EIR, therefore the goals, objectives and policy recommendations of the 
CTP and mitigation measures recommend in the Draft EIR are 
programmatic.     Although a program EIR had been prepared for the 
CTP, every new project in within the CTP is subject to a project-specific 
environmental review as required by CEQA.  As such, as the project 
specific environmental review occurs, impacts associated with 
development of those projects and their potential impacts on sensitive 
individuals will be analyzed in subsequent project-specific environmental 
documents.     

Response 5-6: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 2-7 and 2-13. 

Response 5-7: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 2-12 and 3-13.    

Response 5-8: The commenters concerns regarding the environmental effects of the 
proposed 2009 CTP are responded to in Response to Comments 5-1 
through 5-7. 
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Letter 6,   Public Meeting May 13, 2009, 3:00 to 4:30 pm 

Response 6-1: Climate change and GHG emission impacts are addressed in Draft EIR 
Section 5.0 (Cumulative Impacts).  The commenter is also referred to 
Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Impacts) regarding updated fuel consumption estimates that are now 
consistent with future fuel economy assumptions used in the Draft EIR 
GHG emission estimates. 

Response 6-2: The CTP is a long range planning document and the EIR is a Program EIR.  
Analysis of previous 1990 conditions is outside the cope of this Draft EIR as 
specifically noted in State CEQA Guidelines 15125(a).  The environmental 
baseline conditions for an EIR analysis is as they exist at the time the 
Notice of Preparation is released, rather than a previous date.  The Draft 
EIR provides an analysis of greenhouse gas emissions in Section 5.4 and is 
based on whether the CTP would be inconsistent with State efforts to 
address climate change (AB 32). 

Response 6-3: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 6-2 and Master 
Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts). 

Response 6-4: The commenter is also referred to Response to Comment 6-2 and Master 
Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts). 

Response 6-5: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 6-2 and Master 
Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts). 

Response 6-6:  Comment noted.  Draft EIR Alternative 5 includes transportation 
improvements, transit improvements, bicycle and pedestrian 
improvements, land use and pricing strategies (see Draft EIR Appendix G 
and Section 4.0).   

Response 6-7: The commenter is also referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts).  The SCTA Board of Directors may 
consider Alternatives to the proposed 2009 CTP as part of its consideration 
to adopt the CTP. 

Response 6-8: The commenter is also referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts).  The SCTA Board of Directors may 
consider Alternatives to the 2009 CTP as part of its consideration to adopt 
the CTP. 

Response 6-9:  The commenter is referred to Draft ERI page 3.0-9, Overview of the 2009 
Comprehensive Transportation Plan, specifically paragraph one which 
states: 

The 2009 CTP is a multi-modal transportation plan that articulates 
how Sonoma County's transportation infrastructure (e.g., streets, 
highways, transit systems, and bicycle/pedestrian facilities) will be 
maintained and improved over the next 25 years.  The CTP is 
financially constrained to project transportation revenues that are 
reasonably expected to be available over the 25-year planning 
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period.  However, the CTP may also include a set of illustrative 
transportation projects that would have benefits if additional 
revenue is secured in the future. 

The Draft EIR project description and environmental analysis are 
conservatively based on projects and improvements that are feasible 
for SCTA to implement. 

Response 6-10: Table 6.0-21, Summary of Alternatives Comparison, compares each 
Alternative against the 2009 CTP and provide information on whether 
there will be a less than significant impact, significant impact comparable 
with the proposed project, significant impact, with more potential 
impacts than the proposed project or a significant impact, with less 
potential impacts than the proposed project.       

Response 6-11: The commenter is referred to page 6.0-30 through 6.0-63 of the Draft EIR. 
This section analyzes the Alternatives and compares the impacts 
associated with the proposed project against the Alternatives impacts.  
Moreover, Table 6.0-21, Summary of Alternatives Comparison, compares 
each Alternative against the 2009 CTP and provides information on 
whether there will be a less than significant impact, significant impact 
comparable with the proposed project, significant impact, with more 
potential impacts than the proposed project or a significant impact, with 
less potential impacts than the proposed project.   

Response 6-12: The commenter is referred to page 3.0-1, first paragraph of the Draft EIR.   
Specifically the text states: 

The project is financially constrained, includes capital highway 
and transit improvements listed in the Measure M Strategic Plan, 
constrained programs identified in the MTC’s pending 
Transportation 2035 Plan, and includes trend-based assumptions 
for growth and pricing of the transportation system. 

 Draft EIR Section 3.0 also provides list of what projects are included in the 
proposed CTP. 

Response 6-13: Since no comments on the analysis of the Draft EIR are provided, no 
further response is required. 

Response 6-14: The SCTA will prepare written responses to comments received during the 
public comment period and include them in the Final EIR, the Draft EIR will 
then be presented to the SCTA Board for certification under State CEQA 
Guidelines. 

Response 6-15: The commenter is correct, the slide summarizes the findings of the DEIR of 
the significant unavoidable impacts.   

Response 6-16: The commenter is referred to Section 5.0 Cumulative Impacts, specifically 
pages 5.0-20 through 5.0-26, which addresses impacts from 
implementation of the proposed project on global climate change.  The 
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Draft EIR found the proposed CTP would not have any significant 
unavoidable impacts on global climate change.    

Response 6-17: The commenter is referred to Section 3.0, Overview of the 2009 
Comprehensive Transportation Plan, specifically pages 3.0-16 through 3.0-
17 which describes how subsequent lead agencies can streamline 
subsequent environmental assessments by “tiering” from the Program EIR 
by incorporating relevant discussion by reference and concentrating on 
issues specific to the later project that were not addressed in this 
document.  The commenter is referred to page 3.0-9 for a discussion of 
the relationship between the CTP and the RTP, which notes that projects 
within the proposed CTP are incorporated into the 2009 RTP.  The Draft EIR 
does utilize the environmental impact analysis provided in the Sonoma 
County General Plan Update EIR, while the traffic analysis for the 
proposed CTP is based on land uses set forth in local general plans 
(including the Sonoma County General Plan).   

Response 6-18:   The Draft EIR analysis of climate change was based on review of 
guidance provided by the California Attorney General’s office and is 
similar to the conclusions of the MTC 2009 RTP Final EIR regarding climate 
change. 

Response 6-19: The CTP and Draft EIR’s analysis of climate change is consistent with the 
recent guidance on addressing climate change as part of the 
environmental review process under CEQA, including  recommendations 
provided in the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
technical advisory entitled “CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing 
Climate Change Through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Review” (June 2008).  While not a general plan, the proposed CTP is also 
generally consistent with the recommended transportation, VMT 
reduction, transit improvement and pedestrian and bicycle  policies 
identified in the California Air Pollution Control Officer Association’s 
“Model Policies for Greenhouse Gases in General Plans” (June 2009). 

Response 6-20: The environmental effects of climate change are anticipated to result in 
health effects. Draft EIR pages 5.0-11 through -16 specifically notes the 
environmental effects from climate change that are anticipated to 
impact transportation facilities in Sonoma County. 

Response 6-21: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts).   

Response 6-22: CEQA Findings of Fact that will be prepared and adopted for CTP 
approval will need to identify project benefits that outweigh the 
anticipated significant environmental effects identified in the Draft EIR as 
provided for under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15093.  

Response 6-23:  The comment is referred to Response to Comment 6-22. 

Response 6-24: SCTA considers the Draft EIR adequate and meets the requirements of 
CEQA. 
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Letter 7,   Public Meeting May 13, 2009, 5:30 to 7:00 pm 

Response 7-1: The Draft EIR evaluates and discloses the physical environmental effects 
of the full implementation of the proposed CTP as described in Draft EIR 
Section 3.0.  Potential modification of the proposed CTP may require 
additional environmental review under CEQA depending the extent of 
the changes. 

Response 7-2: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Adequacy of 
Alternatives Analysis and Additional Alternatives to be Evaluated) 
regarding how the range of alternatives were selected as well as Draft EIR 
Appendix G and Section 4.0  that identifies which alternatives include Port 
Sonoma project.    

Response 7-3: The commenter should note that the Draft EIR evaluates the GHG 
emission impacts associated with the full implementation of the proposed 
CTP (construction and operation) (see Draft EIR pages 5.0-21 through -26). 

Response 7-4: Various projects contained within the 2009 CTP are not under the 
jurisdiction of the SCTA, and the SCTA does not have the authority to 
impose mitigation measures on other jurisdictions.  Thus, specific mitigation 
cannot be provided at the Program EIR level of analysis because project- 
and site-specific impacts cannot be identified.   The commenter is 
referred to Master Response (3.4.2 Jurisdiction and Role of SCTA) and 
Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Impacts) regarding feasibility of SCTA to implement some mitigation 
measures.   

Response 7-5: The new  fuel economy standards are included in the revised Cumulative 
Impacts Section 5.0., where  vehicle fuel use could decrease due to 
significant improvements in fuel economy mandated by federal 
requirement and particularly by State Pavley regulations.  These 
technological requirements will help reduce and even reverse the growth 
in reliance on petroleum-based fossil fuels that are not renewable in their 
nature.  The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate 
Change and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts, Master Response 3.4.2 
(Role and Jurisdiction of the SCTA) as well as Draft EIR edits provided in 
Section 4.0 of this document that provides updated fuel consumption 
estimates (including estimates for the Draft EIR alternatives) that utilize 
future fuel economy assumptions that were used in GHG emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR. 

Response 7-6:  The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Jurisdiction and Role 
of the SCTA) and Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts). 

Response 7-7: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) as well as Draft EIR edits provided in 
Section 4.0 of this document that provides updated fuel consumption 
estimates (including estimates for the Draft EIR alternatives) that utilize 
future fuel economy assumptions that were used in GHG emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR. 
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Response 7-8: Alternative 5 is the only Alternative that comes close to meeting  the GHG 
reduction emissions goals, however  there are programs contained within 
the Alternative 5 that are outside of the jurisdiction of the SCTA and are 
not able to be directly  implemented as part of the 2009 CTP.  The 
commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) as well as Draft EIR edits provided in 
Section 4.0 of this document that provides updated fuel consumption 
estimates (including estimates for the Draft EIR alternatives) that utilize 
future fuel economy assumptions that were used in GHG emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR.    

Response 7-9: The existing CTP is available from SCTA. Draft EIR Section 3.0 provides a list 
of projects associated with the proposed CTP and Section 4.0 includes 
project list for the Draft EIR alternatives. 

Response 7-10: All comments provided during the public meetings and submitted during 
the public comment period are reviewed and responded to herein.  
There is no preferential determination or weight given to any comments, 
all are reviewed and responded to accordingly.    

Response 7-11: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts and Master Response 3.4.2 
(Jurisdiction and Role of the SCTA)  

Response 7-12: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Commitment of 
Funds), 3.4.5 (Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) 
and Response to Comment 2-2. 

Response 7-13: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.2 ( Jurisdiction and Role 
of the SCTA) and Master Response 3.4.6 (Adequacy of Alternatives 
Analysis and Additional Alternatives to be Evaluated) regarding how the 
range of alternatives were selected and evaluated,    as well as Section 
6.0 of the Draft EIR for the analysis of alternatives.   

Response 7-14: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Program EIR/Level of 
Detail) and Master Response 3.4.2 (Jurisdiction and Role of the SCTA). 

 Response 7-15: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.3 (Commitment of 
Funds), Master Response 3.4.2 (Jurisdiction and Role of the SCTA) and 
Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Impacts). 

Response 7-16: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.4 (Program EIR/Level of 
Detail).  Also, the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that are feasible 
for SCTA to implement (though some require coordination with other 
agencies) and meet the requirements for mitigation under State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4. 

Response 7-17: Comment noted. The commenter’s statements are not related to the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response is required.   
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Letter 8, Robert B. Tanner, citizen 

Response 8-1: The commenter’s statements are not related to the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR and no further response is required.   
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Letter 9,    Willard Richards, citizen 

Response 9-1: Comment noted.  GHG emission modeling used in the Draft EIR was 
based on use of the ICLEI CACP software.  See Response 2-44.   

Response 9-2: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) and Response to Comment 9-1.   

Response 9-3:  The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) as well as Draft EIR edits provided 
in Section 4.0 of this document that provides updated fuel consumption 
estimates (including estimates for the Draft EIR alternatives) that utilize 
future fuel economy assumptions that were used in GHG emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR. 

Response 9-4: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) as well as Draft EIR edits provided in 
Section 4.0 of this document that provides updated fuel consumption 
estimates (including estimates for the Draft EIR alternatives) that utilize 
future fuel economy assumptions that were used in GHG emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR. 

Response 9-5: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) as well as Draft EIR edits provided in 
Section 4.0 of this document that provides updated fuel consumption 
estimates (including estimates for the Draft EIR alternatives) that utilize 
future fuel economy assumptions that were used in GHG emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR. 

Response 9-6: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) as well as Draft EIR edits provided in 
Section 4.0 of this document that provides updated fuel consumption 
estimates (including estimates for the Draft EIR alternatives) that utilize 
future fuel economy assumptions that were used in GHG emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR. 

Response 9-7: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) as well as Draft EIR edits provided in 
Section 4.0 of this document that provides updated fuel consumption 
estimates (including estimates for the Draft EIR alternatives) that utilize 
future fuel economy assumptions that were used in GHG emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR. 

Response 9-8: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) as well as Draft EIR edits provided in 
Section 4.0 of this document that provides updated fuel consumption 
estimates (including estimates for the Draft EIR alternatives) that utilize 
future fuel economy assumptions that were used in GHG emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR. 

Response 9-9: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) as well as Draft EIR edits provided in 
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Section 4.0 of this document that provides updated fuel consumption 
estimates (including estimates for the Draft EIR alternatives) that utilize 
future fuel economy assumptions that were used in GHG emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR. 

Response 9-10: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) as well as Draft EIR edits provided in 
Section 4.0 of this document that provides updated fuel consumption 
estimates (including estimates for the Draft EIR alternatives) that utilize 
future fuel economy assumptions that were used in GHG emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR. 
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4.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section includes minor edits to the Draft EIR.  These modifications resulted from responses to 
comments received during the Draft EIR public review period as well as from staff-initiated 
changes. 

Revisions herein do not result in new significant environmental impacts, do not constitute 
significant new information, nor do they alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis.  
Changes are provided in revision marks (underline for new text and strike out for deleted text). 

4.2 MINOR CHANGES AND EDITS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

• Draft EIR page 1.0-29, TABLE 1.0-1, Projects Impacts Mitigation Table, please refer to FEIR  
Section 2.0, Executive Summary for changes to the Projects Impacts Mitigation Table.   

3.0 OVERVIEW OF THE CTP 

• Draft EIR page 3.0-14, the following changes are made to the Interchange Improvements list:  

• Forestville bypass on Route 116  

• Mirabel Road and Route 116 signalization and channelization  

4.2 AIR QUALITY 

• Draft EIR page 4.2-17, the following text change is made to the first paragraph under Impact 
4.2-2: 

Running emissions from motor vehicles were analyzed as an indicator of the benefits of 
mobility-enhancing projects and programs in the CTP. Generally, reductions in congestion 
will improve average vehicle speeds on roadways that will reduce running emissions of air 
pollutants. As shown in Table 4.2-9, running emissions of ROG, NOx, and CO would be 
reduced between 2008 and the 2035 horizon for the 2009 CTP.  The decrease in emissions 
results from a number of factors, including the CTP’s reductions in travel activity combined 
with the turnover in autos, increasingly stringent emission controls, and related policies. As 
noted in Impact 4.2-1, the CTP would reduce the rate of growth of VMT over existing 
conditions to a rate closer to the projected population growth rate. Nevertheless, tThe 
proposed CTP would be consistent with the CAP population and VMT assumptions in the 
2005 Ozone Strategy.  These impacts are associated with the planned population growth of 
the region that is reflected in ABAG’s regional forecasts that were used to develop 
BAAQMD’s CAP. 

• Draft EIR page 4.2-17, the following text is added to the end of the page: 

In addition to these criteria air pollutants, County roadways would continue to include diesel-
powered vehicles. Approximately 60 percent of California’s diesel exhaust (a toxic air 
contaminant) is emitted on roadways by heavy-duty trucks, buses, and light-duty passenger 
vehicles. CARB adopted an Airborne Toxics Control Measure (ATCM) as part of the 
Particulate Matter Risk Reduction Plan to specifically deal with diesel emissions from school 
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buses. This measure became effective July 16, 2003. The school bus–idling ATCM includes the 
following requirements: 

a) The driver of a school bus or vehicle, transit bus, or heavy-duty vehicle (other than a bus) 
shall manually turn off the bus or vehicle upon arriving at a school and shall restart no 
more than 30 seconds before departing. A driver of a school bus or vehicle shall be 
subject to the same requirement when operating within 100 feet of a school and shall be 
prohibited from idling more than five minutes at each stop beyond schools, such as 
parking or maintenance facilities, school bus stops, or school activity destinations. A 
driver of a transit bus or heavy-duty vehicle (other than a bus) shall be prohibited from 
idling more than five minutes at each stop within 100 feet of a school. Idling necessary for 
health, safety, or operational concerns shall be exempt from these restrictions. 

b) The motor carrier of the affected bus or vehicle shall ensure that drivers are informed of 
the idling requirements, track complaints and enforcement actions, and keep track of 
driver education and tracking activities. According to CARB, implementation of the 
above requirements would eliminate unnecessary idling for school buses and other 
heavy-duty vehicles, thus reducing localized exposure to TAC emissions and other 
harmful air pollution emissions at and near schools and protecting children from 
unhealthy exhaust emissions. 

In addition to the school bus–idling ATCM, CARB adopted an idling-restriction ATCM for large 
commercial diesel-powered vehicles that became effective February 1, 2005. In 
accordance with this measure, affected vehicles are required to limit idling to no longer 
than 5 minutes under most circumstances. CARB is currently evaluating additional ATCMs 
associated with the CARB’s Diesel Risk Reduction Plan, Emission Reduction Plan for Ports and 
Goods Movement, and implementation of AB 233 intended to further reduce TACs 
associated with mobile sources.  Thus, existing state programs will continue to address and 
reduce TAC emissions associated with diesel and would not result in an increase in these 
emissions. 

• Draft EIR page 4.2-19, the following bullets are added to mitigation measure MM 4.2-4: 

• Implement T-BACT (the Best Available Control Technologies for Toxics) for diesel 
construction equipment. 

• Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or 
reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California airborne 
toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]). 

• All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with 
manufacturer’s specifications.  All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic 
and determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation. 

4.3  TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

• Draft EIR page 4.3-14, existing Table 4.3-9 is removed and the following table will replace it: 
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TABLE 4.3-9  
WEEKDAY CONGESTION LOCATIONS ON U.S. 101, RANKED BY DELAY (2002) 

Rank in 
County U.S. 101 Segment Direction Time Period Delay (Vehicle 

Hours) 

1 Santa Rosa Ave. & N. Todd Rd. to 
Steele Ln. Northbound 2:30 PM – 6:45 PM 1,420 

2 Hopper Ave. to Route 12 Southbound 2:35 PM – 6:25 PM 860 

3 Golf Ave. to Baker Rd. Northbound 7:10 AM – 9:15 AM 630 

4 Redwood Hwy to Kastania Rd. Southbound 5:45 AM – 8:05 AM 570 

5 At Steele Ln. Southbound 7:15 AM – 8:55 AM 210 

6 Airport Blvd. to River Rd. Southbound 7:15 AM – 8:50 AM 200 

7 At Route 12 Southbound 6:25 AM – 9:20 AM 160 

8 At Redwood Hwy Northbound 3:50 PM – 6:10 PM 120 

9 E. Washington Ave. Northbound 4:25 PM – 6:25 PM 100 
Source: Caltrans, District 4 Office of Highway Operations. Information Memorandum, Year 2002 Bay Area Freeway Congestion Data, 
Tables 4A and 4B (accessed September 12, 2008) 

TABLE 4.3-9  
WEEKDAY CONGESTION LOCATIONS ON U.S. 101, RANKED BY DELAY  

Rank in 
County U.S. 101 Segment Direction Time Period Delay 

(Vehicle Hours) 

1 East Washington St. to Kastania Rd. Southbound 5:25 AM – 7:15 AM 1,880 

2 Baker Ave. to College Ave. Northbound 2:05 PM – 6:30 PM 1,220 

3 Mendocino Ave. to 5th St. Southbound 2:40 PM – 6:20 PM 1,180 

4 Route 12 to College Ave. Northbound 7:00 AM – 9:15 PM 590 

5 At East Washington St. Northbound 2:50 PM – 6:30 PM 290 

6 Shilo Rd. to south of Mendocino Ave. Southbound 7:30 AM – 9:00 AM 270 

7 Route 116 to Wilfred Ave. Northbound 2:30 PM – 4:50 PM 260 

8 Steele Ln. to College Ave. Southbound 7:20 AM – 9:30 AM 180 

9 At Old Redwood Hwy Northbound 3:10 PM – 5:00 PM 50 
Source: MTC, Congested Freeway Locations – Morning and Evening Commutes, 2008 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/news/press_releases/congestion/2008/am_pm_peak_period_congestion.pdf. (accessed July 20, 2009). 
 
• Draft EIR page 4.3-29, the following changes are made: 

It should be noted that when compared to a No Project scenario, the proposed CTP would 
reduce over 50,000 350,000 daily VMT countywide in 2035. 

• Draft EIR page 4.3-30, the following changes are made to impact statement 4.3-2: 

Impact 4.3-2 Implementation of the 2009 CTP would not directly cause increases in daily 
vehicle hours traveled.  However, the 2009 CTP would support growth in 
Sonoma County that would substantially increase daily vehicle hours miles 
traveled in 2035 by 282,874 over existing conditions.  The impacts associated 
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with the anticipated growth within the county (through 2020) were identified 
as significant and unavoidable in the County’s General Plan 2020 Draft EIR.  
This impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 

• Draft EIR page 4.3-33, the following changes are made to impact statement 4.3-4: 

Impact 4.3-4 Implementation of the 2009 CTP would not directly increase PHD or of PHT on 
the county’s roadway system.  However, the 2009 CTP would support growth 
in Sonoma County that would substantially increase daily PHD by 250,102 and 
PHT by 335,166 over existing conditions.  The traffic impacts associated with 
the anticipated growth within the county (through 2020) were identified as 
significant and unavoidable in the County’s General Plan 2020 Draft EIR.  This 
impact is therefore considered significant and unavoidable. 

4.4 BIOLOGY  

• Draft EIR page 4.4-25, mitigation measure MM 4.4-1a is revised as shown below: 

MM 4.4-1a  During the environmental review process for proposed CTP projects, project 
sponsors shall prepare a biological resources assessment shall be prepared for 
areas identified to contain or possibly contain special-status plant and animal 
species.  Surveys shall be conducted as part of the environmental review 
process to determine the presence and extent of sensitive habitats and/or 
species in the project vicinity.  Surveys shall be conducted during the 
appropriate seasons for proper identification of species.  The assessment shall 
consider the potential for significant impacts on special-status plant and 
animal species and shall identify feasible mitigation measures to mitigate such 
impacts, as set forth in mitigation measure MM 4.4-1b below.   
Formal protocol-level surveys may be required on a species-by-species basis 
to determine the local distribution of these species.  Consultation with the 
USFWS and/or CDFG shall be conducted at an informal level for transportation 
projects that could adversely affect federal or state candidate, threatened, or 
endangered species to determine the need for further consultation or 
permitting actions. 

 

 

• Draft EIR page 4.4-25, mitigation measure MM 4.4-1b, fourth bullet is deleted and replaced 
with the following text: 

• Individual projects shall minimize the use of in-water construction methods in areas that 
support sensitive fish species, especially when fish are present. 

• Individual projects will avoid the use of in-water construction methods in all state of 
federally jurisdictional surface waters, where feasible. 

• Draft EIR page 4.4-29, the following changes are made to the first paragraph: 

Implementation of the proposed 2009 CTP may result in the loss of jurisdictional waters of the 
state and waters of the U.S., including wetlands. 
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• Draft EIR page 4.4-29, the following additions are made to the fourth paragraph: 

As described further above, Sonoma County and incorporated city general plans include 
numerous policies that regulate biological resource issues that are relevant to the 2009 CTP.  
Applicable goals, policies, and implementation programs from these general plans would 
assist in reducing any potential biological impacts to waters of the U.S. Additional mitigation 
measures are proposed below to further protect and minimize impacts to waters of the U.S. 
The Regional Water Board has jurisdiction over surface waters, groundwater, and wetlands, 
and has jurisdictional authority over any projects which may impact surface waters, 
groundwater, and wetlands. 

4.5  CULTURAL RESOURCES  

• Draft EIR page 4.5-15, the following text changes are made: 

 MM 4.5-2a  During the environmental review process for proposed CTP projects, project 
sponsors, in consultation with the appropriate culturally affiliated tribe(s), shall 
determine if there is a potential for a significant impact to cultural resources to 
occur. 

 MM 4.5-2b  If a potentially significant cultural resource is encountered during subsurface 
earthwork activities for the project, all construction activities within a 100-foot 
radius of the find shall cease until a qualified archaeologist, in consultation 
with the appropriate culturally affiliated tribe(s), determines whether the 
resource is significant. The project sponsor shall include a standard 
inadvertent discovery clause, including a requirement for consultation with 
the appropriate culturally affiliated tribe(s), in every construction contract to 
inform contractors of this requirement. 

 MM 4.5-2c  The project sponsor shall implement the appropriate mitigation measures 
presented by a qualified archaeologist, and developed in consultation with 
the appropriate affiliated tribes(s), for any discovery of significant resources, 
based on applicable state and federal regulations. 

4.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

• Draft EIR page 4.7-15, the following changes are made to mitigation measure MM 4.7-3: 

Subsequent projects under the CTP shall consult all known databases of contaminated sites 
and undertake a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment or other appropriate hazard 
assessment in the process of planning, environmental clearance, and construction for 
projects included in the 2009 CTP.  Prior to development on or near active cleanup sites, the 
project proponent shall coordinate with all appropriate agencies.  If contamination is found, 
the implementation agency shall coordinate remediation of contamination in accordance 
with applicable Sonoma County, Regional Water Quality Control Board, the Department of 
Toxic Substances Control, and state standards. 

4.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY  

• Draft EIR page 4.8-15, the following text change is made to the first bullet, last sentence: 
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MM 4.8-1a Revegetation shall emphasize drought-tolerant perennial vegetation native 
vegetation. 

• Draft EIR page 4.8-16, the following text change is made to the first paragraph: 

For unavoidable impacts to waters of the state, submittal of applications for 401 Water 
Quality Certification and/or Waste Discharge Requirements (Dredge/Fill) permits from the 
Regional Water Baard will be necessary.  United States Army Corps of Engineers Clean Water 
Act Section 404 permits and Department of Fish and Game stream alteration agreements 
may also be necessary. Through the implementation of mitigation measures MM 4.9-1a 
through MM 4.8-1d, the CTP’s impact on water quality would be considered less than 
significant.  

• Draft EIR page 4.8-16, mitigation measure MM 4.8-1a, first bullet: first sentence is deleted and 
replaced with the following text: 

BMPs such as those described above shall be in place and operational prior to major 
earthwork. 

BMPs shall be in place and operational prior to any construction activities.  Post- construction 
BMPs shall be in place prior to the commencement of any work within the vicinity of waters 
of the state. 

• Draft EIR page 4.8-16 is revised to include mitigation measure MM 4.8-1e as follows: 

MM 4.8-1e Where specific projects are located within or adjacent to a water body that is 
under the jurisdiction of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, the 
projects shall implement the following measures: 

• Include construction BMPs specifically targeted toward retaining sediment 
on-site, preventing erosion of streambanks and pollution from construction 
vehicles, and collecting and treating stormwater runoff on-site.  

• Utilize staging areas for vehicles that are removed from riparian areas and 
all construction should occur during the dry season. If such measures 
cannot be taken, the individual project should be required to analyze 
alternatives and provide mitigation measures for adverse impacts.  

• Where feasible, avoid the removal of riparian vegetation. If not feasible, 
the individual project shall be required to demonstrate a plan for 
revegetation including a post-construction monitoring plan to determine 
the success of revegetation efforts. Monitoring and maintenance plans 
shall also be in place to ensure that runoff treatment mechanisms such as 
sediment basins or silt fences continue to function properly. Runoff from all 
areas of new impervious surfaces should be mitigated for potential 
impacts to receiving water quality and flow.  

• Where feasible, specific projects shall incorporate Low Impact 
Development techniques to implement mitigation measure MM 4.8-1e. 
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4.11 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

• Draft EIR page 4.11-2, last sentence, first paragraph the following text is added: 

High projected job growth and the expected expansion of Santa Rosa Junior College and 
Sonoma State University enrollments by 2035 contribute to increased travel in the county . 

4.12 PUBLIC SERVICES  

• Draft EIR page 4.12-10, the following changes are made to impact statement 4.12-3:  

Impact 4.12-3 Construction of capital improvements in the proposed CTP will produce 
solid waste that will not impact the existing Central Landfill operated by 
Sonoma County.  Construction debris would need to be transported to 
other facilities outside of Sonoma County. These impacts are considered 
significant and mitigable. 

 

4.13 ENERGY  

• Draft EIR page 4.13-4, the following changes are made to the table:  
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TABLE 4.13-1 
MOTOR VEHICLE ENERGY CONSUMPTION (2008) 

2008 Passenger 
Cars 

Light-
Duty 

Trucks 

Light-
Duty 

Trucks 

Medium-Duty 
Trucks  

Heavy-
Duty 

Trucks  

Buses 
Total 

School 
Buses 

Urban 
Buses  

Motor 
Homes 

Motor 
Cycles  All  

Vehicles 182,284 73,564 76,214 27,951 16,672 361 312 166 4,014 17,295 398,832 

VMT/ 
1000 5,026 2,097 2,360 989 765 17 11 18 42 122 11,442 

Fuel Consumption (1,000 Gallons per Day) 

Gasoline 244 252 118 101 118 
140 79 35 1 0 1 3 4 625 595 

Diesel 1 5 0 0 57 1 2 3 1 0  70 69 

CNG n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 1 n/a n/a 4 1 
n/a – Data not available 
Sources: Sonoma County Transportation Model, 2008, and California Air Resources Board, Emfac2007 V2.3 BURDEN output (fuel consumption).  CNG fuel usage data 
from Sonoma County Transit. (Assumes annual CNG fleet consumption-570,597 therms converted to diesel gallons. Max fleet size increase projected at a maximum of 
10 buses during planning horizon [annual consumption of 9,122 diesel gallons per bus]. Assumes uniform rate of per capita bus CNG consumption over planning 
horizon.) 
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• Draft EIR page 4.13-10, the following changes are made to the first paragraph:  

METHODOLOGY 

The methodology for determining the significance of energy impacts compares existing 
conditions to the expected future energy consumption with the 2009 CTP, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.2(a).  This analysis focuses on the increase in fuel consumption from 
the on-road vehicle fleet through 2035.  The Sonoma County Transportation Model supplied 
vehicle activity data (i.e., VMT) for all analysis scenarios (i.e., existing 2008, No Project 
scenario 2035, and proposed CTP 2035) used to conduct energy impact assessments.  The 
Air Resources Board’s Emfac2007 model (version 2.3) was used to forecast consumption of 
petroleum-based gasoline and diesel fuels based on fuel economy assumptions provided by 
SCTA staff.  Existing and projected natural gas consumption by Sonoma County Transit was 
derived from data from SCTA staff. 

• Draft EIR page 4.13-10, the following changes are made starting with the fourth paragraph:  

Increase in Fuel Consumption from Transportation Sector 

Impact 4.13-1 Implementation of the 2009 CTP would not directly cause increases in energy 
consumption from the transportation sector.  However, in addressing current 
and projected mobility challenges, Though the 2009 CTP would 
accommodate planned growth in Sonoma County, that will substantially 
increase consumption of nonrenewable petroleum-based products like 
gasoline and diesel fuel are projected to decrease over existing conditions by 
2035.  By 2035, motor vehicles would consume 68,728 159,000 fewer more 
gallons of gasoline and 11,286 5,000 more gallons of diesel fuel per day than 
under existing conditions. This represents a 12 20 percent decrease in gasoline 
consumption and a 16 7 percent increase in diesel fuel.  In addition, proposed 
commuter rail service and freight service on the SMART corridor will consume 
916,000 gallons of diesel fuel daily 30 billion BTUs of energy annually starting in 
2014; however, any increases in diesel fuel for locomotives is expected to be 
more than offset by reductions in vehicle use from SMART riders.  The CTP’s 
cumulative is impact on energy consumption is less than significant and 
unavoidable. 

Over time, demand for energy and fuels from the transportation system will  increase is 
expected to decrease overall, despite based largely on the 15 percent population growth in 
Sonoma County and a growing job base that will attract workers from outside Sonoma 
County.1  By 2035, motor vehicles will consume 526,439 782,000 gallons of gasoline and 
74,000 80,611 gallons of diesel fuel daily by 2035 (see Table 4.13-2).  This represents a 12 15 
percent increase decrease in gasoline use and 16 percent increase in diesel fuel use over 
existing conditions, excluding fuel use for the SMART system (see Table 4.13-3). This is a worst-
case scenario assumption, as some of this demand will be reduced with SMART rail service, 
NCRA freight service, and improved fuel economy standards.  The projected reduction in 
gasoline consumption is tied to federal and state fuel economy standards that will 
substantially reduce per capita fuel consumption. However, countywide fuel consumption is 
still expected to increase over time. Given that the bulk of the county’s transportation system 
will continue to be fueled by gasoline, there would be an overall 9 percent reduction in 

                                                      

1 Sonoma County Transportation Authority, Draft 2009 CTP. 
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petroleum-based fossil fuel consumption by the transportation sector. See Appendix DE for 
CARB’s BURDEN model documentation.  

TABLE 4.13-2 
TRANSPORTATION ENERGY CONSUMPTION (2035) 

2035 Passenger 
Cars 

Light-
Duty 

Trucks 

Light-
Duty 

Trucks  

Medium-
Duty 

Trucks  

Heavy-
Duty 

Trucks  
Buses  School 

Buses  
Urban 
Buses  

Motor 
Homes 

Motor 
Cycles  All 

Vehicles 251,319 100,464 107,010 39,399 22,867 507 403 214 5,431 24,008 551,621 

VMT/ 
1000 6,495 2,749 2,891 1,134 882 21 14 21 54 157 14,418 

Fuel Consumption (1,000 Gallons per Day) 

Gasoline 197 303 82 16 92 173  100  92  44 1 0  0 1 4 5 526 
782  

Diesel 0 0 0 0 72 3 2 4 1 0 81 74  

CNG n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 2 n/a n/a 2  502  
n/a – Not Available 
Sources: Sonoma County Transportation Model, 2008, and California Air Resources Board, Emfac2007 V2.3 BURDEN output (fuel 
consumption).  CNG fuel usage data from Sonoma County Transit. (Assumes annual CNG fleet consumption-570,597 therms converted 
to diesel gallons. Max fleet size increase projected at a maximum of 10 buses during planning horizon [annual consumption of 9,122 
diesel gallons per bus]. Assumes uniform rate of per capita bus CNG consumption over planning horizon.) 
 

TABLE 4.13-3 
2009 CTP TRANSPORTATION ENERGY CONSUMPTION (2008 AND 2035) 

Change 2008 to 2035 
 2008 No Project 

(2035) 
2008 CTP 

(2035) Annual Percentage 

VMT* 11,447,000 
11,447,811 14,768,411 14,417,956 +2,970,956 

2,970,145 
+26% 

Fuel Consumption (1,000 Gallons per Day) 

Gasoline 595 625 539 802 526 782 -69 157 -12% + 15%  

Diesel 69 70 82  76 81 74 +11  4 +16% 6 

CNG ** 1 41  2  51  2  50 +9 1 +22100% 

Diesel from 
SMART System*** 0 0 916 +916 Infinite 

Total Consumption 665  1,106 622  1,390 609  2,274 -56  +1,168  -9% +106% 
Sources: 
* Sonoma County Transportation Model, 2008, and California Air Resources Board, Emfac2007 V2.3 BURDEN output. 
**Sonoma County Transit. Annual CNG fleet consumption-570,597 therms converted to diesel gallons. Max fleet size increase 
projected at a maximum of 10 buses during planning horizon (annual consumption of 9,122 diesel gallons per bus). Assumes uniform 
per capita bus rate of CNG consumption over planning horizon.  
***Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit. Draft SEIR, March 2008.  Based on 2025 forecast for weekday and weekend service. Includes 
direct energy use from passenger vehicles, transit buses, heavy-DMU passenger rail at 95,000 BTU/mile, plus indirect energy use, which 
includes maintenance vehicles. Assumes 130,500 BTUs are equal to one gallon of diesel. Consumption rates projected through 2025 
only. SMART DMUs use 25 percent fewer BTUs per vehicle mile than traditional passenger rail vehicles. SMART is also considering 
operating the DMUs on a biodiesel fuel mixture. Biodiesel blends of 20 percent or less can be used in DMU vehicles without requiring 
any modifications to the vehicles. Fuel efficiency is expected to be slightly less than DMUs operated on conventional diesel—two miles 
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per gallon for diesel fuel (Colorado Railcar Manufacturing, LLC, 2003) and 1.96 miles per gallon for biodiesel (EPA, 2002). A biodiesel 
consumption rate is not currently available.  

Future SMART commuter rail service is expected to increase diesel fuel consumption for the 
Diesel Multiple Units.  As noted in the Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit Draft SEIR (March 2008), 
locomotives are expected to consume about 30 billion BTUs annually.  However, any 
increases in fuel consumption are projected to be more than offset from reduced vehicle 
use of commuters and other riders.  SMART service is ultimately projected to consume 11,000 
fewer barrels of oil annually by 2025 when compared to a No Project alternative. 

It should be noted that the 2008 CTP would reduce fuel consumption from on-road motor 
vehicles when compared to a No Project scenario.  In 2035, the CTP would reduce gasoline 
consumption by 2 percent and diesel fuel consumption by 2 3 percent annually over a No 
Project scenario (see Table 4.13-4). 

TABLE 4.13-4 
2009 CTP TRANSPORTATION ENERGY CONSUMPTION (2035) 

COMPARISON TO NO PROJECT SCENARIO 

Change from No Project to 
2009 CTP (2035)  No Project (2035) 2009 CTP 

(2035) 
Annual Percentage 

VMT* 14,768,411 14,417,956 -350,455 -2% 

Fuel Consumption (1,000 Gallons) 

Gasoline 539 802 782 526 13 20-  -2% 

Diesel 83 76  81 74  -2 -3% 

CNG** 1 52  2 50  +0  1 +100% 2% 

Total Consumption 623 2,306  609 2,274  -15 32   -2% 1% 
Sources:  
* Source: Sonoma County Transportation Model, 2008, and California Air Resources Board, Emfac2007 V2.3 BURDEN output. 
**Sonoma County Transit. Annual CNG fleet consumption-570,597 therms converted to diesel gallons. Max fleet size increase 
projected at a maximum of 10 buses during planning horizon (annual consumption of 9,122 diesel gallons per bus). Assumes uniform 
per capita bus rate of CNG consumption over planning horizon.   
*** Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit. Draft SEIR, March 2008.  Based on 2025 forecast for weekday and weekend service. Includes 
direct energy use from passenger vehicles, transit buses, heavy-DMU passenger rail at 95,000 BTU/mile, plus indirect energy use, which 
includes maintenance vehicles. Assumes 130,500 BTUs are equal to one gallon of diesel. Consumption rates projected through 2025 
only. SMART DMUs use 25 percent fewer BTUs per vehicle mile than traditional passenger rail vehicles. SMART is also considering 
operating the DMUs on a biodiesel fuel mixture. Biodiesel blends of 20 percent or less can be used in DMU vehicles without requiring 
any modifications to the vehicles. Fuel efficiency is expected to be slightly less than DMUs operated on conventional diesel—two miles 
per gallon for diesel fuel (Colorado Railcar Manufacturing, LLC, 2003) and 1.96 miles per gallon for biodiesel (EPA, 2002). A biodiesel 
consumption rate is not currently available 

• Draft EIR page 4.13-14, the following changes are made to the second paragraph: 

Nevertheless, regional forecasts for Sonoma County and the greater Bay Area indicate that 
energy use and transportation-related fuel use in particular will increase substantially through 
the 2035 horizon year of the proposed 2009 CTP.  If these trends continue, implementation of 
the proposed projects in the 2009 CTP would accommodate the increased use of petroleum 
fuels between the current conditions and 2035.2 

• Draft EIR page 4.13-14, the following changes are made directly below the subheading 
“Mitigation Measures”: 
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In addition to the mitigation measures specified below, mitigation measures identified in the 
Transportation Section for the impacts of transportation system usage would serve to further   
mitigate the impacts of growing transportation energy demand 

• Draft EIR page 4.13-14, the following changes are made directly below mitigation measure 
MM 4.13-1c: 

The countywide increase decrease in transportation-related energy demand (i.e., 
petroleum-based fuels) as a result of implementing the 2009 CTP would remain be 
considered less than significant. significant and unavoidable impact, even with the above 
mitigation measures. 

5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

• Draft EIR page 5.0-9, the following changes are made to the second paragraph: 

SECTION 5.13 ENERGY 

The proposed project would implement transportation projects and programs that would 
help address current and future mobility challenges within Sonoma County.  This will help to 
reduce energy consumption from motor vehicles and their use of petroleum-based fuels and 
renewable fuels.  However, while the rate of growth of VMT and other travel indicators will 
result in more vehicle activity, lead to inevitable increases in vehicle fuel use could decrease 
due to significant improvements in fuel economy mandated by federal requirement and 
particularly by State Pavley regulations.  These technological requirements will help reduce 
and even reverse the growth in reliance most of which is expected to rely on petroleum-
based fossil fuels that are not renewable in their nature.  Proposed mitigation measures will 
help to further reduce the continuing trend for increased fuel consumption countywide but 
major new reforms (e.g., higher federal CAFE fuel economy standards) would be needed to 
address the cumulative impacts of growth on fuel consumption.  Thus, this impact is less than 
cumulatively considerable. 

• Draft EIR page 5.0-20, the following sentence is added after the last paragraph under 
“Methodology”: 

Appendix F provides a summary of greenhouse gas emission modeling results for the 
proposed CTP as well as the Draft EIR alternatives evaluated in Section 6.0 (Project 
Alternatives). 

• Draft EIR page 5.0-21, the following changes are made to Table 5.0-3: 

TABLE 5.0-3 
MOTOR VEHICLE FLEET TRAVEL AND GHG FORECASTS (2005 AND 2035)  

Change 2005 to 2035 
Criterion 

2005 
Existing 

Conditions 

2035 No Project 
Scenario 

2009 CTP 2035 
Conditions Numerical Percentage 

Daily Vehicle Miles of Travel 
(VMT) 11,441,811 14,768,411 14,417,956 +2,976,144 +26.0% 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled per 
Capita 23.1 26.0 25.3 +2.2 +9.5% 
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Change 2005 to 2035 
Criterion 

2005 
Existing 

Conditions 

2035 No Project 
Scenario 

2009 CTP 2035 
Conditions Numerical Percentage 

Fuel Economy (miles per gallon)* 19.86 32.15 32.15 +12.29 +61.9% 

Carbon Dioxide Equivalent 
emissions (CO2e pounds per day 
tons per year) 

2,549,042 2,048,185 1,999,582 -549,460 -21.6% 

* For light-duty autos and trucks 
Source: Sonoma County Transportation Authority; Sonoma County Transportation Model and Clean Air and Climate Protection Software 
 
• Draft EIR page 5.0-26, the following change is made to Mitigation Measure MM 5.0-3: 

MM 5.0-3 SCTA shall work with appropriate stakeholders to provide funding for 
ensure that future transportation plans and projects are consistent with AB 
32 implementation standards and guidelines once they are developed. 

 

6.0  PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

• Draft EIR page 6.0-1, the following text change is made to the last sentence on the page: 

A complete listing of projects by alternative is provided in Appendix G F of the 2008 CTP, 
Draft EIR. 

• Draft EIR page 6.0-4, (Alternative 2, Alternative 2, CTP Vision Scenario, Financially 
Unconstrained Capital Improvement Scenario) the following additions are made to the 
bulleted list: 

• Santa Rosa CityBus – Facilities Enhancement Program 

• Santa Rosa CityBus – Technology Enhancement Program 

• Sonoma County Transit – Facility Expansion 

• Draft EIR page 6.0-7, (Alternative 2, CTP Vision Scenario, Financially Unconstrained Capital 
Improvement Scenario) the following additions are made to the bulleted list under the local 
road improvements heading: 

• South Healdsburg Avenue/Mill Street Improvements / Vine Street 5-way Intersection 
Improvements 

• Draft EIR page 6.0-11, (Alternative 2, CTP Vision Scenario, Financially Unconstrained Capital 
Improvement Scenario) the following additions are made to the bulleted list under the local 
road improvements heading: 

• Southwest Blvd Corridor Improvements 

• Southern Crossing at Caulfield 

• HWY 101 I/C - Mendocino Ave/Hopper Ave 
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• Sebastopol Bypass – Llano Rd. Improvements & extension, HWY 116 to Occidental Rd. 

• Traffic Calming of County ROW Countywide 

• Draft EIR page 6.0-12, (Alternative 3, VMT Reduction – Transit Expansion/Smart Growth 
Focused Scenario)  the following additions are made to the bulleted list under the transit 
improvements heading: 

• Santa Rosa CityBus – Facilities Enhancement Program 

• Santa Rosa CityBus – Technology Enhancement Program 

• Sonoma County Transit – Facility Expansion 

• Draft EIR page 6.0-13, (Alternative 3, VMT Reduction – Transit Expansion/Smart Growth 
Focused Scenario) the following additions are made to the bulleted list under the transit 
improvements heading: 

• Golden Gate Transit – Decrease Headways 

• Petaluma Transit – Decrease Headways 

• SCT Route 66 (Windsor) – Decrease Headway 

•  SCT Route 68 (Cloverdale) – Decrease Headway 

• Smart Rail – Decrease Headway 
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REVISED APPENDIX E - ESTIMATE OF FUEL CONSUMPTION FROM ON-ROAD MOTOR VEHICLES 

Scenario: 2008 Existing         Compared to Existing (2008) 
Compared to 

No Project (2035) 

  Passenger Cars Light-Duty Trucks Light Duty Trucks Medium-Duty Trucks Heavy-Duty Trucks Buses School Buses Urban Buses Motor Homes Motorcycles All Net Change Percent Net Change Percent 

VMT 5,026,000 2,097,000 2,360,000 989,000 765,000 17,000 11,000 18,000 42,000 122,000 11,447,000 - 0% (3,321,411) -22% 

Gasoline 252,039 101,297 118,832 79,000 35,000 1,000 - 1,000 3,000 4,000 595,167 - 0% 55,932 10% 

Diesel 1,033 4,292 0 0 57,000 1,000 2,000 3,000 1,000 - 69,325 - 0% (13,245) -16% 

Total 253,072 105,589 118,832 79,000 92,000 2,000 2,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 664,492 - 0% 42,688 7% 

Fuel Economy Assumption for LDA and LDT         19.86     

Assumptions: Based on ARB BURDEN2007 VMT and fuel consumption data for 2008 base year           

Scenario: 2035 No Project/No Action (Alternative 1)             

 Passenger Cars Light-Duty Trucks Light Duty Trucks Medium-Duty Trucks Heavy-Duty Trucks Buses School Buses Urban Buses Motor Homes Motorcycles All     

VMT 6,484,322 2,705,456 3,044,767 1,275,964 986,969 21,933 14,192 23,223 54,187 157,399 14,768,411 3,321,411 29% - 0% 

Gasoline 201,690 84,151 94,705 101,922 45,155 1,290 - 1,290 3,870 5,161 539,235 (55,932) -9% - 0% 

Diesel - - 0 0 73,539 1,290 2,580 3,870 1,290 - 82,570 13,245 19% - 0% 

Total 201,690 84,151 94,705 101,922 118,694 2,580 2,580 5,161 5,161 5,161 621,805 (42,688) -6% - 0% 

Fuel Economy Assumption for LDA and LDT         32.15     

Assumptions: VMT forecasts based on SCTA SCTM07 travel demand model output for the No Project alternative.          

 Gasoline fuel consumption estimates based on projected 2035 fuel economy assumptions for LDT and LDA vehicles, assuming implementation of California Pavley regulations     

 Gasoline and diesel fuel consumptions estimates for other on-road vehicles based on an extrapolation of consumption rates from 2008       

Scenario: Proposed Project             

  Passenger Cars Light-Duty Trucks Light Duty Trucks Medium-Duty Trucks Heavy-Duty Trucks Buses School Buses Urban Buses Motor Homes Motorcycles All     

VMT 6,330,449 2,641,256 2,972,515 1,245,685 963,548 21,412 13,855 22,672 52,901 153,664 14,417,956 2,970,956 26% (350,455) -2% 

Gasoline 196,904 82,154 92,458 99,504 44,084 1,260 - 1,260 3,779 5,038 526,439 (68,728) -12% (12,796) -2% 

Diesel 0 0 0 0 71,794 1,260 2,519 3,779 1,260 - 80,611 11,285 16% (1,959) -2% 

Total 196,904 82,154 92,458 99,504 115,878 2,519 2,519 5,038 5,038 5,038 607,049 (57,443) -9% (14,755) -2% 

Fuel Economy Assumption for LDA and LDT         32.15     

Assumptions: VMT forecasts based on SCTA SCTM07 travel demand model output for the 2009 CTP project alternative.         

 Gasoline fuel consumption estimates based on projected 2035 fuel economy assumptions for LDT and LDA vehicles, assuming implementation of California Pavley regulations     

 Gasoline and diesel fuel consumptions estimates for other on-road vehicles based on an extrapolation of consumption rates from 2008       

Scenario: 2035 Vision Scenario (Alternative 2)              

  Passenger Cars Light-Duty Trucks Light Duty Trucks Medium-Duty Trucks Heavy-Duty Trucks Buses School Buses Urban Buses Motor Homes Motorcycles All     

VMT 6,338,250 2,644,511 2,976,178 1,247,220 964,736 21,439 13,872 22,700 52,966 153,853 14,435,724 2,988,724 26% (332,687) -2% 

Gasoline 197,146 82,255 92,572 99,626 44,138 1,261  1,261 3,783 5,044 527,088 (68,080) -11% (12,147) -2% 

Diesel 0 0 0 0 71,882 1,261 2,522 3,783 1,261 - 80,710 11,385 16% (1,860) -2% 

Total 197,146 82,255 92,572 99,626 116,020 2,522 2,522 5,044 5,044 5,044 607,797 (56,695) -9% (14,007) -2% 

Fuel Economy Assumption for LDA and LDT         32.15     

Assumptions: VMT forecasts based on SCTA SCTM07 travel demand model output for the 2009 CTP project alternative.         

 Gasoline fuel consumption estimates based on projected 2035 fuel economy assumptions for LDT and LDA vehicles, assuming implementation of California Pavley regulations     

 
Gasoline and diesel fuel consumptions estimates for other on-road vehicles based on an extrapolation of consumption rates from 2008 
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Scenario: 2035 Reduction – Transit Expansion/Smart Growth Focused Scenario (Alternative 3)           

 Passenger Cars Light-Duty Trucks Light Duty Trucks Medium-Duty Trucks Heavy-Duty Trucks Buses School Buses Urban Buses Motor Homes Motorcycles All     

VMT 5,861,335 2,445,527 2,752,239 1,153,375 892,145 19,825 12,828 20,992 48,981 142,277 13,349,523 1,902,523 17% (1,418,888) -10% 

Gasoline 182,312 76,066 85,606 92,130 40,817 1,166 - 1,166 3,499 4,665 487,427 (107,740) -18% (51,807) -10% 

Diesel 0 0 0 0 66,474 1,166 2,332 3,499 1,166 - 74,637 5,312 8% (7,933) -10% 

Total 182,312 76,066 85,606 92,130 107,291 2,332 2,332 4,665 4,665 4,665 562,064 (102,428) -15% (59,740) -10% 

Fuel Economy Assumption for LDA and LDT         32.15     

Assumptions: VMT forecasts based on SCTA SCTM07 travel demand model output for the 2009 CTP project alternative.         

 Gasoline fuel consumption estimates based on projected 2035 fuel economy assumptions for LDT and LDA vehicles, assuming implementation of California Pavley regulations     

 Gasoline and diesel fuel consumptions estimates for other on-road vehicles based on an extrapolation of consumption rates from 2008       

Scenario: 2035 VMT Reduction – Pricing Policy Focused Scenario (Alternative 4)           

 Passenger Cars Light-Duty Trucks Light Duty Trucks Medium-Duty Trucks Heavy-Duty Trucks Buses School Buses Urban Buses Motor Homes Motorcycles All     

VMT 5,615,235 2,342,847 2,636,680 1,104,948 854,687 18,993 12,290 20,110 46,924 136,303 12,789,015 1,342,015 12% (1,979,396) -13% 

Gasoline 174,657 72,872 82,012 88,262 39,103 1,117 - 1,117 3,352 4,469 466,962 (128,206) -22% (72,273) -13% 

Diesel 0 0 0 0 63,683 1,117 2,234 3,352 1,117 - 71,503 2,178 3% (11,067) -13% 

Total 174,657 72,872 82,012 88,262 102,786 2,234 2,234 4,469 4,469 4,469 538,465 (126,028) -19% (83,340) -13% 

Fuel Economy Assumption for LDA and LDT         32.15     

Assumptions: VMT forecasts based on SCTA SCTM07 travel demand model output for the 2009 CTP project alternative.         

 Gasoline fuel consumption estimates based on projected 2035 fuel economy assumptions for LDT and LDA vehicles, assuming implemenation of California Pavley regulations     

 Gasoline and diesel fuel consumptions estimates for other on-road vehicles based on an extrapolation of consumption rates from 2008       

Scenario: 2035 Comprehensive/”Do Everything” Scenario (Alternative 5)            

 Passenger Cars Light-Duty Trucks Light Duty Trucks Medium-Duty Trucks Heavy-Duty Trucks Buses School Buses Urban Buses Motor Homes Motorcycles All     

VMT 5,180,012 2,161,259 2,432,318 1,019,306 788,442 17,521 11,337 18,552 43,287 125,738 11,797,772     

Gasoline 161,120 67,224 75,655 81,421 36,073 1,031 - 1,031 3,092 4,123 430,769  -28%   

Diesel 0 0 0 0 58,747 1,031 2,061 3,092 1,031 - 65,961     

Total 161,120 67,224 75,655 81,421 94,819 2,061 2,061 4,123 4,123 4,123 496,730     

Fuel Economy Assumption for LDA and LDT         32.15     

Assumptions: VMT forecasts based on SCTA SCTM07 travel demand model output for the 2009 CTP project alternative.         

 Gasoline fuel consumption estimates based on projected 2035 fuel economy assumptions for LDT and LDA vehicles, assuming implemenation of California Pavley regulations     

  Gasoline and diesel fuel consumptions estimates for other on‐road vehicles based on an extrapolation of consumption rates from 2008             
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REVISED APPENDIX F 

ESTIMATE OF SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS OF GHG 

 2008    2035     

 Tons per year Pounds per year Pounds per day Pounds per day Tons per year Pounds per year Pounds per day Pounds per day Increase in lb/day 

    Weekdays    Weekdays  

Fine grading 76.36 152,720 1,697 2,376 76.37 152,740 1,697 2,376 0.31 

Asphalt 37.78 75,560 840 1,175 37.80 75,600 840 1,176 0.62 

Building 45.48 90,960 1,011 1,415 44.82 89,640 996 1,394 (20.53) 

Coating 0.28 560 6 9 0.28 560 6 9 - 

TOTAL 159.9 319,800 3,553 4,975 159.27 318,540 3,539 4,955 (19.60) 

ESTIMATE OF LONG-TERM MOBILE SOURCE EMISSIONS OF GHG 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Estimates         

   Current 2009 CTP Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

 Goal  2005 2035 2035 2035 2035 2035 2035 

Daily Vehicle Miles of Travel per Person 20.8  23.1 25.3 26.0 25.4 23.5 22.5 20.7 

Person Hours Delay 42,580  53,226 337,074 390,689 265,769 256,375 287,246 163,084 

Fleet MPG Assumption 32.15  19.86 32.15 32.15 32.15 32.15 32.15 32.15 

Tons GHG Emissions* 1,240,538  2,549,042 1,999,582 2,048,185 2,002,046 1,851,404 1,773,669 1,636,196 

 

Notes:           

*ICLEI CACP software used to convert VMT to GHG emissions using all standard assumptions and conversion rates and the Fleet Wide MPG assumptions shown for each alternative/scenario. 

Alternatives are defined as:          

Alternative 1: No Project/No Action Alternative         

Alternative 2: CTP Vision Scenario, Financially Unconstrained Capital Improvement Scenario      

Alternative 3: VMT Reduction - Transit Expansion/Smart Growth Focused Scenario      

Alternative 4: VMT Reduction - Pricing Policy Focused Scenario       

Alternative 5: Comprehensive/"Do Everything" Scenario        
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REVISED APPENDIX G 

Alternative 1: No Project/"No Build" (CTP Scenario 1): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use 

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases. 

Project 
Project  

 (in millions) Funds Notes M 

Local Road Rehabilitation $1,947.9   M 

Widen U.S. 101 for HOV lane (one in each direction) between Rohnert Park Expressway to Santa Rosa 
Avenue $85.0  Committed M 

Widen U.S. 101 for HOV lane (one in each direction) between Steele Lane and Windsor River Road - 
North Phase A $120.0  Committed M 

Widen U.S. 101 for HOV lanes Central Phase A (one in each direction) from Pepper Road to Rohnert 
Park Expressway  $118.0  Committed M 

MSN Phase 1 - Petaluma Blvd South I/C and frontage      

Total Estimated Cost: $2,270.9     

 

CTP/Constrained Project (CTP Scenario 2): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use 

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases. 

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

ALL SCENARIO 1: NO PROJECT/NO BUILD PROJECTS $2,270.9    

Widen U.S. 101 for HOV lanes (one in each direction) from Old Redwood Highway to Pepper Road - 
Central Phase B $50.0 $50.0  M 
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CTP/Constrained Project (CTP Scenario 2): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use 

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases. 

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

U.S. 101/Airport Boulevard interchange improvements and Airport Boulevard widening - North Phase B $30.0 $30.0  M 

U.S. 101 Traffic Operations System (TOS)  $25.0 $25.0 

Elements 
included 
in all 101 
projects, 
this is in 
addition 

 

U.S. 101 ramp metering and fiber optic cable in Sonoma County  $25.0 $25.0 

Elements 
included 
in all 101 
projects, 
this is in 
addition 

 

Widen U.S. 101 (adding an HOV lane in each direction) from the Route 37 in Novato north to Old 
Redwood Highway in Petaluma and convert some highway sections from expressway to freeway - MSN $400.0 $400.0 

Sonoma 
County 
share listed 
based on 
50% of 
total cost; 
$200M 
committed 
for 
complete 
project 

 

Penngrove local road improvements including Railroad Avenue interchange  $38.0 $38.0  M 

Brickway Blvd Connect  Airport Blvd.-River Rd $7.50    

Hwy 116/Hwy 121 intersection improvements and Arnold Drive improvements $14.8 $14.8  M 
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CTP/Constrained Project (CTP Scenario 2): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use 

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases. 

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

U.S. 101/Old Redwood Highway interchange improvements  $27.6 $27.6  M 

U.S. 101/Hearn Avenue interchange improvements, including widening overcrossing and ramps $28.0 $28.0  M 

Extend Farmers Lane as a 3-lane or 4-lane arterial from Yolanda Avenue to Route 12 $41.4 $41.4  M 

Mark West Springs Road/Porter Creek Road safety improvements  $4.8 $4.8  M 

Forestville bypass on Route 116  $13.7 $13.7  M 

Mirabel Road and Route 116 signalization and Channelization $3.0 $3.0 
new 
project for 
RTP 

M 

River Road channelization and improvements  $4.0 $4.0  M 

Bodega Highway improvements west of Sebastopol  $2.0 $2.0  M 

Route 12/Fulton Road interchange and widen Fulton Road from 2 lanes to 4 lanes north of Guerneville 
Road to south of Route 12  $38.0 $38.0  M 

Route 121 traffic signal system and channelization at 8th Street  $3.1 $3.1   

Healdsburg Bridge $23.0 $23.0 
new 
project for 
RTP 
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CTP/Constrained Project (CTP Scenario 2): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use 

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases. 

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

Realign Route 116 (Stage Gulch Road) along Champlin Creek and widen remaining segments to 
accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists $38.0  SHOPP  

Rehabilitate and widen Route 116 from Elphick Road to Redwood Drive (involves realignment, new 
shoulders and channelization improvements) $83.0  SHOPP  

U.S 101 Interchange Improvements (Steele Ln., Arata, E. Washington, Mill St., Dry Creek, Bellevue, River 
Rd., Todd Rd.) $142.5   M 

Petaluma crosstown connector and Rainier interchange  $58.7 $58.7 

City of 
Petaluma 
has 
committed 
$11.306 
toward 
project 

 

Convert bridges of Sonoma County from one-lane to two-lane bridges  $16.9 $16.9 

Funded 
through 
HBRR 
Program 

 

SMART RAIL - EIR schedule $541     

SRCB - Decrease Headways (Routes 4,5,7,9,14,19) $7.1    

SRCB - North/South - East/West Rapid Bus Corridor $39    

Total Estimated Cost: $3,975.9       
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Alternative 2: Unconstrained Project (CTP Scenario 3): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use     

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases.     

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

ALL SCENARIO 1 & 2 PROJECTS (No build and financially constrained projects) $3,975.9    

Old Redwood Hwy improvements from Petaluma to Cotati $6.00    

Adobe Road Reconstruction - reconstruct portions of Adobe Rd from Hwy 116 to Penngrove $11.50    

Petaluma Hill Rd -Santa Rosa to Roberts (sections) - widen from Santa Rosa to Roberts $13.00    

Snyder Lane Widening - widen to 4 lanes from Southwest Blvd to Keiser Lane $1.00    

Petaluma Hill Rd in Santa Rosa - widen and reconstruct from Snyder Lane to Kawana Springs 
Rd $8.70    

Cloverdale Blvd/South Interchange Improvement near Hwy 101 $0.50    

E Cotati Ave Hwy 101 to Snyder – implement arterial management $1.10    

Bennett Valley Rd Santa Rosa - Grange – reconstruct & widen $3.80    

Healdsburg Ave./Mill St./Vine Ave. 5-way Intersection Improvements $0.50    

Old Redwood Hwy - Hembree Ln to Shiloh Road $5.40    

Shiloh Rd - Hembree Ln to Old Redwood Hwy $2.50    

Windsor River Rd - widen & reconstruct from Windsor Rd to Starr Rd $0.50    

Railroad Ave Improvements - from Hwy 101 to Petaluma Hill Road $0.55  Change to County Project 

Southern Crossing of the Petaluma River $33.00    

Starr Rd/NWPRR rebuild Grade Crossing** $0.40    

Dry Creek Road - Safety Improvements $4.10    

First Street Improvement - widen from Crocker Road to Asti Road & install sidewalk $0.22    

Bellevue Ave extension to Petaluma Hill Road $5.00    

Todd Road - reconstruct from Stony Point Road to Llano Road extend east to Petaluma Hill 
Road $5.80    
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Alternative 2: Unconstrained Project (CTP Scenario 3): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use     

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases.     

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

W Sierra Arterial Improvements – Old Redwood Hwy to Stony Point Road signalization & bike 
lanes $0.83    

6th st. undercrossing, Davis Street & 6th Street Traffic Signal Installation $1.50    

New traffic signals - citywide in Santa Rosa $2.40    

Dutton Meadows - widen & reconstruct from Hearn Ave to Bellevue Avenue $4.50    

West Avenue - reconstruct and widen from Sebastopol Road to South Avenue $1.40    

Old Redwood Hwy - widen from Arata Lane to North Town Limits $1.64    

Old Redwood Hwy - Windsor Road to Windsor River Road $0.45    

Shiloh Rd - widen to four lanes from Hwy 101 to Skylane Blvd $2.40    

Petaluma Blvd North-Hwy 101 to city limits (approx 300 ft north of Gossage) $3.80    

Alexander Valley Rd - shoulder widening for bikes & sight distance, eliminate safety issues $4.10    

Calistoga Rd - Montecito to Hwy 12 - traffic calming $0.25    

Lakeville Rd Widen to 4 Lanes from Hwy 37 to Hwy 116 $22.00    

Arnold Drive - construct center turn lane Country Club to Madrone $2.50    

Hwy 12  - widen from Los Alamos to Pythian $15.00    

Arnold Drive - Verano to Petaluma Street $2.30    

8th Street East/Hwy 121 intersection $0.40    

Farmers/4th Street - intersection improvements $1.50    

8th Street East widening Napa Rd to Napa Street TBD    

Intersection Control on Hwy 116 at 4 locations in Sebastopol $1.40    

River Rd/Mark West Springs – construct 2 additional lanes from Fulton to Old Redwood Hwy. $2.60    

Bellevue Ave/Ludwig Ave Connector - realignment of Bellevue from Ludwig to Stony Point 
Road $2.90    
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Alternative 2: Unconstrained Project (CTP Scenario 3): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use     

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases.     

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

Hwy 12 widening Llano Road to South Wright TBD    

Todd Rd - widen from Stony Point Road to Llano Road extend east to Petaluma Hill Road $5.80    

W College Ave Fulton to Stony Point Road- widen and reconstruct (includes storm drain) $1.50    

Bodega Ave. Curb Gutter & Sidewalk Improvements - Golden Ridge to Pleasant Hill $0.46    

Hwy 116 Curb Gutter & Sidewalk Improvements (Healdsburg Avenue, Live Oak to Hurlbut) $6.00    

Phase 1-2 Stony Point Rd widen & reconstruct  $10.00  Rephased  

Phase 1-3 Hearn Ave realignment $6.00  Rephased  

Sebastopol Road. - upgrade and reconstruct from Olive to Dutton Avenue $3.00    

West 9th St - widen and reconstruct from Dutton Avenue to Morgan Avenue $2.50    

5 way intersection at Healdsburg, Mill & Westside Roads TBD    

Wilfred Ave widening between 1999 city limits & urban growth boundary TBD    

Rohnert Park expressway widening between Snyder & Petaluma Hill Road TBD    

Dowdell Reconstruction & Extension between Wilfred Ave & Business Park Drive TBD    

Bodway Parkway Extension - between Valley House Drive and Railroad Avenue TBD    

State Farm Drive Corridor Improvements TBD    

Commerce Drive corridor improvements TBD    

City Center Drive & Pedestrian improvements at State Farm Drive TBD    

Neighborhood traffic calming program TBD    

College Ave improvements between Cleveland & Morgan $8.00    

Hwy 12/Farmers Lane ROW TBD 2023-2033   

Route 12 at 4th Street $3.5    

Gravenstein Hwy South (Hwy 116) from Spooner Park to HWY 101     
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Alternative 2: Unconstrained Project (CTP Scenario 3): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use     

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases.     

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

Old Redwood Highway - Widen from Shiloh Rd to SR City Limits   GP Project  

Old Redwood Highway - Widen from Railroad to Petaluma City Limits   GP Project  

Fulton Rd - Widen from ORH to Piner Rd   GP Project  

HWY 12 - Widen from Llano to 116 in Sebastopol   GP Project  

Bodega Hwy - Widen from Sebastopol City Limits to Jonve Rd 5.5  GP Project  

Stony Point Rd - widen from Santa Rosa City Limits to Petaluma City Limits   GP Project  

Santa Rosa Ave - Widen from SR City limits to HWY 101   GP Project  

Ely Rd - center turn lane ORH to Petaluma   GP Project  

Corona Rd - center turn lane Adobe to Ely   GP Project  

Lakeville Hwy - Widen from Hwy 101 to Hwy 37   GP Project  

HWY 37 - Widen to 4 Lanes   GP Project  

Stage Gulch - center turn lane from Adobe to Arnold Dr   GP Project  

HWY 12 - center turn lane from SR to Sonoma   GP Project  

Arnold Dr - center turn lane from Madrone to Petaluma Ave   GP Project  

Madrone Rd - center turn lane from Aronold to HWY 12   GP Project  

Aqua Caliente - center turn lane from Aronold to HWY 12   GP Project  

Verano Ave  - center turn lane from Aronold to HWY 12   GP Project  

Petaluma Ave  - center turn lane from Aronold to HWY 12   GP Project  

Northpoint Pkwy - Extend from Fresno to S Wright   GP Project  

Northpoint Pkwy - widen from Stony Point to Frenso   GP Project  

Frenso Ave - Extend From Northpoint Pkwy to Finley   GP Project  

Corporate Pkwy - widen from Northpoint Pkwy to Seb. Rd   GP Project  
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Alternative 2: Unconstrained Project (CTP Scenario 3): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use     

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases.     

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

Stony Point Rd - Widen to four lanes from Hearn Ave to Santa Rosa city limits   GP Project  

Maureen Dr realignment and Widening - Dutton Dr to Dutton Mdw   GP Project  

Dutton Ave - Extend to Dutton   GP Project  

Hearn Ave relignment from Burbank to Northpoint Pkwy   GP Project  

Sebastopol Road - Dutton to Stony Point   GP Project  

Corby Ave - widen from Baker to Hearn   GP Project  

Baker Overcrossing Widen   GP Project  

Santa Rosa Ave - Baker to Colgan   GP Project  

Petaluma Hill Rd - widen from Aston to SR Citylimes   GP Project  

Kawana Springs Rd - widen from SR Ave to Pet. Hill Rd   GP Project  

Stony Point Rd - widen from 3rd St to Hwy 12   GP Project  

W 3rd St - widen from Senna to Fulton   GP Project  

W 9th St - widen from Dutton to Link   GP Project  

Cleveland Ave - College to W 9th St   GP Project  

Range Ave - widen from Steele to Russel   GP Project  

Piner - widen from Marlow to Fulton   GP Project  

Hopper Ave - widen from Cleveland to Coffey Ln   GP Project  

Courthouse Square Closure   GP Project  

3rd St - widen from Morgan to B St   GP Project  

Morgan - widen from 3rd St to 5th St   GP Project  

North St - widen from Carr to College   GP Project  

Franklin - widen from Lewis to North St   GP Project  
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Alternative 2: Unconstrained Project (CTP Scenario 3): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use     

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases.     

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

Chanate - widen from Humboldt to Mendocino   GP Project  

Old Redwood Hwy rehab - Plaza to Gravenstein Hwy $8.50    

Southwest Blvd Corridor Improvements     

Southern Crossing @ Caulfied $72.0    

Mendocino Ave/Hopper Ave -Hwy 101 I/C     

Sebastopol Bypass - Llano Road improvements & extension, Hwy 116 to Occidental Road $3.00    

Traffic Calming of County ROW Countywide     

SRCB - Decrease Headways (Routes 1-3,6,8,10-12,15-18) $12.4    

SCT - Decrease Headway (Routes 20,25,30,40,44/48,60,62)     

Santa Rosa CityBus - Technology Enhancement Program $10.70    

Santa Rosa CityBus - Facilities Enhancement Program $7.80    

Sonoma County Transit - Facility Expansion TBD    

Port Sonoma       

Total Estimated Cost: $4314.72*    
*Please note that many of the projects in the unconstrained project list are in the conceptual stage only and no estimated cost is available.  The full project cost for this project if 
fully implemented would be many times greater than the estimated cost provided here if project cost estimates for all conceptual projects were available.   
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Alternative 3: VMT Reduction Alternative 1 - Transit/Smart Growth Focused (CTP Scenario 4): 

Land Use: All future growth is assumed to be focused in county Priority Development Areas, around rail/transit stations, and local designated pedestrian or special 
development districts.  Future growth is projected to be at higher densities.  SCTA does not have the authority to implement land use policy and could only 
advocate for this type of future land development. 

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases. 

Project Project  Funds Notes 

ALL SCENARIO 1 & 2 PROJECTS (No build and financially constrained projects) $3,975.9   

Transit Priority Measures (signal prioritization, dedicated bus/HOV lanes, queue jumpers, left turn bays, etc.)    

SCT Decrease Headways (Routes 10,12,14,28,32,42,64,66,68)    

SMART RAIL - Decrease Headway    

Petaluma Transit - Decrease Headways    

Golden Gate Transit - Decrease Headways    

Total Estimated Cost: $3975.9*   
*Please note that many of the projects in the unconstrained project list are in the conceptual stage only and no estimated cost is available.  The full project cost for this project if fully 
implemented would be greater than the estimated cost provided here if project cost estimates for all conceptual projects were available.  

 

Alternative 4: VMT Reduction Alternative 2 - Pricing Focused (CTP Scenario 5): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use 

Pricing: $.25/mile peak hour congestion fee, parking charges in all downtown and large commercial areas.  Tolls and transit fares expected to increase with 
inflation.  Per mile cost (operating costs including gas, maintenance and tires, but not including ownership costs such as insurance, depreciation, taxes, etc.) to go 
from $0.23 per mile ($4.25 per gallon—2008 average) to $1.27 per mile in 2035 ($7.47 per gallon plus $5.50 per trip congestion charge).   SCTA does not have the 
authority to implement pricing policy and could only advocate for the future implementation of these policies. 

Project Project  Funds Notes 

ALL SCENARIO 1 & 2 PROJECTS (No build and financially constrained projects) $3,975.9   

Convert HOV lanes to HOT lanes.    

Total Estimated Cost: 3975.9*     
*Please note that this project is focused on pricing policy and not additional capital projects beyond those proposed in the financially constrained project list.  Costs associated with the 
implementation of pricing policy are unknown at this time. 
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Alternative 5: Comprehensive/"Do Everything" (CTP Scenario 6): 

Land Use: All future growth is assumed to be focused in county Priority Development Areas, around rail/transit stations, and local designated pedestrian or special 
development districts.  Future growth is projected to be at higher densities.  SCTA does not have the authority to implement land use policy and could only 
advocate for this type of future land development. 

Pricing: $.25/mile peak hour congestion fee, parking charges in all downtown and large commercial areas.  Tolls and transit fares expected to increase with 
inflation.  Per mile cost (operating costs including gas, maintenance and tires, but not including ownership costs such as insurance, depreciation, taxes, etc.) to go 
from $0.23 per mile ($4.25 per gallon—2008 average) to $1.27 per mile in 2035 ($7.47 per gallon plus $5.50 per trip congestion charge).   SCTA does not have the 
authority to implement pricing policy and could only advocate for the future implementation of these policies. 

Project Project  Funds Notes 

ALL SCENARIO 1-3 PROJECTS (No build, financially constrained, and financially unconstrained projects) $4314.72*   

Transit Priority Measures (signal prioritization, dedicated bus/HOV lanes, queue jumpers, left turn bays, etc.)    

SCT Decrease Headways (Routes 10,12,14,28,32,42,64,66,68)    

SMART RAIL - Decrease Headway    

Petaluma Transit - Decrease Headways    

Golden Gate Transit - Decrease Headways    

Convert HOV lanes to HOT lanes.    

Total Estimated Cost: $4314.72*   
*Please note that many of the projects in the unconstrained project list are in the conceptual stage only and no estimated cost is available.  The full project cost for this project if fully 
implemented would be many times greater than the estimated cost provided here if project cost estimates for all conceptual projects were available. 
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I.  BACKGROUND 
A.  What is Particulate Matter (PM)? 
Particulate matter (referred to as PM) consists of very small liquid and solid particles suspended 
in the air, and includes particles smaller than 10 microns in size (PM10) as well as finer particles 
smaller than 2.5 microns in size (PM2.5). Particles with a size between 2.5 and 10 microns are 
sometimes referred to as "coarse particles". 
 
Ambient PM is made up of particles that are emitted directly, such as soot and fugitive dust, as 
well as secondary particles that are formed in the atmosphere from reactions involving precursor 
pollutants such as oxides of nitrogen, sulfur oxides, volatile organic compounds, (NOx, SOx, and 
VOC), and ammonia. Secondary PM and combustion soot tend to be fine particles (PM2.5) while 
fugitive dust is mostly coarse particles. 
 
Some particles are directly emitted into the air. They come from a variety of sources such as 
cars, trucks, buses, industrial facilities, cooking, power plants, construction sites, tilled fields, 
unpaved roads, stone crushing, and burning of wood. 
 
Other particles may be formed indirectly when gases from burning fuels react with sunlight and 
water vapor. These can result from fuel combustion in motor vehicles, at power plants, and in 
other industrial processes. Many combustion sources, such as motor vehicles and power plants, 
emit PM directly and also emit pollutants that form secondary PM.  
 
B.   What Kinds Of Problems Does PM Cause? 
1.  Human Health 
Exposure to particulate pollution is linked to increased frequency and severity of asthma attacks 
and even premature death in people with pre-existing cardiac or respiratory disease. Those most 
sensitive to particulate pollution include infants and children, the elderly, and persons with heart 
and lung disease.  
 
When we inhale, we breathe in air along with any particles that are in the air. The air and the 
particles travel into our respiratory system (the lungs and airway). Along the way the particles 
can stick to the sides of the airway or travel deeper into the lungs. The farther particles go, the 
worse the effect. Smaller particles can pass through the smaller airways.  
 
Many scientific studies have linked breathing PM to a series of significant health problems, 
including:  

• aggravated asthma  
• increases in respiratory symptoms like coughing and difficult or painful breathing  
• chronic bronchitis  
• decreased lung function  
• premature death  

2.  Visibility impairment 
PM is the major cause of reduced visibility (haze) in the United States, including both urban and 
rural areas. PM reduction programs are underway in cities as well as places like the Grand 
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Canyon and the Great Smokey Mountains National Parks where millions of tourists come every 
year to take in the views.  
 
3.  Atmospheric deposition 
The smaller particles are lighter and stay in the air longer and travel farther. PM10 particles can 
stay in the air for minutes or hours while PM2.5 particles can stay in the air for days or weeks 
before settling as deposition on surfaces. PM10 particles can travel as little as a hundred yards or 
as much as 30 miles. PM2.5 particles can go even farther; many hundreds of miles before settling 
out. The effects of this settling include:  

• making lakes and streams acidic  
• changing the nutrient balance in coastal waters and large river basins  
• depleting the nutrients in soil  
• damaging sensitive forests and farm crops  
 

4.  Aesthetic damage 
Certain types of PM, such as soot, can stain and damage stone and other materials, including 
culturally important objects such as historic buildings, monuments, and statues. Cleaning up 
these landmarks is expensive and time consuming. 

5.  Public Nuisance 
PM can become a public nuisance when it is concentrated at the local level. The nuisance effects 
can include soiling of personal property, increased respiratory ailments, reduced visibility, odor, 
or other problems. These effects can have the most impact on sensitive populations, such as 
children, the elderly and those with existing respiratory illness or compromised immune systems. 
 
II.  WHAT ARE PM CONDITIONS IN THE BAY AREA? 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and the California Air Resources Board 
(ARB) have adopted ambient air quality standards for PM10 and PM2.5 (Table 1). California’s 
standards are the most health-protective standards in the nation and are designed to provide 
additional protection for the most sensitive groups of people. According to ARB, attainment of 
California's standards is expected to result in the prevention of premature deaths, incidences of 
asthma among children, and over millions of lost work days per year. 
 

TABLE 1: STATE AND NATIONAL PM STANDARDS AND  
BAY AREA ATTAINMENT STATUS 

 
  

California 
Standard 
(µg/m3) 

Bay Area Status
National 

Standard (µg/m3)
 

Bay Area Status 

  PM10 - Annual 20 Nonattainment 50 Attainment 
  PM10 - 24-hour 50 Nonattainment 150 Unclassified 
  PM2.5 - Annual 12 Nonattainment 15 Attainment 
  PM2.5 - 24-hour -- -- 65 Attainment 
State and National particulate matter ambient air quality standards. The levels of the standards are 
expressed in micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3). Status of Bay Area based on data available as of 
11/23/2004. 
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Today, virtually all of California is considered to be in "nonattainment" for the State PM10 
standard, with most urban areas, the Central Valley, and several other areas in nonattainment for 
the State PM2.5 standard. The Bay Area is currently in attainment of the Federal PM10 and PM2.5 
standards. 
 
III.  WHAT IS BEING DONE TO REDUCE PM POLLUTION IN THE BAY AREA? 
The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) implements a number of 
regulations and programs to reduce PM emissions. These include rules limiting direct PM 
emissions from open burning of agricultural and non-agricultural waste, controlling dust from 
earthmoving and construction/demolition operations, limiting emissions from various 
combustion sources such as cement kilns and furnaces, and reducing PM from composting and 
chipping activities. In addition, the Air District also enforces rules that limit indirect PM 
precursor emissions such as NOx from power plants, industrial facilities, and other combustion 
sources, and VOCs from petroleum refineries, coatings and solvents, product manufacturing, fuel 
storage, transfer and dispensing activities, and many other industrial and commercial facilities.  
 
The Air District also administers programs that deal specifically with emissions from wood-
burning appliances such as fireplaces, wood stoves and heaters. These programs include the 
Spare the Air Tonight campaign that advises Bay Area residents not to burn wood on evenings 
that are forecast to have conditions favorable for increased PM levels. The Air District has also 
developed a model wood burning ordinance for cities and counties, and administers incentive 
programs to replace older and dirtier wood-burning equipment with EPA-certified devices.  
 
To reduce PM emissions from mobile sources, the Air District implements a variety of incentive 
programs to encourage fleet operators and the public to voluntarily replace or retrofit older 
higher polluting vehicles/equipment with newer lower polluting vehicles/equipment.  The types 
of projects funded include purchasing low-emission vehicles, re-powering old polluting heavy 
duty diesel engines, and installing after market emissions control devices that reduce particulates 
and NOx emissions. These incentives are available for a wide variety of on-road and off-road 
equipment. In addition, one program focuses specifically on school buses while another deals 
specifically with refuse trucks. The Air District also operates a vehicle buy-back program to 
provide financial incentives to remove the oldest most polluting light-duty vehicles from Bay 
Area roadways.  
 
IV.  SB 656 PM IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 
A.  What is the SB 656 PM Schedule?   
In 2003 the California Legislature enacted Senate Bill 656 (SB 656) to reduce public exposure to 
PM10 and PM2.5. SB 656 requires ARB, in consultation with local air districts, to develop and 
adopt, by January 1, 2005, a list of the most readily available, feasible, and cost-effective control 
measures that could be used by ARB and the air districts to reduce PM10 and PM2.5. The goal of 
SB 656 is to make progress in the near-term toward attainment of State and national PM10 and 
PM2.5 standards.  
 
The potential PM control measures on ARB’s list are based on rules, regulations, and programs 
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existing in California as of January 1, 2004 to reduce emissions from new, modified, and existing 
stationary, area, and mobile sources.  
 
For more information about SB 656 and to view related documents, please go to 
www.arb.ca.gov/pm/pmmeasures/pmmeasures.htm.  
 
B.  The SB 656 Process 
As required by SB 656, ARB compiled a list of existing PM rules, regulations, and programs in 
California as of January 1, 2004. This list included 103 different measures that are being 
implemented by any air district to address both direct and indirect PM emissions. Local districts 
must review the ARB list and identify the measures most appropriate for their respective regions. 
Air Districts must adopt an implementation schedule that prioritizes the appropriate measures 
based on cost effectiveness and their effects on public health, air quality, and emissions 
reductions. The SB 656 legislation and ARB guidance directs each air district to base their 
evaluation of potential PM reduction measures on the nature and severity of the PM problem in 
their area.  
 
SB 656 requires that local air districts not include measures on the implementation schedule if 
they are substantially similar to measures already adopted by the air district or if they are 
scheduled to be adopted within two years of adoption of the PM implementation schedule, or if 
the air district has determined that there are readily available, feasible, and cost-effective 
alternative control measures that will achieve equivalent or greater reductions. 
 
C.  Sources of PM in the Bay Area 
Air District staff has analyzed both direct and indirect sources of PM throughout the Bay  
Area. Based on 2000-2003 ambient air monitoring data, the Air District and ARB estimated that 
the PM2.5 fraction of total PM accounted for approximately 60% of PM10 during the winter and 
approximately 45% during the rest of the year.  On days when the PM standards are exceeded, 
PM2.5 can account for as much as 90% of PM10.  On an annual basis, the ARB estimated that 
PM2.5 comprised approximately 50% of the PM10 levels.  Therefore, PM2.5 is seen a significant 
component of the region’s total PM problem.  
 
Air District staff and ARB staff have been working on ways to determine the sources of PM in 
the region.  One method was to evaluate the Air District’s source inventory for specific 
stationary and area sources.  Another method was to analyze the nature of the PM collected as 
part of the region’s participation in the state’s PM2.5 speciation network of ambient air monitors.  
 
The emissions inventory data collected by the Air District reflects PM10. Based on the inventory 
data, combustion activities such as residential wood burning, construction/demolition activities, 
road dust, and emissions from on and off-road engines have been identified as significant sources 
of PM10 emissions.  While the inventory is helpful in determining potential PM10 sources in the 
region, it does not provide the full picture of the makeup of the region’s PM.  The nature of 
particulates is that larger, coarser particles tend to settle out of the air closer to their emission 
source while smaller particles, such as the size of PM2.5, tend to remain suspended in the air 
longer and travel further.  In addition, direct and indirect sources of PM needed to be 
distinguished.  Therefore, further evaluation of the sources of PM was needed.  
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The data collected from ambient air monitoring in the region reflects both PM10 and PM2.5. 
Recent scientific studies have found specific chemical components of PM to be associated with 
likely emission source categories.  To help determine the sources of PM collected from ambient 
air monitors Air District staff applied an approach called the chemical mass balance (CMB) 
analysis using a computer model to apportion ambient PM collected on filters to a set  of source 
categories, such as fossil fuel combustion, wood smoke, and geological dust. The CMB model 
found the mix of sources that best matches the ambient PM samples collected at monitoring sites, 
chemical species by chemical species. The results were then compared to the Air District’s 
emissions inventory to further refine the source categories. 
 
The combined analysis showed that for annual average PM2.5 the largest source categories are on 
and off road motor vehicle exhaust and carbon from cooking and wood-burning activities.  These 
categories include both directly emitted PM and secondary PM, such as ammonium nitrate 
formed by atmospheric reactions of ammonia with nitrogen oxides from motor vehicles and 
other combustion sources.  Geological dust was found to be a minor component of ambient PM. 
During the winter, residential wood smoke and cooking are major contributors to ambient PM. 
Combustion PM2.5, which includes vehicle exhaust, is the second major component of PM2.5 and 
a significant component of PM10.  Ammonium nitrate is also a principal component of ambient 
PM.  Winter conditions – cool temperatures, low-wind speeds, low inversion layers, and high 
humidity – favor the formation of ammonium nitrate and the buildup of PM in the region.  Road 
dust and other dust producing activities also contribute to ambient PM10, but not PM2.5, and have 
a more local impact. The Figures 1 and 2 below summarize the results of the CMB analysis to 
determine source categories for both annual PM2.5 and peak PM2.5. 
 
 

FIGURE 1 
Annual Percentage PM2.5 Contributions from Various Source Categories 

 

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

AmSul AmNit Marine RoadDust AutoEx Wood GunPowder

Pe
rc

en
t

Bethel Island
Livermore
San Francisco
San Jose 2000
San Jose 2001
Point Reyes

The values shown are the  mass from individual source categories as a percentage of the total estimated mass.  
Thus, the percentages sum to 100% for each site. Fossil Fuel Combustion category includes on-road and off-road 
vehicles, aircraft, refineries, and power generation sources.

Fossil Fuel 
Combustion



  - 6 -

PM
2.

5 
(µ

/m
3)

 

0 

5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

30 

35 

40 

45 

AmSu
l AmNit Marine RoadDust Fossil Fuel 

Combustion
Wood GunPowder Totals

Bethel Island
Livermore
San Francisco
San Jose 2000 
San Jose 2001 
Point Reyes

 
Values are averages from 10 days with highest PM at each site.  Totals are sums of individual source 
contributions. The Fossil Fuel Combustion category includes on-road and off-road vehicles, aircraft, refineries, 
and power generation sources. 

FIGURE 2 
Source Contributions to Peak Bay Area Ambient PM2.5  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
V.  SB 656 MEASURES EVALUATION PROCESS 
To address the requirement of SB 656, the ARB compiled a list of existing PM rules, regulations, 
and programs in California as of January 1, 2004. This list included 103 different measures that 
are being used by various air districts to address both direct and indirect PM emissions. Each air 
district in the state has characteristics and emissions sources specific to the region. For this 
reason, not every item on the ARB’s list of 103 measures would be applicable to every region. 
The SB 656 legislation directed each air district to base their further reduction measures on the 
nature and severity of the PM problem in their area. For example, the San Joaquin Valley has a 
significant PM problem and is considered to be in non-attainment of the federal PM10 and PM2.5 
standards. The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) has had to create 
PM Plans to address how they will achieve attainment, and the severity of their region’s problem 
necessitated very aggressive regulations. The Bay Area, however, is in attainment of the federal 
PM standards and the PM problem here is not as extreme. Therefore, some measures that may be 
necessary to address the PM problem in San Joaquin Valley may not be as necessary or cost 
effective in the Bay Area.  
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In addition, the most important sources of PM vary from region to region. For example, District 
and ARB analysis indicate that geologic dust (e.g. from agricultural activities, unpaved roads, 
etc.) is not a major source of PM in the Bay Area. Therefore, control measures for those sources 
are less important for the Bay Area than in other regions. The SB 656 legislation and ARB 
guidance states that the Air District should not include measures if they are substantially similar 
to those scheduled to be adopted within two years of the Implementation Schedule or if the Air 
District has determined that there is a readily available, feasible, and cost-effective alternative 
control measure that will achieve equivalent or greater reductions. Therefore, measures that 
reduce PM precursors that are included in the Air District’s Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy are 
not included in the Implementation Schedule.  
 
Following ARB’s SB 656 guidance, Air District staff compared each of the 103 measures on 
ARB’s list with existing Air District rules, regulations and programs to determine if equivalent 
measures are already being implemented or are being addressed in other ways. The evaluation 
results categories are described below. The results of the District’s evaluation are represented in 
Table 2. In addition, Appendix A describes each measure and, where appropriate, lists any 
applicable District rule, regulation or program that corresponds to the measure listed by the 
ARB. For a full description of each ARB measure, please visit 
www.arb.ca.gov/pm/pmmeasures/board_approved_list.pdf.  
 
EVALUATION RESULTS CATEGORIES 
Equivalent measures that are already being implemented by the District 
District staff compared each of the 103 control measures on the ARB list with existing District 
rules, regulations and programs to determine if equivalent control measures are already being 
implemented or if the emission sources are being addressed in other ways. The measures listed in 
this category were found to have equivalent District rules, regulations or programs that 
accomplished the same or similar emission reductions. 
  
No Bay Area sources 
Each measure on the ARB list applies to a specific emissions source category. In some cases, 
those types of sources do not exist in the Bay Area and so the District does not need to employ 
rules, regulations or programs to address that particular source category. 
 
Insignificant potential emissions reductions 
This category includes several kinds of measures: 
• The difference in the specific requirements of the ARB listed measures, such as specific 

emission standards or operational requirements was found to have limited potential 
additional emissions reduction benefits compared to the existing District rule, regulation or 
program. 

• The number of facilities in the Bay Area that would be impacted by the measure was so small 
that the new rule, regulation or program would not provide significant emissions reductions. 

• The source category affected by the measure would not provide significant regional 
emissions reductions and provide relatively little local reductions to warrant implementation. 
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Proposed in the Ozone Strategy Control Measures 
The Health and Safety Code and ARB’s SB 656 guidance indicate that air districts may not 
include on their PM Implementation Schedule any measures that are scheduled for adoption 
within two years of the adoption of the PM Implementation Schedule. The measures in this 
category are already proposed for adoption in the next two years in the District’s Draft 2005 
Ozone Strategy. Therefore, they are not being included as part of this PM Implementation 
Schedule. For a full list of the 2005 Ozone Strategy Control Measures and the timing of rule 
adoption, please see the Draft 2005 Ozone Strategy, Table 10: Regulatory Agenda 2005-2007 
(pg. 49 of the Draft Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy).  
 
Identified as further study measures in the Ozone Strategy 
This category of measures includes measures that are also being addressed in the District’s Draft 
2005 Ozone Strategy as further study measures. In most cases, these are sources that the District 
already addresses in some way through existing rules, regulations, or programs, but needs to 
conduct further analysis to determine whether it is feasible and beneficial to amend existing rules 
or adopt new rules or programs. The District does not currently have enough information to 
determine whether these ARB listed measures meet the appropriate standards for improving air 
quality, public health, cost effectiveness, and technical feasibility for implementation at this time. 
The District will continue to evaluate these further study measures to determine whether they are 
viable PM and/or ozone control measures for adoption at some point in the future.  
 
Identified for enhancement/amendment  
Measures identified for enhancement and amendment include existing District rules, regulations 
and/or programs that the District believes could be significantly improved to further reduce 
emissions and increase protection of public health. These measures have been added to the 
Proposed PM Implementation Schedule for adoption beginning in 2005. 
 
Identified for new rulemaking 
These measures address significant PM emission sources in the region and are expected to 
produce emission reduction benefits that have been proven to be cost-effective and 
technologically feasible. These measures have been added to the Proposed PM Implementation 
Schedule for adoption beginning in 2006 and will undergo a full rule-making process.  
 
Identified for further study and evaluation 
The District has determined that insufficient information currently exists to determine that the 
measures in this category meet the appropriate standards of technical feasibility, total emission 
reduction potential, rate of emissions reduction, public acceptability, enforcement and cost-
effectiveness per Health and Safety Code Section 40922 and ARB’s SB 656 guidance to include 
in the PM Implementation Schedule at this time. The District will be gathering additional 
information and will further evaluate these measures to determine if they would be appropriate to 
adopt in the future.  
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Table 2: Measures Evaluation Results 

 
Measure Evaluations Results ARB Control Measure Number 

Equivalent measures that are already 
being used by the Air District  

1, 3, 13-18, 20-32, 36, 39-41, 49, 51, 52, 54, 
57-60, 63, 65, 68, 71, 73-78, 81, 85-98,100-
103 
 
 (62 total) 

No Bay Area Sources 19, 35, 48, 61, 66 
 
(5 total) 

Insignificant potential emissions 
reductions 
 

33, 34, 37, 38, 42-44, 50, 69, 72 
 
(10 total) 

Already being proposed in Ozone 
Strategy Control Measures 
 

 45, 46, 64, 70, 79, 80, 82, 84 
 
(8 total) 

Identified as further study measure in 
Draft Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy 
 

55, 56, 62, 67, 83, 99 
 
(6 total) 

Identified for further study and 
evaluation.  

2, 4-12 
 
(10 total) 

Identified for 
enhancement/amendment – wood 
burning. Added to Implementation 
Schedule. 

1 and 3  
 
 
(2 total) 

Identified for new rulemaking – 
combustion emissions from stationary 
and portable IC engines and 
charbroiling operations. Added to 
Implementation Schedule. 

47 and 53  
 
 
 
(2 total) 

 
 
VI.  PROPOSED PM IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 
The next step in the process was to evaluate the potential air quality and health benefits, cost 
effectiveness, and feasibility of the measures that are not currently being used by the Air District 
and propose additional measures for the Air District to adopt. The proposed new or amended 
measures are listed in Table 3.  
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Table 3: PROPOSED PM IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 

 
Measure ARB 

Control 
Measure 
Number 

Adopt/ 
Amend 

Full 
Implementation 

Further limit NOx and VOC emissions from stationary and 
portable internal combustion engines. 
 

47 2006 TBD 

Limit PM and VOC emissions from commercial broiling 
operations that use chain-driven broilers.  
 

53 2006 TBD 

Amend existing public awareness program to provide 
additional outreach and educational resources. Enhance 
existing wood-burning ordinance program. 
 

1 2005 2005 

Amend existing program aimed at voluntary curtailment of 
wood burning during periods of predicted high PM by 
adjusting the threshold for “Spare the Air Tonight” alerts. 
 

3 2005 2005 

 
Internal Combustion Engines (ICE) – Measure 47 
Through an extensive rule development process, the District will consider new standards that 
will address NOX, PM and VOC emissions from stationary and portable internal combustion 
engines. The new standards will address a variety of engine sizes and types and will complement 
the ARB standards currently under development.   
 
Broiling Operations – Measure 53 
The District will develop a new rule that will require the installation of emissions control devices 
on new and existing chain driven commercial broiling operations preparing food for human 
consumption. The most likely devices, catalytic oxidizer control devices, are used to limit PM 
and VOC emissions and have been proven to be very cost-effective and to create significant 
emissions reductions in other regions. The District will conduct an extensive rule development 
process prior to the adoption of the new rule.  
 
Wood Burning Program Enhancements – Measures 1 and 3 
The District currently operates two programs that address wood burning. One is the District’s 
Model Wood Burning Ordinance program and the other is the Spare the Air Tonight voluntary 
wood burning curtailment and public awareness program. These programs will be enhanced 
beginning in November 2005.  
 
The District plans to expand its public awareness program by increasing outreach activities and 
dissemination of educational materials to inform the public about the potential health hazards 
associated with wood smoke, to encourage better wood burning practices and use of more 
environmentally friendly heating devices in lieu of wood burning.  The District will also increase 
efforts to have more cities and counties adopt its Model Wood Burning Ordinance. The District 
will also significantly expand outreach to print and electronic media regarding health effects and 
costs of wood burning and regarding the Spare the Air Tonight program. 
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The Spare the Air Tonight program enhancements will include lowering the Air Quality Index 
(AQI) threshold for issuing Spare the Air Tonight alerts from 150 AQI to 130 AQI. The lower 
AQI represents a more health-protective threshold and more alerts are anticipated than in 
previous years. Increased media outreach, newspaper advertisements and internet-based 
communication at the District website will be used to notify the public when high particulate 
matter levels are anticipated and Spare the Air Tonight advisories are issued.  
 
 
VII.  ADDITIONAL PM REDUCTION EFFORTS 
The process prescribed by SB 656 focuses on the measures list compiled by the ARB. However, 
in addition to the measures included on the Implementation Schedule through that process, the 
Air District plans to address PM emissions through other programs.  
 
A.  Community Air Risk Evaluation (CARE) Program 
The Air District has initiated a Community Air Risk Evaluation (CARE) program to evaluate 
health risk associated with toxic air pollutants in the Bay Area. When completed, the study will 
be a tool the Air District can use to reduce toxic air pollution in areas with the highest health risk. 
The program will look at all toxic air pollutants with an emphasis on diesel particulate matter, 
which is considered to be the major source of airborne health risk in California.  
 
The program includes enhanced air monitoring that will better determine the relative contribution 
of air pollution sources, including vehicles, industrial emissions and/or wood burning to ambient 
particulate levels. As a result of the study, a "gridded" emission inventory (2 km x 2 km grid) for 
air toxics will be developed for the Bay Area. Based on the technical analyses, the Air District 
can focus on reducing toxic pollutants in areas with the highest health risk by using incentives, 
grant program funding and regulatory controls. A CARE Task Force of diverse stakeholders is 
assisting the Air District in its efforts. 
 
B.  Vehicle Incentive Programs 
The Air District currently operates a variety of vehicle incentive programs aimed at reducing 
mobile sources of emissions. These programs address light-duty fleet and heavy-duty vehicles as 
well as school buses and off-road engines.  
 
The Carl Moyer program, for example, provides funds on an incentive basis for the incremental 
cost of cleaner than required engines and equipment. Eligible projects include cleaner on-road, 
off-road, marine, locomotive and stationary agricultural pump engines, as well as forklifts, 
airport ground support equipment, and auxiliary power units. The program achieves near-term 
reductions in emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and reduces PM. The types of projects and 
the available funding under this program have recently been expanded. In addition, the District 
operates other incentive programs such as the Low-Emission School Bus and the Solid Waste 
Collection Vehicle programs which address emissions from specific categories of heavy duty 
diesel vehicles as well as the Transportation Fund for Clean Air grant program and the Vehicle 
Buy-Back program.  
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The incentive programs are all contingent on funding available to the Air District. In some cases 
the funding comes from the Air Resources Board and in other cases the funding comes from 
local vehicle registration fees. The Air District looks for opportunities to garner additional funds 
that can be used for emission reduction projects in the Bay Area. Air District staff will continue 
to pursue additional resources for the region which can then be disbursed to applicable PM 
reduction programs. 
 
C.  Wood Burning 
In addition to the enhanced wood burning activities listed in the SB 656 Implementation 
Schedule in Table 3, the District will also be implementing a number of additional activities to 
reduce emissions, gain a better understanding of the nature and severity of wood smoke in the 
Bay Area and to help inform potential emission reduction strategies.  
 
The table below provides a summary of the additional methods that the District will use to 
address residential wood burning in the Bay Area:   
 
Program Approach Target Audience 

Scale of Program 
Wood smoke air 
monitoring 

Identify areas particularly affected by 
wood burning and estimate local PM 
concentrations 

Neighborhood level 

Fireplace Change-outs Provides funding incentives for voluntary 
wood burning appliance changes 

Public at-large 
/County  

Enforcement Response Education, curtailment request and 
solution guidance 

Wood burning 
household/individual 

Wintertime Public 
Survey 

Solicits information about wood burning 
activities, public attitudes, and 
effectiveness of District Spare the Air 
Tonight program 

Public at-
large/Regional 

Study additional 
activities 

Monitor programs in other regions such 
as enhanced incentive programs and 
regulatory wood burning programs 

Public at-
large/individual 

 
Wood Smoke Air Monitoring 
In order to improve the emission inventory for wood smoke and to better identify areas that may 
be particularly affected by wood smoke, the District will be conducting a focused air monitoring 
study in specific neighborhoods. This data, supplemented by survey data discussed below, will 
help identify factors that are conducive to high PM concentrations in residential neighborhoods, 
where such neighborhoods are located, and what PM levels may be experienced. 
 
Fireplace Change-Outs 
The District provides financial incentives in specific locations within the Bay Area for residents 
to remove non-EPA certified wood burning devices and install EPA certified devices and to 
replace wood burning fireplaces with natural gas fireplaces. 
 



  - 13 -

 
Enforcement Response 
When air pollution complaints about wood smoke are received about a residential source the 
District attempts to obtain a mailing address for the responsible party and then an information 
packet of materials is mailed.  Included in the packet are the District’s “Wood Burning 
Handbook”, educational materials that describe the adverse health effects attributed to wood 
smoke, and a request that the wood burning be reduced or eliminated.  The educational materials 
also include specific tips on how to burn cleanly. 
 
Wintertime Survey 
Wintertime surveys have been conducted the day after a Spare the Air Tonight advisory was 
issued.  The purpose of the study is to better understand the public’s attitudes and behavior with 
respect to burning wood, their awareness of the Spare the Air Tonight Program, as well as the 
impact that the Program has had on awareness, opinions and behavior relevant to burning wood 
and air quality. The 2005 Wintertime Survey will be expanded to gather information about wood 
burning activities, including the quantities of wood being burned, the types of appliances being 
used, and the frequency of burning.  
 
Monitor Additional Activities 
The District will also continue to examine programs in other regions, such as enhanced incentive 
programs and regulatory limits to wood burning, for potential applicability in the Bay Area.  
 
 
D.  Ozone Strategy Further Study Measures 
The Air District, in cooperation with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and the 
Association of Bay Area Governments, has prepared the Draft Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy. 
The Ozone Strategy addresses California air quality planning requirements. A critical component 
of the Ozone Strategy is the set of control measures to further reduce ozone precursor emissions 
in order to reduce ozone levels in the Bay Area and to reduce transport of pollution to 
neighboring regions.  The control strategy includes stationary source measures, mobile source 
measures and transportation control measures. In addition, the Air District has also identified a 
number of further study measures. Some of the further study measures identified in the Ozone 
Strategy are also on the ARB’s list of 103 control measures for indirect PM emissions. The 
further study measures in the Ozone Strategy need to be researched in greater depth to determine 
their potential impact on air quality and public health, cost effectiveness, and feasibility. The Air 
District will continue to evaluate the further study measures to determine whether they are viable 
PM control measures as well as ozone control measures. For more information and to view a 
copy of the Draft Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy please visit 
www.baaqmd.gov/pln/plans/ozone/2005_strategy/index.htm. 
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Appendix A: BAAQMD Review of SB 656 List of Air District Measures 
 

Measure # Strategy District Rule  
 

BAAQMD 
Rule/Measure 

Evaluation Result1 

1.  Wood Burning Public Awareness Program 
Informs the public about the indoor wood combustion control program.  
The goal is to inform the public about potential health hazards of wood 
smoke and to encourage better wood burning practices or use of 
heating devices.  
 

SJVAPCD 
Rule 4901 

 

BAAQMD 
Spare the Air Tonight 

program 
 

 
Equivalent Measure 

2.  
 
 
 

Mandatory Curtailment During Periods with Predicted High PM Levels 
a)   Exempts households that use wood as primary sole source of heat 
and households in areas where natural gas service is not available. 
 
b)  Exempts U.S. EPA certified wood-burning appliances.   A 
secondary source of heat is required in all dwellings.  
 
 

 
a) SJVAPCD Rule 

4901 
 

b) GBUAPCD 
Town of Mammoth 

Lakes 
Rule 431 

 

 
BAAQMD Model Wood 

Burning Ordinance 
contains this provision2 

 
Currently adopted by 7 

cities  
 

 

 
Identified for further 
study and evaluation 

3. Voluntary curtailment during periods with predicted high PM levels. 
 

 

SCAQMD, 
YSAQMD 
SLOAPCD 
 Programs 

 

BAAQMD 
Spare the Air Tonight 

program 

Equivalent Measure 

4. Require All U.S. EPA-certified or equivalent Wood-Burning Heaters. 
 

SJVAPCD Rule 
4901 

 

None Identified for further 
study and evaluation 

5. Require All U.S. EPA-certified or equivalent Wood-Burning Heaters 
and Wood-Burning Fireplaces. 
 

NSoCAPCD 
Reg. 4-1-400 
SLOAPCD 
Rule 504 

BAAQMD Model Wood 
Burning Ordinance 

contains this provision  
 

Currently adopted by 39 
cities and 7 counties 

Identified for further 
study and evaluation 

                                                 
1 For a full description of each evaluation category, please see the Particulate Matter Implementation Schedule Staff Report. 
2 The District’s Model Wood Burning Ordinance contains a variety of provisions that correspond to measures 2, 5, 7-10, and 12 which can be adopted by cities 
and counties in the region. Each city and county has chosen to adopt specific elements of the Model Wood Burning Ordinance. The number of cities and counties 
that have adopted each element of the model ordinance is represented for each measure.  
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6. Prohibits the Installation of Non-EPA Certified Wood-Burning 
Appliances & Wood-Burning Fireplaces (except pellet stoves). 
 

GBUAPCD Town of 
Mammoth Lakes 

Rule 431 
 

Federal New Source 
Performance Standards 

Identified for further 
study and evaluation 

7. Limits Number of wood-burning fireplaces and wood-burning heaters 
in new residential developments. 
 

SJVAPCD 
Rule 4901 

 

BAAQMD Model Wood 
Burning Ordinance 

contains this provision  
 

Currently adopted by 38 
cities and 7 counties 

 

Identified for further 
study and evaluation 

8. 
 

Limits the number of wood-burning appliances that may be installed in 
new nonresidential properties. 
 
 
 

GBUAPCD 
Town of Mammoth 

Lakes 
Rule 431 

BAAQMD Model Wood 
Burning Ordinance 

contains this provision  
 

Currently adopted by 2 
cities 

 

Identified for further 
study and evaluation 

9. Limits the number of additional wood-burning appliances that may be 
installed in existing residential and nonresidential properties. 

GBUAPCD 
Town  of Mammoth 

Lakes 
Rule 431 

BAAQMD Model Wood 
Burning Ordinance 

contains this provision  
 

Currently adopted by 24 
cities and 3 counties 

 

Identified for further 
study and evaluation 

10. a) Replacement of Non-EPA Certified Appliances Upon Sale of 
Property - Non-complying devices must be removed or rendered 
inoperable. 
 
b) Requires replacing, removing or rendering inoperable any non-U.S. 
EPA certified wood-burning appliance upon sale of a dwelling 
(excluding pellet stoves, but including fireplaces). 

a) SJVAPCD  
Rule 4901 

 
 

b) GBUAPCD 
Town of Mammoth 

Lakes 
Rule 431 

 

BAAQMD Model Wood 
Burning Ordinance 

contains this provision 
a) Adopted by 

Sebastopol, CA 

Identified for further 
study and evaluation 

11. Sets moisture standard for “seasoned wood” offered for sale.  SJVAPCD  
Rule 4901  

 

None 
 

Identified for further 
study and evaluation 
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12. Prohibits the burning of materials not intended for use in wood-burning 
fireplaces and wood-burning heaters.  
 

SJVAPCD  
Rule 4901 

 

BAAQMD Model Wood 
Burning Ordinance 

contains this provision 
Currently adopted by 39 

cities and 7 counties 
 

Identified for further 
study and evaluation 

13. Prohibition of All Residential Open Burning. SJVAPCD 
Rules 4103 & 4106 

BAAQMD  
Regulation 5 

 

Equivalent Measure 

14. Prohibition of Residential Open Burning where waste service is 
available. 

MBUAPCD 
Rule 438 

 

BAAQMD  
Regulation 5 

Equivalent Measure 

15. Prohibition of Residential Open Burning in specified highly populated 
areas. 

SMAQMD 
Rule 407 

 

BAAQMD  
Regulation 5 

Equivalent Measure 

16. Prohibition of Residential Open Burning within small lots and setbacks. LCAQMD 
Rule 433 

 

BAAQMD  
Regulation 5 

Equivalent Measure 

17. Mandatory Curtailment of Non-Agricultural Open Burning during 
periods of predicted high PM or Ozone levels. 

MBUAPCD 
Rule 438 

BAAQMD  
Regulation 5 

Equivalent Measure 

18. Limits during Burn Days in Smoke Sensitive Areas. MBUAPCD  
Rule 438 

 

BAAQMD  
Regulation 5 

Equivalent Measure 

19. Emission Limits for Mechanized Burners. 
 

SCAQMD 
Rule 2.6 

 

None No Bay Area Sources 

20. Establishes minimum drying times for any green waste to be burned 
and pile size limits.   
 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 5 (to be 

consistent) 

BAAQMD  
Regulation 5 

Equivalent Measure 

21. Restricts ignition hours and requires smoldering fires to be 
extinguished. 
 

LCAQMD 
Rules 431-433.5 

BAAQMD  
Regulation 5 

 
 

Equivalent Measure 

22. a) Sets requirements for burn piles prior and during burning. 
 
b) Sets requirements for burns on land to be cleared for residential or 
commercial development.  APCO can restrict or prohibit the burning of 
poison oak. 

a) MaCAPCD 
Rule 300 

 
b) MBUAPCD 

Rule 438 
 

BAAQMD  
Regulation 5 

Equivalent Measure 
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23. Requires permits for all types of outdoor burning. 
 

NCUAQMD 
Regulation 2 

 

BAAQMD  
Regulation 5 

Equivalent Measure 

24. Fugitive Dust – Construction Earthmoving 
a) Requires water or chemical stabilizers/dust suppressants be 
applied, in conjunction with optional wind barriers, to limit visible dust 
emissions  to 20% opacity. Specifies that a Dust Control Plan must be 
submitted. 
 
b) Sets standards for visible dust emissions, requires BACM for all 
sources of visible dust, lists BACM, requires dust control plan, and 
other requirements. 
 

a)  SJVAPCD 
Rule 8021 

 
 
 
 

b) SCAQMD 
Rule 403 

BAAQMD  
Regulation 6 

 

Equivalent Measure 

25. Fugitive Dust – Construction/Demolition 
a)  Requires application of dust suppressants to limit VDE. 
 
b) Prohibits VDE beyond property line.  Requires application of BACM.  
Specifies that upwind-downwind PM10 levels, Sets bulk material and 
track-out requirements. 
 

a) SJVAPCD 
Rule 8021 

 
b) SCAQMD 

Rule 403 
 

BAAQMD  
Regulation 6 

 

Equivalent Measure 

26. Fugitive Dust – Construction/Grading Operations 
a)  Requires pre-watering to limit VDE. Requires phasing of work to 
reduce disturbed soil. 
 
b)  Requires water application to increase moisture content to 
proposed cut, and grading each phase separately to coincide with the 
construction phase.  Specifies that chemical stabilizers are to be 
applied to graded areas where construction will not begin for more 
than 60 days after grading.   
 
 
 
 

a) SJVAPCD 
Rule 8021 

 
 

b) SCAQMD 
Rule 403 

 

BAAQMD  
Regulation 6 

 

Equivalent Measure 

27. Fugitive Dust – Inactive Disturbed Land 
a)  Requires restricting vehicle access.  Specifies that water/dust 
suppressants must be applied. 
 
b) Prohibits VDE beyond property line and an upwind/downwind 
Requires BACM at all times and high wind measures.  

a)  SJVAPCD 
Rule 8021 

 
 

b) SCAQMD 
Rule 403  

 

BAAQMD  
Regulation 6 

 

Equivalent Measure 
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28. Bulk Materials:  Handling/Storage 
a)  Establishes wind barrier and watering or stabilization requirements.  
Specifies bulk materials must be stored in accordance with the 
definition for stabilized surface.  Requires outdoor materials be 
covered with tarps or plastic.  
 
b)  Prohibits VDE beyond property line and an upwind/downwind 
PM10 differential. Requires use of BACM.  

 
a) SJVAPCD 

Rule 8031 
 
 
 

b) SCAQMD 
Rule 403 

 

BAAQMD  
Regulation 6 

 

Equivalent Measure 

29. Addresses storage, handling, and transport of petroleum coke, coal, 
and sulfur. 

SCAQMD 
Rule 1158 

 

BAAQMD  
Regulation 6 

 

Equivalent Measure 

30. Carryout and Track-out  
a)  Requires track-out removal at the end of the workday, specifies a 
track-out control device must be installed at all access points to public 
roads.  Requires maintaining sufficient length of paved interior roads to 
allow dirt/mud to drop off before leaving site and mud/dirt removal from 
interior paved roads with sufficient frequency to prevent track-out. 
 
b) Requires removing any track-out within one hour; or selecting a 
Table 3 track-out prevention option and removing track-out at the end 
of the workday.  

 
a) SJVAPCD 

Rule 8041 
 
 
 
 
 
 

b) SCAQMD 
Rule 403 

 

BAAQMD  
Regulation 6 

 

Equivalent Measure 

31. Carryout and Track-out Clean-Up Methods. SJVAPCD 
Rule 8041 

BAAQMD  
Regulation 6 

 

Equivalent Measure 

32. Disturbed Open Areas  
a)  Applies to non-agricultural areas of 3 acres or larger which have 
been unused for 7 days or more. 
 
b) Applies to non-agricultural areas of one-half acre or larger for 
residential use, and all non-residential areas.   

 
a)  SJVAPCD 

Rule 8051 
 

b) SCAQMD 
Rule 403 

BAAQMD  
Regulation 6 

 

Equivalent Measure 

33. Paved Road Dust:  New/Modified Public and Private Roads 
 a)  Requires paved shoulders for all roads with average daily vehicle 
trips (ADVT) of 500 or more. 
 
b)  Establishes curbing or paved shoulder requirements in  
the event of a contingency notification.  
 

 
a) SJVAPCD 

Rule 8061 
 

b) SCAQMD 
Rule 1186 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 6 

Insignificant Potential 
Emissions Reductions 
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34. Requires use of certified PM10 efficient street sweepers by 
governmental agencies or their street sweeping contractors where the 
contract date, purchase date, or lease date is after January 1, 2000.   
 

SCAQMD 
Rule 1186 

None Insignificant Potential 
Emissions Reductions 

35. Requires vacuum-street sweeping on roads to remove sand and 
cinders that were placed on the road during winter storms as an anti-
skid material.   

GBUAPCD Town of 
Mammoth Lakes 

Rule 431 
 

None No Bay Area Sources 

36. Requirements for Unpaved Parking Lots/Staging Areas. 
 

SJVAPCD 
Rule 8061 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 6-301 

Equivalent Measure 

37. Unpaved Roads:  Control Requirements  
a) Sets requirements for days with 75 or more vehicle trips. Sets 
requirements for days with 100 or more vehicle trips. Sets as option to 
above, obtaining a Fugitive PM10 Management Plan.  
 
b)  Sets applicability standard.  Specifies all roads with ADT greater 
than the average ADT of all unpaved roads within its jurisdiction must 
be treated.  Requires annual treatment of unpaved public roads 
beginning in 1998 and continuing for each of 8 years.   
 

 
a) SJVAPCD 

Rule 8061 
 
 
 

b)SCAQMD 
Rule 1186 

 

None Insignificant Potential 
Emissions Reductions 

38. Weed Abatement Activities 
a)  Sets pre-activity requirements. Requires applying water to limit 
visible dust emissions.  Sets stabilization requirements during periods 
of inactivity. 
 
b)  Specifies weed abatement activities are subject to standards of 
Rule 403 with exemptions. Specifies that after discing, the requirement 
for taking action on disturbed surface areas applies.   
 

 
a) SJVAPCD 

Rule 8021 
 
 

b) SCAQMD 
Rule 403 

None Insignificant Potential 
Emissions Reductions 

39. Defines windblown dust as any visible emissions from any disturbed 
surface area which is generated by wind action alone.  Specifies wind 
gusts as maximum instantaneous wind speed. 
 
 

SCAQMD 
Rule 403 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 6 

Equivalent Measure 

40. Sets windblown dust construction/earth moving activity abatement 
requirements.  

SCAQMD 
Rule 403  

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 6 

Equivalent Measure 

41. Sets windblown dust abatement requirements for disturbed areas.  SCAQMD 
Rule 403 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 6 

Equivalent Measure 
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42. Windblown Dust:  Bulk Materials/Storage Piles 
a)   Requires application of if subject to large operation requirements 
or if seeking an exemption from property line or upwind/downwind 
standard. 
 
b)  Additional bulk material control requirements for Coachella Valley 
sources. 
 

 
a) SCAQMD 

Rule 403 
 
 

b) SCAQMD  
Rule 403 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 6 

Insignificant Potential 
Emissions Reductions 

43. Wind Blown Dust abatement requirements for open areas. 
 

GBUAPCD for 
Owens Lake  
Board Order 
#981116-01 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 6 

Insignificant Potential 
Emissions Reductions 

44. Agricultural Operations 
a)   Limits fugitive dust from off-field agricultural sources such as 
unpaved roads. Requires producers to draft and implement a Fugitive 
Dust Management Plan. 
 
b)  Exemption from the Rule 403 general requirements for producers 
that voluntarily implement district approved conservation practices and 
complete and maintain the self-monitoring plan. 

 
c)  Cease tilling/mulching activities when wind speeds are greater than 
25 mph (Coachella Valley). 
 
d)  Limits fugitive dust from paved , unpaved roads and livestock 
operations. 
 
e)  Reduces fugitive dust from livestock feed yards by requiring by 
limiting manure moisture and outlines manure management practices. 

a) SJVAPCD Rule 
8081 

 
 
 

b) SCAQMD 
Rule 403 

 
 

c) SCAQMD  
Rule 403.1 

 
d) SCAQMD 
Rule 1186 

 
e) ICAPCD 
Rule 420 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 6 

Insignificant Potential 
Emissions Reductions 

45. Boilers, Steam Generators, and Process Heaters (each rule has 
specific size and output thresholds) 
a)   Limits NOx emissions from gaseous fuel or liquid fuel fired boilers, 
steam generators, or process heaters. 
 
b)  Limits NOx emissions from any petroleum refinery boiler or process 
heater. Alternative Emission Control Plans allowed which result in 
equivalent emissions.  All units subject to this rule are now under the 
SCAQMD’s RECLAIM Program. 

 
 

a) SJVAPCD 
Rule 4306 

 
b) SCAQMD 
Rule 1109 

 
c) SMAQMD 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 9-7 
Regulation 9-10 
Regulation 9-11 

 

Additional controls not 
included in existing 

BAAQMD regulations 
are being proposed as 
Control Measures in 
2005 Ozone Strategy   
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c)  Limits NOx emissions from gaseous fuel or liquid fuel fired boilers, 
steam generators, or process heaters with a total rated heat input 
greater than 5 million Btu/hr to between 30-40 ppmv depending on fuel 
type. 
 
d)  Limits NOx emissions from gaseous, liquid, or solid fossil fuel fired 
boilers, steam generators, or process heaters. 
 
e)  Limits NOx emissions from any boilers, steam generators, or 
process heaters.  
 
f)  Limits NOx emissions from new and existing natural gas-fired large 
(commercial) water heaters, small (industrial) boilers, and process 
heaters. Exempts residential and low use units. 
 
g)  Limits NOx emissions from new natural gas-fired large 
(commercial) water heaters, small (industrial) boilers, and process 
heaters.  Exempts residential and low use units. 
 

Rule 411 
and 

SCAQMD 
Rule 1146 

 
d) SCAQMD 
Rule 1146.1 

 
e) VCAPCD 
Rule 74.15.1 

 
 

f) SCAQMD 
Rule 1146.2 

 
 

g) SBAPCD 
Rule 360 

and 
VCAPCD 

Rule 74.11.1 
 

46. Turbines (NOx) - each rule has specific requirements depending on 
turbine operating capacity, yearly run time, and fuel type  
a)   Limits NOx emissions from the operation of stationary gas turbines 
to between 9-65 ppmv.  Exemptions include emergency standby and 
laboratory units. 
 
b)  Limits NOx emissions to the atmosphere from the operation of 
stationary gas turbines to between 3-65 ppmv. Exemptions include 
emergency standby and laboratory units. 
 
c)  Limits NOx emissions from the operation of gas turbines to 
9-25 ppm for turbines in size range of 2.9 to 10 MW. 
 
 

 
 

a) SMAQMD 
Rule 413 

 
 

b) SJVAPCD 
Rule 4703 

 
 

c) SCAQMD 
Rule 1134 

 
 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 9-9 

Additional controls not 
included in existing 

BAAQMD regulations 
are being proposed as 
Control Measures in 
2005 Ozone Strategy   

47. IC Engines (NOx, VOC) 
a)   Limits NOx emissions from gaseous- and liquid-fueled stationary 
and portable engines over 50 bhp depending on use category of 
engine. 

 
a) SCAQMD 
Rule 1110.2 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 9-8 

Identified for New 
Rulemaking 
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b)  Limits NOx emissions from spark ignited internal combustion 
engines over 50 bhp 250 and CO emissions depending on engine type 
and size. 
 
c)  Limits NOx emissions from spark ignited internal combustion 
engines over 50 bhp depending on engine type and size and NMHC 
depending on engine size. 
 

 
b) SJVAPCD 

Rule 4702 
 
 

c) SMAQMD 
Rule 412 

 

48. Limits NOx emissions from lime kilns depending on fuel type. 
 

SJVAPCD 
Rule 4313 

 

None No Bay Area Sources 

49. Cement Kilns (NOx, PM10, PM2.5) 
a)   Limits NOx emissions from cement kilns during periods of 
operation other than start-up or shut-down. Additional limits are 
specified for start-up and shut-down periods. 
 
b)  Limits NOx emissions from cement kilns. 
 
c)  Limits PM emissions to 30 pounds per hour for kiln feed rates of 75 
tons per hour or greater.  Limits PM emissions. 

 
a) MDAQMD 

Rule 1161 
 

b) KCAPCD 
Rule 425-3 

 
c) SCAQMD 
 Rule 1112.1  

 

1 Source in Bay Area 
currently complying with 

SIP-approved permit 
conditions 

Equivalent Measure 

50. Does not allow operation of petroleum coke calcining equipment 
unless the uncontrolled emissions of oxides of sulfur from such basic 
equipment, expressed as sulfur dioxide (SO2), are reduced by at least 
80 percent. 
 

SCAQMD 
Rule 1119 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 9-1-310.2 

Additional permit 
requirements 

Insignificant Potential 
Emissions Reductions 

51. Furnaces (NOx) 
a)   Sets NOx emission limits of 4.0 pounds per ton of glass pulled for 
glass melting furnaces. 
 
Sets NOx emission limits of 5.5 pounds per ton of glass pulled for 
glass melting furnaces. 
 
b)  Sets a NOx emission limit for gas fired residential units with rating 
less than 175,000 Btu/hr. 
 
 

 
a) SCAQMD Rule 

1117  
 

BAAQMD 
Rule 9-12 

 
b) SCAQMD 
Rule 1111 
SDAPCD 
Rule 69.6 

BAAQMD 
Rule 9-12 

Equivalent Measure 

52. Residential Water Heaters (NOx) 
a)   Limits NOx emissions from water heaters with heat input rates 

 
a) SCAQMD 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 9-6 

Equivalent Measure 
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equal to or less than 75,000 Btu per hour to 20 ng/joule of heat output 
and sets future limit to 10 ng/joule of heat output. 
 
b)  Limits NOx emissions from water heaters with heat input rates 
equal to or less than 75,000 Btu per hour to 40 ng/joule of heat output. 

Rule 1121 
 
 

b) SJVAPCD 
Rule 4902 

 

(SCAQMD standards 
have been found to be 
technically infeasible – 
replaced by mitigation 

fees) 

53. Requires new and existing chain driven charbroilers to be equipped 
with a catalytic oxidizer control device. 
 

SJVAPCD 
Rule 4692 

and 
SCAQMD 
Rule 1138 

None Identified for New 
Rulemaking 

54. General Administrative Requirements for composting and chipping 
and grinding facilities. 

SCAQMD 
Rule 1133 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 2-1 

Equivalent Measure 

55. Prevents inadvertent decomposition associated with stockpiling of 
green and/or food wastes by establishing holding or processing time 
requirements for chipping and grinding activities. 
 

SCAQMD 
Rule 1133.1 

None Identified as further 
study measure in 2005 

Ozone Strategy 

56. Requires co-composting operations (biosolids and/or manure 
combined with bulking agents) to reduce VOC and ammonia 
emissions by 80%.  Requires recordkeeping and source testing.  
 

SCAQMD 
Rule 1133.2 

 

None Identified as further 
study measure in 2005 

Ozone Strategy 

57 Limits emissions of VOC from gasoline dispensing facilities through 
equipment and operational requirements.   
 

BAAQMD 
Rule 8-7 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-7 

Equivalent Measure 

58. Organic Liquid Storage 
a) Limits VOC emissions from storage tanks with a capacity of 
264 gallons and greater through operational and equipment 
requirements. 
 
b)  Limits VOC emissions from any above-ground stationary tank with 
a capacity of 19,815 gallons or greater used for storage of organic 
liquids, and any above-ground tank with a capacity between 251 
gallons and 19,815 gallons used for storage of gasoline by setting tank 
roof, other performance, and self-inspection requirements. Sets 
conditions for cleaning and degassing of aboveground and 
underground stationary tanks, reservoirs, or other containers storing or 
last used to store VOC. 
 
 

 
a) BAAQMD 

Rule 8-5 
 
 

b) SCAQMD  
Rule 463 

in combination 
with 

SCAQMD 
Rule 1149 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-5 

Equivalent Measure 
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59. Equipment Leaks (Valves and Flanges) 
a)   Limits VOC and methane emissions from leaking equipment at 
petroleum refineries, chemical plants, bulk plants, and bulk terminals 
depending on equipment type. 
 
b)  Limits VOC emissions from leaking equipment at petroleum 
facilities and chemical plants by setting forth leak standards and 
requirements for component identification, operator inspection, 
maintenance, and atmospheric pressure relief devices. 
 

 
a) BAAQMD 

Rule 8-18 
 
 

b) SCAQMD 
Rule 1173 

 
 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-18 

Equivalent Measure 

60. Sets forth operational and “housekeeping” requirements for coatings 
and ink manufacturing. 
 

SCAQMD 
Rule 1141.1 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-35 

Equivalent Measure 

61. Limits VOC emissions from fiberboard manufacturing by requiring use 
of capture and control systems with specified efficiencies 

PCAPCD 
Rule 229 

 

None No Bay Area Sources 

62. Limits VOC emissions from solvents used in food product 
manufacturing and processing operations by limiting the VOC content 
of products depending on product, or by the use of a control device. 
 

SCAQMD 
Rule 1131 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-2 
Regulation 8-4 

Identified as further 
study measure in 2005 

Ozone Strategy 

63. Sets forth equipment and operational requirements for 
pharmaceuticals and cosmetic manufacturing. 

SCAQMD 
Rule 1103 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-24 

Equivalent Measure 

64. Limits VOC emissions from all polyester resin operations that 
fabricate, rework, repair, or touch-up products through operational 
controls and by limiting the monomer content of products depending 
on product type. 
 

SCAQMD 
Rule 1162 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-50 

Additional controls not 
included in existing 

BAAQMD regulations 
are being proposed as 
Control Measures in 
2005 Ozone Strategy   

 
 

65. Polymeric Cellular Products (Foam) 
a)   Sets forth emission limits for polymeric cellular products 
manufacturing operations.   
 
b)  Limits VOC emissions from the manufacture of foam products 
composed of polystyrene, polyethylene or polypropylene. A control 
device with at least 98% efficiency may be used. 
 
 

 
a) SCAQMD Rule 

1175 
 

b) BAAQMD 
Rule 8-52 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-52 

Equivalent Measure 
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66.  Requires the total emissions of VOC from the surfactant 
manufacturing equipment, before being vented to the atmosphere, be 
reduced; and all ports used for inspection, taking samples, or adding 
ingredients must be closed when not in use. 
 

SCAQMD 
 Rule 1141.2 

None No Bay Area Sources 

67. Adhesives and Sealants 
a)   Reduces VOC emissions from the application of adhesives, 
adhesive primers, sealants, sealant primers, or any other primers 
through operational controls and by limiting the VOC content of 
products. Emission control equipment can be used in lieu of meeting 
VOC limits. 
 
b)  Reduces VOC emissions from the application of adhesives, 
adhesive primers, sealants, sealant primers, or any other primers 
through operational controls and by limiting the VOC content of 
products. Emission control equipment can be used in lieu of meeting 
VOC limits. This rule has more stringent standards for a few 
categories than the rule above. 
 

 
a) VCAPCD 
Rule 74.20 

 
 
 
 

b) SCAQMD 
Rule 1168 

 
 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-51 

Identified as further 
study measure in 
Ozone Strategy 

68. Several districts have adopted regulations consistent with ARB’s 
Suggested Control Measure (SCM) which limits the content of VOC in 
architectural coatings 

SJVAPCD, 
SDAPCD, 
SMAQMD, 
SBAPCD, 

TeCAPCD, 
MDAQMD, and 

AVAQMD. 
 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-3 

Equivalent Measure 

69. Limits VOC emissions from the coating of glass products by limiting 
the VOC content of coating products or installing control equipment. 

SJVAPCD 
Rule 4610 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-4 

1 Source in Bay Area 
currently complying with 

SIP-Approved permit 
conditions 

 

Insignificant Potential 
Emissions Reductions 

70. Limits VOC emissions from graphic arts operations by limiting the 
VOC content of products or by installing a control device. 

SCAQMD 
 Rule 1130 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-20 

Additional controls not 
included in existing 

BAAQMD regulations 
are being proposed as 

Control Measure in 
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2005 Ozone Strategy  
  

71. Applies to all coating operations on magnet wire, where the wire is 
continuously drawn through a coating applicator.  Prohibits use or 
application of any magnet wire coating which contains more than 200 
grams VOC per liter (1.67 lb/gal) of coating, less water and exempt 
compounds.  The rule also provides for use of approved emission 
control systems. 
 

SCAQMD  
Rule 1126 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-26 

Equivalent Measure 

72. Applies to coating operations of marine and fresh water vessels, oil 
drilling platforms, navigational aids and component parts; and 
structures intended for exposure to a marine environment.  Limits VOC 
emissions. Allows use of specified air pollution control equipment 
which captures VOC emissions associated with coating, cleaning, and 
surface preparation, in lieu of use of low-VOC coatings and non-VOC 
materials used in cleaning and surface preparation. 
 

SDAPCD 
Rule 67.18 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-43 

Insignificant Potential 
Emissions Reductions 

73. Limits VOC emissions from metal container, metal closure and metal 
coil coating operations through operational controls and by limiting the 
VOC content of products. 
 

SCAQMD 
Rule 1125 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-11 

Equivalent Measure 

74. Limits VOC emissions from the coating of metal parts and products not 
regulated by other specific regulations by limiting coating VOC 
content. 
 

SCAQMD  
Rule 1107 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-19 

Equivalent Measure 

75. Sets forth VOC emission limits and VOC content of motor vehicle 
coatings.  This rule applies to all assembly line coating operations 
conducted during the manufacturing of new motor vehicles. 
 

SCAQMD  
Rule 1115 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-13 

Equivalent Measure 

76. Applies to coatings or wash primers for paper, fabric, or film 
substrates. Includes drying and curing processes such as heated, 
forced-air dried, and non-heated processes.  The rule specifies VOC 
content of applicable coatings and sets forth application method and 
cleaning requirements. 

SCAQMD  
Rule 1128 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-12 

Equivalent Measure 

77 Specifies VOC content of coatings used on plastic, rubber, and glass 
and sets forth transfer efficiency requirements.  The rule allows for use 
of an approved emission control system in lieu of VOC content limits. 
 

SCAQMD 
Rule 1145 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-31 (plastics 

coatings) 
No Bay Area sources for 

coatings of rubber. 1 
glass coating facility 

Equivalent Measure 
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controlled by permit 
requirements 

 
 

78. Specifies VOC content of screen printing materials and applies to 
persons performing screen printing operations or who sell, distribute, 
or require the use of screen printing materials. 
 

SCAQMD 
Rule 1130.1 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-20 

Equivalent Measure 

79. Further reduces VOC emissions from spray coating or laminating 
operations in high VOC-emitting facilities.   

SCAQMD  
Rule 1132 

 

None Proposed as Control 
Measure in 2005 
Ozone Strategy 

  
80. Limits VOC emissions from coatings applied on Group I vehicles and 

equipment and Group II vehicles through operating requirements and 
by limiting VOC content. 
 

SCAQMD  
Rule 1151 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-45 

Additional controls not 
included in existing 

BAAQMD regulations 
are being proposed as 

Control Measure in 
2005 Ozone Strategy  

 
81. Limits VOC content of coatings, inks, and adhesives applied to wood 

flat stock for the purpose of manufacturing a finished wood panel 
intended for attachment to the inside walls of buildings, including, but 
not limited to, homes and office buildings, mobile homes, trailers, 
prefabricated buildings and similar structures, boats and ships, or a 
finished exterior wood siding. 
 

SCAQMD  
Rule 1104 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-23 

Equivalent Measure 

82. Specifies VOC content of wood products coatings. Requires wood 
strippers to have a maximum VOC content. The rule allows for use of 
an approved emission control system in lieu of VOC content limits and 
also includes an averaging provision.   
 

SCAQMD 
Rule 1136 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-32 

Additional controls not 
included in existing 

BAAQMD regulations 
are being proposed as 

Control Measure in 
2005 Ozone Strategy 

 
 

83 Cleaning operations – Limits on VOC emissions 
a)  Reducing VOC content of cleaning products to between 25 g/l-900 
g/l depending on process. 
 
b)  Reducing VOC content of cleaning products to between 50 g/l-900 
g/l depending on process 

 
a) SCAQMD 
Rule 1171 

 
b) SMAQMD Rule 

466 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8 

 

Identified as further 
study measure in 2005 

Ozone Strategy 
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84. Degreasing Operations – Limits on VOC emissions 
a)   Applies to cold cleaners and vapor degreasers by limiting product 
VOC content to 25 g/l.  Air-tight and airless cleaning systems can be 
used in lieu of meeting the VOC limit. 
 
b)  Applies to cold cleaners by limiting product VOC content to 25 g/l 
for (900g/l for exempted categories.) 
 
c)  Applies to batch-loaded vapor degreasers by setting equipment 
and operating requirements. 
 
d)  Applies to cold cleaners limit to 50 g/l.  Limits VOC emissions from 
vapor degreasers by setting equipment requirements.  Air-tight and 
airless cleaning systems can be used in lieu of meeting the VOC limit. 
 

 
a) SCAQMD Rule 

1122 
 
 

b) VCAPCD 
Rule 74.6 

 
c) VCAPCD 
Rule 74.6.1 

 
d) SMAQMD 

Rule 454 
 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-16 

Additional controls not 
included in existing 

BAAQMD regulations 
are being proposed as 

a further study 
measure in 2005  
Ozone Strategy 

85. Limits VOC emissions from VOC containing materials or equipment 
not subject to VOC limits in any other, specific district regulation to no 
more than 833 lbs/month.  A control device may be used in lieu of the 
monthly throughput limit. 
 

SCAQMD  
Rule 442 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-4 

Equivalent Measure 

86. Soil Decontamination (VOC) 
a)   Limits the emissions of organic compounds from soil that has been 
contaminated by organic chemical or petroleum chemical leaks or 
spills, and requires description of an acceptable procedure for 
controlling emissions from underground storage tanks during removal 
or replacement through the use of operational requirements and by 
limiting the amount of soil to be processed daily. 
 
b)  Limits VOC emissions from excavating, grading, handling and 
treating VOC contaminated soil as a result of leakage from storage or 
transfer operations, accidental spillage, or other deposition by 
requiring that soil with VOC concentrations above 1000 ppm be 
containerized, sealed, and shipped away for disposal. 
 

 
a) BAAQMD 

Rule 8-40 
 
 
 
 
 

b) SCAQMD  
Rule 1166 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-40 

Equivalent Measure 

87. Solid Waste Landfills (VOC) 
a)   Limits VOC emissions from municipal solid waste landfills through 
installation of gas collection and control systems. 
 
b)  Limits VOC emissions from the waste decomposition process at 
solid waste disposal sites through requirements for gas collection and 

a) SCAQMD 
Rule 1150.1 

 
 

b) BAAQMD 
Rule 8-34 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 8-34 

Equivalent Measure 
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control systems. 
 

 

88. Requires any woodworking facility that uses a pneumatic conveyance 
system connected to woodworking equipment to vent sawdust 
emissions to a PM10 emissions control device, such that there are no 
visible emissions; to cover sawdust storage bins at all times; and to 
take measures to prevent visible emissions from waste disposal 
activities from crossing any property line. 
 

SCAQMD 
Rule 1137 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 6 

Equivalent Measure 

89. Applies Visible Emission Limits (PM10, PM2.5) by prohibiting 
discharges into the atmosphere from any single source of emission of 
any air contaminant for specified periods of time.  Provides the option 
of exempting permitted outdoor residential burns. 
 

MaCAPCD 
Rule 202 
SMAQMD 
BAAQMD 
SCAQMD 
SDAPCD 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 6 

Equivalent Measure 

90. Prohibits discharges into the atmosphere from the burning of fuel of 
combustion contaminants.  

MDAQMD 
Rule 409 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 6 

Equivalent Measure 

91. Grain Loading (PM10) 
Prohibits release or discharge into the atmosphere from any source or 
single processing unit, exclusive of sources emitting combustion 
contaminants only. 
 

MaCAPCD 
Rule 207 

 

BAAQMD 
Regulation 6 

Equivalent Measure 

92. DMV Funds (AB 2766 Funds):  Motor Vehicle Registration Fee 
Program (Many districts implement this program) 
State law authorizes air districts to assess motor vehicle registration 
fees of between $2-$4 (MV Fees) to reduce air pollution from motor 
vehicles and for related planning, monitoring, enforcement, and 
technical studies necessary for the implementation of the California 
Clean Air Act.   

SCAQMD 
BAAQMD 
SJVAPCD 
Programs 

BAAQMD 
Transportation Fund for 

Clean Air  

Equivalent Measure 

93. Heavy-Duty Engine Incentive Program 
a) Helps fleets pay for new lower emission heavy-duty engines, lower 
emission retrofits, and engine replacements.  Applies to public and 
private fleets. The program is funded by the air district and by the Carl 
Moyer Incentive Program sponsored by ARB. 
 
b)  Provides incentive funds for the differential cost associated with the 
reduced emission technology as compared with the cost of 

 
a) SMAQMD 

Program 
 
 
 

b) SJVAPCD 
Program 

BAAQMD 
Transportation Fund for 

Clean Air  
Carl Moyer Program 

Low Emissions School 
Bus Program 

Solid Waste Collection 
Vehicle Program 

Equivalent Measure 
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conventional technology.  Eligible funding categories include heavy-
duty on-road vehicles, off-road vehicles, locomotives, marine vessels, 
electric forklifts, electric airport ground support equipment and 
stationary agricultural irrigation pump engines.  The SJVAPCD 
received $25 million in State transportation funds from special 
legislation for the Valley Emergency Clean Air Program (VECAP).  The 
air district added the VECAP funds to the Heavy Duty Engine Incentive 
Program. 
 

 

94. Lower Emission School Bus Program 
Provides financial incentives to school districts to replace older school 
buses using both air district and ARB grant funding. 
 

BAAQMD 
VCAPCD 
SCAQMD 
Programs 

 

BAAQMD 
Lower Emission School 

Bus Program 

Equivalent Measure 

95. Moyer Program 
Provides funds on an incentive-basis for the incremental cost of 
cleaner than required engines and equipment.  Eligible projects 
include cleaner on-road, off-road, marine, locomotive and stationary 
agricultural pump engines, as well as forklifts, airport ground support 
equipment, and auxiliary power units. The program achieves near-
term NOx and PM reductions. 
 

Most Districts BAAQMD 
Carl Moyer Program 

Equivalent Measure 

96. Sacramento Emergency Clean Air Transportation (SECAT) Program 
Encourages cleanup of the existing HDD truck fleet by providing funds 
to pay for the cost of retrofitting existing engines with newer, cleaner 
engines or paying a significant amount of the cost of a newer vehicle.  
The goal is to reduce NOx emissions from HDD trucks by 3 tons per 
day by 2005 by upgrading 3,000 to 6,000 trucks.  Uses State 
transportation funds under special legislation plus funds from the 
federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) 
Program. 
 

SMAQMD 
Program 

 

BAAQMD 
Carl Moyer Program 

Equivalent Measure 

97. Provides incentives for certain new on-road original equipment 
manufacturer (OEM) alternative fuel vehicles with a Gross Vehicle 
Weight Rating (GVWR) up to 14,000 pounds, including passenger 
cars, pick-up trucks, small buses, and vans.  With the exception of 
hybrid electric vehicles, no vehicles with the ability to operate on 
gasoline or diesel fuel are funded. 
 
 

SJVAPCD 
Program 

BAAQMD 
Vehicle Incentive 

Program 
and 

Transportation Fund for 
Clean Air 

Equivalent Measure 
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98. Encourages trading of gasoline-powered lawn mowers, by providing 
funds to offset the purchase cost of electric mowers 

BAAQMD 
SJVAPCD 
SMAQMD 
SCAQMD 
Programs 

 

BAAQMD 
Lawn Mower 

Replacement Program 

Equivalent Measure 

 99. On-Road Motor Vehicle Mitigation Options 
Requires employers who employ 250 or more employees to implement 
a program to reduce mobile source emissions generated from 
employee commutes and meet an annual emission reduction target 
(ERT) for their worksite. 
 

SCAQMD 
Rule 2202 

BAAQMD 
Transportation Fund for 

Clean Air funds 
Regional Rideshare 

Program, county-level 
and school and 

university ridesharing 
programs. 

Spare the Air and 
BayCAP Programs 
include employer 

outreach. 
 

Additional measures 
not included in existing 

BAAQMD programs 
are proposed as 

Further Study 
Measures in 2005 
Ozone Strategy 

 

100. Transportation Outreach Program 
Requires employers with 100 or more employees to register with the 
air district annually and collect survey data on their employee’s 
commute distances and ridesharing participation every two years.   
This rule allows the air district to devote resources and efforts in 
assisting employers with their voluntary trip reduction efforts. 
 

VCAPCD 
Rule 211 

BAAQMD 
Transportation Fund for 

Clean Air funds 
Regional Rideshare 

Program, county-level 
and school and 

university ridesharing 
programs. 

Spare the Air and 
BayCAP Programs 
employer outreach 

Equivalent Measure 

101. Spare the Air Program 
Spare the Air is a voluntary, summertime effort aimed at reducing air 
pollution (specifically, ground-level ozone) through public outreach 
programs to encourage the general public and employers to take 
actions to reduce transportation related emissions.   
 

SMAQMD, 
SJVAPCD, 
BAAQMD 
Programs 

 

BAAQMD 
Spare the Air Program 

Equivalent Measure 

102. Public Awareness Programs 
Some air districts have implemented public awareness programs that:  
1) support voluntary employer based trip reduction programs, 2) 
encourage alternative modes of transportation, 3) encourage cities 

BAAQMD 
SCAQMD 
SMAQMD 
SJVAPCD 

BAAQMD 
Spare the Air Program, 

CEQA Commenting, 
Smart Growth Program, 

Equivalent Measure 
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and counties to incorporate air quality beneficial policies into local 
planning and development activities, 4) promote demonstrations of low 
emission vehicles and refueling infrastructure, and/or 5) continue 
public education by informing residents about air quality status, air 
pollutant health effects, sources of  pollution, and actions individuals 
and communities can take to help improve air quality. 
 
 

Programs and 2005 Ozone 
Strategy Transportation 

Control Measures 

103. Leveraging Other Sources for Transportation Funding 
Some air districts apply for and receive money for transportation-
related projects from federal, state, and local funding sources, the 
most notable being the federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
Improvement (CMAQ) program.  The projects funded are usually small 
scale and include incentives, facilities, support services, and public 
awareness for carpools, vanpools, telecommuting, public transit, biking 
and walking. 
 

BAAQMD 
SCAQMD 

 

BAAQMD 
Spare the Air Program 
and Grant Programs 

Equivalent Measure 

 
More in-depth information about District rules and regulations can be obtained at http://www.arb.ca.gov/drdb/drdb.htm 

 
 
 



 



 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 



 
2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 



 
3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 
 



 
4.0 MINOR REVISIONS 

TO THE DRAFT EIR 
 



 
APPENDIX 

 



APPENDIX A- BAAQMD 
PM IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Sonoma County Transportation Authority  2009 Comprehensive Transportation Plan 
October 2009 Final Environmental Impact Report 

i 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background and Purpose of the EIR ...................................................................1.0-1 

1.2 Type of Document .................................................................................................1.0-2 

1.3 Intended Uses of the EIR........................................................................................1.0-3 

1.4 Organization and Scope of the Final EIR............................................................1.0-3 

2.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

2.1 Project Characteristics ..........................................................................................2.0-1 

2.2 Project Alternatives Summary ..............................................................................2.0-2 

2.3 Summary of Environmental Impacts ...................................................................2.0-2 

3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

3.1 Introduction.............................................................................................................3.0-1 

3.2 List of Commenters ................................................................................................3.0-1 

3.3 Approach and Format to Comments and Responses.....................................3.0-2 

3.4 Master Responses...................................................................................................3.0-3 

3.5 Individual Responses ...........................................................................................3.0-18 

4.0 MINOR REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

4.1 Introduction.............................................................................................................4.0-1 

4.2 Minor Changes and Edits to the Draft EIR ..........................................................4.0-1 

APPENDIX 

Appendix A  - BAAQMD PM Implementation Schedule  

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 2.0-1 Project Impacts Mitigation Table.........................................................................2.0-3 

Table 4.3-9  Weekday Congestion Locations on U.S. 101, Ranked by Delay........................3.0-19 

Table 5.0-3 Motor Vehicle Fleet Travel and GHG Forecasts (2005 and 2035) ..............3.0-135 

Table 5.0-3 Motor Vehicle Fleet Travel and GHG Forecasts (2005 and 2035) ..............3.0-137 

Table 4.13-1  Motor Vehicle Energy Consumption (2008) .......................................................4.0-8 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

2009 Comprehensive Transportation Plan  Sonoma County Transportation Authority  
Final Environmental Impact Report October 2009 

ii 

Table 4.13-2  Transportation Energy Consumption (2035).....................................................4.0-10 

Table 4.13-3  2009 CTP Transportation Energy Consumption (2008 and 2035) ..................4.0-10 

Table 4.13-4  2009 CTP Transportation Energy Consumption (2035) Comparison to No 
Project Scenario ...................................................................................................4.0-11 

Table 5.0-3  Motor Vehicle Fleet Travel and GHG Forecasts (2005 and 2035) ................4.0-12 

 


	0.1 Cover
	0.2 Title Page
	1.0 Intro
	2.0_Executive_Summary
	3.0_Part 1
	3.0_Part 2
	3.0_Part 3
	3.0_Part 4
	3.0_Part 6
	4.0_Minor_Revisions_to_the_DEIR
	Appendix A  - BAAQMD PM Implementation Schedule 
	Dividers
	TOC



