
4.0 MINOR REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section includes minor edits to the Draft EIR.  These modifications resulted from responses to 
comments received during the Draft EIR public review period as well as from staff-initiated 
changes. 

Revisions herein do not result in new significant environmental impacts, do not constitute 
significant new information, nor do they alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis.  
Changes are provided in revision marks (underline for new text and strike out for deleted text). 

4.2 MINOR CHANGES AND EDITS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

• Draft EIR page 1.0-29, TABLE 1.0-1, Projects Impacts Mitigation Table, please refer to FEIR  
Section 2.0, Executive Summary for changes to the Projects Impacts Mitigation Table.   

3.0 OVERVIEW OF THE CTP 

• Draft EIR page 3.0-14, the following changes are made to the Interchange Improvements list:  

• Forestville bypass on Route 116  

• Mirabel Road and Route 116 signalization and channelization  

4.2 AIR QUALITY 

• Draft EIR page 4.2-17, the following text change is made to the first paragraph under Impact 
4.2-2: 

Running emissions from motor vehicles were analyzed as an indicator of the benefits of 
mobility-enhancing projects and programs in the CTP. Generally, reductions in congestion 
will improve average vehicle speeds on roadways that will reduce running emissions of air 
pollutants. As shown in Table 4.2-9, running emissions of ROG, NOx, and CO would be 
reduced between 2008 and the 2035 horizon for the 2009 CTP.  The decrease in emissions 
results from a number of factors, including the CTP’s reductions in travel activity combined 
with the turnover in autos, increasingly stringent emission controls, and related policies. As 
noted in Impact 4.2-1, the CTP would reduce the rate of growth of VMT over existing 
conditions to a rate closer to the projected population growth rate. Nevertheless, tThe 
proposed CTP would be consistent with the CAP population and VMT assumptions in the 
2005 Ozone Strategy.  These impacts are associated with the planned population growth of 
the region that is reflected in ABAG’s regional forecasts that were used to develop 
BAAQMD’s CAP. 

• Draft EIR page 4.2-17, the following text is added to the end of the page: 

In addition to these criteria air pollutants, County roadways would continue to include diesel-
powered vehicles. Approximately 60 percent of California’s diesel exhaust (a toxic air 
contaminant) is emitted on roadways by heavy-duty trucks, buses, and light-duty passenger 
vehicles. CARB adopted an Airborne Toxics Control Measure (ATCM) as part of the 
Particulate Matter Risk Reduction Plan to specifically deal with diesel emissions from school 
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buses. This measure became effective July 16, 2003. The school bus–idling ATCM includes the 
following requirements: 

a) The driver of a school bus or vehicle, transit bus, or heavy-duty vehicle (other than a bus) 
shall manually turn off the bus or vehicle upon arriving at a school and shall restart no 
more than 30 seconds before departing. A driver of a school bus or vehicle shall be 
subject to the same requirement when operating within 100 feet of a school and shall be 
prohibited from idling more than five minutes at each stop beyond schools, such as 
parking or maintenance facilities, school bus stops, or school activity destinations. A 
driver of a transit bus or heavy-duty vehicle (other than a bus) shall be prohibited from 
idling more than five minutes at each stop within 100 feet of a school. Idling necessary for 
health, safety, or operational concerns shall be exempt from these restrictions. 

b) The motor carrier of the affected bus or vehicle shall ensure that drivers are informed of 
the idling requirements, track complaints and enforcement actions, and keep track of 
driver education and tracking activities. According to CARB, implementation of the 
above requirements would eliminate unnecessary idling for school buses and other 
heavy-duty vehicles, thus reducing localized exposure to TAC emissions and other 
harmful air pollution emissions at and near schools and protecting children from 
unhealthy exhaust emissions. 

In addition to the school bus–idling ATCM, CARB adopted an idling-restriction ATCM for large 
commercial diesel-powered vehicles that became effective February 1, 2005. In 
accordance with this measure, affected vehicles are required to limit idling to no longer 
than 5 minutes under most circumstances. CARB is currently evaluating additional ATCMs 
associated with the CARB’s Diesel Risk Reduction Plan, Emission Reduction Plan for Ports and 
Goods Movement, and implementation of AB 233 intended to further reduce TACs 
associated with mobile sources.  Thus, existing state programs will continue to address and 
reduce TAC emissions associated with diesel and would not result in an increase in these 
emissions. 

• Draft EIR page 4.2-19, the following bullets are added to mitigation measure MM 4.2-4: 

• Implement T-BACT (the Best Available Control Technologies for Toxics) for diesel 
construction equipment. 

• Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment off when not in use or 
reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes (as required by the California airborne 
toxics control measure Title 13, Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations [CCR]). 

• All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in accordance with 
manufacturer’s specifications.  All equipment shall be checked by a certified mechanic 
and determined to be running in proper condition prior to operation. 

4.3  TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION 

• Draft EIR page 4.3-14, existing Table 4.3-9 is removed and the following table will replace it: 
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TABLE 4.3-9  
WEEKDAY CONGESTION LOCATIONS ON U.S. 101, RANKED BY DELAY (2002) 

Rank in 
County U.S. 101 Segment Direction Time Period Delay (Vehicle 

Hours) 

1 Santa Rosa Ave. & N. Todd Rd. to 
Steele Ln. Northbound 2:30 PM – 6:45 PM 1,420 

2 Hopper Ave. to Route 12 Southbound 2:35 PM – 6:25 PM 860 

3 Golf Ave. to Baker Rd. Northbound 7:10 AM – 9:15 AM 630 

4 Redwood Hwy to Kastania Rd. Southbound 5:45 AM – 8:05 AM 570 

5 At Steele Ln. Southbound 7:15 AM – 8:55 AM 210 

6 Airport Blvd. to River Rd. Southbound 7:15 AM – 8:50 AM 200 

7 At Route 12 Southbound 6:25 AM – 9:20 AM 160 

8 At Redwood Hwy Northbound 3:50 PM – 6:10 PM 120 

9 E. Washington Ave. Northbound 4:25 PM – 6:25 PM 100 
Source: Caltrans, District 4 Office of Highway Operations. Information Memorandum, Year 2002 Bay Area Freeway Congestion Data, 
Tables 4A and 4B (accessed September 12, 2008) 

TABLE 4.3-9  
WEEKDAY CONGESTION LOCATIONS ON U.S. 101, RANKED BY DELAY  

Rank in 
County U.S. 101 Segment Direction Time Period Delay 

(Vehicle Hours) 

1 East Washington St. to Kastania Rd. Southbound 5:25 AM – 7:15 AM 1,880 

2 Baker Ave. to College Ave. Northbound 2:05 PM – 6:30 PM 1,220 

3 Mendocino Ave. to 5th St. Southbound 2:40 PM – 6:20 PM 1,180 

4 Route 12 to College Ave. Northbound 7:00 AM – 9:15 PM 590 

5 At East Washington St. Northbound 2:50 PM – 6:30 PM 290 

6 Shilo Rd. to south of Mendocino Ave. Southbound 7:30 AM – 9:00 AM 270 

7 Route 116 to Wilfred Ave. Northbound 2:30 PM – 4:50 PM 260 

8 Steele Ln. to College Ave. Southbound 7:20 AM – 9:30 AM 180 

9 At Old Redwood Hwy Northbound 3:10 PM – 5:00 PM 50 
Source: MTC, Congested Freeway Locations – Morning and Evening Commutes, 2008 
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/news/press_releases/congestion/2008/am_pm_peak_period_congestion.pdf. (accessed July 20, 2009). 
 
• Draft EIR page 4.3-29, the following changes are made: 

It should be noted that when compared to a No Project scenario, the proposed CTP would 
reduce over 50,000 350,000 daily VMT countywide in 2035. 

• Draft EIR page 4.3-30, the following changes are made to impact statement 4.3-2: 

Impact 4.3-2 Implementation of the 2009 CTP would not directly cause increases in daily 
vehicle hours traveled.  However, the 2009 CTP would support growth in 
Sonoma County that would substantially increase daily vehicle hours miles 
traveled in 2035 by 282,874 over existing conditions.  The impacts associated 
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with the anticipated growth within the county (through 2020) were identified 
as significant and unavoidable in the County’s General Plan 2020 Draft EIR.  
This impact is considered significant and unavoidable. 

• Draft EIR page 4.3-33, the following changes are made to impact statement 4.3-4: 

Impact 4.3-4 Implementation of the 2009 CTP would not directly increase PHD or of PHT on 
the county’s roadway system.  However, the 2009 CTP would support growth 
in Sonoma County that would substantially increase daily PHD by 250,102 and 
PHT by 335,166 over existing conditions.  The traffic impacts associated with 
the anticipated growth within the county (through 2020) were identified as 
significant and unavoidable in the County’s General Plan 2020 Draft EIR.  This 
impact is therefore considered significant and unavoidable. 

4.4 BIOLOGY  

• Draft EIR page 4.4-25, mitigation measure MM 4.4-1a is revised as shown below: 

MM 4.4-1a  During the environmental review process for proposed CTP projects, project 
sponsors shall prepare a biological resources assessment shall be prepared for 
areas identified to contain or possibly contain special-status plant and animal 
species.  Surveys shall be conducted as part of the environmental review 
process to determine the presence and extent of sensitive habitats and/or 
species in the project vicinity.  Surveys shall be conducted during the 
appropriate seasons for proper identification of species.  The assessment shall 
consider the potential for significant impacts on special-status plant and 
animal species and shall identify feasible mitigation measures to mitigate such 
impacts, as set forth in mitigation measure MM 4.4-1b below.   
Formal protocol-level surveys may be required on a species-by-species basis 
to determine the local distribution of these species.  Consultation with the 
USFWS and/or CDFG shall be conducted at an informal level for transportation 
projects that could adversely affect federal or state candidate, threatened, or 
endangered species to determine the need for further consultation or 
permitting actions. 

 

 

• Draft EIR page 4.4-25, mitigation measure MM 4.4-1b, fourth bullet is deleted and replaced 
with the following text: 

• Individual projects shall minimize the use of in-water construction methods in areas that 
support sensitive fish species, especially when fish are present. 

• Individual projects will avoid the use of in-water construction methods in all state of 
federally jurisdictional surface waters, where feasible. 

• Draft EIR page 4.4-29, the following changes are made to the first paragraph: 

Implementation of the proposed 2009 CTP may result in the loss of jurisdictional waters of the 
state and waters of the U.S., including wetlands. 
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• Draft EIR page 4.4-29, the following additions are made to the fourth paragraph: 

As described further above, Sonoma County and incorporated city general plans include 
numerous policies that regulate biological resource issues that are relevant to the 2009 CTP.  
Applicable goals, policies, and implementation programs from these general plans would 
assist in reducing any potential biological impacts to waters of the U.S. Additional mitigation 
measures are proposed below to further protect and minimize impacts to waters of the U.S. 
The Regional Water Board has jurisdiction over surface waters, groundwater, and wetlands, 
and has jurisdictional authority over any projects which may impact surface waters, 
groundwater, and wetlands. 

4.5  CULTURAL RESOURCES  

• Draft EIR page 4.5-15, the following text changes are made: 

 MM 4.5-2a  During the environmental review process for proposed CTP projects, project 
sponsors, in consultation with the appropriate culturally affiliated tribe(s), shall 
determine if there is a potential for a significant impact to cultural resources to 
occur. 

 MM 4.5-2b  If a potentially significant cultural resource is encountered during subsurface 
earthwork activities for the project, all construction activities within a 100-foot 
radius of the find shall cease until a qualified archaeologist, in consultation 
with the appropriate culturally affiliated tribe(s), determines whether the 
resource is significant. The project sponsor shall include a standard 
inadvertent discovery clause, including a requirement for consultation with 
the appropriate culturally affiliated tribe(s), in every construction contract to 
inform contractors of this requirement. 

 MM 4.5-2c  The project sponsor shall implement the appropriate mitigation measures 
presented by a qualified archaeologist, and developed in consultation with 
the appropriate affiliated tribes(s), for any discovery of significant resources, 
based on applicable state and federal regulations. 

4.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

• Draft EIR page 4.7-15, the following changes are made to mitigation measure MM 4.7-3: 

Subsequent projects under the CTP shall consult all known databases of contaminated sites 
and undertake a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment or other appropriate hazard 
assessment in the process of planning, environmental clearance, and construction for 
projects included in the 2009 CTP.  Prior to development on or near active cleanup sites, the 
project proponent shall coordinate with all appropriate agencies.  If contamination is found, 
the implementation agency shall coordinate remediation of contamination in accordance 
with applicable Sonoma County, Regional Water Quality Control Board, the Department of 
Toxic Substances Control, and state standards. 

4.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY  

• Draft EIR page 4.8-15, the following text change is made to the first bullet, last sentence: 
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MM 4.8-1a Revegetation shall emphasize drought-tolerant perennial vegetation native 
vegetation. 

• Draft EIR page 4.8-16, the following text change is made to the first paragraph: 

For unavoidable impacts to waters of the state, submittal of applications for 401 Water 
Quality Certification and/or Waste Discharge Requirements (Dredge/Fill) permits from the 
Regional Water Baard will be necessary.  United States Army Corps of Engineers Clean Water 
Act Section 404 permits and Department of Fish and Game stream alteration agreements 
may also be necessary. Through the implementation of mitigation measures MM 4.9-1a 
through MM 4.8-1d, the CTP’s impact on water quality would be considered less than 
significant.  

• Draft EIR page 4.8-16, mitigation measure MM 4.8-1a, first bullet: first sentence is deleted and 
replaced with the following text: 

BMPs such as those described above shall be in place and operational prior to major 
earthwork. 

BMPs shall be in place and operational prior to any construction activities.  Post- construction 
BMPs shall be in place prior to the commencement of any work within the vicinity of waters 
of the state. 

• Draft EIR page 4.8-16 is revised to include mitigation measure MM 4.8-1e as follows: 

MM 4.8-1e Where specific projects are located within or adjacent to a water body that is 
under the jurisdiction of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, the 
projects shall implement the following measures: 

• Include construction BMPs specifically targeted toward retaining sediment 
on-site, preventing erosion of streambanks and pollution from construction 
vehicles, and collecting and treating stormwater runoff on-site.  

• Utilize staging areas for vehicles that are removed from riparian areas and 
all construction should occur during the dry season. If such measures 
cannot be taken, the individual project should be required to analyze 
alternatives and provide mitigation measures for adverse impacts.  

• Where feasible, avoid the removal of riparian vegetation. If not feasible, 
the individual project shall be required to demonstrate a plan for 
revegetation including a post-construction monitoring plan to determine 
the success of revegetation efforts. Monitoring and maintenance plans 
shall also be in place to ensure that runoff treatment mechanisms such as 
sediment basins or silt fences continue to function properly. Runoff from all 
areas of new impervious surfaces should be mitigated for potential 
impacts to receiving water quality and flow.  

• Where feasible, specific projects shall incorporate Low Impact 
Development techniques to implement mitigation measure MM 4.8-1e. 
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4.11 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

• Draft EIR page 4.11-2, last sentence, first paragraph the following text is added: 

High projected job growth and the expected expansion of Santa Rosa Junior College and 
Sonoma State University enrollments by 2035 contribute to increased travel in the county . 

4.12 PUBLIC SERVICES  

• Draft EIR page 4.12-10, the following changes are made to impact statement 4.12-3:  

Impact 4.12-3 Construction of capital improvements in the proposed CTP will produce 
solid waste that will not impact the existing Central Landfill operated by 
Sonoma County.  Construction debris would need to be transported to 
other facilities outside of Sonoma County. These impacts are considered 
significant and mitigable. 

 

4.13 ENERGY  

• Draft EIR page 4.13-4, the following changes are made to the table:  
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TABLE 4.13-1 
MOTOR VEHICLE ENERGY CONSUMPTION (2008) 

2008 Passenger 
Cars 

Light-
Duty 

Trucks 

Light-
Duty 

Trucks 

Medium-Duty 
Trucks  

Heavy-
Duty 

Trucks  

Buses 
Total 

School 
Buses 

Urban 
Buses  

Motor 
Homes 

Motor 
Cycles  All  

Vehicles 182,284 73,564 76,214 27,951 16,672 361 312 166 4,014 17,295 398,832 

VMT/ 
1000 5,026 2,097 2,360 989 765 17 11 18 42 122 11,442 

Fuel Consumption (1,000 Gallons per Day) 

Gasoline 244 252 118 101 118 
140 79 35 1 0 1 3 4 625 595 

Diesel 1 5 0 0 57 1 2 3 1 0  70 69 

CNG n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 1 n/a n/a 4 1 
n/a – Data not available 
Sources: Sonoma County Transportation Model, 2008, and California Air Resources Board, Emfac2007 V2.3 BURDEN output (fuel consumption).  CNG fuel usage data 
from Sonoma County Transit. (Assumes annual CNG fleet consumption-570,597 therms converted to diesel gallons. Max fleet size increase projected at a maximum of 
10 buses during planning horizon [annual consumption of 9,122 diesel gallons per bus]. Assumes uniform rate of per capita bus CNG consumption over planning 
horizon.) 
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• Draft EIR page 4.13-10, the following changes are made to the first paragraph:  

METHODOLOGY 

The methodology for determining the significance of energy impacts compares existing 
conditions to the expected future energy consumption with the 2009 CTP, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.2(a).  This analysis focuses on the increase in fuel consumption from 
the on-road vehicle fleet through 2035.  The Sonoma County Transportation Model supplied 
vehicle activity data (i.e., VMT) for all analysis scenarios (i.e., existing 2008, No Project 
scenario 2035, and proposed CTP 2035) used to conduct energy impact assessments.  The 
Air Resources Board’s Emfac2007 model (version 2.3) was used to forecast consumption of 
petroleum-based gasoline and diesel fuels based on fuel economy assumptions provided by 
SCTA staff.  Existing and projected natural gas consumption by Sonoma County Transit was 
derived from data from SCTA staff. 

• Draft EIR page 4.13-10, the following changes are made starting with the fourth paragraph:  

Increase in Fuel Consumption from Transportation Sector 

Impact 4.13-1 Implementation of the 2009 CTP would not directly cause increases in energy 
consumption from the transportation sector.  However, in addressing current 
and projected mobility challenges, Though the 2009 CTP would 
accommodate planned growth in Sonoma County, that will substantially 
increase consumption of nonrenewable petroleum-based products like 
gasoline and diesel fuel are projected to decrease over existing conditions by 
2035.  By 2035, motor vehicles would consume 68,728 159,000 fewer more 
gallons of gasoline and 11,286 5,000 more gallons of diesel fuel per day than 
under existing conditions. This represents a 12 20 percent decrease in gasoline 
consumption and a 16 7 percent increase in diesel fuel.  In addition, proposed 
commuter rail service and freight service on the SMART corridor will consume 
916,000 gallons of diesel fuel daily 30 billion BTUs of energy annually starting in 
2014; however, any increases in diesel fuel for locomotives is expected to be 
more than offset by reductions in vehicle use from SMART riders.  The CTP’s 
cumulative is impact on energy consumption is less than significant and 
unavoidable. 

Over time, demand for energy and fuels from the transportation system will  increase is 
expected to decrease overall, despite based largely on the 15 percent population growth in 
Sonoma County and a growing job base that will attract workers from outside Sonoma 
County.1  By 2035, motor vehicles will consume 526,439 782,000 gallons of gasoline and 
74,000 80,611 gallons of diesel fuel daily by 2035 (see Table 4.13-2).  This represents a 12 15 
percent increase decrease in gasoline use and 16 percent increase in diesel fuel use over 
existing conditions, excluding fuel use for the SMART system (see Table 4.13-3). This is a worst-
case scenario assumption, as some of this demand will be reduced with SMART rail service, 
NCRA freight service, and improved fuel economy standards.  The projected reduction in 
gasoline consumption is tied to federal and state fuel economy standards that will 
substantially reduce per capita fuel consumption. However, countywide fuel consumption is 
still expected to increase over time. Given that the bulk of the county’s transportation system 
will continue to be fueled by gasoline, there would be an overall 9 percent reduction in 
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petroleum-based fossil fuel consumption by the transportation sector. See Appendix DE for 
CARB’s BURDEN model documentation.  

TABLE 4.13-2 
TRANSPORTATION ENERGY CONSUMPTION (2035) 

2035 Passenger 
Cars 

Light-
Duty 

Trucks 

Light-
Duty 

Trucks  

Medium-
Duty 

Trucks  

Heavy-
Duty 

Trucks  
Buses  School 

Buses  
Urban 
Buses  

Motor 
Homes 

Motor 
Cycles  All 

Vehicles 251,319 100,464 107,010 39,399 22,867 507 403 214 5,431 24,008 551,621 

VMT/ 
1000 6,495 2,749 2,891 1,134 882 21 14 21 54 157 14,418 

Fuel Consumption (1,000 Gallons per Day) 

Gasoline 197 303 82 16 92 173  100  92  44 1 0  0 1 4 5 526 
782  

Diesel 0 0 0 0 72 3 2 4 1 0 81 74  

CNG n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 2 n/a n/a 2  502  
n/a – Not Available 
Sources: Sonoma County Transportation Model, 2008, and California Air Resources Board, Emfac2007 V2.3 BURDEN output (fuel 
consumption).  CNG fuel usage data from Sonoma County Transit. (Assumes annual CNG fleet consumption-570,597 therms converted 
to diesel gallons. Max fleet size increase projected at a maximum of 10 buses during planning horizon [annual consumption of 9,122 
diesel gallons per bus]. Assumes uniform rate of per capita bus CNG consumption over planning horizon.) 
 

TABLE 4.13-3 
2009 CTP TRANSPORTATION ENERGY CONSUMPTION (2008 AND 2035) 

 2008 No Project 
(2035) 

2008 CTP 
(2035) 

Change 2008 to 2035 

Annual Percentage 

VMT* 11,447,000 
11,447,811 14,768,411 14,417,956 +2,970,956 

2,970,145 
+26% 

Fuel Consumption (1,000 Gallons per Day) 

Gasoline 595 625 539 802 526 782 -69 157 -12% + 15%  

Diesel 69 70 82  76 81 74 +11  4 +16% 6 

CNG ** 1 41  2  51  2  50 +9 1 +22100% 

Diesel from 
SMART System*** 0 0 916 +916 Infinite 

Total Consumption 665  1,106 622  1,390 609  2,274 -56  +1,168  -9% +106% 
Sources: 
* Sonoma County Transportation Model, 2008, and California Air Resources Board, Emfac2007 V2.3 BURDEN output. 
**Sonoma County Transit. Annual CNG fleet consumption-570,597 therms converted to diesel gallons. Max fleet size increase 
projected at a maximum of 10 buses during planning horizon (annual consumption of 9,122 diesel gallons per bus). Assumes uniform 
per capita bus rate of CNG consumption over planning horizon.  
***Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit. Draft SEIR, March 2008.  Based on 2025 forecast for weekday and weekend service. Includes 
direct energy use from passenger vehicles, transit buses, heavy-DMU passenger rail at 95,000 BTU/mile, plus indirect energy use, which 
includes maintenance vehicles. Assumes 130,500 BTUs are equal to one gallon of diesel. Consumption rates projected through 2025 
only. SMART DMUs use 25 percent fewer BTUs per vehicle mile than traditional passenger rail vehicles. SMART is also considering 
operating the DMUs on a biodiesel fuel mixture. Biodiesel blends of 20 percent or less can be used in DMU vehicles without requiring 
any modifications to the vehicles. Fuel efficiency is expected to be slightly less than DMUs operated on conventional diesel—two miles 
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per gallon for diesel fuel (Colorado Railcar Manufacturing, LLC, 2003) and 1.96 miles per gallon for biodiesel (EPA, 2002). A biodiesel 
consumption rate is not currently available.  

Future SMART commuter rail service is expected to increase diesel fuel consumption for the 
Diesel Multiple Units.  As noted in the Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit Draft SEIR (March 2008), 
locomotives are expected to consume about 30 billion BTUs annually.  However, any 
increases in fuel consumption are projected to be more than offset from reduced vehicle 
use of commuters and other riders.  SMART service is ultimately projected to consume 11,000 
fewer barrels of oil annually by 2025 when compared to a No Project alternative. 

It should be noted that the 2008 CTP would reduce fuel consumption from on-road motor 
vehicles when compared to a No Project scenario.  In 2035, the CTP would reduce gasoline 
consumption by 2 percent and diesel fuel consumption by 2 3 percent annually over a No 
Project scenario (see Table 4.13-4). 

TABLE 4.13-4 
2009 CTP TRANSPORTATION ENERGY CONSUMPTION (2035) 

COMPARISON TO NO PROJECT SCENARIO 

 No Project (2035) 2009 CTP 
(2035) 

Change from No Project to 
2009 CTP (2035) 

Annual Percentage 

VMT* 14,768,411 14,417,956 -350,455 -2% 

Fuel Consumption (1,000 Gallons) 

Gasoline 539 802 782 526 13 20-  -2% 

Diesel 83 76  81 74  -2 -3% 

CNG** 1 52  2 50  +0  1 +100% 2% 

Total Consumption 623 2,306  609 2,274  -15 32   -2% 1% 
Sources:  
* Source: Sonoma County Transportation Model, 2008, and California Air Resources Board, Emfac2007 V2.3 BURDEN output. 
**Sonoma County Transit. Annual CNG fleet consumption-570,597 therms converted to diesel gallons. Max fleet size increase 
projected at a maximum of 10 buses during planning horizon (annual consumption of 9,122 diesel gallons per bus). Assumes uniform 
per capita bus rate of CNG consumption over planning horizon.   
*** Sonoma-Marin Area Rail Transit. Draft SEIR, March 2008.  Based on 2025 forecast for weekday and weekend service. Includes 
direct energy use from passenger vehicles, transit buses, heavy-DMU passenger rail at 95,000 BTU/mile, plus indirect energy use, which 
includes maintenance vehicles. Assumes 130,500 BTUs are equal to one gallon of diesel. Consumption rates projected through 2025 
only. SMART DMUs use 25 percent fewer BTUs per vehicle mile than traditional passenger rail vehicles. SMART is also considering 
operating the DMUs on a biodiesel fuel mixture. Biodiesel blends of 20 percent or less can be used in DMU vehicles without requiring 
any modifications to the vehicles. Fuel efficiency is expected to be slightly less than DMUs operated on conventional diesel—two miles 
per gallon for diesel fuel (Colorado Railcar Manufacturing, LLC, 2003) and 1.96 miles per gallon for biodiesel (EPA, 2002). A biodiesel 
consumption rate is not currently available 

• Draft EIR page 4.13-14, the following changes are made to the second paragraph: 

Nevertheless, regional forecasts for Sonoma County and the greater Bay Area indicate that 
energy use and transportation-related fuel use in particular will increase substantially through 
the 2035 horizon year of the proposed 2009 CTP.  If these trends continue, implementation of 
the proposed projects in the 2009 CTP would accommodate the increased use of petroleum 
fuels between the current conditions and 2035.2 
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• Draft EIR page 4.13-14, the following changes are made directly below the subheading 
“Mitigation Measures”: 

In addition to the mitigation measures specified below, mitigation measures identified in the 
Transportation Section for the impacts of transportation system usage would serve to further   
mitigate the impacts of growing transportation energy demand 

• Draft EIR page 4.13-14, the following changes are made directly below mitigation measure 
MM 4.13-1c: 

The countywide increase decrease in transportation-related energy demand (i.e., 
petroleum-based fuels) as a result of implementing the 2009 CTP would remain be 
considered less than significant. significant and unavoidable impact, even with the above 
mitigation measures. 

5.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

• Draft EIR page 5.0-9, the following changes are made to the second paragraph: 

SECTION 5.13 ENERGY 

The proposed project would implement transportation projects and programs that would 
help address current and future mobility challenges within Sonoma County.  This will help to 
reduce energy consumption from motor vehicles and their use of petroleum-based fuels and 
renewable fuels.  However, while the rate of growth of VMT and other travel indicators will 
result in more vehicle activity, lead to inevitable increases in vehicle fuel use could decrease 
due to significant improvements in fuel economy mandated by federal requirement and 
particularly by State Pavley regulations.  These technological requirements will help reduce 
and even reverse the growth in reliance most of which is expected to rely on petroleum-
based fossil fuels that are not renewable in their nature.  Proposed mitigation measures will 
help to further reduce the continuing trend for increased fuel consumption countywide but 
major new reforms (e.g., higher federal CAFE fuel economy standards) would be needed to 
address the cumulative impacts of growth on fuel consumption.  Thus, this impact is less than 
cumulatively considerable. 

• Draft EIR page 5.0-20, the following sentence is added after the last paragraph under 
“Methodology”: 

Appendix F provides a summary of greenhouse gas emission modeling results for the 
proposed CTP as well as the Draft EIR alternatives evaluated in Section 6.0 (Project 
Alternatives). 

• Draft EIR page 5.0-21, the following changes are made to Table 5.0-3: 
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TABLE 5.0-3 
MOTOR VEHICLE FLEET TRAVEL AND GHG FORECASTS (2005 AND 2035)  

Criterion 
2005 

Existing 
Conditions 

2035 No Project 
Scenario 

2009 CTP 2035 
Conditions 

Change 2005 to 2035 

Numerical Percentage 

Daily Vehicle Miles of Travel 
(VMT) 11,441,811 14,768,411 14,417,956 +2,976,144 +26.0% 

Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled per 
Capita 23.1 26.0 25.3 +2.2 +9.5% 

Fuel Economy (miles per gallon)* 19.86 32.15 32.15 +12.29 +61.9% 

Carbon Dioxide Equivalent 
emissions (CO2e pounds per day 
tons per year) 

2,549,042 2,048,185 1,999,582 -549,460 -21.6% 

* For light-duty autos and trucks 
Source: Sonoma County Transportation Authority; Sonoma County Transportation Model and Clean Air and Climate Protection Software 
 
• Draft EIR page 5.0-26, the following change is made to Mitigation Measure MM 5.0-3: 

MM 5.0-3 SCTA shall work with appropriate stakeholders to provide funding for 
ensure that future transportation plans and projects are consistent with AB 
32 implementation standards and guidelines once they are developed. 

 

6.0  PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

• Draft EIR page 6.0-1, the following text change is made to the last sentence on the page: 

A complete listing of projects by alternative is provided in Appendix G F of the 2008 CTP, 
Draft EIR. 

• Draft EIR page 6.0-4, (Alternative 2, Alternative 2, CTP Vision Scenario, Financially 
Unconstrained Capital Improvement Scenario) the following additions are made to the 
bulleted list: 

• Santa Rosa CityBus – Facilities Enhancement Program 

• Santa Rosa CityBus – Technology Enhancement Program 

• Sonoma County Transit – Facility Expansion 

• Draft EIR page 6.0-7, (Alternative 2, CTP Vision Scenario, Financially Unconstrained Capital 
Improvement Scenario) the following additions are made to the bulleted list under the local 
road improvements heading: 

• South Healdsburg Avenue/Mill Street Improvements / Vine Street 5-way Intersection 
Improvements 

Sonoma County Transportation Authority  2009 Comprehensive Transportation Plan  
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City of Rancho Cordova General Plan City of Rancho Cordova 
Final Environmental Impact Report October 2009 

4.0-14 

• Draft EIR page 6.0-11, (Alternative 2, CTP Vision Scenario, Financially Unconstrained Capital 
Improvement Scenario) the following additions are made to the bulleted list under the local 
road improvements heading: 

• Southwest Blvd Corridor Improvements 

• Southern Crossing at Caulfield 

• HWY 101 I/C - Mendocino Ave/Hopper Ave 

• Sebastopol Bypass – Llano Rd. Improvements & extension, HWY 116 to Occidental Rd. 

• Traffic Calming of County ROW Countywide 

• Draft EIR page 6.0-12, (Alternative 3, VMT Reduction – Transit Expansion/Smart Growth 
Focused Scenario)  the following additions are made to the bulleted list under the transit 
improvements heading: 

• Santa Rosa CityBus – Facilities Enhancement Program 

• Santa Rosa CityBus – Technology Enhancement Program 

• Sonoma County Transit – Facility Expansion 

• Draft EIR page 6.0-13, (Alternative 3, VMT Reduction – Transit Expansion/Smart Growth 
Focused Scenario) the following additions are made to the bulleted list under the transit 
improvements heading: 

• Golden Gate Transit – Decrease Headways 

• Petaluma Transit – Decrease Headways 

• SCT Route 66 (Windsor) – Decrease Headway 

•  SCT Route 68 (Cloverdale) – Decrease Headway 

• Smart Rail – Decrease Headway 
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REVISED APPENDIX E - ESTIMATE OF FUEL CONSUMPTION FROM ON-ROAD MOTOR VEHICLES 

Scenario: 2008 Existing         Compared to Existing (2008) 
Compared to 

No Project (2035) 

  Passenger Cars Light-Duty Trucks Light Duty Trucks Medium-Duty Trucks Heavy-Duty Trucks Buses School Buses Urban Buses Motor Homes Motorcycles All Net Change Percent Net Change Percent 

VMT 5,026,000 2,097,000 2,360,000 989,000 765,000 17,000 11,000 18,000 42,000 122,000 11,447,000 - 0% (3,321,411) -22% 

Gasoline 252,039 101,297 118,832 79,000 35,000 1,000 - 1,000 3,000 4,000 595,167 - 0% 55,932 10% 

Diesel 1,033 4,292 0 0 57,000 1,000 2,000 3,000 1,000 - 69,325 - 0% (13,245) -16% 

Total 253,072 105,589 118,832 79,000 92,000 2,000 2,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 664,492 - 0% 42,688 7% 

Fuel Economy Assumption for LDA and LDT         19.86     

Assumptions: Based on ARB BURDEN2007 VMT and fuel consumption data for 2008 base year           

Scenario: 2035 No Project/No Action (Alternative 1)             

 Passenger Cars Light-Duty Trucks Light Duty Trucks Medium-Duty Trucks Heavy-Duty Trucks Buses School Buses Urban Buses Motor Homes Motorcycles All     

VMT 6,484,322 2,705,456 3,044,767 1,275,964 986,969 21,933 14,192 23,223 54,187 157,399 14,768,411 3,321,411 29% - 0% 

Gasoline 201,690 84,151 94,705 101,922 45,155 1,290 - 1,290 3,870 5,161 539,235 (55,932) -9% - 0% 

Diesel - - 0 0 73,539 1,290 2,580 3,870 1,290 - 82,570 13,245 19% - 0% 

Total 201,690 84,151 94,705 101,922 118,694 2,580 2,580 5,161 5,161 5,161 621,805 (42,688) -6% - 0% 

Fuel Economy Assumption for LDA and LDT         32.15     

Assumptions: VMT forecasts based on SCTA SCTM07 travel demand model output for the No Project alternative.          

 Gasoline fuel consumption estimates based on projected 2035 fuel economy assumptions for LDT and LDA vehicles, assuming implementation of California Pavley regulations     

 Gasoline and diesel fuel consumptions estimates for other on-road vehicles based on an extrapolation of consumption rates from 2008       

Scenario: Proposed Project             

  Passenger Cars Light-Duty Trucks Light Duty Trucks Medium-Duty Trucks Heavy-Duty Trucks Buses School Buses Urban Buses Motor Homes Motorcycles All     

VMT 6,330,449 2,641,256 2,972,515 1,245,685 963,548 21,412 13,855 22,672 52,901 153,664 14,417,956 2,970,956 26% (350,455) -2% 

Gasoline 196,904 82,154 92,458 99,504 44,084 1,260 - 1,260 3,779 5,038 526,439 (68,728) -12% (12,796) -2% 

Diesel 0 0 0 0 71,794 1,260 2,519 3,779 1,260 - 80,611 11,285 16% (1,959) -2% 

Total 196,904 82,154 92,458 99,504 115,878 2,519 2,519 5,038 5,038 5,038 607,049 (57,443) -9% (14,755) -2% 

Fuel Economy Assumption for LDA and LDT         32.15     

Assumptions: VMT forecasts based on SCTA SCTM07 travel demand model output for the 2009 CTP project alternative.         

 Gasoline fuel consumption estimates based on projected 2035 fuel economy assumptions for LDT and LDA vehicles, assuming implementation of California Pavley regulations     

 Gasoline and diesel fuel consumptions estimates for other on-road vehicles based on an extrapolation of consumption rates from 2008       

Scenario: 2035 Vision Scenario (Alternative 2)              

  Passenger Cars Light-Duty Trucks Light Duty Trucks Medium-Duty Trucks Heavy-Duty Trucks Buses School Buses Urban Buses Motor Homes Motorcycles All     

VMT 6,338,250 2,644,511 2,976,178 1,247,220 964,736 21,439 13,872 22,700 52,966 153,853 14,435,724 2,988,724 26% (332,687) -2% 

Gasoline 197,146 82,255 92,572 99,626 44,138 1,261  1,261 3,783 5,044 527,088 (68,080) -11% (12,147) -2% 

Diesel 0 0 0 0 71,882 1,261 2,522 3,783 1,261 - 80,710 11,385 16% (1,860) -2% 

Total 197,146 82,255 92,572 99,626 116,020 2,522 2,522 5,044 5,044 5,044 607,797 (56,695) -9% (14,007) -2% 

Fuel Economy Assumption for LDA and LDT         32.15     

Assumptions: VMT forecasts based on SCTA SCTM07 travel demand model output for the 2009 CTP project alternative.         

 Gasoline fuel consumption estimates based on projected 2035 fuel economy assumptions for LDT and LDA vehicles, assuming implementation of California Pavley regulations     

 
Gasoline and diesel fuel consumptions estimates for other on-road vehicles based on an extrapolation of consumption rates from 2008 
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Scenario: 2035 Reduction – Transit Expansion/Smart Growth Focused Scenario (Alternative 3)           

 Passenger Cars Light-Duty Trucks Light Duty Trucks Medium-Duty Trucks Heavy-Duty Trucks Buses School Buses Urban Buses Motor Homes Motorcycles All     

VMT 5,861,335 2,445,527 2,752,239 1,153,375 892,145 19,825 12,828 20,992 48,981 142,277 13,349,523 1,902,523 17% (1,418,888) -10% 

Gasoline 182,312 76,066 85,606 92,130 40,817 1,166 - 1,166 3,499 4,665 487,427 (107,740) -18% (51,807) -10% 

Diesel 0 0 0 0 66,474 1,166 2,332 3,499 1,166 - 74,637 5,312 8% (7,933) -10% 

Total 182,312 76,066 85,606 92,130 107,291 2,332 2,332 4,665 4,665 4,665 562,064 (102,428) -15% (59,740) -10% 

Fuel Economy Assumption for LDA and LDT         32.15     

Assumptions: VMT forecasts based on SCTA SCTM07 travel demand model output for the 2009 CTP project alternative.         

 Gasoline fuel consumption estimates based on projected 2035 fuel economy assumptions for LDT and LDA vehicles, assuming implementation of California Pavley regulations     

 Gasoline and diesel fuel consumptions estimates for other on-road vehicles based on an extrapolation of consumption rates from 2008       

Scenario: 2035 VMT Reduction – Pricing Policy Focused Scenario (Alternative 4)           

 Passenger Cars Light-Duty Trucks Light Duty Trucks Medium-Duty Trucks Heavy-Duty Trucks Buses School Buses Urban Buses Motor Homes Motorcycles All     

VMT 5,615,235 2,342,847 2,636,680 1,104,948 854,687 18,993 12,290 20,110 46,924 136,303 12,789,015 1,342,015 12% (1,979,396) -13% 

Gasoline 174,657 72,872 82,012 88,262 39,103 1,117 - 1,117 3,352 4,469 466,962 (128,206) -22% (72,273) -13% 

Diesel 0 0 0 0 63,683 1,117 2,234 3,352 1,117 - 71,503 2,178 3% (11,067) -13% 

Total 174,657 72,872 82,012 88,262 102,786 2,234 2,234 4,469 4,469 4,469 538,465 (126,028) -19% (83,340) -13% 

Fuel Economy Assumption for LDA and LDT         32.15     

Assumptions: VMT forecasts based on SCTA SCTM07 travel demand model output for the 2009 CTP project alternative.         

 Gasoline fuel consumption estimates based on projected 2035 fuel economy assumptions for LDT and LDA vehicles, assuming implemenation of California Pavley regulations     

 Gasoline and diesel fuel consumptions estimates for other on-road vehicles based on an extrapolation of consumption rates from 2008       

Scenario: 2035 Comprehensive/”Do Everything” Scenario (Alternative 5)            

 Passenger Cars Light-Duty Trucks Light Duty Trucks Medium-Duty Trucks Heavy-Duty Trucks Buses School Buses Urban Buses Motor Homes Motorcycles All     

VMT 5,180,012 2,161,259 2,432,318 1,019,306 788,442 17,521 11,337 18,552 43,287 125,738 11,797,772     

Gasoline 161,120 67,224 75,655 81,421 36,073 1,031 - 1,031 3,092 4,123 430,769  -28%   

Diesel 0 0 0 0 58,747 1,031 2,061 3,092 1,031 - 65,961     

Total 161,120 67,224 75,655 81,421 94,819 2,061 2,061 4,123 4,123 4,123 496,730     

Fuel Economy Assumption for LDA and LDT         32.15     

Assumptions: VMT forecasts based on SCTA SCTM07 travel demand model output for the 2009 CTP project alternative.         

 Gasoline fuel consumption estimates based on projected 2035 fuel economy assumptions for LDT and LDA vehicles, assuming implemenation of California Pavley regulations     

  Gasoline and diesel fuel consumptions estimates for other on‐road vehicles based on an extrapolation of consumption rates from 2008             
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REVISED APPENDIX F 

ESTIMATE OF SHORT-TERM CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS OF GHG 

 2008    2035     

 Tons per year Pounds per year Pounds per day Pounds per day Tons per year Pounds per year Pounds per day Pounds per day Increase in lb/day 

    Weekdays    Weekdays  

Fine grading 76.36 152,720 1,697 2,376 76.37 152,740 1,697 2,376 0.31 

Asphalt 37.78 75,560 840 1,175 37.80 75,600 840 1,176 0.62 

Building 45.48 90,960 1,011 1,415 44.82 89,640 996 1,394 (20.53) 

Coating 0.28 560 6 9 0.28 560 6 9 - 

TOTAL 159.9 319,800 3,553 4,975 159.27 318,540 3,539 4,955 (19.60) 

ESTIMATE OF LONG-TERM MOBILE SOURCE EMISSIONS OF GHG 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Estimates         

   Current 2009 CTP Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5 

 Goal  2005 2035 2035 2035 2035 2035 2035 

Daily Vehicle Miles of Travel per Person 20.8  23.1 25.3 26.0 25.4 23.5 22.5 20.7 

Person Hours Delay 42,580  53,226 337,074 390,689 265,769 256,375 287,246 163,084 

Fleet MPG Assumption 32.15  19.86 32.15 32.15 32.15 32.15 32.15 32.15 

Tons GHG Emissions* 1,240,538  2,549,042 1,999,582 2,048,185 2,002,046 1,851,404 1,773,669 1,636,196 

 

Notes:           

*ICLEI CACP software used to convert VMT to GHG emissions using all standard assumptions and conversion rates and the Fleet Wide MPG assumptions shown for each alternative/scenario. 

Alternatives are defined as:          

Alternative 1: No Project/No Action Alternative         

Alternative 2: CTP Vision Scenario, Financially Unconstrained Capital Improvement Scenario      

Alternative 3: VMT Reduction - Transit Expansion/Smart Growth Focused Scenario      

Alternative 4: VMT Reduction - Pricing Policy Focused Scenario       

Alternative 5: Comprehensive/"Do Everything" Scenario        
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REVISED APPENDIX G 

Alternative 1: No Project/"No Build" (CTP Scenario 1): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use 

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases. 

Project 
Project  

 (in millions) Funds Notes M 

Local Road Rehabilitation $1,947.9   M 

Widen U.S. 101 for HOV lane (one in each direction) between Rohnert Park Expressway to Santa Rosa 
Avenue $85.0  Committed M 

Widen U.S. 101 for HOV lane (one in each direction) between Steele Lane and Windsor River Road - 
North Phase A $120.0  Committed M 

Widen U.S. 101 for HOV lanes Central Phase A (one in each direction) from Pepper Road to Rohnert 
Park Expressway  $118.0  Committed M 

MSN Phase 1 - Petaluma Blvd South I/C and frontage      

Total Estimated Cost: $2,270.9     

 

CTP/Constrained Project (CTP Scenario 2): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use 

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases. 

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

ALL SCENARIO 1: NO PROJECT/NO BUILD PROJECTS $2,270.9    

Widen U.S. 101 for HOV lanes (one in each direction) from Old Redwood Highway to Pepper Road - 
Central Phase B $50.0 $50.0  M 
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CTP/Constrained Project (CTP Scenario 2): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use 

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases. 

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

U.S. 101/Airport Boulevard interchange improvements and Airport Boulevard widening - North Phase B $30.0 $30.0  M 

U.S. 101 Traffic Operations System (TOS)  $25.0 $25.0 

Elements 
included 
in all 101 
projects, 
this is in 
addition 

 

U.S. 101 ramp metering and fiber optic cable in Sonoma County  $25.0 $25.0 

Elements 
included 
in all 101 
projects, 
this is in 
addition 

 

Widen U.S. 101 (adding an HOV lane in each direction) from the Route 37 in Novato north to Old 
Redwood Highway in Petaluma and convert some highway sections from expressway to freeway - MSN $400.0 $400.0 

Sonoma 
County 
share listed 
based on 
50% of 
total cost; 
$200M 
committed 
for 
complete 
project 

 

Penngrove local road improvements including Railroad Avenue interchange  $38.0 $38.0  M 

Brickway Blvd Connect  Airport Blvd.-River Rd $7.50    

Hwy 116/Hwy 121 intersection improvements and Arnold Drive improvements $14.8 $14.8  M 
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CTP/Constrained Project (CTP Scenario 2): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use 

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases. 

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

U.S. 101/Old Redwood Highway interchange improvements  $27.6 $27.6  M 

U.S. 101/Hearn Avenue interchange improvements, including widening overcrossing and ramps $28.0 $28.0  M 

Extend Farmers Lane as a 3-lane or 4-lane arterial from Yolanda Avenue to Route 12 $41.4 $41.4  M 

Mark West Springs Road/Porter Creek Road safety improvements  $4.8 $4.8  M 

Forestville bypass on Route 116  $13.7 $13.7  M 

Mirabel Road and Route 116 signalization and Channelization $3.0 $3.0 
new 
project for 
RTP 

M 

River Road channelization and improvements  $4.0 $4.0  M 

Bodega Highway improvements west of Sebastopol  $2.0 $2.0  M 

Route 12/Fulton Road interchange and widen Fulton Road from 2 lanes to 4 lanes north of Guerneville 
Road to south of Route 12  $38.0 $38.0  M 

Route 121 traffic signal system and channelization at 8th Street  $3.1 $3.1   

Healdsburg Bridge $23.0 $23.0 
new 
project for 
RTP 
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CTP/Constrained Project (CTP Scenario 2): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use 

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases. 

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

Realign Route 116 (Stage Gulch Road) along Champlin Creek and widen remaining segments to 
accommodate pedestrians and bicyclists $38.0  SHOPP  

Rehabilitate and widen Route 116 from Elphick Road to Redwood Drive (involves realignment, new 
shoulders and channelization improvements) $83.0  SHOPP  

U.S 101 Interchange Improvements (Steele Ln., Arata, E. Washington, Mill St., Dry Creek, Bellevue, River 
Rd., Todd Rd.) $142.5   M 

Petaluma crosstown connector and Rainier interchange  $58.7 $58.7 

City of 
Petaluma 
has 
committed 
$11.306 
toward 
project 

 

Convert bridges of Sonoma County from one-lane to two-lane bridges  $16.9 $16.9 

Funded 
through 
HBRR 
Program 

 

SMART RAIL - EIR schedule $541     

SRCB - Decrease Headways (Routes 4,5,7,9,14,19) $7.1    

SRCB - North/South - East/West Rapid Bus Corridor $39    

Total Estimated Cost: $3,975.9       
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Alternative 2: Unconstrained Project (CTP Scenario 3): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use     

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases.     

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

ALL SCENARIO 1 & 2 PROJECTS (No build and financially constrained projects) $3,975.9    

Old Redwood Hwy improvements from Petaluma to Cotati $6.00    

Adobe Road Reconstruction - reconstruct portions of Adobe Rd from Hwy 116 to Penngrove $11.50    

Petaluma Hill Rd -Santa Rosa to Roberts (sections) - widen from Santa Rosa to Roberts $13.00    

Snyder Lane Widening - widen to 4 lanes from Southwest Blvd to Keiser Lane $1.00    

Petaluma Hill Rd in Santa Rosa - widen and reconstruct from Snyder Lane to Kawana Springs 
Rd $8.70    

Cloverdale Blvd/South Interchange Improvement near Hwy 101 $0.50    

E Cotati Ave Hwy 101 to Snyder – implement arterial management $1.10    

Bennett Valley Rd Santa Rosa - Grange – reconstruct & widen $3.80    

Healdsburg Ave./Mill St./Vine Ave. 5-way Intersection Improvements $0.50    

Old Redwood Hwy - Hembree Ln to Shiloh Road $5.40    

Shiloh Rd - Hembree Ln to Old Redwood Hwy $2.50    

Windsor River Rd - widen & reconstruct from Windsor Rd to Starr Rd $0.50    

Railroad Ave Improvements - from Hwy 101 to Petaluma Hill Road $0.55  Change to County Project 

Southern Crossing of the Petaluma River $33.00    

Starr Rd/NWPRR rebuild Grade Crossing** $0.40    

Dry Creek Road - Safety Improvements $4.10    

First Street Improvement - widen from Crocker Road to Asti Road & install sidewalk $0.22    

Bellevue Ave extension to Petaluma Hill Road $5.00    

Todd Road - reconstruct from Stony Point Road to Llano Road extend east to Petaluma Hill 
Road $5.80    
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Alternative 2: Unconstrained Project (CTP Scenario 3): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use     

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases.     

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

W Sierra Arterial Improvements – Old Redwood Hwy to Stony Point Road signalization & bike 
lanes $0.83    

6th st. undercrossing, Davis Street & 6th Street Traffic Signal Installation $1.50    

New traffic signals - citywide in Santa Rosa $2.40    

Dutton Meadows - widen & reconstruct from Hearn Ave to Bellevue Avenue $4.50    

West Avenue - reconstruct and widen from Sebastopol Road to South Avenue $1.40    

Old Redwood Hwy - widen from Arata Lane to North Town Limits $1.64    

Old Redwood Hwy - Windsor Road to Windsor River Road $0.45    

Shiloh Rd - widen to four lanes from Hwy 101 to Skylane Blvd $2.40    

Petaluma Blvd North-Hwy 101 to city limits (approx 300 ft north of Gossage) $3.80    

Alexander Valley Rd - shoulder widening for bikes & sight distance, eliminate safety issues $4.10    

Calistoga Rd - Montecito to Hwy 12 - traffic calming $0.25    

Lakeville Rd Widen to 4 Lanes from Hwy 37 to Hwy 116 $22.00    

Arnold Drive - construct center turn lane Country Club to Madrone $2.50    

Hwy 12  - widen from Los Alamos to Pythian $15.00    

Arnold Drive - Verano to Petaluma Street $2.30    

8th Street East/Hwy 121 intersection $0.40    

Farmers/4th Street - intersection improvements $1.50    

8th Street East widening Napa Rd to Napa Street TBD    

Intersection Control on Hwy 116 at 4 locations in Sebastopol $1.40    

River Rd/Mark West Springs – construct 2 additional lanes from Fulton to Old Redwood Hwy. $2.60    

Bellevue Ave/Ludwig Ave Connector - realignment of Bellevue from Ludwig to Stony Point 
Road $2.90    
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Alternative 2: Unconstrained Project (CTP Scenario 3): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use     

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases.     

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

Hwy 12 widening Llano Road to South Wright TBD    

Todd Rd - widen from Stony Point Road to Llano Road extend east to Petaluma Hill Road $5.80    

W College Ave Fulton to Stony Point Road- widen and reconstruct (includes storm drain) $1.50    

Bodega Ave. Curb Gutter & Sidewalk Improvements - Golden Ridge to Pleasant Hill $0.46    

Hwy 116 Curb Gutter & Sidewalk Improvements (Healdsburg Avenue, Live Oak to Hurlbut) $6.00    

Phase 1-2 Stony Point Rd widen & reconstruct  $10.00  Rephased  

Phase 1-3 Hearn Ave realignment $6.00  Rephased  

Sebastopol Road. - upgrade and reconstruct from Olive to Dutton Avenue $3.00    

West 9th St - widen and reconstruct from Dutton Avenue to Morgan Avenue $2.50    

5 way intersection at Healdsburg, Mill & Westside Roads TBD    

Wilfred Ave widening between 1999 city limits & urban growth boundary TBD    

Rohnert Park expressway widening between Snyder & Petaluma Hill Road TBD    

Dowdell Reconstruction & Extension between Wilfred Ave & Business Park Drive TBD    

Bodway Parkway Extension - between Valley House Drive and Railroad Avenue TBD    

State Farm Drive Corridor Improvements TBD    

Commerce Drive corridor improvements TBD    

City Center Drive & Pedestrian improvements at State Farm Drive TBD    

Neighborhood traffic calming program TBD    

College Ave improvements between Cleveland & Morgan $8.00    

Hwy 12/Farmers Lane ROW TBD 2023-2033   

Route 12 at 4th Street $3.5    

Gravenstein Hwy South (Hwy 116) from Spooner Park to HWY 101     
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Alternative 2: Unconstrained Project (CTP Scenario 3): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use     

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases.     

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

Old Redwood Highway - Widen from Shiloh Rd to SR City Limits   GP Project  

Old Redwood Highway - Widen from Railroad to Petaluma City Limits   GP Project  

Fulton Rd - Widen from ORH to Piner Rd   GP Project  

HWY 12 - Widen from Llano to 116 in Sebastopol   GP Project  

Bodega Hwy - Widen from Sebastopol City Limits to Jonve Rd 5.5  GP Project  

Stony Point Rd - widen from Santa Rosa City Limits to Petaluma City Limits   GP Project  

Santa Rosa Ave - Widen from SR City limits to HWY 101   GP Project  

Ely Rd - center turn lane ORH to Petaluma   GP Project  

Corona Rd - center turn lane Adobe to Ely   GP Project  

Lakeville Hwy - Widen from Hwy 101 to Hwy 37   GP Project  

HWY 37 - Widen to 4 Lanes   GP Project  

Stage Gulch - center turn lane from Adobe to Arnold Dr   GP Project  

HWY 12 - center turn lane from SR to Sonoma   GP Project  

Arnold Dr - center turn lane from Madrone to Petaluma Ave   GP Project  

Madrone Rd - center turn lane from Aronold to HWY 12   GP Project  

Aqua Caliente - center turn lane from Aronold to HWY 12   GP Project  

Verano Ave  - center turn lane from Aronold to HWY 12   GP Project  

Petaluma Ave  - center turn lane from Aronold to HWY 12   GP Project  

Northpoint Pkwy - Extend from Fresno to S Wright   GP Project  

Northpoint Pkwy - widen from Stony Point to Frenso   GP Project  

Frenso Ave - Extend From Northpoint Pkwy to Finley   GP Project  

Corporate Pkwy - widen from Northpoint Pkwy to Seb. Rd   GP Project  
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Alternative 2: Unconstrained Project (CTP Scenario 3): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use     

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases.     

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

Stony Point Rd - Widen to four lanes from Hearn Ave to Santa Rosa city limits   GP Project  

Maureen Dr realignment and Widening - Dutton Dr to Dutton Mdw   GP Project  

Dutton Ave - Extend to Dutton   GP Project  

Hearn Ave relignment from Burbank to Northpoint Pkwy   GP Project  

Sebastopol Road - Dutton to Stony Point   GP Project  

Corby Ave - widen from Baker to Hearn   GP Project  

Baker Overcrossing Widen   GP Project  

Santa Rosa Ave - Baker to Colgan   GP Project  

Petaluma Hill Rd - widen from Aston to SR Citylimes   GP Project  

Kawana Springs Rd - widen from SR Ave to Pet. Hill Rd   GP Project  

Stony Point Rd - widen from 3rd St to Hwy 12   GP Project  

W 3rd St - widen from Senna to Fulton   GP Project  

W 9th St - widen from Dutton to Link   GP Project  

Cleveland Ave - College to W 9th St   GP Project  

Range Ave - widen from Steele to Russel   GP Project  

Piner - widen from Marlow to Fulton   GP Project  

Hopper Ave - widen from Cleveland to Coffey Ln   GP Project  

Courthouse Square Closure   GP Project  

3rd St - widen from Morgan to B St   GP Project  

Morgan - widen from 3rd St to 5th St   GP Project  

North St - widen from Carr to College   GP Project  

Franklin - widen from Lewis to North St   GP Project  
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Alternative 2: Unconstrained Project (CTP Scenario 3): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use     

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases.     

Project Project  Funds Notes M 

Chanate - widen from Humboldt to Mendocino   GP Project  

Old Redwood Hwy rehab - Plaza to Gravenstein Hwy $8.50    

Southwest Blvd Corridor Improvements     

Southern Crossing @ Caulfied $72.0    

Mendocino Ave/Hopper Ave -Hwy 101 I/C     

Sebastopol Bypass - Llano Road improvements & extension, Hwy 116 to Occidental Road $3.00    

Traffic Calming of County ROW Countywide     

SRCB - Decrease Headways (Routes 1-3,6,8,10-12,15-18) $12.4    

SCT - Decrease Headway (Routes 20,25,30,40,44/48,60,62)     

Santa Rosa CityBus - Technology Enhancement Program $10.70    

Santa Rosa CityBus - Facilities Enhancement Program $7.80    

Sonoma County Transit - Facility Expansion TBD    

Port Sonoma       

Total Estimated Cost: $4314.72*    
*Please note that many of the projects in the unconstrained project list are in the conceptual stage only and no estimated cost is available.  The full project cost for this project if 
fully implemented would be many times greater than the estimated cost provided here if project cost estimates for all conceptual projects were available.   
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Alternative 3: VMT Reduction Alternative 1 - Transit/Smart Growth Focused (CTP Scenario 4): 

Land Use: All future growth is assumed to be focused in county Priority Development Areas, around rail/transit stations, and local designated pedestrian or special 
development districts.  Future growth is projected to be at higher densities.  SCTA does not have the authority to implement land use policy and could only 
advocate for this type of future land development. 

Pricing: Keeps pace with inflation.  Fuel cost increases offset by fuel economy increases. 

Project Project  Funds Notes 

ALL SCENARIO 1 & 2 PROJECTS (No build and financially constrained projects) $3,975.9   

Transit Priority Measures (signal prioritization, dedicated bus/HOV lanes, queue jumpers, left turn bays, etc.)    

SCT Decrease Headways (Routes 10,12,14,28,32,42,64,66,68)    

SMART RAIL - Decrease Headway    

Petaluma Transit - Decrease Headways    

Golden Gate Transit - Decrease Headways    

Total Estimated Cost: $3975.9*   
*Please note that many of the projects in the unconstrained project list are in the conceptual stage only and no estimated cost is available.  The full project cost for this project if fully 
implemented would be greater than the estimated cost provided here if project cost estimates for all conceptual projects were available.  

 

Alternative 4: VMT Reduction Alternative 2 - Pricing Focused (CTP Scenario 5): 

Land Use: Projections 2007, Baseline Land Use 

Pricing: $.25/mile peak hour congestion fee, parking charges in all downtown and large commercial areas.  Tolls and transit fares expected to increase with 
inflation.  Per mile cost (operating costs including gas, maintenance and tires, but not including ownership costs such as insurance, depreciation, taxes, etc.) to go 
from $0.23 per mile ($4.25 per gallon—2008 average) to $1.27 per mile in 2035 ($7.47 per gallon plus $5.50 per trip congestion charge).   SCTA does not have the 
authority to implement pricing policy and could only advocate for the future implementation of these policies. 

Project Project  Funds Notes 

ALL SCENARIO 1 & 2 PROJECTS (No build and financially constrained projects) $3,975.9   

Convert HOV lanes to HOT lanes.    

Total Estimated Cost: 3975.9*     
*Please note that this project is focused on pricing policy and not additional capital projects beyond those proposed in the financially constrained project list.  Costs associated with the 
implementation of pricing policy are unknown at this time. 
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Alternative 5: Comprehensive/"Do Everything" (CTP Scenario 6): 

Land Use: All future growth is assumed to be focused in county Priority Development Areas, around rail/transit stations, and local designated pedestrian or special 
development districts.  Future growth is projected to be at higher densities.  SCTA does not have the authority to implement land use policy and could only 
advocate for this type of future land development. 

Pricing: $.25/mile peak hour congestion fee, parking charges in all downtown and large commercial areas.  Tolls and transit fares expected to increase with 
inflation.  Per mile cost (operating costs including gas, maintenance and tires, but not including ownership costs such as insurance, depreciation, taxes, etc.) to go 
from $0.23 per mile ($4.25 per gallon—2008 average) to $1.27 per mile in 2035 ($7.47 per gallon plus $5.50 per trip congestion charge).   SCTA does not have the 
authority to implement pricing policy and could only advocate for the future implementation of these policies. 

Project Project  Funds Notes 

ALL SCENARIO 1-3 PROJECTS (No build, financially constrained, and financially unconstrained projects) $4314.72*   

Transit Priority Measures (signal prioritization, dedicated bus/HOV lanes, queue jumpers, left turn bays, etc.)    

SCT Decrease Headways (Routes 10,12,14,28,32,42,64,66,68)    

SMART RAIL - Decrease Headway    

Petaluma Transit - Decrease Headways    

Golden Gate Transit - Decrease Headways    

Convert HOV lanes to HOT lanes.    

Total Estimated Cost: $4314.72*   
*Please note that many of the projects in the unconstrained project list are in the conceptual stage only and no estimated cost is available.  The full project cost for this project if fully 
implemented would be many times greater than the estimated cost provided here if project cost estimates for all conceptual projects were available. 

 

 


