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Planning Directors/Planning Advisory Committee
MEETING AGENDA

Thursday, January 23, 9:30 a.m.

Sonoma County Transportation Authority
SCTA Large Conference Room
490 Mendocino Avenue, Suite 206
Santa Rosa, California 95401

ITEM

9.
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Introductions

Public Comment/Announcements

Approval of the agenda — changes, additional discussion items
Approval of Minutes of December 12, 2013* - ACTION

Round table members discussion

Climate Action 2020 — update*

SB 743 CEQA revision to replace LOS*

PDA update

8.1. Regional Timeline and Guidelines for Adding, Removing, or Changing PDAs and PCAs*
8.2. Regional call for Projects PDA Planning Program*

8.3. Investment & Growth Strategy update

Smart Growth Area Planning Tool (SmartGAP) presentation*

10. Other Business /Next agenda
11. Adjourn

*Attachment

The next S C T A meeting will be held February 10, 2014
The next Planning Directors/PAC meeting will be held February 27, 2014

Copies of the full Agenda Packet are available at www.sctainfo.org. DISABLED ACCOMMODATION: If you have a disability that requires the agenda materials to be in an
alternate format or that requires an interpreter or other person to assist you while attending this meeting, please contact SCTA at least 72 hours prior to the meeting to ensure
arrangements for accommodation. SB 343 DOCUMENTS RELATED TO OPEN SESSION AGENDAS: Materials related to an item on this agenda submitted to the Planning
Advisory Committee after distribution of the agenda packet are available for public inspection in the Sonoma County Transportation Authority office at 490 Mendocino
Ave., Suite 206, during normal business hours. Pagers, cellular telephones and all other communication devices should be turned off during the committee meeting to avoid
electrical interference with the sound recording system.
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SCTA

sonoma county transportation authority

490 MENDOCINO AVENUE, SUITE 206
SANTA ROSA, CA 95401
WWW.SCTAINFO.ORG (707) 565-5373

RCPA

regional climate protection authority

PLANNING DIRECTORS/PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING
MINUTES

Meeting Minutes of December 12, 2013

June August December
(May (July (November
meeting meeting meeting
Jurisdiction April | cancelled) | cancelled) | September | October | cancelled)
Cloverdale ' v '
Cotati v v
County of Sonoma
PRMD v v v \4 v v
Healdsburg v v '
LAFCO v v \4 v
Petaluma \ v v v \
Petaluma Transit
Rohnert Park
Santa Rosa v v v
Santa Rosa CityBus v
Sebastopol v v v v
SMART v v \4 v v
Sonoma County Transit
Sonoma
Windsor v v '

Members: Jennifer Barrett, Sonoma County
PRMD; Jim Bergman, Town of Windsor; Scott
Duiven, City of Petaluma; Amy Lyle, Sonoma
County PRMD; Karen Massey, City of
Cloverdale; Linda Meckel, SMART; Barbara
Nelson, City of Healdsburg; Chuck Regalia, City
of Santa Rosa; Kenyon Webster, City of
Sebastopol; Tennis Wick, Sonoma County
PRMD.

Guests: Stefanie Hom, Metropolitan
Transportation Commission.

Staff: Chris Barney, Diane Dohm, Nina Donofrio,
Misty Mersich, Janet Spilman, Adriana Stagnaro.

1.

Public Comment/Announcements
None

2. Approval of the agenda — changes,
additional discussion items
Approved as submitted.
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3. Approval of Minutes of October 24, 2013* -
ACTION
Approved as submitted.

4. Round table discussion
City of Santa Rosa:

Chuck Regalia reported on ongoing work on the
Housing Element Update.

City of Petaluma:

Scott Duiven reported that many affordable
housing projects are currently under way, and
that a 50-unit senior center will be opening
within access to the SMART station, as well as
retail projects (Friedman Home Improvement).

City of Cloverdale:

Karen Massey reported that the City’s water
supply constraints have hindered the
application process on projects. Two new wells
are in design and will be constructed this
summer, which will enable staff to accept
applications. An application was received by
staff for a 51-unit residential care facility.

Staff is also focusing on the wastewater
treatment plant to ensure sufficient capacity for
one of the major producers. An aggressive
growth plan is in place for Cloverdale, which
requires close attention to infrastructure.

Staff is also working on the Municipal Service
Review and request to amend their SOl through
LAFCo.

SMART:

Linda Meckel announced the award of SMART’s
second major construction contract; the Council
has decided to have Airport Boulevard

applications; this will be on next week’s agenda.

City of Sebastopol:

Kenyon Webster reported that staff will be
starting the General Plan update in January.

The State approved the transfer of two former
Development Agency properties.

City of Healdsburg:

Barbara Nelson reported that the Central
Healdsburg Avenue Plan (a transit-oriented,

mixed use plan) was presented to the Planning
Commission for their recommendation and
certification of the final EIR. This was supported
by the Planning Commission and will be brought
before the City Council for approval January 21.

Staff is working on the Housing Element update.

Ms. Nelson next announced that a joint
Planning Commission/City Council meeting will
be held January 28 to address a downtown
parking and in-lieu fee study. A consultant has
been retained to examine downtown parking
issues and possible solutions.

Town of Windsor:

Jim Bergman reported that the Planning
Commission reviewed two multi-family housing
projects, one of which is mixed-use commercial
(downstairs) and residential located downtown
and the other is an apartment complex.

A Request for Proposals has been released for
the General Plan update. Update of the Housing
Element is in progress and is somewhat behind
schedule.

Downtown commercial occupancy is now back
up to 100%.

MTC:

Stefanie Hom reported that staff is at work on
Complete Streets and PDA policies, as well as a
good deal of climate-related issues.

City of Santa Rosa:

Chuck Regalia announced the receipt of a
building permit application for a Target store in
Coddingtown. A building permit application was
also received for Dick’s Sporting Goods. Permits
for a 270-unit apartment project south of
Coddingtown and an adjacent five-acre
apartment project (150-200 units) have also
been issued.

Mr. Regalia next reported the adoption of a low
income housing fee.

The Department Service fee study and report
will be considered at the January 7 City Council
meeting.



Staff held a meeting to review homeless
facilities in the City; recent cold weather has
made this an issue. Staff will be considering the
possibility of opening the Armory to use as a
facility and drafting a budget.

5. Climate Action 2020 (previously known as
GRIP) — update*
Misty Mersich reported that the first round of
public workshops has been completed. She
noted that the format of the workshop was
changed to lessen activities of disruptive
attendees; alternative methods of getting
public feedback have been established (e.g.,
online); three more public meetings are
scheduled for January (the County, Petaluma,
and Cloverdale).

The Staff Working Group meeting is scheduled
for December 17. The consultant will be
attending. Ms. Mersich referenced materials
she had sent via email to Planning Directors (a
summary of the policy gap analysis and
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Tool Version 1).

6. Transportation Data and Analysis
Resources*
Chris Barney referred to a Summary of State Bill
743 distributed by MTC that outlines changes to
transportation analysis under CEQA and the
level of service process. Emphasis has been
placed on transit priority areas; however, the
State may extend the changes throughout the
State, beyond the transit priority areas.
Currently the State is considering areas within a
half-mile radius of transit stations with 15-
minute headways, which would only apply to a
few areas in Santa Rosa. These areas are still in
the process of being more clearly identified and
defined.

The State is looking for alternative metrics,
which Mr. Barney summarized. He noted that
there are two different Vehicle Miles Traveled
(VMT) measures under consideration; per
capita and per employee.

A broad overview report is anticipated to be
released for public comment in January.
Working groups would then meet to review and
address the comments. An initial draft report
would be provided by the end of February,

followed by a revised draft in April or May. A
final report would be submitted in the summer
for adoption by the State.

Discussion followed regarding how to
determine VMT, fuel use, and assumptions used
in the CEQA process.

Mr. Barney next presented information on tools
for the development and evaluation of
transportation and land use policies. These are
SmartGAP, AIRSAGE, and INRIX. The latter is a
tool that aggregates and analyzes signaling data
from mobile devices.

Mr. Barney also summarized recent bicycle and
pedestrian count activity and the purchase of
automated equipment for collecting this data.

7. Planning Funds*

Janet Spilman explained that this is
continuation of the station area planning
program and presented applications for funding
submitted by the City of Santa Rosa for the
Roseland/Sebastopol Road area; and two
County applications, one for the Airport
Employment Investment area and the other for
the Sonoma Valley Springs area. The
Committee’s recommendations will be
presented to the Board for final approval in
January.

Mr. Regalia summarized plans and the
possibility of annexation of the Roseland area to
the City of Santa Rosa, and how this would be
funded.

Discussion followed regarding changing PDA
boundaries.

Amy Lyle of the County Permit and Resource
Management Department summarized plans
for The Springs, Sonoma Valley, noting that this
project encompasses a significant portion of the
former redevelopment area. Rezoning and
increasing densities is anticipated. She
identified major bicycle path projects and
bicycle and pedestrian facilities. One major
affordable housing project is also included in
this area.

The next County project, the Airport
Employment Investment Area, is being
conducted in collaboration with SMART for a



station area plan, with the primary focus being
the proposed Airport station. This is mainly a
transit-oriented area for business and industry.

8. Bike Planning

e Bicycle/Pedestrian Master Plan*
Diane Dohm summarized significant progress,
noting map and other edits being made in
collaboration with the jurisdictions. Healdsburg,
Sebastopol and Sonoma content is complete.

Ms. Dohm announced that in January the
Countywide BPAC would be reviewing the
project list.

o AB417*
Ms. Dohm referred the Committee to the
California Bicycle Coalition’s information on this
bill, which would create a statutory exemption
from CEQA for bicycle transportation plans for
urbanized areas.

9. Other Business /Next agenda

Jennifer Barrett addressed recent legislation
regarding the creation of community gardens
and similar uses in vacant lots in urbanized
areas, and polled the Committee for any
interest in pursuing this.

10. Adjourn
11:26 a.m.
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Staff Report

To: SCTA Planning Advisory Committee
From: Misty Mersich, Climate Protection Program Analyst
Item: Climate Action 2020: Update on Public Outreach and role of Stakeholder

Advisory Group

Date: January 23, 2013

Issue: What was the turnout to the Climate Action 2020 Public Outreach Workshops? Discussion on
strategy and timeline for Climate Action 2020 and role of Stakeholder Advisory Group.

Background:

The first series of workshops for Climate Action 2020 were held in December and January. Total
number of attendees that signed in are as follows:

December 2, 2013- Windsor- 17 December 11, 2013- Sebastopol-17
December 3, 2013- Rohnert Park-9 January 7, 2014- Petaluma- 42
December 4, 2013- Healdsburg-10 January 8, 2014- County- 28
December 9, 2013- Cotati-8 January 14, 2014- Cloverdale- 9

December 10, 2013- Sonoma- 18

Staff is currently working on typing up all public comments from the workshops and will post them on
the website and provide to Planning Directors and Climate Action 2020 Staff Working group for review.

The Stakeholder Advisory Group (SAG) will have its first meeting on January 22, 2014, 4-7pm at
City of Santa Rosa Utilities Department, 35 Stony Point Road Santa Rosa, CA 9540. See
attached for Roles and Responsibilities document, and member list. The main role of the group
is to provide RCPA staff and consultant feedback and input on the Climate Action planning
process. RCPA staff would like to discuss with Planning Directors the role of this group and
how to incorporate their feedback into the plan as the project progresses.

Policy Impacts:

Participation in Climate Action 2020 is key to the achievement of the GHG goals outlined in the RCPA’s
Mission Goals and Objectives.

Fiscal Impacts:

This project is funded by a Sustainable Communities Planning grant from the Strategic Growth Council.

Staff Recommendation: Information only.




Climate Action 2020 Stakeholder Advisory Group

The following is a description of the roles and responsibilities of the Climate Action 2020 Stakeholder
Advisory Group (Advisory Group) and guidelines for how meetings will be conducted.

Purpose

The purpose of the Advisory Group is to provide information and advice to the Regional Climate
Protection Authority (RCPA) Board, staff and project consultants during the preparation of the Climate
Action 2020 plan. The Advisory Group will not take official votes or make direct recommendations to
any hearing body.

Composition

The Advisory Group consists of stakeholders selected by the RCPA Board of Directors, to represent a
diversity of viewpoints and areas of technical expertise from each jurisdiction. Three representatives
from each city and two representatives from each County supervisorial district will be chosen by the
RCPA Board members based on their respective jurisdictions. The RCPA Board may also extend
invitations to additional stakeholders to contribute perspectives not represented by other members, in
order to ensure adequate sector representation. None of the members will hold public elective office on
a governing board of any city or the County. Representatives are to have the following qualifications:

e General understanding of the goals and objectives of RCPA in developing Climate Action 2020

e General understanding of climate change policy matters as they relate to local government,
planning and project implementation

e Community leadership and ability to represent the sentiment of the community you live in or
sector you represent

Sectors sought for representation in the Advisory Group include:

Agriculture Environmental Social Justice
Building / Construction Environmental Justice Tourism
Business Health Transportation
Community Non-profits Open Space Viticulture
Economic Development Real estate Waste
Education Renewable Energy Water
Duration

The Advisory Group will have a limited number of meetings (estimated to be three) over a limited period
of time (estimated to be 18 months) and will terminate upon the completion of the project. The project
is expected to be completed after each jurisdiction has adopted its Community Climate Action Plan —
anticipated to occur by 2015.

Meetings

A total of three Advisory Group meetings are planned at key milestones during the duration of the
project. Meetings will generally last for two to three hours including presentations, comments and
questions/answer.



Meetings will be focused on Advisory Group members; however, they will be open to public. Because of
the limited time available for each meeting, and the nature of the Advisory Group process, members of
the public will be able to provide comments at the end of the meeting. A time limit will be imposed on
each speaker during the public comment period.

RCPA staff or consultant will be responsible for running Advisory Group meetings.

The meetings of the Advisory Group are subject to the Ralph M. Brown Act, and therefore subject to the
Act's notice and posting requirements. Following each meeting, informal meeting notes will be created
by staff and posted to the project website.

In addition to the planned Advisory Group meetings, two Public Workshops per jurisdiction are planned
for this project as well as regular updates at the RCPA Board meetings. The public is encouraged to
attend and provide input at these venues.

Expectations of Advisory Group Members
Primary role:

Work with staff to develop a draft and final Community Climate Action Plan that will provide the
foundation for implementation of greenhouse gas reduction programs and measures in Sonoma County
communities by preparing for and participating in all three Advisory Group meetings.

Anticipated activities will include:

e Reviewing and considering materials, proposals, ideas and concepts introduced to them by RCPA
and jurisdiction staff

e Engaging in constructive discussion with Advisory Group members and staff

e Fostering communication outside of the Advisory Group regarding progress and outcomes of
Climate Action 2020; particularly as it relates to a member’s jurisdiction or sector

e Attending general public outreach workshops when possible

Communication with Staff and Consultants

Outside of Advisory Group meetings, RCPA staff will serve as the Advisory Group liaison and primary
contact for members. All Advisory Group member questions, comments, and other correspondence
should be directed to RCPA staff. Correspondence from members requiring consultant response or
clarification for specific jurisdictions will be forwarded to the appropriate contact through RCPA staff.



Climate Action 2020 Stakeholder Advisory Group members

Alison Healy, Solar Sonoma County/ Solar Action Alliance

Andrew Krause, eEcoshpere Inc.

Bill Wolpert, Green Building Architects, Petaluma Planning Commissioner
Carolyn Pistone, Green Key Commercial

Chris Cone, Efficiency First California

Craig Harrington, Quaker Hill Development

Daniel Sanchez, North Bay Association of REALTORS

Daniel Smith, Zero Energy Associates

David Brin, Sonoma Ecology Center

Denise Souza, IBEW Local 551

Dennis Pocekay, UC Davis Professor of Public Health

Dr. Carl Mears, Remote Sensing Systems

Edward J. Kinney, Windsor Resident

Gary Helfrich, Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition

Gillian Hayes, Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria

Herman G. Hernandez, Sonoma County Latino Leaders

Jane Bender, Climate Protection Campaign Board Member

Jane Elias, Sonoma County Energy Independence Program

Jim Glessner, Clean Concrete Technologies

John Nagle, E&J Gallo Winery

Judy James, Republic Services

Katie Jackson, Jackson Family Wines, United Wine Growers

Kristin Thigpen, SC Regional Parks Foundation Board, SC Ag & Open Space Advisory
Committee

Laura Declercq, City of Sonoma resident

Linda Collister, City of Healdsburg Fire Marshall

Melanie Bagby, Sirius Mac Solutions, City of Cloverdale Planning Commissioner
Michael Nixon, Nixon Financial

Mitch Conner, Archilogix

Philip Harriman, PHD, Osher Lifelong Learning Institute, Sonoma State University
Renata Brillinger, California Climate & Ag Network ( Cal CAN)

Rody Jonas, Pure Power Solutions

Stacey Meinzen, Climate Protection Campaign

Susan Haydon, Rohnert Park Planning Commissioner, SCWA staff

Tanya Narath, Leadership Institute for Ecology & Environment

Tom Conlon, President, GeoPraxis, Inc. Transition Sonoma Valley Board
Valerie Minton, Sotoyome Resource Conservation District

Victoria Garduno, Windsor Democratic Club
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Staff Report

To: Planning Advisory Committee

From: Chris Barney, Senior Transportation Planner

ltem: Senate Bill 743 — CEQA, LOS Replacement Metrics
Date: 1/23/2014

Issue:

On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill 743 which requires that the Governor’s
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) amend CEQA guidelines for analyzing transportation impacts.
OPR’s work will focus on providing an alternative metric to level of service (LOS) for measuring
transportation impacts. OPR has released a preliminary evaluation of potential alternative methods for
addressing transportation impacts under CEQA. This document is summarized in this staff report and
the full document is attached.

Background:

Intersection and road segment LOS, volume to capacity ratios, and other measures of automobile delay
are currently used to measure traffic impacts during a project’s environmental review process. LOS is
measured using a letter grade ranging from A to F, with LOS A representing free flow conditions, and
LOS F representing congested conditions.

Under SB 743, OPR is directed to shift transportation analysis away from the measurement of driver
delay and to focus on greenhouse gas reduction, traffic-related pollution reduction, the development of
multi-modal transportation systems, improving equity, improving health, providing simple methods of
measuring transportation system performance, increasing economic efficiency, and promoting land use
diversity and accessibility.

OPR is investigating criteria that would apply to all project types statewide. Previous legislation and
approaches had focused on changing criteria for residential, mixed-use, or employment center projects
located in transit priority areas only.

Proposed Metrics:

OPR has identified the following alternative metrics that could replace LOS in CEQA:

¢ Vehicle Miles Traveled: Number of miles traveled by motor vehicles generated by or attracted
to the project. Accounts for trip generation, trip length, and regional location. Per-capita, per
employee, or per trip measures could be employed.

o Automobile Trips Generated: Counts the number of vehicle trips generated by or attracted to a
project. Does not account for trip length or regional location. Easy to calculate. Per-capita or
per employee measures could be used.

e Multi-modal Level of Service: Measures user comfort for travelers using all modes. Combines
traditional vehicle based LOS with qualitative assessments of transit, walking, and biking system




performance. MMLOS estimation methodologies are relatively complicated and expensive to
implement and there is some controversy about preferred methodology.

o Fuel Use: Measures fuel use for trips attracted to or generated by the project. Captures trip
generation rates, trip length/regional location, and fuel efficiency. Could require relatively
detailed modeling and might ignore the impacts of induced demand. Electric/alternative fuel
vehicle market penetration could make this metric irrelevant.

¢ Motor Vehicle Hours Traveled: Summarizes time taken by vehicles for trips generated by or
attracted to the project. Captures trip generation, trip length, and regional location. Would
require moderately sophisticated modeling tools which could make generating this metric
difficult or expensive. Per-capita, per employee, or per trip measures could be used.

CEQA Streamlining in Selected Locations:

OPR has proposed that development in predefined “transportation-beneficial development areas” or
“infill opportunity zones” could be eligible for CEQA streamlining and could claim “less that significant”
transportation impacts automatically. These areas would be predefined and would be mapped so that
it would be easy to determine if a project would fall within one of these zones. Projects outside of these
areas would be subject to full CEQA review and possible mitigation.

Next Steps and Timeline:

OPR is continuing to conduct research on alternative transportation metrics, and will be meeting with
regional stakeholder groups in February to get feedback on possible changes to the environmental
review process. SCTA staff will attend the Bay Area stakeholder group. Public comments on possible
alternative metrics and OPR’s approach are being accepted through February 14, 2014. OPR will
evaluate the feedback received through public comment and stakeholder groups and will develop a
draft document proposing an alternative metric that would be used in place of LOS and how this would
impact CEQA guidelines. Feedback will be accepted on that discussion draft, and a final draft of the
changes to CEQA guidelines will be forwarded to the Natural Resources Agency by July 1, 2014.

Policy Impacts:

OPR’s final recommendations will change the methods required for estimating transportation impacts
under CEQA. LOS will most likely be replaced by another metric.

Fiscal Impacts:

No direct fiscal impacts at this time.
Staff Recommendation:

OPR is accepting comments on the proposed revisions through COB on February 14, 2014. Electronic
comments can be sent to OPR at the following email address: CEQA.Guidelines@ceres.ca.gov.
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Preliminary Evaluation of Alternative Methods of Transportation Analysis

December 30, 2013

As required by statute, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research is developing a new way to
measure environmental impacts related to transportation. This as an opportunity both to reduce costs
associated with environmental review, and, importantly, to achieve better fiscal, health and
environmental outcomes. We need your help in this effort.

l. Introduction

On September 27, 2013, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill 743 (Steinberg, 2013). Among other things,
SB 743 creates a process to change analysis of transportation impacts under the California
Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code section 21000 and following) (CEQA). Currently,
environmental review of transportation impacts focuses on the delay that vehicles experience at
intersections and on roadway segments. That delay is measured using a metric known as “level of
service,” or LOS. Mitigation for increased delay often involves increasing capacity (i.e. the width of a
roadway or size of an intersection), which may increase auto use and emissions and discourage
alternative forms of transportation. Under SB 743, the focus of transportation analysis will shift from
driver delay to reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, creation of multimodal networks and promotion
of a mix of land uses.

Specifically, SB 743 requires the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to amend the CEQA
Guidelines (Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations sections and following) to provide an
alternative to LOS for evaluating transportation impacts. Particularly within areas served by transit,
those alternative criteria must “promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development
of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” (New Public Resources Code
Section 21099(b)(1).) Measurements of transportation impacts may include “vehicle miles traveled,
vehicle miles traveled per capita, automobile trip generation rates, or automobile trips generated.”
(Ibid.) OPR also has discretion to develop alternative criteria for areas that are not served by transit, if
appropriate. (/d. at subd. (c).)

Though a draft of the Guidelines revisions is not required until July 1, 2014, OPR is seeking early public
input into its direction. This document provides background information on CEQA, the use of LOS in
transportation analysis, and a summary of SB 743’s requirements. Most importantly, it also contains
OPR’s preliminary evaluation of LOS and different alternatives to LOS. It ends with a description of open

1400 10th Street  P.0.Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 322-2318  FAX (916) 324-9936  www.opr.ca.gov


http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201320140SB743&search_keywords=

qguestions and next steps. In developing a better alternative to LOS, OPR will rely heavily on input from
all stakeholders. We hope that you will share your thoughts and expertise in this effort.

Input may be submitted electronically to CEQA.Guidelines@ceres.ca.gov. Please include “LOS
Alternatives” in the subject line. While electronic submission is preferred, suggestions may also be
mailed or hand delivered to:

Christopher Calfee, Senior Counsel
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Please submit all suggestions before February 14, 2014 at 5:00 p.m.

1 CEQA Background

Since SB 743 requires a change in the analysis of transportation impacts under CEQA, this section
provides a brief overview of CEQA’s requirements.

CEQA generally requires public agencies to inform decision makers and the public about the potential
environmental impacts of proposed projects, and to reduce those environmental impacts to the extent
feasible. The rules governing that environmental analysis are contained in the Public Resources Code, in
the administrative regulations known as the CEQA Guidelines, and in cases interpreting both the statute
and the CEQA Guidelines.

Many projects are exempt from CEQA. Typically, however, some form of environmental analysis must
be prepared. If a project subject to CEQA will not cause any adverse environmental impacts, a public
agency may adopt a brief document known as a Negative Declaration. If the project may cause adverse
environmental impacts, the public agency must prepare a more detailed study called an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR). An EIR contains in-depth studies of potential impacts, measures to reduce or avoid
those impacts, and an analysis of alternatives to the project.

The key question in an environmental analysis is whether the project will cause adverse physical
changes in the environment. CEQA defines the “environment” to mean “the physical conditions that
exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals,
flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21060.5
(emphasis added).) As this definition suggests, the focus of environmental review must be on physical
changes in the environment. Generally, social and economic impacts are not considered as part of a
CEQA analysis. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15131.)

Once an agency determines that an impact might cause a significant adverse change in the environment,
it must consider feasible mitigation measures to lessen the impact. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21002.)
Specifically, a lead agency may use its discretionary authority to change a project proposal to avoid or
minimize significant effects. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15040(c).) The authority to mitigate must respect
constitutional limitations, however. Mitigation measures must be related to a legitimate governmental
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interest, and must be “roughly proportional” to the magnitude of the project’s impact. (CEQA

Guidelines, § 15126.4(a)(4).)

.  Background on Measures of Automobile Delay

Many jurisdictions currently use “level of service” standards, volume to capacity ratios, and similar
measures of automobile delay, to assess potential traffic impacts during a project’s environmental
review. Level of service, commonly known as LOS, is a measure of vehicle delay at intersections and on
roadway segments, and is expressed with a letter grade ranging from A to F. LOS A represents free
flowing traffic, while LOS F represents congested conditions. LOS standards are often found in local
general plans and congestion management plans.

Traffic has long been a consideration in CEQA. (See, e.g., Fullerton Joint Union High School Dist. v. State
Bd. of Education (1982) 32 Cal. 3d 779, 794 (school district’s reorganization could potentially affect the
environment by altering traffic patterns).) In 1990, the Legislature linked implementation of congestion
management plans, including LOS requirements, with CEQA. (Gov. Code, § 65089(b)(4).) LOS has been
an explicit part of CEQA analysis since at least the late 1990’s, when the sample environmental checklist
in the CEQA Guidelines asked whether a project would exceed LOS standards. (See former CEQA
Guidelines, App. G. § XV; see also, Sacramento Old City Assn. v. City Council (1991) 229 Cal. App. 3d
1011, 1033 (addressing claims of an EIR’s inadequacy related to level of service analysis).)

IV.  Problems with using LOS in CEQA

Though, as explained above, LOS has been used in CEQA for many years, it has recently been criticized
for working against modern state goals, such as emissions reduction, development of multimodal
transportation networks, infill development, and even optimization of the roadway network for motor
vehicles. The following are key problems with using LOS in CEQA:

LOS is difficult and expensive to calculate. LOS is calculated in several steps:

e  First, the number of vehicle trips associated with a project must be estimated.

e Second, after estimating the number of vehicle trips generated by the project, an
analysis requires assumptions about the path that those vehicles may take across the
roadway network.

e Third, traffic levels must be estimated at points along the roadway network, as
compared to traffic that might occur without the project.

e Fourth, microsimulation models are used to determine traffic outcomes of volume
projections.

Thus, an analysis under LOS typically requires estimates of trip generation, estimates of trip
distribution, conducting existing traffic counts at points along the network, and an analysis and
comparison of traffic function at each point for future project and “no project” scenarios.

3|Preliminary Evaluation of Transportation Metrics



LOS is biased against “last in” development. Typical traffic analyses under CEQA compare
future traffic volumes against LOS thresholds. A project that pushes LOS across the threshold
triggers a significant impact. In already developed areas, existing traffic has already lowered LOS
closer to the threshold. Because the LOS rating used to determine significance of the project’s
impact is determined by total traffic (existing traffic plus traffic added by the project), infill
projects disproportionally trigger LOS thresholds compared to projects in less developed areas.

LOS scale of analysis is too small. LOS is calculated for individual intersections and roadway
segments. As traffic generated by a project fans out from the project, it substantially affects a
few nearby intersections and roadway segments, then affects more distant intersections and
roadway segments by a smaller amount. LOS impacts are typically triggered only at the nearby
intersections and roadway segments where the change is greatest. Projects in newly developed
areas typically generate substantially more vehicle travel than infill projects,* but that traffic is
more dispersed by the time it reaches congested areas with intersections and roadway
segments operating near the thresholds. As a result, while outlying development may
contribute a greater amount of total vehicle travel and cause widespread but small increases in
congestion across the roadway network, it may not trigger LOS thresholds. Further, piecemeal
efforts to optimize LOS at individual intersections and roadway segments may not optimize the
roadway network as a whole. Focusing on increasing vehicle flow intersection-by-intersection
or segment-by-segment frequently results in congested downstream bottlenecks, in some cases
even worsening overall network congestion.’

LOS mitigation is itself problematic. Mitigation for LOS impacts typically involves reducing
project size or adding motor vehicle capacity. Without affecting project demand, reducing the
size of a project simply transfers development, and its associated traffic, elsewhere. When infill
projects are reduced in size, development may be pushed to less transportation-efficient
locations, which results in greater total travel. Meanwhile, adding motor vehicle capacity may
induce additional vehicle travel, which negatively impacts the environment and human health.?
It also negatively impacts other modes of transportation, lengthening pedestrian crossing
distances, adding delay and risk to pedestrian travel, displacing bicycle and dedicated transit
facilities, and adding delay and risk to those modes of travel.

LOS mischaracterizes transit, bicycle, and pedestrian improvements as detrimental to
transportation. Tradeoffs frequently must be made between automobile convenience and the

! For information on the relationship between infill and compact development, and vehicle travel and GHG
emissions, see Growing Cooler, Evidence on Urban Development and Climate Change, September 2007.

> This phenomenon is called Braess’ Paradox. For a description, see Braess, Dietrich. 1968, translated 2005. “On a
Paradox of Traffic Planning.” Transportation Science, 39 (4), pp. 446-450. ISSN 0041-1655. For prevalence, see
Steinberg, Richard and Zangwill, Willard I. (1983) The prevalence of Braess' paradox. Transportation science, 17 (3).
pp. 301-318. ISSN 0041-1655

3 Duranton, Gilles, and Matthew A. Turner. 2011. "The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evidence from US

Cities." American Economic Review, 101(6): 2616-52.
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provision of safe and efficient facilities for users of transit and active modes. Since LOS measures
the delay of motor vehicles, any improvement for other modes that might inconvenience
motorists is characterized as an impediment to transportation.

Use of LOS thresholds implies false precision. Calculating LOS involves a sequence of estimates,
with each step using the output of the previous step. Imprecision in an early step can be
amplified throughout the sequence. While it is difficult to estimate the distribution of future
trips across the network with a high level of precision, the calculation of congestion levels is
highly sensitive to that estimate. Further, LOS is typically reported in environmental analyses
without acknowledging potential uncertainty or error.

As a measurement of delay, LOS measures motorist convenience, but not a physical impact to
the environment. Other portions of an environmental analysis will account for vehicular
emissions, noise and safety impacts.

V. SB 743
SB 743 marks a shift away from auto delay as a measure of environmental impact. It does so in several
ways.

First, it allows cities and counties to designate “infill opportunity zones” within which level of service
requirements from congestion management plans would no longer apply. (See, SB 743, § 4 (amending
Gov. Code, § 65088.4).)

Second, it requires OPR to develop criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of
projects within transit priority areas, and further provides OPR with discretion to develop such criteria
outside of transit priority areas. The Secretary for the Natural Resources Agency must then adopt the
new criteria in an update to the CEQA Guidelines. (See, SB 743, § 5 (adding Pub. Resources Code §
21099).)

Third, and perhaps most importantly, once the CEQA Guidelines containing the new criteria are
certified, “automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular
capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment pursuant
to this division, except in locations specifically identified in the guidelines, if any.” (/d. at subd. (b)(2).)

SB 743 includes legislative intent to help guide the development of the new criteria for transportation
impacts. For example, Section 1 of the bill states: “New methodologies under the California
Environmental Quality Act are needed for evaluating transportation impacts that are better able to
promote the state’s goals of reducing greenhouse gas emissions and traffic-related air pollution,
promoting the development of a multimodal transportation system, and providing clean, efficient access
to destinations.” Further, subdivision (b) of the new Section 21099 requires that the new criteria
“promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation
networks, and a diversity of land uses.” It also suggests several possible alternative measures of
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potential transportation impacts, including, but not limited to: “vehicle miles traveled, vehicle miles
traveled per capita, automobile trip generation rates, or automobile trips generated.”

Notably, SB 743 does not limit the types of projects to which the new transportation criteria would
apply. Rather, it simply authorizes the development of criteria for the “transportation impacts of
projects[.]” (New § 21099(b)(1); see also subd. (c)(1) (referring only to “transportation impacts”).) The
Legislature intended the new criteria to apply broadly. An early version of this provision, in SB 731,
would have limited the new criteria to “transportation impacts for residential, mixed-use residential, or
employment center projects [on] infill sites within transit priority areas.” (See, SB 731 (Steinberg),
amended in Assembly August 6, 2013.) Therefore, OPR will investigate criteria that would apply to all
project types, including land use development, transportation projects, and other relevant project types.

An earlier version of SB 731 would have limited the application of these changes by determining that
automobile delay is not an environmental impact only in transit priority areas. (See, SB 731(Steinberg),
amended in Assembly September 9, 2013, at § 12 (“Upon certification of the guidelines by the Secretary
of the Natural Resources Agency pursuant to this section, automobile delay, as described solely by level
of service or similar measures of capacity or congestion within a transit priority area, shall not support a

finding of significance”) (emphasis added).) As adopted in SB 743, however, automobile delay may only
be treated as an environmental impact “in locations specifically identified in the guidelines, if any.”
(New § 21099(b)(2).) Further, subdivision (c) explicitly authorizes OPR to develop criteria outside of
transit priority areas. Given the statement of legislative intent that new transportation metrics are
needed to better promote the state’s goals, OPR intends to investigate metrics and criteria that will
apply statewide.

VI.  OPR Goals and Objectives in Developing Alternative Criteria

In developing alternative transportation criteria and metrics, OPR must choose metrics that “promote
the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks,
and a diversity of land uses.” (New Section 21099(b)(1).) In addition to this statutory directive, OPR will
also weigh other factors in evaluating different criteria. Those additional factors include:

Environmental Effect. The California Supreme Court has directed that CEQA “be
interpreted in such manner as to afford the fullest possible protection to the
environment within the reasonable scope of the statutory language.” (Friends of
Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors (1972) 8 Cal. 3d 247, 259.) OPR, therefore, seeks to
develop criteria that maximize environmental benefits, and minimize environmental
harm.

Fiscal and Economic Effect. Our state and local governments have limited fiscal
resources. The state’s planning priorities are intended to, among other things,
strengthen the economy. (Gov. Code, § 65041.1.) In evaluating alternative criteria, OPR
seeks criteria that will lead to efficient use of limited fiscal resources, for example by
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reducing long run infrastructure maintenance costs, and to the extent relevant in the
CEQA context, promotion of a stronger economy.

Equity. OPR will look for alternative criteria that treat people fairly. The state’s
planning priorities are intended to promote equity. (Gov. Code, § 65041.1.) OPR seeks
to develop criteria that facilitate low-cost access to destinations. Further, OPR
recognizes that in its update to the General Plan Guidelines, OPR must provide planning
advice regarding “the equitable distribution of new public facilities and services that
increase and enhance community quality of life throughout the community, given the
fiscal and legal constraints that restrict the siting of these facilities.” (Gov. Code, §
65040.12.) In addition, OPR must also provide advice on “promoting more livable
communities by expanding opportunities for transit-oriented development so that
residents minimize traffic and pollution impacts from traveling for purposes of work,
shopping, schools, and recreation.” (/bid.) Though this advice must be developed
within the General Plan Guidelines, OPR recognizes that similar issues may be relevant
in the context of evaluating transportation impacts under CEQA.

Health. OPR recognizes that “[h]ealthy and sustainable communities are the
cornerstones of the state’s long-term goals.” (Environmental Goals and Policy Report,
Discussion Draft (September 2013), at p. 26.) OPR will, therefore, look for alternative
criteria that promote the health benefits associated with active transportation and that
minimize adverse health outcomes associated with vehicle emissions, collisions and
noise.

Simplicity. The purpose of environmental analysis is to inform the public and decision-
makers of the potential adverse effects of a project. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21003(b).)
Environmental documents must “be written in plain language and may use appropriate
graphics so that decision makers and the public can rapidly understand the documents.”
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15140.) OPR, therefore, seeks to develop criteria that are as simple
and easy to understand as possible. The criteria should enable the public and other
interested agencies to participate meaningfully in the environmental review process.

Consistency with Other State Policies. SB 743 included legislative intent that the
alternative criteria support the state’s efforts related to greenhouse gas reduction and
the development of complete streets. OPR will also be guided by the state’s planning
priorities, and in particular, the promotion of infill development, as described in
Government Code section 65041.1.

Access to destinations. Even as it serves and impacts many other interests, the
fundamental purpose of the transportation network is to provide access to destinations
for people and goods. A transportation network does this by providing mobility and
supporting proximity. In growing communities, some degree of roadway congestion is
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inevitable®; we cannot “build our way out of congestion” by adding roadway capacity
because doing so induces additional vehicle travel. Therefore, accommodating better
proximity of land uses and improving the overall efficiency of network performance is
essential for providing and preserving access to destinations. Transit and active mode
transportation options can play a key role in providing access to destinations and
supporting proximity.

The objectives described above need not be the only considerations in selecting alternative criteria. In
fact, OPR invites your input into these objectives. Are these the right objectives? Are there other
objectives that should be considered?

Vil.  Preliminary Evaluation of the Alternative Criteria

This section provides OPR’s preliminary evaluation of the alternative metrics set forth in SB 743, as well
as other metrics suggested during our initial outreach. This preliminary evaluation asks whether the
alternative satisfies the objectives set forth in SB 743, as well as OPR’s own objectives described above.
It also attempts to identify which mitigation measures and project alternatives might flow from use of
each candidate metric. Finally, this evaluation seeks to identify the level of difficulty of using each
metric, including availability of models and data required.

Vehicle Miles Traveled
Variant 1: per capita for residential, per employee for employment centers, per trip for commercial
Variant 2: per person-trip for all projects

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)’ is one of two metrics specified by SB 743 for consideration. VMT counts
the number of miles traveled by motor vehicles that are generated by or attracted to the project. VMT
captures motorized trip generation rates, thereby accounting for the effects of project features and
surrounds. It also captures trip length, and so can also account for regional location, which is the most
important single determinant of vehicle travel. Although VMT counts only motor vehicle trips, not trips
taken by other modes, it registers the benefits of transit and active transportation trips insofar as they
reduce motor vehicle travel. In this way, VMT captures the environmental benefits of transit and active
mode trips.

Of the metrics we consider here, VMT is relatively simple to calculate. Assessing VMT is substantially
easier than assessing LOS because it does not require counting existing trips, estimating project trip
distribution, or traffic microsimulation for determining congestion. Assessing VMT requires only
estimates of trip generation rates and trip length, and can be readily modeled using existing tools such
as the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s EPA’s MXD model.

4 Duranton, Gilles, and Matthew A. Turner. 2011. "The Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evidence from US
Cities." American Economic Review, 101(6): 2616-52.

> For additional information about VMT and its relationship to environmental impacts, see U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, “Our Built and Natural Environments: A Technical Review of the Interactions Between Land
Use, Transportation, and Environmental Quality (2nd Edition),” June 2013.
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Mitigation to reduce VMT can include designing projects with a mix of uses, building transportation
demand management (TDM) features into the project, locating the project in neighborhoods that have
transit or active mode transportation opportunities, or contributing to the creation of such
opportunities. Since VMT is sensitive to regional location, it can also be mitigated by choosing a more
central location for the project.

Used as a transportation metric under CEQA, VMT could encourage reduction of motor vehicle travel,
increase transit and active mode transportation, and increase infill development.

Automobile Trips Generated
Per capita for residential, per employee for employment centers

Automobile trips generated (ATG) is one of two metrics specified by SB 743 for consideration. ATG
counts the number of motor vehicle trips that are generated by or attracted to the project. ATG thereby
accounts for the effects of project features and project surroundings (i.e., the availability of transit). It
does not, however, account for the length of the trip, and therefore it does not account for regional
location, the most important determinant of vehicle travel®. Although ATG counts only motor vehicle
trips, not trips taken by other modes, it registers the benefits of transit and active transportation trips
insofar as they reduce motor vehicle trips taken. In this way, ATG captures some of the environmental
benefits of transit and active mode trips.”

Of all the metrics considered, ATG is the easiest to calculate. It does not require counts of existing
traffic, estimation of project trip distribution, or traffic microsimulation for determining congestion. In
fact, calculating ATG is simply the first step in calculating most of the other metrics, including LOS.

Mitigation for ATG can include locating a project in an area that facilitates transit or active mode
transportation, such as an infill or transit oriented location, and including transportation demand
management features in the project.

Used as a transportation metric under CEQA, ATG could encourage reduction of motor vehicle travel,
increased active mode transportation, and increased infill development. Because it omits regional
location, however, it may be less effective at achieving those ends than VMT.

Multi-Modal Level of Service

Multi-Modal Level of Service (MMLOS) is a metric of user comfort for travelers on various modes. Along
with the traditional motor vehicle LOS metric, MMLOS includes additional ratings for transit, walking

® Reid Ewing & Robert Cervero (2010) Travel and the Built Environment, Journal of the American Planning
Association, 76:3, 265-294, DOI: 10.1080/01944361003766766.

’ For more information on the ATG metric, see Automobile Trips Generated: CEQA Impact Measure & Mitigation
Program, City of San Francisco, October 2008.
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and biking modes. It rates intersections and roadway segments, delivering an A through F grade for
each mode at each location. However, like LOS, MMLOS does not account for the total extent of motor
vehicle travel, just its effect near the project. It also does not examine the transportation system on the
scale of an entire trip length for other modes. The most commonly used MMLOS methodology is that
put forth by the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual.

Assessing MMLOS requires detailed data on existing conditions for each mode of travel at intersections
and roadway segments analyzed, plus trip generation and distribution by mode from the project.
MMLOS is more difficult to calculate than LOS. Further, the methodology for non-motorized modes
continues to develop. MMLOS is the subject of expert debate. For example, increased pedestrian traffic
may be a desirable environmental outcome rather than an impact to be mitigated. Meanwhile, reducing
the number of motor vehicle lanes on a street with bicycle lanes can benefit cyclists, but can degrade
MMLOS under the Highway Capacity Manual’s methodology.

Impacts determined by MMLOS can be mitigated by adding motor vehicle capacity, improving transit
service, and/or adding amenities for transit and active mode travelers. Since transportation facilities
near infill projects often already support a variety of modes, projects in these locations may require
more mitigation than projects further from these amenities, potentially discouraging infill development.

MMLOS could act either to increase or reduce motor vehicle travel, depending on the relative weight of
ratings between modes. It could encourage development of transit and active mode facilities,
potentially increasing use of those modes. However, because it would assign the burden of those
mitigations to development, it has the potential to raise infill costs and thereby reduce infill
development.

Fuel Use
Per capita for residential, per employee for employment centers, per trip for commercial

Fuel use counts the amount of fuel used by vehicle trips generated by or attracted to the project. In
doing so, it captures motorized trip generation rates, thereby accounting for the effects of project
features and surrounds. It also captures trip length, and so can also account for regional location, which
is the most important single determinant of vehicle travel. Finally, it also captures fuel efficiency, which
is affected by vehicle mix and traffic conditions. Although fuel use counts only motor vehicle trips, not
trips taken by other modes, it registers the benefits of trips taken by other modes insofar as they reduce
motor vehicle travel. In this way, Fuel Use captures the environmental benefits of transit and active
mode trips.

Assessing Fuel Use with precision would require the application of microsimulation tools over the area
affected by project motorized vehicle traffic. Alternately, a fuel efficiency multiplier could be applied to
VMT, but that would eliminate sensitivity to roadway operations, rendering this metric equivalent to the
VMT metric.
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Mitigation for Fuel Use can include building in transportation demand management (TDM) features as
part of the project, locating the project in neighborhoods that supply transit or active mode
transportation opportunities. Also, because Fuel Use traces the full extent of motor vehicle trips and
therefore is sensitive to regional location, it can also be mitigated by choosing a more central location
for the project. Mitigation measures for Fuel Use might also include improving motor vehicle traffic
operations and speeds. However, to the extent that these mitigation measures would induce demand,
they would lose effectiveness. In the coming years, fuel efficiency improvements will necessitate
shifting thresholds, and zero emissions vehicles could eventually render the metric irrelevant. Also,
permeation of electric-drive vehicles with regenerative braking reduces the effect of traffic operations
improvements on fuel use.

Used as a transportation metric under CEQA, Fuel Use would act to reduce motor vehicle travel, except
where transportation operations improvements or capacity expansions induce more travel in the long
run. It would tend to increase transit and active mode transportation, although it could penalize their
operation if they have a negative effect on motor vehicle traffic operations. Finally, it would tend to
increase infill development, with the same caveats.

Motor Vehicle Hours Traveled
Per capita for residential, per employee for employment centers, per trip for commercial

Motor Vehicle Hours Traveled (VHT) counts the time taken by motor vehicle trips generated by or
attracted to the project. In doing so, it captures motorized trip generation rates, thereby accounting for
the effects of project features and project surroundings. It also captures trip length, and so can account
for regional location, which is the most important single determinant of vehicle travel. Finally, it also
captures travel time, which is affected by traffic conditions. Although VHT counts only motor vehicle
trips, not trips taken by other modes, it registers the benefits of trips taken by other modes insofar as
they reduce motor vehicle travel. In this way, VHT captures the environmental benefits of transit and
active mode trips.

Assessing VHT with precision would require the application of more sophisticated modeling tools than
those needed to assess VMT. In some areas, those tools may not be available or data might not be
available to support them.

Mitigation for VHT can include building in transportation demand management (TDM) features as part
of the project, locating the project in neighborhoods that supply transit, or active mode transportation
opportunities. Because VHT traces the full extent of motor vehicle trips and therefore is sensitive to
regional location, it can also be mitigated by choosing a more central location for the project. In the
near term, VHT could be mitigated by increasing travel speeds, e.g. by increasing vehicle capacity. In the
long run, however, increased travel speeds generate additional vehicle travel, eventually re-congesting
the roadway and congesting traffic. Increased vehicle speeds may also adversely affect bicycle and
pedestrian travel.
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As a metric, VHT could act to reduce motor vehicle travel, except if it were used to justify roadway
expansion to create short-run benefit without considering long-run induced demand. VHT would in
many cases tend to increase transit and active mode transportation, although it would penalize their
operation if they have a negative effect on traffic operations. Finally, in some cases VHT would remove a
barrier to infill development, although mitigation measures that increase roadway capacity could have
the opposite effect.

Presumption of Less Than Significant Transportation Impact Based on Location

Development in centrally-located areas and areas served by transit generally impacts the regional
transportation network substantially less than outlying development. Given the lower motor vehicle
trip generation rates and shorter trip distances that have been shown for projects in such areas
compared with projects elsewhere, project location could serve as predetermined “transportation-
beneficial development” areas. Such areas might be presumed to cause less than significant regional
transportation impacts. These areas could be mapped so as to be easily identified. Projects outside of
such areas may require additional analysis, and mitigation if necessary, using one of the metrics
described above.

VIll. Open questions and next steps

The discussion above described OPR’s initial impressions of several suggested transportation metrics.
Many open questions remain at this point. Some of those open questions, as well as next steps, are set
forth below.

1. SB 743 requires that whatever metric is developed, it must promote reductions in greenhouse
gas emissions. Increases in roadway capacity for automobiles may lead to increases in noise,
greenhouse gas emissions and other air pollutants. SB 743 similarly provides that air quality,
noise, safety and other non-delay effects related to transportation will remain a part of a CEQA
analysis.

a. Are there environmental impacts related to transportation other than air quality
(including greenhouse gas emissions), noise and safety? If so, what is the best
measurement of such impacts that is not tied to capacity?

b. Are there transportation-related air quality, noise and safety effects that would not
already be addressed in other sections of an environmental analysis (i.e., the air quality
section or noise section of an initial study or environmental impact report)? If so, what
is the best measurement of such impacts that is not tied to capacity?

c. Would consistency with roadway design guidelines normally indicate a less than
significant safety impact?
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2. What are the best available models and tools to measure transportation impacts using the
metrics evaluated above? SB 743 allows OPR to establish criteria “for models used to analyze
transportation impacts to ensure the models are accurate, reliable, and consistent with the
intent of” SB 743. Should OPR establish criteria for models? If so, which criteria?

3. SB 743 provides that parking impacts of certain types of projects in certain locations shall not be
considered significant impacts on the environment. Where that limitation does not apply, what
role, if any, should parking play in the analysis of transportation impacts?

OPR will continue conducting research and meeting with stakeholders while this preliminary evaluation
is being publicly reviewed. Following the close of the comment period, OPR will evaluate the input it
receives, and develop a discussion draft of the alternatives to LOS and relevant changes to the CEQA
Guidelines. The public will be invited to provide input on that discussion draft. If necessary, OPR may
further revise the discussion draft based on that input. OPR intends to transmit a final draft of the
changes to the CEQA Guidelines to the Natural Resources Agency by July 1, 2014.
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ASSOCIATION OF BAY AREA GOVERNMENTS

Representing City and County Governments of the San Francisco Bay Area

Date: 1/13/14 ABAG
To: All Bay Area Planning Directors
From: Miriam Chion, Planning & Research Director

Subject: Timeline and Guidelines for Adding, Removing, or Changing PDAs and PCAs

Summary

This memo proposes a timeline for accepting applications to add, remove or make changes to
PDAs or PCAs. It also includes a more detailed discussion of the process for modifying, adding,
or removing PDASs, and the impact that changes will have on Plan Bay Area and OBAG. The
timeline and guidelines for adding, removing, or changing PDAs also applies to Rural
Community Investment and Employment Investment Area place type designations.

PDA and PCA Application Timeline

Now that Plan Bay Area has been adopted, staff would like to establish a period in which local
jurisdictions can add, remove, or modify PDAs and PCAs prior to the start of work on the next
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).

PDAs

Requests to designate new PDAs, or to modify or remove existing PDAs, will be accepted from
January 1, 2014 to June 30, 2015. These requests will be based upon existing PDA guidelines
and the process described in the next section of this memo.

PCAs

Applications for new PCAs or changes to existing PCAs will be accepted from June 1, 2014 to
June 30, 2015. Consistent with Plan Bay Area, staff will develop revised PCA guidelines in
advance of this period. These guidelines, as well as a process for review and adoption, will be
presented to the ABAG Regional Planning Committee (RPC) for adoption before June.

Process for Requests to Add, Remove, or Modify a PDA

Consistent with our approach in the past, staff would present requests for designation of a PDA
to the RPC and their recommendations would be forwarded to the ABAG Executive Board for a
final decision. Requests for removal of a PDA would be sent to the Executive Board for
acceptance. Modifications to an existing PDA (described in more detail below) would be
administered by staff.

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 2050 Oakland, California 94604-2050 (510)464-7900 Fax: (510) 464-7970 info@abag.ca.gov

Location: Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter 101 Eighth Street Oakland, California 94607-4756
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From January 2014 to June 2015, requests to add a new PDA or remove an existing PDA will be
presented at the next meeting of the RPC and Executive Board following receipt of the request.
Thus, these requests will be considered on a rolling basis and jurisdictions will not have to wait
until June 2015 for action. Similarly, modifications to a PDA that are administered by staff will
be handled as they are received.

Adding a New PDA
To establish a new PDA, a jurisdiction must submit:

e PDA application
e Resolution by the City Council or Board of Supervisors supporting PDA designation.

Staff recommendations will be presented to the RPC, and the RPC’s recommendations will be
forwarded to the Executive Board for regional adoption.

Removing a PDA

To remove an existing PDA, a jurisdiction must submit a resolution from the City Council or
Board of Supervisors supporting PDA removal. As noted above, removal of a PDA will not
impact the adopted Plan Bay Area, but will be incorporated into the next SCS. Removed PDAS
will not be eligible for PDA-specific funds. Removal of a PDA will occur once the jurisdiction’s
request has been confirmed by an action of the Executive Board.

Changes to an Existing PDA
ABAG staff has identified several situations where a jurisdiction might want to modify an
existing PDA, including changing the:

Boundaries

Designated Place Type

Local growth forecast

Status (i.e., moving from Potential to Planned)

To request a change to an existing PDA, the jurisdiction must submit a revised PDA application
that notes the purpose of the revision and provides updated information about the modified PDA.
A new resolution is not required, unless ABAG staff determines that the revision constitutes a
major overhaul of the PDA. Staff will review the proposed change to ensure that the new PDA
would remain consistent with the PDA eligibility criteria.

To change the status of a PDA from Potential to Planned, a jurisdiction must adopt a plan for the
area. Anything less than adoption by the City Council or Board of Supervisors is not sufficient to
meet this requirement.

These types of changes will be accepted by the ABAG Planning and Research Director and do
not need to be approved by the RPC or Executive Board.
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Impact of PDA Changes

The changes to the existing set of PDAs that are adopted by the Executive Board during this
period will not affect the adopted Plan Bay Area, but will be incorporated into the land use
analysis for the next SCS, to be adopted in 2017.

After a City Council or Board of Supervisors adopts a resolution to remove a PDA designation,
the PDA will no longer be eligible for PDA-specific funding, including the current cycle of
OBAG funds for fiscal years 2012/2013 through 2015/2016 and PDA planning funds.

Once a new PDA is adopted by the Executive Board, it will be eligible for regional resources for
PDAs, such as planning grant funds; planning and capital funds administered by the county
Congestion Management Agencies (CMASs); future rounds of OBAG funding, and any other
funding sources that depend on PDA designation.

To Apply

Download electronic versions of the individual (PDA/PCA, Rural Community Investment and
Employment Investment Area) application materials from the FOCUS website:
www.bayareavision.org.

For questions regarding the applications, please contact Christy Leffall, ABAG Regional
Planner, at ChristylL @abag.ca.gov or 510-464-7940.
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e Association of
Ca" for AppllcatlonS: @ commission ﬁ Bay Area Governments
Priority Development Area (PDA) Planning Program,
PDA Technical Assistance and PDA Staffing Assistance

For program guidelines and applications, visit: mtc.ca.gov/pda

The PDA Planning Program funds comprehensive planning in PDAs that will result
in intensified land uses around public transit hubs and bus and rail corridors in the
nine-county San Francisco Bay Area. The key goals of this program are to:

(1) Increase both the housing supply, including affordable housing for low-income
residents, and jobs within the planning area, (2) Boost transit ridership and thereby
reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by PDA residents, employees and visitors,

(3) Promote multimodal connections for residents, employees and visitors within
the PDA, and (4) Locate key services and retail within the planning area.

The PDA Technical Assistance Program supports discrete projects that advance
implementation of PDA-related plans in support of regional goals. Customized
consultant assistance is provided to jurisdictions to address barriers to plan
implementation.

Eligible projects include:

« Parking policy and demand analysis

+ Municipal financing mechanisms for transit-oriented development

- Development feasibility analysis

« Infrastructure planning and design

- Transit station access and circulation for new and existing development
« TOD-supportive design, visualization and zoning

PDA Staffing Assistance is a new program to address planning staff reductions that
have occurred in recent years making it difficult for cities with PDAs to carry out
neighborhood planning efforts critical to Plan Bay Area implementation. Through
on-call consultants, staff will be offered to jurisdictions to address these needs.
Staffing is limited to projects that provide a clear transportation/land use nexus.
Examples of eligible projects include:

« Station Area/PDA Planning (i.e. Specific or Precise Plan with EIR)

+ Planning for mixed-income neighborhoods near transit: increasing
affordability with location efficiency

« Planning and implementing transit connectivity to employment, housing and services

+ Addressing parking management and pricing connected to new land uses

« Bicycle and pedestrian planning connected to new land uses

(Continued...)
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Call for Applications: PDA Planning Program, PDA Technical Assistance and PDA Staffing Assistance (Continued)

Timeline Summary

Call for Applications Issued January 2014
Pre-Application Workshop February 25,2014, 2:00 pm
MTC/ABAG offices

101 8th Street, Oakland, CA

Submittal Due Date April 2,2014, 4:00 pm
Submit to: ttrivedi@mtc.ca.gov

Eligible Applicants

Local governments (cities and counties) with PDAs
are eligible for all programs. While all jurisdictions
with PDAs are eligible to apply, the top sixteen cities
taking on 2/3 of the region’s housing growth in Plan
Bay Area, the region’s long-range transportation
plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, will receive
priority.

Review Process April 3,2014 - April 30,2014
Anticipated Awards May 2014
- SR 180
120°
— —
[ \ 85"
Sample development scenario for 20,000 sq. ft mid-block parcel . — } -
AECOM = mie— | s .
Downtown Berkeley Development Feasibility Study : &l T
PDA Technical Assistance, Cycle 1 B = sl o =
B ‘ L
L2
Sub-Surface
Parking Lift System L3

On-Street Supply
No Parking

1-10
11-20
— 21 . 30

— 3] . 45

1,000

500 1,
— et

menmmsmimecanes - PDA Technical Assistance, Cycle 4

Map of Parking Supply in North Fair Oaks
Dyett & Bhatia, Nelson/Nygaard
North Fair Oaks Parking Study & Strategy

For program guidelines and applications, visit:
mtc.ca.gov/pda

For more information, contact Therese Trivedi, ttrivedi@mtc.ca.gov, 510.817.5767

January 2014
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HOUSING ELEMENT DATA PROFILES

Assembled by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), January 2014 Note: Tables 42-44 Updated

The following Excel workbook shows primarily jurisdiction and county level data for the topics listed below. Exceptions are due to data limitations.

Sources - The primary source of data was the U.S. Census Bureau. We utilized 2000 and 2010 Census files, 2007-2011 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-year data files, and to a limited extent,
the 2009-2011 ACS 3-year files, 2005-2009 CHAS data based on the 2005-2009 ACS 5-year data product, and California Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit E-5 tables.

General Note about the Data - Multiple datasets were used for these profiles. It is important to note that there are caveats within each dataset, and in particular that the ACS and CHAS datasets are
based on survey data with relatively small sample sizes. As such all figures provided from these data sources are estimates and should not be construed as definitive numbers but rather guidelines
of what is happening within each jurisdiction. As additional 5-year ACS and CHAS data becomes available the data will likely be more reliable. In addition, use caution when comparing 2000 census
data to ACS data from a later time period.

Accessing Census Data - Information on Census data can be found at: www.census.gov. Data downloads can be accessed through the Census American Factfinder data portal at:
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/searchresults.xhtml|?refresh=t. The census table numbers are referenced at the bottom of each tab. Please note that there may be high Margins
of Error (MOE's) associated with the ACS data whether 1 year, 3 year or 5 year datasets. 1 year data is available for areas of 65,000 or more population, 3 year data is available for areas of 20,000 or
more population and 5 year data is available for all geographies down to the block group level. However, the smaller the population of either the geography or the data measure, the larger the
MOE for all estimates.

Accessing CHAS Data - The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) periodically receives "custom tabulations" of Census data from the U.S. Census Bureau that are largely not
available through standard Census products. These data, known as the"CHAS" data (Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy), demonstrate the extent of housing problems and housing needs,
particularly for low income households. The CHAS data are used by local governments to plan how to spend HUD funds, and may also be used by HUD to distribute grant funds. For more background
and general information on the CHAS data, visit www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/cp.html. Please note that there are high Margins of Error (MOE's) associated with the CHAS data, and estimates
shown can be unreliable. Use with caution. Also note that the County totals shown in the tables based on CHAS data are the sum of all cities and census designated places (CDP), and the
unincorporated subtotals shown are the sum of all CDPs; therefore, CHAS data undercounts unincorproated areas.

Accessing DOF Data - The California Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit staff provides demographic research and analysis, produces current population estimates and future
projections of population and school enrollment, and disseminates census data. Reports and research papers may be accessed at www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/view.php. E-5
Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State tables are used in this data profile.

Homeless Data - There is limited data on the homeless population, and jurisdiction based counts are not readily available. HUD's Homelessness Resource Exchange website
(www.hudhre.info/index.cfm?do=viewHomelessRpts) provides data provided to HUD by Continuums of Care (CoCs) Homeless Assistance Programs, which are administered at the county level. CoCs
receiving certain types of HUD funding are required to provide a count of sheltered and unsheltered homeless persons every 2 years, according to HUD standards. The Homeless Populations and
Subpopulations Reports summarize the point-in-time counts. Given that HUD has not independently verified the information, the reliability and consistency of the homeless counts may vary
among CoCs. A shift in the methodology a CoC uses to count the homeless may cause a change in homeless counts between reporting periods.

TABS

1-5 POPULATION TRENDS 16-18 OVERPAYMENT-OVERCROWDING 34-36 LARGE HOUSEHOLDS

6 EMPLOYMENT 19-21 HOUSING CONDITIONS 37-39 FEMALE HEADED HOUSEHOLDS
7-11 HOUSEHOLD GROWTH 22-25 HOUSING STOCK 40 HOMELESS COUNT

12-15 INCOME LEVEL 26-27 DISABLED 41 PROJECTED HOUSING NEED

12A MSA IMCOME LEVEL 28-33 ELDERLY 42-44 PROJECTIONS 2013

45 DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES
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Worksheet

Table Number

Data Provided

Source

Notes

Total population (2000 and 2010); absolute change and percent

1 US Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Decennial Census Counts
change
2 Total population by sex (2000 and 2010) US Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Decennial Census Counts
, Total population by age in 5-10 year increments (2000 and 2010); )
Population Trends 3 . US Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Decennial Census Counts
median age
Total lation b thnicity (2000 and 2010); absolut
4 otal population by race/ethnicity ( an ); absolute US Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Decennial Census Counts
change and percent change
5 Group quarters population by type (2000 and 2010) US Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Decennial Census Counts
Employment by industry of civilian population 16 years and over |US Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Counts, 2007-2011 ACS (5-year . .
Employment 6 ploy y ¥ pop ¥ . (5-y Use caution when comparing to ACS.
(2000 and 2007-11); absolute change and percent change estimates)
7 Total households by family type (2007-2011) US Census Bureau, 2007-2011 ACS (5-year estimates)
Total households by tenure (2000 and 2010); absolute change )
8 . . US Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Decennial Census Counts
and change in ownership rate
Total household population by tenure (2000 and 2010); absolute .
9 . . . US Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Decennial Census Counts
change and change in percentage of ownership population
Household Growth
10 Average household size (2007-2011) US Census Bureau, 2007-2011 ACS (5-year estimates)
Renters in single family detached units vs. renters in multi-famil
. & y . y US Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Counts, 2007-2011 ACS (5-year . .
11 or other units (2000 and 2007-2011); change in percentage of estimates) Use caution when comparing to ACS.
single family detached renters
US Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Counts, 2007-2011 ACS (5-year Use caution when using ACS data for this measure. Data provided for
12 Median household income in 2011 dollars (2000 and 2007-2011) estimates) ’ ’ 4 jurisidiction, county and MSA; not available for unincorporated county
areas or Bay Area region.
Poverty rate of total population whose poverty status has been |US Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Counts, 2007-2011 ACS (5-year . .
13 . . Use caution when comparing to ACS.
Income Level determined (2000 and 2007-2011) estimates)
Household income by quartile in 1999 and 2011 dollars (2000 US Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Counts, 2007-2011 ACS (5-year . . .
14 ) Use caution when using ACS data for this measure.
and 2007-2011) estimates)
Households by tenure based on HUD area median family income . Use caution when using CHAS data. There are high margins of error
15 CHAS, based on 2006-2010 ACS (5-year estimates) . . ] , .
(AMFI) (MOE) associated with this dataset. MOE's are available upon request.
Number of households by four income categories by tenure
16 . y . g y CHAS, based on 2006-2010 ACS (5-year estimates)
paying between 30-50% of income for housing
Overpayment- Number of households by four income categories by tenure Use caution when using CHAS data, there are high margins of error
payme 17 _ hd -ateg Y CHAS, based on 2006-2010 ACS (5-year estimates) _ *Ing -  are high marg
Overcrowding paying 50% or more of income for housing (MOE) associated with this dataset, MOE's are available upon request.
Number of households by tenure that live in overcrowded and .
18 CHAS, based on 2006-2010 ACS (5-year estimates)

severely overcrowded units
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US Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Counts, 2007-2011 ACS (5-year

19 Year structure built (2000 Census and 2007-2011 ACS) .
estimates)

Use caution when using ACS data for this measure.

Potential housing problems (lacking complete plumbing facilities,
20 complete kitchen facilities, and telephone service); number and [US Census Bureau, 2007-2011 ACS (5-year estimates)

Housing Conditions ) .
percent of total housing units (2007-2011)

Use caution when using CHAS data. There are high margins of error

21 Estimate of sub-standard units CHAS, based on 2006-2010 ACS (5-year estimates) (MOE) associated with this dataset. MOE's are available upon request

US Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Counts, 2007-2011 ACS (5-year

22 i i 2 2 -2011

Median Housing Value (2000 and 2007-2011) estimates) These are likely not the best measures for determining median housing

' US Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Counts, 2007-2011 ACS (5-year values or median gross rents. Other sources are being investigated.
23 Median Gross Rent (2000 and 2007-2011) .
) c estimates)
Housing Stoc US Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Counts; State of California,
24 Housing units by type/units in structure (2000, 2010, and 2013) [Department of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, ACS data is not reliable for this measure.
Counties, and the State, 2010-2013 with 2010 Census Benchmark
Given that this is a point in time vacancy rate, other sources of data ma

25 Vacancy status by vacant housing types (2000 and 2010) US Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Decennial Census Counts P ¥ 4

be more helpful.

Total Civilian Population aged 5 and older with a disability (2000) |US Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Counts

26
Total Civilian Population aged 5 and older with a disability (2009- )
. . . US Census Bureau, 2009-2011 ACS (3-year estimates)
Disabled 2011) - for cities with population greater than 20,000 The Census Bureau changed the questions on disabilities effective 2008.
The ACS 3-year estimates provide data on disabled population for
Persons with disabilities by employment status by disability type . geographies of 20,000 or more population. 5-year ACS data 2008-2012
27 . . . US Census Bureau, 2009-2011 ACS (3-year estimates) . .
(2009-2011) - for cities with population greater than 20,000 will be released December of 2013 for all geographies.
Persons aged 65 and older by 5 year increments (2000 and 2010); )
28 US Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Decennial Census Counts
absolute and percent change
Householders aged 65 years and older by income bracket (2007-
29 11) 8 4 4 ( US Census Bureau, 2007-2011 ACS (5-year estimates)
Persons aged 65 and older living below federal poverty level US Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Counts, 2007-2011 ACS (5-year . .
30 . Use caution when comparing to ACS.
Elderly (2000 and 2007-2011) estimates)
T b fh holder in 10 i ts 15to 24
31 enhure by age ot housenolderin 1 year Increments ° US Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Decennial Census Counts

years through 75 to 84 years and 85+ (2000 and 2010)

32 Percent of seniors owning v. renting by age group (2010) US Census Bureau, 2010 Decennial Census Counts

Number and percent of persons aged 65 and older that are living

33 US Census Bureau, 2007-2011 ACS (5-year estimates)

alone (2007-2011)
34 Median household income by household size (2007-2011) US Census Bureau, 2007-2011 ACS (5-year estimates)

Tenure by Household size, up to 7+ person households (2000 and ,
35 US Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Decennial Census Counts

2010)

Large households Housing stock b bor of bed ot o 51
ousing stoc number of bedrooms enure up to
g y ¥ P . . US Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Counts, 2007-2011 ACS (5-year . L . .

36 bedrooms (2000 and 2007-2011); percent of total housing units ACS data for this measure is highly unreliable. Use extreme caution.

estimates)

by number of bedrooms

32




Number and percent of female headed families with and without

37 . US Census Bureau, 2000 and 2010 Decennial Census Counts
children under 18 (2000 and 2010); absolute and percent change

18 Percent of female headed families living below federal poverty |US Census Bureau, 2000 Decennial Census Counts, 2007-2011 ACS (5-year Use caution when comparing t6 ACS

Female Headed households (2000 and 2007-2011) estimates) paring .

Percent of the female population that is living alone (in a single- .

39 US Census Bureau, 2007-2011 ACS (5-year estimates)
person household) (2007-2011)

This data is only available at the County level and may not include all
. . HUD, Homelessness Resource Exchange (HRE), Continuum of Care Y . L Y Y
Homeless Population and Subpopulation Counts: total sheltered ) . . areas of the County. It is a point-in-time count of homeless persons and
L ) Homeless Assistance Programs, Homeless Populations and Subpopulations |, .
Homeless Count 40 and unsheltered persons experiencing homelessness; chronic . is not meant to represent the entirety of the number of persons that are
. . Reports. 2008, 2010, 2012. Available at L. o .
homeless, veterans, and households with children . ) ) experiencing homelessness. The reliability and consistency of the
www.hudhre.info/index.cfm?do=viewHomelessRpts.
homeless counts may vary.
Regional Housing Need Allocation (2014-2022): number of
Projected Housing Need 41 housing units by affordability level (very low, low, moderate and |ABAG, July 2013

above moderate income levels)

42 Population Forecast (2010, 2020, 2030, 2040)

Projections 2013 43 Households Forecast (2010, 2020, 2030, 2040) ABAG, December 2013

44 Jobs Forecast (2010, 2020, 2030, 2040)

e Situation of Peosle with a Develoomental Disabilitv. based State of California, Department of Developmental Services, "Quarterly This data is only avail.able at the County Iev.el. It counts the m.meer of
. 8 pie P Y, Consumer Characteristics Report Index by County of Physical Presence for |People served by regional centers, nonprofits that contract with the
Developmentally Disabled 45 on the consumers of regional center services, categorized by

county of residence (2013)

the end of June 2013". Available at
www.dds.ca.gov/FactsStats/docs/QR/Jun2013_QRTCOTB.pdf

California Department of Developmental Services. While it is not an
actual count of the population living in the county with a developmental
disability (e.g., mental retardation, cerebral palsy, epilepsy, or autism),
it can be used as an indicator. See PDF for additional demographic data
on the consumers of regional center services.
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Sonoma County

Total Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Households
Total occupied units ( households) 184,030 100%
Total Renter households 69,245 37.6%
Total Owner households 114,785 62.4%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) households 74,365 40.4%
Lower income renters (0-80%) 41,275 22.4%
Lower income owners (0-80%) 33,090 18.0%
Extremely low income renters (0-30%) 13,920
Extremely low income owners (0-30%) 7,280
Lower income households paying more than 50% 30,780 16.7%
Lower income renter HH severely overpaying 17,410 9.5%
Lower income owner HH severely overpaying 13,370 7.3%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 14,525
ELI Renter HH severely ovepaying 9,900 5.4%
ELI Owner HH severely overpaying 4,625 2.5%
Income between 30%-50% 8,855
Income between 50% -80% 7,400
Lower income households paying more than 30% 50,250 27.3%
Lower income renter HH overpaying 30,435 16.5%
Lower income owner HH overpaying 19,815 10.8%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 16,140 8.8%
Income between 30%-50% 15,310
Income between 50% -80% 18,800
Lower income renter households paying in excess of 50% for housing (rent and utilities)
Renter Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Renter Households
Total renter-occupied units (renter households) 69,245 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) renter households 41,275 59.6%
Lower income renters paying more than 30% but less than 50% 13,025 18.8%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 860
Income between 30%-50% 4,475
Income between 50% -80% 7,690
Lower income renters paying more than 50% 17,410 25.1%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 9,900
Income between 30%-50% 5,565
Income between 50% -80% 1,945
Lower income renters paying more than 30% 30,435 44.0%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 10,760
Income between 30%-50% 10,040
Income between 50% -80% 9,635
Lower income owner households paying in excess of 50% for housing
Owner Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Owner Households
Total owner-occupied units (owner households) 114,785 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) owner households 33,090 28.8%
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% but less than 50% 6,445 5.6%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 755
Income between 30%-50% 1,980
Income between 50% -80% 3,710
Lower income owner households paying more than 50% 13,370 11.6%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 4,625
Income between 30%-50% 3,290
Income between 50% -80% 5,455
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% 19,815 17.3%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 5,380
Income between 30%-50% 5,270
Income between 50% -80% 9,165

Source: CHAS Data Sets Table $10708 [www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/cp.html]
Based on ACS 2006-2010 (Table Generated by ABAG)
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Cloverdale

Total Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Households
Total occupied units ( households) 3,240 100%
Total Renter households 1,170 36.1%
Total Owner households 2,070 63.9%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) households 1,530 47.2%
Lower income renters (0-80%) 810 25.0%
Lower income owners (0-80%) 720 22.2%
Extremely low income renters (0-30%) 375
Extremely low income owners (0-30%) 100
Lower income households paying more than 50% 480 14.8%
Lower income renter HH severely overpaying 275 8.5%
Lower income owner HH severely overpaying 205 6.3%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 310
ELI Renter HH severely ovepaying 250 7.7%
ELI Owner HH severely overpaying 60 1.9%
Income between 30%-50% 90
Income between 50% -80% 80
Lower income households paying more than 30% 905 27.9%
Lower income renter HH overpaying 505 15.6%
Lower income owner HH overpaying 400 12.3%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 350 10.8%
Income between 30%-50% 255
Income between 50% -80% 300
Lower income renter households paying in excess of 50% for housing (rent and utilities)
Renter Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Renter Households
Total renter-occupied units (renter households) 1,170 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) renter households 810 69.2%
Lower income renters paying more than 30% but less than 50% 230 19.7%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 15
Income between 30%-50% 110
Income between 50% -80% 105
Lower income renters paying more than 50% 275 23.5%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 250
Income between 30%-50% 25
Income between 50% -80% 0
Lower income renters paying more than 30% 505 43.2%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 265
Income between 30%-50% 135
Income between 50% -80% 105
Lower income owner households paying in excess of 50% for housing
Owner Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Owner Households
Total owner-occupied units (owner households) 2,070 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) owner households 720 34.8%
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% but less than 50% 195 9.4%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 25
Income between 30%-50% 55
Income between 50% -80% 115
Lower income owner households paying more than 50% 205 9.9%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 60
Income between 30%-50% 65
Income between 50% -80% 80
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% 400 19.3%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 85
Income between 30%-50% 120
Income between 50% -80% 195

Source: CHAS Data Sets Table $10708 [www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/cp.html]
Based on ACS 2006-2010 (Table Generated by ABAG)
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Cotati

Total Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Households
Total occupied units ( households) 3,175 100%
Total Renter households 1,335 42.0%
Total Owner households 1,840 58.0%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) households 1,100 34.6%
Lower income renters (0-80%) 665 20.9%
Lower income owners (0-80%) 435 13.7%
Extremely low income renters (0-30%) 240
Extremely low income owners (0-30%) 100
Lower income households paying more than 50% 635 20.0%
Lower income renter HH severely overpaying 410 12.9%
Lower income owner HH severely overpaying 225 7.1%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 250
ELI Renter HH severely ovepaying 160 5.0%
ELI Owner HH severely overpaying 90 2.8%
Income between 30%-50% 260
Income between 50% -80% 125
Lower income households paying more than 30% 850 26.8%
Lower income renter HH overpaying 535 16.9%
Lower income owner HH overpaying 315 9.9%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 300 9.4%
Income between 30%-50% 335
Income between 50% -80% 215
Lower income renter households paying in excess of 50% for housing (rent and utilities)
Renter Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Renter Households
Total renter-occupied units (renter households) 1,335 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) renter households 665 49.8%
Lower income renters paying more than 30% but less than 50% 125 9.4%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 50
Income between 30%-50% 45
Income between 50% -80% 30
Lower income renters paying more than 50% 410 30.7%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 160
Income between 30%-50% 210
Income between 50% -80% 40
Lower income renters paying more than 30% 535 40.1%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 210
Income between 30%-50% 255
Income between 50% -80% 70
Lower income owner households paying in excess of 50% for housing
Owner Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Owner Households
Total owner-occupied units (owner households) 1,840 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) owner households 435 23.6%
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% but less than 50% 90 4.9%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 0
Income between 30%-50% 30
Income between 50% -80% 60
Lower income owner households paying more than 50% 225 12.2%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 90
Income between 30%-50% 50
Income between 50% -80% 85
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% 315 17.1%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 90
Income between 30%-50% 80
Income between 50% -80% 145

Source: CHAS Data Sets Table $10708 [www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/cp.html]
Based on ACS 2006-2010 (Table Generated by ABAG)
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Healdsburg

Total Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Households
Total occupied units ( households) 4,360 100%
Total Renter households 1,920 44.0%
Total Owner households 2,440 56.0%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) households 1,910 43.8%
Lower income renters (0-80%) 1,285 29.5%
Lower income owners (0-80%) 625 14.3%
Extremely low income renters (0-30%) 415
Extremely low income owners (0-30%) 195
Lower income households paying more than 50% 850 19.5%
Lower income renter HH severely overpaying 565 13.0%
Lower income owner HH severely overpaying 285 6.5%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 440
ELI Renter HH severely ovepaying 290 6.7%
ELI Owner HH severely overpaying 150 3.4%
Income between 30%-50% 270
Income between 50% -80% 140
Lower income households paying more than 30% 1,375 31.5%
Lower income renter HH overpaying 1,000 22.9%
Lower income owner HH overpaying 375 8.6%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 500 11.5%
Income between 30%-50% 560
Income between 50% -80% 315
Lower income renter households paying in excess of 50% for housing (rent and utilities)
Renter Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Renter Households
Total renter-occupied units (renter households) 1,920 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) renter households 1,285 66.9%
Lower income renters paying more than 30% but less than 50% 435 22.7%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 25
Income between 30%-50% 255
Income between 50% -80% 155
Lower income renters paying more than 50% 565 29.4%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 290
Income between 30%-50% 210
Income between 50% -80% 65
Lower income renters paying more than 30% 1,000 52.1%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 315
Income between 30%-50% 465
Income between 50% -80% 220
Lower income owner households paying in excess of 50% for housing
Owner Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Owner Households
Total owner-occupied units (owner households) 2,440 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) owner households 625 25.6%
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% but less than 50% 90 3.7%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 35
Income between 30%-50% 35
Income between 50% -80% 20
Lower income owner households paying more than 50% 285 11.7%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 150
Income between 30%-50% 60
Income between 50% -80% 75
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% 375 15.4%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 185
Income between 30%-50% 95
Income between 50% -80% 95

Source: CHAS Data Sets Table $10708 [www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/cp.html]
Based on ACS 2006-2010 (Table Generated by ABAG)
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Petaluma

Total Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Households
Total occupied units ( households) 21,245 100%
Total Renter households 6,700 31.5%
Total Owner households 14,545 68.5%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) households 7,180 33.8%
Lower income renters (0-80%) 3,660 17.2%
Lower income owners (0-80%) 3,520 16.6%
Extremely low income renters (0-30%) 875
Extremely low income owners (0-30%) 830
Lower income households paying more than 50% 3,280 15.4%
Lower income renter HH severely overpaying 1,570 7.4%
Lower income owner HH severely overpaying 1,710 8.0%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 1,285
ELI Renter HH severely ovepaying 680 3.2%
ELI Owner HH severely overpaying 605 2.8%
Income between 30%-50% 990
Income between 50% -80% 1,005
Lower income households paying more than 30% 5,170 24.3%
Lower income renter HH overpaying 2,920 13.7%
Lower income owner HH overpaying 2,250 10.6%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 1,370 6.4%
Income between 30%-50% 1,600
Income between 50% -80% 2,200
Lower income renter households paying in excess of 50% for housing (rent and utilities)
Renter Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Renter Households
Total renter-occupied units (renter households) 6,700 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) renter households 3,660 54.6%
Lower income renters paying more than 30% but less than 50% 1,350 20.1%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 45
Income between 30%-50% 480
Income between 50% -80% 825
Lower income renters paying more than 50% 1,570 23.4%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 680
Income between 30%-50% 520
Income between 50% -80% 370
Lower income renters paying more than 30% 2,920 43.6%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 725
Income between 30%-50% 1,000
Income between 50% -80% 1,195
Lower income owner households paying in excess of 50% for housing
Owner Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Owner Households
Total owner-occupied units (owner households) 14,545 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) owner households 3,520 24.2%
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% but less than 50% 540 3.7%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 40
Income between 30%-50% 130
Income between 50% -80% 370
Lower income owner households paying more than 50% 1,710 11.8%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 605
Income between 30%-50% 470
Income between 50% -80% 635
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% 2,250 15.5%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 645
Income between 30%-50% 600
Income between 50% -80% 1,005

Source: CHAS Data Sets Table $10708 [www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/cp.html]
Based on ACS 2006-2010 (Table Generated by ABAG)

38



Rohnert Park

Total Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Households
Total occupied units ( households) 16,070 100%
Total Renter households 6,965 43.3%
Total Owner households 9,105 56.7%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) households 7,160 44.6%
Lower income renters (0-80%) 4,100 25.5%
Lower income owners (0-80%) 3,060 19.0%
Extremely low income renters (0-30%) 1,400
Extremely low income owners (0-30%) 545
Lower income households paying more than 50% 3,225 20.1%
Lower income renter HH severely overpaying 1,895 11.8%
Lower income owner HH severely overpaying 1,330 8.3%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 1,510
ELI Renter HH severely ovepaying 1,160 7.2%
ELI Owner HH severely overpaying 350 2.2%
Income between 30%-50% 1,050
Income between 50% -80% 665
Lower income households paying more than 30% 5,585 34.8%
Lower income renter HH overpaying 3,450 21.5%
Lower income owner HH overpaying 2,135 13.3%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 1,645 10.2%
Income between 30%-50% 1,760
Income between 50% -80% 2,180
Lower income renter households paying in excess of 50% for housing (rent and utilities)
Renter Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Renter Households
Total renter-occupied units (renter households) 6,965 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) renter households 4,100 58.9%
Lower income renters paying more than 30% but less than 50% 1,555 22.3%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 45
Income between 30%-50% 505
Income between 50% -80% 1,005
Lower income renters paying more than 50% 1,895 27.2%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 1,160
Income between 30%-50% 590
Income between 50% -80% 145
Lower income renters paying more than 30% 3,450 49.5%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 1,205
Income between 30%-50% 1,095
Income between 50% -80% 1,150
Lower income owner households paying in excess of 50% for housing
Owner Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Owner Households
Total owner-occupied units (owner households) 9,105 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) owner households 3,060 33.6%
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% but less than 50% 805 8.8%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 90
Income between 30%-50% 205
Income between 50% -80% 510
Lower income owner households paying more than 50% 1,330 14.6%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 350
Income between 30%-50% 460
Income between 50% -80% 520
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% 2,135 23.4%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 440
Income between 30%-50% 665
Income between 50% -80% 1,030

Source: CHAS Data Sets Table $10708 [www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/cp.html]
Based on ACS 2006-2010 (Table Generated by ABAG)
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Santa Rosa

Total Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Households
Total occupied units ( households) 62,560 100%
Total Renter households 27,385 43.8%
Total Owner households 35,175 56.2%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) households 27,200 43.5%
Lower income renters (0-80%) 16,725 26.7%
Lower income owners (0-80%) 10,475 16.7%
Extremely low income renters (0-30%) 6,025
Extremely low income owners (0-30%) 2,160
Lower income households paying more than 50% 11,145 17.8%
Lower income renter HH severely overpaying 6,895 11.0%
Lower income owner HH severely overpaying 4,250 6.8%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 5,810
ELI Renter HH severely ovepaying 4,310 6.9%
ELI Owner HH severely overpaying 1,500 2.4%
Income between 30%-50% 3,090
Income between 50% -80% 2,245
Lower income households paying more than 30% 18,670 29.8%
Lower income renter HH overpaying 12,285 19.6%
Lower income owner HH overpaying 6,385 10.2%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 6,310 10.1%
Income between 30%-50% 5,785
Income between 50% -80% 6,575
Lower income renter households paying in excess of 50% for housing (rent and utilities)
Renter Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Renter Households
Total renter-occupied units (renter households) 27,385 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) renter households 16,725 61.1%
Lower income renters paying more than 30% but less than 50% 5,390 19.7%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 325
Income between 30%-50% 1,900
Income between 50% -80% 3,165
Lower income renters paying more than 50% 6,895 25.2%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 4,310
Income between 30%-50% 2,120
Income between 50% -80% 465
Lower income renters paying more than 30% 12,285 44.9%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 4,635
Income between 30%-50% 4,020
Income between 50% -80% 3,630
Lower income owner households paying in excess of 50% for housing
Owner Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Owner Households
Total owner-occupied units (owner households) 35,175 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) owner households 10,475 29.8%
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% but less than 50% 2,135 6.1%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 175
Income between 30%-50% 795
Income between 50% -80% 1,165
Lower income owner households paying more than 50% 4,250 12.1%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 1,500
Income between 30%-50% 970
Income between 50% -80% 1,780
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% 6,385 18.2%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 1,675
Income between 30%-50% 1,765
Income between 50% -80% 2,945

Source: CHAS Data Sets Table $10708 [www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/cp.html]
Based on ACS 2006-2010 (Table Generated by ABAG)
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Sebastopol

Total Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Households
Total occupied units ( households) 3,215 100%
Total Renter households 1,520 47.3%
Total Owner households 1,695 52.7%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) households 1,495 46.5%
Lower income renters (0-80%) 1,015 31.6%
Lower income owners (0-80%) 480 14.9%
Extremely low income renters (0-30%) 300
Extremely low income owners (0-30%) 100
Lower income households paying more than 50% 630 19.6%
Lower income renter HH severely overpaying 395 12.3%
Lower income owner HH severely overpaying 235 7.3%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 295
ELI Renter HH severely ovepaying 210 6.5%
ELI Owner HH severely overpaying 85 2.6%
Income between 30%-50% 150
Income between 50% -80% 185
Lower income households paying more than 30% 1,030 32.0%
Lower income renter HH overpaying 730 22.7%
Lower income owner HH overpaying 300 9.3%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 295 9.2%
Income between 30%-50% 250
Income between 50% -80% 485
Lower income renter households paying in excess of 50% for housing (rent and utilities)
Renter Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Renter Households
Total renter-occupied units (renter households) 1,520 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) renter households 1,015 66.8%
Lower income renters paying more than 30% but less than 50% 335 22.0%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 0
Income between 30%-50% 100
Income between 50% -80% 235
Lower income renters paying more than 50% 395 26.0%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 210
Income between 30%-50% 85
Income between 50% -80% 100
Lower income renters paying more than 30% 730 48.0%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 210
Income between 30%-50% 185
Income between 50% -80% 335
Lower income owner households paying in excess of 50% for housing
Owner Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Owner Households
Total owner-occupied units (owner households) 1,695 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) owner households 480 28.3%
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% but less than 50% 65 3.8%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 0
Income between 30%-50% 0
Income between 50% -80% 65
Lower income owner households paying more than 50% 235 13.9%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 85
Income between 30%-50% 65
Income between 50% -80% 85
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% 300 17.7%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 85
Income between 30%-50% 65
Income between 50% -80% 150

Source: CHAS Data Sets Table $10708 [www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/cp.html]
Based on ACS 2006-2010 (Table Generated by ABAG)
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Sonoma

Total Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Households
Total occupied units ( households) 4,815 100%
Total Renter households 1,900 39.5%
Total Owner households 2,915 60.5%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) households 1,980 41.1%
Lower income renters (0-80%) 1,195 24.8%
Lower income owners (0-80%) 785 16.3%
Extremely low income renters (0-30%) 240
Extremely low income owners (0-30%) 245
Lower income households paying more than 50% 955 19.8%
Lower income renter HH severely overpaying 600 12.5%
Lower income owner HH severely overpaying 355 7.4%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 325
ELI Renter HH severely ovepaying 175 3.6%
ELI Owner HH severely overpaying 150 3.1%
Income between 30%-50% 235
Income between 50% -80% 395
Lower income households paying more than 30% 1,465 30.4%
Lower income renter HH overpaying 985 20.5%
Lower income owner HH overpaying 480 10.0%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 360 7.5%
Income between 30%-50% 385
Income between 50% -80% 720
Lower income renter households paying in excess of 50% for housing (rent and utilities)
Renter Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Renter Households
Total renter-occupied units (renter households) 1,900 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) renter households 1,195 62.9%
Lower income renters paying more than 30% but less than 50% 385 20.3%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 20
Income between 30%-50% 85
Income between 50% -80% 280
Lower income renters paying more than 50% 600 31.6%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 175
Income between 30%-50% 185
Income between 50% -80% 240
Lower income renters paying more than 30% 985 51.8%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 195
Income between 30%-50% 270
Income between 50% -80% 520
Lower income owner households paying in excess of 50% for housing
Owner Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Owner Households
Total owner-occupied units (owner households) 2,915 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) owner households 785 26.9%
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% but less than 50% 125 4.3%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 15
Income between 30%-50% 65
Income between 50% -80% 45
Lower income owner households paying more than 50% 355 12.2%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 150
Income between 30%-50% 50
Income between 50% -80% 155
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% 480 16.5%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 165
Income between 30%-50% 115
Income between 50% -80% 200

Source: CHAS Data Sets Table $10708 [www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/cp.html]
Based on ACS 2006-2010 (Table Generated by ABAG)
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Windsor

Total Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Households
Total occupied units ( households) 8,870 100%
Total Renter households 2,260 25.5%
Total Owner households 6,610 74.5%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) households 2,915 32.9%
Lower income renters (0-80%) 1,195 13.5%
Lower income owners (0-80%) 1,720 19.4%
Extremely low income renters (0-30%) 380
Extremely low income owners (0-30%) 310
Lower income households paying more than 50% 1,170 13.2%
Lower income renter HH severely overpaying 565 6.4%
Lower income owner HH severely overpaying 605 6.8%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 355
ELI Renter HH severely ovepaying 205 2.3%
ELI Owner HH severely overpaying 150 1.7%
Income between 30%-50% 330
Income between 50% -80% 485
Lower income households paying more than 30% 1,830 20.6%
Lower income renter HH overpaying 870 9.8%
Lower income owner HH overpaying 960 10.8%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 480 5.4%
Income between 30%-50% 560
Income between 50% -80% 790
Lower income renter households paying in excess of 50% for housing (rent and utilities)
Renter Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Renter Households
Total renter-occupied units (renter households) 2,260 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) renter households 1,195 52.9%
Lower income renters paying more than 30% but less than 50% 305 13.5%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 75
Income between 30%-50% 145
Income between 50% -80% 85
Lower income renters paying more than 50% 565 25.0%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 205
Income between 30%-50% 240
Income between 50% -80% 120
Lower income renters paying more than 30% 870 38.5%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 280
Income between 30%-50% 385
Income between 50% -80% 205
Lower income owner households paying in excess of 50% for housing
Owner Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Owner Households
Total owner-occupied units (owner households) 6,610 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) owner households 1,720 26.0%
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% but less than 50% 355 5.4%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 50
Income between 30%-50% 85
Income between 50% -80% 220
Lower income owner households paying more than 50% 605 9.2%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 150
Income between 30%-50% 90
Income between 50% -80% 365
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% 960 14.5%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 200
Income between 30%-50% 175
Income between 50% -80% 585

Source: CHAS Data Sets Table $10708 [www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/cp.html]
Based on ACS 2006-2010 (Table Generated by ABAG)
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Unincorporated Sonoma County

Total Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Households
Total occupied units ( households) 56,480 100%
Total Renter households 18,090 32.0%
Total Owner households 38,390 68.0%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) households 21,895 38.8%
Lower income renters (0-80%) 10,625 18.8%
Lower income owners (0-80%) 11,270 20.0%
Extremely low income renters (0-30%) 3,670
Extremely low income owners (0-30%) 2,695
Lower income households paying more than 50% 8,410 14.9%
Lower income renter HH severely overpaying 4,240 7.5%
Lower income owner HH severely overpaying 4,170 7.4%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 3,945
ELI Renter HH severely ovepaying 2,460 4.4%
ELI Owner HH severely overpaying 1,485 2.6%
Income between 30%-50% 2,390
Income between 50% -80% 2,075
Lower income households paying more than 30% 13,370 23.7%
Lower income renter HH overpaying 7,155 12.7%
Lower income owner HH overpaying 6,215 11.0%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 4,530 8.0%
Income between 30%-50% 3,820
Income between 50% -80% 5,020
Lower income renter households paying in excess of 50% for housing (rent and utilities)
Renter Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Renter Households
Total renter-occupied units (renter households) 18,090 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) renter households 10,625 58.7%
Lower income renters paying more than 30% but less than 50% 2,915 16.1%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 260
Income between 30%-50% 850
Income between 50% -80% 1,805
Lower income renters paying more than 50% 4,240 23.4%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 2,460
Income between 30%-50% 1,380
Income between 50% -80% 400
Lower income renters paying more than 30% 7,155 39.6%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 2,720
Income between 30%-50% 2,230
Income between 50% -80% 2,205
Lower income owner households paying in excess of 50% for housing
Owner Households Characteristics Number Percent of Total Owner Households
Total owner-occupied units (owner households) 38,390 100%
Total lower income (0-80% of HAMFI) owner households 11,270 29.4%
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% but less than 50% 2,045 5.3%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 325
Income between 30%-50% 580
Income between 50% -80% 1,140
Lower income owner households paying more than 50% 4,170 10.9%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 1,485
Income between 30%-50% 1,010
Income between 50% -80% 1,675
Lower income owner households paying more than 30% 6,215 16.2%
Extremely Low Income (0-30% 1,810
Income between 30%-50% 1,590
Income between 50% -80% 2,815

Source: CHAS Data Sets Table $10708 [www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/cp.html]
Based on ACS 2006-2010 (Table Generated by ABAG)
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ABAG

ASSOCIATION
OF BAY AREA
GOVERNMENTS

Housing Element Preparation Workshops
Including Streamlining Guidance and Available Data

For Planning and Community Development Directors, Planning Staff, and Interested Parties

These free workshops are conducted by the Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) and the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) to assist jurisdictions
in the preparation of the 2014-2022 housing element update (5th cycle) highlighting changes to
housing element law and providing additional expertise on difficult areas of the statute.

HCD’s Division of Housing Policy Development (HPD) welcomes your input and questions prior

to the workshops. Please contact Melinda Coy at melinda.coy@hcd.ca.gov.

Location

Sunnyvale

Dublin

Petaluma

Fairfield

Oakland

Date and Time

January 15, 2014
9am - noon

January 22, 2014
9am - noon

January 29, 2014
9am - noon

February 12, 2014
9am - noon

February 19, 2014
9am - noon

Address

Sunnyvale Senior Center, Laurel Room
550 East Remington Drive, Sunnyvale 94087

City of Dublin, Regional Meeting Room
100 Civic Plaza, Dublin 94568

Petaluma Community Center
320 North McDowell Boulevard, Petaluma 94954

Community Center, Studio “A”
1000 Kentucky Street, Fairfield 94533

MetroCenter Auditorium
101 Eighth Street, Oakland 94607

Please RSVP at https://store.abag.ca.gov/authorizenet/element.html at least two days prior

to the workshop date. 3 CM credits are pending for AICP members.
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Housing Element Preparation Workshops

AGENDA

January 15 (Sunnyvale), January 22 (Dublin), January 29 (Petaluma), February 12 (Fairfield), and February 19 (Oakland)

9:00 a.m. to noon

Purpose: To assist jurisdictions in the preparation of the 2014-2022 housing element update

highlighting changes to housing element law and providing additional expertise on difficult

areas of the statute.

9:00

9:10

9:40

10:00

10:15

10:45

10:55

11:20

11:40

11:45

Noon

Welcome and Introductions
Update Process and Timing Including Streamline Efforts

Some Basic Housing Element Requirements

e  Public participation

e Review and revise

e Housing needs, including persons with developmental disabilities — Senate Bill 812
e Housing constraints

e Other requirements

Data Available for Housing Element
e Data provided to jurisdictions

Sites

e Counting units built before housing element deadline — Assembly Bill 2308 (Torres) 2012
e Sites inventory

e Alternative adequate sites — Government Code 65583.1(c)

Break

Housing Programs
e Qutline of requirements, including demonstration of “beneficial impact”
e Changes to rezoning requirements pursuant to SB 375

California Office of Planning and Research
e Update on the General Plan Guidelines

Wrap Up
Q and A Session

Adjourn

46



490 MENDOCINO AVENUE, SUITE 206
S‘ : I A SANTA ROSA, CA 95401 R‘ PA
WWW.SCTAINFO.ORG (707) 565-5373

sonoma county transportation authority regional climate protection authority

Staff Report

To: Planning Advisory Committee

From: Chris Barney, Senior Transportation Planner
Item: Smart Growth Area Planning Tool (SmartGAP)
Date: 1/14/2014

Issue: SmartGAP is a sketch planning tool which can be used to evaluate the transportation impacts
of smart growth policies. SCTA has adapted this tool for use in Sonoma County.

Background:

Smart growth policies can be effective at reducing congestion, emissions, and travel demand. Most
current planning application tools are not able to accurately measure the impact of these policies. The
US Congress provided resources to help develop tools to measure smart growth policy impacts through
the authorization of the Strategic Highway Research Program (SHRP 2). SHRP 2 helped fund the
creation of the Smart Growth Area Planning tool or SmartGAP.

SmartGAP is an open source sketch planning tool which can be used to estimate regional or
countywide impacts of smart growth policies on travel demand. It is easy input baseline or existing
conditions data and develop scenarios using SmartGAP, and the interface is intuitive and easy to use.
Scenario runs are short (5-6 minutes for the Sonoma County version), and a Graphical User Interface
(GUI) was developed to make it easy for non-technical users to use the tool (see Figure 1). The
SmartGAP application is able to summarize travel impacts by place type (rural, suburban, urban) and
produces simple to read and understand graphs and reports (see Figure 2 for a summary of included
place types).

SmartGAP evaluates a series of performance metrics which can be compared across scenarios such
as community impacts, travel impacts, environmental and energy impacts, financial and economic
impacts, and location impacts. These provide a rich assessment of each scenario at a regional scale.
Scenarios can be built using the following types of policy levers and inputs:

e The Built Environment — changes to the urban form (proportion of population and
employment living in mixed use areas, transit oriented developments, or rural/greenfield
areas)

e Travel Demand — changes in population demographics (age structure), changes in
personal income, changes in job types and economic development, relative amounts of
development occurring in urban core, close in communities, suburban or rural areas,
urban core, auto and light truck proportions by year, and induced demand

e Transportation Supply — amounts of regional transit service, changes to freeway and
arterial capacity
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e Policy — pricing (vehicle miles traveled charges or parking pricing programs), intelligent
transport system (ITS) strategies for freeways and arterials, demand management
programs (vanpool, telecommuting, ridesharing, and transit pass programs)

SmartGAP is designed to operate at a regional scale and is flexible in how place types are applied in
each region. All of the input data can be developed from commonly available data sources and staff
has adapted SmartGAP using data and assumptions for Sonoma County. The software was developed
using R, an open source statistical package, and is available free of charge. SmartGAP allows smart
growth strategies to be analyzed quickly and easily. SmartGAP model output is generalized at the
county or regional level and is not as detailed as output provided by more sophisticated analysis tools.
This tool is intended to provide a high level evaluation of smart growth impacts and benefits, and could
be used to pre-screen policy scenarios that would be applied using more advanced modeling tools.

SmartGAP application files, User's Guide, and a link to the background research used to create the tool
can be downloaded from the Transportation Research Board website at:

http://www.trb.org/main/blurbs/168842.aspx

Sonoma County Application:

SCTA staff has applied SmartGAP to Sonoma County using data from the following sources:
e US Census and American Community Survey
e Sonoma County Travel Model
e The Highway Performance Monitoring System (HPMS)
e ABAG population and employment forecasts
e California Department of Finance and Economic Analysis Branch socio-economic forecasts
e Federal Cost Allocation Study (for estimates of truck travel)
e MTC estimates of future fuel costs
¢ National Transit Database

Staff validation and reasonableness testing of the Sonoma County implementation of SmartGAP is
underway using data from the Sonoma County Travel Model and other local and regional data sources.
SmartGAP output is only available at the countywide level in the Sonoma County application.
SmartGAP input files for Sonoma County are available upon request.

Policy Impacts: None

Fiscal Impacts: Staff time only.

Staff Recommendation: Information item.
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Figure 1. SmartGAP GUI.
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Figure 2. SmartGAP Place Types.

50



	4.0 Minutes of December 12, 2013

	6.0 Climate Action 2020  Update

	7.0 SB 743-CEQA, Level of Service Replacement Metrics

	8.1 Timeline and Guidelines for Changing PDAs

	8.2 Call for Applications-PDA Planning Program

	8.3 Copy of Data for Bay Area Housing Elements Revised
	8.5 Housing Element Preparation Workshops
	9.0 Staff Report SmartGAP



