MEMORANDUM
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS and
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY
County of Placer
TO:

Board of Supervisors

FROM:

Ken Grehm, Director of Public Works
Steve Pedretti, Director of Community Development Resource Agency

BY:

Stephanie Holloway, Senior Engineer, Public Works
Crystal Jacobsen, Deputy Director, Community Development Resource Agency

DATE: June 22, 2021

SUBJECT: East Placer Thresholds and Screening Criteria for Vehicle Miles Traveled under CEQA,
including the Tahoe Basin
ACTIONS REQUESTED
1. Find the establishment of thresholds and screening criteria for East Placer exempt under CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15378(b)(5), 15061(b)(3), and Section 15268(a).
2. Adopt a Resolution to establish CEQA Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) thresholds and screening
criteria for East Placer and associated amendments to the Transportation Study Guidelines.
BACKGROUND
In 2013, California’s Governor signed Senate Bill 743 (SB 743), which established Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) as the required metric for transportation impacts for most projects under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) under Public Resources Code Section 21099. The legislative intent
of SB 743 is to, “More appropriately balance the needs of congestion management with statewide goals
related to infill development, promotion of public health through active transportation, and reduction of
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.” As a result, instead of analyzing how a land development or
transportation project changes road congestion, traffic impacts are analyzed based on how the project
changes the number of vehicle trips and trip lengths, measured in VMT.
The analysis of transportation impacts through effects on VMT is driven largely by California’s air
quality and climate change goals. The State has found that it will not be possible to achieve its
emissions goals for 2030 and beyond without reducing GHG emissions from the transportation sector
and changing how communities and transportation systems are planned, funded, and built.
In December 2018, California’s Natural Resources Agency certified and adopted revisions to the CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.3, including changes to transportation analysis as required by SB 743. The
CEQA Guidelines identified VMT as the appropriate metric to replace level of service (LOS) for
evaluating a project’s transportation impacts on the environment. The Governor’s Office of Planning
and Research (OPR) has provided guidance (Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts
in CEQA, December 2018), which provides guidance for analysis, but also recognizes that lead
agencies have the authority to establish their own thresholds.
Additionally, while LOS can no longer be used to determine significant transportation impacts under
CEQA, local agencies can still use LOS to inform conditions of approval and other planning
requirements in support of General Plan policies.
In 2019, Placer County began working on its SB 743 Implementation Plan with technical support from
the consulting firm Fehr & Peers. The project has included input from the Department of Public Works,
Community Development Resource Agency, Environmental Coordination Services, and County
Counsel. Technical workshops were held in Eastern and Western Placer County on February 26, 2020
and March 16, 2020, respectively, to discuss the process and options. The item was presented to the
Board of Supervisors on May 19, 2020 and to the Planning Commission on May 28, 2020, and public
comment was received at both meetings.
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On December 1, 2020, your Board adopted CEQA thresholds for areas of western Placer County,
excluding the eastern portion and the Tahoe Basin. At that time, County staff was engaged with the
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) to assess an appropriate metric and threshold to evaluate
future project impacts under both CEQA and TPRA’s environmental review authority. The Board also
approved a list of screening criteria that applies to all of Placer, including East Placer and outside the
Tahoe Basin at the December meeting.
On April 28, 2021, TRPA approved amendments to their Code of Ordinances (Code Chapter 65.2) to
reflect a revised framework for the evaluation of a project’s Vehicle Miles Traveled impacts. TRPA’s
project level assessment has been developed to be generally consistent with requirements under
California state law, Senate Bill 743.
Following approval of TRPA’s code amendments, Placer and TRPA staff held a stakeholder outreach
meeting on May 13, 2021 to outline the TRPA project level assessment framework. In addition, Placer
staff provided draft recommendations for CEQA Vehicle Miles Traveled thresholds and screening
criteria for East Placer. Feedback from this meeting was minimal and resulted in no major changes to
the recommendations provided below.
BOUNDARY
East Placer is generally comprised of the area east of Donner Summit on the crest of the Sierra
Nevada. This includes the Resort Triangle and the North Shore of Lake Tahoe within Placer County.
For the purposes of the threshold and screening criteria for Vehicle Miles Traveled, East Placer
includes Donner Summit, specifically Sugar Bowl Resort and the Serene Lakes community. The East
Placer boundary encompasses the entire resort triangle area, including recreational and associated
housing land use context within the eastern portion of unincorporated Placer County. This area has
distinctly different transportation travel trends from the more heavily populated western or rural central
Placer County areas.
DISCUSSION
Establishment of thresholds and screening criteria for VMT should be established to provide local
context to the evaluation and determination of a project’s specific potential for environmental impacts.
Thresholds are numerical maximum values for VMT. If a project results in a VMT value greater than the
adopted threshold, the project would have a significant impact and feasible mitigation would be
required. Screening criteria can be established for projects that are presumed to have a less than
significant impact or projects that are expected to have a beneficial impact. If a project’s characteristics
are consistent with the established screening criteria, the impact on VMT would be considered less
than significant, and a complete VMT analysis would not be required. Placer County has discretion to
establish local thresholds and screening criteria supported by substantial evidence.
Tahoe Basin
Within the TRPA jurisdiction (Tahoe Basin), Article VII, Environmental Impact Statements, of the BiState Compact specifies requirements for environmental analysis of projects. The TRPA Code of
Ordinances compiles all the laws and ordinances needed to implement the Bi-State Compact.
Therefore, project development in the Tahoe Basin portion of the County is subject to two overlapping
environmental review standards: TRPA environmental threshold compliance and Placer County CEQA
threshold compliance.
The County and TRPA have coordinated to create a technical foundation that will inform each agency’s
project evaluation process with the goal of creating a streamlined, coordinated process for project
applicants that addresses both SB 743 and Article VII requirements. Accordingly, TRPA adopted the
Project Impact Analysis Update: Project Impact Assessment and Air Quality Mitigation Fee Framework
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(PIA Framework) (TRPA, April 28, 2021) to update its project level transportation impact assessment
requirements to incentivize development in low VMT areas, reduce GHG emissions, promote mobility,
and reduce reliance on the personal automobile. The PIA Framework includes VMT impact analysis
requirements for land use projects including methodology, metrics, screening criteria, significance
standards, and mitigation. The TRPA Code of Ordinances has been updated to reflect these
requirements.
TRPA also recently adopted a regional threshold for VMT reduction. The regional threshold covers the
entire Tahoe Basin and is monitored regularly. The regional threshold is not applicable for project level
analysis.
Screening Criteria Amendments
The purpose of the screening criteria is to establish a level of development which would likely result in
less than significant VMT impacts, and therefore not require further analysis. The adopted Placer
screening criteria expands upon the OPR recommendation for screening and is based on factors
unique to Placer County, including trip length data, local housing needs, and additional uses that
function similar to local serving retail. The following provides a comparison of currently adopted
screening criteria and the proposed amendments, including those specific to East Placer and the Tahoe
Basin.
Currently Adopted Screening
Criteria
• Projects under 110 average daily
traffic (ADT) or 880 daily VMT
• Deed-restricted affordable housing
and Below Market Rate Housing in
East Placer region
• Local serving retail and other local
serving uses under 50,000 square
feet

• Projects located in low VMT
generating areas

Proposed Amendments
West Placer
East Placer
• Small projects under 110
• Small projects under 110
ADT or 880 daily VMT
ADT or 1425 daily VMT
• Deed-restricted
• Deed-restricted affordable
affordable housing
housing
• Workforce housing
• Below Market Rate
housing
• Local serving retail and
• Local serving retail and
other local serving uses
other local serving uses
under 50,000 square feet
under 20,000 square feet
• Grocery and medical
services under 40,000
square feet
• Projects located in low
• Projects located in low
VMT generating areas
VMT generating areas
• Seasonal Recreation
• Seasonal Recreation
equivalent to a small
equivalent to a small
project
project
• Recreational Amenities
• Recreational Amenities
• Active Transportation and
• Active Transportation and
Transit projects
Transit projects

Small Project
OPR’s Technical Advisory recommends a minimum project size for VMT analysis of 110 ADT, roughly
the equivalent of an 11-lot subdivision. This screening criteria is solely based on trip generation and
does not take trip length into account. As an alternative, Placer County expanded this screening criteria
for West Placer based on local trip length data derived from the California Household Travel Survey
(CHTS). A similar assessment was performed for the areas of East Placer based on data derived from
the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency’s Travel Demand Model, which resulted in an average trip length
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of 12.95 miles for the eastern portions of the Tahoe Basin. These two values have been combined to
result in a small project screening criteria of 1425 VMT for East Placer. The total daily VMT for a small
project is larger in East Placer, because East Placer tends to attract trips from a greater distance which
result in a longer average trip length than West Placer.
Affordable Housing
The OPR Technical Advisory recommends screening deed-restricted affordable housing. Affordable
housing that is deed‐restricted has already been included in the Placer County screening criteria
adopted December 1, 2020.
The Placer County adopted VMT screening criteria currently includes below market rate housing in
East Placer, excluding the Tahoe Basin. Staff is recommending that the below market rate screening
criteria and workforce housing screening criteria apply for all areas of East Placer, including the Tahoe
Basin for CEQA evaluation. Below market rate housing refers to properties that are leased or sold at
prices that are below the current market rate. This includes deed-restricted housing and housing that is
affordable by design such as multi-family housing. Such units may, or may not, feature deedrestrictions that limit occupancy to income qualifying households (i.e., income-restricted). Based on
data in the 2016 North Tahoe Truckee Regional Housing Needs Assessment and the Analysis of
Proposed Eastern and Western Placer County Voluntary Deed Restriction Programs, there is a need
for more housing to match the jobs in that region. As such, if more below market rate and workforce
housing were developed in East Placer, work related vehicle trips and/or trip lengths would be reduced
from housing outside of the region. These housing projects would be determined to be less than
significant and not require additional analysis under CEQA evaluation.
For projects within the Tahoe Basin, TRPA has recommended screening for moderate or achievable
housing projects that are eligible for affordable housing bonus units, consistent with TRPA’s adopted
Project Impact Assessment framework.
Addition of Local Serving Uses
OPR’s Technical Advisory notes that retail projects tend to redistribute existing shopping trips rather
than create new trips. Local serving retail projects can serve to shorten trip lengths for existing trips,
thereby reducing VMT. This reasoning holds true for a variety of local serving uses, beyond retail
projects. As such, neighborhood or local serving uses that are already identified in the zoning code are
included as part of the expanded criteria. Based on an assessment of existing locally serving uses
within East Placer, these establishments are smaller than the OPR recommended threshold of 50,000
square feet and generally less than 20,000 square feet in size. Additionally, grocery and medical
services in this region are generally less than 40,000 square feet due to operational needs, and a
provision for these uses is included as part of the additional screening criteria for East Placer.
Low VMT Generating Areas
Maps of low VMT generating areas can be used to evaluate a proposed project. Projects that are
generally consistent in size and land use type compared to their surrounding built environment (i.e.,
land use type, access to the circulation network, scale, etc.) will have similar VMT values to the existing
land uses near the project site. If a project is located in an area with VMT per capita or VMT per
employee that is less than or equal to the threshold established for that sub-region, then the project is
considered to be located in a low VMT area and can be presumed to have a less than significant
impact. No change is proposed relative to this provision for screening and a forthcoming screening tool
for the Tahoe Basin will help users identify if the project is located in a low VMT area.
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Seasonal and Recreational Amenities
Placer County is a destination for outdoor enthusiasts and much of the resulting recreational travel
enables users to enjoy many of the natural features Placer County has to offer. In the winter, visitors to
East Placer come for winter sports, while in the summer, Lake Tahoe is a primary attraction for its
unique water recreation. The region provides additional features such as the Pacific Crest Trail and
other local trails which attract hikers and a range of other outdoor enthusiasts. Travelers are
predominantly visitors from outside the region who tend to stay overnight and extend their experiences
associated with the primary attraction and travel purpose.
VMT associated with recreational travel tends to vary depending on the nature of the recreation or
underlying travel desires. Much of the East Placer’s recreational travel is unassociated with permitted
land use projects such as swimming in Lake Tahoe or hiking in public open space. Furthermore, the
OPR recommendations and technical guidance do not offer specific guidance to local agencies on
recreational VMT. As such, Placer staff is proposing two additional screening criteria associated with
recreational travel.
First, seasonal recreation projects often operate for a limited period and may reoccur each year. As
these projects may not operate consistently over the course of a year’s time, the impacts assessed with
the project on an annual basis may be determined to be less than significant if found to be less than the
annualized value of the small project screening criteria above.
Additionally, recreational amenities which provide additional recreational opportunity for residents and
visitors by supplementing existing recreational opportunities without significantly increasing recreational
demand may also have a less than significant and therefore eligible for screening from further analysis
of VMT impacts. Recreational amenities are often accessory uses to a larger recreational destination.
Alternative Transportation
Transportation projects involving active transportation such as bicycle paths, walking paths or
sidewalks or transit would provide for alternatives to passenger vehicle usage and therefore can be
determined to provide a net decrease in VMT. Therefore, staff is proposing additional screening criteria
for these types of transportation project that would be applied countywide. Active transportation and
transit projects would not require additional VMT analysis under either CEQA or TRPA’s Project Impact
Assessment framework.
East Placer and Tahoe Basin Threshold Recommendations
The OPR Technical Advisory recommends thresholds for three land use types within Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPOs): residential, office and retail. For residential and office projects, OPR
recommends a threshold of 15% below the regional baseline for VMT/capita and VMT/employee,
respectively. For retail projects, OPR suggests that a net increase in VMT may be considered a
significant impact. Under OPR’s recommended threshold, projects in Placer County would be
compared to similar existing projects throughout the SACOG or TRPA regions. However, the travel
characteristics in the Tahoe region and East Placer do not mirror standard urban or suburban
development patterns. As such, the following thresholds are presented for adoption.
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Land Use/Project Type
Commercial/Retail
Campground
Office
Public Service
Recreation
Residential
Tourist Accommodation
Transportation

East Placer Proposed Threshold
No Net Increase
15% below sub-regional average
15% below sub-regional average
15% below sub-regional average
No Net Increase
15% below sub-regional average
15% below sub-regional average
No Net Increase

Metric
Total VMT
VMT/site
VMT/employee
VMT/Service Use
Total VMT
VMT/resident
VMT/TAU
Total VMT

Thresholds for residential, office, tourist accommodations, campgrounds, and public service are based
on the sub‐regional (i.e., East Placer) average VMT. Projects in these land use categories to be
evaluated under CEQA in East Placer, including the Tahoe Basin, will be measured against a threshold
of 15% below the East Placer average based on an efficiency metric of VMT per resident, VMT per
Tourist Accommodation Unit, VMT per employee, and other applicable VMT metric by land use. For
example, a new residential subdivision in East Placer will be evaluated against existing residential uses
throughout East Placer. The development would need to either meet one of the screening criteria
outlined above or achieve a level of VMT that is 15% below the East Placer average for similar
residential to be considered less than significant. If a proposed project is not below the threshold, VMT
mitigation measures would be required.
Thresholds for retail, recreation, and transportation projects to be evaluated under CEQA in East
Placer, including the Tahoe Basin, will be measured against a threshold of no net increase in VMT.
The OPR Technical Advisory recognizes that retail projects have the potential to reduce total VMT by
providing shopping destinations closer to homes and workplaces. As such, OPR recommends a
threshold of no net increase in VMT for retail projects.
When a project replaces existing VMT‐generating land uses with a use that leads to an overall net
decrease in VMT, the project would be considered to have a less‐than‐significant impact on VMT. If the
project leads to a net overall increase in VMT and exceeds the screening criteria, then the threshold
identified above would apply based on the land use type. A mixed‐use project would be evaluated using
the respective standards of significance for each of the project land use types, per OPR Guidance. For
redevelopment projects, credit for existing land use will be determined separately by Placer County and
TRPA. The CEQA analysis will consider application of VMT credits for existing uses across land use
categories.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the adoption of a resolution to establish thresholds and screening criteria for East
Placer and associated amendments to the Transportation Study Guidelines.
With this recommendation, the County will continue to strive to meet local, regional, and statewide
goals, including those adopted by the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency within their jurisdictional
overlay. The County will aim to comprehensively address potential VMT impacts at a community-level
by evaluating strategies and mitigation measures to better connect transportation and land use. These
strategies should align with the Placer County General Plan, Community and Area Plans, Housing
Strategy and Development Plan, Placer County Sustainability Plan, and other adopted plans to meet
the needs of the community. They should also align with strategic initiatives adopted by the Board of
Supervisors to create a diversity of housing, develop outcome-focused economic development
strategies, and provide land use planning and environmental stewardship.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
No environmental impact is anticipated from adopting the thresholds, screening criteria and associated
Transportation Study Guidelines. Adoption of a VMT threshold of significance is an administrative
activity of County government that does not commit the County to approve any specific project that will
result in either direct or indirect physical changes in the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section
15378(b)(5)), 15061(b)(3)). Additionally, the replacement of the LOS metric with VMT is required by the
state and is therefore a ministerial action that is exempt from CEQA review (CEQA Guidelines Section
15268(a)). Therefore, the adoption of these items does not require further CEQA review.
FISCAL IMPACT
There will likely be a cost increase for projects that are required to conduct a VMT impact analysis, but
this additional cost is not expected to be significantly higher than the current cost to prepare a traffic
study that considers only LOS. For development projects, the project applicant would fund the
additional effort. For County projects, the County would fund the additional effort, which might require
General Funds or special funds. There may also be an additional cost to either project applicants or the
County to implement mitigation measures for those projects that have a VMT impact. Finally, the
County could elect to fund a fee nexus study in the future to create a VMT mitigation fee program (local
or regional), a mechanism by which the County could collect fees from developers required to mitigate
project impacts to pay for County multi-modal transportation programs and improvements.
ATTACHMENTS
Resolution
Exhibit A: Transportation Study Guidelines, Amended May 2021
cc: Ken Grehm, Director, DPW
Steve Pedretti, Agency Director, CDRA
Katie Jackson, Associate Engineer, DPW
E.J. Ivaldi, Director, Planning Division
Nikki Streegan, Senior Planner, CDRA
Leigh Chavez, Environmental Coordination Services, CDRA
Shawna Purvines, Deputy Director, CDRA
Clayton Cook, Deputy County Counsel
Todd Leopold, County Executive Officer
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Before the Board of Supervisors
County of Placer, State of California
In the matter of: A Resolution certifying
Resolution No._______________
the establishment of CEQA Vehicle Miles Traveled
thresholds and screening criteria for East Placer
County and associated amendments to the
Transportation Study Guidelines
The following resolution was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer at
a regular meeting held on June 22, 2021, by the following vote:
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:

Attest:

Signed by me after its passage.
___________________________
Chair, Board of Supervisors

______________________
Clerk of said Board

WHEREAS, public agencies in California have historically relied on a metric known as "Level of
Service" (LOS) to evaluate the transportation impacts of development projects under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and
WHEREAS, Senate Bill 743, enacted in 2013 and codified in Public Resources Code Section
21099, directed the Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop new CEQA
Guidelines to replace LOS with metrics that more appropriately balance the needs of congestion
management with statewide goals related to infill development, promotion of public health through
active transportation, and reduction of greenhouse gas emissions; and
WHEREAS, in 2018, the California Natural Resources Agency certified and adopted new CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.3 that went into effect on July 1, 2020 and identifies vehicle miles
traveled ("VMT"), meaning the amount and distance of automobile travel attributable to a project,
as the most appropriate metric to evaluate a project's transportation impacts, and OPR provided
guidance under a Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA; and
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WHEREAS, upon certification of the updated CEQA Guidelines, automobile delay, as measured
by LOS and other similar traffic congestion metrics, will no longer constitute a significant
environmental effect under CEQA; and
WHEREAS, the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA in Title 14 of the California Code of
Regulations ("CEQA Guidelines") encourage public agencies to develop and publish generally
applicable "thresholds of significance" to be used in determining the significance of a project's
environmental effects; and
WHEREAS, CEQA Guidelines section 15064.7(a) defines a threshold of significance as "an
identifiable quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental effect,
noncompliance with which means the effect will normally be determined to be significant by the
agency and compliance with which means the effect normally will be determined to be less than
significant"; and
WHEREAS, On December 1, 2020, the Placer County Board adopted a CEQA thresholds for
areas of West Placer County, excluding the eastern portion and the Tahoe Basin. The Board
also approved a list of screening criteria which apply to all areas of Placer, including East
Placer; and
WHEREAS, Placer County has further collaborated with the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
(TRPA) to achieve a streamlined approach for assessment of a project’s transportation related
environmental impacts by informing VMT analysis methodologies, thresholds, screening criteria
and tools for both CEQA and the TRPA Code of Ordinances compliance in East Placer and the
Tahoe Basin; and
WHEREAS, the analysis leading to a recommendation considered the goals, programs, and
policies of the Placer County General Plan, Housing Strategy and Development Plan, Placer
County Sustainability Plan, and other adopted ordinances and plans, as well as factors unique to
Placer County, including the diversity of land use contexts across the geography of Placer County,
and other strategic initiatives to create a diversity of housing, develop outcome-focused economic
development strategies, and provide land use planning and environmental stewardship, as
described in Appendix C of the Transportation Study Guidelines; and
WHEREAS, CEQA Guidelines section 15064.7(b) requires that thresholds of significance must
be adopted by ordinance, resolution, rule, or regulation, developed through a public review
process, and be supported by substantial evidence; and
WHEREAS, the adoption of VMT as a threshold of significance is an organizational or
administrative activity of County government that does not commit the County to approve any
specific project that will result in either direct or indirect physical changes in the environment
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(b)(5)), 15061 (b)(3)), and the replacement of the LOS metric
with VMT is required by the state and is therefore a ministerial action that is exempt from CEQA
review (CEQA Guidelines Section 15268(a)); and
WHEREAS, the County of Placer, following a public review process consisting of technical
workshops with stakeholders within East Placer on February 26, 2020 and May 13, 2021; wishes
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to adopt the VMT thresholds of significance for determining transportation impacts, along with
screening criteria for East Placer County, and amended Transportation Study Guidelines.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE
COUNTY OF PLACER:
1. The above recitals are incorporated herein as findings for establishment of East Placer
thresholds, screening criteria, and approval of Transportation Study Guidelines
amendments.
2. Amendment to the previously adopted Transportation Study Guidelines attached hereto
as Exhibit A, are hereby adopted as thresholds of significance for analyzing local
transportation impacts under CEQA in East Placer.
3. The Department of Public Works may modify the Transportation Study Guidelines as
necessary to reflect the latest research, data, and substantial evidence appropriate to
facilitate implementation of the SB 743 requirements. However, any major policy changes
that affect the basic thresholds or screening criteria approved herein shall be brought to
the Board of Supervisors for review and approval prior to incorporation into the
Transportation Study Guidelines.
4. The Board of Supervisors finds that this resolution is exempt from the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections
15378, 15061(b)(3), and 15268(a).
5. This Resolution shall become effective upon adoption by the Board of Supervisors.
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Transportation Study Guidelines
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Chapter 1: Introduction
These Guidelines are intended to describe the transportation analysis requirements for land
development projects and major land plans (e.g., specific plans, community/area plans,
etc.) in Placer County. The Guidelines acknowledge significant recent legislative changes
that have occurred relative to transportation impact analysis and distinguishes between the
path forward for compliance with Placer County General Plan policies versus compliance
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), both of which may be required for an
individual project. The Guidelines also reflect additional analysis requirements for projects in
East Placer, including the Tahoe Basin. These Guidelines are subject to revision at any time
due to future changes in analysis techniques, policies, guidelines, or statutes.

Purpose
These Guidelines are intended to provide a clear and consistent technical approach to
preparing Transportation Studies in Placer County. They establish analysis techniques for
Transportation Studies based on the current state-of-the-practice in transportation planning
and engineering. The County expects these guidelines to result in studies that provide
comprehensive, reasonable, and accurate analysis of potential transportation impacts to
the environment and County facilities and services. This information is essential for decision
makers and the public when evaluating individual projects.
Placer County will primarily review Transportation Studies based on the guidance presented
here. However, each project is unique and the guidance in this document is not intended
to be so prescriptive as to be impractical. Not all criteria and analyses described will apply
to every project. Early and consistent communication with Community Development
Resource Agency (CDRA) and Department of Public Works (DPW) staff is encouraged for all
projects.
A Transportation Study may include two types of analysis:
1. A CEQA impact assessment that addresses compliance with the State CEQA
requirements and expectations. In the Tahoe Basin, this assessment will also address
compliance with the Tahoe Basin Bi-State Compact Article VII and Chapter 4 of the
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) Code of Ordinances (Required Findings).
2. A local transportation assessment (LTA) that demonstrates project consistency with
General Plan goals and policies.
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Not all projects will require both a CEQA impact assessment and LTA. Some projects that do
not require a CEQA impact assessment would typically only prepare an LTA, while some
minor projects may not require a Transportation Study at all (CEQA impact assessment or an
LTA).
This guidance has been developed for three different regions of the County:

• Western Placer County, defined as areas of Placer County in the Sacramento Area

Council of Government (SACOG) boundary excluding those portions defined below.

• Eastern Placer County outside of the Tahoe Basin, defined as land east of the Sierra

Nevada crest and outside the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) jurisdictional
boundary, including the Sugar Bowl ski resort and Serene Lakes communities.

• Eastern Placer County within the Tahoe Basin is defined by the jurisdictional
boundary of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency.

Background
California Environmental Quality Act
CEQA “generally requires state and local government
agencies to inform decision makers and the public
about the potential environmental impacts of proposed
projects and to reduce those environmental impacts to
the extent feasible.” 1 CEQA (California Public
Resources Code, Division 13 – Environmental Quality)

CEQA refers to the California
Environmental Quality Act. This statute
requires analysis and identification of
potentially significant environmental

applies to all projects undertaken by a public agency.

impacts associated with state or local

CEQA defines a “project” as an “activity which may

action, including approval of new

cause either a direct physical change in the

development or infrastructure projects.

environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect
physical change in the environment” (Public Resource
Code §21065). This includes actions necessary to be

The process of identifying these impacts
is typically referred to as the
environmental review process.

taken by public agencies for private projects, such as
the issuance of a lease, permit, license, certificate, or
other entitlement (Public Resource Code §21065,
subdivision (c)).

1

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. (2020). CEQA: The California Environmental Quality Act.
Retrieved August 3, 2020 from https://opr.ca.gov/ceqa/
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CEQA Exemptions
Certain projects are exempt from CEQA review either through an act of the State
Legislature (i.e., statutory exemption) or because the project is generally considered not to
have potential impacts on the environment (i.e., categorical exemption). Exemptions are
listed in the CEQA Guidelines, located at California Code of Regulations §15000-15387.

CEQA Impact Analysis Topics
CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G, “Environmental
Checklist Form,” includes sample questions that are
intended to encourage thoughtful assessment of
impacts for over a dozen topic areas, including
transportation. The Placer County CEQA checklist
largely follows the Appendix G questions with some
Placer County-specific modifications. Generally, a
CEQA impact assessment shall analyze a project’s
impact on the transportation system. This includes the

LOS refers to “level of service,” a metric
that assigns a letter grade to vehicle
traffic performance. The typical
application of LOS is to measure the
average amount of delay experienced
by vehicle drivers at an intersection
during the most congested time of day
and to assign a report card range from

project’s impact on transit, roadway, bicycle, and

LOS A (least delay) to LOS F (most

pedestrian facilities. Chapter 4 of these Guidelines

delay). Under prior CEQA criteria, a

present the methodology and significance criteria to
consider when assessing a project’s transportation
impacts for CEQA purposes.

certain increase in delay or LOS would
result in a significant impact, which
must be mitigated. However, LOS is no
longer considered a significant

Senate Bill 743

environmental impact.

In 2013, Senate Bill (SB) 743 started a process intended

VMT refers to “vehicle miles traveled,” a

to fundamentally change transportation impact

metric that accounts for the number of

analysis as part of CEQA compliance. SB 743 required
the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR)
to amend the CEQA Guidelines to establish a new
transportation analysis alternative to level of service
(LOS) for evaluating transportation impacts. The new
transportation analysis criteria “shall promote the
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the
development of multi-modal transportation networks,

vehicle trips generated by a project
and the length or distance of those
trips. For transportation impact analysis
purposes, VMT is generally expressed as
VMT per capita or VMT per employee
for a typical weekday. Under CEQA,
VMT is now considered the most
appropriate measure of transportation
impacts.

and a diversity of land uses.” 2 SB 743 directed OPR to

2

Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(1)
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recommend potential metrics to measure transportation impacts.
In December 2018, the California Natural Resources Agency certified and adopted the
CEQA Guidelines update package. The CEQA Guidelines update added CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.3, which implements SB 743. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 states that
“generally, vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is the most appropriate measure of transportation
impacts.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (c), states that the provisions of this
section shall apply statewide as of July 1, 2020.
Per Public Resources Code Section 21099, subdivision (b)(2), automobile delay, as
described by LOS or similar measure of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be
considered a significant impact on the environment upon certification of the CEQA
Guidelines by the Natural Resources Agency, which occurred in December 2018. In
combination, these sections fundamentally shift required transportation impact analysis
procedures under CEQA from LOS to VMT.
In addition to the CEQA Guidelines update package, OPR released a Technical Advisory on
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (Technical Advisory) in December 2018. The
Technical Advisory provides advice and recommendations to CEQA lead agencies on how
to implement the SB 743 changes. This includes technical recommendations regarding the
assessment of VMT, thresholds of significance, and mitigation measures, which agencies
may use at their discretion. The Technical Advisory states that it is “a resource for the public
to use at their discretion” and that “OPR is not enforcing or attempting to enforce any part
of the recommendations contained” in the advisory.

Tahoe Basin Bi-State Compact Article VII
Article VII, Environmental Impact Statements, of the Bi-State Compact specifies
requirements for environmental analysis of projects within the Tahoe Basin. The TRPA Code
of Ordinances compiles all the laws and ordinances needed to implement the Bi-State
Compact.
Within the jurisdiction of TRPA (the Tahoe Basin), Article VII establishes a measure of VMT
which is required to be evaluated as part of a project’s environmental analysis. Therefore,
project development in the Tahoe Basin is subject to two overlapping environmental review
standards: TRPA environmental threshold compliance and Placer’s CEQA threshold
compliance.
The County and TRPA have coordinated to create a technical foundation that will inform
each agency’s project evaluation process with the ultimate goal of creating a streamlined,
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coordinated process for project applicants that addresses both SB 743 and Article VII
requirements. Accordingly, TRPA created the Project Impact Analysis Update: Project
Impact Assessment and Air Quality Mitigation Fee Framework (PIA Framework) (TRPA, April
21, 2021) to update its project level transportation impact assessment requirements to
incentivize development in low VMT areas, reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions,
promote mobility, and reduce reliance on the personal automobile. The PIA Framework also
incorporates the SB 743 changes to CEQA. The PIA Framework includes VMT impact analysis
requirements for land use projects including methodology, metrics, significance standards,
and mitigation. The TRPA Code of Ordinances has been updated to reflect these
requirements. TRPA is also developing forthcoming Traffic Study Guidelines which will
provide further guidance for development of new projects.
The requirements of the Bi-State Compact, Code of Ordinances, PIA Framework,
forthcoming Traffic Study Guidelines, and other supporting documents and processes apply
to projects within the Tahoe Basin.

General Plan Context
The General Plan sets a vision for the future, defines the community’s goals, and sets out
policies and implementation actions to progress towards this vision. The Placer County
General Plan consists of two documents: the Countywide General Plan (which consists of a
policy document and land use diagram) and a set of more detailed community plans and
area plans covering specific areas of the unincorporated County.

General Plan Policies
The Countywide General Plan provides an overall framework for development of the
County and protection of its natural and cultural resources. The goals and policies
contained in the Countywide General Plan are applicable throughout the County.
Unincorporated territory not covered by an adopted community plan is subject to the
specifications of the Land Use Diagram and Circulation Plan Diagram contained in the
Countywide General Plan.
Development in Placer County is guided by the goals and policies of the General Plan.
These guidelines are developed consistent with the General Plan. Transportation Studies
must address General Plan requirements to demonstrate that projects are consistent with
the plan. An inconsistency with the General Plan is ground for rejecting a project or
requiring an amendment to the plan. Appendix A contains a selection of relevant
transportation goals and policies.
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Community/Area Plan Policies
Community and Area Plans provide a more detailed focus on specific geographic areas
within the unincorporated County. A Community or Area Plan is a policy-level document
that establishes anticipated land uses; however, it is usually a generalized plan. The goals
and policies contained in the Community and Area Plans supplement and elaborate upon,
but do not supersede, the goals and policies of the Countywide General Plan.
Unincorporated territory covered by a Community/Area Plan is subject to the specifications
of the land use and circulation plan diagram contained in the applicable community plan.
Transportation Studies must address Community/Area Plan requirements, where applicable.
Placer County has 15 Community/Area Plans with individual policy documents. The
following documents can be found on the County’s CDRA website:

• Alpine Meadows General Plan

• Auburn/Bowman Community Plan

• Foresthill Divide Community Plan

• Granite Bay Community Plan

• Colfax General Plan

• Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan

• Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Community Plan

• Martis Valley Community Plan

• Meadow Vista Community Plan

• Ophir General Plan

• Sheridan Community Plan

• Squaw Valley General Plan

• Sunset Area Plan

• Tahoe Basin Area Plan

• Weimar/Applegate/Clipper Gap
General Plan

Specific Plans
A Specific Plan is a comprehensive planning and
zoning document for a defined geographic region of
the County. A Specific Plan includes detailed analysis
supported by robust data (e.g., number of units,
anticipated trips, acres of impact, etc.). It implements
the General Plan by providing a special set of
development standards applied to a particular
geographic area. The following adopted Specific Plan
documents can be found on the County’s Community
Development website:

• Bickford Ranch Specific Plan

• Placer Ranch Specific Plan
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• Placer Vineyards Specific Plan
• Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan

• Regional University Specific Plan

• Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan

Transportation Planning Documents
The County and TRPA have adopted many transportation planning documents. These
documents define the vision for Placer County’s transportation network, in compliance with
the applicable planning documents listed above. Local transportation planning documents
include:

• Linking Tahoe: Active Transportation

• Placer County Capital Improvement

• Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan

• Placer County Short Range Transit Plan

Plan

• Resort Triangle Transportation Plan

Program (CIP)

• Tahoe Transportation District Short
Range Transit Plan

• Tahoe Truckee Area Regional Transit
(TART) Systems Plan

Regional transportation planning documents include:

• 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS)
(Sacramento Area Council of Government, 2019)

• Linking Tahoe: 2020 Regional Transportation Plan (TRPA, 2021)

• Placer County 2040 Regional Transportation Plan (Placer County Transportation
Planning Agency [PCTPA] 2019).

Additionally, Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans could affect projects near local airports.
For projects near the State Highway System, the transportation analyst should also consult
with Caltrans. Applicable planning documents may include:
•

Transportation Analysis Framework (TAF), First Edition, Evaluating Transportation
Impacts of State Highway System Projects (Caltrans 2020)

•

Transportation Analysis Under CEQA (TAC), First Edition, Evaluating Transportation
Impacts of State Highway System Projects (Caltrans 2020)

•

Interim Local Development and Intergovernmental Review (LD-IGR) Safety Review
Practitioners Guidance (Caltrans December 2020), which provides guidance
about safety analysis for projects on or near the California State Highway System.
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•

Vehicle Miles Traveled-Focused Transportation Impact Study Guide (Caltrans May
20, 2020), which provides guidance about Caltrans review of VMT analysis for
projects on or near the California State Highway System.

Is the Project Exempt From CEQA?
Certain projects are exempt from CEQA review either through an act of the State
Legislature (i.e., statutory exemption) or because the project is generally considered not to
have potential impacts on the environment (i.e., categorical exemption). CEQA
exemptions are listed in the CEQA Guidelines Section15260-15333). Project applicants
should review potential statutory and categorial exemptions and coordinate with County
CDRA staff to determine if any of these exemptions apply to the proposed project. If a
project is exempt from CEQA but meets one or more of the triggers for a Transportation
Study, the study would only include LTA components.

Types of Projects That Require a Transportation
Study
County CDRA and DPW staff will determine the need for a Transportation Study in
conformance with CEQA and County policies. The following types of projects, which involve
development in and around Placer County and affect the County’s transportation system,
may require a Transportation Study:

• Transportation infrastructure modification or expansion, including CIP projects on
County roads and state highways.

• Land use entitlements requiring discretionary approval by Placer County, which

include General Plan amendments, Community/Area Plans and any amendments,
Specific Plans and any amendments, zoning changes, conditional use permits, minor
use permits, parcel maps, variances, design review permits, tentative maps, etc.

• Land use activity that is inconsistent with the Linking Tahoe: 2020 Regional
Transportation Plan.

• Land use activity advanced by agencies other than Placer County that is subject to
the County’s review under state and federal law.

• Land use activity advanced by agencies other than Placer County that is
inconsistent with the County’s General Plan.
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If the project falls into one of the categories listed above, the project parameters below will
inform whether a Transportation Study is required.

Does the Project Require a Transportation Study?
Unless waived by the County, a Transportation Study is required when a project requires a
permit application which is subject to discretionary approval and any one of the following
conditions is met:

• The project has the potential to create a significant environmental impact under
CEQA that has not previously been addressed in a certified CEQA document, as
determined by County staff.

• The project will substantially alter physical or operational conditions on a County
roadway, bikeway, sidewalk, or other transportation facility.

• The project may affect roadway safety.
• The project generates a significant percentage of heavy vehicle trips.
• The project has the potential to generate 110 or more new passenger vehicle trips
per day.

If a Transportation Study is required, either by CEQA, County, or TRPA policies, the scope of
the Transportation Study will depend on the location and size of the proposed project, the
prevailing conditions in the surrounding area, and the technical questions being asked by
decision makers and the public. County staff may determine additional triggers for study
requirements due to location, project complexity, local transportation system complexity,
and other factors.
If a project is consistent with the applicable planning documents and generates less than
200 new passenger vehicle trips per day, the Transportation Study scope may be
substantially reduced in consultation with County DPW staff.
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Chapter 2: Process Overview
This section provides an overview of the process to develop and review a Transportation
Study.

Who Is Involved?
The project applicant will be responsible for funding the Transportation Study and selecting
the consultant. Transportation Studies must be prepared under the supervision of a qualified
professional who has specific training and experience in preparing transportation analysis.
Transportation analysts may include licensed traffic engineers, licensed civil engineers, or
transportation planners. The qualified professional must possess the ability to forecast,
interpret transportation data, and evaluate transportation needs for the development and
roadway system.
Transportation Studies will be reviewed by Placer County CDRA and DPW staff. Placer
County also has a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with TRPA. The MOU delegates
authority to Placer County staff to review many projects within the Tahoe Basin in
accordance with the TRPA Regional Plan and Code of Ordinances. Some projects will also
be reviewed by TRPA. 3
If a project will affect facilities controlled by another jurisdiction, such as Caltrans,
incorporated cities, other counties, Union Pacific Railroad, etc., coordination with that
agency may be required. Placer County staff can provide guidance and contact
information for other jurisdictions.

3

These projects are specified in the MOU:
Projects and matters that meet one of the following criteria shall be reviewed and approved by TRPA:
A) All development within the Shorezone of Lake Tahoe;
B) All development within the Conservation and Backcountry District;
C) All development within the Resort Recreation designation; and
D) All development requiring Scenic Quality Review in the Shoreland Levels 3 through 6 Rating per TRPA
Code
E) All development requiring an Environmental Impact Statement per Chapter 3 of TRPA Code of
Ordinances;
F) All development meeting the criteria in the following table:
Regional Center
Town Center
Not in Center
Residential
≥ 100,000 sq. ft.
≥ 50,000 sq. ft.
≥ 25,000 sq. ft.
Other
≥ 80,000 sq. ft.
≥ 40,000 sq. ft.
≥ 12,500 sq. ft.
(All measurements are new building floor area.)
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Although transportation analysts and reviewers will sometimes have different perspectives,
all parties involved in the process should adhere to established engineering ethics and
conduct all analysis and reviews objectively and professionally.

Summary of Process
The following summarizes the typical
process for completing a
Transportation Study in Placer County.
During this process, the project
applicant and/or their qualified
professional may request a meeting or
conference call with County staff to
clarify study requirements or
comments received on the draft
study. It is critical that the
transportation analyst coordinate with
County staff continuously throughout
the planning process to ensure that
the County’s requirements are met.

Step 1: Pre-Development Meeting
The first step in processing a new development application in the unincorporated areas of
Placer County is requesting a Pre-Development Meeting through Environmental
Coordination Services (ECS), a department of the Community Development Resource
Agency (CDRA). A Pre-Development Meeting is mandatory for all projects requiring a
Conditional Use Permit, Subdivision (over four lots), General Plan Amendment, Rezone, or
Specific Plan and optional for any other project type where an applicant would like
structured staff assistance with the application and permitting process. Applicants must fill
out the Pre-Development Meeting Request Form (available on the County’s CDRA website:
https://www.placer.ca.gov/2484/Application-Forms) and submit it along with a detailed
project description, conceptual site plan, and the required fee to ECS. At the PreDevelopment Meeting, County staff will provide the applicant with detailed checklists from
all relevant divisions and departments which specify the technical information and special
studies, including requirements for a Transportation Study, necessary to submit a formal
application
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County staff may request additional information from the project applicant regarding the
transportation characteristics of the proposed project to determine the type and extent of
analysis that is needed. If the proposed project is modified in any way, the scope of work
and study area may require modification at the County’s discretion.

Step 2: Confirm Study Requirements
The transportation analyst will coordinate with County DPW and CDRA staff on the
requirements of the Transportation Study. The transportation analyst will review the
preliminary project parameters in Chapter 1 of these Guidelines and determine the extent
of analysis that is required. County staff shall be consulted to confirm the extent of the study
area and overall scope of the study.
The proposed scope of the study will be submitted to Placer County staff for review and
comment. The County will either provide an email confirming the scope of the study or
identify revisions to the proposed scope of the study. The transportation analyst may request
a meeting or conference call to clarify the scoping comments and establish requirements.

Step 3: Prepare Study & Submit Draft
The transportation analyst will prepare a Draft Transportation Study consistent with the
requirements established in Steps 1 and 2 and the procedures outlined in these Guidelines.
The Draft Transportation Study will be submitted to Placer County for review. The County will
provide written comments on the draft study.

Step 4: Finalize Study
The transportation analyst will address all County comments and produce a Final
Transportation Study. A record identifying how each comment was addressed shall also
accompany the Final Transportation Study. County staff will review the Final Transportation
Study and provide written comments again, if needed. Steps 3 & 4 will iterate, until the
County’s comments are addressed and resolved sufficiently. The project applicant’s
consultant and/or County staff will prepare the environmental document and conditions of
approval incorporating the findings of the Final Transportation Study.
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Chapter 3: Scope of the Study
If a Transportation Study is required, either by CEQA, County, or TRPA policies, the scope of
the Transportation Study will depend on the location and size of the proposed project, the
prevailing conditions in the surrounding area, and the technical questions being asked by
decision makers and the public.

Major Components of the Study
The extent and complexity of a Transportation Study can vary greatly. Most Transportation
Studies will include a CEQA Impact Assessment and a Local Transportation Assessment, as
illustrated in Figure 1. The CEQA Impact Assessment is intended to cover most, but not all,
topics on Placer County’s CEQA checklist for transportation. For projects within the Tahoe
Basin, this assessment will also encompass Article VII requirements. The Local Transportation

Transportation Study

CEQA Impact Assessment
• VMT
• Multi-Modal Plan Consistency
• Hazards & Safety

Local Transportation Assessment
• Off-Site Traffic Operations
• Safety
• On-Site Circulation

Figure 1: Major Components of a Transportation Study
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Assessment is intended to cover topics of importance that are not addressed under CEQA
or Compact Article VII.

Study Area
Defining a geographic study area needs to be done through a process that results in
substantial evidence that supports the study area delineation. The boundary should extend
as far as any potential transportation impact might occur, including across jurisdictional
boundaries. The study area should be viewed as the “area of influence” of a specific
project. Careful consideration of all modes and facilities (i.e., transit, pedestrian, bicycle,
vehicle, rail crossings, etc.) is required when selecting the study area. The extent of the study
area for the Transportation Study should be determined based on consultation with County
DPW staff (see Step 2 in the Process Overview) and the following guidance:

• If the project is of statewide, area-wide, or of regional significance as defined in

Section 15206 of the CEQA Guidelines, then the study area shall consider highways
and rail facilities within 10 miles of the project site.

• For potential impacts to VMT, the analysis tools used should be capable of estimating
VMT using the full length of trips, without truncating at jurisdictional or other
boundaries.

• For potential impacts to pedestrian facilities, the study area should include
pedestrian facilities within a minimum of ½-mile of the project site.

• For potential impacts to bicycle facilities, the study area should include bicycle
facilities within a minimum of two miles of the project site.

Additional facilities may be studied based on circumstances unique to the project or site.
Applicants should consult with the County early regarding any additional study locations
based on local or site-specific issues, especially those related to pedestrians, bicycles, and
transit.

Analysis Scenarios
The Transportation Study may include the transportation analysis scenarios listed below.

Baseline (Existing) Conditions

• Baseline Conditions represented by transportation conditions for all travel modes in
the study area based on recent field observations. Traffic volumes for roadway
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analysis should be based on recent count data. The baseline for CEQA Impact
Assessment shall be identified consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a).

• Baseline Plus Project Conditions represented by project changes to baseline

transportation conditions for all travel modes in the study area. Traffic volume
forecasts for roadway analysis should reflect baseline conditions plus traffic
generated by the proposed project. For re-use or conversion projects outside of the
Tahoe Basin, this will involve accounting for any existing use of the site that remains or
will be discontinued up to six years prior to release of the project’s notice of
preparation. Within the Tahoe Basin, existing or previous use of the site should be
defined as within the TRPA Code of Ordinances Subsection 65.2.3.F, Previous Use,4
except where the former six-year determination can be applied for the CEQA
analysis.

Near-Term Conditions

• Near-Term Conditions represented by changes to baseline transportation conditions
for all travel modes in the study area resulting from approved, but not yet
constructed, projects. Near-Term analysis is not required by CEQA or Compact
Article VII. However, it may be requested by the County for the LTA when multiple
projects are proposed in the same geographic area. Traffic volume forecasts for
roadway analysis should reflect existing conditions plus growth due to approved
development. This scenario may be skipped if the study area has limited approved
developments that have not been constructed, as determined by County staff.

• Near-Term Plus Project Conditions represented by changes to the Near-Term

conditions caused by the proposed project. This scenario may be skipped if the
Near-Term scenario is not required.

Cumulative (Future) Conditions

• Cumulative No Project Conditions represented by transportation conditions for all

travel modes in the study area and planned land use development to
accommodate population and employment growth anticipated by the cumulative
horizon year. In most cases, the project site will likely be vacant under this scenario. In
some cases, though, this scenario may need to account for any existing uses on the
site that could continue and potential increases in development allowed by

4

TRPA Code of Ordinances Subsection 65.2.3.F, Previous Use:
The most recent permanent use in the project area that existed for more than 90 consecutive days of
operation within the 60 months preceding submission of a complete application to TRPA for review of a
change in operation. Uses which have received CTRPA or TRPA approval but have not operated for 90
consecutive days within the previous 60 months, shall not be recognized as previous uses. A use that
regularly operated fewer than seven days per week shall have operated for 13 consecutive weeks within
the previous 60 months to constitute a previous use.
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ministerial approvals only. This scenario may be skipped if the project is consistent
with the County General Plan and/or Community/Area Plan, as determined by
County staff.

• Cumulative Plus Project Conditions represented by cumulative conditions, as defined

above, plus changes to these conditions caused by the proposed project. This
scenario needs to account for whether the project is changing any existing or
planned land uses on the site. This scenario may be skipped if the project is
consistent with the County General Plan and/or Community/Area Plan; or if the
project’s cumulative traffic growth was already analyzed in a previous Transportation
Study.

Most isolated or small projects consistent with the General Plan or other applicable planning
document will be required to complete only the Baseline Conditions analysis. Larger
projects and projects near other proposed development projects may be required to
analyze both Baseline and Near-Term Conditions. Cumulative Conditions analysis is typically
required for projects that are proposing rezoning or General Plan, Community/Area Plan, or
Specific Plan changes.
Additional analysis scenarios may be required in the traffic impact analysis dependent on
project conditions and setting. For example, other scenarios may be needed to test phasing
or other interim conditions, at the discretion of the County.
In some instances, a larger development will be built in phases. If the Transportation Study
fully addresses development phasing and a subsequent phase or project is consistent (land
use, transportation network, etc.) with the larger development plan, subsequent phases will
generally not require supplemental Transportation Studies.

Analysis Time Periods
The determination of analysis time periods will depend on the travel modes and type of
project being evaluated. For non-auto travel modes, the analysis may include daily, peak
period, or peak hour conditions. For roadway analysis, the analysis time period should be
informed by County General Plan and/or Community/Area Plan policies or other standards.
For example, some Community/Area Plans have specified peak hour vehicle LOS
standards. These may include weekday a.m., midday, and p.m. peak hours as well as
Saturday midday or p.m. peak hours. Final determination shall be made in consultation with
County staff.
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Based on the land use of the proposed project and upon consultation with County staff,
most studies should analyze transportation conditions during the peak hour of the following
typical commute time periods:

• Typical Weekday (24 hours)
• Weekday morning peak (7:00 – 9:00 a.m.)
• Weekday evening peak (4:00 – 6:00 p.m.)
For some projects, the County may substitute or require additional peak hour analysis for the
following time periods:

• Typical Weekend Day (24 hours)
• Weekday afternoon peak (2:00 – 4:00 p.m.), e.g., near schools
• Friday evening peak (5:00 – 7:00 p.m.), e.g., areas of high weekend destination travel
such as eastern Placer County

• Weekend midday peak (11:00 a.m. – 1:00 p.m.), e.g., areas of high weekend

destination travel such as eastern Placer County, a retail-heavy commercial corridor,
etc.

• Weekend evening peak (4:00 – 7:30 p.m.), e.g., areas of high weekend destination
travel such as eastern Placer County

In addition to time periods, the County may identify an appropriate season for analysis. For
example, a project associated with winter alpine sports in eastern Placer County may
require data reflecting peak winter recreational activity. Projects located in the Tahoe Basin
will also have requirements related to compliance with TRPA analysis expectations as
specified in the Code of Ordinances, PIA Framework, forthcoming TRPA Traffic Study
Guidelines, and supporting documents and processes.
The determination of study time periods for the Transportation Study should be made
separately for each proposed project based upon the peaking characteristics of projectgenerated traffic, location, and peaking characteristics of the adjacent street system and
land uses. The time period(s) that should be analyzed will depend on whether the study is
used to size transportation infrastructure or identify potential environmental impacts. Final
determinations should be confirmed with Placer County DPW staff.
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Project analysis time periods are intended to capture frequently reoccurring transportation
conditions. Transportation analysis is not intended to capture special events or holiday
conditions, unless those conditions affect how the transportation system is designed,
operated, or maintained.

Consultation With Other Jurisdictions
If the study area overlaps with other jurisdictions, the transportation analyst must consult with
other jurisdictions to verify study locations and to specify the criteria that should be used in
the Transportation Study for these locations. County staff can facilitate consultations, if
desired. Section 15086 of the CEQA Guidelines shall be followed as the basis for satisfying
consultation requirements.
As noted above, Placer County also has an MOU with TRPA. Many projects within the Tahoe
Basin will be reviewed by Placer County staff under authority delegated by TRPA as
described in the MOU. Consultation with TRPA staff may be necessary or appropriate as
part of that review.
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Chapter 4: CEQA Impact
Assessment
As stated previously, a Transportation Study may include two components: CEQA Impact
Assessment (including Article VII requirements for projects in the Tahoe Basin) and the Local
Transportation Assessment. This section describes the major components of the CEQA
Impact Assessment, including VMT assessment, consistency with applicable planning
documents, and hazards assessment. This section is not intended to cover all aspects of
Placer County’s CEQA Checklist for transportation or TRPA’s Initial Environmental Checklist.
Topics such as emergency access are assessed elsewhere under CDRA’s review process.

CEQA Impact Assessment Criteria
Per the Placer County CEQA checklist, a project may have a significant transportation
impact on the environment if it would:
a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy, (except Level of Service)
addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and
pedestrian facilities
b. Substantially increase hazards to vehicle safety due to geometric design features
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)
c. Result in inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses
d. Result in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) which exceeds an applicable threshold of
significance, except as provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 subdivision
(b)
The significance criteria set forth in these guidelines have been developed consistent with
the Placer County modified Appendix G checklist questions to evaluate potential project
impacts, including temporary impacts associated with construction activities. Table 1 lists
the criteria to be applied in assessing transportation-related CEQA impacts; that is, the
project would result in significant CEQA impacts if it would trigger any of the listed criteria.
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Table 1: CEQA Significance Criteria
Significance Criteria

Analysis

Component

VMT
Impacts

Roadway

• The project would result in a VMT-related impact per the
applicable threshold of significance presented in Table 2 of
these Guidelines and VMT impact analysis results.

Transit Service
and Facilities

• The project physically disrupts an existing transit service or
facility or interferes with implementation of a planned
transit service or facility.
• The project results in increased travel time for buses that
adversely affect on-time performance.
• The project results in increased transit ridership demand
that results in passenger loads that exceed vehicle loading
standards.
• The project results in increased potential for safety conflicts
involving transit vehicles and other modes of travel.

Bicycle
Multi-Modal Facilities
Plan
Consistency

• The project physically disrupts an existing bicycle facility or
interferes with implementation of a planned bicycle facility.
• The project results in a significant increase in bicyclists on a
facility that does not have adequate bicycle facilities, such
that conflicts between bicyclists and other travel modes
are likely to increase.

Pedestrian
Facilities

• The project fails to provide accessible and safe pedestrian
connections between buildings and to adjacent streets
and transit facilities.
• The project physically disrupts an existing pedestrian facility
or interferes with implementation of a planned pedestrian
facility.
• The project results in an increased presence of vehicles
and/or pedestrians on a facility that does not have
adequate pedestrian facilities, such that conflicts between
pedestrians and other travel modes are likely to increase.

General Plan
Consistency

• The project conflicts or creates inconsistencies with
General Plan policies, except an LOS policy.
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Table 1: CEQA Significance Criteria
Analysis

Component

Significance Criteria
• The project would create a condition that does not meet
current design standards.

Hazard &
Safety
Impact

Roadway
Design and
Users

State Highway
Facilities

• The project would substantially increase hazards to vehicle
safety due to geometric design features (e.g., sharp curves
or dangerous intersections)
• The project introduces incompatible users (e.g., farm
equipment) to a roadway or transportation facility not
intended for those users.
• The project results in queuing at off-ramps resulting in slow
or stopped traffic past the off-ramp gore point.
• Project is determined to negatively affect safety of the
State highway facilities.

VMT Assessment
Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (a), VMT is the most appropriate metric for
evaluating transportation impacts. This section describes the VMT metrics, methodology,
and significance criteria for evaluating VMT impacts for projects in Placer County.
VMT refers to the amount and distance of vehicle travel attributable to a project. VMT
generally represents the number of vehicle trips generated by a project multiplied by the
average trip length for those trips. For CEQA transportation impact assessment, VMT shall be
calculated using the origin-destination VMT method, which accounts for the full distance of
vehicle trips with one end from the project.
VMT does not directly measure traffic operations but instead is a measure of network use or
efficiency, especially if expressed as a function of population or employment (i.e., VMT per
capita). VMT tends to increase as land use density decreases and travel becomes more
reliant on the use of automobiles due to the long distances between origins and
destinations. VMT can also serve as a proxy for impacts related to energy use (fuel
consumption), air pollution emissions, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, safety, and
roadway maintenance. The historical use of VMT in environmental impact analysis is to
estimate mobile air pollution emissions, GHG emissions, and energy consumption.
These Guidelines present direction for assessing VMT impacts for land development projects
within Placer County in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 and TRPA
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requirements. This section addresses several aspects of VMT impact analysis, and is
organized as follows:

• Screening Criteria: Screening criteria are intended to quickly identify when a project

should be expected to cause a less-than-significant VMT impact without conducting
a detailed study (see CEQA Guidelines §15063, subdivision (c)(3)(C); 15128; and
Appendix G).

• Significance Thresholds: Significance thresholds define what constitutes an

acceptable level of VMT and what is considered a significant level of VMT requiring
mitigation. Selection of metrics and thresholds are governed in Section 21099(b)(1) of
CEQA and in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7.

• Analysis Methodology: These are the procedures and tools for producing VMT
forecasts to use in the VMT impact assessment.

• Mitigation: Projects that are found to have a significant VMT impact based on the

County’s significance thresholds are required to implement mitigation measures to
reduce impacts to a less than significant level (or to the extent feasible). The
Guidelines contain a suite of potential mitigation measures to reduce VMT.

Placer County and TRPA have worked to harmonize VMT assessment for CEQA and Article
VII as much as feasible; however, some differences remain. Projects within the area of the
Tahoe Basin that is within Placer County will need to meet both the requirements identified
for CEQA by Placer County and for Article VII by TRPA.

Project Categories
Placer County has a considerable amount of land currently planned for development but
not yet in the construction phase. Potential projects can be categorized as follows:

• Category 1: Projects within a previously approved Specific Plan
• Category 2: Projects within a previously approved Community/Area Plan
• Category 3: All other projects
Appendix B contains ECS’s draft guidance to project applicants for what VMT analysis may
be required for projects in each of these situations. Projects that are wholly consistent with
their land use entitlements will require no further CEQA analysis. Similarly, projects that are
consistent with a previously approved Community/Area Plan that included a VMT analysis in
their environmental review meeting current analysis requirements would require no further
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VMT analysis. There are currently two plans that included a VMT analysis: the Sunset Area
Plan and the Tahoe Basin Area Plan.
However, projects that result in
substantial changes to an approved
Specific Plan, are in a
Community/Area Plan that did not
include a SB 743 compliant (or, for
projects in the Tahoe Basin, TRPAcompliant) VMT analysis, or are
inconsistent with or outside of a
previously approved
Community/Area Plan will be
required to analyze potential VMT
impacts. For Specific Plan
amendments, if additional VMT analysis is warranted, the modified project proposal will be
evaluated against the anticipated VMT allocated with the Specific Plan Area land use
entitlements for the project site or against the County’s adopted VMT thresholds, as
determined by County staff.

Screening Criteria
Screening criteria can be used to quickly identify whether sufficient evidence exists to
presume a project will have a less than significant VMT impact without conducting a
detailed study (see CEQA Guidelines §15063, subdivision (c)(3)(C); 15128; and Appendix G).
However, each project should be evaluated against the evidence supporting that
screening criteria to determine if it applies. Projects meeting at least one of the criteria
below can be presumed to have a less than significant VMT impact, absent substantial
evidence that the project will lead to a significant impact.
The transportation analyst shall prepare a VMT analysis or assessment for all land
development projects, except for those that meet at least one of the following criteria
outlined below. A project that meets at least one of the screening criteria below can be
presumed to have a less than significant VMT impact due to project characteristics and/or
location and complete VMT analysis would not be required. Placer County DPW staff should
be consulted to verify that the less than significant VMT impact presumption is appropriate.
The following screening criteria are applicable for projects in unincorporated Placer County
for CEQA purposes. Refer to Appendix C for screening criteria justification. TRPA has
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established similar, but slightly different, screening criteria Article VII purposes. These criteria
can be found in the adopted PIA Framework and are summarized below. These screening
criteria are subject to revision due to future changes in technical data, policies, guidelines,
or statutes.

• Small Projects: Defined as a project that generates 110 average daily vehicle trips or
880 daily VMT or fewer in western Placer County or 1425 VMT or fewer in eastern
Placer County on a typical day.

The types of projects that generate under 880/1425 daily VMT in western and eastern
Placer County respectively, based on data from the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual 5 and Placer County trip length data, include
the following:

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

17 or fewer single family dwelling units
22 or fewer multi-family dwelling units
10,000 square feet or less of office uses
22,200 square feet or less of light industrial uses
63,200 square feet or less of warehouse uses

• Affordable Housing: Defined as a project consisting of deed-restricted affordable

housing in unincorporated Placer County, as well as Workforce and Below Market
Rate Housing in eastern Placer County, including the Tahoe Basin.
Below Market Rate housing refers to properties that are leased or sold at prices that
are below the current market rate, as determined by CDRA staff. This includes deedrestricted housing and housing that is affordable by design such as multi-family
housing. Such units may, or may not, feature deed-restrictions that limit occupancy
to income qualifying households (i.e., income-restricted).
Workforce Housing is included in the criteria because it is designed to be accessible
to households that include members of the local workforce. Workforce housing may
or may not be rented or sold at below market rates. Workforce housing may serve a
range of household income levels. Income levels targeted for workforce housing,
however, are often limited to those who do not otherwise qualify for subsidized rental
or for-sale housing, but who may still have difficulty affording market rate housing.
Further definition and explanation of the applicability of housing products which
may be eligible for these criteria can be found in Appendix C.
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• Local-Serving Non-Residential Development: Defined as projects consisting of localserving non-residential uses, unless substantial evidence indicates the project would
generate a potentially significant level of VMT. Local-serving uses in western Placer
County are generally less than 50,000 square feet; however, substantial evidence
may be used to establish whether a project over that size is local-serving. Localserving uses in eastern Placer County are generally less than 20,000 square feet
except for grocery stores and medical uses which are generally less than 40,000
square feet. Examples of local-serving uses include:

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

General retail
Grocery store
Restaurant or bar

▪
▪
▪

Laundry or dry cleaners

▪

Personal services (barber or
salon)

▪

Bank or financial services
Medical or dental services
Gym, health club, fitness
studio
Public schools or
community college

▪
▪
▪
▪

Childcare center
House of worship
Library
Civic center or community
center
Police or fire station
Government support facility
Community park
Post office
Utility facilities (water, sewer,
communication, etc.)

• Projects in Low VMT-Generating Area: Defined as a project that is located in a VMT

efficient area based the Placer VMT Estimation Tool (discussed below) or similar
methodology. The project must be consistent in size and land use type (i.e., density,
mix of uses, transit accessibility, etc.) as the surrounding built environment.

• Recreational Amenities: Defined as a project that provides additional recreational

opportunity for existing residents and visitors. Recreational amenities supplement
existing recreational opportunities, without significantly increasing recreational
demand. If the proposed recreational amenity project is not constructed, the
resident or visitor would likely substitute a different local recreation opportunity. These
are often (but not required to be) accessory uses to a larger recreational destination.
Accessory uses are generally defined as uses that do not change the character of
the larger recreation destination (e.g., not a ski or beach resort).

• Seasonal Recreation: Defined as a recreational project that does not operate yeararound. Seasonal recreation projects often operate for a limited period and may
reoccur each year. To qualify for screening under VMT, the seasonal amenity must
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fall below the annualized VMT of the small project screen, as defined above. For
example, the VMT of a small winter sports operation may be considered less than
significant if the project generates fewer than 110 daily trips or 880 daily VMT (West
Placer) or 1425 daily VMT (East Placer) when averaged over the course of a year
(annualized).

• Active Transportation and Transit: Defined as projects involving active transportation
such as bicycle paths, walking paths or sidewalks or transit would provide for
alternatives to passenger vehicle usage and therefore can be determined to
provide a net decrease in VMT.

Inside the Tahoe Basin, for Article VII purposes, the screening requirements specified within
TRPA Code of Ordinances Subsection 65.2.3.D, Screened from Additional Transportation
Impact Assessment, apply. These determinations should be made using methodologies as
specified in TRPA’s guidance.

• Affordable, Moderate, or Achievable Housing: Affordable housing that is 100 percent
deed-restricted affordable, moderate, or achievable and meets the requirements of
Subsection 52.3.4, Affordable, Moderate, and Achievable-Income Housing.

• Projects Generating Low VMT: Projects will be screened from further transportation
analysis using the following vehicle miles travelled calculations:

◦

1,300 in-Basin VMT within Town Centers and the half-mile buffer around them.

◦

715 in-Basin VMT in all other areas.

• Transportation Projects: Any of the following projects: Bicycle, pedestrian, and transit
projects (excluding mobility hubs).

Subject to DPW staff confirmation, a project may be presumed to have a less than
significant VMT impact if it meets one or more of the above screening criteria unless other
substantial evidence exists that would indicate the project would generate a potentially
significant level of VMT.

Significance Thresholds
Projects that do not have a less than significant VMT impact presumption based upon the
criteria set forth above must include a detailed analysis of the project’s VMT impact in their
Transportation Study. The recommended CEQA VMT metrics and significance thresholds for
Placer County are described by land use type in Table 2. Refer to Appendix C for threshold
justification and a definition of each VMT metric. Projects that exceed these thresholds
would have a significant VMT impact. The additional Article VII metrics and thresholds for
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projects inside the Tahoe Basin are described by land use type in Table 3. Refer to the PIA
Framework for threshold justification and a definition of each VMT metric. Projects within the
Tahoe Basin required to do a more detailed analysis will be required to evaluate the
impacts of the project in accordance with the guidance provided for both CEQA and
Article VII, as provided in the two below table(s). Findings of significance will be determined
separately based on each agency’s adopted criteria.

Table 2: CEQA VMT Thresholds of Significance by Project Type
Land Use/ Project Type

Recommended Threshold for Determination of a Significant
Metric1
Transportation VMT Impact2

Residential

VMT per
resident

Office Employment
Industrial/ Agricultural
Employment
Hotel/ Campground

Work VMT per
employee

•

15% below unincorporated County baseline (for
projects in western Placer County)

•

15% below eastern County baseline (for projects in
eastern Placer County)

VMT per room
or per site

Commercial Retail
Recreation Destination3

Total VMT

Zero net increase

Transportation
Notes:
1. Recommended metric is specified, but other metrics can be utilized, at the discretion of DPW. Refer to
Appendix C for definition of recommended metrics.
2. Projects that exceed these thresholds would have a significant VMT impact. Refer to Appendix C for threshold
justification. The threshold value should be established using same methodology used for analysis of the
project. The unincorporated County baseline for western Placer County refers average VMT metric for the
area west of Donner Summit, excluding Sugar Bowl Ski Resort and Serene Lakes. The eastern County baseline
refers to the average VMT metric for the areas east of Donner Summit, including Sugar Bowl Ski Resort and
Serene Lakes.
3. DPW staff will determine if a project is a Recreation Destination or Recreational Amenity.
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Table 3: TRPA Code of Ordinances VMT Thresholds of Significance by Project Type
(Projects in the Tahoe Basin only)
Land Use/ Project Type

Metric1

Threshold for Determination of a
Significant Transportation VMT Impact2

Commercial

Total VMT

No net unmitigated VMT

Public Service

VMT per public service use

15% below existing sub-regional
average VMT

Recreation -- Campgrounds

Evaluated on a case-by-case
Evaluated on a case-by-case basis3
basis3

Recreation – Other Uses

Total VMT

No net unmitigated VMT

Residential Uses

VMT per resident

15% below existing sub-regional
average VMT per resident

Tourist Accommodation Units
VMT per TAU
(TAUs)

15% below existing sub-regional
average VMT per TAU

Notes:
1. Specified in TRPA Code of Ordinances Subsection 65.2.3.G, VMT Metrics. Refer to the PIA Framework and TRPA
Traffic Study Guidelines for metric definitions.
2. Specified in TRPA Code of Ordinances Subsection 65.2.3.E, Screened from Additional Transportation Impact
Assessment. Projects that exceed these thresholds would have a significant VMT impact. Refer to the PIA
Framework for threshold justification.
3. Determined by DPW and TRPA.

These thresholds are subject to revision due to future changes in policies, guidelines, or
statutes. Cumulative analysis may be required for projects that use absolute analysis metrics
(i.e., total VMT or net change in VMT). Projects that use efficiency metrics, such as
VMT/capita, VMT/resident, VMT/employee, or VMT per TAU, may not be required to analyze
cumulative VMT impacts. As stated in the OPR Technical Advisory, “A project that falls
below an efficiency-based threshold that is aligned with long-term goals and relevant plans
has no cumulative impact distinct from the project impact.” In some cases, the cumulative
VMT effects of a project may be less than the existing VMT, due to improved land use mix in
the study area. In such cases, cumulative VMT may be addressed qualitatively with
substantial evidence.
In eastern Placer County, limitations in current analysis tools may make determination of
CEQA thresholds difficult. The Other Methodologies section below provides further
discussion of these limitations and alternative analysis methods.

Analysis Methodology
If VMT analysis is required, a variety of analysis methodologies are available for use,
including the Placer VMT Estimation Tool, the forthcoming TRPA PIA Tool, various travel
forecasting models, and/or qualitative assessments. The transportation analyst shall consult
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with DPW staff to determine which methodology is most appropriate given the location and
characteristics of the proposed project.
For projects within the Tahoe Basin, the forthcoming TRPA Traffic Study Guidelines will
provide guidance on selection of an appropriate methodology and should be followed.

Placer VMT Estimation Tool
Placer County has developed the Placer VMT Estimation Tool for use on residential, office,
and industrial development projects in Western Placer County. The interactive web-based
tool estimates a project’s VMT metrics based on the VMT performance of adjacent existing
development. The Tool is based on data from the regional travel demand model. The
Placer VMT Estimation Tool may be used to assist in determining whether a project qualifies
for screening (i.e., if the project is in a low-VMT generating area) and/or to assess a
proposed project’s VMT impact.
In order to use the Placer VMT Estimation Tool, the project must be generally consistent in
size and land use type (i.e., density, mix of uses, transit accessibility, etc.) with the
surrounding built environment. Placer County CDRA and/or DPW staff must verify that the
project meets this condition for a project applicant to utilize the Placer VMT Estimation Tool.
Projects that meet this condition are not required to use the Placer VMT Estimation Tool and
may elect to input the project into a valid local or regional travel forecasting model.
The Tool and associated documentation are available upon request from DPW staff.

TPRA Project Impact Assessment (PIA) Tool
TRPA is developing the PIA Tool to estimate VMT and VMT impacts for residential and other
projects within the Tahoe Basin. This interactive web-based tool will be driven by data from
the TRPA Activity-Based (AB) Model. This tool will be available upon request from TRPA staff.

Travel Forecasting Models
Projects that do not qualify for screening or the Placer VMT Estimation Tool may use a valid
local or regional travel forecasting model to prepare VMT estimates. For projects in the
Tahoe Basin, applicants should use the forthcoming TRPA Traffic Study Guidelines to
determine when the PIA Tool or another methodology should be used. Travel forecasting
model options include but are not limited to the SACOG SACSIM 19 activity-based travel
forecasting model, the Tahoe AB Model, Town of Truckee travel forecasting model, SACMET
travel forecasting model, and SPRTA travel forecasting model. Note that within eastern
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Placer County outside the Tahoe Basin, model coverage is limited, and other
methodologies (discussed in the next section) will likely be required.
When applying a travel forecasting model, the transportation analyst shall review the model
to ensure it provides accurate and meaningful results. Based on national guidance
contained in the NCHRP Report 765, Analytical Travel Forecasting Approaches for ProjectLevel Planning and Design (Transportation Research Board, 2014), the travel forecasting
model should meet the following expectations:

• A travel forecasting model should be sensitive to those policies and project
alternatives that the model is expected to help evaluate.

• A travel forecasting model should be capable of satisfying validation standards that
are appropriate to the application.

• Project-level travel forecasts, to the extent that they follow a conventional travel

model, should be validated following the guidelines of the Travel Model Validation
and Reasonableness Checking Manual, Second Edition from FHWA. Similar
guidelines are provided in NCHRP Report 716.

• The model should be subject to frequent recalibrations to ensure that validation
standards are continuously met.

The transportation analyst shall review the travel demand model to ensure that the travel
forecasting model meets the following criteria to be deemed acceptable for use in VMT
impact assessment:

• Completed calibration and validation within the past 5 years – recent calibration

and validation is essential for ensuring the model accurately captures evolving
changes in travel behavior. Per NCHRP Report 765, “The model should be subject to
frequent recalibrations to ensure that validation standards are continuously met.”

• Demonstrated sensitivity to VMT effects across demographic, land use, and

multimodal network changes – validation reporting will be checked for static and
dynamic tests per the 2017 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines for Metropolitan
Transportation Planning Organizations (CTC, 2017) and Travel Model Validation and
Reasonableness Checking Manual, Second Edition, (TMIP, FHWA, 2010). The model’s
validation in the study area should be verified for each forecast time period (i.e.,
daily, a.m. peak hour, p.m. peak hour, etc.) and for each mode analyzed. The
model trip length information and VMT estimates should also be compared to
available data to verify accuracy.
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• Capable of producing both “project-generated VMT” and “project effect on VMT”

estimates for the project – both metrics may be required for complete VMT analysis.
Project-generated VMT is useful for understanding the VMT associated with the trips
traveling to/from a project site. The ‘project’s effect on VMT’ is more essential for
understanding the full influence of the project since it can alter the VMT generation
of neighboring land uses.

• Capable of producing regional, jurisdictional, and project-scale VMT estimates –

VMT analysis for air quality, greenhouse gases, energy, and transportation impacts
requires comparisons to thresholds at varying scales.

• Capable of accounting for full trip lengths for VMT calculations – The OPR Technical

Advisory states that lead agencies should not truncate any VMT analysis because of
jurisdictional or model boundaries. The intent of this recommendation is to ensure
that VMT forecasts provide a full accounting of project effects.

• Reasonable land use or socioeconomic forecasts – Models are used to forecast

travel demand for a specific horizon year (e.g., 20 years). The land use and
socioeconomic forecasts need to match the horizon year and be based on
reasonable market conditions that reflect past and future development trends for
the specific study area. Additionally, the model needs to include any reasonably
foreseeable development projects.

Whichever model is selected should be used to: (1) establish the baseline VMT without the
project, (2) establish the applicable VMT impact significance threshold value, and (3)
analyze the project. The travel forecasting model should be run both without and with the
project, and model outputs should be processed for comparison according to the
thresholds presented in Table 2 or Table 3. For project types where the project-generated
VMT is compared to the baseline average, the analyst shall apply the same method to
process model outputs to obtain the appropriate VMT per capita metric. For project types
where the threshold is based on total VMT, the total VMT for the area shall be produced
using the same process both under “without project” and “with project” conditions. This will
ensure an apples-to-apples comparison of the baseline VMT condition and the project’s
VMT estimates when conducting the VMT impact assessment and applying the appropriate
VMT threshold, consistent with guidance presented in the Technical Advisory.
The resulting VMT values shall be compared to the appropriate threshold in Table 2 or Table
3 to determine whether the project results in a significant CEQA transportation impact due
to VMT.
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Other Methodologies
Other methodologies may be particularly useful in eastern Placer County outside of the
Tahoe Basin, which is not covered well by any of the travel forecasting models discussed
above. The SACOG SACSIM and SACMET models use one traffic analysis zone (TAZ) for the
entire area, which is insufficiently detailed to estimate VMT for land uses within the area; the
Truckee model only covers a small portion of the area and does not model the full day; and
neither the SPRTA model nor the TRPA model include the area. Because of these limitations,
determining baselines for eastern Placer County CEQA analysis may be difficult.
As VMT analysis techniques continue to evolve, other methods, data sources, and
approaches may be acceptable to conduct VMT analyses for CEQA documents. For
example, VMT estimates developed using travel data from surveys, mobile devices, and
credit card transactions may be appropriate in certain circumstances. Also, qualitative
assessments supported by substantial evidence may be acceptable.
A qualitative assessment of VMT is a compilation of substantial evidence that describes why
the project would or would not have a significant impact on VMT. Qualitative assessments
may be used for projects that have unique characteristics that cannot be accurately
analyzed in the Placer VMT Estimation Tool, TRPA PIA Tool, or travel forecasting models.
Qualitative assessments can include economic or market analysis, socioeconomic or
demographic data, or other substantial evidence to support the significance finding.
Whichever methodology is selected, it is important that the same method, data source, or
approach is used for all aspects of the VMT analysis to establish an “apples-to-apples”
comparison between thresholds, project VMT estimates, and VMT reduction estimates,
consistent with guidance presented in the OPR Technical Advisory.
When using these other methodologies, the applicant should consult early with DPW staff to
ensure the planned approach will answer questions likely to arise during review.

Mitigation
If a project would result in VMT levels that exceed the thresholds identified in Table 2 or
Table 3, the project would have a significant transportation VMT impact. The significant VMT
impact must be mitigated by reducing the project’s VMT to the extent feasible. Typically,
VMT is reduced by implementing strategies that achieve one of the following:
•

Reducing the number of automobile trips generated by the project or by the residents
or employees of the project (i.e., trip generation).

•

Reducing the distance that people drive (i.e., trip length).
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Site-specific strategies that reduce single occupant automobile trips or reduce travel
distances are called transportation demand management (TDM) strategies. Placer County
will require TDM strategies for projects that meet the triggers outlined in the County’s Trip
Reduction Ordinance (TRO) or require mitigation for VMT impacts. TRPA will similarly require
mitigation for projects that exceed VMT thresholds.
There are several resources for
determining the reduction in VMT
due to TDM measures such as
California Air Pollution Control
Officers Association (CAPCOA)
Quantifying Greenhouse Gas
Mitigation Measures (CAPCOA,
2010). The project applicant should
coordinate with the County CDRA
and/or DPW staff to determine
appropriate VMT reduction
strategies and methods for
calculating their effectiveness.
Table 4 below contains a list of potential mitigation strategies that can be considered. The
substantial evidence and effectiveness of each mitigation measure is dependent on the
land use context and other factors that should be considered prior to selecting mitigation
measures.
The forthcoming TRPA Traffic Study Guidelines and PIA Tool will also provide guidance for
selection of mitigation strategies and should be used for projects within the Tahoe Basin.

847

Table 4: Examples of Potential VMT Mitigation Measures
Category

Project Changes

Parking

Transit

Commute Trip
Reductions

Shared Mobility

Neighborhood
Enhancement

Measure

•

Locate the project in an area of the region that already exhibits low VMT.
Locate the project near transit
Increase project density
Increase the mix of uses within the project or within the project’s
surroundings
Increase connectivity and/or intersection density on the project site
Increase access to common goods and services, such as groceries,
schools, and daycare
Incorporate affordable housing into the project

•
•
•
•

Limit parking supply
Unbundle parking costs
Provide parking cash-out programs
Price workplace parking

•
•
•
•
•

Improve or increase access to transit
Reduce transit headways
Implement neighborhood shuttle
Provide partially or fully subsidized transit passes
Provide incentives or subsidies that increase the use of modes other than a
single-occupancy vehicle

•
•
•

Implement a commute reduction program
Provide telework options
Provide on-site amenities at places of work, such as priority parking for
carpools and vanpools, secure bike parking, showers and locker rooms,
and bicycle repair services
Employer or association-sponsored vanpool, circulator, or shuttle
Rideshare program
Provide a guaranteed ride home service to users of non-auto modes

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•

Provide car-sharing, bike sharing, and ride-sharing programs
Shift single occupancy vehicle trips to carpooling or vanpooling by
providing ride-matching services or shuttle services
Other shared mobility devices
School carpool program

•
•
•
•
•

Orient the project toward transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities
Improve pedestrian or bicycle networks
Include secure bike parking and showers
Traffic calming
Shared use paths

•
•

To be effective mitigation measures, TDM strategies must have sufficient evidence to
quantify the level of VMT reduction that a strategy could achieve for a given project site
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and land use context. Generally, with each additional measure implemented, a VMT
reduction is achieved, but the incremental benefit of VMT reduction may diminish.
Additional data may be needed to quantify the effects of combining TDM strategies and
their effectiveness for a given project and land use context. Analysts should consider the
available substantial evidence at the time a study is prepared to determine the most
appropriate approach for CEQA review. The project applicant should coordinate with the
County CDRA and/or DPW staff to determine appropriate VMT reduction strategies to
consider and the appropriate method for calculating their effectiveness.
Additional mitigation measures may become acceptable as project applicants and
agencies continue to innovate and find new ways to reduce vehicular travel. For example,
the Technical Advisory notes that because VMT is largely a regional impact, regional VMTreduction programs (e.g., VMT bank/exchange programs) may be an appropriate form of
mitigation.

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts
Projects that have a significant impact that cannot be mitigated to a less than significant
level must provide a detailed statement of overriding considerations and findings to support
these considerations in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 and 15093.

Multi-Modal Plan Consistency Assessment
The Transportation Study shall evaluate the project’s potential adverse effects on
transportation facilities and services related to vehicles, transit, bicycles, and pedestrians.
The evaluation should consider whether the project would physically disrupt an existing
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facility or service. Similarly, the evaluation should determine
whether the project would interfere with the implementation of a planned transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian facility or service. This effort will require identifying and mapping existing and
planned facilities, and then determining whether the proposed project would cause any
changes to those facilities.
Specific analytical topics related to transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities that should be
included in a CEQA impact assessment are further described below.

Transit Analysis
The transit analysis shall include a description of existing transit facilities nearby and how the
project could affect transit facilities and service. The description and analysis of transit
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facilities will vary for each project depending on the existing and planned transit service
and ridership in the project area. At a minimum, the Transportation Study should provide the
following information:

• A qualitative description of transit service in the project area, including local bus
service, regional bus or rail service (such as Amtrak), or shuttle service, where
provided.

• A map showing fixed-route transit service within two miles of the project site.
• Information on route operations, including hours of operations, time between stops

of transit vehicles (headways), vehicle capacities, and load factors (i.e., a capacity
analysis based on passenger counts).

• Information on transit stops near the project site, such as bus stop locations, bus turnouts, shelters, benches, etc.

Project effects on the transit system should be evaluated in consideration of system
performance standards established by the transit operator, and may include the following:

• Increased potential for disruption of existing transit service or interference with the
implementation of a planned transit facility.

• Increased travel time for buses that could adversely affect on-time performance.
• Increased transit ridership demand that results in passenger loads that exceed
vehicle loading standards.

• Increased potential for safety conflicts involving transit vehicles and other modes of
travel.

If the project has an impact on transit, feasible mitigation measures must be identified. The
project applicant and transportation analyst should coordinate any identified transit
improvements with Placer County Transit, Tahoe Truckee Area Regional Transit, and/or
Sacramento Regional Transit (SacRT).
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For example, the project
should consider transit priority
treatments when the analysis
determines on-time
performance is adversely
affected. The project should
consider accommodating
transit stops to serve existing
or proposed transit services,
including those identified in
an applicable Short Range
Transit Plan, Community/Area
Plan, Specific Plan, Transit
Systems Plan, and/or Regional Transportation Plan for the study area.
The project applicant should coordinate with Placer County Transit, Tahoe Truckee Area
Regional Transit, and/or SacRT, as applicable, to determine additional or upgraded transit
stop amenities.

Bicycle Analysis
The description and
analysis of bicycle
facilities will vary for each
project depending on the
availability and usage. It is
expected that urban and
suburban locations and
recreational areas will
have more pedestrian
and bicycle travel
facilities and will require
more detailed analysis
than rural locations. At a
minimum, the Transportation Study should provide the following information:

• A map showing existing and planned bicycle facilities in the study area.
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• A description of different bicycle facility types. The Placer County Regional Bikeway
Plan should be consulted for a description of the facility types.

• A discussion of bicycle and pedestrian access between the project site, nearby

transit stops, and land uses that generate a high number of pedestrians or bicyclists.

• A qualitative discussion based on observations of bicycle and pedestrian activity in
the study area and at study area intersections.

• A description of bicycle parking in the project vicinity, which may include location,
type and usage of bicycle parking (racks, lockers, etc.).

• Graphics showing pedestrian and bicycle volumes in the study area and/or at study
area intersections, if available.

Project effects on existing and proposed bicycle facilities should be reviewed in
consideration of the following:
•

Bicycle analysis should primarily focus on bicycle connectivity, bikeshed analysis,
presence of adequate facilities, etc. For example, the project results in a significant
number of bicycle trips on a roadway that does not have adequate bicycle
facilities, such that there may be a potential for increased conflicts between
bicyclists and other modes of travel.

• Conflict or interfere with implementation of bicycle projects identified in the Placer
County Regional Bikeway Plan and/or applicable Community/Area Plan.

• On-site bike parking supply and provision of end-of-trip support facilities.
The project should construct or reserve space for any planned bicycle facility that is
identified in the Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan, TRPA Active Transportation Plan, or
applicable Community/Area Plan or Specific Plan that would be used by project traffic so
that the project supports (and does not interfere with) the future implementation of a
planned bicycle facility.
The project should also consider upgrading existing adjacent bicycle facilities by adding
upgraded treatments (such as green bike lane paint, buffers, etc., where appropriate) to
accommodate an increase in bicycle demand and address potential multi-modal conflicts
between vehicles and bicycles.
TRPA provides the Active Transportation Plan Checklist for Consideration of Active
Transportation Policies to ensure project applicants consider and include active
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transportation programs and facilities into projects where applicable. This may be required
for certain projects.

Pedestrian Analysis
The Transportation Study should include a qualitative description of existing pedestrian
facilities in the project vicinity. This would consist of identifying the location of sidewalks, any
existing gaps in pedestrian travel networks, and the level of usage.
Pedestrian analysis should primarily focus on pedestrian connectivity, walkshed analysis,
presence of adequate facilities, etc. For example, would the project result in a significant
increase in additional pedestrian trips where there is a lack of adequate pedestrian facilities
(i.e., sidewalk, trail, crosswalk, etc.) to support those trips.
The project should construct sidewalks to close sidewalk gaps adjacent to the project site.
The project should construct or reserve space for any planned pedestrian facility that is
identified in the TRPA Active Transportation Plan or applicable Community/Area Plan or
Specific Plan that would be used by project traffic. The project should consider adding
traffic calming and pedestrian-related signal timing changes (such as pedestrian hybrid
beacons, leading pedestrian interval signal timing, etc.) to accommodate an increase in
pedestrian demand on roadways and intersections adjacent to the project site and
address potential multi-modal conflicts between pedestrians and other modes of travel.
The TRPA Active Transportation Plan Checklist described above may also apply for
pedestrian facilities.

Additional Considerations
Particular attention should be made to roadway or intersection widening improvements
that address vehicle traffic flow. These improvements may increase pedestrian/bicycle
crossing times or increase the potential for vehicle and pedestrian/bicycle conflicts, in
addition to potentially inducing vehicle travel that should be accounted for in the CEQA
VMT impact assessment. Consideration should also be given to how a project affects
accessibility between each travel mode and the surrounding land uses.
For some projects, more detailed quantitative multi-modal analysis may be required. In
these cases, the methodology shall be selected in consultation with County staff.
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Hazards & Safety Assessment
The Transportation Study should identify any transportation hazards or safety concerns within
the project’s study area, consistent with CEQA. The project site plan should be reviewed for
the following:
• The project would create a condition that does not meet current design standards.
• The project would substantially increase hazards to vehicle, bicycle, or pedestrian
safety due to geometric design features (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections).
• The project introduces incompatible users (e.g., farm equipment) to a roadway or
transportation facility not intended for those users.
Additionally, Caltrans has issued interim guidance on safety review for the State Highway
System. The transportation analyst should coordinate with DPW and Caltrans staff to identify
any additional areas of safety analysis required for the project. If applicable, analysis of
freeway interchanges should include analysis of off-ramp queuing. Transportation Studies
should normally document changes in off-ramp maximum queues and propose mitigation
for queues that spill back onto the freeway mainline or exacerbate queues that already or
are projected to spill back beyond the gore point onto the freeway mainline.
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Chapter 5: Local Transportation
Assessment
This chapter provides the analysis procedures for conducting the LTA of the Transportation
Study for land development projects in Placer County. The methodology presented in this
section includes analysis of off-site traffic operations, safety, and on-site circulation.

Off-Site Traffic Operations Assessment
This section describes the traffic operations analysis methodologies, procedures, and
standards. Off-site traffic operations must be analyzed to demonstrate consistency with LOS
policies contained in the Placer County General Plan and other applicable documents.

Traffic Operations Data Collection
Accurate data is essential to achieve a high level of confidence in transportation analysis
results. Existing traffic conditions data should be collected using the guidelines set forth in
Table 5.
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Table 5: Baseline Conditions Data Collection Protocol
Data Set

Procedure

Peak period
turning
movement
counts

Collect data for all study intersections on a Tuesday, Wednesday, or
Thursday during weeks without holidays, large special events, or heavy
construction in the study area that results in temporary travel pattern
shifts. Typically, autumn or spring days without rain and when school is in
session are preferred.
• Consult with the County to determine if adjustments are
necessary to account for seasonal variation in traffic volumes.
• Traffic counts shall not be used if more than two years old at study
initiation. If available, County counts may be used but the traffic
counts must be adjusted to reflect current year traffic volumes
and patterns.
• Bicycles and pedestrians should be included in all counts where
bicycle/pedestrian activities are present.
• Some projects may require vehicle classification or occupancy
counts. Consult with the County on a case-by-case basis.
Alternative data collection procedures may be considered for projects
that have unique temporal or seasonal travel characteristics. The County
may also consider utilization of traffic count estimates from mobile device
data vendors.

Roadway
geometrics

Document existing geometrics from a combination of aerial
photography, as-built plans, and site visits.

Travel time and
speed

Only as necessary. Collect data using a floating car survey or through
speed data provided by a mobile device data vendor.

Signal timing

Request timing from the County and other operating agencies such as
Caltrans or adjacent local jurisdictions. Verify timing in the field.

Collision data

Obtain County data from DPW staff and Statewide Integrated Traffic
Records System (SWITRS) through the local California Highway Patrol or
through the following Web site: www.chp.ca.gov/switrs. For study areas
that include state highway facilities, collision data should be requested
from Caltrans Traffic Accident Surveillance and Analysis System (TASAS)
branch.

Mode split

Summarize daily and peak hour mode split from study area or
communities adjacent to study area. Data sources could include the
Census journey-to-work survey, the SACOG household travel survey, or
other available surveys.

Map existing transit routes serving the study area and identify stops,
Transit routes and service hours, and levels of use. Document amenities (benches, shelters,
use
bicycle parking, etc.) available at transit stops and centers within ¼-mile
of non-residential projects and a ½-mile of residential projects.
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Table 5: Baseline Conditions Data Collection Protocol
Data Set

Procedure

Bicycle and
pedestrian
facilities

Map existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities within the study area
(include sidewalks, crosswalks, signal heads, push buttons, related signing
and striping). Document barriers, deficiencies and high-pedestrian
demand land uses including schools, parking, senior housing facilities,
and transit stops or centers. Consider using evaluation tools such as
www.walkscore.org or similar tools to quantify walkability.

In addition, the following information may be necessary in calibrating the traffic analysis
tools used to analyze traffic operations.

• If the project is a redevelopment project with existing uses in operation at the time

that the transportation data is collected and the proposed project will terminate the
existing use, the trips associated with the existing use should be calculated by
conducting driveway counts at all existing site driveways. The site trips should then
be distributed to the study intersections and subtracted from the intersection traffic
counts to represent the traffic volumes that would be present if the existing use were
not in operation.

• Observations of maximum vehicle queues during the study period
It is strongly recommended that the transportation analyst conduct field reconnaissance to
support the documentation of existing conditions in the study area.
Generally, a Transportation Study is applicable as long as the traffic volumes in the vicinity
of the project have not changed significantly. After two or more years of inactivity, DPW
may require the applicant to conduct a supplemental Transportation Study.

Roadway Network Description
The Transportation Study shall provide a map that shows the project site and identifies
transportation facilities in the study area. The Transportation Study shall provide a brief
description of the study area roadways near the site. At a minimum, the Transportation
Study should state the number of travel lanes, direction of travel, the extents of each
roadway, posted speed limits, and the relation to the project site. The Transportation Study
can also describe typical street cross-sections and other aspects of the streets such as onstreet parking, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, median treatment, speed limit, etc. For
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State Highway facilities, the latest available traffic counts near the project site should also
be reported 6.
Where relevant, a Transportation Study should document roadway features such as sight
distance, intersection lane configurations, presence of closely spaced or offset driveways or
intersections, and/or uneven lane utilization.

Trip Generation
Project applicants may be required to submit a vehicle trip generation estimate that
identifies the number of new daily and peak hour vehicle-trips added by the proposed
project to confirm whether the project would meet the trigger for a Transportation Study.
This initial vehicle trip generation estimate may also be used during the scoping of a
Transportation Study as described in these guidelines.
The vehicle trip generation estimation for all new or proposed development projects shall
include the summation of primary trips and diverted linked trips. Figure 2 illustrates trip types
relevant to trip generation and the difference between the total trips generated by the
project versus new trips added by the project.
The estimation of new trips generated by the proposed development project may include
credit for trips associated with existing uses on the site. Existing uses are typically those
actively present on the project site at the time data is gathered for the Transportation Study.
The final estimate of new daily and peak-hour trips associated with a proposed
development project should represent the net contribution of the proposed project.
Trip generation analysis should follow guidance contained in the ITE Trip Generation
Handbook. 7 Most projects may use trip generation data from the most recent version of the
ITE Trip Generation Manual 8. If the data in the Trip Generation Manual is insufficient, trip
generation analysis should be based on rates derived from local empirical data, following
guidance in the Trip Generation Handbook. If multiple trip generation rate sources exist, the
study shall provide a comparison and use the rates that best reflect local conditions and
applicable regulatory constraints.

6

Refer to the Caltrans Performance Measurement System (PeMS) website or other relevant sources.

7

Trip Generation Handbook, 3rd Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington, D.C., 2014
Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington, D.C., 2017

8
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TRPA also provides the TRPA Trip Table, which contains trip generation information pertinent
to the unique land uses within the Tahoe Basin. The guidance in that document should be
followed for projects in the Tahoe Basin.
Figure 2: Trip Generation

The project trip generation rate should not be based solely on one nearby or similar land
use facility, unless approved by DPW staff. The sample used for non-standard trip generation
rates shall include at least three similar facilities in Placer County or neighboring jurisdictions
with similar characteristics, unless approved by DPW staff.
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If the study involves comparable sites located in other communities, the applicant must
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the County that the sites and uses to be studied are
reasonably equivalent to the site and use proposed within the County.
The final trip generation rates used for the project should be a weighted average of the
various trip generation rates available. A tabular summary of the final trip generation rate
calculation shall be provided.

Traffic Operations Analysis
Vehicle traffic operations analysis shall be analyzed using standard or state-of-the-practice
procedures consistent with the latest edition of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM)
published by the Transportation Research Board. This traffic operations analysis will result in
an evaluation of LOS conditions at specified intersections, roadways, and State Highway
facilities within the Study Area. This LOS analysis will primarily be used to determine local
roadway improvements, and per Public Resource Code §21099, subdivision (b)(2), will not
constitute a significant impact on the environment under CEQA.

Analysis Parameters
Analysis parameters (e.g., signal phasing, conflicting pedestrian volumes, etc.) for Baseline
and Baseline Plus Project conditions shall be based on field measurements taken during
traffic count collection or field observation. Near-Term and Cumulative scenarios may
require modifications to represent changes anticipated over time.
For new study intersections and under cumulative conditions, Table 6 provides guidance on
state-of-the-practice procedures. Consult with the County regarding other analysis
parameters not listed in Table 6.
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Table 6: Analysis Parameter Recommendations
Parameter

Recommendation

• Use measured average PHF for the intersection obtained through
Peak hour factor
(PHF)

traffic data collection for baseline and near-term scenarios. For
cumulative scenarios and baseline conditions where peak hour
factors are not available, refer to the most recent HCM.

• If a simulation model is used for analysis, the PHF should be applied for
the peak 15-minute period. For the remaining analysis periods, if used,
the volume should be adjusted to match the total hourly volume.

Conflicting
pedestrians for
Should be based on existing pedestrian counts or observations.
signalized
Otherwise, refer to the most current version of the HCM to determine the
intersections and amount of pedestrian activations per cycle into appropriate categories.
roundabouts

Traffic signal
cycle lengths

Replicate existing cycle length and phasing (e.g., leading left turns) when
possible for Baseline and Near-Term conditions. For new signals and
Cumulative conditions, optimize the cycle length based on traffic
demand and ensure that minimum pedestrian crossing times are satisfied
per the most recent version of the California Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices (MUTCD).

Heavy truck
percentages

Based on the existing heavy-truck percentage and adjusted to account
for future planned development. In general, heavy-truck percentages
should be greater on truck routes and main thoroughfares than on local
streets. Minimum recommended value is 2%.

Analysis Tools and Methods
Traffic operations analysis for state highways and local roadways shall be conducted using
tools and methods approved by Placer County DPW staff. The following section identifies
traffic operations software programs that have been vetted by County staff.

Signalized Intersections
Traffic operations at signalized intersections shall be analyzed using standard or state-of-thepractice procedures consistent with the latest edition of the HCM. At isolated intersections
that are not heavily congested, deterministic methods that apply HCM equations for each
intersection in isolation can be used. There are several software packages that use
deterministic methods such as Synchro, Vistro (previously called Traffix), and Highway
Capacity Software (HCS). Generally, Placer County DPW utilizes Synchro for intersection
traffic operations analysis, but other tools or methods (including Vistro and HCS) may be
used upon receiving approval from DPW staff.
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For intersections that are closely spaced, have a unique geometry, experience high-levels
of multi-modal interaction (i.e., high-levels of pedestrian, bicycle, or transit vehicle volumes
interacting with automobiles), or are part of a congested corridor, microsimulation analysis
should be performed. Additional information about microsimulation benefits and the
selection of the appropriate microsimulation software is provided in the Microsimulation
Analysis section below.

Unsignalized Intersections
Traffic operations at unsignalized intersections (all-way stop, side-street stop, and
roundabout intersections) shall be analyzed using standard or state-of-the-practice
procedures consistent with the latest edition of the HCM.
Operational analysis should be reported as follows:

• Roundabouts: Delay and corresponding level of service reported for the entire
intersection as an average value.

• All-way stop intersections: Delay and corresponding level of service reported for the
entire intersection as an average value.

• Side-street stop intersections: Delay should be calculated as an overall weighted

average for movements that yield the right-of-way with the corresponding level of
service reported.

The software packages and methods described for signalized intersections also apply to
stop-controlled intersections. The SIDRA Intersection software may also be considered for
analyzing operations at roundabouts. The LOS for roundabouts shall be determined using
the HCM delay LOS thresholds for unsignalized intersections.
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The Transportation Study
shall include a signal
warrant analysis consistent
with methodologies
outlined in the most recent
California Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (MUTCD) for
unsignalized intersections
that operate (or are
projected to operate) at
an LOS that does not meet
County standards as
determined by LOS policy(s) in the Placer County General Plan and/or an applicable
Community/Area Plan. The applicable MUTCD signal warrants shall be determined in
consultation with Placer County DPW Transportation staff.

Microsimulation Analysis
The County may require the use of microsimulation modeling for congested conditions as
recommended by the HCM. Since microsimulation tools can simultaneously evaluate
vehicle interactions across a complete network (including the interaction of multiple travel
modes, such as automobiles, bicycles, pedestrians, and transit vehicles), they can provide a
more complete understanding of traffic operating conditions during peak congested
periods and what may happen when a specific bottleneck is modified or eliminated.
Microsimulation can also more accurately evaluate intersections with unique characteristics
or in congested systems because the method accounts for how intersections within a
system interact with one another. For example, if a vehicle queue extends from an
intersection and blocks a different intersection, microsimulation will account for that
condition, whereas deterministic methods that apply the HCM in isolation will not.
Microsimulation should also be considered when determining required turn lane storage if
the transportation analyst believes deterministic methods are not producing reasonable
maximum or 95th percentile queue lengths. There are several microsimulation software
packages to consider, such as SimTraffic (which is a module of Synchro) and Vissim. It is
recommended that the method and software proposed for use is coordinated with County
DPW staff as part of the study initiation process.
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State Highway System Analysis
In Placer County, the analysis of state highways could include nearby freeways, multi-lane
arterials and highways, and two-lane highways. Freeway analysis will typically include basic
freeway segments, ramp junctions, weaving sections, and ramp terminal intersections. HCM
methods shall be used for basic freeway segments, ramp junctions, and ramp terminal
intersections, but Caltrans has alternative analysis methods for weaving sections as defined
in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM Section 504.7). The Caltrans District 3 traffic
operations branch should be consulted before beginning any analysis of the State Highway
System.
In analyzing ramp terminal intersections, the transportation analyst should consider that
these intersections are closely spaced in most cases and operate as an integrated set
versus as isolated locations. Analysis of freeway interchanges should include off-ramp
queuing spillbacks onto freeway mainline. Transportation Studies should normally document
changes in off-ramp maximum queues and propose mitigation for queues that spill back
onto the freeway mainline or exacerbate queues that already or are projected to spill back
beyond the gore point onto the freeway mainline. Freeway interchange analysis should be
coordinated with Caltrans.

Roadway Segment Analysis
Vehicle traffic flow on local roadway segments in urban and suburban areas is generally
dictated by the traffic operations at intersections. However, traffic demand on roadway
segments should be evaluated for the purpose of appropriately sizing roadways. Planninglevel documents may report existing and forecasted average daily traffic (ADT) values and
compare them to roadway capacity standards, based on state of the practice
methodologies.
If required by DPW staff, Transportation Studies should include project-level roadway
segment analysis if the project has the potential to exceed the capacity of the roadway
segment and the roadway is not yet constructed to its full cross section, as identified in a
planning level document. Roadway segment analysis at the project level should utilize the
methodologies contained in the latest version of the HCM. The analysis will be used to
determine if the project triggers a planned roadway improvement and to assist in logical
implementation of roadway improvements.
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Methodology of Assessment
Placer County strives to achieve traffic conditions on the County roadway network that are
consistent with the level of service (LOS) policies shown in the Placer County General Plan,
Community/Area Plans, and Specific Plans. However, the County acknowledges that some
roadways and intersections may operate just within or below the County’s LOS policies. This
results in limited available roadway and/or intersection capacity for small increases in traffic
volumes without causing traffic conditions that are inconsistent with County LOS policies.
The Placer County General Plan and some Community/Area Plans and Specific Plans
further acknowledge the need to balance LOS goals with other community values, and in
some cases establish less robust LOS targets in some communities to minimize roadway
expansion, encourage multi-modal travel, and reduce long-term maintenance and
operations costs.
Additionally, the County has established the Impact Analysis Methodology of Assessment
memorandum, contained in Appendix D. The memo describes Placer County’s
methodology of assessment for traffic operations. The methodology should be applied in
conjunction with the applicable LOS standards described in applicable planning
documents.

Off-Site Intersection Improvements
When a project is responsible to address a traffic operations deficiency as described
above, the Transportation Study should consider the effect of feasible TDM or trip reduction
measures on vehicle delay at intersections before considering physical capacity
enhancements. If the CEQA impact assessment determines the project would have a
significant VMT impact requiring mitigation, the TDM or trip reduction measures identified as
mitigation should be considered and included in the LOS analysis.
If physical improvements to the roadway network are necessary to address an LOS
deficiency, the transportation analyst should refer to the County’s CIP to determine if the
required improvements are funded through the County’s Traffic Mitigation Fee Program or
other regional fee programs. If the improvements are required for the Cumulative Plus
Project scenario only and are already included in the CIP, payment of the fee may be
considered the project’s fair share towards the needed improvements.
If the required improvements are not addressed in a fee program, the transportation analyst
shall consider the following improvements and recommend a feasible improvement.
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Signalized Intersections

• Signal Timing Improvements/Signal Modifications:
◦

Types of signal improvements that can be considered are:

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Updating signal split times
Transit signal priority improvements
Right turn overlap phasing
Signal phasing changes
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) improvements

• Adding or lengthening a turn lane:
◦

◦

Considerations for intersection improvements:

▪

Left Turn Lane:

▪
▪

◦

9

When considering intersection improvements for circulation, access, and
safety for all modes, factors that should be considered include, but are not
limited to, conflicting pedestrian movements, existing and proposed bicycle
facilities, transit priority, protected or permissive turn movement phasing,
number of lanes, speed of prevailing traffic and expected queue lengths.

No Existing Left-Turn Lane: If the project adds traffic to an individual left turn
movement causing the total number of peak hour left turns to exceed 100,
consider adding a left turn lane.9
Existing Single Left-Turn Lane: If the project adds traffic to an individual left turn
movement causing the total number of peak hour left turns to exceed 300,
consider adding a second left turn lane.

Right Turn Lane:

▪

No Existing Right-Turn Lane: If the addition of a right turn lane will not
negatively affect other roadway users, will maintain a comfortable roadway
environment, AND the project adds traffic to an individual right turn
movement causing the total number of peak hour right turns to exceed 300,
consider adding a right turn lane.

FHWA, Signalized Intersections: Informational Guide, August 2004. This source also provides additional
factors which can be used to determine the need of a single left turn lane or additional left turn lanes
including, left-turn volumes on the major and minor approaches, number of lanes, and vehicles per hour.
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◦

Lengthening a Turn Pocket:

▪

If the project adds traffic to a turning movement and causes the 95th
percentile queue to exceed the available turn pocket length, consider
lengthening the turn pocket.

• If the addition of turn lanes or signal timing improvements/modifications are

insufficient to offset the project’s impact on traffic operations, additional through
travel lanes may be considered under the following conditions:

◦
◦
◦
◦

The additional through travel lanes are consistent with the ultimate roadway
cross section identified in the County General Plan and/or applicable
Community/Area Plan or Specific Plan
The widening would not substantially increase the potential for vehicle and
pedestrian/bicycle conflicts
The widening would not substantially affect pedestrian/bicycle safety for travel
through the intersection
The additional travel lanes secondary effects on VMT (i.e., induced travel) should
be considered as part of the CEQA impact assessment

Unsignalized Intersections

• Considerations for intersection improvements:
◦

When considering intersection improvements for circulation, access, and safety
for all modes, factors that should be considered include, but are not limited to,
conflicting pedestrian movements, existing and proposed bicycle facilities, transit
priority, number of lanes, speed of prevailing traffic and expected queue lengths.

• Constructing a roundabout or traffic signal at an all-way stop-controlled intersection:
◦
◦
◦

If the project causes the operations at an all-way stop-controlled intersection to
degrade, perform an intersection control evaluation that includes an MUTCD
signal warrant analysis and a roundabout LOS analysis.
Prepare a roundabout conceptual layout (prepared by a consultant
qualified/experienced in roundabout design) to determine the geometric
impact of a roundabout.
Coordinate with the Placer County DPW staff on appropriate intersection control
improvement. Staff may request additional lifecycle safety and mobility analysis.

• Improvements to a roundabout intersection:
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◦

◦
◦

If the project causes the operations at a roundabout intersection to degrade,
determine improvements to the roundabout to reduce vehicle delay, such as
metering traffic during peak hours, adding a right turn bypass lane, or multilane
segments within the roundabout.
If these improvements are insufficient, perform an intersection control evaluation
that includes an MUTCD signal warrant analysis to determine whether the
intersection is a candidate for signalization.
Coordinate with the Placer County DPW staff on appropriate intersection control
improvement. Staff may request additional lifecycle safety and mobility analysis.

Safety Assessment
Transportation safety is an ongoing focus for Placer County. The County maintains a collision
data analysis system that is updated and reviewed on an annual basis. Through the
County’s safety program, locations for detailed engineering investigations are identified
and improvements to facilitate safe travel for all modes are implemented on a regular
basis, if necessary.
The transportation analyst shall consult with DPW staff to determine if the project would
affect a location that is currently the subject of a detailed safety investigation (or an
investigation completed in the last 3 years that identified continued evaluation). If a safety
evaluation is determined to be necessary with the project, the Transportation Study should
indicate whether the proposed project would adversely impact safety, safety actions, or
safety projects identified in an applicable transportation safety plan/analysis. If so, the
project applicant should coordinate with DPW staff to determine appropriate
improvements, if necessary.

On-Site Circulation Assessment
A detailed site review is required for every project that triggers a Transportation Study.
Consideration should be given to the following qualitative and quantitative reviews and
summarized in the Transportation Study:

• Existence of any current traffic issues in the project area that may affect access

to/from the project site or on-site circulation, such as unique or non-standard
roadway, intersection or driveway configurations, vehicle queuing that impact site
access, multi-modal conflicts, etc.
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• Project site design includes frontage improvements consistent with County
requirements.

• Applicability of context-sensitive design practices compatible with adjacent
neighborhoods or other areas that may be impacted by the project traffic.

• Proximity of proposed site driveway(s) to other driveways or intersections.
• Adequacy of the project site design to fully satisfy truck loading demand on-site,
when the anticipated number of deliveries and service calls may exceed 10 per
day.

• Adequacy of the project site design to provide sufficient storage for 95th percentile
queues at project driveways.

• Adequacy of the project site design to convey all vehicle types.
• Adequacy of on-site vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian circulation and provision of
safe pedestrian paths from residential areas to school sites, public streets to
commercial and residential areas, and the project site to nearby transit facilities.

• Project site design resulting in inadequate emergency access or response times.
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Appendix A – Relevant General
Plan Goals and Policies
This appendix lists relevant goals and policies from the Placer County General Plan that
apply to the development of a Transportation Study. Refer to the Placer County General
Plan for a full list of transportation goals and policies. The transportation analyst should refer
to the Community/Area Plan and/or Specific Plan for additional policies, if applicable.
Streets and Highways – Goal 3.A: To provide for the long-range planning and development
of the County’s roadway system to ensure the safe and efficient movement of people and
goods.
Policies:
3.A.1

The County shall plan, design, and regulate roadways in accordance with the

functional classification system described in Part I of this Policy Document and reflected in
the Circulation Plan diagram.
3.A.2

Streets and roads shall be dedicated, widened, and constructed according to the

roadway design and access standards generally defined in Section 1 of this Policy
Document and, more specifically in community plans, specific plans, and the County’s
Highway Deficiencies Report (SCR 93). Exceptions to these standards may be considered
due to environmental, geographical, historical, or other similar limiting factors. An
exception may be permitted only upon determination by the Public Works Director that
safe and adequate public access and circulation are preserved.
3.A.3

The County shall require that roadway rights-of-way be wide enough to

accommodate the travel lanes needed to carry long-range forecasted traffic volumes
(beyond 2010), as well as any planned bikeways and required drainage, utilities,
landscaping, and suitable separations. Minimum right-of-way criteria for each class of
roadway in the County are specific in Part I of this Policy Document.
3.A.7

The County shall develop and manage its roadway system to maintain the following

minimum levels of service (LOS), or as otherwise specified in a community or specific plan.
a. LOS C on rural roadways, except within one-half mile of state highways where
the standard shall be LOS D.
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b. LOS C on urban/suburban roadways except within one-half mile of state
highways where the standard shall be LOS D.
c. A LOS no worse than specified in the Placer County Congestion Management
Program (CMP) for the state highway system.
Temporary slippage in LOS C may be acceptable at specific locations until adequate
funding has been collected for the construction of programmed improvements.
The County may allow exceptions to the level of service standards where it finds that the
improvements or other measures required to achieve the LOS standards are
unacceptable based on established criteria. In allowing any exception to the
standards, the County shall consider the following factors:
•

The number of hours per day that the intersection or roadway segment
would operate at conditions worse than the standard.

•

The ability of the required improvement to significantly reduce peak hour
delay and improve traffic operations.

•

The right-of-way needs and the physical impacts on surrounding properties.

•

The visual aesthetics of the required improvement and its impact on
community identity and character.

•

Environmental impacts including air quality and noise impacts.

•

The impacts on general safety.

•

The impacts of the required construction phasing and traffic maintenance.

•

The impacts on quality of life as perceived by residents.

•

Consideration of other environmental, social, or economic factors on which
the County may base findings to allow an exceedance of the standards.

Exceptions to the standards will only be allowed after all feasible measures and options are
explored, including alternative forms of transportation.
3.A.9

The County shall strive to meet the level of service standards through a balanced

transportation system that provides alternatives to the automobile
3.A.11 The County shall require an analysis of the effects of traffic from all land
development projects. Each such project shall construct or fund improvements necessary
to mitigate the effects of traffic from the project consistent with Policy 3.A.7. Such
improvements may include a fair share of improvements that provide benefits to others.
3.A.13 The County shall assess fees on new development sufficient to cover the fair share
portion of that development’s impacts on the local and regional transportation system.
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Exceptions may be made when new development generates significant public benefits
(e.g., low income housing, needed health facilities) and when alternative sources of
funding can be identified to offset foregone revenues.
Transit / Alternative Modes of Transportation – Goal 3.B

To promote a safe and efficient

mass transit system, including both rail and bus, to reduce congestion, improve the
environment, and provide viable non-automotive means of transportation in and through
Placer County.
Policies:
3.B.1

The County shall work with transit providers to plan and implement additional transit

services within and to the County that are timely, cost-effective, and responsive to growth
patterns and existing and future transit demand.
Transportation Systems Management (TSM) – Goal 3.C

To maximize the efficient use of

transportation facilities so as to: 1) reduce travel demand on the County’s roadway system;
2) reduce the amount of investment required in new or expanded facilities; 3) reduce the
quantity of emissions of pollutants from automobiles; and 4) increase the energy-efficiency
of the transportation system.
Policies:
3.C.1 The County shall promote the use of transportation systems management (TSM)
programs that divert automobile commute trips to transit, walking, and bicycling.
3.C.2 The County shall promote the use, by both the public and private sectors, of TSM
programs that increase the average occupancy of vehicles.
3.C.4 During the development review process, the County shall require that proposed
projects meet adopted Trip Reduction Ordinance (TRO) requirements.
Non-Motorized Transportation – Goal 3.D: To provide a safe, comprehensive, and
integrated system of facilities for non-motorized transportation.
Policies:
3.D.1

The County shall promote the development of a comprehensive and safe system of

recreational and commuter bicycle routes that provides connections between the
County’s major employment and housing areas and between its existing and planned
bikeways.
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3.D.5

The County shall continue to require developers to finance and install pedestrian

walkways, equestrian trails, and multi-purpose paths in new development, as appropriate.
3.D.7

The County shall, where appropriate, require new development to provide sheltered

public transit stops, with turnouts.
3.D.8

The CDRA Engineering and Surveying Division and the Department of Public Works

shall view all transportation improvements as opportunities to improve safety, access, and
mobility for all travelers and recognize cycling, pedestrian, and transit modes as integral
elements of the transportation system.
3.D.11 The County shall work to achieve equality of convenience and choice among all
modes of transportation – pedestrian, cycling, transit and motor vehicles, through a
balanced and interconnected transportation system.
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Appendix B – Placer County’s SB
743 Approach for Projects under
CEQA
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Appendix C – VMT Thresholds &
Screening Criteria Justification
To implement SB 743, Placer County has developed local VMT thresholds and screening
criteria. The VMT thresholds contained in this document will be employed for evaluation of
discretionary projects in unincorporated Placer County under CEQA, beginning
immediately upon adoption by the Board of Supervisors. The thresholds were developed
after thorough technical analysis and outreach performed by County staff and technical
experts, Fehr & Peers. The thresholds were selected based on their ability to align with the
legislative intent of SB 743 and the County’s goals and policies. This document contains the
substantial evidence used to establish VMT thresholds unique to Placer County.

Senate Bill 743 – Legislative Intent
The legislative intent, as defined in SB 743, directs lead agencies to:
“more appropriately balance the needs of congestion management with
statewide goals related to infill development, promotion of public health
through active transportation, and reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions.”
The legislative intent does not specifically require a jurisdiction to meet the State’s goals on
GHG emissions or VMT reduction, but instead tasks local agencies with coming to a “more
appropriate balance” of the various objectives stated above. This justification document
will demonstrate how the County’s VMT thresholds are consistent with the legislative intent
and County’s goals and policies.

OPR’s Recommended Thresholds Are Not Appropriate for Placer County
The Technical Advisory recommends a VMT threshold of 15% below the regional or citywide
average for residential and office land uses. According to OPR, the term regional refers to
the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) boundary where the project is located.
However, the recommended thresholds are not appropriate for Placer County because
they do not achieve the full legislative intent of SB 743, and would result in unwanted and
unintended consequences, as described in this section.
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The Technical Advisory recommends thresholds based on claims that it would be
achievable in a variety of place types and that it would help the State achieve its climate
goals. The Technical Advisory cites data supporting this threshold from two documents
authored by the California Air Resources Board (CARB): 2017 Scoping Plan – Identified VMT
Reductions and Relationship to State Climate Goals (CARB, January 2019) and 2016 Mobile
Source Strategy (CARB, May 2016). CARB’s reports examine statewide data on GHG
emissions and outlines a scenario that could result in achievement of the State’s climate
goals by 2030 and 2050. GHG production from mobile sources, including VMT, is just one of
a number of factors that play into the formula for GHG reduction strategies to achieve the
State’s Climate Goals.
OPR does not provide evidence as to why the regional or citywide average is appropriate
for thresholds. In fact, the CARB 2017 Scoping Plan and 2016 Mobile Source Strategy only
references statewide VMT. There is no evidence that regional VMT is more or less
appropriate than any other geography (i.e., RTPA, countywide, sub-region, etc.). Therefore,
lead agencies should decide the most appropriate geography for use.
Recommended Thresholds Do No Meet Full Legislative Intent
The thresholds recommended by OPR are based solely on GHG emissions reductions,
without regard for the full legislative intent of SB 743. CEQA already requires assessment of
GHG emissions in a separate section, so the environmental effects of GHG emissions are
already disclosed.
There is no evidence connecting OPR’s recommended thresholds for new development
projects to promotion of public health through active transportation or promotion of infill
development. In fact, the County’s active transportation network and infill development
would be hindered by adoption of OPR’s recommended thresholds. Active transportation
projects (i.e., bike facilities and pedestrian facilities) are primarily constructed and funded
by new development and grant funds. Development projects are required to construct
frontage improvements, including active transportation components. Also, development
impact fees often serve as the local match funding that is required for many grant
programs which might construct active transportation facilities. Without new development
projects, which may be hindered by the recommended threshold, implementation of these
alternative infrastructure improvements may be significantly hindered.
As further evidence of the effect of OPR’s recommended thresholds, the County
conducted an analysis of parcels that meet the State’s definition of infill development
under SB 35. An infill project could be eligible for screening if it were to locate in a Traffic
Analysis Zone (TAZ) with VMT less than the adopted threshold. None of the TAZ’s in Placer
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County would be defined as low-VMT areas under OPR’s thresholds for Household
VMT/capita; only four TAZ’s would fall under OPR’s thresholds for Work VMT/employee. Only
two infill parcels are in low VMT areas and could be eligible for screening, representing only
4% of the County’s total infill parcels. Without the ability to screen out infill developments,
they will be required to perform detailed VMT analysis. In most cases, a full EIR would likely
be required, because these infill parcels would not be able to reduce VMT to less than
significant levels due to unachievable thresholds and few feasible mitigation measures.
OPR’s recommended thresholds would create further roadblocks for active transportation
and infill development, which is contrary to SB 743’s legislative intent.
OPR’s thresholds also disregard the language of SB 743, where it calls on local agencies to
“more appropriately balance the needs of congestion management with statewide
goals…” (emphasis added). The thresholds suggested by OPR are intended to advance the
statewide goals on GHG reduction, but do not attempt to achieve a balance between
climate goals and congestion management. Each lead agency has the authority to
develop its own unique solutions to this challenge, instead of adopting the Technical
Advisory recommendations that present a one-size-fits-all approach.
Recommended Thresholds will Result in Unintended Consequences
Model data demonstrates there are zero TAZ’s in unincorporated Placer County that would
currently achieve the threshold of 15% below regional average for Household VMT/capita
and only four TAZ’s would fall under that threshold for Work VMT/employee. OPR’s
recommended thresholds, combined with relatively few feasible mitigation measures would
have unintended consequences in Placer County, including:

• Requiring most projects to prepare an environmental impact report to analyze and
disclose impacts measured against an unattainable regional threshold.

• Lengthening review process for most projects, including new housing that could help
address the State’s current housing crisis.

• Hindering near-term development of housing in areas with lower land costs under
existing land use plans.

• Promoting development of very small subdivisions that fall under the recommended
screening criteria, rather than comprehensive land use plans and modifications to
local land use regulations that can bring jobs and housing closer together.

• Hindering development of new businesses and jobs in suburban and rural areas that
could bring Placer County’s jobs/housing balance into better alignment.
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• Measuring VMT against areas where the County has no authority or control over
transportation and land use decisions.

Placer County Supports SB 743 Legislative Intent
Placer County has numerous goals, policies, plans, and programs that further the legislative
intent of SB 743. Placer County has worked to balance congestion management with
reduction in GHG emissions, promotion of infill development and development of active
transportation facilities. The County’s commitment to these initiatives dates back many
decades, as demonstrated by the following goals and policies contained in the Placer
County General Plan (Adopted August 1994, Updated May 2013).
Balance Congestion Management

• Transportation Goal 3.A. To provide for the long-range planning and development of
the County’s roadway system to ensure the safe and efficient movement of people
and goods.

• Transportation Policy 3.A.9. The County shall strive to meet the level of service

standards through a balanced transportation system that provides alternatives to
the automobile.

• Transportation Goal 3.B. To promote a safe and efficient mass transit system,

including both rail and bus, to reduce congestion, improve the environment, and
provide viable non-automobile means of transportation in and through Placer
County.

• Transportation Policy 3.B.9. The County shall require development of transit services

by ski resorts and other recreational providers in the Sierra to meet existing and future
recreational demand.

Reduce GHG Emissions

• Transportation Goal 3.C. To maximize the efficient use of transportation facilities so as
to: 1) reduce travel demand on the County’s roadway system; 2) reduce the
amount of investment required in new or expanded facilities; 3) reduce the quantity
of emissions of pollutants from automobiles; and 4) increase the energy-efficiency of
the transportation system.

• Transportation Policy 3.C.2. The County shall promote the use, by both the public

and private sectors, of TSM programs that increase average occupancy of vehicles.
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• Transportation Policy 3.C.3. The County shall work with other responsible agencies to
develop other measures to reduce vehicular demand and meet air quality goals.

• Transportation Policy 3.C.4. During the development review process, the County shall
require that proposed projects meet adopted Trip Reduction Ordinance (TRO)
requirements.

• Housing Policy G-2. The County shall promote land use patterns that encourage

energy efficiency, to the extent feasible, and encourage efficient energy use in new
development, including but not limited to access to non-auto transit, use of traffic
demand management, and water-efficient landscaping.

Encourage Active Transportation

• Land Use Policy 1.B.7. The County shall require residential subdivisions to be designed
to provide well connected internal and external street and pedestrian systems with
clear, unobstructed pedestrian paths of travel.

• Transportation Policy 3.C.1. The County shall promote the use of transportation

systems management (TSM) programs that divert automobile commute trips to
transit, walking, and bicycling.

• Transportation Policy 3.D.1. The County shall promote the development of a

comprehensive and safe system of recreational and commuter bicycle routes that
provides connections between the County’s major employment and housing areas
and between its existing and planned bikeways.

• Transportation Policy 3.D.5. The County shall continue to require developers to

finance and install pedestrian walkways, equestrian trails, and multi-purpose paths in
new development, as appropriate.

• Transportation Policy 3.D.7. The County shall, where appropriate, require new
development to provide sheltered public transit stops, with turnouts.

• Transportation Policy 3.D.8. The CDRA Engineering and Surveying Division and the

Department of Public Works shall view all transportation improvements as
opportunities to improve safety, access, and mobility for all travelers and recognize
cycling, pedestrian, and transit modes as integral elements of the transportation
system.

• Transportation Policy 3.D.11. The County shall work to achieve equality of

convenience and choice among all modes of transportation – pedestrian, cycling,
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transit and motor vehicles, through a balanced and interconnected transportation
system.
Promote Infill Development

• Land Use Policy 1.A.4. The County shall promote patterns of development that
facilitate the efficient and timely provision of urban infrastructure and services.

• Land Use Policy 1.B.2. The County shall encourage the concentration of multi-family
housing in and near downtowns, village centers, major commercial areas, and
neighborhood commercial centers.

• Economic Development Policy 1.M.1. The County shall concentrate most new

growth within existing communities emphasizing infill development, intensified use of
existing development, and expanded services, so individual communities become
more complete, diverse, and balanced.

• Economic Development Policy 1.N.2. The County shall encourage the retention,
expansion, and development of new businesses, especially those that provide
primary wage-earner jobs, by designating adequate land and providing
infrastructure in areas where resources and public facilities and services can
accommodate employment generators.

• Housing Policy A-5. The County shall facilitate the development of higher-density

multi-family development in locations where adequate infrastructure and public
services are available by permitting residential uses in commercial zones, allowing
flexible development standards, and providing other incentives.

Placer County has various programs, plans, and initiatives already in place that achieve the
legislative intent of SB 743. The following programs are a sample and demonstrate the
County’s commitment to balancing the multiple objectives of SB 743.

• Placer County Sustainability Plan (PCSP): This document serves as a GHG emission

reduction plan and climate adaptation strategy. The PCSP contains the County’s
comprehensive approach to reduce GHG emissions through 60+ reduction
strategies that span multiple sectors, including transportation. The Plan puts Placer
County on track to reduce GHG emissions 20% below 2005 levels by the end of 2020
and strives to reduce emissions though 2030 and beyond. The PCSP brings multiple
benefits to Placer County, including lower energy costs, reducing air and water
pollution, supporting local economic development, and improving public health,
safety, and quality of life. (Adopted January 2020)
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• Placer County Conservation Program (PCCP): The PCCP is a unique habitat

conservation program, recently adopted by Placer County. The program covers
over 200,000 acres of western Placer County, with roughly 50,000 acres becoming
part of a conservation reserve system. The PCCP minimizes and mitigates the
impacts of growth on covered and natural communities and covered species. The
program also serves to establish a long-term footprint for planned growth and
conservation. (Adopted August 2020)

• Placer County Transit (PCT) and Tahoe-Truckee Area Regional Transit (TART): PCT and
TART provide fixed route bus service throughout the County and to adjacent
communities. PCT serves western Placer County including commuter service to
downtown Sacramento. TART serves the greater Resort Triangle area, including the
Town of Truckee, Tahoe Basin, and areas in between. TART is currently implementing
a two-year free-fare pilot program to increase transit ridership, which initially resulted
in 19% more ridership, before the COVID pandemic.

• Trip Reduction Ordinance (TRO): The TRO was adopted with the intent to reduce

total vehicle emissions in Placer County by reducing the number of single
occupancy vehicles for commute trips. The fundamental objective is to increase the
average vehicle ridership by requiring employers to encourage employees to use
alternative transportation modes. Employers with over 100 employees at a single site
are required to compile a transportation plan identifying the transportation control
measures in place at their work location. (Adopted July 1993)

• Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan: The Plan identifies a vision and goals for

bicycling, a network of bikeways to connect the county, and supportive programs
and practices to encourage bicycling in Placer County. Improving connections for
bicyclists provides additional choices to people traveling, provides new links to key
destinations and communities, and can help support active lifestyles through
increased physical activity. The Plan develops a regional system of bikeways that
connects the six incorporated cities with numerous unincorporated communities.
(Updated October 2018)

• Transportation Demand Management Strategies for North Lake Tahoe: The TDM uses
policies, infrastructure improvements and programs to make it easier to travel
without a vehicle for everyday trips. The TDM works with the existing transportation
system to expand mobility options and accommodate future growth by effectively
managing travel demands of a region through the promotion of biking, walking,
scootering, taking transit, and carpooling. Additionally, TDM programs and tools
promote more sustainable environmental, health, and community benefits.
(Adopted July 2019)

881

• Resort Triangle Transportation Plan: The Plan strives to improve the transportation

system so that it is adaptable and more resilient in serving the influx of visitors
throughout the year. This is achieved though multimodal strategies that make the
most of what currently exists, while strategically investing in improvements that
enable reliable, efficient, travel options that broaden the travel choices beyond
personal vehicles. (Adopted October 2020)

• Housing Strategy and Development Plan: The purpose of this plan is to conduct

planning and research to augment affordable housing opportunities in Placer
County, identify incentives and amend local regulations toward that effort, and
identify critical funding and resources. This effort aligns with State and local planning
priorities including to increase the availability of a mix of housing types, improve
overall employment growth by resolving housing affordability issues that contribute
to labor shortages, and reduce VMT by shortening commute distances for those who
commute into Placer County for education or work, but who otherwise live
elsewhere. The plan also identifies acceleration of infill development as a tactic to
produce more housing by finding funding through infill infrastructure grant programs
and evaluating infill incentives. (Adopted August 2017).

Placer County also participates in regional planning efforts through the Sacramento Area
Council of Governments (SACOG) and Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA). Most
notably, this includes periodic updates of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) and Regional Transportation Plans (RTP). The MTP/SCS
achieves state goals about GHG reduction expectations for the land use and transportation
sector by reducing GHG emissions by 19 percent, consistent with the target set by CARB.
This corresponds to a 7.8 percent reduction in household VMT per capita for the region and
11.7 percent reduction in household VMT per capita for unincorporated Placer County
through 2040. As such, the County’s plans and programs, combined with regional efforts to
improve land use and transportation efficiency demonstrate efforts to help achieve the
State’s climate goals.

Placer County VMT Thresholds
Placer County has established the thresholds in Chapter 4 of the Transportation Study
Guidelines for evaluation of discretionary projects. The thresholds for Placer County were
selected based on their ability to align with the legislative intent of SB 743 and CEQA statute
while reflecting the local context and community values of Placer County as outlined in
goals and policies of the Placer County General Plan.
This approach will encourage project applicants to build in VMT efficient areas and
incorporate VMT reduction strategies into their projects. Additionally, use of the
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unincorporated and eastern Placer average(s) is appropriate since that is the geography
over which the County has authority for land use and transportation decisions. In addition to
the plans and programs listed above, the County’s VMT thresholds align with the legislative
intent of SB 743 in the following ways:

• Infill Development: The County’s adopted thresholds facilitate more infill

development than OPR’s recommended thresholds. Unincorporated Placer County
has limited opportunity for infill development, as defined by SB 35. Of the parcels that
meet the State’s criteria for infill, 53% would fall into low-VMT generating areas, under
Placer County’s thresholds. As stated above, under OPR’s recommended thresholds
only 4% of the infill parcels would be in low VMT generating areas. As a result, the
County’s VMT threshold would better facilitate infill development by streamlining the
VMT analysis and demonstrating a less than significant impact. Furthermore,
modeling data indicates VMT levels are generally higher in rural areas of the County
and the use of the Countywide average would encourage development in the
South Placer area and within established communities, thereby achieving the goal
of promoting development in existing communities close to goods and services.

• Promotion of public health through active transportation: Active transportation

opportunities are achievable in Placer County, despite low-density development in
the rural areas. Facilitation of new development will further expand active
transportation facilities through completion of frontage improvements, including
sidewalks and bike lanes and payment of impact fees which fund improvements
identified on the Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan, TRPA’s Active Transportation
Plan, and various community plans.

• Reduction of GHG emissions: The thresholds encourage development of areas near

existing goods and services, resulting in shortened trip lengths, lower VMT, and
reduced GHG emissions. Generally, the thresholds would dissuade projects in rural
areas that result in longer trip lengths. Use of the unincorporated County average will
be harder to achieve in rural areas. VMT reduction is difficult in rural areas, where
people are highly dependent on vehicles for work, shopping, and recreation trips.
Additionally, the screening criteria would only screen out small or low VMT projects
within Placer County. Under the GHG thresholds adopted by the Placer County Air
Pollution Control District, all of the projects identified under the County’s small project
screening criteria would fall under the GHG De Minimis level, meaning that the
projects would be presumed to have less than significant GHG and VMT impacts.

Furthermore, these local thresholds do not interfere with the State’s ability to achieve
climate goals. The State has tools and options available to achieve GHG goals across a
wide range of industries. Unincorporated Placer County is expected to grow by
approximately 40,500 people between 2016 and 2040, according to the 2020 SACOG
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MTP/SCS. During that same time period, the State of California is expected to grow by 4.6
million people (DOF, 2019 Projections). Placer’s growth represents less than 1% of the overall
State population growth during that period. Additionally, unincorporated Placer County’s
estimated VMT growth represents just 5% of the total VMT growth over the six-county
SACOG region, according to modeling data from the 2020 SACOG MTP/SCS. As such a
small proportion of the State’s overall growth, VMT in Placer County is unlikely to hinder the
State’s ability to achieve its climate goals.
The County’s thresholds also align with the overall intent of CEQA, as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 21001 (d) and (e):

• “Ensure that the long-term protection of the environment, consistent with the

provision of a decent home and suitable living environment for every Californian,
shall be the guiding criterion in public decisions.”

• “Create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in

productive harmony to fulfill the social and economic requirements of present and
future generations.”

While the OPR recommended thresholds represent an unattainable standard that would
make it challenging to develop the County’s active transportation network and streamline
infill development, the County’s thresholds are designed to better achieve the intent of
CEQA and SB 743 at the local level, especially when combined with the County’s existing
and on-going plans and programs.

Screening Criteria Justification
VMT impact assessment can be divided into three different categories: 1) project screening,
2) a simplified calculation tool or qualitative assessment and 3) complete modeling analysis.
The purpose of the screening criteria is to determine if a project is likely to result in less than
significant VMT impacts, without requiring a complete VMT analysis. OPR’s Technical
Advisory provides some recommended screening criteria; however, each jurisdiction that
chooses to adopt screening criteria has discretion to establish their own approach.
The screening criteria that have been adopted by Placer County may apply to the
following project types: small projects, affordable housing, local serving uses, projects in low
VMT generating areas, recreation, active transportation, and transit. This section documents
the justification for each screening criteria.
Small Projects: Defined as projects that generate less than or equal to 110 average daily
trips (ADT) or 880 daily VMT in western Placer County or 1425 daily VMT in eastern Placer
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County. The types of projects that fall under this screening criteria, based on data from the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (10th Edition) and
unincorporated Placer County trip lengths include the following:

•
•
•
•
•

17 or fewer single family dwelling units
22 or fewer multi-family dwelling units
10,000 square feet or less of office uses
22,200 square feet or less of light industrial uses
63,200 square feet or less of warehouse uses

OPR’s Technical Advisory recommends a minimum project size for VMT analysis of 110 ADT.
This is based on a categorical exemption in CEQA for additions to existing structures up to
10,000 square feet, so long as the project is in an area where public infrastructure is
available to allow for maximum planned development and the project is not in an
environmentally sensitive area (CEQA Guidelines, section 15301, subdivision (e)(2). Based on
ITE trip generation rates, OPR calculates that an office building of this size has the potential
to generate approximately 110 ADT and makes a reasonable conclusion that a project
generating less than 110 ADT could be considered not to lead to a significant impact.
There are two potential problems with using OPR’s recommendations: it results in a relatively
low minimum project size for which a VMT analysis is required, and it is not based on VMT.
The minimum project is relatively low, especially compared to criteria that some agencies
use for LOS-based traffic impact studies. The OPR recommendation could result in
substantial analysis cost burdens for very small projects. Additionally, OPR’s
recommendation is not based on VMT and therefore it is important to establish an
alternative that identifies a minimum project size based on VMT.
As an alternative, Placer County proposes to expand this screening criteria based on local
trip length data and the following methodology: OPR estimated that office uses could
generate 110-124 daily trips based on a maximum project exemption size of 10,000 square
feet. According to the 2012 California Household Travel Survey (CHTS) the average vehicle
trip length for unincorporated western Placer County is 8.0 miles. Using this data, the VMT
equivalent of OPR’s minimum project size is 880 daily VMT.
According to the CHTS, the typical household in western Placer County generates 50.9 VMT
on an average weekday. Therefore, 17 single family homes would generate 865.3 VMT,
which falls below the small project screening criteria. Multi-family dwelling units generate
fewer trips than single family dwelling units. Using ITE Trip Generation rates, 22 multi-family
dwelling units would also fall below the small project screening criteria.
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In order to calculate the other typical types of projects that would fall under 880 daily VMT
in unincorporated Placer County, the average trip length (8.0 miles) was multiplied by the
average trip rate per thousand square feet by land use (based on the ITE Trip Generation
Manual), and then divided into 880 VMT. For example, a light industrial land use is expected
to generate 4.96 trips per 1,000 square feet, the equivalent project size based on local trip
length data would equal 22,200 square feet. The table below shows the calculations for the
types of projects that are expected to generate under 880 daily VMT.
Equivalent Project Size in Unincorporated Placer County
Land Use (ITE Code)

Average Trip Rate
(per KSF)

Equivalent Project
Size (square feet)

Daily VMT Estimate

Retail (820)

37.75

2,900
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Office (710)

9.74

11,300
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Light Industrial (110)

4.96

22,200
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Warehouse (150)

1.74

63,200
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Notes: KSF = thousand square feet of gross floor area. All calculations assume an average trip length of 8.0 miles.
Average Trip Rate from ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th Edition.

For eastern Placer County, the TRPA AB Model provides an average vehicle trip length of
12.95 miles, including the full length of the trip outside the Basin boundary. The small project
VMT screening criteria is larger for eastern Placer County (as compared to western Placer
County), because the average trip length is longer for eastern Placer County. In general,
trip lengths are longer in eastern Placer County, because the existing land uses and
recreational opportunities draw visitors from great distances. Additionally, many local
employees commute in from other areas where housing costs are lower.
Using this data as a reflection of trip length for the greater eastern Placer County region, the
VMT equivalent of OPR’s minimum project size is 1425 VMT, however the same relational
development would be eligible for screening (i.e., 17 single family homes and 22 multi-family
dwelling unit). In addition, similar commercial and office project size equivalents would
apply for eastern and western Placer, regardless of the difference in trip length.
The advantage of this alternative for determining minimum project size is that it is based on
CHTS and TRPA AB Model data that cites trip lengths and VMT generation per household in
unincorporated Placer County. The data is from well-established sources utilized by
transportation engineers and planning professionals to determine the effect of projects on
the transportation system. These data sources have provided information for projects in
unincorporated Placer County and received wide acceptance from the transportation
profession, decision makers, and the public.
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Furthermore, unincorporated Placer County, excluding the Tahoe Basin, currently generates
approximately 5.6 million VMT on a typical weekday, according to the Sacramento Area
Council of Governments (SACOG) travel forecasting model. The SACOG region generates
approximately 123 million VMT per day. The screening criteria of 880 daily VMT represents
0.02% of all VMT occurring in unincorporated Placer County today. Therefore, the screening
criteria does represent a small project, relative to existing VMT levels.
For the greater Tahoe Region, TRPA has compilated recent data from the Highway
Performance Monitoring System (HPMS). Both Caltrans and the Nevada Department of
Transportation publish estimates of VMT on an annual basis. Based on this data, TRPA has
published an average daily VMT for the region of 1,483,050. The screening criteria of 1425
daily VMT represents 0.09% of all VMT occurring in the Tahoe Region today. Therefore, the
screening criteria for eastern Placer represents a small project, relative to existing VMT levels.
Under the GHG thresholds adopted by the Placer County Air Pollution Control District, all of
the projects identified under the County’s small project screening criteria would fall under
the GHG De Minimis level, meaning that the projects would be presumed to have less than
significant GHG impact.
Affordable Housing: Defined as deed-restricted affordable housing in unincorporated
Placer County, as well as Workforce and Below Market Rate Housing in the eastern Placer
region, including the Tahoe Basin.
Placer County recommends a conclusion of less than significant for VMT impacts for deedrestricted affordable housing throughout the County, as well as Workforce and Below
Market Rate Housing in the eastern Placer region, including the Tahoe Basin.
According to the Truckee North Tahoe Regional Workforce Housing Needs Assessment
(August 2016), “As a widely recognized domestic and international tourism destination, the
Truckee and North Tahoe region faces a broad spectrum of complex housing issues. As in
many resort and visitor-oriented communities, large seasonal fluctuations in retail and
service-oriented employment, as well as a visitor-oriented real estate market, create a
disconnect between the needs of the regional labor force and the housing resources that
are made available by the market.” Based on this analysis and initiatives by the Mountain
Housing Council, a variety of different housing types are needed to accommodate a range
of incomes for the Tahoe Region.
While OPR has recommended inclusion of deed-restricted affordable housing, due to the
unique housing demands in the eastern Placer region, Placer County has expanded the
criteria to include additional housing and income types for this region. One housing
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concept, referred to as Achievable Local Housing, targets income level as the key criteria
for housing development. Achievable Local Housing is a term adopted in 2017 by the
Mountain Housing Council to describe the range of housing needs in the North Tahoe
Truckee region with a spectrum of needs ranging from those having no income (i.e.,
homeless) up to middle income earners (i.e., 195% of the area median income).
The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency later adopted Achievable income limits for each
county in the Tahoe Basin. For Placer County, Achievable income limits are defined as 245%
area median income or below for single family dwellings and 220% area median income or
below for multifamily dwellings. The term Below Market Rate Housing refers to housing types
that are leased or sold at prices that are below the current market value. Such units may, or
may not, feature deed-restrictions that limit occupancy to income qualifying households
(i.e., income-restricted) (Common Housing Terms & Definitions, Mountain Housing Council
Toolkit). This housing type is included in the screening criteria because it is created for local
workforce by-design. Additionally, Workforce Housing is included in the criteria because it is
designed to be accessible to households that include members of the local workforce.
Workforce housing may or may not be rented or sold at below market rates. Workforce
housing may serve a range of household income levels. Income levels targeted for
workforce housing, however, are often limited to those who do not otherwise qualify for
subsidized rental or for-sale housing, but who may still have difficulty affording market rate
housing.
The following findings were made according to the Truckee North Tahoe Regional
Workforce Housing Needs Assessment, which demonstrate the need for housing to support
the region’s workforce:

• An analysis of population and household characteristics show that low-income

households (with incomes 80 percent or less of the area median) account for around
36.6 percent of all households, while moderate-income households (with incomes of
80 to 120 percent of the area median) account for another 18.3 percent.

• Renter households are significantly more likely to be lower-income and the lowest

ownership rates and lowest median income estimates are in Soda Springs and Kings
Beach communities (both in unincorporated Placer County).

• In an evaluation of economic and workforce trends, it was found that an estimated

58.6 percent of workers commute in from outside of the Truckee North Tahoe Region,
while 46.6 percent live in the area but commute out of these areas for work.
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• Workforce housing demand estimates reflect demand from existing residents, non-

residents (in-commuter), and seasonal work households and, as such, illustrate a
mismatch between the available housing stock and the types of housing that may
best suit the needs of the workforce.

• Of the below market rate rental housing complexes in the Truckee North Tahoe

Region, all reported zero vacancies and waiting times ranging from six months to two
years. Demand is reportedly coming from area employees.

According to the Analysis of Proposed Eastern and Western Placer County Voluntary Deed
Restriction Programs (BAE Urban Economics, August 2020), the average worker in the
eastern County that lives outside of that area travels approximately 38.8 miles each way for
work, or 79.6 miles per workday. By comparison, the average distance traveled by workers
who live within the eastern County is 4.8 miles each way, or 9.6 miles per workday. The
research also finds that the unincorporated areas between Donner Summit and North Lake
Tahoe have experienced declining availability in the existing housing supply alongside
increased housing costs due to the purchase of housing for second homes or short-term
rental use. Additionally, the BAE study made the following conclusion,
Moderate-income households [up to 120% AMI] in the eastern County would
struggle to purchase market rate for-sale housing, including either singlefamily or condominium units. The estimated gap between what moderateincome households can afford to pay and market rate single-family housing
prices ranges from $141,840 for a two-person household to $577,961 for a fiveperson household. The difference is notably lower for condominium units,
ranging from $3,840 for a two-person household to $355,461 for a five-person
household.
The issues of housing affordability, availability, and proximity as compared to job availability
highlights a negative impact on VMT that could be resolved by creating more affordable
housing in eastern Placer. Based on the commute trip data above, the availability of
housing closer to the jobs in eastern Placer means that worker households who relocate into
this area could potentially reduce their daily commute by an average of 70 miles per
workday, thereby reducing VMT.
Additionally, data collected by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) in
the 2018 Regional Household Travel Survey supports these conclusions. The study surveyed
trip making characteristics of households in the SACOG region, including Placer County. The
data indicates that lower income households generate fewer person trips than high income
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households, and that low income households take the fewest numbers of trips by passenger
car and are most likely to use alternative modes, like walking, bicycling, and transit.
Based on the Truckee North Tahoe Housing Needs Assessment and the VMT data above, if
more Below Market Rate Housing or Workforce Housing were developed where there is a
need, additional workforce could be accommodated, and trips derived from housing
outside of the region could be shortened in the North Tahoe Region. Based on the
discussion above, these projects are presumed to have a less than significant impact on
VMT. Therefore, Placer County has expanded the OPR recommendation for deed-restricted
affordable housing and has provided the evidence in this section to include Below Market
Rate Housing and Workforce Housing for eastern Placer County, including the Tahoe Basin.
Local Serving Non-residential Uses: Defined as local serving non-residential projects,
generally under 50,000 square feet for western Placer County or less than 20,000 square feet
in eastern Placer County, with allowance of less than 40,000 for grocery and medical uses.
OPR’s Technical Advisory notes that retail projects tend to redistribute existing shopping trips,
rather than create new trips. Local serving retail projects can serve to shorten trip lengths for
existing trips, thereby reducing VMT. This reasoning holds true for a variety of local serving
uses, beyond retail projects. Local serving land uses provide more opportunities for residents
and employees to shop, dine, and utilize services closer to home and work. Local serving
uses can also include community resources that may otherwise be located outside of the
local area.
As land coverage and disturbance are an environmentally sensitive and regulated aspect
of the development pattern in eastern Placer County and the Tahoe Basin, a local
assessment of existing establishments was preformed to determine a typical size of locally
serving uses, recognizing that the OPR recommendation again may not be applicable.
Based on this assessment, the typical size of most locally serving and community support
establishments was significantly lower than the OPR recommendation at 20,000 square feet,
except for grocery stores, medical service and government services which tend to require
more building square footage (40,000 square feet on average) to provide the types of local
service needed to support communities.
Neighborhood or local serving uses are identified in several implementing zone districts
within Placer County plans. These zone districts are designed to provide day-to-day
convenience shopping and services for residents of the immediate neighborhood and
include neighborhood commercial (C1), general commercial (C2), commercial planned
development (CPD) zone, or Service Commercial (SC) zone districts. By improving the
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proximity of a destination, local serving uses lead to shortened trip lengths and reduced
VMT. Therefore, local serving uses may be presumed to have a less than significant impact
on VMT. Many uses are allowed in zone districts that are designed to accommodate local
services. The table below lists additional local serving uses that may be included as part of
the screening criteria.
Examples of Local Serving Uses
Local Serving Retail & Services Educational/Institutional Public Services
General retail

Public elementary
school

Library

Grocery store

Public middle school

Civic Center

Restaurant/bar

Public high school

Police/Fire station

Laundries, dry cleaners

Community college

Community Center

Personal services such as
barber, salon

Childcare center

Government support
facility

Bank and financial services

House of worship

Community park

Medical/dental services

Post Office

Gas service station

Utility facilities (water,
sewer, communication,
etc.)

Gym, health club, fitness
studio
Note: Other local serving uses may be eligible for screening at the discretion of the Planning Director or his/her
designee. Local serving uses are generally less than 50,000 square feet; however, substantial evidence may be
used to establish whether a project over that size is local serving.

Projects located in low VMT generating areas: The Placer County VMT Evaluation Tool or
maps of low VMT generating areas can be used to evaluate a proposed project. Projects
that are generally consistent in size and land use type compared to their surrounding built
environment (i.e., land use type, access to the circulation network, scale, etc.) will have
similar VMT values to the existing land uses near the project site. If a project is located in a
Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) with VMT per capita or VMT per employee that is less than or
equal to the threshold, then the project is considered to be located in a low VMT area and
can be presumed to have a less than significant impact.
With the help of Placer County’s VMT Evaluation Tool or other similar tools, users may identify
the TAZ in which the project is located and determine whether the project is located in a
low VMT area.
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Recreational Amenities: Recreational travel is a growing area of demand for residents and
visitors within and to Placer County. Placer County has become a destination for outdoor
enthusiasts and much of the resulting recreational travel is associated with the desire to
connect with nature: biking, hiking, swimming, boating, etc. Eastern Placer County is part of
the greater Lake Tahoe region, which is a world-renowned vacation destination which
serves nearly 8 million visitors every year.10 In the winter, visitors come to eastern Placer
County to ski or snowboard on world-class terrain, experience the rich history of the Olympic
Village, and more. In the summer, the well-known landmark of Lake Tahoe attracts visitors to
play on the beach and in its famously clear waters. The Pacific Crest Trail attracts hikers and
a range of other outdoor enthusiasts looking to escape the summer heat.
Beyond the iconic natural landmarks of eastern Placer County, there are a wide variety of
recreation/tourist opportunities throughout the County, including Hidden Falls Regional Park
and the Auburn State Recreation Area. In the winter, many visitors ski and snowboard in
eastern Placer County, while others enjoy snow tubing and snow play, cross country skiing,
ice skating, and more. Summer recreation generally includes camping, hiking, bicycling,
boating, swimming, paddle boarding, fishing, cycling, golf, visiting cultural/historic
landmarks, zip lines, climbing walls, rock climbing, mountain biking, river rafting, and more.
Further, Placer County has many special events and festivals that add to the recreational
draw.
According to the 2015 North Lake Tahoe Tourism Master Plan,11 88% of visitors travel here
primarily to recreate (visit friends or family, recreation/general vacation, and special
event/festival). While in the Placer County, visitors spend more on recreation activities than
any other category (food & beverages, lodging, and retail shopping). The top recreational
activities for visitors include general sightseeing, hiking/climbing, running/walking, people
watching/hanging out, paddle boarding/kayaking, cycling/mountain biking, and
attending concerts or other special events.
With the abundance of existing recreational opportunities, most new development projects
are unlikely to draw new tourists to the area. Instead, new recreational amenities are
needed to serve the existing tourist activity or to serve sectors where demand for the
activity currently exceeds capacity. A recreational amenity provides additional
recreational opportunity for existing residents and visitors. Supplements existing recreational
opportunities, without creating significant increased recreational demand. Most patrons are

Bay to Tahoe Basin Recreation and Tourism Travel Impact Study, El Dorado County Transportation
Commission, October 2014.
11 2015 North Lake Tahoe Tourism Master Plan, Placer County, 2015.
10
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drawn from local homes, hotels, vacation units, etc. Few patrons are exclusively drawn to
the recreational amenity from out of the region. If this opportunity did not exist, the resident
or visitor would likely substitute a different local recreation opportunity. These are often (but
not required to be) accessory uses to a larger recreational destination. Accessory uses are
generally defined as uses that do not change the character of the larger recreation
destination (e.g., ski or beach resort). A recreational amenity may redistribute existing
activities, but that results in negligible VMT compared to the amount of existing VMT in the
region.
One recent study12 demonstrated this by analyzing the effect of adding an additional
amenity to a winter ski resort. The study noted that “resorts often look to broaden their range
of recreational offerings which individually may not specifically increase visitation but
collectively may improve the overall attractiveness of the resort.” The study explored the
variety of factors that affect the overall visitation level at resorts across California and found
that the most significant influence on winter resort visitation is snowfall, not amenities or any
other factor. In fact, adding new amenities “simply does not have a long-lasting impression
on the market and rapidly becomes normalized to the overall facility.” Hot weather
patterns in the Sacramento Valley and Reno/Carson City areas have a similar effect on
visitor travel to eastern Placer County in the summer months.
While that study focused solely on ski resorts, the conclusions can be extended to the
greater eastern Placer County and portions of the western Placer County area as a tourist
destination. Recreational amenities do not draw in a significant number of new tourists, but
rather provide an activity or service to a tourist that traveled here to experience the ski
resorts, Lake Tahoe, regional trails, or other recreational destinations.
Seasonal Recreation: In addition to the diversity of recreational travel purposes, some
recreational land use projects are seasonal and therefore may not operate year-around.
An example of this is an ice rink that only operates during the winter season. The travel
attraction associated with this use would be limited to winter months and therefore when
the project’s total VMT generation is assessed in comparison with other projects, the annual
VMT generated from this seasonal use is much less. Annualized VMT evaluation is standard
practice for other resources under CEQA, including Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas
analysis.

12

Squaw Valley Alpine Meadows Base-to-Base Gondola Final Visitation and Use Assessment, SE Group and
RRC Associates, February 2018.
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Seasonal recreation projects often operate for a limited period of time and may reoccur
each year. To qualify for screening under VMT, the seasonal amenity must fall below the
annualized VMT of the small project screen, as defined above. For example, the VMT of a
small winter sports operation may be considered less than significant if the project
generates fewer than 110 daily trips or 880 daily VMT (West Placer) or 1425 daily VMT (East
Placer) when averaged over the course of a year (annualized). The seasonal recreation
project is considered to have a less than significant impact, because it falls under the small
project screening criteria.
Active Transportation and Transit: Transportation projects involving active transportation
such as bicycle paths, walking paths, or sidewalks or transit would provide for alternatives to
passenger vehicle usage and therefore can be determined to provide a net decrease in
VMT. Therefore, active transportation and transit projects would not require additional VMT
analysis under both CEQA and TRPA’s Project Impact Assessment framework.

894

Recommended VMT Metric Definitions

Metric

Total VMT

Definition
•

The vehicle miles traveled (VMT) of all vehicle-trips (i.e., passenger and
commercial vehicles) assigned on the transportation network within a specific
geographic boundary (i.e., model-wide, region-wide, city-wide).

•

The VMT of all vehicle-trips generated by a project; typically traced to the zone
or zones in which a project is located. This includes trips that remain within a
region (i.e., internal to internal (II)) as well as trips that leave or begin outside of
the region (i.e., internal to external (IX) and external to internal (XI)). Travel
modelers may use the final assignment origin-destination (OD) trip tables or
production (P) and attraction (A) estimates multiplied by distance skims. When
a travel model has multiple assignment periods, OD trip tables and congested
skims from each period should be used.

•

Same method as above (Total VMT generated by a project) to estimate VMT
and then divided by the population and employment of the zone or zones of
study. If the travel model uses other person variables to generate vehicle trips
from other sources such as students and visitors, then include those variables in
the service population. Note that employment is often used as the
independent variable for total vehicle trip generation associated with nonresidential land uses. This means that vehicle trips made by people other than
the employees are accounted for in the trip rate including visitors, customers,
vendors, custodians, and delivery companies. For this reason, it is often difficult
to draw conclusions about VMT patterns and use of the metric should be
limited to analysis scenarios comparing full model runs typically focused on
changes at the sub-regional, city, county, or regional scale.

•

Some trip-based travel models may not use population and employment as trip
generation variables. Instead, they will rely on land use input variables. A
‘correspondence’ between the travel model land use input variables and
population and employment rates is required for these types of models to
convert land use inputs to population and employment.

Total VMT
generated by a
project

Total VMT
per service
population
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Metric

Residential (or
Household)
VMT
per resident

Home-Based
VMT

Definition
•

All automobile (i.e., passenger cars and light-duty trucks) vehicle-trips are
traced back to the residence of the trip-maker, even non-home-based trips.

•

Not applicable for trip-based models since non-home-based (NHB) trips are not
tied to the households making them.

•

Can be calculated either by averaging the daily VMT of all residents or by
calculating total VMT, counting total residents, and dividing.

•

Allocation of responsibility within a jurisdiction (e.g., cities within a county) is
straight-forward, since each trip is attached to a resident and each resident has
a single home location.

•

Requires household size determination, which can be subject to debate for
different housing types (i.e., single-family, multi-family, and age-qualified
housing products).

•

Commercial vehicle trips (i.e., heavy-duty trucks) are not included.

•

A related metric is residential VMT per household – denominator is the total
number of households instead of the total number of residents. The benefit of
this metric form is that it does not require an estimate of household size.

•

All home-based automobile vehicle trips are traced back to the residence of
the trip-maker; non-home-based trips are excluded.

•

Similar to Total VMT per service population but excludes commercial vehicle
trips.

•

All automobile vehicle-trips made by employed persons are traced back to the
workplace of the trip-maker, even trips that are not part of the work tour (i.e., all
trips from home to work location and the return to home).

•

Commercial vehicle trips are not included.

•

Allocation of responsibility within a jurisdiction is straight-forward since each trip
is attached to a worker. But if some workers have multiple work locations, then
deciding which to count may be an issue.

•

All vehicle trips are traced to the zone or zones of study. This includes internal to
internal (II), internal to external (IX), and external to internal (XI) trips. Use trip
estimates or trip tables multiplied by distance skims similar to total VMT
generated by a project. The total VMT generated by a project is then divided
by the land use input variable (e.g., dwelling unit, thousand square feet (KSF) of
floor area, etc.).

per resident

Work VMT
per employee

Total VMT per
land use unit
(e.g., KSF)
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Metric

Work Tour
VMT

Definition
•

All automobile trips which are part of home-to-work tours or work-based tours
are counted. Intermediate stops along the tour between home and work
locations should not be used to truncate the total home-to-work tour distance.

•

Allocation of responsibility within a jurisdiction is straight-forward since each tour
or half-tour should be attached to a specific workplace.

•

Commercial vehicle trips are not included.

•

All automobile trips between home and work are counted. (A variant might
also count work-based other trips.)

•

Allocation of responsibility within a jurisdiction should be straight-forward except
for work-based other trips from one work location to another; even in this case it
should be possible to decide which to count.

•

Commercial vehicle trips are not included.

•

Vehicle trips with one or both trip-ends within the geographic area of interest
are counted. (A variant might count only certain trip purposes.) Accounting
can be used to isolate trip ends for assigning responsibility to specific
jurisdictions.

•

Allocation of responsibility within a jurisdiction requires careful definition. For
example, a trip from the City of Auburn to City of Roseville would be counted
only once in the Placer County total and should appear in *both* the City of
Auburn and the City of Roseville city totals. For this reason, this method does not
allow you to calculate at a disaggregated level and then aggregate up to
larger geographies.

•

Commercial vehicle trips can be included if desired and if data is available.

per employee

Home-Based
Work (HBW)
VMT
per employee

VMT generated
to/from/within
a geography
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Appendix D – Impact Analysis
Methodology of Assessment
Memorandum
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