
Letter 3 

Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund 

P.O. Box 151439 San Rafael, CA 94915 415-331-1982 

June 20, 2009 
By E-Mail 

Mike Kerns, Chair 
Sonoma County Transportation Authority 
490 Mendocino Avenue, Suite 206 
Santa Rosa, CA 95401 

Re: Comprehensive Transportation Plan Draft EIR Comments 

Dear Supervisor Kerns: 

TRANSDEF, the Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund, is a Marin­
based environmental organization focused on climate change and the regional planning 
of transportation, land use and air quality in the San Francisco Bay Area. For the past 
15 years, we have participated in MTC's development of Regional Transportation Plans 
and BAAQMD's development of Clean Air Plans. 

From that experience base, we seek to offer our comments first on the merits of the 
Comprehensive Transportation Plan (Plan, or CTP), and then on its faulty analysis in 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). The improper framing of the No Project 
Alternative hides the impacts of the CTP, thereby depriving decisionmakers of the 
information they need to make sound policy choices for Sonoma County, and preventing
the identification of adequate mitigations for those impacts. TRANSDEF will identify in 
this comment letter the full set of reasons why the DEI R is inadequate. 

Excessiye YMT Growth--Merits of the CTP 
The DEIR reveals a Business-as-Usual plan that is unresponsive to the challenges of 
climate change. Rapidly developing science points to the need to urgently reduce 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in the near-term. Just last week, government 
scientists released a report detailing how global warming is already having harmful 
effects. Its message for decision makers was: 

Reducing emissions of carbon dioxide would lessen warming 
over this century and beyond. Sizable early cuts in 
emissions would significantly reduce the pace and the 
overall amount of climate change. Earlier cuts in emissions 
would have a greater effect in reducing climate change than 
comparable reductions made later. (Global Climate Change 
Impacts in the United States, p. 9. (attached)) 
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Because motor vehicles emit roughly 60% of the GHG emissions from Sonoma County, 
the CTP carries a heavy burden to accomplish actual emissons reductions. The DEIR 
asserts that by adopting the CTP, GHGs will decrease by 21 .6% from existing 
conditions by 2035. This projection may be grossly in error, as it conflicts with the 
DEIR's finding that gasoline consumption will increase by 25% over the same time 
period. Even if this result turns out to be valid, this reduction can be entirely attributed to 
an increase in fuel economy of 61.9%, rather than anything specific to the CTP itself. 

The CTP has failed to accomplish its goal of reducing transportation-related GHGs by 
2015 to 25% below 1990 levels, and by 2035 to 40% below 1990 levels. It is clear to 
TRANSDEF that the problem is that the CTP has failed to significantly reduce the 
growth in VMT. The DEIR projects a 26% increase in VMT by 2035, despite the CTP's 
Objective 3A, "Reduce VMT per capita by 10% below 2005 levels by 2035." 

Acknowledging that the Plan does not accomplish its goals is the crucial step in 
changing course. The question then is whether those goals are important enough to 
warrant making substantial changes to the Plan--to attempt practices that are 
uncomfortable, unfamiliar and/or uncommon. Accomplishing those goals will require the 
courage to innovate. There is no easy way to achieve those goals. 

We see this Plan's principal focus as the improvement of travel conditions for single­
occupant vehicles. That's the policy-neutral way of saying "congestion relief." It's why 
we called this CTP a business-as-usual plan. This is the approach to transportation 
seen across most of America. While SCTA's state mandate to reduce congestion has 
not yet been broadened in response to the current realities of climate change, Caltrans 
is moving forward with an entirely new approach that brings together land use and 
transportation planning in the era of SB 375 that it calls the Smart Mobility Framework.1 
We urge decision makers to consider the far-reaching critique of congestion relief 
accomplished by means of conventional widening projects in Smart Congestion 

Reductions--Reevaluating The Role Of Highway Expansion For Improving Urban 

Transportation [aka Smart Transportation Investments] (attached). 

We don't believe the Plan's goals are achievable while pursing the business-as-usual 
approach to congestion relief. We instead recommend relying on alternative 
approaches, such as are described in Win-Win Emission Reduction Strategies 
(attached). One of the key strategies is road pricing. TRANSDEF urges SCTA to adopt 
a CTP Alternative that includes road pricing. Recognizing that the County cannot 
undertake pricing all by itself, and that pricing needs to be a regional effort, we 
recommend that the CTP commit to advocate at the regional, state and federal levels to 
secure authorization to increase the cost of driving, through such methods as road 
pricing, congestion pricing, and parking fees on all commercial parking spaces 
(including privately owned spaces). 

1 http://dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/ocp/smfhtml 
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Current literature, including the recent report Cost-Effective GHG Reductions through 
Smart Growth & Improved Transportation Choices (attached) identify approaches to 
VMT Reduction that go beyond what has been included in the CTP. MTC's analysis of 
the Scenario Assessment component of the 2009 RTP process concluded that the joint 
implementation of pricing and compact land use was necessary to enable the region to 
reach AB 32 goals. To attain its own goals, SCTA's preferred Alternative should utilize 
both approaches. 

The 26% increase in VMT is clearly related to the CTP's inclusion of widening projects 
that increase the lane-miles of highways and roadways. Current research has 
determined that a 10% increase in lane-miles will increase VMT by 5.5%. (Growing 
Cooler, p. 12 (attached).) 

The most-effective policy sets combine land use policies, 
such as compact growth, with strong transit provision and 
not expanding highway capacity. The addition of auto 
pricing policies, such as fuel taxes, work trip parking 
charges, or all-day tolls increases the effectiveness of the 
land use and transit policies. Peak-period tolls, by 
themselves, increase travel. Expanding road capacity, along 
with transit capacity, but without changing market incentives 
to encourage more efficient use of existing roads and 
parking, results in expensive transit systems with low 
ridership. (Review of U.S. and European Regional Modeling 
Studies of Policies Intended to Reduce Motorized Travel, 
Fuel Use and Emissions, p. 1. (attached) (emphasis added.)) 

Based on that review and Smart Congestion Reductions (mentioned above), SCTA 
should eliminate some or all of its highway and roadway widening projects while 
instituting more transit service, parking charges and all-day tolls. The most obvious 
expansion project to eliminate would be the Marin-Sonoma Narrows HOV/HOT lanes, 
since that project will encourage more long-distance driving in a corridor that will soon 
have an excellent transit alternative. That widening project contradicts the County's 
policy of discouraging the creation of bedroom communities for adjoining counties. 

No Project Alternative 
The No Project Alternative assumes that in 2035, everything contained in past CTPs 
has been built. Instead, the Alternative should have represented the existing 
transportation network as it would function with 2035 population and land use. It 
improperly includes transportation projects from past plans that have not yet been built. 
This sleight-of-hand hides the impacts of most of the transportation investments in the 
CTP by including them in the 2035 baseline, thus making the CTP appear far more 
benign than is justified. The DEIR defines the No Project Alternative: 
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The No Project/No Action alternative addresses the effect of 
not implementing the 2009 CTP. This includes a set of 
transportation projects and programs that are in advanced 
planning stages and assumes that all reasonably 
foreseeable projects and programs (i.e., projects that are 
fully funded, programmed and/or have cleared the 
environmental phase) from the adopted 2004 CTP and 2009 
Regional Transportation Improvement Program are 
implemented, but that all other projects and programs do not 
proceed forward (p. 6.0-2. (Unless otherwise noted, all 
page references are to the CTP DEIR.)) 

This is not a new issue. In a letter addressing this precise topic, the California Attorney 
General commented to MTC that 

CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts of an entire project, which in this 
context we believe represents the entire $223 billion of 
authorized expenditures - not just the $31.6 billion for 
projects MTC identifies as 'discretionary,' but also the $191 
billion for projects identified as 'committed,' projects included 
in the prior Transportation Plan but not yet constructed. 
(Letter to MTC, Oct. 1, 2008, at 5. (attached)) 

The "entire project" must be compared to a "No Project" alternative that represents 2035 
conditions without the expansion projects approved previously, but not yet constructed. 
Instead of comparing the new Plan with existing conditions, the DEIR improperly 
compares the new CTP with the old CTP. As a result, the DEIR fails to properly 
examine project impacts. 

The CEQA Guidelines clearly distinguish conventional physical projects from land use 
plans and regulatory plans. A CTP should be treated as a collection of actual physical 
projects, which bear no resemblance to the mere concepts that make up the content of 
a land use plan. A CTP's No Project Alternative should be seen as a no build 
alternative, viewed at an analysis point decades hence: 

If the project is other than a land use or regulatory plan, for 
example a development project on identifiable property, the 
"no project" alternative is the circumstance under which the 
project does not proceed. Here the discussion would 
compare the environmental effects of the property remaining 
in its existing state against environmental effects which 
would occur if the project is approved. ... In certain 
instances, the no project alternative means "no build" 
wherein the existing environmental setting is maintained. 
However, where failure to proceed with the project will not 
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result in preservation of existing environmental conditions, 
the analysis should identify the practical result of the 
project's non-approval and not create and analyze a set of 
artificial assumptions that would be required to preserve the 
existing physical environment. (Section 15126.6(e )(3)(B)) 

On the basis of this Guideline, the inclusion of previously approved but unconstructed 
projects in the No Project Alternative is improper. Those projects must be instead 
included in the Build alternatives. 

New Project Alternative 
Even though the project list for the No Project Alternative is highly flawed (see above), it 
is still instructive as to the VMT impacts of highway widening. The only difference we 
can find in freeway projects when comparing the No Project Alternative to the CTP is 
that the latter adds a capacity increase to the Marin-Sonoma Narrows (the project was 
not fully funded in 2004--only safety improvements were funded back then.) 

A careful viewing of Table 6.0-2 on page 6.0-32 indicates that the CTP results in a 3% 
increase in freeway VMT. This represents a 1 % increase in countywide VMT! What 
else can that be other than an increase in long distance driving through the Narrows? 
Unfortunately, the DEIR alternatives analysis gives no information about transit mode 
share. Was SMART ridership higher for the No Project Alternative? 

Given how difficult it is to reduce VMT, this observation offers a golden opportunity to 
consider approaches that might attain Plan Objective 3A, the 2035 reduction of per 
capita VMT to a level 10% below 2005 levels. We urge SCTA to construct a variant of 
DEI R Alternative 3, in which funding for the capacity expansion of the Marin-Sonoma 
Narrows is transferred to SMART and the bus system, to maximize transit availability. 
Add to this alternative the pricing elements of Alternative 4. Eliminate the widening of 
local roads, to test whether demand management via pricing and travel choice can 
reduce the impacts of growth enough to make it possible to postpone those widenings. 

Comments on DEIR Text (keyed to DEIR page numbers) 
3.0-16: The assumed 2035 gasoline price of $7.47 in today's dollars indicates the 
presence of a carbon tax (as disclosed on p. 6.0-17). Was it the intention of the EIR 
preparer to have a carbon tax for all alternatives, or was it supposed to be only 
associated with Alternative 4, the Pricing Alternative? What was the basis for assuming 
this particular level of carbon tax? 

4.2-6: While it is literally true that "The ozone designation is nonattainmentltransitional, 

denoting that the area is close to attaining the standard" it is widely recognized that 
higher local temperatures resulting from global warming will worsen ground level ozone 
concentrations. Because of this trend, there is no evidence that the area is close to 
attainment, or that it could remain in attainment. 
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4.2-7: The mobile sources contribution to PM emissions in Table 4.2-5 appears to be in 
error. Automobiles are known to emit about 10 mg. of PM per mile2 With a 2005 VMT 
of roughly 11 million miles, this should have resulted in a combined total PM of at least 
46 tons/year, not 3.6. 

4.2-13: After checking directly with BAAQMD, TRANSDEF is clear that there is no 
evidentiary basis for the assertion that "However, this criterion is applied to general plans 

that induce growth, not to transportation plans that manage planned growth." This 
notion was apparently concocted by the EIR preparer to avoid having to acknowledge 
significant impacts in the air quality area. It must be deleted, and Impact 4.2-1 be 
corrected to indicate an inconsistency. Table 4.2-8 clearly indicates that VMT is 
projected to grow faster than population, thereby generating a significant impact 
according to the 1999 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. Mitigation is required. 

4.2-17: There is no evidence in the DEIR to support the statement: "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." There is neither any data on the existing 

rate of VMT growth, nor any justification for a claimed causal relationship between a 
reduction in that rate and the CTP. Delete this statement. 

4.2-17: The reduction of ozone precursors between 2008 and 2035 is almost entirely 
due to factors unrelated to the CTP--tightened state tailpipe emissions standards being 
the most important. It is fallacious to claim that "The decrease in emissions results from 
a number of factors, including the CTP's reductions in travel activity ... " when Table 4.2-8 

clearly indicates that VMT is projected to increase dramatically during that period. 

4.2-17 & -18: It is grossly inaccurate for the DEIR to claim that "These mobility and air 
quality benefits would help the county achieve its four transportation and air quality 
benchmarks" when Policy 3 goals have not been achieved. 

4.2-18: There is no evidence in the DEIR to support the assertion that "the proposed 
CTP would not cause increases in emissions from the transportation sector .... " In fact, 
the incorrect and illegal framing of the No Project Alternative (see above) prevents the 
reader of the DEIR from determining the full impacts of the CTP. In the absence of a No 
Project Alternative that contains no projects other than the ones currently under 
construction contract, it is impossible to accurately determine the impacts of the full set 
of projects listed in the CTP. More than likely, the increased highway and roadway 
capacity of the projects in the CTP are directly responsible for an increase in emissions 

2 WR Pierson, AW Gertler, N.F. Robinson, Ie. Sagebiel, B. Zielinska, G. Bishop, D.H. Stedman, RB. 
Zweidinger, and WD. Ray (1996). Real-world automotive emissions - summary of studies in the Fort McHemy and 
Tuscarora Mountain Tunnels Almas. Env. 30, 2233-2256. 

AW Gertler (2005) Diesel vs. gasoline emissions: Does PM from diesel or gasoline vehicles dominate in the US? 
Almas. Env. 392349-2355. 
M. Abu-Allaban, IA Gillies, andAW Gertler (2003) Application of a multi-lag regression approach to determine 
omoad PMlO and PM2., emission rates. Almas. Enviran. 37, 5157-5164. 
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Attachments: 
Global Climate Change Impacts in the United States 
Cost-Effective GHG Reductions through 

Smart Growth & Improved Transportation Choices 
Growing Cooler (Chapter 1) 
Attorney General's 10/1/08 letter to MTC 
Win-Win Emission Reduction Strategies 
Smart Congestion Reductions--Reevaluating The Role Of Highway Expansion For 

Improving Urban Transportation [aka Smart Transportation Investments] 

Review of U.S. and European Regional Modeling Studies of Policies Intended to 
Reduce Motorized Travel, Fuel Use, and Emissions 

which are also available at: 
http://downloads.globalchange.gov/usimpacts/pdfs/climate-impacts-report.pdf 
http://www.ccap.ora/docs/resources/677/CCAP%20Smart%20Growth%20-$%20per 
%2oton%20C02%20 June%202009 %20FINAL.pdf 
http://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/gcindex.html 
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/ceqa/comments.php 
http://www. vtpi.o rg/docu ments/in novative. php 
http://www vtpi.org/documents/evaluation.php 
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

2009 Comprehensive Transportation Plan  Sonoma Comprehensive Transportation Authority  
Final Environmental Impact Report October 2009 

3.0-150 

Note:  The jump in page numbers from 3.0-151 to 3.0-412 is due to the omission of the 
attachment to Letter 3 in order to shorten the size of this version of the Final EIR.  These 
attachments are available upon request from SCTA. 



Attachments to Letter 3: 

This attachment is available for viewing at:  

Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA) 
490 Mendocino Avenue, Suite 206 
Santa Rosa, CA  95401 

Or on the author’s website at: 

Global Climate Change Impacts in the United States 
U.S. Global Change Research Program 

Cost-Effective GHG Reductions through Smart Growth & Improved Transportation 
Choices 
Center for Clean Air Policy 

Growing Cooler - The Evidence on Urban Development and Climate Change 
Urban Land Institute 

Attorney General's 10/01/08 letter to Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Edmund G. Brown Jr. 

Win-Win Emission Reduction Strategies 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

Smart Transportation Investments: Reevaluating The Role of Highway Expansion For 
Improving Urban Transportation 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

Review of U.S. and European Regional Modeling Studies of Policies Intended to Reduce 
Motorized Travel, Fuel Use, and Emissions 
Victoria Transport Policy Institute 

Note:  These documents are available on the author’s website as of 10/13/2009.  If they are 
removed by the author in the future, a copy will still be available for viewing at the SCTA 
office.  Please call the SCTA at (707) 565-5373. 

http://downloads.globalchange.gov/usimpacts/pdfs/climate-impacts-report.pdf�
http://www.ccap.org/docs/resources/677/CCAP%20Smart%20Growth%20-$%20per%20ton%20CO2%20_June%202009_%20FINAL.pdf�
http://www.ccap.org/docs/resources/677/CCAP%20Smart%20Growth%20-$%20per%20ton%20CO2%20_June%202009_%20FINAL.pdf�
http://commerce.uli.org/AM/Template.cfm?Section=Home&template=Ecommerce/FileDisplay.cfm&file=G15_Ch1.pdf&ProductID=1725�
http://ag.ca.gov/globalwarming/pdf/comments_MTC_RT_Plan.pdf�
http://www.vtpi.org/winwin.pdf�
http://www.vtpi.org/documents/evaluation.php�
http://www.vtpi.org/documents/evaluation.php�
http://www.vtpi.org/johnston.pdf�
http://www.vtpi.org/johnston.pdf�


3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Letter 3,   David Schonbrunn, Transportation Solutions Defense and Education Fund 

Response 3-1: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts). 

Response 3-2:  The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts). 

Response 3-3: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts).  The Draft EIR does include 
Alternatives 4 and 5 that would include roadway pricing.  Updated 
analysis of Alternative 5 is provided in Section 4.0 of this document shows 
that this alternative would come the closest to meeting CTP GHG 
emission reduction targets. 

Response 3-4: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts).  The Draft EIR does include 
Alternatives that would include roadway pricing, compact land use, or a 
combination of these approaches (Alternatives 3, 4, and 5).  Updated 
analysis of Alternative 5 is provided in Section 4.0 of this document shows 
that this alternative would come the closest to meeting CTP GHG 
emission reduction targets. 

Response 3-5: This alternative would not be feasible given that programmed Corridor 
Mobility Improvement Account funding has been allocated by the 
California Transportation Commission for highway improvements and if it 
were deprogrammed, it would return to the state, and not be available 
to program to rail improvements.  Changes to Measure M funding would 
require voter approval of an amendment of Measure M.  Future increase 
in VMT is caused by future population and employment growth (as 
demonstrated in by the VMT increase in the no project alternative).  The 
addition of HOV/HOT lanes encourages carpooling and higher vehicle 
occupancies.  Higher automobile occupancies and carpool mode share 
provide VMT reduction benefits in the future.    The proposed transfer of 
project funding under this alternative would also be inconsistent with 
SCTA policy position of a multi-modal approach to addressing traffic 
management. 

Response 3-6: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Adequacy of 
Alternatives Analysis and Additional Alternatives to be Evaluated). 

Response 3-7: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Adequacy of 
Alternatives Analysis and Additional Alternatives to be Evaluated).  

Response 3-8: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 3-5.  SMART was not 
included in the No Project Alternative, so no data is available in this case, 
since the SMART project was not a fully funded or “shovel ready” project 
at the time the alternatives were developed and the models were run.)  
SMART is included in all other scenarios including the financially 
constrained CTP using future ridership assumptions from the SMART EIR. 

2009 Comprehensive Transportation Plan  Sonoma Comprehensive Transportation Authority  
Final Environmental Impact Report October 2009 

3.0-412 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Response 3-9: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 (Adequacy of 
Alternatives Analysis and Additional Alternatives to be Evaluated). 

Response 3-10: As identified on Draft EIR page 3.0-16, the $7.47 is an estimation of 
anticipated gasoline prices in year 2035 and does not include a 
presumption of a carbon tax.  Alternatives 4 and 5 do include the 
addition of a carbon or VMT tax and a congestion fee (see Draft EIR 
Appendix G and Section 4.0). 

Response 3-11: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 2-12 regarding the 
difference in current setting conditions and future effects of climate 
change on ambient air quality.  Draft EIR pages 4.2-5 through -8 identifies 
current attainment status of the County based on air quality monitoring 
data and determinations made by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency and CARB. 

Response 3-12: The commenter questions the PM data provided in Draft EIR Table 4.2-5 
and cites a technical study associated with the Fort McHenry and 
Tuscarora Mountain Tunnels.  As specifically noted under Draft EIR Table 
4.2-5, this PM data is based on projection data from the California Air 
Resources Board, which is considered a more appropriate resource for 
mobile source emission data in California than the source used by the 
commenter. 

Response 3-13: It was the intent of the Guidelines to include all plans.  Staff has discussed 
with the BAAQMD, representative Greg Tholen, who confirmed that 
where VMT is projected to grow faster that population, that is considered 
a significant impact according to 1999 BAAQMD Guidelines, this is 
regardless of whether the plan is a transportation plan and not a general 
plan. Specifically, BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD, 1999), cites 
CCAA, Section 40919(d), which requires regions to implement 
"transportation control measures to substantially reduce the rate of 
increase in passenger vehicle trips and miles traveled." Plans showing a 
VMT growth rate higher than the population growth rate would be 
considered to be hindering progress towards achieving this performance 
objective, and thus inconsistent with regional air quality planning. This 
would represent a significant air quality impact.   The significance criteria 
identified on Draft EIR page 4.2-13 is based State CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G. As specifically noted on this page of the Draft EIR, BAAQMD 
CEQA Guidelines were used for further evaluate whether the project 
could conflict with BAAQMD attainment and air quality improvement 
efforts and plans.  The purpose of the CTP is to improve mobility and 
address anticipated traffic demands created by land use activities in 
Sonoma County and does not itself generate traffic as suggested by the 
commenter.  As specifically identified in Draft EIR Tables 4.3-15 through -
18, the proposed CTP would reduce VMT and improve traffic operations 
under year 2035 conditions as compared to no project conditions.  In 
addition, Draft EIR Table 4.2-9 identifies reductions in criteria pollutants for 
ozone as compared to existing conditions, thus further demonstrating 
consistency with BAAQMD efforts and plans regarding attainment of state 
and federal ozone requirements.  

Sonoma County Transportation Authority 2009 Comprehensive Transportation Plan  
October 2009 Final Environmental Impact Report 
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Response 3-14: The following change is made to the Draft EIR. 

• 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.” 

Response 3-15: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 3-13. 

Response 3-16: The CTP’s mobility and air quality benefits are demonstrated by the 
identified improvements in mobile emissions over existing conditions (see 
Draft EIR Table 4.2-8) and by improved traffic operations and VMT 
reductions over no project conditions under year 2035 conditions (see 
Draft EIR Tables 4.3-15 through -18).  The commenter provides no 
countering analysis to these conclusions in the EIR. 

Response 3-17: The conclusion that ozone impacts would be reduced is based on CARB 
EMFAC model results (see Draft EIR Table 4.2-9), and the commenter 
provides no counter air quality analysis.  Draft EIR Table 4.2-9 does 
acknowledge that particulate matter emissions would increase under 
future conditions (year 2035). PM emissions estimated by air quality 
modeling are primarily based on how changes in VMT impact tire wear, 
and would be reduced as compared to year 2035 no project conditions.  
This conclusion is similar to the conclusions of the MTC 2009 RTP EIR, which 
identified the RTP’s contribution to cumulative particulate matter impacts 
to not be considerable (see MTC 2009 RTP Draft EIR page 2.2-22).  The 
commenter is also referred to Response to Comment 2-7 regarding CARB 
activities that are expected to reduce diesel particulate matter emissions.  
Appendix A of this document includes the BAAQMD Particulate Matter 
Implementation Schedule.    

Response 3-18: The measures identified associated with the Ozone Strategy will also 
provide improvements in particulate matter emissions (see Draft EIR Table 
4.2-7).  The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 3-17 
regarding impact conclusions for Impact 4.2-3. 

2009 Comprehensive Transportation Plan  Sonoma Comprehensive Transportation Authority  
Final Environmental Impact Report October 2009 
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Response 3-19: The commenter suggests additional language to mitigation measure MM 
4.2-4.  The following text changes are made to the Draft EIR: 

• Draft EIR page 4.2-19, the following bullet is 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.” 

Response 3-20: VMT increases identified in Draft EIR Table 4.3-15 (see Draft EIR page 4.3-
29) for year 2035 are based on continued growth and land uses in the 
County, and its cities, as projected by ABAG and local jurisdictions.  These 
growth assumptions are associated with general plans, and planned 
growth will continue to generate traffic and increase VMT.  SCTA has no 
authority to regulate this growth.  The purpose of the CTP is to improve 
mobility on Sonoma County’s streets, highways, transit system and 
bicycle/pedestrian facilities, as well as to reduce transportation-related 
impacts. As demonstrated in Draft EIR Table 4.3-15, the proposed CTP 
would result in an improvement in VMT as compared to no project 
conditions in 2035. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.6 
(Adequacy of Alternatives Analysis and Additional Alternatives to be 
Evaluated) and Response to Comment 3-5. 

Response 3-21: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 3-5 and 3-20. 

Response 3-22: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 3-5 and 3-20.  The 
following text change is made to the Draft EIR. 

• 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 
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.” 
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Response 3-23: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 3-5 and 3-20. 

Response 3-24: As identified on Draft EIR page 4.4-30, Impact 4.4-7 is specifically 
associated with whether the proposed conflicts with an adopted habitat 
conservation plan, natural community conservation plan or recovery plan 
and not specific habitat impacts of one project component of the overall 
CTP.  Potential impacts to sensitive habitats and special-status species 
associated with the implementation of the CTP are addressed on Draft EIR 
pages 4.4-24 through -30.  The EIR addresses overall implementation of the 
proposed Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) at a programmatic 
level of detail as provided under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 
and is not anticipated to full environmental review for all subsequent 
transportation improvements under the CTP.  Subsequent project-level 
environmental review will likely be required for projects that impact  
biological resources. Nevertheless, the mitigation measures provided in 
the Draft EIR provide clear performance standards that could require 
subsequent projects to mitigate these impacts.   

Response 3-25: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 3-5 and 3-20.  The 
following text change is made to the Draft EIR. 

• 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 orof 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.” 

Response 3-26: The commenter states that the Draft EIR should include feasible mitigation 
that includes mandating smart growth strategies. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 3.4.2 (Jurisdiction and Role of SCTA) and 
Master Responses 3.4.5 (Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emission 
Impacts). 

Response 3-27: The analysis of transportation improvements flood hazards on Draft EIR 
pages 4.8-18 and -19 is based on whether these facilities are located 
within the 100-year floodplain (based on current floodplain mapping).  
Localized drainage and flooding impacts are addressed on Draft EIR 
page 4.8-17.   

The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) regarding corrections to the fuel 
consumption estimates for the proposed CTP. 
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Response 3-28: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) regarding corrections to the fuel 
consumption estimates for the proposed CTP.  Draft EIR Section 4.2 (Air 
Quality) and Section 5.0 (Cumulative Impacts) address air pollutant and 
climate change impacts from fuel consumption under the CTP. 

Response 3-29: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) regarding corrections to the fuel 
consumption estimates for the proposed CTP that now identify that this 
impact is less significant (see Section 4.0 of this document for revisions to 
the Draft EIR regarding fuel consumption and updated fuel consumption 
estimates).  Thus, mitigation measure MM 4.13-1c is no longer necessary, 
but is recommended to further improve efficient energy use under the 
CTP. 

Response 3-30: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 3-11 through 3-19.  
No changes to the Draft EIR cumulative impact discussion are 
recommended. 

Response 3-31: The commenter is referred to Response to Comment 3-20 through 3-23, 3-
25 and 3-26.  No changes to the Draft EIR cumulative impact discussion is 
recommended. 

Response 3-32: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) regarding corrections to the fuel 
consumption estimates for the proposed CTP that now identify that this 
impact is less significant (see Section 4.0 of this document for revisions to 
the Draft EIR regarding fuel consumption and updated fuel consumption 
estimates). 

Response 3-33: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5 (Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) and Master Response 3.4.6 
(Adequacy of Alternatives Analysis and Additional Alternatives to be 
Evaluated). 

Response 3-34: As specifically identified in Draft EIR Impact 5.0-1, the proposed CTP would 
not result in a significant GHG emission impact and the mitigation 
measures identified are recommended mitigation measures (i.e., not 
required to be adopted). However, these mitigation measures do commit 
SCTA to coordinate with other agencies and stakeholders in further 
addressing reductions in GHG emissions as well as to address sea level rise 
impacts on subsequent projects under the CTP.  

Response 3-35: As identified on Draft EIR page 3.0-16, the $7.47 is an estimation of 
anticipated gasoline prices in year 2035 and does not include a 
presumption of a carbon tax. Alternatives 4 and 5 includes the addition of 
a carbon or VMT tax and a congestion fee (see Draft EIR Appendix G).   

Response 3-36: A complete list of transportation projects associated with each alternative 
is provided in Draft EIR Appendix G and Section 4.0 of this document. 
CEQA does not require EIRs to address economic or social effects of 
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projects (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131).  Thus, cost information for 
each alternative was not provided in the Draft EIR. 

Response 3-37: The commenter is referred to Section 4.0 for a listing of these 
improvements. 

Response 3-38: As described in Draft EIR Section 6.0 (Project Alternatives) and Draft EIR 
Appendix G, Alternative 3 would promote more transit improvements 
than the proposed CTP described in Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR.   

Response 3-39: The Draft EIR analysis of Alternative 3 does identify environmental benefits 
associated with this growth concentration in the areas of aesthetics, air 
quality, traffic, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, 
hydrology and water quality, public services and energy (see Draft EIR 
pages 6.0-38 through -42). 

Response 3-40: The methodology and traffic modeling that was utilized in the Draft EIR is 
summarized on Draft EIR pages 4.3-27 and -28 and described in detail in 
Appendix C, vi. Sonoma County Travel Model Update & Analysis of the 
CTP (see CTP pages 167-199).  The commenter’s support of a combined 
Alternative 3 and 4 is noted.  The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 3.4.6 (Adequacy of Alternatives Analysis and Additional 
Alternatives to be Evaluated). 

Response 3-41: As identified on Draft EIR page 6.0-42, increased SMART rail service 
frequencies would increase localized noise impacts along the NCRA right-
of-way from both rail operations and train horns. 

Response 3-42: Draft EIR Table 6.0-21 provides a list and comparison of identified 
significant impacts of the proposed CTP. As identified in Draft EIR Section 
4.2 (Air Quality), no significant air quality impacts were identified. 

Response 3-43: As identified in the above responses, no new significant impacts have 
been identified for the proposed CTP that would require recirculation of 
the Draft EIR.  Thus, recirculation is not required. 
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