Technical Advisory Committee
MEETNG AGENDA
SCTA Headquarters Office
February 27, 2020 – 1:30 p.m.
Sonoma County Transportation Authority
Large Conference Room
411 King Street, Second Floor
Santa Rosa, California 95404

ITEM
1. Introductions
2. Public Comment
3. Approval of Minutes, January 23, 2020* DISCUSSION/ACTION
4. TFCA/TDA3
4.1 TFCA FYE 2021 Call for Projects*
4.2 TDA 3 Call for Projects*
5. SB743/VMT Update* - DISCUSSION
6. Travel Behavior Study* - DISCUSSION
7. Long Range Planning ACTION / DISCUSSION
7.1 Comprehensive Transportation Plan/Regional Transportation Plan – Update **
8. SB-1 Local Partnership Program – Implementation Schedule*
9. Measure M DISCUSSION
9.1 Measure M Invoicing/Obligation Status*
9.2 Maintenance of Effort annual reporting*
9.3 Maintenance of Effort Policy Update*
9.4 Measure Reauthorization Update**
9.5 Measure M LSR/LBT Annual Allocation Estimates
10. Regional Information Update DISCUSSION / ACTION
10.1 Inactive Federal Obligation Status*: project sponsors should be prepared to address status of
inactive obligations at the meeting: https://dot.ca.gov/programs/local-assistance/projects/inactive-projects
Currently Inactive: Petaluma, County of Sonoma, Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit and Rohnert Park; Cotati and Cloverdale
pending

10.2 Local Road Safety Plan (LRSP) and Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP 10) Next Steps*
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11. SCTA/RCPA DRAFT Board Agenda, March 9, 2020*
12. Other Business / Comments / Announcements DISCUSSION
13. Adjourn ACTION

*Materials attached.
**Materials distributed separately

The next S C T A meeting will be held March 9th, 2020
The next TAC meeting will be held on March 26th 2020
Copies of the full Agenda Packet are available at www.scta.ca.gov
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 Technical Advisory Committee after
distribution of the agenda packet are available for public inspection in the Sonoma County Transportation Authority office at 411 King St, Santa Rosa, during normal business
hours.

TAC Voting member attendance – (6 Month rolling 2019)
Jurisdiction

August

September October

Nov/Dec



Cloverdale Public Works
Cotati Public Works





County of Sonoma DHS*





County of Sonoma PRMD*



County of Sonoma Regional Parks*



County of Sonoma TPW*

 (by phone)

Healdsburg Public Works



Petaluma Public Works & Transit

January

February
















(by phone)















Rohnert Park Public Works





Santa Rosa Public Works**











 (by phone)




 (by phone)

Santa Rosa Transit**
Sebastopol Public Works





SMART





Sonoma County Transit*
Sonoma Public Works







Windsor Public Works












*One Vote between all
**One Vote between all
NB: No meeting held in July 2019
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING NOTES
Meeting Notes of December 5, 2019
ITEM
1. Introductions
Meeting called to order at 1:30p.m. by Chair Larry
Zimmer.
Committee Members: Larry Zimmer, Chair, City of
Healdsburg; Alejandro Perez, Town of Windsor;
Steve Urbanek, via phone, Sonoma County
Transportation and Public Works; Craig Scott, City
of Cotati; Jeff Stutsman, City of Petaluma; Nancy
Adams, City of Santa Rosa; Henry Mikus, via phone,
City of Sebastopol; Laurel Chambers, County of
Sonoma – DHS; Vanessa Garrett, via phone, City of
Rohnert Park; Eric Janzen, City of Cloverdale;
Michelle Fajardo, City of Sonoma.
Guest: Ada Chan, MTC/ABAG; Quinn Donovan,
USDA; Reef Atwell, USDA; Emmett Hopkins.
Staff: Seana Gause; James Cameron; Chris Barney,
Drew Nichols; Janet Spilman; Dana Turrey; Kiara
Ryan.
2. Public Comment
N/A
3. Approval of Minutes, December 5, 2019 –
ACTION
Nancy Adams noted the misspelling of her last name on
page 5.
The minutes with this correction were unanimously
approved.

4. TFCA/TDA3
4.1. TFCA/TDA3 Quarterly report
Dana Turrey referenced the TFCA/TDA3 Quarterly
reports, noting that is through the end of the
second quarter of FY20.

Ms. Turrey noted that in the Fought Creek Trail
project has been cancelled and the funding will go
into this year’s funding programming.
Craig Scott commented the Bicycle and Pedestrian
Wayfinding Signage design will be completed at the
end of the month.
4.2. TDA3 Preliminary Call for Projects
Dana Turrey announced the schedule of the
funding estimate with MTC and the adoption of a
program, a preliminary Call for Projects has been
issued with estimated funding figures. The
confirmed figures from MTC will be available late
February to early March.
5. SB 743 Update
Chris Barney presented on the SB743 update.
Staff continue to work on updating VMT summary
tables and data tables for the jurisdictions. A series
of background information and resources available
were included in the packet.
6. Long Range Planning
6.1. Comprehensive Transportation
Plan/Regional Transportation Plan
Janet Spilman updated the committee on the
Comprehensive Transportation Plan update.
In November and December 2019, the SCTA Board
of Directors were presented the history and the
technical elements of the goals.
The 2016 CTP had five goals, all of which had a
metric to measure. The Board decided, with Staff
agreement, that it was time to refresh the goals.
There was a workshop help at January 2020 Board
meeting and no conclusions were made.
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A significant number of Board members expressed
favor toward goals/principles that prioritize GHG
emission reduction over all other goals.

The Call for Projects will be released on February 3
and due March 2. The draft guidelines are available
on the CTC website.

Staff are moving forward cautiously to provide
something that can actually measure what SCTA
does.

8. Measure M

Additionally, Ms. Spilman reported on the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP), the transportation piece
of Plan Bay Area (MTC).
A Call for Projects was issued last spring in the
effort to coordinate with the CTP, RTP, and the
Measure M reauthorization. The Regionally
Significant Projects were approved by the SCTA
Board last summer.
The projects included, but not limited to, were the
Hearn Avenue Interchange, Rainier Avenue
crossing, Farmers Lane extension, enhanced bus
service, and State Route 37.

8.1. Measure M Invoicing/Obligation Status
This is a standard item on the agenda. Invoicing is
required at minimum every six months.
8.2. Maintenance of Effort annual reporting
James Cameron spoke on the Maintenance of Effort
(MOE).
The MOE is a requirement for those receive LSR
funding from Measure M to report the discretionary
funds used; these funds must be the same, or more,
of the baseline year.
The MOE reporting letter is due February 15, 2020.
8.3. Maintenance of Effort Policy Update

Staff wishes to make sure that the submission to
MTC matches up with the Measure M significant
projects.

James Cameron recalled that SCTA was looking at
updating the MOE policy during the reauthorization
discussions in 2017-2018.

At the next meeting, Staff will bring a list of projects
that will want to ensure are included in the Plan.
Projects that are regionally significant will go into
the TIP with the same information as the RTP.

As part of the 2017 effort, the discussion of how to
mimic the existing MOE that went into effect with
SB-1 was held.

7. SB-1 Local Partnership Program – Competitive
Call for Programming: February 3, 2020
Seana Gause spoke on the upcoming Call for
Projects.
The program will give priority to GHG reduction
projects, noting that the minimum is set at $2
million and a maximum $25 million with a 1:1
minimum match requirement.
Ms. Gause highlighted that applications will not be
competitive without more than 1:1 match.

The italicized part on page two of the staff report is
the proposed language from 2017.
Mr. Cameron asked the committee for input on the
details of the potential reauthorized measure policy
compared with the SB-1 policy that is in place
currently.
A handout summarizing the SB-1 MOE was
distributed. The baseline average was submitted by
California State Controller’s Office. In FY 2017/18,
all jurisdictions are in compliance.
The discussions to be held in the coming months
will talk of an aggregate of the countywide, or keep
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to an individual jurisdiction for compliance. The
current proposal remains as an individual.

comments to the SCTA Board of Directors is
welcomed.

The committee further discussed the proposed
language, penalties, etc.

Ms. Adams suggested to make the bikeways
category broader, and concern if it precludes
maintenance.

8.4. Measure M Reauthorization Ad Hoc
Update
James Cameron presented the strawman
expenditure plan for the measure reauthorization.
The new measure as shown on the handout would
include two major categories: Improve
Transportation (75%) and Connect Communities
(25%).
The Ad Hoc committee discussed what has worked
well and what can work better regarding Measure
M. Measure M has been very successful and has
delivered with the banner program, Highway 101.
The new measure will not include the Highway 101
program which is largely complete, nor SMART and
would thus have 45% capacity available (40% Highway 101 and 5% - SMART) for new types of
projects or a possible reallocation to the existing
programs.
The Ad Hoc convened in early January, and walked
through the project submittals and priorities. The
end result of the discussion is reflected on the front
page of the packet.
The expenditure plan being discussed doubles the
amount of funding for local road maintenance,
transit services, and bicycle and pedestrian
improvements.
Nancy Adam spoke on “Build new bikeways”
category, citing the challenge with maintaining
existing pathways.
Seana Gause added for the interest of the
committee, a unanimous comment to provide

9. Regional Information Update – Discussion
9.1. Inactive Federal Obligation Status*
This is a standard item on the agenda. Any
jurisdiction on the list is expected to expedite
remediation to remove projects from the list.
Seana Gause requested information from Sonoma
County TPW, Rohnert Park, and Petaluma.
9.2. Local Road Safety Plan (LRSP) and
Highway Safety Improvement Program
(HSIP) Cycle 10 Reminder and check in
Seana Gause recalled at the last meeting the
discussion on the LSR and HSIP Cycle 10.
Cotati, Healdsburg, Rohnert Park, and Santa Rosa
have applied for this program and were awarded.
Ms. Gause asked the committee if there is interest in
issuing an RFP for consultant services so the
consultant would be available for all the
jurisdictions.
There will be jurisdiction specific approaches to
safety naturally, however using the same
consultant would ensure uniformity for a cohesive
approach countywide.
SCTA is offering to provide the venue and RFP for
the selection process.
There was a general consensus among the
committee on this approach.
Ms. Gause will bring a formal proposal for the
approach and a draft RFP to the committee next
month.
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9.3. Sub-Housing Incentive Pool Program (SubHIPP) Status update
Seana Gause reminded the committee on the SubHIPP program.
MTC created a housing incentive pool program.
That is for transportation projects that support the
generation or preservation of low income housing.
As part of the program, $5 million was made
available for the North Bay counties with $4 million
allocated to Solano County, and $1 million for the
remaining 3 Northbay counties to share.
Projects must in or immediately adjacent to a PDA,
and be OBAG 2 STP/CMAQ eligible.
Furthermore, SCTA, Transportation Authority of
Marin, and Napa Valley Transportation Authority
agreed for Sonoma County to receive $400,000 for
this program, with Marin and Napa to receive
$300,000 each.
9.4. United States Department of Agriculture
Grant Presentation
Quinn Donavan, USDA, presented on the Rural
Development Community Programs.

less low-rate, up to 40-year terms for related
projects.
The 2010 Census is used to determine population.
Mr. Donavan outlined the grant determination
formula. This uses the nonmetropolitan median
household income of $62,883.
Mr. Donavon further explained the application
process, USDA investments – totaling $1.2 billion in
FY18 – and Rural Development Programs available.
10. SCTA/RCPA DRAFT Board agenda, February 10,
2020
This is provided to the committee for their interest
on related items to be presented to the SCTA Board
of Directors.
Staff expect a robust discussion at the meeting on
February 10th.
11. Other Business / Comments / Announcements –
Discussion
N/A
12. Adjourn Action.
The committee adjourned at 3:26 p.m.

The community programs include a Community
Facilities Loan and Grant Program and a Water and
Environmental programs.
The Community Facilities Programs offers eligible
applicants with a population service area of 20,000
or less low-rate, up to 40-year term loans. These
loans can be leveraged with other funding.
Grants in the program average $40,000 to qualified
applicants for equipment purchasing only.
The Water and Environmental Programs are
directed for waste water treatment, drinking water,
storm water, and waste disposal projects. Eligible
applications that serve a population of 10,000 or
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Memorandum
To:

Eligible Applicants

From:

Dana Turréy, Transportation Planner

Re:

Call for Projects for FYE 2021 Transportation Fund for Clean Air, County Program Manager

Date:

February 11, 2020
APPLICATIONS DUE TO DANA TURREY VIA EMAIL dana.turrey@scta.ca.gov
BY MARCH 9, 2020

Call for Transportation Fund for Clean Air Projects
Eligible jurisdictions, per the Distribution Criteria below, are invited to submit applications for the
Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) County Program Manager Fund for Fiscal Year Ending (FYE)
2021.
Distribution Criteria
In October 2006, the SCTA Board set the criteria to be used for the distribution of TFCA funding. This
criteria was adjusted in December 2013 by the SCTA Board to include the City of Petaluma in part one
of the distribution. The two-part distribution is as follows:
1) Sonoma County, City of Santa Rosa, and City of Petaluma receive guaranteed “off-the-top”
funding for transit programs based on their annually-updated population totals; and
2) Jurisdictions within the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) Air Basin –
including, Windsor, Rohnert Park, Cotati, Sonoma, and Sebastopol are eligible to apply for a
competitive portion of the funding.
By agreement, the jurisdictions in part one (1) of the TFCA distribution will submit applications for
funding from the competitive portion only if the eligible cities do not put forth a sufficient package of
qualified proposals to fully utilize the entire amount of available funding. The entire amount of funding
must be programmed; BAAQMD does not allow the carryover of TFCA funds. If sufficient qualified
proposals for the competitive portion of the funds are not received by the above application deadline,
the jurisdictions with guaranteed funding in part one (1) of the distribution will be notified that these
funds are available.
FY 2020-2021 TFCA Distribution
Santa Rosa

39.56%
$305,278

County

24.07%
$185,722

Petaluma

Competitive
Total Allocation
14.02%
22.36%
100%
$108,200
$172,544
$771,744

411 King Street, Santa Rosa, CA | 707.565.5373 | scta.ca.gov | rcpa.ca.gov
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Call for Projects for FYE 2021 Transportation Fund for Clean Air

Project Types
Funds are available for the following project types:
•

Trip Reduction - includes transit, shuttle, feeder bus, vanpool, carpool, rail-bus integration,
telecommuting, congestion pricing, and other pilot projects.

•

Bicycle - includes Class I, II, III, and IV bicycle facilities, bicycle parking, and bike share.

•

Clean Air Vehicle and Infrastructure - includes alternative fuel vehicles, scrapping old vehicles,
and alternative fuel infrastructure.

•

Arterial Management - includes signal timing, transit signal preemption, and bus stop
relocation.

•

Traffic Calming/Smart Growth – physical improvements identified in approved plan, resulting
in motor vehicle emission reductions (includes pedestrian improvements).

Engine Replacement (Repower) and Retrofit - replace an old engine with a new, emissioncertified engine or retrofit it with an emission control device.
Approvals Process
The applications and a staff recommendation for Transportation Fund for Clean Air Program of Projects
are presented to and approved by the SCTA Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and the Transit
Technical Advisory Committee (T-TAC). The SCTA Board must pass a resolution of approval for the TFCA
Program of Projects, which is then submitted to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) for approval. SCTA does not require local resolutions of support with project applications.
•

FYE 2021 Updates
In addition to minor technical updates, the Air District made the following updates to the TFCA County
Program Manager Fund Policies in the FYE 2021 Guidance:
•
•
•

Increased cost-effectiveness limit for electric vehicle charging infrastructure projects at multiunit buildings, transit stations, and park-and-ride lot facilities;
Created new threshold specific to bicycle parking; and
Clarification around pilot trip reduction projects.

Application Materials
1. Project Information Form
2. Cost Effectiveness Worksheet (by project type: Trip Reduction, Arterial Management, Heavy-Duty
Vehicle, Light-Duty and Light-Heavy Duty Vehicle, Electric-Vehicle Infrastructure)
3. TFCA County Program Manager Fund Policies for FYE 2021
Application materials are available online at www.scta.ca.gov/projects/funding.

2
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Call for Projects for FYE 2021 Transportation Fund for Clean Air

Application Instructions
Please submit the following application materials in Word and Excel formats via email to Dana Turrey
at dana.turrey@scta.ca.gov.
1.
Project Information Form
2.
Cost Effectiveness Worksheets
a.
Use FYE 2021 worksheets. Do not use worksheets from prior years.
b.
Fill out the following THREE (3) tabs in the Excel worksheet; (i) General Information,
(ii) Emission Factors, (iii) Notes and Assumptions
Please direct questions to Dana Turrey at dana.turrey@scta.ca.gov or 707-565-5376.
FYE 2021 TFCA Schedule
February 11

Call for Projects Released

March 9

Deadline for TFCA Project Application Forms to SCTA
Please submit Project Information Form (in Word) and Cost Effectiveness
Workbook (in Excel)

If competitive
portion is not fully
subscribed (per
distribution criteria)

March 10

Second Call for Projects Released, if applicable

April 6

Deadline for TFCA Project Application Forms to SCTA for
Second Call, if applicable

April 8 / 23

T-TAC and TAC reviews and recommends program of projects to SCTA Board

May 11

SCTA Board considers the FYE 2021 TFCA Program of Projects

May – August

Contract between BAAQMD and SCTA signed, then contracts between SCTA
and Project Sponsors signed

Upon Contract
Execution

Project expenses may be incurred

Upon SCTA’s
Receipt of 1st Check
from BAAQMD

Reimbursement requests may be processed. Funds must be expended within
2 years of receipt of 1st BAAQMD check received by SCTA (usually OctoberDecember).

Additional Resources
Class IV Separated Bikeways implementation guide by the California Bicycle Coalition http://cal.streetsblog.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/13/2016/09/CalBike-Class-IV-Bikeways-BrochureFinal-Web.pdf
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Memorandum
To:

Eligible Transportation Development Act, Article 3 Applicants

From:

Dana Turréy, Transportation Planner

Re:

Call for Projects - Transportation Development Act, Article 3, FY 2020-2021

Date:

February 18, 2020

Call for Bicycle and Pedestrian Projects:
Sonoma County’s incorporated cities/town and the County of Sonoma are invited to submit projects for the
Transportation Development Act, Article 3 program for fiscal year 2020-2021. Transportation Development Act
(TDA) funds are generated from a statewide ¼ cent sales tax. Article 3 of TDA (TDA3) is a set-aside of
approximately 2% of those funds for bicycle and pedestrian planning and projects. The Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC) administers TDA3, which is distributed based on population.
There are no matching requirements with this funding source. Projects are required to meet Caltrans safety
design criteria and CEQA requirements; be completed within three years; be maintained; be consistent with
adopted bicycle plans; and be authorized by a city/town council or county board. Projects are recommended
by existing city, town, and county bicycle and pedestrian advisory committees (BPACs) or designated entity.
Eligible Project Types
The following project types are eligible for TDA3 funding:
1. Construction and/or engineering of a bicycle or pedestrian capital project.
2. Maintenance of a multi-purpose path which is closed to motorized traffic.
3. Bicycle safety education program (no more than 5% of county total).
4. Development of a comprehensive bicycle or pedestrian facilities plans (allocations to a claimant for
this purpose may not be made more than once every five years).
5. Restriping Class II bicycle lanes (no more than 20% of county total).

411 King Street, Santa Rosa, CA | 707.565.5373 | scta.ca.gov | rcpa.ca.gov
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Funding Available for Programming in FY 20-21 “Scorecard”
The table below shows the FY 2020-2021 entitlement for each jurisdiction, which is based on the MTC fund
estimate of new revenues, population and any funds banked or rescinded from previous years. The total funds
available for programming in Sonoma County are $1,858,372 this year. Any adjustments to the fund estimate
will be accounted for in the carryover for future years.
Population
2019

Population %

Carryover

New $

Cloverdale

9,257

1.85%

$(17,709)

$9,368

Estimate
Available for
FY 2020/21
$(8,340)

Cotati

7,919

1.58%

$4,693

$8,014

$12,707

Healdsburg

12,501

2.50%

$114,955

$12,651

$127,606

Petaluma

62,247

12.43%

$3,283

$62,995

$66,278

Rohnert Park

43,339

8.66%

$365,012

$43,860

$408,871

Santa Rosa
Sebastopol
Sonoma
Windsor
County

175,625
7,885
11,556
28,565
141,781

35.08%
1.57%
2.31%
5.71%
28.32%

$371,717
$408
$72,497
$(15,731)
$519,959

$177,735
$7,980
$11,695
$28,908
$143,484

$549,452
$8,388
$84,192
$13,177
$663,444

Total

500,675

100%

$1,419,084

$506,690

$1,925,774
$1,858,372

Countywide Programmable Total (less 3.5%)
Banking Funds

Any unused funds will be carried over into future calls for projects. There is no limit to the number of years
funds may be banked.
Advancing Funds
TDA3 funds may be advanced (“borrowed” from the countywide fund) for up to two years of projected
entitlement plus the entitlement for the current year. This mechanism allows jurisdictions to gather sufficient
amounts, from past and future entitlements, to fund projects. Programming in any given year, however,
cannot exceed the sum of the total revenues available for programming in Sonoma County. To advance TDA3
funds, project sponsors must submit a letter or email requesting to advance funds to Dana Turrey at
dana.turrey@scta.ca.gov by the deadline for this call for projects.
Application Information
Jurisdictions may prepare and discuss applications, in advance of the official Call for Projects. MTC’s TDA3
application form and model resolution document can be downloaded from this website:
https://mtc.ca.gov/tools-and-resources/digital-library/tda-article-3-bicycle-and-pedestrian-application. One
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resolution may be used for multiple projects with the same project sponsor. Map and documentation of
environmental clearance (if applicable) shall be included for each project.
Proposed FY 2020-2021 TDA3 Schedule
January 14

“Pre Call” including preliminary estimates, application and model resolution

February 18

SCTA issues TDA3 Call for Projects (after receiving Draft MTC fund estimate)

March 16

Deadline for TDA3 Project Application Forms and any required environmental
documentation, project maps, or supplemental materials to be submitted to Dana Turrey at
dana.turrey@scta.ca.gov

March 24

CBPAC meeting for review of project proposals and to make recommendation SCTA
Project sponsors are requested to attend this meeting

April 27

Deadline for project sponsor’s council or board adopted resolutions
Please send to Dana Turrey: dana.turrey@scta.ca.gov

May 11

SCTA Board considers CBPAC recommendations and approves the 2020/2021 TDA3 Program
of Projects

End of May

Approved TDA3 Program of Projects and required supporting documentation submitted to
MTC by SCTA

May / June

MTC reviews SCTA submittal

July 1

Funds available for approved projects

General Project Sponsor Requirements:
• Sponsors have three years to complete projects.
• Submit invoices via email to MTC Accounts Payable acctpay@bayareametro.gov, with copies to Cheryl
Chi, MTC cchi@bayareametro.gov and Dana Turrey, SCTA dana.turrey@scta.ca.gov.
• Fiscal audit required in years funds are disbursed. See Sections 6664 and 6666 of the California Code of
Regulation (CCR).
• A one-paragraph summary of work completed is required with the final invoice. If the project includes
completion of a Class I, II, III or IV bicycle facility, this information should be added to Bikemapper or a
request should be made to MTC to add it to Bikemapper http://gis.mtc.ca.gov/btp/.
• Notify SCTA by email of any changes to project or requests to rescind funding.
Attachments on website: http://scta.ca.gov/projects/funding/
• TDA3 Model Resolution and Project Application Form
• MTC’s Resolution 4108 (June 26, 2013)

3
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Sonoma County Travel Model 2015 Estimates ‐ Total VMT and VMT Efficiency Estimates

Jurisdiction
Cotati
Cloverdale
Healdsburg
Petaluma
Rohnert Park
Santa Rosa
Sebastopol
Sonoma
Windsor
Unincorporated Sonoma County
Countywide

Total VMT
199,959
226,878
308,664
1,688,422
929,656
3,147,685
228,331
313,543
487,606
2,761,079
10,325,250

Employment
Residential VMT
VMT (All
(commute
Total
Total
VMT/Service Residential
Employment
home‐based) only)
Population Employment Population* VMT/Capita VMT/Worker
87,493
45,211
7,599
3,771
17.59
11.51
11.99
96,797
15,258
8,878
1,915
21.02
10.90
7.97
146,061
93,313
12,908
8,000
14.76
11.32
11.66
341,242
491,501
60,755
41,306
16.54
5.62
11.90
369,331
245,157
42,717
18,710
15.13
8.65
13.10
1,876,576
676,019
193,006
78,243
11.60
9.72
8.64
109,177
59,408
7,768
5,354
17.40
14.05
11.10
72,629
37,634
11,248
5,810
18.38
6.46
6.48
307,961
108,994
27,849
9,563
13.03
11.06
11.40
1,405,382
386,490
129,164
40,962
16.23
10.88
9.44
4,824,504
2,161,934
501,892
213,634
14.43
9.61
10.12

*Note: Service Population = Population + Employment
Generated 2‐11‐2020
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Senate Bill (SB) 743 Implementation in Sonoma County

THE ISSUE
General plans will provide guidance on and set policies regarding the evaluation of
transportation impacts under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). A
significant change in CEQA practice is being triggered by the implementation of Senate
Bill (SB) 743. SB 743 removes the use of automobile delay or traffic congestion for
determining transportation impacts in environmental review. Instead, the CEQA
Guidelines now specify that Vehicle Miles Traveled, or VMT, is the appropriate metric to
evaluate transportation impacts. To comply with these new rules, the jurisdictions will
need to define policies and practices for conducting VMT analysis in areas under their
jurisdiction.
PURPOSE
This memo considers policy questions around the implementation of SB 743 in Sonoma
County, offering guidance on:
a. The background of SB 743 and how it will change planning practice in Sonoma
County.
b. The steps involved in implementing SB 743 and options available to
jurisdictions with each step.
c. A series of questions for each jurisdiction to consider as they settle on an
approach.
It is very important to understand that the implementation of SB 743 is just beginning
across the state. Current CEQA practices have developed over several decades, as a result
of a large body of case law and periodic updates to the CEQA guidelines. Because SB 743
is brand new, there is not yet any case law to guide our understanding or interpretation.
The following represents our current understanding of the issues and options involved,
informed by our research into SB 743 and knowledge of past CEQA practice; this
understanding will evolve over time as more agencies apply SB 743 concepts to their own
CEQA procedures.
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BACKGROUND
CEQA was enacted in 1970 with the goal of providing a mechanism for disclosing to the
public the environmental impacts of proposed actions. Before taking a discretionary
action, lead agencies must determine if that action is subject to CEQA and conduct a
review of the effects of that action on the physical environment. The State Office of
Planning and Research (OPR) prepares and maintains a set of guidelines to help agencies
implement CEQA.
Typical CEQA Practice
Under CEQA, lead agencies must determine whether a proposed project has the potential
to cause significant environmental impacts. This determination must be based, to the
extent possible, on factual data and scientific methods of analysis. The project’s effect on
transportation is one of the areas that must be analyzed. Jurisdictions have typically used
vehicle Level of Service (LOS) as the primary measure of a project’s transportation impacts.
LOS is a qualitative description of traffic flow based on factors of speed, delay, and
freedom to maneuver. Six levels are defined from LOS A, which reflects free-flow
conditions where there is very little interaction between vehicles, to LOS F, where the
vehicle demand exceeds the capacity and high levels of vehicle delay result. LOS E
represents “at-capacity” operations. When traffic volumes exceed an intersection’s
capacity, stop-and-go conditions result and a vehicle may wait through multiple signal
cycles before passing through an intersection; these operations are designated as LOS F.
The calculation of vehicle LOS is done through the application of specialized software and
is based on traffic counts, observations of vehicle interactions, and data about traffic
signal operations (at those intersections that are signalized).
Under CEQA, agencies must decide what constitutes a significant environmental impact.
The CEQA Guidelines encourage the use of thresholds of significance; these can be
quantitative or qualitative performance standards by which the agency can measure the
amount of impact the project causes and thereby determine if the project’s impacts are
significant. A typical CEQA practice has been to apply a threshold of LOS D, depending
on the location and context.
Mitigating a LOS impact typically involves making changes to the physical transportation
system in order to accommodate additional vehicles and reduce delays. These mitigations
2
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may involve actions such as installing traffic signals, adding turn lanes, widening roads, or
contributing toward the construction of HOV/Express Lanes, among other options.
Changes in CEQA Practice
In September 2013, the legislature passed and Governor Jerry Brown signed into law
SB 743, initiating a process intended to fundamentally change transportation impact
analysis under CEQA. One major change resulting from the statute is the elimination of
automobile delay or other similar measures of traffic congestion as a basis for determining
significant impacts. According to the legislative intent contained in SB 743, these changes
to current practice are intended to “more appropriately balance the needs of congestion
management with statewide goals related to infill development, promotion of public health
through active transportation, and reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.”
As of December 2018, OPR completed an update to the CEQA Guidelines to implement
the requirements of SB 743. The Guidelines state that VMT must be the metric used to
determine significant transportation impacts. This requirement will apply statewide
effective July 1, 2020; lead agencies can opt in sooner at their own discretion. For
reference, the new CEQA Guidelines can be found at http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/ and
additional technical guidance is available from OPR at http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122743_Technical_Advisory.pdf.
VMT is a measure of the total amount of vehicular travel. One vehicle traveling ten miles
would equal 10 VMT. Four vehicles traveling ten miles would equal 40 VMT. Typically,
development located at greater distances from other land uses or in areas with few
transportation options generate more vehicle trips and trips of greater length (and
therefore more VMT) than development located in close proximity to other uses or in
areas with many transportation choices. VMT is an important input in the analysis of air
quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and has been used for that purpose within
CEQA documents for years. What has changed with SB 743 is that VMT is now being used
to measure transportation impacts.
Mitigating a VMT impact involves different types of actions than mitigating a LOS impact.
VMT mitigation requires actions that reduce the number or the length of vehicle trips
generated by a project. This might involve modifying the project’s characteristics or
3
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location so that it generates fewer vehicle trips or trips of shorter distance; options may
include locating the project closer to public transit facilities, changing the project’s
characteristics to include a broader mix of complementary land uses, requiring that it
provide amenities to support bicycling and walking, or adopting paid parking, among
other possibilities.
Many jurisdictions find that travel time and system delay are still important issues for their
residents, and SB 743 does not prevent an agency from continuing to analyze vehicle
delay or LOS as part of plans, fee programs, or on-going network monitoring outside of
the CEQA process. The most common applications will likely occur for agencies wanting
to use vehicle LOS to size roadways in their general plan, to determine nexus relationships
for impact fee programs, or to require installation of physical improvements in situations
where delay exceeds the LOS standard established in the General Plan.
IMPLEMENTING SB 743 IN SONOMA COUNTY
There are several components of SB 743 implementation that jurisdictions will need to
consider and address. For each component listed below, the options available are
summarized in the remainder of this memo, and are described in more detail in the
accompanying matrix (Attachment A).
•
•
•
•
•

Metrics: how VMT is presented;
Screening: which projects will require quantitative VMT analysis and which projects
can be presumed not to cause a VMT impact;
Methods: what techniques will be used to calculate and forecast VMT;
Thresholds: what level of VMT is considered to be a significant environmental
impact; and,
Mitigation: how project sponsors can address a project’s significant VMT impacts.

In addition, there are three separate types of projects that are subject to CEQA review and
for which VMT evaluation will be needed, so jurisdictions will need to address how each
of these three types will be evaluated:
•
•
•

Land Use Projects: typically development projects on a single parcel or multiple
adjacent parcels;
Land Use Plans: such as a General Plan update and future Specific Plans;
Transportation Projects: infrastructure changes such as building or removing
roads, bicycle facilities, transit facilities, and the like.
4
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VMT METRICS
The new CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)(4) establishes that the lead agency has
discretion to choose the most appropriate methodology to evaluate a project’s VMT,
including whether to express the change in absolute terms, per capita, per household or
in any other measure. A lead agency may use models to estimate a project’s VMT, and
may revise those estimates to reflect professional judgment based on substantial
evidence. Any assumptions used to estimate VMT and any revisions to model outputs
should be documented and explained in the environmental document prepared for the
project. The standard of adequacy in Section 15151 shall apply to the analysis described
in this section.
The guidelines cover residential, office, and retail land uses. Lead agencies, using more
location-specific information, may develop their own methodology and thresholds for
other land use types. For all VMT estimates, the method should capture the full trip length
to the extent feasible and reasonable.

• For residential land uses, the guidelines recommend using automobile VMT per

capita for home-based trips. In this form, the VMT per capita represents the VMT

generated by household residents for only trips with one trip end at the household.

• For office land uses, the guidelines recommend using automobile VMT per worker
for work-related trips only. In this form, the VMT per capita represents the VMT
generated by workers for only trips with one trip end at the work location.

• For retail land uses, the guidelines recommend using total automobile VMT.
Preliminary VMT information is provided below to illustrate a potential VMT metric
jurisdictions may choose and to provide jurisdictions with a sense of how their VMT will
compare to the county average prior to model data becoming available. As part of the
model enhancement work Fehr & Peers will develop three different VMT quantification
methodologies and post-processors, consistent with OPR guidelines, to produce the
following three different measures of VMT to provide lead agencies with a range of VMT
quantification options to choose from.
1. Personal automobile VMT per capita – captures all personal automobile trips
produced by households

2. Personal automobile VMT per employee – captures personal automobile
work-related trips attracted to employment locations
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3. Total vehicle VMT per service population (population + employment) – captures
all vehicle trips starting or ending at a particular land use

Total VMT per Service Population
CEQA impact analysis should strive to provide a complete picture of the VMT effects on
the environment. Current practice relies on estimates of total weekday VMT. Both ‘project
generated VMT’ and the ‘project effect on VMT’ are recommended to fully account for
VMT effects that may include changes to VMT generation from neighboring land uses.
Total weekday VMT includes all vehicle trips, vehicle types, project land uses, and trip
purposes. This contrasts with the OPR Technical Advisory recommendation to use partial
VMT for individual land uses such as residential and office.
While separating land uses within a project deviates from the conventional CEQA practice
of identifying ‘project’ impacts, it may prove useful for streamlining environmental review
related to VMT especially when relying on map-based screening. Understanding where
built environment conditions create low residential and worker VMT is substantial
evidence that could help support conclusions that adding similar land uses to those areas
would create similar outcomes. For projects that may be subject to further scrutiny from
neighbors or opposition groups, only reporting a portion of VMT from select trip purposes
or tours and limiting the VMT to light-duty vehicles could be considered an incomplete
analysis of VMT.
Project applicants may also have concerns with the separation of land uses because it may
produce VMT forecasts that dilute the benefits of their projects. For example, mixed-use
projects help reduce VMT by shortening vehicle trip lengths or reducing vehicle trips
because of the convenience of walking, bicycling, or using transit between project
destinations. To quantify these effects with models used in current practice requires
analyzing the project as whole.
For these reasons, lead agencies should consider including total VMT in their analysis and
express it as total VMT per service population (i.e., population plus employment,
population plus employment plus students, population plus employment plus visitors) if
using an efficiency metric form. If reporting individual components of total VMT is
meaningful for impact analysis, then separate processing can usually be done to isolate
light-duty vehicle VMT from heavy-duty vehicle VMT as well as to provide VMT by trip
tours or purposes.
Producing land use specific VMT can be difficult when using travel forecasting models
whose trip generation estimates are based on population and employment instead of
6
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land uses, or when the model trip assignment step does not retain the original land use
generator of the trips in the final origin-destination trip tables. However, the SCTA model
trip generation estimates are based on the number of housing units and square footage
of non-residential land uses, and contains sufficient zonal detail, allowing the model to
potentially estimate VMT for specific land uses.
The following VMT estimates were produced using 2017 mobile device data collected for
188 zones in Sonoma County as part of the Sonoma County Travel Behavior Study. The
VMT estimates represent total VMT, including all vehicle trips, vehicle types, project land
uses, and trip purposes, expressed as total VMT per service population (population plus
employment). It is important to note this information is most similar to the “Total vehicle
VMT per service population“ model quantification methodology described above as it
includes VMT for all vehicle types and trip purposes.
Table 1 provides a summary of service population (population plus employment) and
Total VMT per service population for Sonoma County and all Sonoma County jurisdictions.

Table 1: Sonoma County Total VMT Per Service Population
Jurisdiction

2015 Service Population
(Population + Employment)

2017 Total VMT Per Service
Population

Sonoma County

711,978

30.0

Cloverdale

10,793

32.3

Healdsburg

21,084

26.8

Windsor

37,412

30.9

Santa Rosa

277,182

30.5

Sebastopol

13,122

27.8

Rohnert Park

67,027

37.0

Cotati

10,648

30.8

Petaluma

103,214

30.4

Sonoma

17,058

32.3

Unincorporated

157,513

25.8

Question for consideration: Which VMT metric should be used to describe the VMT
effects of projects in my jurisdiction?
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Fehr & Peers recommends the inclusion of “Total Vehicle VMT” expressed as an absolute
measure or in efficiency metric form as CEQA impact analysis should strive to provide a
complete picture of the VMT effects on the environment, and only reporting a portion of
VMT from select trip purposes or tours and limiting the VMT to light-duty vehicles could
be considered an incomplete analysis of VMT.

PROJECT SCREENING
The concept of project screening is that some projects have characteristics that would
readily lead to the conclusion that they would not cause a VMT impact, and therefore
those projects could be screened out of doing a detailed VMT analysis. The CEQA
Guidelines explicitly state that projects within ½ mile of a major transit stop or a stop
along a high-quality transit corridor (i.e., with at least 15-minute headways during peak
hours) should be presumed to have no impact on VMT.
In addition, the Technical Advisory presents a method for “map-based” screening, where
projects located in low-VMT areas may require only a qualitative discussion of their VMT
effects, provided they comply with best practices for infill development. The areas that
would qualify as “low-VMT” areas would depend on how the jurisdiction defines its VMT
metrics and thresholds.
Land use projects may also be screened out of further analysis if they are very small (110
vehicle trips per day or less), or can be demonstrated to primarily attract trips that would
otherwise travel a longer distance (local serving retail less than 50,000 square feet).
Further, certain transportation projects, such as installation of bicycle/pedestrian/transit
facilities, or projects designed to address a localized operational issue, can be presumed
not to contribute to increased VMT.
Question for consideration: Should there be a defined set of project screening criteria
in my jurisdiction, and if so, what should those criteria include?

Table 2 provides options for screening criteria for land use projects. These screening
criteria are based on OPR and other screening criteria being considered by agencies in
the Bay Area region.
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Table 2: Screening Criteria for Land Use Projects
Screening
Criteria

Discussion
Defined as generating ______ or less average daily vehicle trips.

Small Projects

Trip thresholds being used elsewhere:
•
OPR suggests 110 daily vehicle trips (based on a 10,000 square foot office building
and applying Institute of Transportation Engineers average trip generation rates) 1
•
City of San José defines “small infill projects” as single-family detached housing of
15 units or less; OR single-family attached or multi-family housing of 25 units or
less; OR office of 10,000 square feet of gross floor area or less; OR industrial of
30,000 square feet of gross floor area or less (based on Institute of Transportation
Engineers vehicle-trip-generation rates)
•
City of Los Angeles is using 250 daily vehicle trips or a net increase in daily VMT (by
applying City’s VMT Calculator)
For context, 150 daily vehicle trips roughly correspond to ~15 single-family residential units,
~20 multifamily residential units, ~15,000 square foot office, and ~20,000 square foot
industrial (based on Institute of Transportation Engineers vehicle-trip-generation rates).

Low-VMT generating areas tend to have a variety of factors that help produce the low VMT
outcome. When new land uses are like those that already exist in the low VMT generating
area or will complement the land uses that already exist, then the presumption of a less than
Map-Based
significant impact in these areas has a stronger evidence base. Residential and office projects
Screening for
that locate in areas with low VMT, that are similar in nature to surrounding land uses, tend to
Residential and exhibit similar low VMT. Maps are used to display the locations within a region that are VMT
Office Projects efficient.
for locations in
VMT efficient
City of San José screens out residential and office projects located in Planned Growth Areas
areas.
(PGAs) with low VMT near high-quality transit that incorporate transit-supporting features
with no more than the minimum parking required and does not negatively impact active
travel modes. City of San José prepared screening maps for residential projects and office
projects.

Near Transit
Stations

Proposed CEQA Guideline Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(1), states that lead agencies
generally should presume that certain projects (including residential, retail, and office
projects, as well as projects that are a mix of these uses) proposed within ½ mile of an
existing major transit stop or an existing stop along a high quality transit corridor 2 will have a
less-than-significant impact on VMT. This presumption would not apply, however, if projectspecific or location-specific information indicates that the project will still generate

CEQA provides a categorical exemption for existing facilities, including additions to existing structures of up to
10,000 square feet, so long as the project is in an area where public infrastructure is available to allow for maximum
planned development and the project is not in an environmentally sensitive area. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15301, subd.
(e)(2).) Typical project types for which trip generation increases relatively linearly with building footprint (i.e., general
office building, single tenant office building, office park, and business park) generate or attract an additional 110124 trips per 10,000 square feet. Therefore, absent substantial evidence otherwise, it is reasonable to conclude that
the addition of 110 or fewer trips could be considered not to lead to a significant impact.
2 Major transit stop: a site containing an existing rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail
transit service, of the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes
or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. High quality transit corridor: a corridor with fixed
route bus service with service intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak commute periods.
1
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Table 2: Screening Criteria for Land Use Projects
Screening
Criteria

Discussion
significant levels of VMT. For example, the presumption might not be appropriate if the
project:
•
•

•

•

Affordable
Housing

Has a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of less than 0.75
Includes more parking for use by residents, customers, or employees of the project
than required by the jurisdiction (if the jurisdiction requires the project to supply
parking)
Is inconsistent with the applicable Sustainable Communities Strategy (as
determined by the lead agency, with input from the Metropolitan Planning
Organization)
Replaces affordable residential units with a smaller number of moderate- or highincome residential units

Adding affordable housing to infill locations generally improves jobs-housing balance, in
turn shortening commutes and reducing VMT. In areas where existing jobs-housing match is
closer to optimal, low income housing nevertheless generates less VMT than market-rate
housing. Therefore, a project consisting of a high percentage of affordable housing may be a
basis for the lead agency to find a less-than-significant impact on VMT. Evidence supports a
presumption of less than significant impact for a 100 percent affordable residential
development (or the residential component of a mixed-use development) in infill locations.
The City of San José screens out 100% restricted affordable residential projects or
components located in Planned Growth Areas (PGAs) with low VMT (or include a robust TDM
plan) near high-quality transit that incorporate transit-supporting features with no more than
the minimum parking required and does not negatively impact active travel modes. City of
San José prepared a screening map for affordable housing projects showing locations that
meet the screening criteria.

A local economy tends to influence the decisions to build and operate new local serving
retail uses. In general, these uses introduce new opportunities to purchase goods near
surrounding neighborhoods. By adding retail opportunities into the urban fabric and thereby
improving retail destination proximity, local-serving retail development tends to shorten
trips and reduce VMT. Thus, lead agencies generally may presume such development creates
a less-than-significant transportation impact. Regional-serving retail development, on the
other hand, which can lead to substitution of longer trips for shorter ones, may tend to have
a significant impact. Where such development decreases VMT, lead agencies should consider
the impact to be less-than-significant.
Locally Serving
Many lead agencies define local-serving and regional-serving retail in their zoning codes.
Retail Project
Lead agencies may refer to those local definitions when available, but should also consider
any project- specific information, such as market studies or economic impacts analyses that
might bear on customers’ travel behavior. Because lead agencies will best understand their
own communities and the likely travel behaviors of future project users, they are likely in the
best position to decide when a project will likely be local-serving. Generally, however, retail
development including stores larger than 50,000 square feet might be considered regionalserving, and so lead agencies should undertake an analysis to determine whether the project
might increase or decrease VMT.
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Table 2: Screening Criteria for Land Use Projects
Screening
Criteria

Discussion
For context, a typical drug store (such as Rite-Aid or CVS) is approximately 11,000-15,000
square feet. A grocery store (such as Safeway or Whole Foods) is typically 40,000-50,000
square feet.
The City of San José screens out local-service retail that is 100,000 square feet of total gross
floor area or less without drive-through operations.
In addition to other screening criteria, the City of Los Angeles screens out small-scale or local
serving retail uses that do not exceed a net 50,000 square feet. However, if the retail project
is part of a larger mixed-use project, then the remaining portion of the project may be
subject to further analysis in accordance with the above screening criteria.

Locally Serving Follows the same summary as locally serving retail. Locally serving public facilities typically
Public Facility tend to shorten trips and reduce VMT.

Mixed Use
Projects

OPR suggests that each component of a mixed-use project is considered separately;
therefore, the project’s individual land uses should be compared to the screening criteria. It
is possible for some of the mixed-use project’s land uses to be screened out and some to
require further analysis. Alternatively, a lead agency may consider only the project’s
dominant use. In the analysis of each use, a project should take credit for internal capture.
Combining different land uses and applying one threshold to those land uses may result in
an inaccurate impact assessment.

Where a project replaces existing VMT-generating land uses, if the replacement leads to a
Redevelopment
net overall decrease in VMT, the project would lead to a less-than-significant transportation
Projects
impact.
Streamlining
Projects that
are Consistent
with the
General Plan
and Precise
Plans

Streamlining projects that are consistent with the General Plan or a Precise Plan are likely to
be screened out (to provide an incentive for these projects) as long as that General Plan or
Precise Plan EIR (or some other environmental clearance document) has evaluated VMT
impacts in the transportation section.

Source: OPR Technical Advisory (2018), City of San José (2018), City of Los Angeles (2019), Fehr & Peers (2020).

METHODS FOR FORECASTING VMT
VMT is typically calculated and forecasted using a travel demand model, which can
estimate the total number and length of vehicle trips for a given geographic area. Using
a travel demand model is preferred over other methods, such as using sketch models or
spreadsheet tools, because a travel model is better able to account for both projectgenerated VMT and the project’s effect on total areawide VMT, both of which are
important in a CEQA analysis. The OPR Technical Advisory recommends that the method
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used to define a VMT threshold should be the same method that is used to evaluate a
project’s VMT impact against that threshold.
There are two primary types of travel demand model: activity-based (also called tourbased) models, such as the MTC model, and trip-based models such as the SCTA model.
Either type of model can be used to develop VMT forecasts. The Technical Advisory also
specifies that the VMT evaluation should capture the full length of the trips being
analyzed, and should not truncate those trips at jurisdictional or model boundaries.
There are two primary travel demand models available for the purposes of VMT analysis
in Sonoma County: the MTC model and the SCTA model. The MTC model covers the entire
nine-county Bay Area region while the SCTA model covers the entirety of Sonoma County
and utilizes gateway factors to account for the portion of trips that travel outside the
model boundaries. The SCTA model includes a more detailed representation of the
Sonoma County transportation network and land use patterns, and is the model typically
used for most project-specific applications in Sonoma County jurisdictions.
The SCTA model is a trip-based model, which means it is more difficult to separately
measure the VMT generated by residents and workers, but can be accomplished using
productions and attractions to simulate resident vs. worker trip ends. The MTC model is
an activity-based (or tour-based) model, meaning it can track VMT separately for different
categories of people (residents, workers, students). An application of the SCTA model
takes about 30 minutes on a typical modeling computer. An application of the MTC model
takes at least 24 hours and requires a more advanced computer system. A more detailed
review of the two models can be conducted if there are specific questions. Once a model
is selected, the model should be checked to confirm that it is regularly calibrated and
validated, that it is reasonably sensitive to future changes that can affect VMT, and
whether it has any geographic limitations (such as truncating trips at a jurisdictional
boundary) that would need to be compensated for using post-processing when using it
to produce VMT forecasts. Fehr & Peers is currently refining and enhancing the SCTA
model’s accounting of Sonoma County-generated VMT outside the model’s boundary.
Question for consideration: What model should be used to establish a forecasting
method for VMT in my jurisdiction?

Table 3 provides a comparison of the MTC and SCTA models for the purposes of VMT
analysis in Sonoma County.
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Table 3: Travel Model Comparison
MTC Model
Model Coverage
Sonoma County TAZ Detail
TAZ Boundaries

SCTA Model

Nine-County Bay Area – lower level of Sonoma County – higher level of trip
trip truncation at the model boundary
truncation at the model boundary
Relatively coarse TAZ system

Very fine TAZ system

Boundaries are generally aligned with Boundaries are more precisely aligned
natural and manmade boundaries
to natural and manmade boundaries
with much larger TAZs.
(e.g. city boundary, freeway, railroad,
Does not match city boundary as well
etc.)
due to larger size of zones
Matches city boundary better due to
smaller size of zones

Land Use Input Type

Population and Employment

Residential dwelling units and square
footage of non-residential land uses

Model Runtime

24 hours

30 minutes

Other Software Required

Java, R, Python, Windows Server

Cube Voyager

Use

Few consultants and no municipal
Many consultants will have access to
agencies will have access to a server- all software and hardware required to
based multi-core platform and the
run the model.
Java expertise required to run the
model, limiting the pool of potential
users of the model.

SETTING VMT SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS
Since SB 743 introduces a new mandatory metric for use in transportation impact analysis,
lead agencies will be required to determine what constitutes acceptable versus
unacceptable levels of VMT for CEQA analysis. Specific effects and outcomes from the
shift to VMT analysis will depend on the VMT thresholds a jurisdiction establishes for land
use and transportation projects. These thresholds will define what constitutes an
acceptable level of VMT and what requires mitigation actions. This process is generally
referred to as establishing significance thresholds and is governed by CEQA Section
15064.7, which states the following.
15064.7. THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE. (a) Each public agency is encouraged to develop
and publish thresholds of significance that the agency uses in the determination of the
significance of environmental effects. A threshold of significance is an identifiable
quantitative, qualitative or performance level of an environmental effect, non-compliance
with which means the effect will normally be determined to be significant by the agency
and compliance with which means the effect normally will be determined to be less than
significant. (b) Thresholds of significance to be adopted for general use as part of the lead
agency’s environmental review process must be adopted by ordinance, resolution, rule, or
13
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regulation, and developed through a public review process and be supported by substantial
evidence. (c) When adopting thresholds of significance, a lead agency may consider
thresholds of significance previously adopted or recommended by other public agencies or
recommended by experts, provided the decision of the lead agency to adopt such thresholds
is supported by substantial evidence.
Following these recommendations are useful in establishing clarity and consistency in
environmental impact analysis. With regards to SB 743 and establishing thresholds for
VMT, lead agencies will have at least two options:
1) Rely on VMT threshold recommendations developed by OPR.
In absence of lead agency specific thresholds, VMT impact analysis may rely on the
thresholds contained in the OPR SB 743 recommendations. The current OPR
threshold guidance is contained in Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation
Impacts in CEQA. OPR recommends that VMT thresholds for a land use project are
set at fifteen percent below the baseline (conditions when NOP is released)
VMT/capita for the city, county, or region. To achieve a VMT reduction equivalent
to fifteen percent below Sonoma County’s baseline average, a typical new
suburban development project located further than a half-mile from a transit
facility (such as a SMART station) would likely have to incorporate project changes
and/or transportation demand management (TDM) measures, which will be
discussed in more detail in the next section. For projects not able to reach this
maximum level of reduction, VMT impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable, and preparation of an environmental impact report (EIR) would be
necessary, with approval of impact override findings for project approval.
2) Develop jurisdiction specific VMT thresholds.
Jurisdictions will need VMT thresholds for land use plans, development projects,
and transportation projects. Determining when a VMT change represents an
unacceptable condition as part of setting a threshold is difficult to establish without
linking VMT to other environmental resources and considering its relationship to
the built environment and economic factors. VMT by itself is a composite metric
that measures the vehicle travel effect associated with land use patterns, amount
of growth, and transportation network changes. Further, VMT also varies over time
as a function of economic activity and travel cost. VMT tends to increase with
economic activity and decline with higher costs for vehicle travel (i.e., higher gas
prices).
14
27

VMT with respect to other environmental resources is best understood for its
relationship to air pollution and GHGs as well as other effects such as energy
consumption and public health. While all these topics should be addressed in other
sections of the environmental document, SB 743 requires the analysis of VMT as a
transportation impact and lead agencies will need to adopt VMT thresholds to
comply with the law. These thresholds should be supported by substantial evidence
as specified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7 and consider all three objectives
in SB 743: reduce GHGs, encourage infill development and promote active
transportation.
If a lead agency decides to set their own thresholds, those thresholds should be
consistent with key regional transportation planning documents, such as Plan Bay
Area. This region’s Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Community Strategy
contains regional and local projections of VMT growth associated with anticipated
changes in population, employment, and the regional transportation network.
Additional VMT reduction may be achieved at the project level especially through
TDM strategies and active transportation network expansion, which are not fully
accounted for in regional level travel forecasting models.

Question for consideration: What VMT threshold should I rely on for projects in my
jurisdiction? Should the threshold be quantitative or qualitative?

In summary, this guidance emphasizes the need for substantial evidence to support the
thresholds used to determine when a project will cause an unacceptable environmental
condition or outcome. For SB 743, the specific outcome of focus is the change a project
will cause in VMT. Since VMT is already used to determine air quality, energy, and
greenhouse gas impacts as part of CEQA compliance, the challenge for lead agencies is
to answer the question, “What type or amount of change in VMT constitutes a significant
impact solely for transportation purposes?” Example VMT thresholds adopted or
currently under consideration by other agencies are provided in Attachment B.

MITIGATION OPTIONS
As described earlier, mitigating a VMT impact involves taking actions that reduce the
number or length of trips generated.
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28

Mitigation Options for Land Use Plans and Land Use Projects
For large area plans such as general plans and specific plans, mitigation will typically focus
on physical design elements related to the ultimate built environment, such as the density
and mix of land uses as well as the availability and quality of the transportation network
related to transit, walking, and bicycling.
For individual development projects, the primary available methods of mitigating a VMT
impact are to either: 1) change the project; or 2) implement a program designed to reduce
VMT, such as a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program. The available
research indicates that the effectiveness of TDM measures varies substantially depending
on the context in which they are applied; for example, offering subsidized transit passes
may cause a notable increase in transit use in neighborhoods that have several bus route
options that operate frequently throughout the day, but will have a much more limited
effect in neighborhoods with only hourly bus service on a single route. Because of the
site-specific nature and significant variability in the effectiveness of TDM programs, a
mitigation that relies on TDM would require a rigorous ongoing monitoring and reporting
program to ensure that it results in the level of VMT reduction anticipated.
An important consideration for the mitigation effectiveness is the scale of TDM strategy
implementation. The biggest effects of TDM strategies on VMT (and resultant emissions)
derive from regional policies related to land use location efficiency and infrastructure
investments that support transit, walking, and bicycling. While there are many measures
that can influence VMT and emissions that relate to site design and building operations,
they have smaller effects that are often dependent on final building tenants.
Of the 50 transportation measures presented in the CAPCOA 2010 report Quantifying
Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures 3, 41 are applicable at building and site level. The
remaining nine are functions of, or depend on, site location and/ or actions by local and
regional agencies or funders.
Table 4 summarizes the strategies according to the scope of implementation and the
agents who would implement them.

3

http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf
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Table 4: Summary of Transportation-Related CAPCOA Measures
Scope

Agents

CAPCOA Strategies (see full CAPCOA list below)

Employer, Manager

26 total from five CAPCOA strategy groups:
•
3 from 3.2 Site Enhancements group
•
3 from 3.3 Parking Pricing Availability group
•
15 from 3.4 Commute Trip Reduction group
•
2 from 3.5 Transit Access group
•
3 from 3.7 Vehicle Operations group

Site Design

Owner, Architect

15 total from three strategy groups:
•
6 from 3.1 Land Use group
•
6 from 3.2 Site Enhancements group
•
1 from 3.3 Parking group
•
2 from 3.6 Road Access group

Location Efficiency

Developer, Local
Agency

3 shared with Regional and Local Policies

Alignment with Regional and
Local Policies

Regional and local
agencies

3 shared with Location Efficiency

Regional Infrastructure and
Services

Regional and local
agencies

6 total

Building Operations

Note: Disruptive trends, including but not limited to, transportation network companies (TNCs), autonomous vehicles
(AVs), internet shopping, and micro-transit may affect the future effectiveness of these strategies.
Source: Fehr & Peers, 2020

Of these strategies, only a few are likely to be effective in a rural or suburban setting. To
help narrow the list, we reviewed how land use context could influence each strategy’s
effectiveness and identified the seven for more detailed review. Please note that
disruptive trends, including but not limited to, transportation network companies (TNCs),
autonomous vehicles (AVs), internet shopping, and micro-transit may affect the future
effectiveness of these strategies.
1. Increase diversity of land uses – This strategy focuses on inclusion of mixed uses
within projects or in consideration of the surrounding area to minimize vehicle
travel in terms of both the number of trips and the length of those trips.

2. Provide pedestrian network improvements – This strategy focuses on creating a
pedestrian network within the project and connecting to nearby destinations.

3. Provide traffic calming measures and low-stress bicycle network improvements –
This strategy combines the CAPCOA research focused on traffic calming with new
research on providing a low-stress bicycle network.

Traffic calming creates

networks with low vehicle speeds and volumes that are more conducive to walking
and bicycling. Building a low-stress bicycle network produces a similar outcome.
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Implementation options are similar to strategy 2 above. One potential change in

this strategy over time is that e-bikes (and e-scooters) could extend the effective

range of travel on the bicycle network, which could enhance the effectiveness of
this strategy.

4. Implement car-sharing program – This strategy reduces the need to own a vehicle

or reduces the number of vehicles owned by a household by making it convenient

to access a shared vehicle for those trips where vehicle use is essential. Note that
implementation of this strategy would require regional or local agency

implementation and coordination and would not likely be applicable for individual
development projects.

5. Increase transit service frequency and speed – This strategy focuses on improving

transit service convenience and travel time competitiveness with driving. In low

density areas, this strategy may be limited to traditional commuter transit where
trips can be pooled at the start and end locations or require new forms of demandresponsive transit service. The demand-responsive service could be provided as
subsidized trips by contracting to private TNCs or Taxi companies. Alternatively, a

public transit operator could provide the subsidized service but would need to

improve on traditional cost effectiveness by relying on TNC ride-hailing
technology, using smaller vehicles sized to demand, and flexible driver

employment terms where drivers are paid by trip versus by hour. Note that
implementation of this strategy would require regional or local agency

implementation, substantial changes to current transit practices, and would not
likely be applicable for individual development projects.

6. Encourage telecommuting and alternative work schedules – This strategy relies of

effective internet access and speeds to individual project sites/buildings to provide

the opportunity for telecommuting. The effectiveness of the strategy depends on
the ultimate building tenants and this should be a factor in considering the
potential VMT reduction.

7. Provide ride-sharing programs – This strategy focuses on encouraging carpooling
and vanpooling by project site/building tenants and has similar limitations as
strategy 6 above.
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Because of the limitations noted above, strategies 1, 2, 3, 6, and 7 are initially considered
the highest priorities for individual land use project mitigation subject to review and
discussion with the project team and advisory committee.
Mitigation Options for Transportation Projects
Based on the current OPR guidance, the only transportation projects likely to have VMT
impacts are larger roadway capacity expansion projects. Transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and
smaller roadway modification projects would be presumed to have a less than significant
VMT impact. Mitigation for larger roadway projects would involve options such as
managed lane operations, the use of pricing to influence travel behavior, or participation
in a VMT exchange program whereby a project that causes VMT increases can offset those
impacts by funding VMT-reducing projects elsewhere.
Question for consideration: What types of VMT reduction strategies are appropriate
for application in my jurisdiction, and what magnitude of VMT reduction can be
achieved through those strategies?

CONTINUED USE OF VEHICLE DELAY METRICS
If jurisdictions feel that vehicle delay is an important issue that should continue to be
monitored, the agency can continue to use vehicle LOS as part of its transportation
planning and entitlement review process. Jurisdictions that are not in the process of
updating their general plan could continue to use their existing vehicle LOS criteria.
Jurisdictions that are in the process of updating their general plan could retain a set of
LOS criteria and require project-level LOS analysis; if that analysis indicates that a project
would not meet the LOS criteria and identifies some physical improvements, those
improvements could then be required as a condition of approval on that project.
The use of LOS analysis can also help to define the elements of a future transportation
network that would achieve the jurisdiction’s goals. The set of infrastructure
improvements needed to complete that network could then be funded through an impact
fee program, which would provide a method for addressing the cumulative impacts of
future development.
Question for consideration: Do agencies find the continued use of LOS analysis
valuable, and if so, under what circumstances will LOS analysis be required?
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VMT THRESHOLD POLICY CONSIDERATIONS
Lead agencies may consider several approaches to setting VMT thresholds in compliance
with SB 743, as well as for establishing the community’s transportation and circulation
expectations through their General Plan. Many agencies will revisit their General Plan to
align plan- and project-level review and mitigation in a consistent way. If updating their
general plan, the agency should address VMT in the general plan EIR to allow streamlined
review of future development. An example of how the City of San Jose implemented a
VMT threshold policy is provided in Attachment C.
1. OPTIONS FOR ADOPTING VMT THRESHOLDS WHEN UPDATING GENERAL
PLAN
When an agency updates its General Plan, it may undergo environmental review
once SB 743 is applied statewide. Even if the environmental review is performed
prior to July 1, 2020, Caltrans has adopted the OPR draft guidelines, and, as a
commenting agency, may request VMT analysis be included in the general plan.
Therefore, Fehr & Peers recommends a VMT analysis be conducted for a general
plan update during the environmental impact assessment stage even prior to
July 1, 2020.
a. Option A: Use OPR Plan-Level VMT Thresholds for General Plan
environmental review process.
Pros: Provides simple guidance for thresholds that are known to be
consistent with most up-to-date state-level guidance; Caltrans is likely
to refer to these thresholds in their review of transportation impacts of
land use plans and land use projects in absence of locally established
thresholds.
Cons: OPR Thresholds may not fully reflect the local transportation
context. They also may present unrealistic mitigation goals for new
development projects in Sonoma County.
b. Option B: Adopt (i.e., through resolution or ordinance) jurisdiction
specific VMT thresholds.
Pros: Allows for locally based determination of what constitutes an
environmental impact. Also allows for adjustments to realistic TDMbased and project-based mitigation goals.
20
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Cons: Agency staff would need to establish substantial evidence for the
specific adopted thresholds. This is particularly important if the
thresholds deviate from the OPR recommendations or are inconsistent
with the RTP/SCS developed by MTC. Such an effort would require the
assistance of a CEQA attorney and transportation consultant with
experience in VMT modeling and corresponding mitigation measures.

What VMT impact analysis approaches are available for lead agencies wanting to comply
now with SB 743 but have not developed their own methods or thresholds?
a. Option A: Set Thresholds consistent with existing general plan.
This option relies on the VMT growth budget already established in a
city or county general plan and associated EIR. A general plan
establishes how much growth is anticipated in the jurisdiction, where
that growth will occur and in what forms, plus the transportation
network modifications necessary to support that growth. VMT is a
composite metric that results from this combination of general plan land
use and transportation decisions. Therefore, each adopted general plan
in California already has a VMT growth budget that the adopting agency
has accepted.
This is a starting point for threshold expectations and can be quantified
using the general plan travel forecasting model, if one exists, or from
regional travel forecasting models used by MPOs and RTPAs to develop
RTPs and RTP/SCSs. The incremental difference between base year and
future year VMT generated by the jurisdiction in these models represents
currently accepted VMT levels. The VMT can be expressed in absolute
terms or as an efficiency metric such as total VMT per service population
to create a VMT impact threshold tied exclusively to the general plan.
Projects can be evaluated using the appropriate travel forecasting model
to determine whether they cause an increase in the incremental total
VMT growth for the jurisdiction or would generate VMT at a higher rate
than anticipated by the general plan for the relevant traffic analysis
zone(s).
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The main limitation of this approach is that many general plans were not
developed since the state has approved a variety of new laws related to
climate change and GHG reduction. These older general plans have not
yet attempted to address the tradeoffs between state expectations for
emissions and VMT reductions and all the other local community
objectives. Hence, a threshold derived solely based on general plan
expectations may fail to meet the expectations of the SB 743 statute
related to significance criteria. Specific factors to consider include
reduction of GHG emissions, development of multimodal transportation
networks, and a diversity of land uses. These factors may require
alternative threshold options such as Option B below.
b. Option B: Set Thresholds Based on State Goals that are Consistent
with Lead Agency Air Quality, GHG Reduction, and Energy
Conservation Goals.
This option sets a threshold consistent with a lead agency’s air quality,
GHG reduction, and energy conservation goals presuming they are
aligned with, or exceed, state goals. Debate still exists about whether
state goals as expressed in state plans, Governor executive orders, etc.,
constitute environmental thresholds.
Caltrans

have

developed

Nevertheless, OPR, ARB, and

specific

quantitative

threshold

recommendations for VMT/GHG reduction. These are largely based on
state goals and are also consistent with the legislative intent of SB 743,
which includes GHG reduction.
Given the ARB regulatory responsibility related to emissions and the
Caltrans owner/operator responsibility for the state transportation
system, their recommended thresholds for VMT impact analysis should
be recognized and at least discussed in transportation impact analysis.
Including this information will help inform decision makers and the
public how the state and these specific agencies view VMT effects of
projects. One benefit of relying on ARB or other state agencies for a
threshold recommendation is a CEQA Guidelines provision in Section
15064.7(c) that indicates “a lead agency may consider thresholds of
22
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significance previously adopted or recommended by other public
agencies or recommended by experts”.
The following is a summary of the most recent state reduction targets
related to VMT/GHG that could serve as VMT impact threshold values
for land use projects and plans.


The most recent ARB analysis contained in California Air Resources Board
2017 Scoping Plan-Identified VMT Reductions and Relationship to State
Climate Goals, January 2019 recommends project specific VMT reduction
thresholds of 16.8 percent reduction from baseline for light-duty vehicle
VMT (i.e., passenger cars and light trucks) or a 14.3 percent reduction for
total VMT (i.e., all vehicles). See Appendix B for additional background.



The Caltrans Local Development-Intergovernmental Review (LD-IGR)
Branch has published Interim Guidance recommending that CEQA
reviewers comment on VMT, “applying local agency thresholds or absent
those, thresholds recommended in adopted CEQA Guidelines or OPR’s
approved Technical Advisory”.
Separately, Caltrans released draft Interim Guidance on “Determining
CEQA Significance for GHG Emissions for Projects on the State Highway
System” that recommends that any increase in GHG emissions would
constitute a significant impact. This has been referred to as the “Net Zero
VMT threshold”. Using this threshold would result in most land use
projects and land use plans resulting in significant impacts, but it would
also result in the maximum feasible mitigation for VMT.
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Attachment A: CEQA VMT Summary of Lead Agency Decisions, Options, and Considerations (February 18, 2020)
Lead Agency Decisions

Common Options
•
•

What form of the VMT metric should be used?

Total VMT

Metrics other than total VMT and total VMT per service

CEQA impact analysis should strive to provide a complete picture of

Home-based VMT per resident (from a trip-based model

(i.e., some vehicle types and trip purposes are excluded).

estimates of total weekday VMT. The CEQA Guidelines and OPR’s

such as SCTA)

•

Considerations

Household-generated VMT per resident (from an activity-

based model such as MTC)
•

Common Limitations

Home-based work VMT per employee

•

Total VMT per service population1

•

Projects that reduce VMT or are located within transit

population typically only capture a portion of the VMT

This may be acceptable for screening purposes, but not
for a complete VMT impact analysis.

the VMT effects on the environment. Current practice relies on

Technical Advisory leave all methodology decisions for VMT analysis
up to the lead agency.

priority areas (TPAs) can be presumed to have a less than
significant impact.

Is use of VMT impact screening desired?

3

•

Additional screening options are identified in the OPR
Technical Advisory for:
•
•

Small projects

Map based screening for residential and office

Screening focuses only on the project-generated VMT,
and does not provide information about the total

areawide VMT changes associated with the project.

Screening is most appropriate if consistent with General Plan policies
and supported by substantial evidence.

projects
•

Affordable housing projects
•

•

What methodology should be used in forecasting VMT?

•
•
•

accuracy for local scale applications; the sensitivity of

Caltrans Statewide Travel Demand Model

MTC travel demand model

SCTA travel demand model

Sketch planning tool or spreadsheet2

Statewide models have limited sensitivity and
regional models can vary.

•

Regional and local models often truncate trips at
model boundaries.

•

Sketch and spreadsheet tools do not capture the

Regional or local models should be calibrated and validated for local
project-scale sensitivity/accuracy (including incorporating trip length

data for trips that leave the model area) before using these models to
analyze both ‘project generated VMT’ and ‘project’s effect on VMT’.

‘project’s effect on VMT’.

The threshold for a land use plan will directly affect analysis of the
General Plan. During the plan EIR process, there may need to be
•

OPR 15% below baseline average for a city or region

Difficult for lead agencies to determine what level of

ARB 14.3% below baseline (2018) average of jurisdiction

a transportation lens.

(automobiles only)4
•

(all vehicles and presuming that MPOs meet SB 375

What is the VMT impact significance threshold for land use plans,
including the general plan?

•

targets)

Uncertainty of VMT trends contributes to difficulty in

(automobiles only and presuming that MPOs meet SB 375

expectation to baseline helps to reduce uncertainty

ARB 16.8% below baseline (2018) average of jurisdiction
targets)

•

ARB 25% below baseline (2018) average of jurisdiction (all

setting thresholds. Connecting a VMT reduction
associated with future conditions.

Evaluating land use plans using total VMT rather than an efficiency

metric may lead to more significant impacts, as growth will tend to
increase VMT regardless of design. However, using a per service
population assessment for large plan areas will often involve

substantial changes to the nature of the service population as well

(i.e., jobs-housing balance), which may complicate analysis and make
comparison of scenarios difficult.

vehicles and presuming that MPOs do not meet SB 375

Thresholds may rely on assumptions regarding the

For land use plans, there is an emphasis on allowing tiering of

Lead agency discretion consistent with regional planning

threshold to change as RTP/SCS is updated.

uneven growth of plan area (i.e., all office constructed before any

targets)

•

VMT change is unacceptable when viewed solely through

consistency with estimated VMT for Air Quality and Noise.

efforts; i.e., VMT under cumulative conditions less than or
equal to projections by MPO for area.

regional RTP/SCS and its effectiveness; potential for

projects within the plan; uncertainty of future travel patterns or
other uses) may affect VMT discussion for tiered EIRs.

Accurately assessing cumulative effects of land use plans may involve
moving land uses from other areas of the region, especially if the
growth exceeds regional estimates for the City.
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Attachment A: CEQA VMT Summary of Lead Agency Decisions, Options, and Considerations (February 18, 2020)
Lead Agency Decisions

Common Options

Common Limitations

Considerations
Since VMT is already used in air quality, GHG, and energy impact

•

analysis, lead agencies should review thresholds for those sections to
help inform new thresholds exclusively for transportation purposes.

Lead agency discretion consistent with general plan and

For land use projects, the City may consider thresholds based on

expectations for ‘project scale’ VMT reductions not

Total VMT (which increases over time) or a VMT efficiency metric

accounted for in general plan EIR and supported by
substantial evidence.
•

OPR 15% below baseline average a city or region

Difficult for lead agencies to determine what level of

ARB 14.3% below baseline (2018) average of jurisdiction

a transportation lens.

(automobiles only)4

What is the VMT impact significance threshold for land use
projects under baseline conditions?

•

(all vehicles and presuming that MPOs meet SB 375
•

targets)

Uncertainty of VMT trends contributes to difficulty in

(automobiles only and presuming that MPOs meet SB 375

expectation to baseline helps to reduce uncertainty

ARB 16.8% below baseline (2018) average of jurisdiction
targets)

•

VMT change is unacceptable when viewed solely through

ARB 25% below baseline (2018) average of jurisdiction (all

setting thresholds. Connecting a VMT reduction
associated with future conditions.

vehicles and presuming that MPOs do not meet SB 375

Lead agencies should carefully consider how they value state goals

for VMT/GHG reduction in light of other general plan and community
objectives. Translating state goals into VMT thresholds should

consider substantial evidence such as California Air Resources Board
2017 Scoping Plan-Identified VMT Reductions and Relationships to
State Climate Goals, January 2019, CARB.
Absent development of a specific VMT threshold, lead agencies may
rely on those of other state agencies. The ARB thresholds are

targets)

•

(which typically is forecast to decrease over time).

supported by substantial evidence related to state air quality and

Pending Caltrans threshold5

GHG goals, but based on current evidence, VMT per resident or

worker may need to decrease in excess of 25 percent below baseline
levels to support an impact finding of less than significant

•

Use a regional model to analyze the ‘project’s effect on

VMT’ based on RTP/SCS consistency (projects should not
increase the total regional VMT forecast used to support
the RTP/SCS air quality conformity and SB 375 GHG

What is the VMT impact significance threshold for land use
projects under cumulative conditions?

targets).
•

A lead agency can use the project analysis above if based

on an efficiency metric form of VMT and evidence exists to
demonstrate that cumulative trends in VMT rates are
declining.

•

Establish a VMT reduction threshold for cumulative

conditions consistent with long-term air pollution and
GHG reduction expectations.
•

What is the VMT impact significance threshold for transportation
projects?

Lead agencies have discretion to choose their own metrics

Uncertainty of VMT trends makes a cumulative impact
finding less certain.

Ability for a lead agency to identify the project’s effect on
land supply and corresponding VMT. Land use projects

available substantial evidence should be considered, including

California Air Resources Board 2017 Scoping Plan-Identified VMT

cumulative analysis should maintain the same cumulative

CARB and current research on the long-term effects of transportation

future population and employment growth. As such

Reductions and Relationships to State Climate Goals, January 2019,

control totals of regional population and employment

network companies (TNCs), new mobility options, and autonomous

growth.

Requires knowledge of the forecasting tools available to

vehicles (AVs). Specific research examples include Fehr & Peers AV
effect model testing.

test the project’s effect on land supply and VMT.

Transit, especially on-demand transit service, can

projects and projects addressing localized operational

of impact conclusions.

problems be treated as having no VMT impact.

done using an appropriate valid model. For impact findings, all

typically only change land supply and the allocation of

and thresholds for transportation projects. If VMT is the

metric selected, OPR recommends that bike/ped/transit

Analyzing the project’s effect on land supply and VMT should be

generate new VMT, which should be considered as part

VMT forecasts for projects that affect roadway capacity should
include the effects of induced travel.

Consult CEQA legal advice regarding status of tiering transportation
projects in existing CIP/TIP.
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Attachment A: CEQA VMT Summary of Lead Agency Decisions, Options, and Considerations (February 18, 2020)
Lead Agency Decisions

Common Options

Common Limitations

Considerations

Built environment strategies require modifying the

project’s design or characteristics, which may affect the
project’s financial feasibility.
•

What VMT reduction mitigation strategies should be applied?

Menu of built environment and transportation demand
management (TDM) mitigation strategies contained in
Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Strategies,
CAPCOA, 2010.

Effectiveness of TDM strategies often depends on the

building tenant, so relying on these strategies as a CEQA

Consider developing a VMT mitigation program using any of the
following approaches.
•

mitigation will require on-going monitoring and

adjusting to account for changes in tenants and their
travel behavior.

Los Angeles example).

•
•
•

Ad-hoc project-by-project mitigation is less effective for

Impact fee program based on a VMT reduction nexus (see City of
In-lieu fee program for VMT reducing actions.
VMT mitigation bank or exchange program.
TDM ordinance applying to all employers.

reducing VMT than larger scale program-based
approaches such as an impact fee program.
Notes:

(1) “Service population” includes residents plus employees and may include students or visitors if appropriate to that study location; it is intended to include all independent variables used in estimating trips.
(2) This method has limitations if using a citywide or regional average for a threshold.

(3) CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 states that projects that would reduce VMT or are located in a Transit Priority Area should be presumed to have a less than significant impact on VMT. The OPR Technical Advisory contains other potential screening options.
(4) The OPR and ARB thresholds do not consider the long-term influence of emerging transportation technologies such as ride-hailing companies, internet shopping, new mobility options, or autonomous vehicles.

(5) Caltrans is developing a threshold recommendation for land use projects for intergovernmental review (IGR) purposes. Local jurisdictions should consider whether a Caltrans (or ARB) threshold constitutes a state threshold that must be applied in addition to their local threshold; this would be similar to past practices
for LOS impact analysis of the state highway system.
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SB 743 Implementation in Sonoma County
2/18/2020

Adopted VMT Thresholds
Jurisdiction

City/County of San Francisco

City of Oakland

City of Elk Grove

City of Los Angeles

City of San Jose

City of Woodland
CSU System: All 23 Campuses
San Bernardino County

Threshold
Residential: 15% below regional VMT per capita
Office: 15% below regional VMT per employee
Retail: 15% below regional VMT per retail employee
Mixed-Use: Evaluate each land use independently
Residential: 15% below regional VMT per capita
Office: 15% below regional VMT per employee
Retail: 15% below regional VMT per retail employee
All Land Use Types: 15% below city’s 2015 baseline
VMT of similar land uses
Project VMT should be no higher than the existing
average VMT in the relevant Planning Area. Existing
VMT ranges from 6.0 to 9.4 VMT per capita, and
from 7.6 to 15.0 VMT per employee, depending on
the Planning Area.
Residential: More stringent of: 1) 15% below
citywide VMT per resident or 2) 15% below regional
VMT per resident
General Employment: 15% below existing regional
VMT per employee
Industrial Employment Uses: No higher than
existing regional VMT per employee
Retail Uses: Net increase in the total regional VMT
Mixed-Use: Each land use component to be
analyzed independently
10% reduction in VMT per capita or VMT per
service population compared to the General Plan
2035 VMT performance, or a 10% reduction
compared to similar land uses

LOS
Maintained?
No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

15% below regionwide average VMT

No

4% below existing average VMT per service
population in unincorporated county (based on
maximum achievable TDM reduction)

Yes

40

SB 743 Implementation in Sonoma County
2/18/2020

Sample of VMT Threshold Options Currently Under Consideration
Jurisdiction

Santa Barbara County

City of South San Francisco
City of San Bruno

Nevada County

Potential Threshold
Option 1: Daily VMT is no higher than the baseline
regional average VMT
Option 2: Daily VMT is at least 16.8% below
baseline conditions (refers to ARB target)
15% below regional VMT per capita
14.3% below existing VMT per service population
(based on CARB assessment)
Option 1: Total weekday VMT per service
population is less than or equal to the baseline
subarea average
Option 2: Consistent with the jurisdiction’s general
plan and the Nevada County Regional
Transportation Plan
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City of San Jose, California
COUNCIL POLICY
PAGE

TITLE
Transportation Analysis Policy

EFFECTIVE DATE March 29, 2018

APPROVED BY COUNCIL ACTION

POLICY NUMBER
1 of 15

5-1

REVISED DATE

February 27, 2018 by Resolution No. 78520.

BACKGROUND
This Council Policy 5-1, “Transportation Analysis Policy” (“Policy”), will replace the existing Council Policy
5-3, "Transportation Impact Policy” as the Policy for transportation development review in the City of San
Jose (“City”). This Policy aligns the City’s transportation analysis with California Senate Bill 743 (“SB 743”)
and the City’s goals as set forth in the City’s Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan (“General Plan”). This
Policy establishes the thresholds for transportation impacts under the California Environmental Quality
Act (“CEQA”), removing transportation Level of Service (“LOS") and replacing it with Vehicle Miles
Traveled (“VMT”). Appendix A defines terms in this Policy noted in Italics.
The City’s General Plan sets forth a vision and comprehensive road map to guide the City’s continued
growth through the year 2040. The General Plan strategically links land use and transportation to reduce
the environmental impacts of growth by promoting compact mixed-use development that supports walking,
biking, and transit use. The General Plan seeks to focus new developments in Planned Growth Areas,
bringing together office, residential, and service land uses to internalize trips and reduce VMT. The
General Plan also encourages the development and use of non-automobile transportation modes to
minimize vehicle trip generation and reduce VMT.
APPLICABILITY OF POLICY (PIPELINE PROVISIONS)
This Policy is effective thirty (30) days after approval by the City Council (“Effective Date”). Any proposed
development project (including adjustments or amendments to existing projects) with a complete
Universal Planning Application on file with the Department of Building, Planning, and Code Enforcement
on or after the Effective Date shall comply with this Policy, except for the following:
1.

Interim Period: The City may determine in writing that a proposed project with a complete Universal
Planning Application and an approved transportation work scope issued by the Department of
Public Works prior to the Effective Date can (a) proceed with transportation analysis and comply
with the existing Council Policy 5-3, provided that a final transportation work scope was issued by
the Department of Public Works within one year prior to the Effective Date of this Policy; or (b)
proceed with CEQA transportation analysis under VMT and comply with this Policy. Prior written
approval from the Public Works Director is required to determine compliance with existing Council
Policy 5-3 or this Policy. For example, if a project submits a complete Universal Planning
Application prior to the Effective Date, the project applicant may proceed with traffic analysis under
existing City Council Policy 5-3 or with prior written approval from the Public Works Director to
proceed under this Policy.

2.

Subsequent Reviews: The City may determine in writing that subsequent discretionary approval(s)
required for a project approved prior to the Effective Date may continue to be analyzed under the
prior environmental clearance and existing City Council Policy 5-3 after the Effective Date; provided

T-32902/1493346
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there is no Substantial Change to the project, as defined in California Public Resources Code
Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162-15164.
For example, if the City approved an environmental impact report (EIR) or mitigated negative
declaration (MND) for a project prior to the Effective Date, the City may determine that subsequent
discretionary approvals required after the Effective Date may continue to be analyzed under the
previously approved environmental impact report or mitigated negative declaration for the project
if there is no Substantial Change.
In such instances, the City may determine that the proposed project is consistent with the previously
approved environmental clearance (use of a previously certified EIR/MND). If the proposed project
is still within the scope of and fully evaluated in the previously approved environmental clearance
and only minor technical changes have been made to the proposed project and there are no
Substantial Changes, an addendum to the previously certified EIR/MND may be adequate as
defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15164.
3.

Subsequent Review for Projects in Existing Area Development Policies (ADPs) and Transportation
Development Policies (TDPs): The City may determine in writing that a proposed project be
analyzed under the previously approved environmental clearance for the ADPs/TDPs and City
Council Policy 5-3 if there is No Substantial Change, as defined in California Public Resources
Code Section 21166 and CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162-15164. To be eligible for this
determination, the proposed project that submits a complete Universal Planning Application after
the Effective Date of this Policy must be located within an existing ADP or TDP area.
For example, if a new project located within the North San Jose ADP submits a complete Universal
Planning Application after the Effective Date, the City may determine that the project be analyzed
under the previously approved North San Jose ADP EIR, if the proposed project is consistent with
the previously approved EIR. If the proposed project is within the scope and fully evaluated in the
previously approved EIR and only minor technical changes have been made to the proposed
project and there are no Substantial Changes, an addendum to the previously approved EIR may
be adequate as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15164.
Existing ADPs and TDPs include the Evergreen-East Hills Development Policy, North San Jose
Area Development Policy, Edenvale Area Development Policy, US-101/Oakland/Mabury
Transportation Development Policy, and i-280/Winchester Boulevard Interchange Transportation
Development Policy.

_

All projects located within an existing ADP or TDP area shall continue to be subject to any traffic* 1
impact fees adopted by the City Council. Adoption of this Policy does not negate, supersede, or
otherwise modify existing requirements or permit conditions.
PURPOSE
This Policy establishes:
1) VMT as the metric to measure transportation environmental impacts in conformance with CEQA.
2) The Transportation Analysis framework for proposed developments, land use plans,
transportation projects, and any other plans or developments (collectively “Projects” in this Policy)
in the City.
3) The requirement that Projects perform Local Transportation Analysis (LTA) to demonstrate
conformance with multimodal transportation strategies, goals, and policies in the General Plan
and address adverse effects to the transportation system.
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POLICY
San Jose is establishing VMT as the metric for CEQA transportation analysis to foster a more sustainable
and vibrant city. VMT-based policies support dense, mixed-use, infill Projects as established in the
General Plan’s Planned Growth Areas. By establishing a transportation system which encourages
improved land uses with viable transportation options, this Policy provides resources to develop a robust
multimodal transportation network as envisioned in the General Plan. Projects consistent with this Policy
will reduce the City’s environmental footprint from transportation and land uses, and create lively places
served by a variety of transportation options.
Transportation Analysis Framework
A Transportation Analysis (TA) for a proposed Project provides information the City must have to inform
the CEQA environmental review and decision-making processes. Projects that need transportation
evaluation must prepare a TA report consisting of a CEQA VMT evaluation and/or LTA. Sections I and II
below describe the Policy provisions guiding the VMT evaluation and LTA. Appendix B, “Policy
Implementation Procedures” provides implementation details.
Detailed methodologies and requirements are explained in the City’s Transportation Analysis Handbook.
TA’s must comply with relevant professional standards and the methodology included within the City’s
Transportation Analysis Handbook, which can be found on the Department of Public Works Development
Services website. Appendix C presents a flow chart of the TA process.
I.

Vehicle Miles Traveled CEQA Transportation Analysis
In accordance with CEQA, all proposed Projects are required to analyze transportation as a
component of environmental review. This Policy establishes:
1) screening criteria under which Projects are not required to submit detailed VMT analysis;
2) thresholds for identifying transportation environmental impact;
3) requirements for Projects to mitigate significant transportation impacts; and
4) the City’s mechanism for reviewing Projects with significant and unavoidable impacts, all under
CEQA.
Projects that do not meet the screening criteria are required to prepare a detailed VMT analysis
and identify potential transportation impacts and propose mitigations and/or improvements.
A. Project Screening Criteria

’

1--------------------------------------------------------------------1

The requirements to prepare a detailed VMT analysis applies to all Projects except the
following types of Projects because the City Council finds, as documented in the
administrative record for this Policy that these Projects will further City goals and policies and
will not result in significant transportation impacts:
1. Small Infill Projects;
2. Local-Serving Retail;
3. Local-Serving Public Facilities;
4. Transit Supportive Projects in Planned Growth Areas with Low VMT and High Quality
Transit;
5. Restricted Affordable, Transit Supportive Residential Projects in Planned Growth Areas
with High Quality Transit;
6. Transportation Projects that reduce or do not increase VMT.
These screening criteria are further defined and explained in Appendix B.
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B. Vehicle Miles Traveled CEQA Transportation Thresholds of Significance
Projects that do not meet the above screening criteria must include a detailed evaluation of the
VMT produced by the Project. The thresholds of significance used to measure VMT are
described by Project type in Table 1. Projects that have a significant VMT must include feasible
mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.
Table 1 - Project Type and VMT Thresholds of Significance1
Project Types
(as categorized in the
General Plan)

Residential Uses

General Employment Uses
(e.g. office, R&D)
Industrial Employment
Uses (e.g. warehouse,
manufacturing and
distribution uses)
Retail Uses

Threshold for
Determination of Significant Transportation Impact
VMT per resident greater than the more stringent of the following
thresholds: 1)15 percent below the Citywide per resident VMT, OR
2) 15 percent below regional VMT per resident.
VMT per employee greater than 15 percent below existing regional
VMT per employee.

VMT per employee greater than existing regional VMT per
employee.

A net increase in the total existing VMT for the region.

(Including Hotel)

Public/Quasi-Public Uses

Mixed-Uses

Public/Quasi-Public land use projects will be analyzed using the
most relevant threshold as determined by Public Works Director for
the proposed use on the site from the enumerated project types in
this Table 1.
Each land use component of a mixed-use project will be analyzed
independently, applying the significance threshold for each land use
component from the enumerated project types in this Table 1.

Change of Use or Additions
to Existing Development

Changes of use or additions to existing development will be
analyzed applying the significance threshold for each land use
component from the enumerated project types in this Table 1.

Urban Village, Station Area
Plans, Development Policy,
Specific Strategy or Other
Area Plans

Each land use component will be analyzed independently, applying
the significance threshold for each land use component from the
enumerated project types in this Table 1.

General Plan Amendments

General Plan Amendments will be analyzed in conformance with the
General Plan’s definition of VMT. An increase in City total VMT is a
significant transportation impact.

Transportation Projects

Net increase in VMT greater than that consistent with the Regional
Sustainable Communities Strategy.

1 For the Purposes of this Policy, the region is the Bay Area’s Metropolitan Planning Organization’s boundaries.
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C. Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation
If a Project is found to have a significant impact on VMT, the impact must be reduced by
modifying Project VMT to an acceptable level (below the established thresholds of significance
applicable to the Project) and/or mitigating the impact through multimodal transportation
improvements, or establishing a Trip Cap.

D. Significant and Unavoidable Impacts
If a Project cannot fully mitigate its impacts on VMT, the Project applicant may:
i.

Propose to modify the Project such that the impacts on VMT can be mitigated to a less
than significant level;

ii.

Relocate the Project to a low VMT site; or

iii.

Request the City Council to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the
significant impact on VMT as part of an EIR certification.

When significant impacts are unavoidable, a detailed statement of overriding considerations in
addition to findings are required as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15191 and 15193. Based
on the General Plan and State CEQA Guidelines, this Policy finds that benefits of certain projects
may outweigh the unavoidable significant impacts on VMT and could be considered acceptable in
certain circumstances as outlined below:
i.

The Project is consistent with the 2040 General Plan and demonstrates overriding
benefits in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3) and CEQA
Guidelines Section 15091(a)(3); and

ii.

The Project mitigates its VMT impacts to the maximum extent feasible per the City’s
VMT Evaluation Tool; and

iii.

The Project is either:
a.

100% affordable residential project, or

b.

The Project constructs or funds multimodal transportation improvements as
detailed in Appendix B and is:
(i)

Market-rate housing located within Urban Villages as defined in the
City’s General Plan;
---------------------------- —----------- (ii)"" Commercial; or ........ ......... ..........................................................——------(iii) Industrial.
A statement of overriding considerations may also be warranted in certain other circumstances such as
Projects’ impacts on other jurisdictions facilities (e.g., freeway impacts) that are not measured with VMT
metric.

II.

Local Transportation Analysis
The following section establishes the City's LTA requirements. All Projects may be required to
submit an LTA as determined by the Public Works Director. Land use and area plans typically do
not have sufficient detail to conduct an LTA and therefore, may not be required to perform one
until a specific development Project application is filed consistent with the land use or area plan.
An LTA analyzes the effects of a Project on transportation, access, circulation, and related safety
elements proximate to the Project and establishes consistency with the General Plan or other City
requirements. An LTA proposes improvements to address adverse effects identified in the
analysis. Components of an LTA are discussed in the City’s Transportation Analysis Handbook
and include, but are not limited to:
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«
•
•
«
•

Local operational analysis, including safety and signalized intersection operations;
Site access and circulation analysis;
Local neighborhood effects analysis;
Local multimodal analysis;
Compliance with the County’s Congestion Management Program.

LTAs provide additional information to evaluate transportation conditions proximate to a Project
and supplements the VMT analysis. LTAs implement the multimodal vision of the City’s General
Plan. The General Plan directs new development to help build out the inter-connected, multimodal
transportation networks needed to fulfil its vision. The following General Plan Policies guide the
implementation of LTAs:
CD-3.3 - Within new development, create and maintain a pedestrian-friendly environment by
connecting the internal components with safe, convenient, accessible, and pleasant pedestrian
facilities and by requiring pedestrian connections between building entrances, other site
features, and adjacent public streets.
LU-9.1 - Create a pedestrian-friendly environment by connecting new residential development
with safe, convenient, accessible, and pleasant pedestrian facilities.
Provide such
connections between new development, its adjoining neighborhood, transit access points,
schools, parks, and nearby commercial areas.
PR-8.5 - Encourage all developers to install and maintain trails when new development occurs
adjacent to a designated trail location. Use the City’s Parkland Dedication Ordinance and
Park Impact Ordinance to have residential developers build trails when new residential
development occurs adjacent to a designated trail location, consistent with other parkland
priorities. Encourage developers or property owners to enter formal agreements with the City
to maintain trails adjacent to their properties.
TR-1.2 - Consider impacts on overall mobility and all travel modes when evaluating
transportation impacts of new developments or infrastructure projects.
TR-1.4 - Through the entitlement process for new development, fund needed transportation
improvements for all transportation modes, giving first consideration to improvement of
bicycling, walking and transit facilities. Encourage investments that reduce vehicle travel
demand.
TR-2.8 - Require new development where feasible to provide on-site facilities such as bicycle
storage and showers, provide connections to existing and planned facilities, dedicate land to
expand existing facilities or provide new facilities such as sidewalks and/or bicycle lanes/paths,
or share in the cost of improvements.
An LTA must identify the existing condition of pedestrian, bicycle, transit and vehicular
transportation systems and facilities that would serve, or may be affected by, the proposed
Project.
Further analysis of site design and access, neighborhood traffic issues, local
transportation safety and other area transportation issues may also be studied as specified in the
City’s Transportation Analysis Handbook and as determined by the City’s Departments of Public
Works. The Project applicant must complete the proposed LTA prior to, or in conjunction with,
the Project’s environmental review requirements.
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APPENDIX A
TO CITY COUNCIL POLICY 5-1
DEFINITIONS OF TERMS
Term

Definition

High Quality Transit Areas

High quality transit areas are within one half mile of a high quality
transit corridor or major transit stop.

High Quality Transit Corridor

Pub. Resources Code §21155 (b), as maybe amended: “A highquality transit corridor means a corridor with fixed route bus
service with service intervals no longer than 15 minutes during
peak commute hours”.

Internalized trips

Are trips that occur within a Project area whereas they would
normally begin or end at further locations outside the Project
area.

Level of Service (LOS)

Is a measure of automobile delay through a roadway facility,
graded on a scale A through F.

Major Transit Stop

Pub. Resources Code § 21064.3, as may be amended: “‘Major
transit stop’ means a site containing an existing rail transit
station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit
service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with
a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the
morning and afternoon peak commute periods”.

Planned Growth Areas

Areas designated in the City’s General Plan to accommodate
certain growth expected in the General Plan’s horizon.

Transportation Demand
Management (TDM)

Strategies to incentivize the more efficient use of existing
transportation infrastructure through modal change particularly
the encouragement of pedestrian, bike, and transit use.

Trip Cap

A maximum number of vehicle trips that a Project can generate
on any given day.

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)

As used in this Policy, a measure of the amount of automobile
.travel associated with a Project. VMT is measured by multiplying ———
the total vehicle trips by the average distance of those trips,
adjusted for the number of people in the vehicles. For residential
and employment land uses, VMT is measured for each person
who will occupy or use a Project.
For large retail and
transportation Projects, the net amount of VMT is measured.
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APPENDIX B
TO CITY COUNCIL POLICY 5-1
POLICY IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES
The Project applicant2 must submit a Transportation Analysis (TA) that identifies:
1)

Potential transportation impacts as defined in the VMT section of this Policy and adverse
effects on nearby transportation facilities as identified by the LTA section of this Policy.

2)

Mitigations for significant impacts found in the VMT analysis and improvements to address
adverse effects identified in the LTA analysis. This may include impacts and adverse effects
on any multimodal transportation facility (e.g., pedestrian facilities, transit stops, transit
reliability, sidewalks, bicycle lanes, roadways, and roadway capacity, etc.).

Both the VMT analysis and LTA must comply with professional standards and the methodology included
in the City’s Transportation Analysis Handbook. TAs must be prepared by a qualified traffic engineer to
the satisfaction of the Director of Public Works.
The City’s Transportation Analysis Handbook has instructions and procedures to prepare a TA, including
the criteria for determination of significance of transportation impacts and to evaluate the effectiveness
of mitigation measures. The City’s Department of Transportation maintains this Handbook and posts it
to the City Public Work’s Development Services website. The Handbook is updated on a periodic basis
to include evolving industry best practices.
CEQA VMT Implementation Procedures
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2 requires that environmental documents determine significant or
potentially significant impacts as part of environmental review, including assessment of traffic and
transportation effects. The CEQA VMT Implementation Procedures include the following determinations:
•

Project Screening Criteria

•

CEQA VMT Transportation Thresholds of Significance

•

Less than Significant with and without Mitigation/s

•

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

These determinations are further explained below.
A. Project Screening Criteria
The requirement to perform detailed VMT analysis applies to all Projects except the types of
Projects that meet the following screening criteria because the Council finds that these Projects
will not result in significant transportation impacts and will advance other City goals and
policies:
1.

Small Infill Projects: The City Council finds that these Projects, individually and
cumulatively, will not result in significant impacts on the transportation system and will
conform to the City’s General Plan, and other City goals and policies:
a.

All office buildings of 10,000 square feet of gross floor area or less.

b.

All industrial buildings of 30,000 square feet of gross floor area or less.

2 For this Policy, the term "applicant" refers to the individual or entity that has requested an entitlement or
discretionary development approval from the City of San Jose.
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c.

All single-family detached residential Projects of 15 or fewer dwelling units.

d.

All single-family attached or multi-family residential Projects of 25 or fewer units.

In no case shall any of these above types of small infill Projects meet the screening criteria
if they are increments of a larger Project or “site” as defined in Chapter 20.200 of the San
Jose Municipal Code.
2.

Local-Serving Retail: Local-serving retail typically diverts existing trips from established
local retail to new local retail without measurably increasing trips outside of the area. In
recognition of this effect, retail commercial Projects up to a combined total of 100,000 gross
square feet meet the City’s screening criteria. This criterion is not applicable to
hotels/motels, given disparate and context-specific travel patterns, or Projects that contain
drive-through retail as defined in City Council Policy 6-10 “Criteria for the Review of Drivethrough Uses”, due to the high auto-traffic volume associated with this type of Project.
In no case shall a Project meet the screening criteria if it is an increment of a larger Project
or “site” as defined in Chapter 20.200 of the San Jose Municipal Code.

3.

Local-Serving Public Facilities: Local-serving public facilities either produce very low
VMT or divert existing trips from established local facilities to new local facilities without
measurably increasing trips outside of the area. For these reasons, they meet the City’s
screening criteria. These facilities must be publicly owned or controlled; this does not
include schools, public or private. Examples of these Projects are:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

4.

Branch Library
Community Center
Fire station
Pumping station
Passive Parks

T ransit Supportive Projects in Planned Growth Areas with Low VMT and High Quality
Transit In accordance with State Law and the City’s General Plan, proposed transit
supportive Projects within City Planned Growth Areas, that have VMT below the threshold
applicable to the Project’s land use, and located near high-quality transit meet the City’
screening criteria.

------Residential-and commercial Projects, as well as mixed-use Projects which.are a.mix of
these above enumerated uses, meet the screening criteria if they meet all the following
minimum criteria (a through f):
a.

Located within a Planned Growth Area as defined in the General Plan;

b.

Located within 14 mile of an existing major transit stop or a stop along a high-quality
transit corridor;

c.

The Project area VMT, as defined by the City’s Transportation Model, is less than or
equal to the CEQA VMT threshold for the proposed land use(s);

d.

Provides a transit-supporting Project density, measured as:
i.

A minimum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.75 for commercial Projects, or commercial
portions of a mixed-use Project, based on gross floor area;
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e.

f.

ii.

A minimum of 35 dwelling units per acre for residential Projects3, or residential
portions of a mixed-use Project; or

iii.

If the Project is in a Planned Growth Area that has a maximum density below 0.75
FAR or 35 dwelling units per acre, the Project must meet the maximum density
allowed in the Planned Growth Area.

Provides a minimal amount of parking:
i.

Propose no greater than the minimum number of parking spaces required by Title
20 of the San Jose Municipal Code (the Zoning Code).

ii.

For Projects in Urban Villages, Downtown or other areas that allow for lowered
parking rates:
-

The number of parking spaces proposed must be adjusted to the lowest
amount allowed by Zoning Code. For example, in an Urban Village a 50% offstreet parking reduction is allowed by Municipal Code Section 20.90.220, if a
Project meets certain geographic and transportation demand management
criteria.
All actions required by the Zoning Code to reduce parking
requirements must still be carried out. For example, if a Transportation
Demand Management plan is required to lower parking requirements it must
still be completed; or

-

The proposed number of parking spaces can be up to the general zoned
minimum without the further reduction to Urban Villages, Downtown or other
areas, if the parking provided is shared and publicly available and/or
"unbundled” as defined in Chapter 20.200 of the Zoning Code.

Does not adversely affect pedestrian, bike, or transit infrastructure. For example,
sidewalk widths cannot be reduced below the City’s Complete Streets standard; bike
lanes cannot be altered to reduce their accessibility or size beyond the City’ Complete
Streets standard.

5. Restricted Affordable, Transit Supportive Residential Projects in Planned Growth
Areas with High Quality Transit: Residents of affordable residential Projects typically
have a lower VMT footprint than residents in market rate residential Projects. This pattern
is particularly evident in affordable residential Projects near transit.4 In recognition of this
effect, and in accordance with State Guidelines and the City’s General Plan, proposed
transit supportive, restricted, affordable housing Projects within'.City..PlarTnecTGrowth'''
Areas, that are near high quality transit, meet the City’s screening criteria.
Affordable residential Projects, as well as affordable residential portions of mixed-use
Projects, meet the screening criteria if the Project meets al] the following minimum criteria
(a through f):
a.

Provide 100% restricted affordable units, excluding unrestricted manager units, at or
below income levels as defined in General Plan Policy IP-5.12. Affordability
restrictions must be recorded and extend for a minimum of 55 years for rental homes
or 45 years for for-sale homes.

b.

Located within a Planned Growth Area as defined in the General Plan.

c.

Located within % mile of an existing major transit stop or a stop along high quality
transit corridor.

3 35 units per acre is derived from the California State Office of Planning and Research’s suggested FAR of 0.75.
4 Newmark and Hass, “Income, Location Efficiency, and VMT: Affordable Housing as a Climate Strategy”, The
California Housing Partnership, 2015.
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d. A minimum of 35 dwelling units per acre:

e.

i.

If the Project is in a Planned Growth Area that has a maximum density below 35
dwelling units per acre, the Project must meet the maximum density allowed in
that Planned Growth Area.

ii.

Projects that are proposed in areas where VMT is above the CEQA Threshold for
Determination of Significant Transportation Impact must include a TDM plan
approved by the Public Workers Director as part of their LTA.

Provides a minimal amount of parking:
i.
ii.

Propose no greater than the minimum number of parking spaces required by Title
20 of the San Jose Municipal Code (the Zoning Code).
For Projects in Urban Villages or Downtown:
- The number of parking spaces proposed must be adjusted to the lowest
amount allowed by the Zoning Code. For example, a street parking reduction
of 50 percent is allowed in Urban Villages by Municipal Code Section
20.90.220, if a Project meets certain geographic and transportation demand
management criteria.
- The proposed number of parking spaces can be up to the general zoned
minimum without the further reduction to Urban Villages, Downtown or other
areas, if the parking provided is shared and publicly available and/or
"unbundled” as defined in Chapter 20.200 of the Zoning Code.

f.

Does not adversely affect pedestrian, bike, or transit infrastructure. For example,
sidewalk widths cannot be reduced below the City’s Complete Streets standard; bike
lanes cannot be altered to reduce their accessibility or size beyond the City’ Complete
Streets standard.

6. Transportation Projects that reduce or do not affect VMT: Transportation Projects that
inherently support environmental, land use, and transportation goals of the City and State
by reducing significant traffic impacts to a less than significant level or being neutral to meet
the City’s screening criteria. Examples include transportation Projects that enhance
pedestrian, bike, or transit infrastructure, and transportation Projects that maintain current
infrastructure, without adding new automobile capacity. The Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research in the 2017 Guidelines tor Implementing SB 743 published a list of such
Projects that is enumerated below:
•

•
•
•

•

Rehabilitation, maintenance, replacement, and repair Projects designed to improve
the condition of existing transportation assets (e.g., highways, roadways, bridges,
culverts, tunnels, transit systems, and assets that serve bicycle and pedestrian
facilities) and that do not add additional motor vehicle lanes.
Roadway shoulder enhancements to provide "breakdown space,” otherwise improve
safety or provide bicycle access.
Addition of an auxiliary lane of less than one mile in length designed to improve
roadway safety.
Installation, removal, or reconfiguration of traffic lanes that are not for through traffic,
such as left, right, and U-turn pockets, or emergency breakdown lanes that are not
utilized as through lanes.
Addition of roadway capacity on local or collector streets provided the Project also
substantially improves conditions for pedestrians, bicyclists, and, if applicable,
transit.
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Conversion of existing genera! purpose lanes (including ramps) to managed lanes
or transit lanes, or changing lane management in a manner that would not
substantially decrease impedance to use.
Addition of a new lane that is permanently restricted to use only by transit vehicles
Reduction in number of through travel lanes.
Grade separation to separate vehicles from rail, transit, pedestrians, or bicycles, or
to replace a lane to separate preferential vehicles (e.g. HOV, HOT, or trucks) from
general vehicles.
Installation, removal, or reconfiguration of traffic control devices, including Transit
Signal Priority (TSP) features.
Traffic metering systems.
Timing of signals to optimize vehicle, bicycle, or pedestrian flow.
Installation of roundabouts or traffic circles.
Installation or reconfiguration of traffic calming devices.
Adoption of or increase in tolls.
Addition of tolled lanes, where tolls are sufficient to mitigate VMT increase.
Initiation of new transit service.
Conversion of streets from one-way to two-way operation with no net increase in
number of traffic lanes.
Removal or relocation of off-street or on-street parking spaces.
Adoption or modification of on-street parking or loading restrictions (including meters,
time limits, accessible spaces, and preferential/reserved parking permit programs)
Addition of traffic wayfinding signage.
Rehabilitation and maintenance Projects that do not add motor vehicle capacity.
Addition of new or enhanced bike or pedestrian facilities on existing streets/highways
or within existing public rights-of-way.
Addition of Class I bike paths, trails, multi-use paths, or other off-road facilities that
serve non-motorized travel.
Installation of publicly available alternative fuel/charging infrastructure.
Addition of passing lanes in rural areas that do not increase overall vehicle capacity
along the corridor.
B. CEQA VMT Transportation Thresholds of Significance
VMT, as used in this Policy, measures the amount of personal motorized vehicle travel
associated with a Project. VMT is measured by multiplying the total vehicle trips by the average
distance those trips travel.
For residential and employment uses other than retail commercial uses, VMT is measured for
each person who will occupy or use the Project. For retail commercial and transportation
Projects, the net amount of VMT is measured to identify potential impacts.
The thresholds of significance, by Project type used by the City of San Jose to measure VMT
are described in Table 1 of this Policy. Detailed methods for calculating VMT by Project type
are further described in the City’s Transportation Analysis Handbook.
C. Less than Significant with Mitigation
If a Project is determined to have a significant impact on VMT, it must reduce that impact by
modifying the Project VMT to an acceptable level; that is below the established thresholds of
significance applicable to the Project and/or mitigating the impact through multimodal
transportation network improvements, or transportation demand management program as
measured by a Trip Cap.
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Methodologies for measuring and mitigating VMT for Projects are described in the City’s
Transportation Analysis Handbook. These methodologies for measuring and mitigating VMT
for Projects must conform to the City’s Transportation Analysis Handbook.
A Trip Cap as used in this Policy is a maximum number of vehicle trips allowed during any
given day associated with a Project. The City, in coordination with the Project applicant, will
set a Project’s Trip Cap at a level that is reasonably attainable through proven means and
enables the Project’s VMT to be reduced below the relevant threshold(s). The TA must include
a plan for implementation and funding of the Trip Cap for the life of the Project and will become
part of the Project’s conditions of approval. Further, this plan must include methods for an
annual trip mitigation, monitoring and reporting program (MMRP). The requirements of Trip
Cap monitoring must include contingency plan for the City to make changes if the Trip Cap
compliance reports demonstrate a failure to reduce the number of vehicles.
A short grace period not to exceed six (6) months will be provided to Projects that are not in
compliance with their Trip Cap requirements based on the annual monitoring report. Such a
non-conforming Project will be required to submit a new Trip Cap implementation plan which
includes how and why the already established plan failed and new strategies and measures
to attain the Trip Cap.
Monetary fees will be assessed if a Project is not in compliance with its Trip Cap after the
grace period. The annual monetary fees are set at 1/5th the cost of the Transportation System
Improvement(s) value defined in Section D2 below. Monetary fees collected will be used in
the same manner as described in Section D2 below.
D. Significant and Unavoidable Impacts
If a Project is unable to fully mitigate VMT impact(s) and thus results in significant and
unavoidable VMT transportation impact(s), the Project may:
1.

Modify/Change or relocate the Project to a low VMT site to meet VMT threshold(s).
This could include the following: Changing the Project type, increasing density and
land use diversity, adjusting Project design, reducing off-street parking supply,
replacing market rate units with affordable housing units, include local multimodal
transportation network improvements as part of the Project, or undertake the Project
in an area of the City where VMT is lower; or

2.

The City Council may adopt a statement of overriding considerations as part of the
environmental impact report certification process pursuant to Public kesources Code
21081.
Council will only consider a statement of overriding considerations for Projects that
meet the following criteria:
a.

Commercial or industrial Projects that:
i. Demonstrate overriding benefits to the City, as determined by the City
Council, in accordance with Public Resources Code 21081, based on a
recommendation by City staff; and
ii. Are consistent with the General Plan, and any applicable area plan(s).

b.

Residential Projects that:
i. Are located in Urban Villages as defined in the City’s General Plan;
ii. Demonstrate overriding benefits to the City, as determined by the City
Council, in accordance with Public Resources Code 21081, based on a
recommendation by City staff;
iii. Meet the density requirements specified in the Transit Supportive Projects in
Planned Growth Areas with Low VMT and High Quality Transit screening
criteria; and
54

iv.

Are consistent with the General Plan, and any applicable area plan(s).

To be eligible under clauses a. and b. above, a Project must also construct or fund
multimodal transportation improvement(s), called Transportation System
Improvement(s) that will improve system efficiency and/or safety, enhance non-auto
travel modes, and promote citywide reduction of VMT. A Project’s contribution, either
through construction or payment towards improvements and expansion of the City’s
multimodal transportation system, is a way to achieve and be consistent with the
related General Plan goals and policies.
The value of Transportation System Improvements that a Project applicant must
construct or fund will be based on the amount of VMT impacts their Project is unable
to mitigate. Table 2, VMT Values for Transportation System Improvements shows
the values for commercial, industrial, and residential Projects per vehicle mile traveled
not mitigated.
Table 2 - VMT Value for Transportation System Improvements
Project Type
......

...

Commercial; Industrial
Residential

j
| ..

j
j

Value
.

..

... ......

...

. .j
j

$3,200 per Vehicle Mile Traveled not mitigated
$2,300 per Vehicle Mile Traveled not mitigated

|

The value of Transportation System Improvements will increase annually, on January
1st in line with the Engineering News-Record Construction Cost Index (ENR CCI) to
ensure that the value remains consistent over time.
For purposes of clarification, improvements to the citywide multimodal transportation
system as discussed in this section are not "mitigation" for significant VMT impacts,
as mitigation is defined by CEQA. Such improvements would not necessarily reduce
or avoid the significance of VMT impacts that cannot be mitigated. These
improvements to the multimodal transportation system are one of the overriding
benefits to the community and findings made to this effect that can assist the Council
in determining whether the overriding benefits of the proposed Project outweigh the
significant effects on the environment.
c.

Affordable housing Projects that are 100% restricted affordable units, excluding
unrestricted manager units, at or below income levels as defined in General Plan
Policy IP-5.12. Affordability restrictions must be recorded and extend for a minimum
of 55 years for rental homes or 45 years for for-sale homes.
Affordable housing Projects must be consistent with the General Plan, as well as any
applicable area plan(s), and the City Council may consider a statement of overriding
considerations even if the Project’s VMT impact cannot be fully mitigated to a less
than significant level. These affordable housing Projects will be required to mitigate
their VMT impacts to the maximum extent feasible, as determined by the City of San
Jose’s Vehicle Miles Traveled Evaluation Tool, including implementation of a tailored
TDM plan. However, these Projects would not be required to construct or fund
Transportation System Improvements.
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APPENDIX C
TO CITY COUNCIL POLICY 5-1
Flow Chart of the Transportation Analysis Process
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Staff Report
To:

SCTA Technical Advisory Committee

Meeting Date:

2/27/20

From:

Chris Barney, Senior Transportation Planner

Item Number:

6

Subject:

Sonoma County Travel Behavior Study – Final Report Available and Status of Travel
Model Improvements
Consent Item: ☐

Regular Item: ☐

Action Item: ☐

Report: ☒

Issue
The Sonoma County Travel Behavior Study Final Report is complete and available for distribution on the SCTA
website. What is the status of travel model improvements and travel model recalibration/revalidation?

Recommendation
Information item only. No recommendation.

Advisory Committee Recommendation
None.

Alternatives Considered
None.

Executive Summary
SCTA partnered with local jurisdictions to conduct a countywide travel behavior study focused primarily on
the collection and analysis of “big data” including mobile-source/cell phone data, GPS location data, and
travel data to gather information on travel flows, average trip lengths, travel modes, major destinations, trip
purposes, and other travel behavioral information.
Deliverables for this project include a final report summarizing travel flows, trends, and behavior for Sonoma
County jurisdictions along with background data and graphics that can be used to support local general plan
updates, provide information useful in the development of station area and area specific plans, and to
support other local planning and engineering activities. Project consultants (Fehr and Peers) have been hired
to complete this project.
Fehr and Peers is also assisting SCTA in making a number of improvements to the Sonoma County Travel
Model and a portion of the project budget focuses on providing local support for SB743 implementation.
These improvements will be based on data collected as part of the travel behavior study.

Policy Impacts / Nexus to Agency Goals
The Sonoma County Travel Behavior Study provides a wealth of transportation and behavior information
including origins and destinations, travel flows, major destinations, and trip characteristics that may support
SCTA and local jurisdiction planning and engineering activities. Travel model improvements will
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Financial Implications
Is there a fiscal impact?

Yes ☒

No ☐

Is there funding in the current budget?

Yes ☒

No ☐

The funding source(s) to be used are:

SCTA regional transportation planning funds, local
contributions.

Background
Project tasks and status are summarized below:
•

Task 1: Travel Behavior Study and Origin-Destination Analysis – Conduct countywide travel behavior
and origin and destination analysis using mobile source and other available data sources. Task
deliverables include datasets and a final report.
STATUS – COMPLETE. LINK TO FINAL REPORT AVAILABLE BELOW. Data is available for the following
time periods:

•

o

2017 spring weekday

o

2017 summer – reduced sample size

o

2017 weekend – reduced sample size

o

2018 post-fire – reduced sample size

Task 2: Weekend model – Consultant is using data collected as part of Task 1 to develop weekend
modeling capability. Includes weekend trip generation, mode share adjustments, and updated
weekend peaking factor adjustments.
STATUS – UNDERWAY. WEEKEND DATA COLLECTED AND BEING ANALYZED. WEEKEND TRIP RATES ARE
BEING DEVELOPED.

•

Task 3: Visitor and tourism travel model improvements – Consultant is using data collected as part of
Task 1 to add a new tourism trip purpose to the travel model.
STATUS – UNDERWAY. VISITOR DATA COLLECTED AND BEING ANALYZED. MODEL CUSTOMIZATION IN
PROGRESS.

•

Task 4: Winery/Agriculture model improvements – Consultant is using data collected as part of Task 1
and other available data sources to add new land use categories and trip generation estimates
specific to agricultural and winery related land uses to the travel demand model.
STATUS - UNDERWAY. WINERY AG. DATA BEING COLLECTED AND ANALYZED. NEW TRIP PURPOSE AND
TRIP RATES BEING DEVELOPED.

•

Task 5: SB 743 implementation support – Consultant is providing support and recommendations on SB
743 implementation. Work is focused on setting thresholds, calculating VMT, analyzing induced
demand, accounting for entire trip lengths, and SB 743 reporting. Completed work includes: SB 743
implementation workshop, SB 743 implementation white paper, VMT summaries, VMT maps.
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STATUS - UNDERWAY. FINAL SB 743 IMPLEMENTATION WHITE PAPER AVAILABLE AT FEB. 20 PAC
MEETING.
•

Task 6: Expanded model gateways – Consult will provide travel model improvements to improve
estimation of out of county travel. Model improvements will use data collected as part of Task 1 and
other available data to develop post-processing tools to provide accurate estimates of trip lengths
and VMT for travel entering and exiting Sonoma County.
STATUS - UNDERWAY. FEHR & PEERS IS ANALYZING REGIONAL TRAVEL FLOWS AND WILL BE
IMPLEMENTING POST-PROCESSORS TO PROVIDE MORE ACCURATE ESTIMATES OF OUT OF COUNTY
TRAVEL.

Supporting Documents
The Travel Behavior Study final report is now available on the SCTA website:
https://scta.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/Sonoma_TBS_2-7-2020_web.pdf
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Staff Report
To:

Sonoma County Transportation Authority – Technical Advisory Committee

From:

Seana L. S. Gause, Senior – Programming and Projects

Item:

Local Partnership Program Implementation Schedule

Date:

February 27, 2020

Issue:
What is the implementation schedule for the Local Partnership Program?
Background:
SCTA issued a call for projects on February 3, 2020 for the Road Repair and Accountability Act (SB-1) Local
Partnership Competitive Program. The schedule for implementation is as follows:
CTC issues Draft guidelines
SCTA call for projects
Projects due to SCTA
Advisory Committees
Final Guidelines (CTC)
CTC Call for Projects
SCTA Board approval of project(s)
Project applications due to CTC
Staff Recommends (CTC)
LPP (c) Program Adopted

1/15/20
2/3/20
3/2/20
3/25 & 3/30/20
3/25/20
3/25/20
4/13/20
6/12/20
11/12/20
12/2/20

Policy Impacts:
N/A
Fiscal Impacts:
The program has a $2M minimum and $25M maximum grant size per project.
Staff Recommendation:
N/A this is an informational item
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Sonoma County Transportation Authority
Measure M Appropriation/Invoice Status Report
FY 19/20
Project Sponsor

Project Name

Measure M
Program

Santa Rosa
Santa Rosa
Santa Rosa
Santa Rosa
Sonoma County
Sonoma County
Santa Rosa
Rohnert Park
Sonoma Co Reg Parks
Sonoma Co Reg Parks
Sonoma Co Reg Parks
Sonoma County TPW
Healdsburg
SCBC
SMART

Hearn Avenue (Phase 3)
Hearn Avenue (Phase 3)
Fulton Road Impvrovements
Fulton Road Impvrovements
Airport Blvd Landscaping
Airport Blvd Landscaping
Santa Rosa Creek Trail
Access Across 101
Central Sonoma Valley Trail
Bodega Bay Trail
Sonoma Schellville Trail
Arnold Drive Bike Lanes
Foss Creek Trail
BTW (SCBC)
NWPRR

LSP
LSP
LSP
LSP
LSP
LSP
Bike/Ped
Bike/Ped
Bike/Ped
Bike/Ped
Bike/Ped
Bike/Ped
Bike/Ped
Bike/Ped
Bike/Ped

Prior Apprp
Balance
$595,514
$1,155,502
$379,860
$24,928
$20,499
$333,583
$45,267
$247,011
$20,000
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$414,896

19/20
Programmed

19/20 Amount Appropriation
Apprp
Date

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$110,000
$0
$0
$350,000
$200,000
$250,000
$1,840,000
$13,000
$0

$0
7/10/17
$0
7/10/17
$0
9/11/17
$0
9/11/17
$0
3/27/17
$0
3/27/17
$0
6/11/18
$0
6/11/2018
$0
7/9/2018
$0
$0
$0 (12/9/19)
$0
$0
$0

$2,763,000

$0

Last Invoice
Date
12/17/19
12/17/19
12/17/19
12/17/19
7/11/19
7/11/19
12/17/19
2/11/2020
10/14/2019

Balance
Remaining
$580,762
$1,001,172
$28,787
$28,787
$20,499
$333,583
$44,625
$245,790
$0

Notes
R/W
PSE
PSE
R/W SUP
CON SUP
CON CAP
Not prog'd, bal not approp'd in 18/19

Not prog'd, not approp'd in 18/19; push100 prog'd to 20/21
$100 prog'd, $100 not approp'd in 18/19
Coop & Approp to Board 12/9/19
$1,062 not prog'd, not appop'd in 18/19
7/10/19

$0
$140,868 PSE
$2,424,872 total remaining

Project approaching 6 months
Projects that are past 6 months for invoicing or appropriation

$431,284 Bike Ped Remaining

OR projects that are programmed for 19/20 that have not been
appropriated after 6 mos.

$1,993,588 LSP Remaining
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Staff Report
To:

Sonoma County Transportation Authority: Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)

From:

James R. Cameron, Director of Projects & Programming

Item:

9.2 Measure M - Maintenance of Effort –Reporting FY18/19-Policy 14 and PUC
Compliance

Date:

February 27, 2020

Issue:
Is SCTA in compliance with Public Utilities Code 180200 and Measure M Policy 14 Maintenance of Effort (MOE)?
Background:
The Traffic Relief Act for Sonoma County, Measure M, is governed by the Public Utilities Code. PUC 180200
requires that “local governments maintain their existing commitment of local funds for transportation
purposes." The PUC does not specify how an existing commitment must be measured, in order to ensure
compliance with the requirement.
Until 2010, Sonoma County jurisdictions received Proposition 42 funds, which had specific MOE requirements.
Since the Prop 42 requirements were more stringent than Measure M, there seemed little need for a Measure
M policy to address maintenance of effort. Once Proposition 42 funds ended, the SCTA acted to implement its
own MOE policy. The SCTA board approved Measure M Policy 14 on July 11, 2011 after Technical and Citizens
Advisory Committee (TAC and CAC) review.
Policy 14 (attached) requires that jurisdictions report the amount of local transportation funding, as a
percentage of that jurisdiction’s overall general fund spending. By analyzing the commitment as a
percentage of general funds, as opposed to the actual amount of transportation funding, the policy considers
the possibility that transportation spending may go down, if there is a decrease in general fund spending.
However, if the general fund increases, transportation funding would be expected to be increased by the
same percentage.
The baseline percentage was set for FY 2011/12, since it was the year the policy was enacted. In each year
since 2014 the SCTA board accepted the recommendation from the TAC & CAC and determined all
jurisdictions were in conformance based on the submitted reporting. SCTA staff has now received FY 18/19
reporting from all Measure M Local Street Rehabilitation (LSR) Program recipients. A summary of that
reporting is shown in the attached table.
Countywide, the commitment of transportation funding increased both in overall dollars and as a percentage
of cumulative general funds. Eight of ten jurisdictions increased their individual percentage commitment of
local funds for transportations purposes between the baseline in FY11/12 and FY18/19. The two jurisdictions
that dropped below their baseline percentage are the Town of Windsor and the City of Sonoma. The Town of
Windsor built a large capital project on Shiloh in the baseline year causing them to have a large baseline
percentage and since then they continue to be below the baseline, but the Town consistently has one of the
largest percentages of all the jurisdictions. The City of Sonoma acknowledges they did not meet the Measure
M Maintenance of Effort Goal partly due to a slight shift in priorities for General Fund expenditures.
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Additionally, recent financial staffing changes along with the audit process and the City’s method for
projecting total FY 2017/18 General Fund expenditures contributed to the decrease. In the future, the City of
Sonoma will be able to use the knowledge gained going through this process to project and better track
expenditures to meet their Maintenance of Effort requirement.
The PUC does not state that the commitment must be calculated as a percentage of the general fund or that it
be met annually. Policy 14 requires that each jurisdiction provide reporting, but it does not state that each
jurisdiction's individual commitment must be maintained. Since many small jurisdictions need to "bank"
transportation funding for several years in order to deliver a reasonably sized project, a single year's baseline
figure can easily be skewed, based on whether the baseline year contained a large transportation project.
Additionally, Policy 14 does not specify consequences for a jurisdiction that does not individually meet their
baseline figure. Finally, although the Traffic Relief Act of Sonoma County requires that local governments
maintain their existing commitment of local funds for transportation purposes, it does not state whether the
commitment must be maintained individually by each jurisdiction, or collectively.
Given that all jurisdictions met the reporting requirements of Policy 14 and that collectively the commitment
of transportation funding has increased over baseline, both in actual dollars and as a percentage of overall
general fund spending, the TAC should consider recommending to the Board that SCTA is in compliance, with
the PUC, the Traffic Relief Act of Sonoma County, and Measure M Policy 14.
Policy Impacts:
This is an interpretation of the Measure M Strategic Plan Policy 14 that allows for individual jurisdictions to
not meet their baseline MOE commitment, provided that collectively SCTA jurisdictions meet or exceed the
baseline MOE commitment. This interpretation was previously approved by the SCTA board in May 2014, July
2015, April 2016, May 2017, April 2018, and April 2019.
Fiscal Impacts:
Consequences of determining that individual jurisdictions must maintain their baseline contribution to
transportation could result in a suspension of a portion of the Measure M Local Street Rehabilitation (LSR)
allocations to those jurisdictions, until contributions are brought back to FY 11/12 baseline levels. Estimates
of FY 20/21 allocations are shown in the attached table.
Staff Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the TAC consider recommending to the Board that SCTA is in compliance with the
Public Utilities Code Section 180200, the Traffic Relief Act of Sonoma County, and Measure M Policy 14.

63

MEASURE M - STRATEGIC PLAN POLICY 14
The Traffic Relief Act for Sonoma County is governed by the Public Utilities Code. PUC 180200 requires that
“local governments maintain their existing commitment of local funds for transportation purposes.” The
Measure M Expenditure Plan states “consistent with California Public Utilities Code Section 180200, the SCTA
intends that the additional funds provided governmental agencies by the Traffic Relief Act for Sonoma County
shall supplement existing local revenues being used for public transportation purposes and that local
jurisdictions maintain their existing commitment of local funds for transportation purposes.” Measure M
cooperative agreements for the Local Streets Rehabilitation Program also require maintenance of effort.
For the Local Streets Rehabilitation Program funding, each local agency shall be responsible for identifying
which of their accounts have local funds for transportation purposes. For these purposes, expenditures
would be calculated per fiscal year. A fiscal year is defined as July 1 through June 30. The baseline amount is
transportation fund expenditures in FY11/12 which will be converted to percentage of general fund
expenditure. Expenditures for each subsequent year will be compared to the baseline to determine the same
percentage of general fund expenditures is occurring. Baseline percentages (FY11/12) and subsequent year
percentages of discretionary fund expenditures on transportation shall be provided to SCTA by each
jurisdiction no later than February 15, starting in February 2013. This is to allow agency audits to be
completed prior to submittal.
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Maintenance of Effort Calculations - % of Local Fund Expenditures on Transportation as a Percentage of
the General Fund Expenditures
Jurisdiction

FY 11-12 (BASELINE)
Transportation
(A)

County of Sonoma*

General Fund
(B)

%
(A/B)

$7,510,980

$360,118,999

2.1%

$96,726

$4,436,499

2.2%

Cloverdale

$162,404

$5,270,429

3.1%

Healdsburg

$916,656

$7,547,774

12.1%

Petaluma

$775,000

$32,472,271

2.4%

Rohnert Park

$558,407

$22,477,233

2.5%

Santa Rosa

$2,298,378

$117,000,000

2.0%

Sebastopol

$159,486

$4,884,137

3.3%

Sonoma (City)

$749,256

$11,838,835

6.3%

Windsor

$3,043,675

$13,108,791

23.2%

TOTALS

$16,270,968

$579,154,968

2.8%

Cotati

Jurisdiction

FY18-19
Transportation
(M)

County of
Sonoma*

General Fund
(N)

%
(M/N)

Measure M Local
Streets Rehab
Estimated
FY 20/21 Allocation

$22,479,443

$461,769,771

4.9%

$2,280,473

$1,115,432

$6,524,391

17.1%

$84,401

$399,886

$6,803,647

5.9%

$67,341

Healdsburg

$1,653,536

$13,461,452

12.3%

$115,755

Petaluma

$1,557,116

$48,011,408

3.2%

$518,337

Rohnert Park

$3,826,778

$38,082,987

10.0%

$330,442

Santa Rosa

$3,585,288

$171,044,555

2.1%

$1,491,331

Sebastopol

Cotati
Cloverdale

$876,414

$8,998,700

9.7%

$68,023

Sonoma (City)

$1,081,292

$19,259,398

5.6%

$97,504

Windsor

$2,574,060

$18,594,345

13.8%

$244,438

TOTALS

$39,149,245

$792,550,654

4.9%

$5,298,050
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Staff Report
To:

Sonoma County Transportation Authority – Technical Advisory Committee

From:

James R. Cameron, Director of Projects & Programming

Item:

Local Streets Rehabilitation Maintenance of Effort (MOE) - Policy Update

Date:

February 27, 2020

Issue:
What Local Streets Rehabilitation Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Policy should the TAC recommend for the
potential new measure extension/renewal? Should this Policy also replace the current Policy 14 under
Measure M?
Background:
July 27, 2017, the TAC discussed a potential Maintenance of Effort policy in relation to a proposed Measure M
extension/renewal and the April 2017 approved Senate Bill 1 (SB-1). The item was continued to the August
meeting. The agenda item discussed in July starts in the TAC minutes on page 7 at the following link:
http://scta.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/TAC-Agenda-Packet-07-27-2017.pdf
August 24, 2017, the TAC discussed possible changes to the proposed Policy and made the decision to table
the item because the SCTA had determined not to take a reauthorization measure to the voters in November
2018. The agenda item discussed in August starts in the TAC minutes on page 7 at the following link:
https://scta.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/08-24-2017-TAC-Agenda-Packet.pdf
August 24, 2017 Meeting Minutes approved at the September TAC meeting start on document page 3 at the
following link:
https://scta.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/09/TAC-Agenda-Packet-09-28-2017.pdf
On January 23, 2019 the TAC picked up the discussion where it left off in 2017, by going through the 6 points
below with the following comments.
1.

Strict requirements and public transparency for the CAC and Public.
a. The TAC’s initial request was to use the SB-1 MOE as is, but based on past comments from
the Citizen’s Advisory Committee SCTA staff requested baseline years to be more current
than the baseline years of FY 10, 11 and 12 used by SB-1

2.

Clarity on SB-1 MOE implementation guidance from the State Controller’s Office (SCO)
a. Now that SB-1 is being fully implemented, the TAC agreed that a new policy is needed to
minimize the administration of MOE Policies with SB-1, Measure M and the new measure.
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3.

Aggregate Countywide Total for Compliance
a. The TAC is supportive of continuing the aggregate method for confirming compliance.

4.

Clarify Penalty
a. The TAC requested that penalties only be applied to jurisdictions that fall short of their
baseline and that the penalty be proportional to the percentage shortfall.

5.

Evaluate Construction Index vs other historical index
a. The TAC is concerned with the volatility of an index relative to their actual discretionary
funds available. Referencing an index and capping its volatility was discussed as an
appropriate approach.

6.

PCI value of 70 for compliance
a. No TAC discussion on this topic.

SCTA staff’s current recommendation for an MOE Policy is as follows:
Future Policy for Consideration:
To address issues with both the current Measure M policy and the SB-1 legislation, staff has researched other
self-help jurisdiction’s requirements and come up with the following Policy as a recommendation.
Maintenance of Effort (MOE): Funds generated by the new sales tax measure are to be used to supplement and
not replace existing local revenues used for streets and highways purposes. The basis of the MOE requirement
will be the average of expenditures of annual discretionary funds on streets and highways, as reported to the
Controller pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 2151 for the three most recent fiscal years before the
passage of the measure where data is available. The average dollar amount will then be increased once every
three years by the construction cost index Bay Area Consumer Price Index (CPI) of that third year. SCTA shall use
CPI-U for San Francisco-Oakland-Hayward, CA from https://www.bls.gov/regions/west/data/cpi_tables.pdf and
cap the adjustment to a 2 % maximum.
To establish compliance, each year the adjusted 3-year baseline average will be compared to the 3-year average
of the current year and the 2 most recent fiscal years before the current year. The SCTA board will consider all
jurisdictions in compliance if the countywide totals are in compliance. If the countywide totals are not in
compliance then individual jurisdictions that did not meet the requirement will be penalized. Penalty for noncompliance of meeting the minimum MOE is immediate loss of a proportional share of the Local Streets
Maintenance and Improvements funds until MOE compliance is achieved. The proportional loss shall be for a
minimum period of one year and calculated using the percentage shortfall from the jurisdictions MOE baseline.
SCTA will reapportion the loss to the other jurisdictions whose expenditures are in compliance. The audit of the
MOE contribution may be requested every five years, to be provided by the jurisdiction and completed by an
independent certified public accountant (CPA). Any agency found to be in non-compliance may be required to
provide annual audits for three years after they come back into compliance.
Any local jurisdiction wishing to adjust its maintenance of effort requirement shall submit to the Authority a
request for adjustment and the necessary documentation to justify the adjustment. The Authority staff shall
review the request and shall make a recommendation to the Authority. Taking into consideration the
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recommendation, the Authority may adjust the annual average of expenditures reported pursuant to Streets and
Highways Code Section 2151. The Authority shall make an adjustment if one or more of the following conditions
exists:
1. The local jurisdiction has undertaken one or more major capital projects during those fiscal years,
that required accumulating unrestricted revenues (i.e., revenues that are not restricted for use on
streets and highways such as general funds) to support the project during one or more fiscal years.
2. A source of unrestricted revenue used to support the major capital project or projects is no longer
available to the local jurisdiction and the local jurisdiction lacks authority to continue the
unrestricted funding source.
3. One or more sources of unrestricted revenues that were available to the local jurisdiction is
producing less than 95 percent of the amount produced in those fiscal years, and the reduction is not
caused by any discretionary action of the local jurisdiction.
4. The local jurisdiction Pavement Condition Index (PCI) is 70 or greater, as calculated by the
jurisdiction Pavement Management System and reported to the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission, then the baseline will be adjusted to zero for as long as the PCI in 70 or greater.
Bay Area CPI-U history:

Bay Area CPI-U
6.0
5.0
4.0
3.0
2.0
1.0
0.0

1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018

Policy Impacts:
This would potentially set policy for individual jurisdictions to meet their baseline MOE commitment and
consequences if the baseline MOE is not met.
Fiscal Impacts:
This policy outlines the specific way that jurisdictions would be required to maintain the level of their general
funds commitment and ensures that that Sales Tax Measure Fix Roads Funds do not supplanted other funds.
Also, the fiscal impact is that if the policy is not met they would have their apportionment reduced by the
percentage below their baseline. Those funds would then be reapportioned to all compliant jurisdictions and
the non-compliant jurisdiction would not get them back.
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Staff Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the TAC review, modify as needed and approve a new MOE policy for Board
consideration that will replace Measure M Policy 14 and go into effect in Fiscal year 2020-21, using FY 18, 19
and 20 as the baseline years.
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SB-1 LEGISLATION –

2036. (a) Cities and counties shall maintain their existing commitment of local funds for street, road, and
highway purposes in order to remain eligible for an allocation or apportionment of funds pursuant to Section
2032.
(b) In order to receive an allocation or apportionment pursuant to Section 2032, the city or county shall
annually expend from its general fund for street, road, and highway purposes an amount not less than the
annual average of its expenditures from its general fund during the 2009–10, 2010–11, and 2011–12 fiscal
years, as reported to the Controller pursuant to Section 2151. For purposes of this subdivision, in calculating a
city’s or county’s annual general fund expenditures and its average general fund expenditures for the 2009–
10, 2010–11, and 2011–12 fiscal years, any unrestricted funds that the city or county may expend at its
discretion, including vehicle in-lieu tax revenues and revenues from fines and forfeitures, expended for street,
road, and highway purposes shall be considered expenditures from the general fund. One-time allocations
that have been expended for street and highway purposes, but which may not be available on an ongoing
basis, including revenue provided under the Teeter Plan Bond Law of 1994 (Chapter 6.6 (commencing with
Section 54773) of Part 1 of Division 2 of Title 5 of the Government Code), may not be considered when
calculating a city’s or county’s annual general fund expenditures.
(c) For any city incorporated after July 1, 2009, the Controller shall calculate an annual average expenditure
for the period between July 1, 2009, and December 31, 2015, inclusive, that the city was incorporated.
(d) For purposes of subdivision (b), the Controller may request fiscal data from cities and counties in addition
to data provided pursuant to Section 2151, for the 2009–10, 2010–11, and 2011–12 fiscal years. Each city and
county shall furnish the data to the Controller not later than 120 days after receiving the request. The
Controller may withhold payment to cities and counties that do not comply with the request for information
or that provide incomplete data.
(e) The Controller may perform audits to ensure compliance with subdivision (b) when deemed necessary.
Any city or county that has not complied with subdivision (b) shall reimburse the state for the funds it
received during that fiscal year. Any funds withheld or returned as a result of a failure to comply with
subdivision (b) shall be reapportioned to the other counties and cities whose expenditures are in compliance.
(f) If a city or county fails to comply with the requirements of subdivision (b) in a particular fiscal year, the city
or county may expend during that fiscal year and the following fiscal year a total amount that is not less than
the total amount required to be expended for those fiscal years for purposes of complying with subdivision
(b).
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SB-1 Maintenance of Effort Baseline Average of FY10, 11, 12 and subsequent years
State Control Reports available at: http://www.sco.ca.gov/aud_locinstr_annual_street.html

Jurisdiction

FY 10,11,12
Average

FY12-13

FY13-14

FY14-15

FY15-16

Final with
exceptions

Discretionary

Discretionary

Discretionary

Discretionary

Expenditures

Expenditures

Expenditures

Expenditures

County of Sonoma*

$6,252,295

$8,862,872

$13,845,515

$16,470,339

$9,525,034

Cloverdale

$82,493

$159,598

$0

$314,722

$112,680

Cotati

$47,566

$2,377

$345,957

$659,463

$356,568

Healdsburg

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

Petaluma

$762,335

$777,118

$619,286

$4,573,657

$1,640,659

Rohnert Park

$897,830

$617,404

$562,522

$1,196,578

$608,640

Santa Rosa

$6,896,365

$4,887,027

$5,238,978

$6,347,563

$10,059,843

Sebastopol

$178,293

$158,454

$347,111

$229,537

$262,100

Sonoma (City)

$250,663

$65,935

$67,202

$876,821

$829,614

Windsor

$1,739,496

$2,899,861

$1,398,600

$1,485,318

$2,112,932

TOTALS

$17,107,366

$18,430,646

$22,425,171

$32,153,998

$25,508,070

SB1 Baseline

How to find your jurisdictions information:
FY 16-17 (old publication) - Tables 5 or 11
https://www.sco.ca.gov/ard_locrep_streets.html
FY 17-18 (New …..By The Numbers) https://bythenumbers.sco.ca.gov/
Select “Streets” (select “Roads” for the County)
Then click on “Cities Raw Data” on bottom left
Once the excel is downloaded:
Click on the 5th tab of Sheet: SR_EXP_SUMMARY_FUND_SOURCE
Column BM: Total Expenditures_All Other Sources Discretionary_Street Expenditures (will be able to filter to
desired cities)
FY 18-19 has been submitted but under review by SCO so unavailable, so look within your jurisdiction.
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Proposed New Measure Maintenance of Effort Baseline Average of FY 18, 19 & 20.

Jurisdiction

FY16-17
FY17-18
Dated: May 2018 Dated: May 2019

FY18-19
Available:
May 2020*

FY19-20
Available:
May 2021*

FY20-21
Available:
May 2022*

Discretionary
Discretionary
Discretionary
Discretionary
Discretionary
Expenditures
Expenditures
Expenditures
Expenditures
Expenditures
County of Sonoma
$29,147,806
$24,956,775
Cloverdale
$0
$249,442
Cotati
$1,702,078
$723,392
Healdsburg
$0
$96,935
$130,918
Petaluma
$668,475
$1,006,964
Rohnert Park
$619,568
$1,871,581
Santa Rosa
$11,577,906
$12,346,199
Sebastopol
$278,262
$350,096
Sonoma (City)
$401,805
$796,079
Windsor
$4,176,784
$2,963,498
TOTALS
$48,572,684
$45,360,961
$0
$0
$0
* Due in December, but State Controllers office review and then releases 6 months later in May. Healdsburg
shared their submittal.
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Staff Report
To:

SCTA Technical Advisory Committee

From:

Seana L. S. Gause, Senior – Programming and Projects

Item:

Measure M Local Streets Rehabilitation/Local Bus Transit Allocation Estimates

Date:

February 27, 2020

Issue:
What are the annual fund estimates for the LSR/LBT programs in Measure M?
Background:
Policy 4.1 of the 2019 Measure M Strategic Plan requires that SCTA provide annual fund estimates to the
jurisdictions that receive Measure M funds in the above mentioned programs no later than February 1 of each
year. The fund estimates for FY20/21 were distributed to the Jurisdictions and the Transit Operators via direct
email and posted to the SCTA website on January 29, 2020, and are attached here for reference.
Policy Impacts:
None, this procedure is compliant with the existing policy.
Recommendation:
None, this item is informational.

490 Mendocino Ave. #206, Santa Rosa, CA| 707.565.5373 | scta.ca.gov | rcpa.ca.gov
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Measure M Allocation for LSR
Fiscal Year 2020-21
Estimated Disbursements
Local Road Rehab Funding

ALLOCATION AMOUNT

Measure M Project

Revised Percentage
Share*

Total Estimate for FY
2020/21

Index Code

Project Code

793208

M20001

Cloverdale

1.59304900001% $

84,400.53

793208

M20002

Cotati

1.27105400421% $

67,341.07

793208

M20003

Healdsburg

2.18486767573% $

115,755.37

793208

M20004

Petaluma

9.78354944266% $

518,337.30

793208

M20005

Rohnert Park

6.23705282968% $

330,442.15

793208

M20006

Santa Rosa

28.14875829571% $

1,491,335.18

793208

M20007

Sebastopol

1.28393021572% $

68,023.26

793208

M20008

Sonoma

1.84037095542% $

97,503.77

793208

M20009

Windsor

793208

M20010

Sonoma County

4.61373970712% $

244,438.22

43.04362787375% $

2,280,472.76

100.00000000000% $

5,298,049.60

Updated Percentage Share 9/15/2019 includes January 1, 2019 DOF population numbers.
* California Departement of Tax and Fee Administration Actual Receipts - 2/28/2019 to 12/31/19
LSR Deposit Journals

Date Posted

Actual Receipts

167034

2/28/2019 $

453,988.35

169330

3/28/2019 $

413,314.06

172635

5/1/2019 $

441,601.30

174960

5/29/2019 $

323,606.06

177990

6/26/2019 $

420,105.88

183263

7/25/2019 $

504,799.52

185724

8/28/2019 $

366,433.47

188034

9/26/2019 $

460,127.52

190532

10/24/2019 $

531,892.54

193027

11/27/2019 $

362,108.28

12/31/2019 $

412,302.68

195750
TBD

1/21/20 pending $

TTD CDTFA Receipts as of 1/31/19

$

3% Projected Total Growth $
Total Estimated for FY20/21**

$

453,457.82 *
5,143,737.48
154,312.12
5,298,049.60

*20% of Distr. Amt shown on 1/21/20 Local Juris, Tax Statement on the Ca. Dept. of Tax and Fee Admin (CDTFA) website
**Estimate is based on acutal revenues collected.
Total Measure M FY19/20 Final LSR Budget***

$

5,488,495.08

MM_LSR_LBT_Percentage_Share_Ratios_FY2020-21 use for ALL.xls
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Measure M Local Street Rehabilitation (LSR) Program Distribution Ratios
FY 2020/21
Population As of January 1, 2019
Population1

Jurisdiction

Percent

9,257
7,919
12,501
62,247
43,339
175,625
7,885
11,556
28,565
141,781

Cloverdale
Cotati
Healdsburg
Petaluma
Rohnert Park
Santa Rosa
Sebastopol
Sonoma
Windsor
County
0

500,675

50%
1.85%

0.92%

1.58%

0.79%

2.50%

1.25%

12.43%

6.22%

8.66%

4.33%

35.08%

17.54%

1.57%

0.79%

2.31%

1.15%

5.71%

2.85%

28.32%

14.16%

100.00%

50.00%

1 California DoF - January 1, 2019 - Based on published population by entity.

Road Mileage (Center Line Miles)
Jurisdiction

Center Line Miles

Percent Center Line Miles

32.05
23.02
44.89
171.00
91.51
508.60
23.80
32.90
84.42
1,384.62
2,396.81

Cloverdale
Cotati
Healdsburg
Petaluma
Rohnert Park
Santa Rosa
Sebastopol
Sonoma
Windsor
County
Total

50%

1.34%

0.67%

0.96%

0.48%

1.87%

0.94%

7.13%

3.57%

3.82%

1.91%

21.22%

10.61%

0.99%

0.50%

1.37%

0.69%

3.52%

1.76%

57.77%

28.88%

100.00%

50.00%

Road Mileage (Center Line Miles) based on FY 18-19 Annual Reporting Letter Submissions

Local Street and Road Rehabilitation (LSR) Program Distribution Ratios
Combined Population / Road Mile Formula (50/50 Split)
As of January 2020 for FY2020/21 Distributions
Jurisdiction

50/50 Split Percent Share

Cloverdale
Cotati
Healdsburg
Petaluma
Rohnert Park
Santa Rosa
Sebastopol
Sonoma
Windsor
County
Total

MM_LSR_LBT_Percentage_Share_Ratios_FY2020-21 use for ALL.xls

1.59%
1.27%
2.18%
9.78%
6.24%
28.15%
1.28%
1.84%
4.61%
43.04%
100.00%
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Measure M Local Bus Transit (LBT) Program Distribution Ratios and Estimated Disbursements
FY 2020/21

Population As of January 1, 2019
Population1

Area
Cloverdale
Cotati
Healdsburg
Petaluma
Rohnert Park
Santa Rosa
Sebastopol
Sonoma
Windsor
County
Total
Total
1
2

9,257
7,919
12,501
62,247
43,339
175,625
7,885
11,556
28,565
141,781
500,675

% Population
1.8489%
1.5817%
2.4968%
12.4326%
8.6561%
35.0776%
1.5749%
2.3081%
5.7053%
28.3180%
100.0000%

500,675

100.0000%

California Department of Finance - January 1, 2019 - Based on published population by entity.
See below for adjusted calculation for TDA formula

Allocation Amounts

Local Bus Transit (LBT) Program Distribution Ratios For FY2020/21

Total Estimate for FY20/21

Distribution to Transit Operators based on TDA Population Percentages Above

Healdsburg
Petaluma
Santa Rosa
County
Total

12,501
62,247
175,625
250,302
500,675

MM_LSR_LBT_Percentage_Share_Ratios_FY2020-21 use for ALL.xls

2.4968%
12.4326%
35.0776%
49.9929%
100.0000%

$
$
$
$
$

66,141.63
329,343.08
929,215.52
1,324,324.58
2,649,024.81
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Inactive Obligations
Local, State Administered/Locally Funded and Rail Projects

Updated on 02/18/2020
Project
Number

6411010
5920118
5022054
5383012
5920138
5039023

Projects > $50k
Agency Action Required

Inactive

Invoice returned to agency. Contact
ATPSB1L
0418000334
DLAE.
Invoice overdue. Contact DLAE.
0400020427BRLO
Final invoice under review by Caltrans. Mo0413000163HSIPL
Invoice under review by Caltrans. Monitor 0418000383STPL
Invoice ASAP to avoid inactivity.
0413000106BRLO
Invoice ASAP to avoid inactivity.
0414000356STPL

Inactive
Inactive
Future
Future
Future

State
Project
No

Project
Prefix

Status

District

County

Agency

RTPA

MPO

Project
Description

4 SON

Sonoma Marin Area Rail Transit Distr Metropolitan Transportation Commission Metropolitan TraIN PETALUMA:

4
4
4
4
4

Sonoma County
Petaluma
Cotati
Sonoma County
Cloverdale

SON
SON
SON
SON
SON

Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Latest Date

02/21/2019
Metropolitan TraCHALK HILL RD01/10/2019
Metropolitan TraLAKEVILLE HWY04/25/2018
Metropolitan TraEAST COTATI A05/09/2019
Metropolitan TraLAMBERT BRID 05/02/2019
Metropolitan TraCLOVERDALE A06/12/2019

1of2

Earliest
Authorization
Date

Latest Payment Date Last Action Date

Program Codes Total Cost
Amount

Obligations
Amount

Expenditure
Amount

Unexpended
Balance

Z003
02/21/2019
04/10/2012
11/27/2013
05/09/2019
02/01/2013
06/12/2019

01/10/2019
04/25/2018
05/02/2019

02/21/2019
01/10/2019
04/25/2018
05/09/2019
05/02/2019
06/12/2019

L11E
ZS30
Z240
M233
Z240

$2,075,675.00
$531,180.00
$302,677.00
$885,792.00
$1,068,750.00
$331,739.00

$400,000.00
$531,180.00
$272,400.00
$675,000.00
$1,068,750.00
$100,000.00

$0.00
$160,345.44
$84,600.00
$0.00
$821,795.80
$0.00

$400,000.00
$370,834.56
$187,800.00
$675,000.00
$246,954.20
$100,000.00
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Inactive Obligations
Local, State Administered/Locally Funded and Rail Projects

Updated on 02/18/2020
Projects < $50k
Project
Status
Agency Action Required
Number
5379021
5022050

Inactive
Inactive

State Project No Project Prefix

Invoice returned to agency. Contact DLAE0415000181L
No funds remaining to invoice.
0400020947L-0

CML
BHLS

District

County

4 SON
4 SON

Agency

RTPA

MPO

Project Description

Latest Date

Rohnert Park Metropolitan Transportation C Metropolitan Transportation CommissioIN ROHNERT PARK: COMMERCE & COP 08/14/2018
Petaluma
Metropolitan Transportation C Metropolitan Transportation CommissioWASHINGTON STREET BRIDGE OVER P08/30/2018

2of2

Earliest
Authorization
Date
06/24/2016
04/05/2011

Latest Payment Last Action
Date
Date

Program Codes Total Cost Amount

08/14/2018
08/30/2018

Z003
Q120

08/14/2018
08/30/2018

$500,000.00
$250,000.00

Obligations
Amount
$500,000.00
$221,325.00

Expenditure
Amount
$459,688.25
$221,249.07

Unexpended
Balance
$40,311.75
$75.93
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Staff Report
To:

Sonoma County Transportation Authority – Technical Advisory Committee

From:

Seana L. S. Gause, Senior – Programming and Projects

Item:

Local Road Safety Plan Request for Proposals Coordination

Date:

February 27, 2020

Issue:
What is the process proposed for a County-wide Request for Proposals (RFP) for consultant services to be
coordinated by SCTA, resulting in selection of a consultant that will enter into individual contracts with each
participating jurisdiction for completing a Local Road Safety Plan (LRSP)?
Background:
Caltrans announced a Call for LRSP Applications on October 8, 2019. A total of $10 million from the
Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) was set aside and exchanged for state funds to assist local
agencies developing their safety plans. Each applicant may have up to $72,000 of state funds, to be matched
with $8,000 local funding.
A Local Road Safety Plan (LRSP) is a means of providing local and rural road owners with an opportunity to
address unique highway safety needs in their jurisdictions while contributing to the success of the State
Highway Safety Plan. The process of preparing an LRSP creates a framework to systematically identify and
analyze safety problems and recommend safety improvements. Preparing an LRSP facilitates the
development of local agency partnerships and collaboration, resulting in a prioritized list of improvements
and actions that can demonstrate a defined need and contribute to the statewide plan. The LRSP offers a
proactive approach to addressing safety needs and demonstrates agency responsiveness to safety
challenges.
An LRSP provides a framework for organizing stakeholders to identify, analyze, and prioritize roadway safety
improvements on local and rural roads. The process of developing an LRSP can be tailored to local protocols,
needs, and issues. SCTA acting as coordinator for a request for proposals can help select a consultant that
will provide participating individual jurisdictions with customized LRSPs. Having a single consultant develop
multiple LRSPs will provide consistent methods, formatting, stakeholder outreach, and approach to each
LRSP. In addition, this approach will provide an economy of scale to the program overall. Consistency
between jurisdictional LRSPs will facilitate any future efforts to develop a countywide LRSP.

411 King Street, Santa Rosa, CA 95404 | 707.565.5373 | scta.ca.gov | rcpa.ca.gov
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Schedule for Delivery
Draft RFP (handout to participating
jurisdictions)

Feb 27, 2020

Set up working group/evaluation committee
(each participating jurisdiction)
Review Draft RFP
Approve delivery schedule
Release call for proposals
Receive proposals
Review proposals
Interview candidates
Select consultant
Notify consultants of selection

Feb 27, 2020
March 6, 2020
March 6, 2020
March 9, 2020
April 9, 2020
April 17, 2020
April 20-24, 2020
April 27, 2020
April 27, 2020

Policy Impacts:
None
Fiscal Impacts:
SCTA will provide the administrative activities required to produce, release and manage the request for
proposals. Each participating jurisdiction will enter into separate contracts for services with the consultant
selected through the RFP process and be responsible for payment of consultant per contract. Each
participating jurisdiction has been selected by Caltrans to receive the above referenced grant funding (up to
$72,000, with $8,000 match) for the purpose of completing an LRSP. Any expenditure beyond the grant
funding is the responsibility of the individual jurisdiction.
Staff Recommendation:
Staff recommends that the participating jurisdictions review the draft RFP (handout), provide comments back
to SCTA staff and approve the schedule for delivery.
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS AGENDA - DRAFT
March 9, 2020 – 2:30 p.m.
SCTA/RCPA Board Room
411 King Street, Santa Rosa, CA 95404
1. Call to order the meeting of the Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA) and the Sonoma
County Regional Climate Protection Authority (RCPA)
2. Public comment on items not on the regular agenda
3. Consent Calendar

A. SCTA/RCPA Concurrent Items

3.1. Admin – meeting notes from February 10, 2020 (ACTION)*
3.2. Admin – resolution of commendation for Aleka Seville (ACTION)*
3.3. Admin – Fair Political Practices filing reminder (REPORT)*

B. RCPA Items

3.4. ? –(ACTION)*

C. SCTA Items

3.5. Measure M – 2020 Bond Disclosure Reports - Series 2011 and 2015 (REPORT)*

4. Regular Calendar

A. SCTA Items <2:45PM estimated start time>

4.1. SCTA Planning
4.1.1. MTC – Plan Bay Area 2050 proposed list of regional projects (ACTION)*
4.1.2. CTP – goals for the 2050 Comprehensive Transportation Plan (ACTION)*
4.2. SCTA Projects and Programming
4.2.1. Local Measure – November 2020 transportation sales tax ballot measure (ACTION)*
4.2.2. Mega-Measure – update on legislative effort for a regional transportation and/or
housing measure (ACTION)*

B. Joint SCTA/RCPA Items <4:30PM estimated start time>
5. Reports and Announcements <5:00PM estimated start time>
5.1. Executive Committee report
5.2. Regional agency reports
5.3. Advisory Committee agendas*
5.4. SCTA/RCPA staff report
5.4.1. RCPA Activities (REPORT)*
5.4.2. Planning Activities (REPORT)*
5.4.3. SCTA/RCPA Community Affairs (REPORT)*
5.4.4. Highways – update on State Highway projects (REPORT)
5.5. Announcements
6. Adjourn
411 King Street, Santa Rosa, CA 95404 | 707.565.5373 | scta.ca.gov | rcpa.ca.gov
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*Materials attached.

The next SCTA/RCPA meeting will be held April 13, 2020
Copies of the full Agenda Packet are available at http://scta.ca.gov/meetings-and-events/board-meetings/
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 the 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 SCTA/RCPA after distribution
of the agenda packet are available for public inspection in the SCTA/RCPA office at 411 King Street, Santa Rosa, CA, 95404, 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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