Planning Advisory Committee
Thursday, October 15, 2020 – 9:00 a.m. – 11:00 a.m.
PLEASE NOTE: The SCTA/RCPA Business Office is closed, and this meeting will be conducted entirely by
teleconference pursuant to the provisions of the Governor’s Executive Orders N-29-20 and N-35-20, suspending
certain requirements of the Ralph M. Brown Act.
PAC members will be video-conferencing into the PAC Meeting via Zoom. Members of the public who wish to
listen to the PAC meeting may do so via the following platform:
Join Zoom Meeting
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87831975784?pwd=QVE0blV3ZU1JajI5SHduejYzQlVSdz09
Meeting ID: 878 3197 5784
Passcode: 000216
Phone: (669) 900-9128
One tap mobile: +16699009128,,87831975784#
PUBLIC COMMENT: Public comment on specific agenda items will only be allowed during the meeting via Zoom
Meeting by using the raise hand or chat function. Verbal comments from call-in participants not using the Zoom
Video platform can only be made by notifying Drew Nichols at drew.nichols@scta.ca.gov and identifying the item
number, your name and phone number from which you will be calling. Please include “PAC - Public Comment” in
the email subject line. The moderator will then ask for your comment.
ITEM
1. Introductions
2. Administrative
2.1. Approval of the agenda – changes, additional discussion items- (ACTION)
2.2. Review Meeting Notes from August 20, 2020* – (ACTION)
2.3. SCTA Board Agenda and Planning Activities*
2.4. MTC October update*
3. Updates from group – DISCUSSION
4. SCTA updates
4.1. SB 743 update - Chris Barney*
5. MTC/ABAG Housing Methodology Committee*– standing item - DISCUSSION
Summary: The HMC has agreed on a methodology, which was then ratified by the Regional Planning Committee
and forwarded on to the ABAG Executive Committee for approval on October 15 at 6pm. Sonoma County Planners
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1

wrote to the Committee with concerns about the high numbers of housing required in rural and semi-rural areas,
and pointed out many technical problems with the data inputs and subsequent distribution methods. SCTA staff
held a workshop for Planners to explain and discuss data sent by MTC. The SCTA will review the issue at the Board
meeting October 12. Staff report and Letter are attached.
6. Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) update – standing item – DISCUSSION
Summary: Phases 1 and 2 of public outreach are complete. Vision and Goals have been adopted, and
transportation projects have been submitted for inclusion in the CTP. Comments from the public are being
documented on CTP website. Staff is investigating new virtual venues for next phases of outreach, and new ways
to address equity. Existing conditions are being updated, including new content and staff is looking into
formatting and production
7. Public Comment
8. Adjourn -(ACTION)
*Attachment
The next SCTA meeting will be November 9, 2020
The next PAC meeting will November 19, 2020
DISABLED ACCOMMODATION: If you have a disability that requires the agenda materials to be in an alternate
format or that requires an interpreter or other person to assist you while attending this meeting, please contact
SCTA/RCPA at least 72 hours prior to the meeting to ensure arrangements for accommodation.
SB 343 DOCUMENTS RELATED TO OPEN SESSION AGENDAS: Materials related to an item on this agenda submitted
to the Planning Advisory Committee after distribution of the agenda packet are available for public inspection in
the Sonoma County Transportation Authority office at 411 King Street, Santa Rosa, CA 95404, during normal
business hours.
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PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING NOTES
Meeting Notes of August 20, 2020
ITEM
1. Introductions
Meeting called to order at 9:04 a.m. by Amy Lyle.
Committee Members: Amy Lyle, Chair, City of
Santa Rosa; Nancy Adams, City of Santa Rosa; Jeff
Beiswenger, City of Rohnert Park; Noah Housh,
City of Cotati; Jessica Jones, Town of Windsor; Kim
Jordan, Town of Windsor; Ada Chan, MTC/ABAG;
Jenna Garcia, City of Rohnert Park; Kari
Svanstrom, City of Sebastopol.
Guests: Steve Birdlebough, Sonoma County
Transportation and Land Use Coalition.
Staff: Janet Spilman; Chris Barney; Suzanne Smith;
Drew Nichols; Tanya Narath; Dana Turrey; James
Cameron.
2. Administrative
2.1. Approval of the agenda
Approved as submitted.
2.2. Review meeting notes from June 18,
2020
Noah Housh moved for approval, David Storer
seconded. The committee unanimously approved
the meeting notes from June 18, 2020.
2.3. SCTA Board Agenda and Planning
Activities
N/A
3. Update from group
City of Santa Rosa:
Amy Lyle announced the departure of David Guhin.
The City of Santa Rosa has approved the SB-35
project at Highway 12 and Calistoga Road.

Ms. Lyle spoke on the work at the cannery site and
at the Creekside on Montgomery to maintain the
historical and cultural sensitivity.
The City is moving forward with the downtown
specific plan and will present to the Planning
Commission in October.
The General Plan update process has kicked off
and has begun with outreach on community
involvement.
Nancy Adams added on the transportation
planning side that part of budget that was
approved included an active transportation
planner. The city will recruit for that position soon.
City of Sebastopol:
Kari Svanstrom reported on the climate action
committee. The City Council will be scheduling
interviews for the committee.
An 18-unit town home project has been issued a
building permit and the hotel project is on hold.
City of Cotati:
Noah Housh reported on the approval of projects
that run into financing disasters, such as an
approved assisted living project in Cotati will not
be pursuing given the absence of financing.
Similar with Sebastopol, the hotel project is also
on hold.
Mr. Housh further reported the City of Cotati will
be placing a tax measure (Measure S) to voters in
November.
David Storer might be careful with the tentative
maps.
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Staff will also be bringing in the cottage housing
ordinance to the City Council to allow doubling the
density with a limit on the size of the units.
City of Rohnert Park:
Jeff Beiswenger reported on the specific plan
areas in Rohnert Park.
The city is working on Sonoma Mountain Village
with a hope to go to the Planning Commission in
the fall.
The Cambria Hotel has opened up and the Fairfield
Inn will open soon. Mr. Beiswenger further
commented on the additional hotel projects in the
entitlement phase, although wonders about the
financing issue moving forward.
4. SCTA updates
4.1. 2050 Housing growth projections
Chris Barney updated the committee on the
forecasts.
Forecasts are used for future conditions as part of
the CTP, environmental analysis,
facility/infrastructure planning, housing planning,
and/or grant applications.
The primary data sources were highlighted,
including feedback from the local planning
departments and census data.
The scenarios for the Travel Model, including
existing conditions, General Plan Build Out, 2040
Plan Bay Area and 2050 Plan Bay Area, were
explained to the committee.
4.2. SB 743 update
Chris Barney reported on the receipt of the
updated travel model.
Information from the travel behavior study (TBS)
was used to improve how the model handles out
of county travel. Fehr & Peers is looking to develop

a more sophisticated way to look at
winery/tourism travel.
Now that the final modifications are ready, there
will be some additional testing and once
completed, will be used to update the VMT maps
the estimates for SB743 analysis.
Mr. Barney also spoke on the interest to have an
internal discussion on who will be requesting
information and what type of support can SCTA
provide.
David Storer commented on a webinar hosted by
OPR and SACOG that looked at regional mitigation
banking or an exchange banking.
Mr. Barney responded there is a ton of interest on
that idea and have heard of it coming up
informally at Caltrans and the State of California.
Mr. Storer further commented that when looking
at the regional VMT, there is composite of the VMT
analysis in the city versus the unincorporated area
metrics.
In the case of Sonoma County, there is a regional
VMT that includes VMT from cities and
unincorporated.
Mr. Storer asked if there is a separation between
the two.
Mr. Barney responded the data can be broken
down and can processed at the individual zone. As
far as the regional level, either using the Bay Area
MTC 9-couty average, or using the Sonoma County
Travel Model.
Nancy Adams commented on the development of
the toolkit items for the City of Santa Rosa and
announced a website was created that includes
the draft guidelines for VMT.
Mr. Storer asked about mitigation neg-decs or
EIRs.
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Amy Lyle commented on the questions on how the
studies mitigate.
The committee held a discussion on the mitigation
work.
Noah Housh added the City of Cotati presented a
resolution for the 15% threshold to the Planning
Commission.
5. MTC/ABAG Housing Methodology Committee
meeting August 13
Noah Housh updated the committee on the recent
Housing Methodology Committee (HMC) meeting.
Last time, the committee spoke on the process
and will be moving in a direction with regard to
how to do the allocation. Three scenarios were
developed: crescent, bottom-up approach, and
the income-shift approach.
Mr. Housh described the averages that were
created for each jurisdiction. Through this process,
there has been efforts to remain consistent with
the RHNA methodology and Plan Bay Area.
The North Bay will not be affected as significant,
and it also might not change much once
completed. It is not so much about the numbers,
but rather more of the direction on where we are
heading.
Ada Chan added the expectation is that a final
decision will made by October/November.
Mr. Housh asked Ms. Chan to comment on the
likely position the commission will take.
Ms. Chan responded that since this process has
been rigorous, it will be difficult for the
Commission to take a position without a specific
recommendation.
Mr. Housh continued to discuss the housing
methodology ideas for Sonoma County.

Kari Svanstrom commented the reality is we
physically could not do transit oriented
development – it is unrealistic. Bus headways
during rush hour are under two hours in
Sebastopol.
Ms. Svanstrom further spoke on the effects to the
rural communities and the absence of
understanding rural communities when speaking
of development in the unincorporated
communities.
The committee held a lengthy discussion on the
HMC allocation process, the county’s housing
strategy with regard to transit-oriented
development, and on housing assistance.
Mr. Storer asked about any feedback on LEAP
applications and on SB2 reimbursements.
Mr. Housh responded Cotati was tentatively
approved by staff and are putting together the first
submittal.
The committee then discussed the technical
assistance available and how to address
6. RCPA 2030 Climate Emergency Mobilization
Strategy
Tanya Narath presented on the Climate
Emergency Mobilization Strategy.
The top-level list of strategies that RCPA will be
doing additional work on include decarbonization,
sequestration, resilience, and adaption.
The overall strategy was described. The goal is to
achieve carbon neutrality in Sonoma County no
later than 2030. The guiding principles prioritize
high impact actions and equitable outcomes,
connect local priorities, identify and advocate for
regional and state level policy solutions, and
develop internal communications and
coordination structures.
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The approach is a countywide strategy with an
interest to identify the high impact actions and
measures to move the needle forward. There is a
short list that identifies these high impact
strategies. The ten-year emergency policy package
includes decarbonization, carbon sequestration,
and resilience and Ms. Narath described these
categories.

8. Adjourn
The committee adjourned at 11:26 a.m.

Decarbonization goals includes zero organics to
landfill by 2030, carbon natural home, and the
Green New Deal for Housing. In regards to
transportation, 60% of total emissions in Sonoma
County come from transportation. The strategies
include EV access for all (noting an emphasis “For
All), a focus on a bikeable Sonoma County
campaign, and the development of a VMT Bank.
Ms. Narath added that RCPA has a membership
with USDN on behalf of the county and has the
ability to reach out to the membership for best
practices and information.
Ms. Narath further presented on the remaining
elements and strategies in the CEMS: Carbon
Sequestration and Resilience (and adaptation).
These elements include developing a
sequestration market, community education
campaigns, and model micro grid communities.
Staff is still planning to organize the Urban Land
Institute Resilience Advisory Panel to make priority
recommendations to reduce economic and
environmental impacts of future wildfires and
power shut offs. Lastly,
Ms. Narath highlighted the key themes and
timeline.
David Storer thanked Ms. Narath for the
presentation and information.
7. Public Comment
Noah Housh announced the APA conference will
be held next month.
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS AGENDA
October 12, 2020 – 2:30 p.m.
PLEASE NOTE: The SCTA/RCPA Business Office is closed, and this meeting will be conducted entirely by
teleconference pursuant to the provisions of the Governor’s Executive Orders N-29-20 and N-35-20,
suspending certain requirements of the Ralph M. Brown Act.
SCTA/RCPA Board Members will be video-conferencing into the Board of Directors Meeting via Zoom.
Members of the public who wish to listen to the Board of Directors meeting may do so via the following
platform:
Please click the link below to join the meeting:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81203261526?pwd=TVFmV0RERmJINjVmNCtGN0FVZC9SUT09
Webinar ID: 812 0326 1526
Passcode: 976835
Telephone: (669) 900-9128
Or iPhone one-tap: +16699009128,,81203261526#
PUBLIC COMMENT: Public comment on specific agenda items will only be allowed during the meeting via
Zoom Meeting by using the raise hand function. Verbal comments from call-in participants not using the
Zoom Video platform can only be made by notifying Drew Nichols at drew.nichols@scta.ca.gov and
identifying the item number, your name and phone number from which you will be calling. Please include
“Public Comment” in the email subject line. The moderator will then ask for your comment.
Public comment will be limited to three (3) minutes. Public comment on items not on the regular agenda
must be submitted in electronic written format as provided under Item 2 below.
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
As authorized by Executive Orders N-29-20 and N-35-20, all public comment must be submitted in electronic
written format. Please submit public comment by email before noon on 10/12/20. Include “Public Comment”
and the meeting name in the subject line of your email and limit written comments to three hundred (300)
words. Send comments to Drew.Nichols@scta.ca.gov and they will be shared with all Board members and
identified by the Clerk verbally at the meeting.
3. Consent Calendar

A. SCTA/RCPA Concurrent Items

3.1. Admin – meeting notes from September 14, 2020 (ACTION)*

B. RCPA Items
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3.2. BayREN – 2020 agreement amendments to contract agreement amendments to contract
RCPA20007-A1 with Frontier Energy and contract RCPA20006-A1 with County of Sonoma
Energy and Sustainability Division for the Water Upgrades $ave program delivery (ACTION)*

C. SCTA Items

3.3. Measure M – accept the FY19/20 annual reporting letters from project sponsors (ACTION)*

4. Regular Calendar

A. SCTA Items

4.1. SCTA Planning
4.1.1. Active Transportation – Marin-Sonoma Bikeshare Pilot Program update (REPORT)*
4.1.2. Housing – update on Association of Bay Area Governments process for Regional
Housing Needs Assessment allocation (ACTION)

B. Joint SCTA/RCPA Items

4.2. Admin – PUBLIC HEARING – FY20/21 Final Budgets (ACTION)*
4.2.1. FY20/21 Measure M Final Budgets
4.2.2. FY20/21 RCPA Final Budgets
4.2.3. FY20/21 Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Final Budget
4.2.4. FY20/21 SCTA Final Budgets
4.3. Admin – update to SCTA Personnel Policies (ACTION)*

5. Reports and Announcements
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
*Materials attached.
The next SCTA/RCPA meeting will be held November 9, 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.
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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 www.gosonoma.org.
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Staff Report
To:

SCTA/RCPA Board of Directors

Meeting Date:

10/12/20

From:

Janet Spilman, Director of Planning

Item Number:

5.4.2

Subject:

Planning Activities Report
Consent Item: ☐

Regular Item: ☒

Action Item: ☐

Report: ☒

Issue
Planning Activities Report

Recommendation
Information only

Advisory Committee Recommendation
Not applicable to this item.

Alternatives Considered
Not applicable to this item.

Executive Summary
Update on activities of planning staff that are not on the regular agenda.

Policy Impacts / Nexus to Agency Goals
Not applicable to this item.

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:

Background
DATA MANAGEMENT AND FORECASTING
•

Modeling and analysis support – Model analysis has been completed for projects and plans in Santa
Rosa, Cotati, and unincorporated Sonoma County.
Staff continues to test the updated travel model. Work is currently focused on preparing reports that
will be used to summarize VMT for SB 743 compliance and assessing methods for estimating VMT
impacts of hotels and other visitor serving land uses.
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SCTA staff continues to support local efforts to analyze current regional housing allocation needs
assessment (RHNA) proposals made by MTC/ABAG.
•

Vision Zero Sonoma County Data Dashboard – Consultant incorporated feedback from the Vision
Zero Advisory Committee into the Vision Zero Data Dashboard prototype. To complement the
dashboard, Consultant prepared a prototype of a summary view of the data which showcases key
trends in the data using charts and narratives.

PLANS
Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) - Phases 1 and 2 of public outreach are complete. Vision and
Goals have been adopted, and transportation projects have been submitted for inclusion in the CTP.
Comments from the public are being documented on CTP website. Staff is investigating new virtual venues for
next phases of outreach.
•

Staff is looking into new ways to address Equity.

•

Staff is at work updating content, addressing new content and looking into formatting and
production.

•

Plan Bay Area 2050 (PBA 2050)
O

Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) There are strong concerns among our local
planners, shared by agencies all over California, about the amount of housing and new
guidelines mandated by the state. Local planners are actively involved in the Regional
Housing Methodology Committee to work out the regional approach.

O

Plan Bay Area -Regional Transportation Plan – MTC/ABAG has released their draft plan. See
https://www.planbayarea.org/ for the draft plan and details.

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT – MOBILITY INITIATIVES
•

Safe Routes to School
o The Sonoma County Bicycle Coalition (SCBC), consultant for the program, is adapting to the
pandemic situation. The majority of SCBC/SRTS staff were on furlough during the months of
April-May, and working part time during the months of June-July. SRTS Director Tina Panza
continued to administer the program, respond to needs, communicate and consult with
school partners regarding current offers and feasible future program options, and prepare for
future programming.
o Staff are transferring existing curriculum/lessons to both Video and Live Zoom formats,
setting up a Virtual Education online learning platform, and adapting their “Walk & Roll to
School” encouragement program to a “Walk and Roll to Anywhere” program.
o In early August, staff reached out to all SRTS enrolled schools provide them with a timesensitive heads up about the Safe Routes to School Program and modified plans for the 202021 school year. Staff also reached out to non-enrolled K-8 schools to invite them to enroll and
learn more about the new menu of options.
o Due to COVID, staff adapted community events including:
 Annual 2020 SRTS Bookmark Design & Haiku Contest Awards Ceremony
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30-Day Green Sneaker Family Challenge
New Virtual “Family Bicycling Workshop” series to replace in-person Family Bicycle
Workshops

•

Regional Bike Share Pilot Program – Update provided in this agenda.

•

Emergency Ride Home Program – Staff continues to manage the program. The Emergency Ride
Home program will reimburse rides home in cases of a qualifying emergency for anyone who works in
Sonoma County and gets to work using an alternative transportation option, such as carpooling,
vanpooling, public transit, bicycling, or walking. Program rules, restrictions, and reimbursement
forms are available online. scta.ca.gov/ERH

ADMINISTRATION OF ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION FUNDING
•

Transportation for Clean Air Fund, County Program Manager (TFCA, CPM) – Staff has reviewed
and provided comments on proposed changes to program guidelines, and has participated in
regional working group meetings. Staff have continued to respond to requests regarding the routine
audit.

COORDINATION & OUTREACH
Local Activities
•

Spare the Air Resources Team meeting with local and regional agencies, non-profit advocacy groups,
and citizens

•

SCTA staff provided GIS/mapping and demographic analysis support in the Sonoma County
Emergency Operations Center in response to the August 2020 Wildfires.

Regional Coordination
•

MTC/ABAG committees: Regional Modeling Working Group, Transit Finance Working Group, Active
Transportation Working Group, Transportation Demand Management Working Group, Regional
Mobility Hubs Workshop

•

CTA Planners meeting

•

Bay Area County Transportation Authority meeting

•

North Bay Transportation Officials Meeting

Supporting Documents
None
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• Plan Bay Area 2050 Updates

Final Blueprint Adopted; Pivot Towards Implementation Plan and EIR Scoping
In September, the ABAG Executive Board and the Commission adopted the Final
Blueprint Strategies and Growth Geographies, as well as the Regional Growth Forecast.
The revisions incorporated into the Final Blueprint resulted in a total of 35 strategies
related to transportation, housing, the economy, and the environment, as well as updated
Growth Geographies to reflect updated Priority Development Areas, Transit-Rich Areas,
and High-Resource Areas. Staff will now begin analysis of the Final Blueprint and report
back on forecasted outcomes at the end of the year. Before Plan Bay Area 2050 is adopted
in 2021, MTC and ABAG, along with partner organizations, will develop an
Implementation Plan to identify near-term actions to advance the strategies outlined in the
Final Blueprint. Local and CTA staff are encouraged to participate in Regional Advisory
Working Group meetings in fall 2020 and winter 2021 to learn more and provide input on
actions for the Implementation Plan. Lastly, the Notice of Preparation for the Plan Bay
Area 2050 EIR was released at the end of September and a public comment period runs
through late October. There will be a virtual scoping meeting on October 15, 2020 from 11
am – 1 pm (register with this link). For more information about how to submit comments
and otherwise participate in the NOP scoping process, please visit the Plan Bay Area 2050
webpage dedicated to the topic.

•

Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA)

•

Regional Housing Technical Assistance Program (REAP)

The RHNA process is approaching a pivotal moment as the ABAG Executive Board is
slated to take action on the proposed RHNA methodology this month. The Housing
Methodology Committee concluded its work in September by recommending a
methodology known as “Option 8a.” This recommendation uses Plan Bay Area 2050
households as its baseline, then applies several factors and weights that allocate a larger
share of housing units to jurisdictions with areas of high opportunity and proximity to jobs.
The recommended methodology performs strongly on all the evaluation criteria related to
the five statutory objectives of RHNA. On October 1, the Regional Planning Committee
voted to recommend “Option 8a” to the ABAG Executive Board. More information about
the proposed methodology is available in the agenda packet for the RPC meeting, available
here. The ABAG Executive Board meeting on this topic is scheduled for October 15 at 6
pm. A public comment period on the proposed methodology will commence after ABAG
Executive Board action.
MTC/ABAG staff continue to hone the framework for a new Regional Housing Technical
Assistance Program funded by REAP, focused on supporting local jurisdictions to adopt
compliant Housing Elements to implement the 6th cycle of RHNA. MTC/ABAG recently
sent an email update about the program to all local City Managers, County Administrators,
Community Development Directors, and Planning Directors. Upcoming resources include:
o Collaboratives – (Mostly) county-based groups staffed by paid coordinators that
facilitate ongoing dialogue, learning and technical assistance to jurisdictions
within a shared geography during the Housing Element update process. These
groups will meet regularly, perhaps monthly, and have the potential to continue
past the expected two years of RHNA 6 updates.
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o Peer Cohorts – Learning communities of similar jurisdictions that meet
occasionally (e.g. quarterly) to discuss housing topics of shared concern. These
could include large cities, under-resourced jurisdictions, or rural communities.
o Topic-specific Workgroups – Short-term, "deep dive" sessions for jurisdictions
working on specific housing issues or adopting similar legislation. This could
include understanding new ADU laws and drafting local ordinance updates; or
jurisdictions interested in advancing equity in their housing elements.
o Housing Needs Data Packets: MTC/ABAG staff is developing data packets that
will assist local planning staff with the completion of the Housing Element
“Housing Needs” section. These packets will illustrate relevant jurisdiction-level
data through a series of tables and figures with accompanying explanations and
should be pre-approved by HCD prior to release in late October.
o Housing Element Site Selection Tool: To support local planning staff with
completion of the Housing Element "Site Inventory and Analysis", in late October
MTC/ABAG staff will be releasing a “beta version” of a web-based tool to guide
jurisdictions in identifying potential sites that align with state requirements as
well as regional and local priorities. The tool will allow users to view key criteria
for each parcel within a given jurisdiction and to export HCD's new "Site
Inventory Form" with auto-populated sections for selected parcels. Staff is
working with HCD to create a safe harbor for jurisdictions that use this tool to
prescreen their housing element sites for compliance with new laws.
o Planning Innovations webinar on Oct 29, 2020 at 10:30 AM: ABAG will host a
webinar in partnership with HCD to discuss state data requirements for local
Housing Elements, solicit input on regional data tools discussed above and train
local planners to use the site selection tool to analyze parcel-level data and prepopulate HCD’s new site inventory form. Register here.
o Local funding allocations: Staff will be brining recommendations to the ABAG
Housing Committee in October, and to the ABAG Executive Board in November,
regarding $5.5M in proposed local funding allocations from REAP.
We are still seeking input from local jurisdictions to refine our program design here.
interested parties can now subscribe to our Housing TA email list using this link.
•

Blue Ribbon Transit Recovery Task Force

At its September 14th meeting, the Task Force focused on information and next steps
related to its third and final phase of work, development of a Transformative Transit Action
Plan which is to be completed by summer 2021. The transit operators and MTC presented
an overview of key transit challenges, regional transit initiatives already underway, and
potential next steps. Representatives from SPUR and Seamless Bay Area then gave a
presentation summarizing key issues and challenges in the region, examples of transit
governance and management models from regions with high transit ridership, and next
steps to be considered by the Task Force. Several Task Force members expressed a strong
interest in pursuing transit agency consolidation. At its next meeting on October 26th, the
Task Force will consider more specific proposals and approaches for the Transformative
Transit Action Plan. Further information about the Task Force, including meeting
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information, is available here. Bay Area transit operators have also implemented the Bay
Area Healthy Transit Plan and reporting dashboard, which is available here.
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Sonoma County Travel Model 2015 Estimates - Total Daily VMT and VMT Efficiency Estimates

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

Total VMT
202,486
209,907
286,377
1,875,564
968,936
3,271,638
237,715
373,657
493,148
2,824,966
10,744,393

Residential VMT Employment
( All homeVMT (commute
Total
Residential
Employment
based)
only)
Total Population Employment
VMT/Capita
VMT/Worker
169,510
41,695
8,878
1,915
19.09
21.77
159,317
49,415
7,599
3,771
20.97
13.10
176,795
95,003
12,908
8,000
13.70
11.88
1,170,658
751,071
60,755
41,306
19.27
18.18
636,104
265,935
42,717
18,710
14.89
14.21
2,637,630
708,314
193,006
78,243
13.67
9.05
150,063
61,378
7,768
5,354
19.32
11.46
339,218
101,913
11,248
5,810
30.16
17.54
386,783
113,557
27,849
9,563
13.89
11.87
2,470,106
489,222
129,164
40,962
19.12
11.94
8,296,183

2,677,503

501,892

213,634

16.53

12.53

Updated 9-21-2020
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Sonoma County Travel Model Vehicle Miles Traveled Summary
Key – Column Descriptions:
1. Jurisdiction – Sonoma County Jurisdiction, The Sonoma County Travel Model
summarizes jurisdiction using Sphere of Influence in order to avoid fluctuations and
shifts in estimates over time due to annexations.
2. Total VMT – Total estimated VMT for each jurisdiction.
3. Residential VMT (All home-based) - Production end home-based VMT – Estimate
represents all VMT generated or produced by homes/residences in each jurisdiction.
Includes HBW (work), HBS (school), and HBO (other) trip purposes. OPR guidance
recommends this as the metric for measuring residential development impacts.
4. Employment VMT (commute only) - Attraction end home-based work VMT - Estimate
represents commute/work VMT generated or attracted to destinations or workplace
locations/job locations in each jurisdiction. OPR guidance recommends this metric for
measuring VMT impacts for office projects.
5. Total Population – Population estimate for each TAZ. Calculated using a persons/HH
conversion. Adjusted using ABAG and US Census population estimates.
6. Total Employment – Employment estimate for each TAZ. Calculated using
employee/SQFT or other conversion. Adjusted based on ABAG employment
estimates.
7. Residential VMT/Capita – Residential VMT/Total Population -> All home based VMT
generated or produced at each jurisdiction divided by total population providing
Residential VMT/capita or an efficiency metric for residential VMT. OPR guidance
recommends this efficiency metric for measuring residential development impacts.
8. Employment VMT/Worker – Employment VMT (commute)/Total Employment -> All
commute VMT attracted to each jurisdiction, simulating work related travel generated
by that jurisdiction. Represents work VMT/workers or an efficiency metric for work VMT
at worksite or employment location. OPR guidance recommends this efficiency metric
for measuring office project VMT impacts.
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Staff Report
To:

SCTA/RCPA Board of Directors

Meeting Date:

10/12/20

From:

Janet Spilman, Director of Planning

Item Number:

4.1.2

Subject:

Plan Bay Area – Regional Housing Needs Allocation update
Consent Item: ☐

Regular Item: ☒

Action Item: ☒

Report: ☐

Issue
Sonoma County Planners have participated in the Regional Housing Methodology Committee (HMC) to help
guide the region’s planned growth for all types of housing in the upcoming RHNA cycle, which is for 8 years.
The HMC must meet state requirements and also be consistent with Plan Bay Area, the region’s long-range
(25-year) plan. Local planners have concerns with some of the modeling and baseline data and are requesting
attention and assistance from MTC/ABAG.

Recommendation
Send a letter to MTC with recommendations.

Advisory Committee Recommendation
Send a letter to MTC with recommendations.

Alternatives Considered
No action.

Executive Summary
While using PBA 2050 data as the baseline for RHNA allocations makes sense and can achieve good planning
policy (such as thoughtful planning for development in high hazard areas), the use of this data should include
means to separate the 8-year RHNA cycle from the 25-year growth model horizons. Without an effective
accounting for constraints and allowance for needed corrections, the resulting growth projections will not
meet the statutory objectives of RHNA and will counter-productively preclude jurisdictions from achieving
Housing Element certification. Ultimately, this lack of statutory conformance leads to a reduction in housing
grant funding and will result in fewer homes being built overall. For the homes that are built, there is risk of
perpetuating discriminatory policies that have created the equity issues we are now trying to solve.
We request that MTC/ABAG take these comments under consideration and utilize the feedback provided to
improve the PBA 2050 modeling.

Policy Impacts / Nexus to Agency Goals
SCTA staff has facilitated local planning meetings and served as liaison to MTC/ABAG.

Financial Implications
Is there a fiscal impact?

Yes ☐

No ☒

411 King Street, Santa Rosa, CA 95404 | 707.565.5373 | scta.ca.gov | rcpa.ca.gov
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Is there funding in the current budget?

Yes ☐

The funding source(s) to be used are:

N/A

No ☒

Background
California state law requires all California cities, towns, and counties to plan for housing needs—regardless of
income. This is a state mandate called Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA). RHNA is implemented
through the Housing Element within each jurisdiction’s General Plan.
Every eight years the California Department of Housing and Community Development, or HCD, determines the
total number of new homes the Bay Area needs to build—and how affordable those homes need to be—in
order to meet the housing needs of people at all income levels.
ABAG then allocates a share of the region’s housing need to each city, town, and county in the region based
on its methodology and data. Each local government must then update the Housing Element of its General
Plan to identify potential building sites and the policies and strategies necessary to meet the community’s
housing needs.
RHNA Cycle 6 and Plan Bay Area
The issue at hand is, in addition to the very high numbers of housing assigned to the region (and all regions)
by HCD, local planners are alarmed that errors in data analysis have identified potential housing sites in the
smaller cities and particularly in the unincorporated County that are in undevelopable sites - cemeteries,
parks, school sites, flood plains, etc.
Jurisdictions are tasked with identifying acceptable sites for the range of housing types required. As the rules
tighten on the definition of acceptable sites, cities are struggling to identify enough sites. Sites identified in
previous cycles (and remain unbuilt) cannot be reused. Therefore, cities find themselves in the position of
looking for new potential building sites (for all housing types) with increased restrictions on what is allowable.
MTC/ABAG are attempting to align this RHNA Cycle with Plan Bay Area. While this is a reasonable policy move,
the practical implications of overlaying an 8-year RHNA Cycle onto a 30-year regional plan are challenging.
The land use data and modeling for PBA is relatively new and not accurate for many Sonoma County
jurisdictions, especially in the rural small cities and the unincorporated County.
Using these tools to determine RHNA assignments requires that the data and analysis be ground-truthed by
local planners, who require more time and information to make accurate assessments.
Staff Ad hoc committee consensus
The Staff Ad hoc committee has written a letter to MTC staff outlining their concerns. This letter is included as
an attachment. It was sent in time to meet MTC deadlines for the Regional Planning Committee, which will
make a recommendation to the MTC/ABAG Executive Committee. The Committee presents this to the
SCTA/RCPA Board for your information.

Supporting Documents
Letter to MTC/ABAG from Staff Ad hoc committee on Housing.
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September 29, 2020

Jesse Arreguin, President
MTC/ABAG Executive Board
375 Beale Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94105-2066
RE: Housing Methodology Committee recommendation – comments and concerns
Dear President Arreguin:
First, we want to express our gratitude to the entire HMC and ABAG/MTC staff and consultants for supporting
this monumental effort. Further the Planning and Community Development Directors and SCTA staff wish to
specifically acknowledge the dedication of Gillian Adams, Dave Vautin, Paul Fassinger, Ada Chan, Aksel Olsen,
Eli Kaplan and all of the other individuals whom have worked so diligently to support the HMC. We recognize
their hard work and appreciate their continued and direct assistance to our jurisdictions.
At its September 18, 2020 meeting, the HMC voted to utilize the draft Plan Bay Area 2050 Blueprint’s projected
2050 household data as the baseline in establishing the 6th cycle Regional Housing Need Allocations (RHNA) for
Bay Area communities. Because the Draft Plan Bay Area (PBA) Blueprint provides similar guiding principles
(https://www.planbayarea.org/2050-plan/plan-bay-area-2050-blueprint) as those adopted by the HMC, this
seems a strategic and logical approach that would move the Bay Area toward these guiding principles.
However, this assumes the underlying data and assumptions in the 2050 Blueprint model are accurate and
comprehensive. In practice, North Bay communities are realizing, the implications of using a 30-year
projection to establish an 8-year RHNA are significant and may have unintended consequences, especially for
our rural communities and areas of unincorporated counties. Given this, if the draft PBA is to form the
baseline for the RHNA allocation, then it is critical that:

1) The data input and development assumptions used to predict how land will develop must be accurate and
account for existing real-world constraints; and
2) The growth assumptions must account for the two very different time frames (8 years vs. 30 years) and
appropriately account for (but not over emphasize), the widespread economic crisis caused by the COVID-19
pandemic.
To ensure proper accounting for these issues, the Sonoma County Community Development Directors, Planning
Directors and SCTA planners have repeatedly requested the data and the development assumptions that
ABAG/MTC is utilizing for its modeling. Unfortunately, we have yet to receive the development assumptions,
and only received the GIS (layer) zoning assumptions on Friday, September 25. Despite the delay in providing the
requested data, ABAG staff has requested our communities each report back on any errors in this data by
Wednesday, September 30, effectively providing our staff less than 3 working days to examine GIS data that
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took years to build and to identify its errors. As identified below, a few hours spent examining this data has
already revealed significant errors that appear to be erroneously inflating populations and projections in the
unincorporated county and in some rural cities. Additional time is needed for the comprehensive data and
assumptions used in the draft PBA Blueprint to be provided by AGAB/MTC staff, and to be truth-tested to
ensure proper accounting for our unique community constraints. This need for additional time is only
compounded by the tragic impacts of the Shady and Glass fires currently ravaging our communities.
Data errors identified by Sonoma County jurisdictions
Without having the requested GIS layers from PBA available to check for errors, local staff have resorted to using
the static .pdf graphic provided to each jurisdiction by ABAG. These .pdf maps are not interactive and do not
provide any wayfinding information such as streets and roads to assist with orienting and ensuring accuracy with
the review. Nonetheless, North Bay staff toiled to make side-by-side comparisons with our own GIS maps and
have identified several significant errors.
Specifically, high-density housing assumptions are made in the PBA 2050 data in the following areas, either
erroneously or in violation of RHNA objectives:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

In graveyards
In floodways
On rural recreational lands many miles from any services (at least 20 instances in unincorporated
county)
Adjacent to freeways with high pollution emission rates
In industrially designated areas adjacent to noxious land uses
In areas identified and certified as Priority Production Areas by ABAG/MTC
Increased densities adjacent to high wildfire areas

In several unincorporated areas, the shape files for high-density housing do not have any relationship to parcel
boundaries, roads or zoning districts; rather they appear to have been included randomly. There are clearly a
large number of mapping errors that need to be corrected based on existing and known constraints (such as
those listed above). If such significant errors were found in only a few hours and using information provided in a
limited format, it calls into question the accuracy of the growth projections of the entire model.
While ABAG staff did contact local jurisdictions to ask them to review their data a year ago, the data was
provided only as a spreadsheet with hundreds or thousands of data entries and no mapping or development
assumptions being given. As such, this format did not result in a true “project referral” or productive
engagement as the results clearly identify. Now that the maps have been included and staff can visually check
for errors, the Directors and SCTA staff request a review period of three weeks following receipt of the
requested data and development assumptions from ABAG staff, to review and identify errors in mapping and
development assumptions. Further, this feedback needs to be meaningfully incorporated into the data and
modeling projections before the RHNA baseline is set and growth is allocated.
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Infrastructure Constraints and Sites Requirements
All Sonoma County jurisdictions are concerned about the assumptions made in the draft PBA related to
infrastructure. The resulting development assumptions (which we still have not received) made in the 30-year
2050 PBA timeline do not translate well into the 6 th cycle RHNA planning period of 8 years. The use of PBA 2050
development assumptions and 25-year growth projections, which do not account for the 8-year RHNA timeline,
deliver obscenely high numbers to unincorporated and rural communities which currently lack the infrastructure
to serve the projected high-density growth. It is important to note that HCD is legislatively prohibited from
allowing jurisdictions to “count” sites that will not be available for development within the 8-year housing
element period. The end result is that jurisdictions allocated shockingly high numbers of growth without the
means to develop the infrastructure needed to support such growth, will never be able to identify adequate
sites to meet the statutory sites criteria and thus will not be able to achieve certification of their housing
elements. Because grant funding for housing now requires a certified housing element, the use of the PBA
assumptions will preclude these jurisdictions from receiving any funding to support housing development. The
Directors and SCTA staff request that such areas identified for growth in the draft PBA 2050 Blueprint NOT be
included in a jurisdiction’s RHNA allocation for the 6th cycle unless infrastructure can be provided within the 8year timeframe of the planning cycle. Setting these jurisdictions up for Housing Element failure is not good
planning policy and will not result in housing being built.
Environmental Justice, Climate Change and Covid-19 Related Issues
The chosen allocation methodology must meet the six statutory objectives of RHNA, including affirmatively
furthering fair housing. This means that the RHNA allocation must take meaningful action to overcome patterns
of segregation and to replace segregated living patterns with integrated and balanced communities.
Unfortunately, mapping done for the PBA 2020 Blueprint reflects a perpetuation of segregated housing patterns
by placing higher-density housing allocations into environmentally inferior areas that are already home to the
region’s poorest populations by virtue of having the lowest land costs. This, in turn, causes the RHNA allocation
methodology to fail to meet the 5th statutory objective of RHNA. If the draft PBA 2050 Blueprint is to be used as
a baseline for the RHNA allocation, the PBA data and projections must also be corrected to meet the six
statutory objectives of RHNA, including to remove assumed high-density housing developments from areas
that are environmentally inferior such as in flood zones, in polluted areas, adjacent to freeways, within
industrial areas with high emissions and in high wildfire areas.
Additionally, the specific development assumptions for PBA2050 should be made available for comment by the
public, and then discussed by the Regional Planning Committee (RPC), HMC and ABAG Executive Board. For
instance, it is our understanding that future sea level rise (e.g. current and future flood plain areas) is included as
a development constraint for coastal areas, but neither current nor future FEMA regulatory flood plain areas
outside of coastal communities are being included. This is not good planning and is an inconsistent approach to
identifying and applying the development constraints of climate change, across all Bay Area communities. This is
yet another example of why the underlying data and assumptions must be made available, so that local planners
can assist ABAG/MTC staff in identifying and correcting these types of issues using our collective localize
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knowledge of the issues we understand as lead agencies. Similarly, the additional adjustments to the
development constraints and assumptions resulting from the Covid-19 pandemic (such as telecommuting
assumptions) should also be provided to the public for discussion by the RPC, HMC and ABAG Executive Board.
In summary, while the choice to use PBA 2050 data as the baseline for RHNA allocations makes sense and can
achieve good planning policy (such as thoughtful planning for development in high hazard areas), the use of this
data must include means to separate the 8-year RHNA cycle from the 25-year growth model horizons. Without
an effective accounting for constraints and allowance for needed corrections, the resulting growth projections
will not meet the statutory objectives of RHNA and will counter-productively preclude jurisdictions from
achieving Housing Element certification. Ultimately, this lack of statutory conformance and reduction in housing
grant funding will result in less homes being built overall, and for the homes that are built perpetuating the
discriminatory policies that have created the issues we are now trying to solve. Please take these comments
under serious consideration and utilize the feedback provided to improve the PBA 2050 modeling.
Thank you,

Jeffrey Beiswenger
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Janet Spilman
Director of Planning, Sonoma County Transportation Authority
David Sforer; /t!CP

David Storer,AICP {Sep 30, 202011:57 PDT)

David Storer, AICP
Planning and Community Services Director, City of Sonoma

Kan·SraJt.rtnnr
Kari Svanstrom (Sep 30, 2020 08:19 PDT)

Kari Svanstrom
Planning Director, City of Sebastopol
Kevin Thompson
Assistant City Manager/Community Development Director, City of Cloverdale

Tennis Wick
Director, Permit Sonoma, County of Sonoma

ZJ:m'dh!tJtten'1[ AICP

David Woltering, AICP (Oct 2;{ 011:28 PDT)

David Waitering, AICP
Interim Community Development Director, City of Healdsburg

cc:

Therese McMillan, MTC Executive Director
Matt Maloney, MTC Director of Regional Planning
Suzanne Smith, SCTA Executive Director
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