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Planning Advisory Committee  
Thursday, February 15, 2018 – 9:00 a.m. 

 
Sonoma County Transportation Authority  

SCTA Large Conference Room 
490 Mendocino Avenue, Suite 206 

Santa Rosa, California 95401 

ITEM 

1. Introductions 

2. Administrative 
2.1. Approval of the agenda – changes, additional discussion items- (ACTION) 
2.2. Review Meeting Notes from January 18, 2018* – (ACTION) 
2.3. SCTA Planning Activities update* 

3. Updates from group - DISCUSSION 

4. Housing - INFORMATION 
4.1. Summary of recent State housing legislation* 
4.2. Regional efforts – CASA – Committee to House the Bay Area* 
4.3. Sonoma County Board of Supervisors Workshop on Housing Feb 6*  
4.4. Data Requests – ABAG/SCTA* 

5. Urban Footprint Update* 

6. Other Business /Next agenda – DISCUSSION/ACTION 

7. Public Comment 

8. Adjourn -(ACTION) 
 

*Attachment  

 

The next SCTA meeting will be March 12, 2018 

The next PAC meeting will be March 15, 2018 

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/RCPA 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.TO REDUCE GHG EMISSIONS: Please consider carpooling or taking transit to this meeting.  For more information check www.511.org, 

www.srcity.org/citybus, www.sctransit.com or https://carmacarpool.com/sfbay  
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PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING NOTES 

Meeting Notes of January 18, 2018 

ITEM 

1. Introductions 

Meeting called to order at 9:03 a.m. by Janet 
Spilman. 

Members: Jessica Jones, City of Santa Rosa; Erica 
Gage, City of Santa Rosa; Ken MacNab, Town of 
Windsor; Ada Chan, ABAG; Lisa Huletle, Permit 
Sonoma; Matt Gilster, Permit Sonoma; Amy Lyle, 
Permit Sonoma; Scott Duiven, City of Petaluma; 
Vicki Parker, City of Cotati. 

Guests: Jackie Winkel, BAAQMD; Dave Vintze, 
BAAQMD; Steve Birdlebough, Sonoma County 
Transportation and Land Use Coalition; Bob 
Anderson, United Winegrowers; Mark Shorett, 
MTC/ABAG. 

Staff: Janet Spilman; Chris Barney; Dana Turrey; 
Brant Arthur; Drew Nichols; Julian Ruzzier-Gaul 
(CivicSpark Fellow) 

2. Administrative 

2.1. Election of Chair 

Vicki Parker has agreed to chair the Planning 
Advisory Committee. 

Scott Duiven nominated Ms. Parker to chair the 
PAC, Amy Lyle seconded. The nomination was 
approved unanimously.  

2.2. Approval of the agenda 

Janet Spilman added a brief discussion on an 
update on permits database under Item 4. 

2.3. Review meeting notes from 
November 16, 2017 

The minutes were approved as submitted. 

 

2.4. SCTA Planning Activities update 

Janet Spilman described the planning activities 
which will be presented to Board on February 5th. 
This is an informational item for member’s interest 
to know activities which do not warrant a staff 
report.   

Vicki parker express content with the format, 
saying it is a great addition to describe the overall 
work being done.  

2.5. 2018 SCTA-RCPA Committee Schedule 

This is an informational item on all SCTA/RCPA 
committees and their meeting dates and times. 

Note: the PAC meets at 9:00 AM. 

3. Update from group 

Scott Duiven, City of Petaluma commented on the 
current construction in the city. 

Amy Lyle, Permit Sonoma, reported out on 
recovery efforts. There are two specific plans being 
explored in the Springs area (Sonoma Valley) and 
Airport areas.  

Matt Gilster, Permit Sonoma, discussed the 
possibility of the general plan update being 
pushed back one year, with scoping aimed to 
begin in the fall. There is an effort to increase an 
output on permits. 

Jessica Jones, City of Santa Rosa, announced the 
city has begun their general plan update, but 
mentioned it could be delayed. The resilience city 
wide ordinance to help spur development on 
housing and lodging will be presented to the city 
council in March.  
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Ken MacNab. Town of Windsor, recalled the Urban 
Growth Boundary ballot measure to expand the 
boundary until 2040 was approved by voters last 
November. The town council passed an urgency 
ordinance for temporary housing for fire victims. 
The downtown area is expecting a 370 unit 
apartment complex anticipated to being 
construction in the spring. 

Additionally, Windsor is poised to finish their 
general plan update in the spring and Mr. MacNab 
described the elements that are being updated. 

Ada Chan, ABAG/MTC, commented that ABAG and 
MTC are exploring an ADU calculator specifically 
for Sonoma County to help calculate construction 
and rent costs. .   

Vicki Parker, City of Cotati, announced the city’s 
cannabis ordinance will be presented to the 
council on the January 23rd and described a plan to 
a study zoning amendments on the west side of 
Cotati. 

Janet Spilman announced Lauren Casey will be 
leaving RCPA. 

4. Priority Development Area – (PDA) 
Planning Program Call for Applications 

Ada Chan provided a brief introduction on the 
Planning Program Call for Applications. 

A call for applications for the fire development 
areas planning grant program. The program has 
three categories: planning grants for the PDAs, 
technical assistance grants, and staffing assistance 
grants. 

The application highlight include an emphasis on 
the narrative, the approach to complete the 
project with an intent is to implement, and 
readiness to move forward. 

Mark Shorett further described the grants, the 
requirements, and the application process.  

Ms. Chan cited Oakland’s use of the staffing 
assistance grant in the change from LOS to VMT 
analysis. 

Ken MacNab, expressed an interest in the technical 
assistance grant to develop a downtown parking 
plan, and recalled that assistance could be 
provided through MTC/ABAG via a preset list of 
consultants, as opposed to issuing an RPF. Mr. 
MacNab asked for clarification on this idea and Mr. 
Shorett responded that MTC/ABAG staff would be 
able help the town scope the project in advance of 
the application.  

Janet Spilman wondered if these programs 
available only to PDAs and if there will be an 
opportunity to develop new PDAs or other place 
types. 

Mr. Shorett responded MTC/ABAG staff are 
studying at the overall framework of PDAs and will 
initiate a process to identify the current approach 
and provide an opportunity to holistically show 
how PDAs interact with other place types (transit 
priority areas, etc).  

Ms. Spilman added Sonoma County is generally 
not eligible to have PDAs, and that other place 
types may be appropriate for the county. 
Secondly, due to the wildfires, new and unusual 
opportunities for the PDAs may arise and is worth 
keeping awareness. 

Amy Lyle added that two PDAs grants, rural 
investment and employment investment, have 
been applied for and is anticipating applying for 
additional place type grants in the next year.  

Ms. Chan spoke briefly on data collection. Due to 
SB 35 and HAA, there have been significant 
changes in the data which cities will be required to 
report. Guidelines from HCD are not set to be 
issued until the summer.  
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Ms. Chan further described the RHNA progress 
report. 

By the end of January a website is set to launch 
with all the units will be mapped over the past 
three years. The map is categorized type, 
affordability, and the year they were produced. 

5. Update on SB 743 

Chris Barney briefly reported all jurisdictions have 
submitted data for the permit database and is 
working on incorporating this data in the travel 
model. The Sonoma County Travel Model update 
RPF will be presented to the SCTA Board of 
Directors in February.  

Janet Spilman expressed an interest for a general 
understanding why permitted projects have been 
stalled.  

SB 743 requires transportation impact analysis to 
change from LOS to VMT in the CEQA process.  

OPR has been working on developing the 
recommendations over the past few years and has 
finally issued the final guidelines. This change 
represents a paradigm shift on how transportation 
projects are handled in this process.  

The staff report included in the agenda packet 
include web links for more information and the 
discussion on the legality binding information was 
held.  

Mr. Barney provided a few possibilities to screen 
out projects: 

• Small projects that attract fewer than 100 
trips per day; 

• Residential and office areas with 
historically low VMT; and  

• Projects within half mile from high transit 
corridor. 

A regional SB 743 working group will meet next 
Tuesday in Oakland. Any questions can be sent to 

Mr. Barney and the working group open to any 
interested in attending.  

Matt Gilster expressed concern of the county 
meeting the threshold. The City of Oakland and 
San Jose have already implemented these 
measures and could be used to understand how 
these jurisdictions are meeting the threshold. 

Vicki Parker commented on the change from LOS 
to VMT.  

The committee continued discussing LOS and 
VMT, and the changes. 

6. Air District CEQA Guidelines and 
Thresholds Update 

Dave Vintze and Jackie Winkle, Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District, presented an update to the 
CEQA Guidelines and Thresholds. 

Jackie Winkle explained the presentation, which 
was included in the agenda packet. Main goals of 
the update is ensure new development is not 
making air quality worse and is on the pathway to 
2050 climate stabilization goals. 

The purpose of the update is to review the 
justification of the existing threshold of 
significance and to review and update the current 
CEQA guidelines.  

The current CEQA thresholds were explained and 
the 2017 update was described to the committee. 

Mr. Vintze provided additional comments on the 
2017 update, and asked the committee, in their 
use of threshold, if there has been issues that have 
been problematic.  

Ken MacNab commented on CEQA analysis and 
asked if BAAQMD have provisions that have 
adjustable thresholds the help with the CEQA 
calculation. 
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Ms. Winkel responded a climate action plan could 
be used in a CEQA analysis to provide flexibility for 
jurisdictions. 

Mr. Vintze promoted the idea of a best practices 
approach and reiterated the business as usual 
approach is not used by BAAQMD. 

Ms. Winkel wondered about the idea of a best 
practices approach and if it sounds desirable. 

The committee discussed which jurisdictions have 
adopted such measures, adding that local 
communities can figure out what their best 
practices are. Furthermore, these updates can also 
be considered in general plan updates. 

7. Urban Footprint Demonstration 

Joe Distenfano, Calthorpe Analytics explained the 
Urban Footprint model and provided context to 
the project. A link to the presentation was included 
in the agenda packet.  

The Urban Footprint (UF) is a scenario planning 
model that provides land use, policy, and resource 
planning analytics for decision makers, 
practitioners, and public agencies.  

This is an exciting project to Sonoma County 
because these analytics were primarily used for 
metropolitan areas, not necessarily at a county 
level.  

UF is intended to organize and aggregate data, 
visualize and evaluate scenarios from a base 
canvas to help understand possible results in a 
community, i.e. public health, transportation, 
building energy, water use, greenhouse gas 
emissions, household costs, and land 
consumption. 

UF considers five scenario alternatives. The 
scenario alternatives considered: 

1. No Urban Growth Boundaries (UGBs) 
2. The Trend 

3. Local Plans “Stitch” 
4. Plan Bay Area/ SCS 2013 
5. Max Infill & Conservation 

The scenarios were built using existing census, 
parcel, city and county assessor data. This data is 
applied to a varied of place types with different 
intensities. 

Similar to the SCTA Travel Model, the UF tool is 
poised to support local jurisdictions. 

Ken MacNab noted the UF tool is impressive and 
seems to be more useful in long term planning.  

Vicki Parker added the tool is helpful to look at 
infrastructure sizing. 

Conservation modeling should be available in the 
next month and is poised to demonstrate what 
types of losses individuals are experiencing in 
regards to water, habitat, agriculture, and carbon 
emissions. 

Mr. Distefano continued explaining the next steps. 
The product is available and the software is a 
service that does not require additional IT 
infrastructure. Furthermore, Calthorpe Analytics 
requests data to help maintain the UF tool. 

Chris Barney will be in contact with city staff 
moving forward. Discussions continue to acquire a 
license from Caltorpe Analytics. 

8. Other Business/Next Agenda 

The committee briefly discussed an interest to 
discuss housing and housing supply in Sonoma 
County in future PAC meetings. 

9. Public Comment 

N/A 

10. Adjourn 

The committee adjourned at 11:34 a.m. 
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Staff Report 
To:  Sonoma County Transportation Authority 

From:  Janet Spilman, Director of Planning  

Item:  4.7.1 – Planning Activities Report 

Date:  February 5, 2018 

 
Issue: 

Information only. 

Background: 

PLANNING 

• Bicycle and Pedestrian Planning - SCTA staff has collected updates to the bicycle and pedestrian 
project list for Appendix A of the Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan and updated it 
accordingly. Revised bicycle and pedestrian maps are underway. SCTA staff has been coordinating 
with Caltrans and the CBPAC on the District 4 Bicycle Plan, which focuses on bicycle network gaps and 
barriers around the State highway system. http://www.dot.ca.gov/d4/bikeplan/ 

• MTC Call for Applications for PDA Planning Program, PDA Technical Assistance Program, PDA 
Staffing Assistance Program. For existing PDAs only. https://mtc.ca.gov/our-work/plans-
projects/focused-growth-livable-communities/priority-development-areas/call 

ADMINISTRATION OF ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION FUNDING  

• Transportation Development Act, Article 3 (TDA3) funds may be used for bicycle lanes, bicycle and 
pedestrian paths, and related planning and marketing efforts. Sonoma County’s cities/towns and the 
County of Sonoma are eligible to apply. A call for projects was be released on January 16, 2018 with 
applications due by March 19, 2018. http://scta.ca.gov/projects/funding/  

• Transportation for Clean Air Fund, County Program Manager (TFCA, CPM) funds may be used for 
cost-effective projects that reduce on-road motor vehicle emissions within the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District’s jurisdiction. Eligible project types include trip reduction, clean air vehicles and 
infrastructure, arterial management, and bicycle projects. A call for projects will be released in early 
2018. http://scta.ca.gov/projects/funding/  

• Lifeline Transportation Program (LTP) funds projects that improve mobility for the region’s low-
income communities. Eligible project types include (but are not limited to) operations of new or 
enhanced transit service, and capital purchases of vehicles or other infrastructure improvements that 
improve access for residents of low-income communities. A call for projects will be released in early 
2018. http://scta.ca.gov/projects/funding/  
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PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

• Santa Rosa Car Share Pilot Program – Since Zipcar began service in downtown Santa Rosa and 
Railroad Square in late August, reservations have averaged fourteen per month with an average of 
eight unique users. Outreach and marketing efforts in January have included web-based advertising, 
SMART Station platform advertising at Downtown Santa Rosa, NextDoor post, tabling at Wednesday 
Night Market, and press releases. SCTA staff and Zipcar are working on additional promotion efforts to 
raise awareness that car share is available. Santa Rosa residents and employees can take advantage 
of complementary annual Zipcar memberships subsidized by the grant. Zipcar.com/SantaRosa 

• Safe Routes to School - Staff continues to work with Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition to administer 
the gap year Measure M funded SRTS program. Staff has submitted a request for authorization in the 
process of obligating OBAG 2 funds through Caltrans to fund the upcoming 5-year cycle. 

• Bike Share Grant – Staff from SCTA and the Transportation Authority of Marin (TAM) are working with 
MTC on a funding agreement and a project timeline. 

DATA MANAGEMENT AND FORECASTING 

Staff refined the scope of work and request for proposals for the 2017 Model Validation and Travel Behavior 
Study Project. Work continues on preparing the travel model for revalidation and recalibration in 2018. Staff 
continued to refine the countywide permitted and pending development database which is being used to 
develop 2040 housing and development forecasts for the travel model. Additional information on future 
projects and development intensities has been provided by local planners and is being integrated into model 
inputs for existing and forecasted conditions.  

Staff has provided data and analysis support to local jurisdictions to support project development, 
implementation, and assessment. Data, analysis, and mapping support has been provided for projects 
located in the unincorporated county and Cotati, the Highway 101 corridor, and related to fire impact and 
recovery. 

Staff is working with RCPA to update countywide VMT and GHG estimates as part of the Climate Action 
tracking process. 

COORDINATION & OUTREACH 

Local Activities 

• Staff provided planning and public works staff from Santa Rosa and Sonoma County data and 
analysis assessing post fire traffic patterns and travel demand impacts.  

• Planning Advisory Committee – There were multiple meetings in November focusing on Wildfire 
Recovery.  

Regional Coordination  

• MTC/ABAG committees: Regional Advisory Working Group, Regional Modeling Working Group; Transit 
Finance Working Group  

• SB743 – Staff is coordinating with regional and local planning and public works staff on SB743 
implementation, which directs lead agencies to shift CEQA transportation impact analysis from LOS to 
VMT. 
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• CMA Planners meetings 

• Caltrans District 4 Bicycle Plan – Continued coordination between CBPAC members and the Caltrans 
Bike Plan team on plan development and the project list.  

Policy Impacts: 

All activities are consistent with SCTA policy. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Information only. 

 

8



 
 

Summary of Significant Housing Bills Passed by Legislature in 2017  
 

On September 15, 2017, the California Legislature sent to the Governor’s desk a suite of housing bills 
intended to begin addressing the state’s chronic housing shortage. The bills include new ongoing revenue, a 
one-time jolt of new money and various proposals designed to expedite new housing construction. The 
Governor has until October 15th to sign or veto these bills, which are summarized below.  
 
SB 2 (Atkins): The Building Homes and Jobs Act 
SB 2 would create a permanent revenue stream for affordable housing funded through a new $75 document 
recording fee on certain real estate transactions, excluding home sales. The fee is capped at $225 per 
transaction. It is estimated to generate $200 million - $300 million annually on a statewide basis to be 
appropriated for housing-related purposes.  
 
In the first year, 50 percent of the funds would be reserved for local agencies to assist in planning to 
accelerate housing production. The Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) would be 
required to allocate the other 50 percent to assist persons experiencing or at risk of homelessness.  
 
Beginning in 2019, 70 percent of fee proceeds would be available to local governments, distributed primarily 
via formula to cities and counties. Though not identical, the specified formulas are related to the federal 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) distributions. Staff anticipates Bay Area jurisdictions would 
receive approximately 20 percent of these formula dollars, based on fiscal year 2016 CDBG allocation data 
from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. HCD would also allocate a portion of the 
proceeds to small cities and counties. Funds could support a range of activities, including preservation and 
creation of low- to moderate-income housing, combatting homelessness, and homeownership support. In 
order to receive allocations, local governments would be required to develop an expenditure plan and comply 
with other applicable HCD reporting requirements. HCD would administer the remaining 30 percent of 
revenues to fund farmworker and mixed-income housing and fiscal incentives or matching funds for local 
agencies to support more affordable housing. Additionally, 20 percent of total program funds must be 
expended for affordable owner-occupied workforce housing.  
 
Of note, a related bill, AB 166 (Salas), would exempt low-income homeowners from paying the SB 2 
document recording fee, if they meet certain “hardship” requirements. The bill was under consideration as 
part of the larger housing package, but did not pass the Assembly by the September 15th deadline. According 
to the author’s office, an agreement was reached with legislative leadership and the Governor’s office to take 
up the bill early next year.   
 
ABAG has no position on SB 2. MTC has a support position on SB 2.  
 
SB 3 (Beall): The Affordable Housing Bond Act of 2018 
SB 3 would authorize a $4 billion general obligation bond for housing, subject to voter approval. Similar to 
Proposition 46 (2002) and Proposition 1C (2006), bond proceeds would fund a range of affordable housing 
preservation and construction activities, including park and infrastructure investments to facilitate transit-  
oriented development and infill development. It would also subsidize home loans for California veterans. 
Funds would be allocated to existing programs as follows:  
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ABAG/MTC Summary of Significant Housing Bills Passed by Legislature in 2017  
Page 2 
 

• Multifamily Housing Program ($1.5 billion) 
• Cal-Vet Home Loan Program ($1 billion)  
• Local Housing Trust Fund Matching Grant Program ($300 million) 
• Infill Incentive Grant Program ($300 million) 
• Joe Serna, Jr. Farmworker Housing Grant Fund ($300 million) 
• CalHome Program ($300 million) 
• Transit-Oriented Development Implementation Program ($150 million) 
• Home Purchase Assistance Program ($150 million) 

 
The Local Housing Trust Fund Matching Grant (LHTF), Infill Incentive Grant (IIG) and Transit-Oriented 
Development Implementation (TOD Housing) programs were established more than a decade ago and 
funded by Proposition 1C bond proceeds. HCD administers these programs and awards funds on a 
competitive basis. The LHTF Program provides matching grants (dollar for dollar) to local housing trust 
funds that are funded on an ongoing basis from private contributions or public sources that are not otherwise 
restricted in use for housing programs. The IIG Program provides gap funding to developers and/or local 
governments for infrastructure improvements necessary to facilitate new infill housing development. Project 
examples include development or rehabilitation of parks or open space; water, sewer or other utility service 
improvements; and transportation infrastructure improvements required as a condition of, or approved in 
connection with, certain infill housing developments. Similarly, the TOD Housing Program provides grants 
to local governments, as well as other eligible applicants, for infrastructure improvements necessary for the 
development of specified housing projects. The program may also directly fund transit-oriented affordable 
housing development and homeownership assistance.  
 
The Bay Area grant share ranged between 37 percent to 53 percent of total program funding in each of the 
program’s most recent award years (2014 for the LHTF and IGG Programs and 2015 for the TOD Housing 
Program).  
 
ABAG and MTC have a “support” position on SB 3.  
 
SB 35 (Wiener): Housing for a Growing California  
SB 35 would expedite approval of qualified zoning-compliant projects in a local jurisdiction that falls short 
of its Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) target until their RHNA goals are met. Specifically, the 
bill would allow a qualified multifamily housing development project to be approved on the basis of a 
ministerial approval, rather than a conditional use permit if it satisfies a detailed list of objective planning 
standards, as described below. The bill would also ease parking minimums for eligible developments and 
make updates to HCD’s annual housing reporting requirements for cities and counties, which would bring 
the rest of the state more in line with Bay Area reporting practices.  
 
Applicability of Streamlining Provisions and RHNA 
Jurisdictions that are on track to meet RNHA housing goals within a given income category would continue 
to retain full control of project approvals for projects in that category, in contrast to Governor Brown’s 2016 
“by-right” proposal, which would have applied regardless of how a jurisdiction was performing with respect 
to its RHNA goals. As a region, the Bay Area permitted 57 percent of the total units needed to meet housing 
targets for the 2007-2014 RHNA cycle, but only 26 percent of the needed low-income units. Notably, there 
was significant variation within local jurisdictions and between income categories with countywide averages 
ranging from 9 percent in the “very low-income” category to 109 percent in the “above moderate-income” 
category.  
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Project Eligibility – Objective Planning Standards 
In order to qualify for a ministerial permit review, a project would be required to meet a long list of 
conditions and objective planning standards. The project must be located in one of the following:  

 
1) A jurisdiction HCD has deemed eligible because the locality issued less building permits than the 

number required to meet its RNHA targets for a four-year reporting period; or  
2) A jurisdiction that has not submitted the annual housing element report for two consecutive years 

before the development submitted an application for streamlined ministerial approval.  
 
In addition, the project must be a multifamily development, the developer of the project must certify that a 
prevailing wage requirement is included in all contracts for the performance of the work, and the project 
must be:  
 

1) located on a parcel that is zoned for residential or residential mixed-use development, with at least 
two-thirds of the square footage of the development designated for residential use;  

2) located in an urban area or urban cluster on a site in which at least 75 percent of the perimeter adjoins 
parcels that are developed with urban uses; 

3) located outside all of the 11 environmentally-sensitive areas listed in the bill, including the California 
coastal zone, wetlands, prime farmland, protected lands, and designated hazard areas;  

4) a development that does not require the demolition of a national, state or local historic structure, 
affordable housing, or rental units; and 

5) consistent with objective zoning standards and objective design review standards in effect at the time 
of the application’s submittal.  

 
Developments that meet the above requirements and are in jurisdictions not meeting RHNA goals for low-
income housing would be required to make at least 50 percent of new units affordable for households earning 
below 80 percent area median income (AMI). Projects built in jurisdictions not meeting market-rate RNHA 
development goals would be required to, at a minimum, dedicate 10 percent of the total number of units to 
housing affordable to households earning below 80 percent AMI.  To address concerns by affordable housing 
advocates that the bill could weaken inclusionary zoning or density bonus requirements in effect today, the 
bill conditions eligibility for streamlining on minimum affordability standards for housing developments in 
localities that do not already have such policies, but would not preempt stronger local policies in any 
jurisdiction that has adopted them.  
 
ABAG and MTC have no position on SB 35.  
 
SB 166 (Skinner): Residential density and affordability  
SB 166 would modify the No Net Loss Zoning law to require a local government to ensure that its housing 
element inventory or housing element program make sites available that can accommodate, at all times 
through the planning period, its unmet regional housing need at all income levels, with certain exceptions.  
 
ABAG and MTC have no position on SB 166.  
 
SB 167 (Skinner)/AB 678 (Bocanegra): Housing Accountability Act 
SB 167 and AB 678 are identical bills which would each amend the Housing Accountability Act (HAA) by 
increasing the legal standard of proof required for a local agency to justify a denial of an affordable housing 
development project from “substantial evidence” to “preponderance of evidence” and imposing a minimum 
$10,000 per unit fine if the court finds a violation of the HAA, among other changes.  
 
ABAG has an “oppose” position on SB 167. MTC has no position on SB 167.  
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SB 540 (Roth): Workforce Opportunity Zone 
SB 540 (Roth) would authorize local governments to establish “workforce housing opportunity zones” by 
adopting a specific plan for the area covered by the zone. Environmental review and public engagement 
would occur up front during the establishment of the workforce housing opportunity zone. After specific plan 
adoption, a local agency would be prohibited from denying a development proposal meeting certain criteria 
within the area, including affordability and prevailing wage requirements. The bill would also authorize the 
state to provide financial assistance, upon appropriation by the Legislature, to local governments to support 
the creation of specific plans. SB 540 is sponsored by the League of California Cities.  
 
ABAG and MTC have no position on SB 540.   
 
AB 72 (Santiago) 
AB 72 would provide HCD new authority to review any action by a city, county, or city and county that it 
determines is inconsistent with an adopted housing element, allows HCD to find a housing element out of 
substantial compliance, and permits HCD to notify the Attorney General of violations of the law.  
 
ABAG and MTC have no position on AB 72. 
 
AB 73 (Chiu): Housing Sustainability District 
AB 73 would provide incentive funding to local governments that voluntarily establish "housing 
sustainability districts" (HSD) in which housing projects are subject to a ministerial, or “by-right” approval 
process and subject to prevailing wage requirements. Specifically, the bill would authorize a city or county to 
adopt an ordinance establishing an HSD, upon approval from HCD and after conducting upfront zoning and 
environmental review. The HSD must meet minimum density, affordability, and relocation assistance 
requirements and be located in an area well-suited for residential or mixed-use development. Incentive 
payments would be issued in two stages: first, following the creation of a new district and second, once the 
city permits new housing units.  
 
ABAG and MTC have no position on AB 73.  
 
AB 571 (E. Garcia): Farmworker housing tax credits  
AB 571 would make changes to the farmworker housing set-aside from the state low-income housing tax 
credit (LIHTC) program, the state’s complement to the federal LIHTC program. Since 1996, $500,000 in 
LIHTC allocations have been reserved for farmworker housing. According to the Assembly Housing and 
Community Development Committee bill analysis, the farmworker housing set-aside has been underutilized 
in recent years; there is currently $5.5 million available, yet since 2008 only one applicant has successfully 
sought the credit. AB 571 would make several changes intended to make projects more feasible and increase 
the supply of farmworker housing, including increased flexibility related to occupancy requirements and 
expanded eligibility for state credits.  
 
ABAG and MTC have no position on AB 571. 
 
AB 879 (Grayson): Planning and zoning – housing element 
AB 879 would make changes to housing element law to require a city, in its analysis of governmental 
constraints, to include an analysis of any currently-authorized, locally-adopted ordinances that directly 
impact the cost and supply of residential development. Additionally, the bill would provide HCD new 
authority to evaluate the reasonableness of local fees charged to new developments. The League of 
California Cities is the bill sponsor. 
 
ABAG and MTC have no position on AB 879.  
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ABAG/MTC Summary of Significant Housing Bills Passed by Legislature in 2017  
Page 5 
 
AB 1397 (Low): Inventory of land for residential development 
AB 1397 would make a number of changes to housing element law by revising what may be included in a 
jurisdiction’s inventory of land suitable for residential development. The changes would require parcels on a 
jurisdiction's Housing Element site list to have “realistic and demonstrated potential” for development during 
the planning period. For example, parcels in the inventory would be required to have sufficient water, sewer, 
and dry utilities infrastructure to support housing development or be included in a jurisdiction’s existing 
general plan program or other mandatory plan – including a public or private utility provider’s plan – to 
secure sufficient infrastructure to support housing development. 
 
ABAG and MTC have no position on AB 1397. 
 
AB 1505 (Bloom): Palmer Fix 
Assembly Bill 1505 would affirm the right of a local jurisdiction to establish, as a condition of development, 
inclusionary housing ordinances. According to the ABAG regional housing policy inventory, 78 Bay Area 
jurisdictions utilize an inclusionary or below market rate housing policy as an affordable housing production 
strategy. However, the ability of Bay Area jurisdictions to implement inclusionary requirements specifically 
for rental housing was adversely impacted in 2009 with the California Appellate Court ruling in Palmer/Sixth 
Street Properties, L.P. v. City of Los Angeles (Palmer), which found that rental inclusionary requirements 
conflict with state rent control regulations. AB 1505, known as the “Palmer Fix,” would clarify that local 
jurisdictions may require, as a condition of approval, inclusion of affordable units in a multi-family 
residential rental development.  
 
Recent amendments to AB 1505 would authorize HCD to assess certain new inclusionary policies for their 
impact. In short, jurisdictions would need to demonstrate that the policies will not limit new market rate 
development. HCD's review authority would be triggered if both the proposed inclusionary rate is above 
15% affordable and the policy is in a jurisdiction that is not making progress toward meeting at least 75% of 
the jurisdictions’ market rate (above moderate-income) RHNA. If HCD determines the policy would inhibit 
market rate housing development, the policy would need to be revised to require no more than 15% of new 
rental units in a new development meet affordability restrictions.  
 
ABAG has a “support” position on AB 1505. MTC has no position on AB 1505.  
 
AB 1515 (Daly): Planning and zoning - housing 
AB 1515 would make changes to the Housing Accountability Act to require that a housing development or 
emergency shelter be deemed consistent, compliant, and in conformity with an applicable plan if there is 
substantial evidence that would allow a reasonable person to conclude that to be the case. 
 
ABAG and MTC have no position on AB 1515.  
 
AB 1521 (Bloom):  Land use: notice of proposed change: assisted housing developments 
AB 1521 would make changes to the state’s Affordable Housing Preservation Law by requiring owners of 
certain expiring affordable rental properties to accept any market-rate purchase offer from a qualified 
preservation entity that intends to maintain the property’s affordability restrictions. Current state law 
provides preservation purchasers limited priority to purchase affordable rental properties, if the owner 
intends to sell. AB 1521 would go further by establishing a right of first refusal for qualified housing 
agencies or organizations intending to purchase the housing developments at fair market value and maintain 
affordability.  The bill additionally requires HCD to monitor compliance with the law and allows affected 
tenants and local governments the right to enforce the law.  
 
ABAG and MTC have no position on AB 1521. 
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CASA – the Committee to House the Bay Area – convenes a diverse, multi-sector set of 
partners in the Bay Area to identify and act upon game-changing regional solutions to 
the Bay Area’s chronic housing affordability challenges.  

 
CASA includes leaders from across the Bay Area who will be working to build an 
actionable political consensus around (1) increasing housing production at all 
levels of affordability, (2) preserving existing affordable housing, and (3) 
protecting vulnerable populations from housing instability and displacement. 

CASA is led by three Co-Chairs (Fred Blackwell, Leslye Corsiglia and Michael 
Covarrubias), and Steve Heminger, Executive Director of the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission. It is structured around a Steering Committee and 
Technical Committee composed of elected officials, thought leaders and policy 
experts from across the region. The CASA effort is supported and staffed by the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and a team of consultants. Learn 
more about CASA's members and leadership.  

From Summer 2017 through Fall 2018 the Co-Chairs and Committees will 
develop a suite of integrated legislative, financial, policy and regulatory 
recommendations that together will form a Regional Housing Implementation 
Strategy. The plan is expected to include innovative financing strategies, state 
and local legislation, and recommendations to address the current regulatory 
environment, with a final report slated for release in late 2018. 

BACKGROUND 
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CASA was convened by MTC following the release of the draft Plan Bay Area 
2040(link is external), the region’s long-range transportation and land use plan, 
which projects the region will see 2.4 million more people, 820,000 new 
households and 1.3 million new jobs by the year 2040. The plan makes 
aggressive assumptions about policy interventions and strategies to help 
accommodate this growth, but falls short on a number of key performance 
measures including affordable housing, access to jobs, displacement risk, and 
housing and transportation affordability. (That said, the plan's performance along 
these key measures was significantly better than a potential future with "No 
Project"; that is, a future without  Plan Bay Area 2040's recommended land use 
and transportation strategies.) 

It was the stark challenge of looking at this performance data and understanding 
the risks posed to the region’s low- and moderate-income households, 
transportation network, economy and environment, that drove the push for game-
changing housing solutions.  

CONTACT 

Send inquiries to casa@bayareametro.gov. 
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Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 
Recovery & Resilience Plan 

Housing Workshop – February 6, 2018 
 

Agenda 

Time Speaker/Topic 
 
9:15 a.m. Severe Housing Shortage Pre-Dates the Sonoma Complex Fires 

 Introduction 
 Margaret Van Vliet, Community Development Commission Executive Director 
 Larry Florin, Burbank Housing Chief Executive Officer 

  
9:45 a.m. Private Sector Perspectives 

 Construction Industry Assessment & Projections 
 Keith Woods, North Coast Builders Exchange Chief Executive Officer 

 Private Developer Observations 
 Hugh Futrell, Hugh Futrell Corporation President/Principal Shareholder 

  
10:15 a.m. County Efforts in Support of Re-Building 

 Housing Task Force Role 
 Caroline Judy, Sonoma County General Services Director 

 Permitting & Exclusion Zones 
 Tennis Wick, Permit Sonoma Director 
 
      Carbon-Free Incentives 
 Caroline Judy, Sonoma County General Services Director 
 Geof Syphers, Sonoma Clean Power Chief Executive Officer 

  
11:00 a.m. Preparing for Long-Term Housing Production 

 Innovation: Renewal Enterprise District “RED” 
 Margaret Van Vliet, Community Development Commission Executive Director 

 State of California’s Perspectives & Interests 
 Louise Bedsworth, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research Deputy Director 

 Alignment with Bay Area Housing & Transportation Goals 
 Jake Mackenzie, Metropolitan Transportation Commission Chair 

 Perspective of the Largest & Most Disaster Impacted Sonoma County City 
 Chris Coursey, City of Santa Rosa Mayor 
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Sonoma County Board of Supervisors 
Housing Workshop 
February 6, 2018 
 

 

  
Noon Lunch Break 
  
1:30 p.m. Preparing for Long-Term Housing Production (cont’d) 

 Countywide Collaboration Towards Common Goals 
 Geof Syphers, Sonoma Clean Power Chief Executive Officer 

       State of the County Housing Breakout Report 
 Peter Rumble, Sonoma County Deputy County Administrator 

  
2:00 p.m. Immediate Strategies Underway that Move Us in These Directions 

 Sonoma County Transportation Authority’s Planning Role & View of Pipeline Projects 
 Suzanne Smith, Sonoma County Transportation Authority Executive Director 

 Attracting and Leveraging Private Capital 
 Naomi Cytron, Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco Regional Manager 

 State & Federal Partners 
 Kimberly Nash, US Department of Housing and Urban Development Director of 

Community Planning and Development 
 Jennifer Seeger, CA Department of Housing & Community Development Assistant 

Deputy Director 

 Local Efforts to Authorize a Housing Bond 
 Jack Tibbetts, Santa Rosa Councilmember 

 Permit Sonoma Package of Policy/Entitlement Changes 
 Jane Riley, Permit Sonoma Comprehensive Planning Manager 

 Use of County- and City- Owned Property 
 Caroline Judy, Sonoma County General Services Director 

  
3:30 p.m. Board Discussion and Direction Towards Our Recovery & Resilience Plan 
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490 Mendocino Ave. #206, Santa Rosa, CA| 707.565.5373 | scta.ca.gov | rcpa.ca.gov 

Staff Report 
To:  Planning Advisory Committee 

From:  Chris Barney, Senior Transportation Planner 

Item:  Sonoma County Travel Model Pending and Permitted Development Database – Update 

Date:  2/15/2018 

 
Issue:   

SCTA staff has developed a database of countywide pending development and permitted projects in order to 
ensure that these projects are represented in the Sonoma County Travel Model and in order to support other 
SCTA planning efforts such as updates to the SCTA Comprehensive Transportation Plan and PDA Investment 
and Growth Strategy. This database has been identified by the Planning Advisory Committee as having 
benefits outside of SCTA’s modeling program and will be maintained as a resource that could support local 
planning activities. 

Current Status:  

The pending development and permitted projects database is a simple Access database that catalogues, 
tracks, and summarizes local development activity. The database identifies the project location (jurisdiction, 
address and/or parcel number), project status (approved, pending, etc.), possible completion year, project 
type (housing, commercial, industrial, etc.), project size (number and type of units, square feet of the project, 
etc.), and project description.  Additional data fields can be added to the database if requested. Data can be 
summarized or filtered at the jurisdictional level, by development type, or by SCTM Traffic Analysis Zone, and 
the data can be used in a geographic information system (GIS) using TAZ location or project address. 

ABAG has created a draft online mapping application, which summarizes pipeline housing projects which can 
be accessed here: 

http://mtc.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=c6e55b60427446248fc888bc647e333c 

A current summary of pending development and projects that are included in the database is attached. 

Frequency of Updates:  

SCTA staff will work with local planners to review and update the database at least once per year. The 
database will be updated more frequently for jurisdictions that have existing processes in place to regularly 
summarize and provide information about project completion and permitting activity or to support specific 
planning projects.  

Policy Impacts:   

By maintaining a countywide pending development and permitted projects database SCTA staff is able to 
ensure that pipeline projects have been included in travel model estimates of future growth and have been 
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considered in travel model forecasts of future travel demand, congestion, emissions, and travel. The database 
can also be used to support other SCTA and local planning efforts. 

Fiscal Impacts: 

Staff time only. No additional fiscal impacts at this time. 

Staff Recommendation: 

Information item only. No action requested at this time. 
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ATTACHMENT A: Sonoma County Travel Model Overview 

SCTM is a conventional four-step travel demand forecasting model that is similar in structure and 
implementation to most regional models used for traffic forecasting.  Estimates of land use, socioeconomic 
conditions, and transportation networks are used to forecast travel patterns, traffic volumes and congestion, 
and transit ridership. 

The Sonoma County Travel Model has been developed with a focus on the Highway 101 corridor and the 
larger regional transportation system.  The modeling program’s primary focus has remained on the analysis 
of countywide regional travel demand impacts and supporting SCTA’s long range transportation planning 
efforts.  The focus on model improvement has been on long-range planning, but SCTA staff has worked with 
local planning and engineering staff to improve model detail and performance so that the model can be more 
effectively applied to more localized areas of the county.  This work has allowed SCTM to be used to provide 
the modeling data required for project level analysis, including environmental work, and the preparation of 
local traffic studies.     

SCTA staff works with Bay Area modelers to ensure that SCTM is consistent with other regional models.  Model 
output, assumptions, and methodologies are compared to other local and regional modeling efforts.   

The model covers all of Sonoma County, and is divided into over 900 traffic analysis zones (TAZs).  Model land 
use inputs (estimates of population and employment) are summarized by TAZ.  Population inputs are 
represented by housing units.  Employment inputs are represented by square footage of various employment 
related uses such as retail, office, or industrial activities.  Additional inputs are used to represent recreation 
and tourism attractors (hotel rooms, recreation acres, or other special destination types) and education 
related uses.  Activity outside of the county is captured by existing and projected travel at the county line. 

 
Figure 5: Traffic Analysis Zones, Sonoma County 
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The regional transportation system is represented by a simplified network of roadways, transit routes, and 
non-motorized pathways.  Represented roadways include freeways, highways, arterials, and local collectors.  
Local residential streets are not represented in the model unless a local jurisdiction specifically requests that 
it be included, and is able to demonstrate that the requested facility is an important connector locally or 
regionally.  The model includes road attribute information such as topography, uncongested travel speed, 
and if the roadway is an urban or rural facility.  Transit service is represented as a simplified system of transit 
routes and stops, and includes information on headways and transfers.  Sonoma County Transit, Golden Gate 
Transit, Santa Rosa CityBus, Petaluma Transit, SMART, and some smaller regional providers are represented 
in the model. 

SCTA uses a traditional, four-step travel demand forecasting process to estimate existing and future travel 
behavior (see Figure 6).  These four sequential steps, or sub-models, are included in the travel demand 
forecasting process: 

 
• Trip Generation: How much travel?  In the trip generation step, the model estimates the number of 

trips going to and from each TAZ.  Trips are divided by purpose – work trips, shopping trips, etc.  
Each TAZ produces and attracts a certain number of trips based on the amount of residential and 
employment development in the zone.  Zones with high levels of residential development 
produce many trips, and zones with high levels of job related development attract many trips. 

 
• Trip Distribution: Who goes where?  In this step, produced trips are allocated to zones or 

destinations.  A mathematical gravity model determines flows between zones based on travel 
time, distance, and cost, and the amount of population or employment in each zone.  The output 
of this step is an origin/destination table, which is a large matrix showing the number of trips 
moving between different zones.   

 
• Mode Choice: How Do People Travel?  This step estimates the proportion of total person trips using 

drive-alone or shared-ride auto, transit, or non-motorized modes for travel.  The model calculates 
the utility, or attractiveness, of each mode for each trip and uses this to determine which mode 
will be used for each trip. 

 
• Trip Assignment: What Routes Do People Take?  In this final step, the model selects the best path 

for each trip.  The model assumes that people will take the fastest route, avoiding traffic and 
congestion where possible.  Each trip is examined and a best path or route is determined which 
minimizes the time, distance, and cost needed to travel from zone to zone.   

 
SCTM estimates travel demand and traffic and transit volumes for an average weekday day, along with traffic 
volumes and congestion for the AM and PM peak commute hours. 
 
The travel demand model can be used to forecast future travel patterns and travel demand by assessing the 
impact changes in the transportation system (new roads, changes in capacity, new transit service, etc.), 
population (number and density of housing, demographic changes), and employment (new job sites, new 
construction) have on traffic and travel in the county.  Potential model applications include: 
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• Identifying existing and future traffic “hot spots” 

• Forecasting the effectiveness of major road or transit improvements 

• Assessing the impact of land use changes 

• Comparing land use or transportation policy alternatives using regional performance measures such 

as vehicle miles traveled, greenhouse gas emissions, delay or congestion, and average travel time. 

Model output can include the following: 
 

• Traffic volumes for sections of roadways, highways, or streets 

• Congested speeds and travel time 

• Level of Service (LOS) or volume to capacity ratios (V/C ratios) 

• VMT generated by TAZ or specific developments or sub-regions 

• Transit ridership on bus routes and transit systems 

• Traffic volumes by vehicle occupancy (single, two-person, 3+ persons) 

• Travel mode summaries (auto, transit, bike, walk) 

• Countywide measure of effectiveness (MOE) summaries such as vehicle miles traveled, person/vehicle 
hours of delay, average speed by road type, and greenhouse gas emissions 
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Figure 6:  Travel Modeling Process 
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Sonoma County Travel Model Pending Development and Permitted 
Projects Database ‐ Jurisdictional Summaries

Jurisdiction Land Use Type # of Projects Housing Units Non‐Residential 
Project Size

Cloverdale
Hotel/Lodging 3 0 262 rooms

Institutional 2 0 36000 sqft

Multi‐Family Residential 4 84 0

Office 1 0 40000 sqft

Parks and Recreational Areas 1 0 2 acres

Shopping Center 2 0 304255 sqft

Single Family Residential 6 198 0

Senior/Group Housing 1 51 0

Strip Commercial 3 0 287860 sqft

Cotati
Light Industrial 1 0 41850 sqft

Multi‐Family Residential 2 81 0

Shopping Center 1 0 0

Single Family Residential 9 160 0

County
Education 5 0 6184 students

Heavy Industrial 3 0 546052 sqft

Hotel/Lodging 178 4 1034 rooms

Institutional 12 0 329623 sqft

Light Industrial 61 0 1855401 sqft

Multi‐Family Residential 149 768 0

Office 13 0 527380 sqft

Parks and Recreational Areas 2 0 520 acres

Shopping Center 1 0 27450 sqft

Single Family Residential 81 154 0

Senior/Group Housing 1 138 0

Strip Commercial 55 0 281037 sqft

Warehousing 11 0 575715 sqft

Friday, February 9, 2018 Page 1 of 3
Extracted from the Sonoma County Travel Model Permitted and Pending Projects Database
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Jurisdiction Land Use Type # of Projects Housing Units Non‐Residential 
Project Size

Healdsburg
Hotel/Lodging 1 0 122 rooms

Institutional 1 0 4002 sqft

Light Industrial 1 0 8040 sqft

Multi‐Family Residential 16 75 0

Office 1 0 373 sqft

Single Family Residential 3 3 0

Warehousing 1 0 11520 sqft

Petaluma
Education 1 0 132 students

Hotel/Lodging 4 0 372 rooms

Institutional 1 0 440 sqft

Multi‐Family Residential 10 1252 0

Office 3 0 86724 sqft

Shopping Center 3 0 755000 sqft

Single Family Residential 11 716 0

Strip Commercial 6 0 86813 sqft

Warehousing 1 0 40000 sqft

Rohnert Park
Hotel/Lodging 2 0 232 rooms

Institutional 1 0 10000 sqft

Multi‐Family Residential 6 415 0

Parks and Recreational Areas 1 0 1 acres

Shopping Center 1 0 34300 sqft

Single Family Residential 1 428 0

Senior/Group Housing 1 90 0

Strip Commercial 2 0 4000 sqft

Warehousing 1 0 10000 sqft

Santa Rosa
Hotel/Lodging 3 109 89

Institutional 3 0 194300 sqft

Multi‐Family Residential 31 1513 0

Shopping Center 1 0 98500 sqft

Friday, February 9, 2018 Page 2 of 3
Extracted from the Sonoma County Travel Model Permitted and Pending Projects Database
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Jurisdiction Land Use Type # of Projects Housing Units Non‐Residential 
Project Size

Single Family Residential 59 2195 0

Senior/Group Housing 4 804 0

Strip Commercial 9 0 145242 sqft

Warehousing 2 0 130912 sqft

Sebastopol
Hotel/Lodging 3 0 143 rooms

Multi‐Family Residential 2 21 0

Strip Commercial 2 0 18645 sqft

Sonoma
Hotel/Lodging 4 0 105 rooms

Multi‐Family Residential 11 137 0

Office 1 0 4396 sqft

Single Family Residential 11 163 0

Strip Commercial 7 0 17096 sqft

Windsor
Hotel/Lodging 1 0 100 rooms

Light Industrial 2 0 134275 sqft

Multi‐Family Residential 8 898 0

Parks and Recreational Areas 3 0 5 acres

Single Family Residential 7 381 0

Senior/Group Housing 1 18 0

Strip Commercial 4 0 19500 sqft

Warehousing 2 0 121045 sqft

Friday, February 9, 2018 Page 3 of 3
Extracted from the Sonoma County Travel Model Permitted and Pending Projects Database
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• SF (single-family units)
• SU (second-unit)
• 2-4 (two to four unit structures)
• 5+  (five or more unit structure, multifamily
• MH (mobilehomes)

Very Low Income Households 30%-50% of AMI
Low-income households  50% - 80% of AMI

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/income-limits/index.shtml

See APR instructions page 5, Item 8. : 
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/housing-element/docs/apr_instructions_final032710.pdf

Government Code 65583.1 (c)(1):
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum=65583.1

Deed Restricted Affordable Units - if units are considered affordable to moderate and lower 
income households - identify the mechanism used to restrict occupancy on the basis of affordability.  
(funding source or policy)

Non-Deed Restricted Affordable Units - Identify how units were determined to be affordable. 

Acquisition/Rehab /Conversion or Preservation - To be inlcuded in this section units must meet

To verify income levels, refer to the income limit charts on the HCD Website at:  

Tenure: Identify if known, whether the units within the project are either proposed or planned 
at initial occupancy for either (R) renter occupant or (O) Owner Occupant (O) .

Please provide the data requested in the next worksheet for each  of the 2016 residential permits 
(issued or finaled )your jurisdiction is using as the basis of your 2016 Annual Housing Element 
Progress Report for HCD.  

Moderate-income households 80% - 120% of AMI 
Above-moderate households  >120% of AMI

Project Identification:  For mapping purposes please provide development’s Accessor's Parcel 
Number (APN), full address, and zipcode. If only providing the development address, please include 
zipcode.
Unit Category: Categorize development type with one of the following 

Affordability by Household Income: For each permit list the number of net new units units that are 
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Jurisdiction Name:
Contact Person: 
Phone: 
E-mail: 

Reporting Permits issued or finaled?

Please provide the following information for every residential permit you are counting in your 2016 Annual Progress Report to the Department of Housing and Community Development 
APR Table A Column 8

2016 
BUILDING 
PERMIT INFO

UNIT CATEGORY TENURE

AFFORDABLE 
UNITS WITHOUT 

FINANCIAL 
ASSISTANCE OR 

DEED 
RESTRICTIONS

Non Deed-
Restricted

Deed-
Restricted

Non Deed-
Restricted

Deed-
Restricted

Non Deed-
Restricted

Deed-
Restricted

Extremely 
Low-Income

Very 
Low-
Income

Low-
Income

Financing Program 
Contributing to 

Affordability  (LIHTC, 
CDBG, HOME etc) 

Policy Resulting in 
Affordable Deed 
Restricted Units 

(Inclusionairy, Density, 

How Affordability 
was Determined ? 

ACTIVITY TYPE:
(Acquisition) of Units
(Rehabilitation) Activity
(Preservation) of Units At-

Unit AffordabilityTotal 
New 
Units

DATE

Accessor s 
Parcel 
Number  
(APN)

Project 
Name

Street 
Address

Zip Code 
(if only 
providing 
address)

(SF) Single Family
(SU) 2nd Unit
(2-4) 2 to 4 Units
(5+)  5+ Units

(R)ent
(O)wn

Very Low-Income Low-Income Moderate-Income Above 
Moderate-
Income

See HCD instructions page 4 for affordable housing related deed See HCD instructions page 6 defining qualified Acquisition 
APR Table A Columns 6&7 APR Table A2

PROJECT IDENTIFICATION -  provide APN 
and/or full address including zip code

AFFORDABILITY BY HOUSEHOLD INCOME 
(record the number of net units by income)

AFFORDABLE UNITS WITH FINANCIAL 
ASSISTANCE AND/OR DEED RESTRICTIONS                                                      

AFFORDABLE UNITS VIA ACQUISITION, REHABILITATION, 
OR PRESERVATION
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490 Mendocino Ave. #206, Santa Rosa, CA| 707.565.5373 | scta.ca.gov | rcpa.ca.gov 

Staff Report 
To:  Planning Advisory Committee 

From:  Chris Barney, Senior Transportation Planner 

Item:  UrbanFootprint Scenario Analysis Tool – requested data and access  

Date:  2/15/2018 

 
Issue:  

What is the status of UrbanFootprint implementation in Sonoma County? How can local jurisdictions gain 
access to the UrbanFootprint data exploration and scenario evaluation tool? 

Background: 

UrbanFootprint is a scenario testing and data exploration tool that allows users to view current land use plans 
in a geographic context and visualize how policy decisions, planning approaches, and capital projects may 
influence future growth, environmental and fiscal impacts, and shape communities over time. The tool can be 
used to communicate the impacts of land use plans using maps, charts, graphs, and tables. It can be used to 
compare different policy or planning approaches over time. A number of metrics are available which can be 
used to quantify and assess future conditions and impacts. These metrics include estimates of land 
consumptions, infrastructure costs, energy and water use, travel activity, household costs, and emissions.  

Implementation: 

UrbanFootprint uses a wide range of land use, demographic, transportation, political, environmental, and 
geographic data sources. It provides a framework for scenario development and testing and summarizes 
scenario performance using maps, charts, and graphs. Accurate and up-to-date data  

Sonoma County jurisdictions can get a free online UrbanFootprint license by signing a use and data-sharing 
agreement. A list of requested datasets is provided as an attachment.  

Policy Impacts:  None 

Fiscal Impacts:  

Local jurisdictions can receive an online license to UrbanFootprint if they agree to provide data for use and 
distribution. A data sharing agreement will be provided for review and execution. 

Staff Recommendations: 

Review list of requested datasets. If your jurisdiction maintains any of these datasets, they can be provided to 
SCTA to forward on for inclusion in UrbanFootprint. These datasets should be public and broadly accessible 
and will be visible to all UrbanFootprint users. 

Review and execute data sharing and license agreement once it is available. 
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DATASET Description Category Source Location
Essential (minimum requirement, metadata required for all 

data)

Parcel land use Current land use at parcel level Land use SCTA Sonoma County

Parcel geometries
Geodata depicting the actual parcel shapes 

and locations Land use

SC Central ‐ SC 

Assessor Sonoma County

Current zoning
Current zoning at parcel (or finest geo 

possible) Land use

Local 

Jurisdictions Jurisdiction

Future zoning
Planned zoning designations (at finest geo 

possible) Land use

Local 

Jurisdictions Jurisdiction

Important (these will improve base canvas and add more 

planning context)

Dwelling unit counts Housing units by type (sf, mf, attached, etc) Land use SCTA Sonoma

Employment counts Employees by sector Demographics ABAG/SCTA Sonoma

Building information
Building area, FAR, floor count, height, etc (at 

parcel‐level) Land use

SC GIS Central ‐ 

Building 

Footprints/ SCTA 

2015 and 2040 

land use 

estimates Sonoma

Pipeline/planned projects Future development projects Land use SCTA Sonoma

Future transit networks

Planned transit lines and stops, with 

alignment, capacity and speed (if possible, in 

GTFS format) Transportation/SCTA Sonoma

Future infrastructure projects Planned infrastructure Transportation/SCTA Sonoma

Parks Parks, if not part of parcel file Land use SC GIS Central Sonoma

Hospitals Medical facilities, if not part of parcel file Land use

SCTA ‐ GIS 

Central Sonoma

Schools Schools, if not part of parcel file Land use SCTA Sonoma

Land cover satellite imagery Satellite or aerial imagery if available Other SC  GIS Central Sonoma

Priority conservation areas Land use Bay Area Metro Bay Area

Priority development areas Land use Bay Area Metro Bay Area

Neighborhood/community boundaries

Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) Transportation/SCTA Sonoma

Population and Employment forecasts Demographics SCTA Sonoma

Travel model skims
If available: by auto, by transit, and by other 

modes Transportation/SCTA Sonoma

Future subdivision boundaries / new neighborhood 

parcels
Local 

Jurisdictions

Vehicle trip lengths and trip length frequencies By TAZ or smaller geographies Transportation/SCTA Sonoma

Useful

Household travel surveys Bay Area Metro

Transit ridership
By trip (segment, stop level specificity), 

projections for new routes if available Transportation/

Transit Providers 

‐ SCTA Sonoma

Current and future bicycle networks Transportation/SCTA Sonoma

Bike/walk paths Segments, if available ‐ quality attributes Transportation/SCTA Sonoma

External vehicle trips 
Traffic volumes that go outside/inside the 

jurisdiction area Transportation/SCTA Sonoma

Transporation Network Company (TNC) data Transportation/

BAM ‐ Future 

data may be 

available

Restaurants Land use

SC 

Environmental 

Health? Sonoma

Emergency service districts
Fire and emergency medical  services (EMS) 

districts Political boundaSC GIS Central Sonoma

Existing fire stations Location, capacity, number of engines, etc Infrastructure

SC GIS Central ‐ 

911 Dispatch

Utility fee districts and rates Water, sewer, other utilities Infrastructure SC GIS Central

Infrastructure unit costs
For example, cost of water mains per foot or 

roads per sqft Infrastructure

Local 

Jurisdictions

Operations & maintenance costs For example, the cost to maintain roads Infrastructure

Local 

Jurisdictions

Streetlight Detailed transportation data
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