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TRANSPORTATION WHITEPAPER

TRANSPORTATION WHITEPAPER
INTRODUCTION
This Whitepaper describes the existing and planned transportation network of streets, bikeways, sidewalks,
trails, and transit routes in Rohnert Park. It describes the latest developments in the field of transportation
planning for the purpose of updating the General Plan. This Whitepaper also outlines a framework for the
development of new California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) thresholds of significance in response to
the State-mandated transition from automobile delay/Level of Service (LOS) to vehicle-miles traveled (VMT).

MAJOR FINDINGS & IMPLICATIONS
•

The field of transportation planning is evolving at a rate not seen since the automobile was first mass
produced in the early 20th Century. Transportation planning is entering a new era of planning to
support a more sustainable future. Consequently, the General Plan Update represents an opportunity
to plan for these new transportation realities and provide flexibility to respond to changing
transportation conditions.

•

Transportation network companies (TNCs) such as Lyft and Uber are providing mobility as a service,
and the prospect of autonomous vehicles (AVs) may result in a transportation future where the vast
majority of Americans do not own a vehicle, but still ride in an automobile. Additionally, the
population is aging, thus placing a premium on designing a transportation system that
accommodates users of all ages.

•

There is not yet consensus as to how emerging transportation trends and technologies (e.g., TNCs
and AVs) will affect transportation; however, transportation forecasting tools suggest the following
potential outcomes over the next 20 years:
o

AV/TNCs could reduce the “first mile/last mile” transit access issue, which might encourage
transit use. On the other hand, if travel by TNCs becomes so efficient and cheap, it could
reduce transit ridership.

o

If AV/TNCs are traveling on the road between ride requests, there may be many empty
vehicles on the road, which could increase VMT.

o

If AV/TNCs become more commonplace, it could reduce the need for on-street and offstreet parking. Surface parking lots may be re-allocated to accommodate additional
development.

o

Testing of current AV operating parameters suggests that freeways will be able to
accommodate more vehicles in the future. Interchanges, ramps, and arterials must be
designed to accommodate increased demands entering and exiting from a freeway.

•

The transition to VMT per capita as the prescribed CEQA transportation metric (as required by Senate
Bill 743) will represent an opportunity to continue to develop a more sustainable land use and
transportation system. However, the City will need to take care in setting new CEQA thresholds of
impact significance. The thresholds will need to be based on substantial supporting evidence, and
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will likely need to take into consideration how the City currently generates VMT per capita relative to
the regional (Bay Area) average.
•

According to MTC Vital Signs mode choice information, Rohnert Park residents tend to drive alone in
much higher numbers than the Bay Area average. Likewise, residents of Rohnert Park are using
transit much less than average. Ultimately, driving alone results in increased congestion on the
transportation system, and also results in increased generation of vehicle-miles traveled per capita.

•

The implementation of Senate Bill 743 represents a challenge to “Day One” implementation of the
General Plan as the implementation of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the CEQA transportation
metric is expected to go into full effect on July 1, 2020.

•

The backbone of the bicycle system in Rohnert Park is the system of Class I bike paths that parallel
the east-west creek system, as well as the recently opened SMART Trail. The east-west Class I bike
paths have historically been disconnected from one another until the opening of the north-south
SMART Trail. Class II bike lanes are provided along many of the major east-west and north-south
arterial roadways provide vital connections between destinations away from the Class I bike path
system. Primary large-scale, linear barriers to bicycle travel across the city include the Highway 101
freeway, the Foxtail Golf Club, locations along the creek system where crossings are not provided at
regular intervals, and the SMART rail line.

•

In addition to improvements already proposed in the General Plan and Bicycle Master Plans, several
other opportunities exist to encourage bicycle usage in Rohnert Park, including:

•

o

Converting Class II bike lanes to Class IV separated bikeways:

o

Improving wayfinding signage for bicyclists:

o

Encouraging and promoting the development of a dockless bike share system: and

o

Converting intersection controls to protect bicycle movements.

Sonoma County Transit (SCT) is the primary regional transit provider in Sonoma County. The current
route system provides transit access throughout Rohnert Park (i.e., there are many stops and the
transit system reaches most areas of the city), but provides poor service as a mobility option due to
the time it takes to get from origin to destination (especially versus private automobile travel).
Rerouting or enhancements to service may aid in bus-to-rail commutes becoming a more attractive
option to intercity travel versus personal automobiles.

•

SMART is a commuter rail line that runs from a station near the Sonoma County Airport to the San
Rafael Transit Hub. A southerly extension of the line from San Rafael to the Larkspur Ferry Terminal is
funded and expected to open in late 2019. A northerly extension of the line from the Sonoma County
Airport Station to the proposed Windsor station is anticipated to open in 2021/2022. A further
northerly extension of the SMART line to Cloverdale (via Windsor and Healdsburg) is planned in the
future. Currently, large time gaps in service exist during the peak periods of commute travel.
However, during the first seven months, the service carried about 440,000 passengers. As the line
continues to expand and additional train sets come online, headways are expected to be reduced.
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EXISTING CONDITIONS
Management and Oversight
Transportation through and within Rohnert Park is provided by a network of facilities stratified by travel
mode, function, and capacity. Multiple agencies oversee the planning, development, operation, and funding
of these facilities. Nationally, the US Department of Transportation (USDOT) ensures the safety and efficiency
of the nation’s freeway system, airports, rail lines, and ports. The Federal Railroad Administration regulates
freight railroads (including those used for SMART service), by creating and enforcing national rail safety
regulations.
At the state-level, Caltrans manages more than 45,000 miles of highway and freeway lanes as well as other
transportation facilities across the state. In Rohnert Park, this includes management of US Route 101
(Highway 101) through the city. The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has jurisdiction over safety
regulations for common carriers (including trucks and rail) and at-grade railroad crossings.
At the regional level, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Sonoma County
Transportation Authority (SCTA) are responsible for developing and updating a variety of transportation plans
and for allocating federal and state funds to implement them. SMART, Golden Gate Transit (GGT), and
Sonoma County Transit (SCT) are transit providers within the city.
At the local level, the Rohnert Park Public Works and Development Services Departments are responsible for
overseeing the planning, design, construction, and maintenance of citywide transportation systems including
roadways and bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities.

Roadway Network
The roadway network in Rohnert Park is comprised of arterials (major and minor), collectors (major and
minor), and local streets. Each of these roadway types is described in detail below with the existing roadway
classifications mapped on Figure 1, as previously proposed in the 2020 General Plan.

Roadway System - Freeways
Highway 101 is a major north-south freeway in Sonoma County, as well as a major through travel route along
the West Coast of California, Oregon, and Washington. Highway 101 runs through the western portion of the
city, generally providing three travel lanes in each direction through Rohnert Park–two general purpose lanes
plus one high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane. Highway 101 provides regional access to major employment
and residential centers in Sonoma County, Marin County, and San Francisco. In Rohnert Park, interchanges
with local roadways are provided at Golf Course Drive and Rohnert Park Expressway. Both of these
interchanges have undergone major renovations since adoption of the existing General Plan in 2000. The
Highway 101/SR 116-Gravenstein Highway interchange also provides indirect access to southern Rohnert
Park. On-ramps at these interchanges are metered to prioritize mainline flow. Highway 101 carries about
100,000 vehicles per day near the Rohnert Park Expressway interchange, with the major direction of travel
being southbound in the morning and northbound in the afternoon.
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Figure 1:

EXISTING ROADWAY FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

Source: City of Rohnert Park and Sonoma County Transportation Authority, 2018.
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Roadway System - Arterials
The primary function of arterial streets is to connect the regional roadway network (Highway 101) with the
local roadway network. Arterial streets are typically higher-volume, higher-speed roadways with limited
access to abutting parcels. Arterials with four-to-six travel lanes are called “major” arterials, and “minor”
arterials are those with two travel lanes. Currently, the City of Rohnert Park maintains 17 total miles of
arterials, with a plan to upgrade 1.6 miles of arterials from minor arterial to major arterial over the course of
the buildout of the General Plan. The following roadways are defined in the General Plan as arterials:
North-South Arterials
•

Redwood Drive (major)

•

Commence Boulevard (major)

•

Snyder Lane (major/minor, planned conversion of minor segments to major)

•

Bodway Parkway (major)

East-West Arterials
•

Golf Course Drive west of Snyder Lane (major/minor)

•

Rohnert Park Expressway (major)

•

Southwest Boulevard (major/minor)

•

East Cotati Avenue (major/minor, current General Plan notes planned conversion of minor segments
presently in the County to major)

While major arterial roadways provide maximum capacity for the movement of automobiles, the high traffic
volumes coupled with high travel speeds can act as an impediment to bicycle and pedestrian travel along
and across the major arterials, especially if safe, comfortable facilities and crossings are not provided. In
some instances, the City has converted sections of major arterials to minor arterials to provide bicycle and
pedestrian improvements (i.e., Southwest Boulevard near A and B Sections) or retained sections of minor
arterial where traffic demands have not justified a capacity expansion (i.e., Golf Course Drive between
Fairway Drive and Country Club Drive).

Roadway System - Collectors
Collector streets serve as principal traffic arteries within residential and commercial areas. Major collectors
are those with four lanes of travel, and minor collectors are those with two travel lanes. The City currently
maintains about 16 miles of collectors. The following roadways are defined as collector streets in the General
Plan:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Adrian Drive (minor)
Arlen Drive (minor)
Avram Avenue (minor)
Business Park Drive (minor)
Camino Colegio (major)
Country Club Drive (minor)
Dowdell Avenue (minor)
Eleanor Avenue (minor)
Emily Avenue (minor)
Enterprise Drive (minor)
Fairway Drive (minor)
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Golf Course Drive east of
Snyder Lane (major/minor)
Holly Avenue (minor)
Labath Avenue (minor)
Lancaster Drive (minor)
Roberts Lake Road (minor)
Santa Alicia Drive (minor)
Santa Dorotea Circle (minor)
Seed Farm Drive (minor)
State Fam Drive
(major/minor)
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Roadway System – Local Streets
Local streets provide direct connections to residences and businesses. They are typically designed as lowerspeed streets and typically allow on-street parking. The City currently maintains about 70 miles of existing
local streets.

Planned Roadway System Improvements
The City of Rohnert Park has, and continues to make, investments in the transportation system to expand the
capacity and quality of the system. Major roadway improvements that are ongoing or that have been
completed over the past two decades include:
• Golf Course Drive interchange improvements (2012)
• Golf Course Drive West roadway expansion (2013, linked to Casino development)
• Rohnert Park Expressway interchange improvements (several projects in the 2000’s)
• Snyder Lane widening between San Francisco Drive and Southwest Boulevard (2017)
• Rohnert Park Expressway widening east of Snyder Lane (to be completed in late 2018)
• Southwest Boulevard capacity adjustments to support bicycle usage (2017)
• Dowdell Avenue extension between Business Park Drive and Martin Avenue (2016)
• Street Smart Rohnert Park – Bicycle/pedestrian improvements and associated changes to
roadway system (2018)
• On-street bicycle facilities (e.g., bike lanes) on many cross-city arterials (ongoing, also in CIP)
• New/modified traffic signals and intersection improvements (ongoing, also in CIP)
• Citywide roadway maintenance and resurfacing (ongoing, also in CIP)
Current projects funded in the Five-Year Capital Improvement Plan (FY 2017/18 – FY 2021/22) include:
• Snyder Lane widening (San Francisco Drive to Keiser Avenue);
• Reconstruction of Keiser Avenue;
• Intersection improvements at:
• Commerce Boulevard/Southwest Boulevard,
• Highway 101 southbound ramps/Wilfred Avenue-Redwood Drive (now Golf Course Drive
West), and
• Commerce Boulevard/State Farm Drive;
• Various traffic signal improvement projects, including new signals, phasing changes and
emergency vehicle preemption;
• Traffic improvements associated with the Casino Mitigation Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU); and
• Various resurfacing and roadway rehabilitation projects.
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The existing General Plan also notes several locations of future capacity expansions:
• New Highway 101 freeway crossing at State Farm Drive/Business Park Drive;
• Snyder Lane widening between Golf Course Drive and Southwest Boulevard (widening partially
completed in southern portion of corridor as of 2018);
• East Cotati Avenue widening from Bodway Parkway to Petaluma Hill Road;
• Bodway Parkway connection to Railroad Avenue (SOMO Village area); and
• New roadway connections in the Specific Plan and Master Plan areas to support developments.

Bicycle Facilities
The City of Rohnert Park provides an extensive network of on-street and off-street bicycle facilities
throughout the city. These facilities provide an alternative to driving as well as recreational opportunities for
residents and visitors. Bicycle facilities connect residential areas with major destinations, such as schools,
parks, Sonoma State University, retail centers, and the planned Downtown Rohnert Park area. The recentlyopened SMART station provides an opportunity for increased bicycle travel as users of the transportation
system may bicycle to/from the SMART station utilizing existing bicycle facilities to the station. The existing
and proposed bicycle facilities in Rohnert Park are shown on Figure 2.
The City’s existing General Plan includes numerous policies to encourage bicycle travel throughout the city,
and the General Plan provides example street cross sections based on these standards, noting that Class I
and Class II bikeways are preferred for both arterials and collectors. Four categories of bikeways are
specified in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual and Sections 885.1 et seq. of the California Streets and
Highways Code. These categories are presented below, along with updated sample cross-sections detailing
the latest design standards for the facilities.
• Class I Bikeway (Bike Path) Bike paths provide a completely separate right-of-way and are
designated for the exclusive use of people riding bicycles and walking with minimal cross-flow
traffic. Rohnert Park has approximately 11.7 miles of existing Class I bikeways, with many such
paths located along creeks and adjacent to the SMART rail line.
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Figure 2:

EXISTING BICYCLE NETWORK

Source: City of Rohnert Park and
Sonoma County Transportation
Authority, 2018.
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• Class II Bikeway (Bike Lane) Bike lanes provide designated street space for bicyclists, typically
adjacent to the outer vehicle travel lanes. Bike lanes include special lane markings, pavement
legends, and signage. Bike lanes may be enhanced with painted buffers between vehicle lanes
and/or parking, and green paint at conflict zones (such as driveways or intersections). Rohnert
Park has approximately 16.5 miles of existing Class II bikeways.

• Class III Bikeway (Bike Route) Bike routes provide enhanced mixed-traffic conditions for bicyclists
through signage, striping, and/or traffic calming treatments, and provide continuity to a bikeway
network. Bike routes are typically designated along gaps between bike trails or bike lanes, or
along low-volume, low-speed streets. Bicycle boulevards provide further enhancements to bike
routes by encouraging slow speeds and discouraging non-local vehicle traffic, often through the
use of traffic calming. Bicycle boulevards can also feature special wayfinding signage to nearby
destinations or other bikeways. Rohnert Park has approximately 6.7 miles of existing Class III
bikeways.

• Class IV Bikeway (Separated Bikeway) Separated Bikeways, also referred to as cycle tracks or
protected bikeways, are bikeways for the exclusive use of bicycles which are physically separated
from vehicle traffic. Separations may include grade separation, flexible posts, physical barriers, or
on-street parking. While Rohnert Park does not have Class IV bikeways explicitly stated in the
Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan, some Class II bike lanes along Country Club Drive and
Southwest Boulevard are separated from traffic lanes by hard curb, which is a Class IV
characteristic.
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Existing Bicycle Facilities
The backbone of the bicycle system in Rohnert Park is the system of Class I bike paths that parallel the eastwest creek system, as well as the recently opened SMART Trail. The east-west Class I bike paths have
historically been disconnected from one another until the opening of the north-south SMART Trail. Class II
bike lanes are provided along many of the major east-west and north-south arterial roadways which provide
vital connections between destinations away from the Class I bike path system. Existing signed Class III
facilities are present in A, D, F, and H Sections of Rohnert Park, primarily along local, low-volume streets that
connect to recreational areas.
Primary large-scale, linear barriers to bicycle travel across the city include the Highway 101 freeway, the
Foxtail Golf Club, locations along the creek system where crossings are not provided at regular intervals, and
the SMART rail line.

Proposed Bicycle Improvements
The City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan was approved in 2008 and includes an extensive list of
additional planned bicycle facilities and crossings of major barriers to bicycle travel. The 2008 plan was
augmented by the Sonoma County Transportation Authority’s 2014 Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Master
Plan, which incorporated many elements of the 2008 City plan and reflects the progress to date of
implementing the improvements described in the 2008 plan. The SCTA 2014 Plan reflects connections to
other regional bicycle facilities. Class I facilities are proposed to connect gaps in the creek trail system across
Highway 101 and across the southern Foxtail Golf Club. Other connections are proposed in growth areas to
connect to the City bicycle system as well as several other regional bicycle projects (i.e., the Crane Creek
Regional Park Trail connector and connections to the unpaved Bellevue Creek Trail from H and F Sections).

Additional Bicycle Opportunities
In addition to improvements already proposed in the General Plan and Bicycle Master Plans, several other
opportunities exist to encourage bicycle usage in Rohnert Park.
• Convert Class II bike lanes to Class IV separated bikeways: Bicycle lanes in areas with on-street
parking or in areas near schools could benefit from conversion to Class IV separated bikeways. For
areas with on-street parking, a parking-protected Class IV separated bikeway could be installed.
For areas where widening to accommodate buffer space is infeasible, this modification could be

Page 10

TRANSPORTATION WHITEPAPER

completed by narrowing vehicle lanes (with a benefit of reducing free flow traffic speeds to safer
speeds) and installing painted buffers.
• Improve wayfinding signage for bicyclists: The extensive Class I and Class II bicycle facility system
provides ample opportunity for bicyclists to reach destinations throughout the city. Additionally,
the planned nature of development and Section naming convention used throughout the city
provides additional wayfinding guidance. Improving wayfinding signage for bicycle travel
throughout the city would encourage bicycling by demonstrating the connectivity of the bicycle
network between destinations.
• Encourage and promote the development of a dockless bike share system: The planned
Downtown development is located adjacent to the SMART station and several existing and
planned bicycle corridors. To encourage visitor/worker transit and bicycle usage, the City could
reach out to bike share system operators to determine how/if a bike share system could be
implemented in the city. Dockless bike share systems relieve the need for stations in the city,
which promotes access to destinations by bicycling.
• Convert intersection controls to protect bicycle movements: At signalized intersections, the
addition of dedicated bicycle phases that provide advance green or protected bicycle phases can
promote bicycle safety and encourage bicycle usage.
• Standardize the relationship between Class II bike lanes and Class II bike lanes with Class IV
separated bikeway characteristics: Some Class II bike lanes in the city include hard curb buffers
between the bike lane and automobile travel way.

Pedestrian Facilities
The City has generally required that sidewalks be provided along public roadways, and the vast majority of
streets include sidewalks along both sides of the street. The on-street system is supplemented by an offstreet trail system (using the multi-purpose Class I bikeways discussed as part of the Bicycle Facilities
subsection and shown on Figure 2). Most signalized intersections include a full complement of signalized
pedestrian crossings. Key gaps in the sidewalk system are present at the following locations:
• South side of Golf Course Drive between Fairway Drive and Country Club Drive;
• East side of Snyder Lane between Lawrence Jones Middle School and Moura Lane (County);
• South side of East Cotati Avenue from Sequoia Way to Petaluma Hill Road (County);
• East side of Seed Farm Drive from Southwest Boulevard to Enterprise Drive; and
• Gaps along trail system, as noted above in Bicycle Mode subsection.
While the gaps along Snyder Lane and East Cotati Avenue are presently in the County, the current General
Plan notes that these sections may eventually be annexed into the city.
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Transit Service
Transit providers serving Rohnert Park include local and intercity bus, and passenger rail.

Sonoma County Transit
Sonoma County Transit (SCT) is the primary regional transit provider in Sonoma County. SCT provides local
transit services in the city of Rohnert Park along with services to the city of Santa Rosa and other areas of
Sonoma County. SCT routes in Rohnert Park are mapped on Figure 3.
Generally speaking, SCT routes within Rohnert Park are somewhat circuitous and have infrequent service (i.e.,
long headways). Of the seven routes that serve Rohnert Park, only three serve the Rohnert Park SMART
station. These three routes do not stop at the station itself, but alongside Rohnert Park Expressway near the
SMART crossing.
SCT also provides paratransit, or door-to-door dial-a-ride service, for residents who are unable to
independently use the transit system because of physical or mental disability. Service days are Monday
through Friday from 5:00 a.m. to 11:00 p.m., and Saturday and Sunday from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.
The current route system provides transit access throughout the city (i.e., there are many stops and the
transit system reaches most areas of the city), but provides poor service as a mobility option due to the time
it takes to get from origin to destination (especially versus private automobile travel). Rerouting or
enhancements to service may aid in bus-to-rail commutes becoming a more attractive option to intercity
travel versus personal automobiles.

Golden Gate Transit
Golden Gate Transit (GGT) is the primary long-distance regional transit provider in Sonoma County. GGT
routes are focused to provide peak period, peak direction bus service to destinations in Marin County and
San Francisco. Five GGT bus routes serve Rohnert Park (routes are mapped on Figure 3). GGT stops are
located at the Roberts Lake Road Park and Ride Lot and the Rohnert Park Expressway Park and Ride Lot.
Areas in the southeast portion of Rohnert Park may access GGT services at the Cotati Bus Hub. Headways
along GGT routes serving Rohnert Park vary between 30 and 60 minutes.
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Figure 3:

EXISTING TRANSIT SERVICE

Source: City of Rohnert Park, Sonoma County Transit, Sonoma-Marin
Area Rail Transit, and Golden Gate Transit, 2018.
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Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit
SMART is a commuter rail line serving Sonoma and Marin Counties. The existing SMART line runs from a
station near the Sonoma County Airport to the San Rafael Transit Hub. A southerly extension of the line from
San Rafael to the Larkspur Ferry Terminal is funded and expected to open in early 2019. A northerly
extension to Windsor is anticipated to open in 2021 or 2022. A subsequent northerly extension of the SMART
line to Cloverdale (via Healdsburg) is planned
in the future. The existing SMART line and
planned future service expansions are shown
on Figure 4.
Weekday service operates at 30-90 minute
intervals with service focused on the peak
commute periods and peak direction of
commute travel. Gaps in peak commute
service of up to 60 minutes exist during the
peak periods of commute travel, which may
suppress commute ridership potential. In the
first 12 months of service, the service carried
about 723,000 passengers system-wide. As
the line continues to expand and additional
train sets come online, headways are
expected to be reduced, which will
encourage increased ridership.
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Figure 4:

SMART COMMUTER RAIL SERVICE
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Commuter Mode Choice
According to the United States Census and American Community Survey (2016), only the New York City
metropolitan area has a higher non-automobile mode share than the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area.
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Vital Signs program tracks regional and local commute
mode choice information for the Bay Area (as well as other transportation performance metrics). Vital Signs
notes that counties in the East Bay, South Bay, and Peninsula areas have seen an automobile (drive alone
plus carpool) mode share decrease of about four to eight percentage points since 2016. However,
automobile mode share in the North Bay counties (except Marin) has largely remained constant versus 2016
conditions. Rohnert Park ranks sixth out of all Bay Area municipalities for highest residential drive-alone
mode share (80.5 percent drive alone mode share). Table 1 presents mode share information for residents of
and workers in Rohnert Park versus the Bay Area as a whole.

Table 1: Commuter Mode Choice (2016)
City of Rohnert Park
Commute Mode

Residents

Workers

Bay Area Average

Drive Alone

80.5%

78.0%

64.5%

Carpool

10.6%

10.0%

10.2%

Transit1

1.8%

1.1%

11.9%

Walk

1.3%

3.1%

3.7%

Bike

1.0%

0.9%

Other

1.3%

1.0%

Work From Home

3.4%

5.9%

3.5%
6.3%

Note 1: Transit mode share for Rohnert Park does not account for SMART ridership, which opened for service in 2017.
Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Vital Signs Commute Mode Choice Report, May 2018

As noted in Table 1, residents of Rohnert Park tend to drive alone in much higher numbers than the Bay Area
average. Likewise, residents of Rohnert Park take transit less than average. Workers in Rohnert Park drive
and carpool at rates similar to residents, but workers are somewhat more inclined to walk to work. It is
important to note that this information reflects mode choice preferences prior to the start of SMART
commuter rail service, so it is anticipated that some shift to transit from drive alone has occurred since its
start. Ultimately, driving alone results in increased congestion on the transportation system, and also results
in increased generation of vehicle-miles traveled per capita (the effects of which are discussed later in this
whitepaper). This makes increasing transit usage for trips to/from and within the City critical to achieving the
City’s goals related to sustainability and reducing congestion.
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New State Requirements for Transportation Planning
CEQA Transportation Metrics
On September 27, 2013, Governor Jerry Brown signed Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) into law and started a process
that fundamentally changes transportation impact analysis. The key change includes elimination of level of
service (LOS), and other measures of traffic congestion as a basis for determining significant impacts under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has
prepared a proposed CEQA Guideline implementing SB 743 and

Vehicle-Miles Traveled (VMT):

transmitted it to the California Natural Resources Agency for

A measure of the number of vehicles
and how far they travel. Typically
calculated as either roadway volume
multiplied by roadway distance, or trips
generated multiplied by trip length.
Travel demand models may be used to
estimate VMT for a land use planning
project. VMT is also currently used as
an input in CEQA Air Quality and CEQA
Greenhouse Gas analysis.

formal adoption. The guidance recommends use of VehicleMiles Traveled (VMT) as the CEQA transportation metric, along
with the elimination of auto delay (i.e., LOS) for CEQA purposes. If
the proposed CEQA Guideline is adopted as is, all agencies will
need to implement the new methodology for determining the
significance of transportation impacts in CEQA no later than July
1, 2020. As such, the City will need to set new thresholds for
transportation impacts based on VMT. The California Natural
Resources Agency is expected to adopt the new guidelines in
late 2018.

SB 743 will require the City to decide whether to follow guidance recommended by OPR or to establish their
own methodology and thresholds for VMT analysis. Since VMT reduction is closely tied to a community’s
land use form and transportation network, the General Plan Update provides an excellent opportunity to
explore fundamental questions about how the State’s desire for VMT reduction translates to feasible actions
in the city of Rohnert Park. Any action needs to be balanced with other community values and objectives,
considering, for example, the needs of public safety, health, social welfare, equity, education, economic
development, and infrastructure expansion.
The historic development pattern in Rohnert Park echoes that of a traditional suburban, post-World War II
bedroom community – residential neighborhoods containing primarily single family, detached residences
served by pockets of neighborhood commercial and a large retail core accessed by multilane arterial
roadways. This land use pattern generally contributes to a higher generation of VMT that denser, more
mixed-use land use patterns. The City is considering modifications to the land use patterns, especially in the
proposed Downtown area, that generally suggests a future reduction in the generation of VMT per capita.
Existing Level of Service Policy
The LOS has been the most widely used standard for evaluating traffic flow in the past. LOS assigns a grade
level based on volume-capacity ratios on segments and signal delay at intersections. As shown in Table 2,
LOS describes the quality of flow, ranging from free flow (LOS A) to extreme congestion associated with
over-capacity conditions (LOS F).
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Table 2: Traffic Level of Service (LOS) Definitions
Maximum
VolumeCapacity
Ratio

Signalized
Control Delay
per Vehicle
(seconds)

Unsignalized
Control
Delay per
Vehicle
(seconds)

LOS

Traffic Flow Conditions

A

Free flow. No traffic-related restrictions on vehicle
maneuverability or speed. Speed is determined by drivers'
desires, speed limits, and physical roadway conditions.

0.6

≤ 10.0

≤ 10.0

B

Stable flow. Operating speeds start to be restricted; little or
no restrictions on maneuverability from other vehicles. Slight
delays.

0.7

> 10.0 to 20.0

> 10.0 to 15.0

C

Stable flow. Speeds and maneuverability more closely
restricted. Occasional backups behind left-turning vehicles at
intersections. Acceptable delays per General Plan.

0.8

> 20.0 to 35.0

> 15.0 to 25.0

D

Approaching unstable flow. Queues develop. Temporary
restrictions on speed may cause extensive delays. Little
freedom to maneuver. Comfort and convenience low. Delays
at intersections may exceed one or more signal changes.

0.9

> 35.0 to 55.0

> 25.0 to 35.0

E

Unstable flow. Stoppages of momentary duration. Low
operating speeds. Maneuverability severely limited.
Intolerable delays. LOS E represents “at-capacity” conditions.

1.0

> 55.0 to 80.0

> 35.0 to 50.0

F

Forced flow. Gridlock conditions. Stoppages for long periods.
Low operating speeds. LOS F represents “over-capacity”
conditions.

>1.0

> 80.0

> 50.0

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, 6th Edition, Transportation Research Board (2016)

Policy TR-1 in the existing General Plan establishes LOS C as the minimum operating standard for arterial and
collector roadway segments and intersections in Rohnert Park. Exemptions from the LOS C policy are made
for certain roadway segments and intersections noted in Policy TR-1. Additionally, an exemption is noted for
segments and intersections that operate at LOS D or lower at the time of an application for a development
project (or when a Specific Plan is submitted) and no feasible improvements exist to improve the LOS. Under
this exemption, the LOS is not permitted to deteriorate further beyond the existing deficient LOS value.
The 2015 traffic study for the PDA Plan area included LOS analysis of an area generally bound by Golf Course
Drive, the SMART rail line, Enterprise Drive and Highway 101. The study also included analysis of the ramp
intersections at the Highway 101/Golf Course Drive and Highway 101/Rohnert Park Expressway
interchanges. The study noted that the intersections of Rohnert Park Expressway/Commerce Boulevard and
Rohnert Park Expressway/State Farm Drive operate at LOS D under Year 2015 traffic volumes. Several other
intersections were estimated to operate in the LOS C range, which indicates that operations may deteriorate
to LOS D or worse in the future. Growth in travel demand over the next 20 years – generated from
developments under the City’s control and developments not under the City’s control – may result in
additional intersections operating deficiently with respect to the current LOS C policy.
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In addition the PDA Plan analysis, the City also completed an arterial system traffic signal synchronization
study for Golf Course Drive (from Labath Avenue to Fairway Drive) and Rohnert Park Expressway (from
Redwood Drive to Snyder Lane); a short section of Commerce Boulevard from the northbound US 101 ramps
intersection to Golf Course Drive was also included in the study. As part of this report, corridor LOS metrics
were computed using traffic data from October 2017. Corridor LOS relies on estimated corridor travel speed
data in lieu of intersection delay; nonetheless, corridor LOS is a valuable metric in describing the traveler
experience along a corridor. The results of the analysis indicate the following:
• Golf Course Drive generally operates at LOS D on weekdays and weekends, with occasional
periods of LOS E operations in the eastbound direction (weekday midday and on the weekend
between 1:00 PM and 3:00 PM)
• Rohnert Park Expressway generally operates at LOS D or better on weekdays and weekends;
operations in the westbound direction deteriorate to LOS E during the weekday AM, midday and
PM peak periods.
• Commerce Boulevard typically operates at LOS E, with LOS F operations observed along
southbound Commerce Boulevard during the weekday midday period and throughout the
weekend period.1
The General Plan Guidelines note that, while SB 743 will remove LOS from CEQA consideration, LOS is an
appropriate tool for the planning and sizing of roadway facilities and intersections. The City has discretion to
retain a roadway/intersection LOS policy in the General Plan and require that projects and plans analyze
traffic operations as a check for project-level General Plan consistency. It is also noted, however, that the
implications of a LOS policy include the construction of larger roadway facilities, which may induce
automobile travel and discourage the use of alternative modes of transportation.
Additionally, as noted in the General Plan Guidelines, “appropriate fiscal analyses” of capital, operations, and
maintenance costs must be prepared to demonstrate a reasonable expectation of implementation of the
Transportation Element2. This is a key step in addressing the consistency and correlation requirements
between the Land Use and Transportation Elements. Many jurisdictions around the Bay Area are adopting
less stringent LOS policies or differentiating LOS policies by location or facility type to right-size the
transportation infrastructure in a jurisdiction.
Existing Vehicle-Miles Traveled Per Capita
The generation of VMT is influenced by a number of factors that may or may not be influenced by City goals,
policies, and plans. These factors include, but are not limited to:
• The position of the City with respect to the region (i.e. positions within Sonoma County, the
Redwood Empire, and the Bay Area);

1 It was noted that LOS E and LOS F conditions along Commerce Boulevard in the vicinity of Golf Course Drive may be due to long
traffic signal cycle lengths and not over-capacity or congested roadway conditions.
2 This portion of the General Plan Guidelines was updated to reflect the Concerned Citizens of Calaveras County v. Board of Supervisors
case (1985). In this case, the Court of Appeals found that the County’s Circulation and Land Use Elements were not sufficiently correlated
due to a failure to identify a reasonable funding strategy to implement the improvements proposed in the Circulation Element. While the
General Plan Guidelines suggest that this fiscal analysis “should” be done, many agencies elect to perform this analysis due to the
precedent set by the Concerned Citizens decision.
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• The mix, density, and locations of land uses internal and external to the city;
• Access to destinations (accessibility) and speed of travel/congestion (mobility) along automobile,
bicycle, pedestrian and transit systems; and
• Costs of travel (e.g., gas prices, transit fares, auto/bike maintenance costs).
Ultimately, VMT generation is an outcome of the interaction between the land use pattern and the
multimodal transportation system. General Plan Update polices related to VMT will need to target both land
use and transportation to be effective.
OPR’s latest guidance on the implementation of VMT analysis for CEQA transportation analysis suggests a
comparison between a project’s VMT per capita generated versus regional averages. The suggested VMT
analysis significance threshold for many land uses is 15 percent below the existing regional average VMT per
capita. OPR notes, however, that agencies have discretion to set CEQA VMT analysis significance thresholds
based on substantial evidence. Further discussion on the development of VMT analysis thresholds are
included in Appendix A.
Figure 5 provides VMT per capita estimates for residential and employment land uses using the MTC travel
demand model. The Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA) is currently (as of July 2018) in the
process of preparing a travel behavior study for Sonoma County that is anticipated to provide additional
information for the assessment of VMT.
The VMT per capita data from the MTC travel demand model yields the following conclusions regarding the
existing state of VMT generation in the city of Rohnert Park:
• Residential VMT per capita (total VMT generated by residential uses divided by the total number
of residents) is about 15 percent higher than the Bay Area average (17.6 weekday daily residential
VMT per capita for Rohnert Park versus 15.3 weekday daily residential VMT per capita for the Bay
Area); Rohnert Park is slightly below the Sonoma County-wide average of 17.9 weekday daily
residential VMT per capita.
• Employee VMT per capita (total VMT generated by employment uses divided by the total number
of employees) is about eight percent lower than the Bay Area average (20.9 weekday daily
employee VMT per capita for Rohnert Park versus 22.7 weekday daily employee VMT per capita
for the Bay Area). The Sonoma County-wide employee VMT average is similar to the Bay Areawide average.
As noted above, the City has the discretion to set CEQA thresholds of significance for VMT analysis based on
substantial evidence. The MTC travel demand model data suggests that this effort may be necessary as
residential VMT per capita in Rohnert Park is 15 percent above than the regional average, whereas the OPRsuggested significance threshold is 15 percent below the existing regional average. This 30 percent VMT per
capita gap is far beyond the maximum expected reductions in VMT if Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) strategies are implemented for a given project. A 15 percent threshold may be appropriate for
employee VMT per capita as the city is already eight percent below the existing regional average; the
attainability of a 15 percent threshold should be explored prior to setting the threshold.
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Figure 5:

EXISTING VMT PER CAPITA ESTIMATES FOR ROHNERT PARK AND SONOMA COUNTY CITIES

Source: Metropolitan Transportation Commission Travel Model One, 2015 Horizon Year.
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As it relates to the future CEQA evaluation of the General Plan Update, it is noted that the PDA Plan and the
overall vision of reshaping the center of the city into a Downtown destination connected by bicycle,
pedestrian and transit connections will ultimately aid in reducing future VMT per capita for the city.

Transportation Demand Management as a VMT Reduction Tool
Traditional CEQA mitigation strategies for transportation impacts have involved reducing delay and
improving LOS at the intersection or roadway segment level by:
• Increasing capacity by modifying intersection control devices (e.g., signalizing a stop-controlled
intersection) or adding lanes;
• Modifying a project or plan to reduce the intensity of planned development or improve the mix of
uses proposed to encourage interaction between uses; or
• Expanding Transportation Demand Management programs to further encourage travel by other
modes (i.e. bicycling instead of driving) or during less congested time periods (i.e., shifting start
times so employees do not need to commute during peak periods).
With the shift to VMT as the CEQA transportation metric, the strategies behind CEQA mitigation shift focus
from enhancing roadway system operations in favor of reducing the number of automobile trips, reducing
the distance of the remaining automobile trips, and increasing vehicle occupancies for automobile trips that
do occur. VMT reduction goals can be met through the use of additional TDM strategies or by land use
modifications, as noted above.
Chapter 4.2 of the existing General Plan lists several goals and
policies related to implementing TDM measures in the city. The
implementation of SB 743 VMT analysis may require that the
City review the effectiveness of existing TDM strategies and to
propose and evaluate future strategies to reduce VMT per
capita in the city. A key opportunity resulting from this is that the
City may develop a TDM program and use the AB 1600 impact
fee program to fund a citywide TDM program, which would
allow for projects to link themselves to a VMT reduction

AB 1600 – Mitigation Fee Act (1987):
AB 1600 defines how agencies may
institute development impact fees to
coordinate capital improvements
related to accommodating planned
development. In many jurisdictions,
project applicants pay these fees in
lieu of constructing specific off-site
improvements.

program that could mitigate CEQA VMT impacts.

Complete Streets Act (AB 1358)
The 2008 Complete Streets Act (AB 1358) requires that the legislative body of a city or county, upon revision
of the circulation element of their General Plan after January 1, 2011, identify how the jurisdiction will provide
for the routine accommodation of all users of the roadway (i.e., complete streets) including motorists,
pedestrians, bicyclists, individuals with disabilities, seniors, commercial goods movement, and users of public
transportation.
While the existing General Plan provides strong goals and policies regarding complete street design, some
of these newly-required components may not be fully addressed in the current General Plan. For example,
the current General Plan does not address freight movement, which is explicitly noted in the text of AB 1358.
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Summarizing and Interpreting the Latest Legislation and Guidance
OPR updated the State General Plan Guidelines in 2017 to recognize recent laws (including SB 743 and
AB 1358), new data resources, and legal decisions. The guidelines for the circulation element (called the
Transportation Element in the existing Rohnert Park General Plan) focus on complete streets and reliable
funding to ensure the transportation network will adequately support the land use plan. As part of general
plan updates, jurisdictions need to demonstrate they have adequate resources to construct, operate, and
maintain the transportation network identified to support the population and employment growth planned in
the land use element. Other key items addressed in the guidelines include equity considerations related to
transportation, as well as emerging transportation trends and technologies (discussed further in this
whitepaper).
Several themes have emerged from recent state laws and
guidelines that should be considered in the update of the City’s

Capacity Focus

Transportation Element.
• The first theme is that a City’s decisions must
consider the effects on greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions and public health.
• The second theme is that a city’s transportation
network should be developed, operated, and
managed to accommodate all modes and users in a
fashion that recognizes the community’s land use
context.
• The third theme is that compact, infill development is
seen as desirable to such an extent that CEQA relief is
available through SB 375, SB 226, and SB 743 for those
projects that are consistent with Metropolitan

Accessibility Focus

Transportation Commission’s Regional Transportation
Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy RTP/SCS
(i.e., Plan Bay Area 2040) and also meet VMT
performance standards.
In addition to these themes, it has become clear that
transportation funding constraints must be considered in the
development of the Transportation Element improvements. For
the purposes of addressing consistency and correlation between
the Land Use and Transportation Elements, a General Plan must
answer the questions of how much it will cost to build, operate,
and maintain the transportation network necessary to support
the planned population and employment growth. Further, the
General Plan must explain who will pay these costs and when
they will be implemented.
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AB 1358 and SB 743 shift transportation planning
and CEQA from a capacity focus to an
accessibility (quality of travel) focus.
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The ongoing development of State laws and new court decisions related to GHG emissions and CEQA
transportation impact analysis continue to raise new questions for general plans to address. While
addressing all the laws and regulations noted above is important, the implementation of SB 743 and
complying with the Newhall Ranch decision3 are likely to generate the most significant changes in current
practice.

Rohnert Park Transportation Fee Program
The City of Rohnert Park Public Facilities Fee includes, in part, funding for transportation improvements in the
city that are anticipated to be needed to support planned growth. Improvements covered under the fee
include, but are not limited to, capacity improvements and intersection operations improvements (such as
traffic signals). Fees for residential developments range from about $10,000 to $32,500 per unit, depending
on the area of the development and the type of unit developed (single family, multifamily, senior housing, or
assisted living). Non-residential developments also pay a fee based on enclosed square footage of building,
and the fee for non-residential developments vary by the location of the development and the type of
development.
Transportation improvements have historically been identified and funded through a combination of AB 1600
impact fee programs and project-specific mitigation measures identified through CEQA transportation
analysis. AB 1600 fee programs typically fund improvements addressing longer-term, cumulative
transportation needs, whereas project-specific CEQA analysis may identify the need for improvements that
may or may not be included in the AB 1600 fee program. Both of these funding mechanisms have
traditionally used automobile LOS to identify needs for the transportation system.
As SB 743 has removed automobile LOS as a consideration for CEQA transportation analysis in favor of a
VMT-based analysis, the avenue of using project-specific CEQA mitigation measures for funding projectspecific roadway capacity enhancements not covered in the AB 1600 fee program will not be available in its
current form. As noted later in this whitepaper, SB 743 does not prevent an agency from requiring analysis of
a project’s effects on automobile LOS, but this analysis would no longer be incorporated in the CEQA
document, nor would it form the basis of mitigating a CEQA VMT transportation impact.
In light of this new CEQA paradigm, agencies are exploring a VMT-based transportation impact fee program
that is designed to provide a tie-in to CEQA VMT transportation analysis and provide funding for multimodal
transportation improvements that have the benefit of reducing VMT. In some cases, the VMT-based
transportation impact fee program may form a basis for a mitigation measure for CEQA VMT impacts. This
represents a new opportunity to align the City transportation fee program with elements of sustainable
transportation planning and design, while providing a crucial tie-in between CEQA VMT analysis and funding
for transportation improvements associated with new development.

3

The Newhall Ranch case established that evaluating the significance of residential or mixed-use greenhouse gas emissions for CEQA
purposes may incorporate statewide emissions reductions targets (AB 32) as a measuring stick in determining significance, but that data for
a specific project in a specific location must be used in the analysis to provide local context.
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Emerging Transportation Trends and Technologies
The field of transportation planning is evolving at a rate not seen since the automobile was first mass
produced in the early 20th Century. Transportation network companies (TNCs) such as Lyft and Uber are
providing mobility as a service, and the prospect of autonomous vehicles (AVs) may result in a transportation
future where the vast majority of Americans do not own a vehicle, but still ride in an automobile. Additionally,
the population is aging, thus placing a premium on designing a transportation system that accommodates
users of all ages.
There is not yet consensus as to how emerging transportation trends and technologies will affect
transportation. Testing of these evolutionary trends in typical transportation forecasting tools (travel demand
models, traffic operations models, etc.) suggests the following potential outcomes over the next 20 years:
• Operational efficiencies associated with
electric AVs and the proliferation of
mobile connectivity may result in travel
by automobile TNCs becoming more
commonplace. This could make the trip
between transit stations and
residences/places of employment more
convenient, which would encourage
transit use. On the other hand, if travel by
AV/TNC may become so efficient and
cheap that it could make transit usage
less desirable (versus driving). Likewise,
since AV/TNCs may always be traveling
on the road between ride requests, there
may be many empty vehicles on the
road. This has large implications for VMT
per capita generation and how it would
apply to CEQA analysis.

Estimated Effects of Autonomous Vehicles on Trip Making as
Suggested by Various Travel Models (Fehr & Peers, 2017)

• If AV/TNCs become more
commonplace, it could reduce the need for on-street and off-street parking. Surface parking lots
may be re-allocated to accommodate additional development. Likewise, increased use of electric
vehicles will make the expansion of charging stations a critical need. This may result in the need
to adjust parking standards related to the provision of electric vehicle charging stations or other
changes made as part of site design requirements.
• If online retail continues to capture market share, the need for traditional retail space may be
reduced. Delivery technologies, such as drone delivery and pick up/drop off centers, may reduce
the need for private retail trips.
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• Testing of current AV operating
parameters in freeway traffic simulation
models suggests an increase in freeway
capacity from about 2,000 vehicles per
hour per lane to over 3,000 vehicles per
hour per lane. While this suggests that
freeways will be able to accommodate
more vehicles in the future, the
implication is that interchanges, ramps
and arterials must be designed to
accommodate increased demands
entering and exiting from a freeway.
• Equity considerations for transportation
may increase the need to demonstrate
that programs effectively serve all
segments of the community.
• Traditional methods of funding
transportation programs (gas tax, etc.)
may become less dependable, and new
funding streams may be required to fund

Estimated Effects of Autonomous Vehicles on Transit Ridership as
Suggested by Various Travel Models (Fehr & Peers, 2017)

improvements to, and maintenance of,
the transportation system.
As land use and transportation are linked, flexibility in both land use and transportation planning will be
critical in responding to the uncertain future of transportation. Policies should be developed and revisited
over time to provide the City with the flexibility to meet the community’s goals.

REGULATORY SETTING
Federal Agencies and Regulations
Federal Highway Administration
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is the agency of the United States Department of
Transportation (DOT) responsible for the federally-funded roadway system, including the interstate highway
network and portions of the primary State highway network, such as Highway 101. FHWA funding is provided
through the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21). MAP-21 can be used to fund local
transportation improvements in Rohnert Park, such as projects to improve the efficiency of existing
roadways, traffic signal coordination, bikeways, and transit system upgrades.

Americans with Disabilities Act
The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 provides comprehensive rights and protections to
individuals with disabilities. The goal of the ADA is to assure equality of opportunity, full participation,
independent living, and economic self-sufficiency for people with disabilities. To implement this goal, the
United States Access Board, an independent federal agency created in 1973 to ensure accessibility for
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people with disabilities, has created accessibility guidelines for public rights-of-way. While these guidelines
have not been formally adopted, they have been widely followed by jurisdictions and agencies nationwide in
the last decade. The guidelines, last revised in July 2011, address various issues, including roadway design
practices, slope and terrain issues, pedestrian access to streets, sidewalks, curb ramps, street furnishings,
pedestrian signals, parking, and other components of public rights-of-way. The guidelines apply to all
proposed roadways in the project area.

State Agencies, Regulations, and Policies
California Department of Transportation
The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is the primary State agency responsible for
transportation issues. One of its duties is the construction and maintenance of the State Highway System.
Caltrans has established standards for roadway traffic flow and developed procedures to determine if Statecontrolled facilities require improvements. For projects that may physically affect facilities under its
administration, Caltrans requires encroachment permits before any construction work may be undertaken.
For projects that would not physically affect facilities, but may influence traffic flow and levels of services at
such facilities, Caltrans may recommend measures to mitigate the traffic impacts of such projects. Caltrans
facilities within the General Plan Update area includes Highway 101, as well as the on- and off-ramps from
this State facility.
The following Caltrans procedures and directives are relevant to the project, particularly State roadway
facilities:
• Caltrans Project Development Procedures Manual. This manual outlines pertinent statutory
requirements, planning policies, and implementing procedures regarding transportation facilities.
It is continually and incrementally updated to reflect changes in policy and procedures. For
example, the most recent revision incorporates the Complete Streets policy from Deputy Directive
64-R1, which is detailed below.
• Caltrans Deputy Directive 64. This directive requires Caltrans to consider the needs of nonmotorized travelers, including pedestrians, bicyclists, and persons with disabilities, in all
programming, planning, maintenance, construction, operations, and project development
activities and products. This includes incorporation of the best available standards in all of
Caltrans’ practices.
• Caltrans Deputy Directive 64-RI. This directive requires Caltrans to provide for the needs of
travelers of all ages and abilities in all planning, programming, design, construction, operations,
and maintenance activities and products on the State highway system. Caltrans supports bicycle,
pedestrian, and transit travel with a focus on “complete streets” that begins early in system
planning and continues through project construction, maintenance, and operations.
• Caltrans Director’s Policy 22. This policy establishes support for balancing transportation needs
with community goals. Caltrans seeks to involve and integrate community goals in the planning,
design, construction, and maintenance and operations processes, including accommodating the
needs of bicyclists and pedestrians.
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• Environmental Assessment Review and Comment. Caltrans, as a responsible agency under the
CEQA, is available for early consultation on projects to provide guidance on applicable
transportation analysis methodologies or other transportation related issues, and is responsible for
reviewing traffic impact studies for errors and omissions pertaining to the State highway facilities.
In relation to this role, Caltrans published the Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies
(December 2002), which establishes the Measures of Effectiveness. The Measures of Effectiveness
are used to determine significant impacts on State facilities. The Guide also mandates that traffic
analyses include mitigation measures to lessen potential project impacts on State facilities and to
meet each project’s fair share responsibilities for the impacts. However, the ultimate mitigation
measures and their implementations are to be determined based on consultation between
Caltrans, the City of Rohnert Park, and the project proponent.

California Transportation Commission
The California Transportation Commission (CTC) consists of nine members appointed by the Governor. The
CTC is responsible for the programming and allocation of funds for the construction of highway, passenger
rail, and transit improvements throughout the State. The CTC is also responsible for managing the State
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and the State Highway Operation and Protection Program
(SHOPP) funding programs.

Assembly Bill (AB) 1358/Complete Streets Act of 2008
The California Complete Streets Act (Assembly Bill 1358) requires cities and counties, when updating their
general plans, to ensure that local streets meet the needs of all users.

Assembly Bill (AB) 32
With AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, the State of California committed itself to reducing
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) is
coordinating the response to comply with AB 32.
In 2007, CARB adopted a list of early action programs that could be put in place by January 1, 2010. In 2008,
CARB defined its 1990 baseline level of emissions, and by 2011 it completed its major rule making for
reducing GHG emissions. Rules on emissions, as well as market-based mechanisms like the proposed cap
and trade program, took effect in 2012.
On December 11, 2008, CARB adopted its Proposed Scoping Plan for AB 32. This scoping plan included the
approval of Senate Bill (SB) 375 as the means for achieving regional transportation related GHG targets. SB
375 provides guidance on how curbing emissions from cars and light trucks can help the State comply with
AB 32.

Senate Bill (SB) 743
SB 743 includes the following two legislative intent statements:
• Ensure that the environmental impacts of traffic, such as noise, air pollution, and safety concerns,
continue to be properly addressed and mitigated through the California Environmental Quality Act.
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• 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.
These statements are important because they provide direction to OPR and to lead agencies. For OPR, the
direction is largely about what new metrics should achieve. For lead agencies, the direction is about
expected changes in transportation analysis (and related technical areas) plus what factors to consider for
significance thresholds. Further discussion regarding VMT impact analysis, VMT threshold setting, and VMT
CEQA mitigation measures is provided in Appendix A.
To implement this intent, SB 743 contains amendments to current congestion management law that allows
cities and counties to effectively opt-out of the LOS standards that would otherwise apply. Further, SB 743
requires the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to update the CEQA Guidelines and establish,
“... criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas.” The
new criteria, “… shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal
transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” Once the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency
certifies the new guidelines, then “…automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures
of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment…,
except in locations specifically identified in the guidelines, if any.”
SB 743 does not prevent a city or county from continuing to analyze delay or LOS as part of other plans (i.e.
the general plan), fee programs, or on-going network monitoring, but these metrics will no longer constitute
the sole basis for CEQA impacts. Cities or counties that feel that continued use of vehicle LOS is an
important part of their transportation analysis process can still use vehicle LOS outside of the CEQA process.
The most common applications will likely occur for jurisdictions wanting to use vehicle LOS to size roadways
in their general plan or determine nexus relationships for their impact fee programs. Jurisdictions can also
continue to condition projects to build transportation improvements through the entitlement process in a
variety of ways, such as using general plan consistency findings.
OPR submitted final guidelines in late 2017 to the Resources Agency for rulemaking and is recommending
automobile4 Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as the preferred CEQA transportation metric and the elimination of
auto delay and LOS Statewide. The 2017 OPR documents include specific CEQA Guidelines changes and a
Technical Advisory (advisory updated in April 2018) with specifications for VMT methodology and
recommendations for significance thresholds and mitigation. As noted above, SB 743 requires impacts to
transportation network performance to be viewed through a filter that promotes “the reduction of greenhouse
gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” VMT can
help identify how projects (land development and infrastructure) influence accessibility (i.e., lower VMT may
indicate increased multimodal access to places and people) and emissions, so its selection is aligned with
the objectives of SB 743.

4

Automobile includes passenger cars and light trucks. However, OPR’s Technical Advisory allows VMT analysis to include all vehicles
(i.e., commercial trucks).
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Local Agencies, Regulations, and Policies
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is responsible for regional transportation planning in the
nine-county San Francisco Bay Area. MTC most recently updated its Regional Transportation Plan and
Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), a federally-mandated 20-year blueprint for the region, in 2017.
This RTP/SCS is known as Plan Bay Area 2040. RTPs must be developed in cooperation with State and local
stakeholders and provide a clear vision of the regional transportation goals, policies, objectives, and
strategies. This vision must be realistic and within fiscal constraints. Responsibility for approving and
overseeing improvements to the State highway system rests with Caltrans, while each local jurisdiction
(cities and counties) is responsible for planning and implementing improvements to the streets within its
boundaries.
The RTP/SCS set forth the following goals; each goal has associated supportive strategies to help guide
implementation, and performance indicators by which the region can assess its progress.
• Climate Protection – Reduce per capita carbon dioxide (greenhouse gas) emissions
• Adequate Housing – House the region’s population
• Healthy and Safe Communities – Reduce adverse health impacts
• Open Space and Agricultural Preservations – Direct development within urban footprint
• Equitable Access – Decrease share of lower-income households’ budgets spent on housing and
transportation, increase share of affordable housing, and not increasing the share of households at
risk of displacement
• Economic Vitality – Increase share of jobs accessible in congested conditions, increase jobs in
middle-wage industries, and reduce per-capita delay on freight network
• Transportation Effectiveness – Increase non-auto mode share, reduce vehicle operating and
maintenance costs due to pavement conditions, and reduce per-rider transit delay due to aged
infrastructure

Sonoma County Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
The Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA) prepared a Countywide Bicycle and Pedestrian Master
Plan, which was adopted in 2014. The Master Plan identifies key bicycle and pedestrian connections in each
of the nine incorporated cities in Sonoma County, and provides guidance on connectivity between cities in
Sonoma County. The document also identifies programs and educational guidelines that encourage a
greater shift in bicycle mode share within Sonoma County. More information can be found on the SCTA
website.

Shift Sonoma County – Low Carbon Transportation Action Plan
The Sonoma County Transportation Authority/Regional Climate Protection Agency (SCTA/RCPA) prepared a
low carbon transportation plan, known as Shift Sonoma County, which was adopted in 2018. Shift Sonoma
County identifies key mode shift and fuel shift (i.e. carbon-based fuels to electric) opportunities and provides
a framework for interagency coordination. A model Transportation Demand Management (TDM) ordinance is
also provided. More information can be found on the SCTA website.
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KEY TERMS
AB 1358. Assembly Bill 1358, the Complete Streets Act.
AB 1600. Assembly Bill 1600, the Mitigation Fee Act.
AB 32. Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act.
ADA. Americans with Disabilities Act.
AV. Autonomous Vehicle. Also known as a “self-driving” vehicle.
Caltrans. California Department of Transportation.
CEQA. California Environmental Quality Act.
CIP. Capital Improvement Plan.
GGT. Golden Gate Transit.
GHG. Greenhouse gasses.
HOV. High-occupancy vehicle.
LOS. Level of Service.
MTC. Metropolitan Transportation Commission
OPR. California State Office of Planning and Research.
PDA. Priority Development Area.
RTP/SCS. Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategies.
SB 743. Senate Bill 743.
SMART. Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit.
SCT. Sonoma County Transit.
SCTA/RCPA. Sonoma County Transportation Authority/Regional Climate Protection Agency.
TDM. Transportation Demand Management.
TNC. Transportation Network Company (i.e. Lyft/Uber).
VMT. Vehicle-Miles Traveled.
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APPENDIX A: SB 743 CEQA VMT ANALYSIS AND THRESHOLD SETTING
The following discussion presents a more detailed background on CEQA VMT impact analysis, threshold
setting and mitigation options.

SB 743 VMT Impact Analysis Methodology
The OPR Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA
makes it clear that both short-term and long-term projects effects on VMT should be analyzed, but
specifically how to perform this analysis is left up to the lead agencies.
“Analyses should also consider both short- and long-term effects on VMT.” – Page III:16
The VMT impact analysis methodology should be able to estimate ‘project generated VMT’ and the ‘project’s
effect on VMT’ under both project and cumulative conditions. This statement holds true for land use projects,
land use plans (i.e., the general plan), and transportation projects. Regional models such as MTC Travel
Model One tend to be the preferred tools for this type of analysis, but spreadsheet or sketch models may
also be applicable if populated with accurate and defensible input data. Regional models can often serve as
a source of this data, which may be required if the regional model was used to establish VMT impact
thresholds. OPR recommends that the VMT analysis methodology used to set thresholds should be the
same as that used for project analysis to ensure an apples-to-apples comparison.
“When using models and tools for those various purposes, agencies should use comparable data and
methods, in order to set up an ’apples-to-apples‘ comparison between thresholds, VMT estimates, and
mitigation VMT estimates.” – Page III:15
Since project generated VMT estimates for land use projects will typically rely on just two variables, vehicle
trips and vehicle trip lengths, the methodology used to estimate these two parameters deserve special
attention. ITE vehicle trip rates are a common data source but these rates are not calibrated and validated for
California jurisdictions, which limits their accuracy and defensibility. In fact, the ITE Trip Generation Handbook
recommends relying on locally valid data to produce accurate vehicle trip generation estimates, in particular,
to account for local land use context effects. One way to accomplish this outcome is to rely on methods such
as the US EPA MXD trip generation tool, which modifies ITE vehicle trip generation estimates to account for
seven built environment variables related to land use and demographics. Alternatively, jurisdictions can
perform local land use specific trip generation studies. For trip lengths, limited data exists typically from
aggregate household travel surveys, big data vendors (i.e., StreetLight), or regional travel forecasting models.
As noted above, the ‘project generated VMT’ estimates will need to be supplemented with analysis that
demonstrates the ‘project’s effect on VMT’. This type of analysis provides a more complete picture of how a
project will influence existing and future VMT associated with the project and the surrounding generators of
VMT. This method recognizes that the land use projects and land use plans approved by cities and counties
only influence the potential supply of land use types and amounts (and sometimes their form) that can occur
on specific parcels. These decisions do not change the long-term projections of population and
employment at a regional or even sub-regional scale, but they will influence the future allocation of that
growth, which may result in more or less VMT. Since VMT is a composite metric that reflects the combination
of influences from the transportation network, land use patterns, travel behavior, etc., the main CEQA
question should be whether the changes proposed by the project result in a better or worse VMT outcome
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over time (i.e., the cumulative scenario). Otherwise, decision makers and the public will be misinformed
about how a project is likely to affect VMT and its related influence on other effects such as emissions. All
project generated VMT estimates will show a net positive while the project’s effect on VMT could be an
increase or a decrease. Judging projects or plans solely on a projected generated threshold could result in
significant impacts for projects that would realistically be reducing the potential long-term VMT for the area.
For transportation projects, the OPR Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA includes a spreadsheet methodology for estimating induced VMT using
elasticities of VMT to lane miles based on published research. While this methodology is simple to use, it will
always show an increase in VMT with any increase in lane miles. Roadway networks can generate more
complex relationships especially if a roadway projects helps to fill a gap in the network (i.e., new bridges)
such that VMT may decrease. Hence, regional models tend to be preferred if a complete analysis of VMT
effects is desired.

Setting VMT Significance Thresholds
In general, the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7 allows lead agencies the discretion to select their own
transportation impact metrics and thresholds. SB 743 limits that discretion to some degree by directing OPR
to select a new transportation impact metric and to provide guidance on thresholds. Further, SB 743
included Section 21099(e), which likely limits the ability of lead agencies to select thresholds less protective
of the environment than those recommended by OPR. Another important aspect of Section 15064.7 is that
the selection of thresholds needs to be supported by substantial evidence. This means that the selection of
VMT thresholds needs to consider data, facts, research, and analysis related to what amount of VMT change
would constitute a significant impact.
While OPR has developed specific VMT impact thresholds for project-related impacts (the current guidance
does not fully address cumulative impacts), current practice has not sufficiently evolved where a clear line
can be drawn between ‘acceptable’ and ‘unacceptable’ levels of VMT change for purposes of determining
significant transportation impacts. Instead, lead agencies will need to consider a variety of evidence from
sources such as those listed below to create the substantial evidence to support a new VMT threshold.
•

AB 32 Scoping Plan.

•

SB 375 Targets and MTC RTP-SCS.

•

SB 743 Objectives and OPR’s recommendations.

•

ARB Mobile Source Strategy.

•

Governor’s Executive Orders (EO-S-3-05, EO-B-16-12, and EO-B-30-15).

•

Caltrans Strategic Management Plan (SMP) VMT Reduction Target.

•

Caltrans Smart Mobility Framework.

•

CAPCOA’s Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures.

•

ARB’s Zero Carbon Buildings.
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Given this information, lead agencies have at least two options for setting thresholds.
1)

Rely on VMT threshold recommendations developed by OPR.

Lead agencies may rely on the thresholds contained in the OPR SB 743 recommendations once they are
final. The current OPR threshold guidance is contained in the Technical Advisory on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA, California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, April 2018. The
thresholds cover land use projects, land use plans, and transportation projects.
OPR recommendations for residential and office land use project VMT thresholds are set at fifteen
percent below baseline VMT/capita (i.e., resident) and VMT/employee for the city or region (within MPO
areas). A typical new suburban development project can expect project changes and transportation
demand management (TDM) measures detailed in the Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures,
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), August 2010 to reduce VMT by a maximum
of up to ten percent (fifteen percent in a “suburban center” similar to downtown Rohnert Park). Hence,
the OPR threshold is set at the maximum level of potential VMT reduction in a suburban center expected
from project design and TDM strategies according to CAPCOA. This maximum was not derived from
statistical research about the actual effectiveness of TDM strategies in different community types.
Further, available research confirms that TDM strategy effectiveness is heavily influenced by project site
location and the ultimate site tenants, which can change over time. Considering this additional
information raises questions about whether the TDM effectiveness especially in suburban areas could
achieve the CAPCOA maximums. Nevertheless, for projects not able to reach the CAPCOA maximum
level of reduction, VMT impacts would be significant and unavoidable.
For land use plans such as the general plan, the OPR recommendation is that a significant impact may
occur if the plan is not consistent with the relevant RTP-SCS (i.e., the MTC Plan Bay Area for the City of
Rohnert Park). Consistency with the SCS means all of the following are true.
•

Development specified in the plan is also specified in the RTP-SCS (i.e. the plan does not
specify developing in outlying areas specified as open space in the RTP-SCS).

•

Taken as a whole, development specified in the plan leads to VMT that is equal to or less
than the VMT per capita and VMT per employee specified in the RTP-SCS.

For transportation projects, the current OPR recommendation is being modified, so it should not be relied
upon. In general, transportation projects have the potential to generate induced VMT. The key question
regarding induced VMT is whether some or all of it is undesirable such that a threshold can be
associated with it.
A key limitation of the OPR recommendations is that they only cover project impact thresholds for
residential, office, and retail land uses. Other land uses are not addressed and guidance for cumulative
impacts is limited to avoiding inconsistencies with the relevant RTP-SCS.
2)

Develop jurisdiction-specific VMT thresholds.

Lead agencies have the option to develop their own VMT thresholds for land use plans, land use
projects, and transportation projects. Determining when a VMT change represents a significant impact is
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difficult to establish without linking VMT to other environmental resources and considering its
relationship to the built environment and economic factors. This determination already occurs for
energy, air quality, and GHGs, so agencies will need to consider how VMT is used in these other impact
areas in establishing a new threshold specifically for transportation. As such, it will also be important to
consider that VMT, by itself, is a composite metric that measures the vehicle travel effect associated with
land use patterns, growth, transportation network changes, and human travel behavior. 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). New trends
associated with growing use of TNCs along with future shifts to automated vehicles are likely to
complicate VMT forecasts since the potential change is highly dependent on whether future vehicles are
heavily shared.
Under either option, threshold setting is likely to involve consideration of VMT forecasts from the regional
MTC travel model. This conclusion is drawn from the combination of OPR recommendations to evaluate
projects based on RTP-SCS consistency, VMT forecasts that are not constrained to political boundaries,
and threshold benchmarks tied to citywide or region-wide scales.
Complying directly with the OPR recommendations would result in the following thresholds for a typical
residential project in Rohnert Park.
•

Using the 2015 daily VMT per resident estimates in Table 3 above, the VMT threshold for new
residential projects would be either 15 percent below the regional average (i.e., 0.85 x 15.3 = 13.0)
or citywide average (i.e., 17.9 x 0.85 = 15.2).

•

Using the 2040 daily VMT per resident estimates in Exhibit 4, the Rohnert Park VMT threshold for
new residential projects would be either 15 percent below the regional average (i.e., 0.85 x 13.8 =
11.7) or citywide average (i.e., 16.3 x 0.85 = 13.9).

Since the OPR recommendations tie the thresholds to ‘baseline’ conditions, the actual threshold should
be based on an interpolation between the 2015 and 2040 values for a project’s specific baseline year.
Also, note that rounding can matter and the City will also need to decide how many decimal places to
include. Given the accuracy of forecasts, more than one decimal place is typically not reasonable. For
employment-related land uses, daily VMT per worker would be required. For land uses such as localserving retail that have the potential to reduce existing VMT, total VMT estimates would be needed. All
of this information is available from the regional model and total VMT is typically generated for the air
quality, GHG, and energy impact analysis for projects. The proposed SB 743 guidelines include language
that would allow for total VMT to be used for all CEQA impact analysis purposes.
As noted above, evaluating project effects on VMT or VMT per resident or worker should consider that
most development projects only involve changing land use type or expanding allowed land use supply.
As such, project generated VMT effects should rely on constant levels of population growth,
employment growth, student growth, and income within the study area unless substantial evidence
exists to demonstrate that the project approval will change these variables. In almost all land use
decisions, the change in general plan land use designation and underlying zoning will only affect the
allocation of future growth within a region.
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VMT CEQA Mitigation Alternatives
VMT mitigation typically involves modifying the project to reduce its VMT generation or VMT effect (such as
inducing additional vehicle trips through an expanded roadway). This is a different focus compared to
current transportation impact practice where the use of vehicle LOS usually involves modification of the
external roadway network to increase capacity. This traditional form of mitigation can lead to induced
vehicle travel leading to even more VMT.

Mitigation Options for Land Use Plans and Development Projects
As explained above, the use of VMT changes the focus of transportation impact analysis and mitigation. In
some cases, this change could be substantial for jurisdictions and developers comfortable with current
practice where transportation impacts and mitigation largely affect the external roadway network. With the
impact spotlight shining on VMT, more attention will center on the project’s physical design and whether it
incorporates strategies to reduce vehicle use and encourage active transportation and transit use.
To reduce VMT for mitigation purposes, the type of project matters. For large area land use plans such as
general plans and specific plans, mitigation will typically focus on physical design elements related to the
ultimate built environment, which includes the density and mix of land uses in and around the project area
plus the availability and quality of the transportation network related to transit, walking, and bicycling. As
project scale shrinks, TDM strategies become more relevant especially when they can be tied directly to the
ultimate project occupants or tenants.
Key references describing the possible built environment and TDM strategies as well as their effectiveness
at reducing VMT are listed below.
•

Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, CAPCOA, 2010

•

SB 375 Research on Impacts of Transportation and Land Use-Related Policies, California Air Resources
Board - https://arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/policies/policies.htm

•

Integrating Demand Management into the Transportation Planning Process: A Desk Reference, FHWA,
2013 - http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/publications/fhwahop12035/fhwahop12035.pdf

The CAPCOA document contains a matrix below organizes various VMT reduction strategies into groups.
The matrix generally presents VMT reduction strategies for development projects as one of three basic
intervention types:
•

Project improvements (such as adding mixed-use components to a project, including affordable
housing units, limiting the parking supply, or providing enhanced pedestrian access),

•

Transportation programs (such as shuttle service, marketing, and carshare provision), and

•

Public amenities (including funding transit service expansion, and land use characteristics of
surrounding parcels).

Using groups to organize the strategies helps to identify the maximum level of expected VMT reduction
based on community type because strategy effectiveness is directly related to the built environment of an
area (e.g., a city center versus rural town). To apply the matrix, users start at the top in the first row to
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understand the maximum reduction expectations regardless of the combination of individual strategies. The
second row further subdivides the first row to help clarify the specific maximum reduction potential based on
specific sub categories. For example, a development project in a suburban area will generally be able to
achieve a maximum VMT reduction of about 10 to 15 percent based on the five subcategories of
transportation measures in the matrix. To understand how this maximum applies consider a specific strategy
such as unbundled parking costs that has a 13 percent reduction potential. In a suburban center with a
maximum reduction potential of 15 percent from the four transportation measure categories, the unbundled
parking cost effectiveness could be applied fully. In a suburban community such as Rohnert Park, the
maximum reduction of 10 percent in the second row would limit the effectiveness of this individual strategy
to 10 percent and no further strategies could improve on that outcome with the exception of pricing.
Mitigations external to the project will largely include potential fair-share funding for area-wide or
jurisdiction-wide programs such as transit improvements or enhanced active transportation networks. For
communities that already embrace goals to reduce VMT, transportation impact analysis for CEQA
compliance may become more streamlined with less overall effort associated with impact analysis and
mitigation.

Mitigation Options for Transportation Projects
The California Air Resource Board website noted above also contains transportation-related policy options,
which can be used as mitigation for land use or 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 modifications would be presumed to have a less than
significant impact because they would either help to reduce VMT or cause negligible VMT increases.
Mitigation for larger roadway projects may need to consider potential modifications to the project that would
minimize VMT increases possibly through managed lane operation (i.e., construction of high-occupancy
vehicle lanes instead of general purpose lanes) or integration of transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities into a
project that increases non-auto travel.
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Figure A1:

VMT MITIGATION MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS

Source: Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures, California Air Pollution Control Officers Control Association, 2010.
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Continued Use of LOS after Adoption of VMT Methodology and Thresholds
As noted previously, the City of Rohnert Park may continue to use vehicle LOS as part of their transportation
planning and entitlement review if the community so desires. The loss of vehicle LOS in CEQA will likely
reinforce the importance of the general plan and supporting implementation methods (such as impact fee
programs) as the primary means for defining a jurisdiction’s policy approach to transportation network
operation and expansion. This is because agencies, for the most part, will no longer be able to use CEQA
as a basis for requiring that development projects fund off-site transportation infrastructure
improvements. To the extent that agencies wish to continue to have development projects contribute to offsite transportation improvements, it would occur through collection of traffic impact fees, other funding
mechanisms, and/or conditions of approval.
As the importance of general plans increase, it is worth noting that many General Plan Circulation Elements
(and resulting traffic impact fees) were developed without consideration of capital, operations, and
maintenance financial constraints. Jurisdictions may also find themselves in this situation if the traffic impact
fee necessary to fully fund the circulation element exceeds a reasonable level that could be supported
within the real estate and development marketplace.
Any general plan LOS expectations (and commensurate development levels) should reflect the amount of
infrastructure the jurisdiction can afford to build, operate, and maintain. Development projects consistent
with this type of General Plan would require little (or no) vehicle LOS impact analysis for off-site roadways or
intersections, but instead could focus on issues such as the adequacy of multi-modal site access and parking
provision to comply with applicable design standards. This could substantially reduce the effort required in
typical CEQA transportation impact studies.
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