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Letter 9 

From: �����������"���+ �����������"���#�+��

�������	���� ��� �������)���+ ���&�����+08, 2009 10:30 �����+

To: ���&�*���������+ �������$�����+ ���������$�+���!�������������+ �����������+ �	���&�#���+

�������� �������+ �
������� �������+ ���"�����$�+ ���"�%���&�"���+ ���$���'���+ �����"��������� �&�����+

���
���������	���� PIN: �
�"� �!� �#�����+�����������+ �$� �+�������+ �#�$�����+

To: Suzanne Smith, Janet Spilman, and Seana Gause: 

This message is an informal communication and is not being submitted as a comment on the Draft EIR for the 
CTP. The comments will be submitted before the deadline. The purpose here is to give SCTA staff a brief outline
of some of our findings. 

It is a good rule of thumb that at present the average commuter vehicle emits about a pound per mile of C02. 
This corresponds to a fuel efficiency of about 20 mpg and the EPA-recommended 19.4 pounds of emitted C02 
per gallon of gasoline burned (See http//www.epa.gov/otag/climate/420f05001.htm) 

Table 5.0-3 on page 5.0-21 of the DEIR (pdf page 337 in the full DEIR) indicates that the daily VMT for all 
vehicles in Sonoma Co. is 11,441,811 miles per day. This same VMT value is also used in the DEIR for 2008. 
Since trucks, buses, etc. have higher emissions than commuter vehicles, we would expect emissions of more 
than 11 million pounds of C02 per day. The value in the table is more than a factor of four too small, and this 
seems to be generally true of all C02 emission values in the DEIR. This can be seen, for example, in the last row 
in Appendix F. 

I also believe there are some significant errors in the energy calculations. Table 5.0-3 projects that VMT will 
increase 26% by 2035, but it also projects that the fuel economy will increase by 62%. If a similar improvement in 
fuel economy is projected for all vehicles, gasoline (and diesel) consumption, and hence GHG emissions, will 
decrease by 22%. Let's assume those estimates are correct and compare them with Impact 4.3-1. 

The information that caught everyone's attention is stated in Impact 4.3-1, which appears on pages 4.13-10 (pcf 
311) and again in the Executive Summary page 1.0-27 (pdf 36). It says, "By 2035, motor vehicles would consume 
159,000 more gallons of gasoline and 5,000 more gallons of diesel fuel per day than under existing conditions. 
This represents a 20 percent increase in gasoline consumption and a 7 percent increase in diesel fuel." 
Depending on which population data from the DEIR are used, the population increase during this time is 15% to 
18%. Thus, this impact projects a per capita increase in gasoline consumption. I have not found the source of 
these numbers in the DEIR. The point I want to make is that this impact is inconsistent with the numbers in Table 
5.0-3. 

There is also an error in the fuel use by transit in Table 14.13-3 on page 4.13-11 (pcf 312). The footnotes indicate 
that the contractor's calculations began with annual data, and it appears the numbers were never converted to 
daily data. 

Appendix E on energy calculations does not contain enough information to enable understanding the calculations.
That should be remedied in the Final EIR. The methods used to derive the multipliers should be documented and 
the role of the multipliers in the tables should be explained. Perhaps an efficient way for the contractor to explain 
the calculation methods would be to print one table from Appendix F with the formulas displayed in each cell 
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instead of the values calculated by the formulas. In Excel, this can be accomplished by using Tools/Formula 
Auditing/Formula Auditing Mode. This printout should also include the labels on the rows and columns to make 
the formulas understandable. If all tables use the same formulas, one example would do. 

The "VMT Conversion" table at the top of page 3 of Appendix E needs explanation. The two VMT numbers are 
the same as at the top of page 1, but I was not able to reproduce any of the other numbers in that table. 

Some numbers in Appendix F are reported to ten significant figures. That is not correct. 

It appears that the calculations in Appendix E provide the basis for the energy use and hence GHG emission data 
in the DEIR. I would be happy to review those calculations when they are corrected and an explanation of them is 
made available. 

I hope this information is helpful, and would be happy to answer questions. 

Willard Richards 

I  



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Letter 9,    Willard Richards, citizen 

Response 9-1: Comment noted.  GHG emission modeling used in the Draft EIR was 
based on use of the ICLEI CACP software.  See Response 2-44.   

Response 9-2: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) and Response to Comment 9-1.   

Response 9-3:  The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change 
and Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) as well as Draft EIR edits provided 
in Section 4.0 of this document that provides updated fuel consumption 
estimates (including estimates for the Draft EIR alternatives) that utilize 
future fuel economy assumptions that were used in GHG emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR. 

Response 9-4: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) as well as Draft EIR edits provided in 
Section 4.0 of this document that provides updated fuel consumption 
estimates (including estimates for the Draft EIR alternatives) that utilize 
future fuel economy assumptions that were used in GHG emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR. 

Response 9-5: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) as well as Draft EIR edits provided in 
Section 4.0 of this document that provides updated fuel consumption 
estimates (including estimates for the Draft EIR alternatives) that utilize 
future fuel economy assumptions that were used in GHG emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR. 

Response 9-6: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) as well as Draft EIR edits provided in 
Section 4.0 of this document that provides updated fuel consumption 
estimates (including estimates for the Draft EIR alternatives) that utilize 
future fuel economy assumptions that were used in GHG emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR. 

Response 9-7: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) as well as Draft EIR edits provided in 
Section 4.0 of this document that provides updated fuel consumption 
estimates (including estimates for the Draft EIR alternatives) that utilize 
future fuel economy assumptions that were used in GHG emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR. 

Response 9-8: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) as well as Draft EIR edits provided in 
Section 4.0 of this document that provides updated fuel consumption 
estimates (including estimates for the Draft EIR alternatives) that utilize 
future fuel economy assumptions that were used in GHG emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR. 

Response 9-9: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) as well as Draft EIR edits provided in 
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Section 4.0 of this document that provides updated fuel consumption 
estimates (including estimates for the Draft EIR alternatives) that utilize 
future fuel economy assumptions that were used in GHG emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR. 

Response 9-10: The commenter is referred to Master Response 3.4.5(Climate Change and 
Greenhouse Gas Emission Impacts) as well as Draft EIR edits provided in 
Section 4.0 of this document that provides updated fuel consumption 
estimates (including estimates for the Draft EIR alternatives) that utilize 
future fuel economy assumptions that were used in GHG emission 
estimates in the Draft EIR. 
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