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Analysis of VMT Mitigation Pursuant to SB 743

1.0 INTRODUCTION
Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) was signed in 2013, and requires the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
(OPR) to identify new metrics for identifying and mitigating transportation impacts under California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). OPR identified Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per capita and VMT per
employee as the new metrics for transportation analysis. It is anticipated that regulatory language
changes to CEQA will be adopted in 2018 by the Natural Resources Agency and that statewide
implementation will occur on January 1, 2020.
This report summarizes the analysis of potential transportation impacts, under new guidelines, to
previously certified Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) where LA Metro is the Lead Agency or, in the
case of highway projects, may have a role in mitigation measures.

1.1

Purpose

The guidelines for implementing SB 743 are flexible for agencies to apply. The purpose of this study is to
explore how this law effects Metro, the CEQA requirements of its plans and programs and how Metro
programs and projects could be used as mitigation by other lead agencies.

2.0 SENATE BILL 743
SB 743 builds upon the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32), which requires the California Air
Resources Board to develop regulations and market mechanisms to reduce California's greenhouse gas
emissions to 1990 levels by the year of 2020, and the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection
Act of 2008 (SB 375), which established coordinated transportation and land use planning in regional
Sustainable Communities Strategies to meet regional greenhouse gas emission targets. SB 743 (Steinberg,
2013) requires changes to CEQA transportation impacts guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., Title 14, Div. 6, Ch. 3,
§ 15000 et seq.) intended to promote reduced greenhouse gas emissions, multimodal transportation
network development and diverse land uses. This law recognizes that current CEQA Guidelines
inadvertently support auto travel by imposing mitigation that perpetuates investment in roadways as
opposed to reducing greenhouse gas emissions, supporting investments in multi‐modal transportation
networks and a diversity of land uses.
The law contains many provisions pertinent to Metro:
 Combines the definition of “infill opportunity zone” and “transit priority areas” to align with the
SB 375 definition of High Quality Transit Areas (HQTAs) that have rail transit or bus service with
peak headways of less than 15 minutes. [amending the Congestion Management Act]
 HQTA roadways have an exemption from the application of “level of service standards”—
exempting those roadways from the preparation of a deficiency plan under the Congestion
Management Program (CMP). [the CMP is a Metro document]
 Requires OPR to recommend new criteria for determining the significance of transportation
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impacts for projects within transit priority areas. Recommended options: VMT, VMT per capita,
automobile trip generation rates, or automobile trips generated [OPR recommended per capita
VMT with a significance threshold of fifteen percent below existing development]
OPR may adopt guidelines establishing alternative metrics to the metrics used for traffic levels of
service for transportation impacts outside transit priority areas. [OPR recommended guidelines
using VMT per capita for all locations in the state]
Upon adoption of the guidelines, automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or
similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant
impact on the environment, except in locations specifically identified in the guidelines [none
identified]
CEQA relief for projects in areas with high quality transit service: aesthetic and parking impacts of
a residential, mixed‐use residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a transit
priority area (HQTAs) shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment. [the
authority of local design review ordinances is not affected]

On November 11, 2017, OPR transmitted its proposal for the comprehensive updates to CEQA Guidelines
to the California Natural Resources Agency. The result of a multiyear process, the updates include changes
or additions to almost 30 different sections of the CEQA Guidelines. Once the California Natural Resources
Agency adopts these changes to the CEQA Guidelines in 2018, automobile delay, and other measures of
‘congestion’, generally will no longer constitute a significant environmental effect under CEQA by January
1, 2020.

2.1 Office of Planning Research Technical Advisory
Due to the major change to CEQA transportation impact analysis, OPR prepared a Technical Advisory on
Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (Technical Advisory) (OPR, November 2017). In addition to
identifying VMT as the most appropriate metric to evaluate a project’s transportation impacts, analysis of
transportation projects must address the potential for induced travel. The Technical Advisory is one in a
series of advisories provided by OPR as a service to professional planners, land use officials, and CEQA
practitioners.
The purpose of the Technical Advisory is to provide advice and recommendations, which agencies and
other entities may use at their discretion. Context matters in a CEQA analysis and for lead agencies to
have discretion in the precise methodology to analyze an impact. While the Technical Advisory is not
formal legal advice that can be relied upon for foolproof analysis, it does allow for flexibility in the
application of CEQA transportation impact analysis and mitigation programs, allowing Metro to pursue
various options depending on its agency policies and analysis needs.
The Technical Advisory resulted in the following proposed text for New Section 15064.3, Determining the
Significance of Transportation Impacts. The most pertinent section of the text for Metro is the subdivision
(b)(2) [bolded for emphasis] which provides that CEQA analysis of transportation projects that reduce or
have no impact on VMT should be presumed to cause a less than significant transportation impact.
Concurrently, the analysis of roadway capacity projects shall be analyzed with the discretion of the lead
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agency to determine the measure of transportation impact consistent with CEQA, and may adequately
address the analysis at the programmatic level.
OPR Proposed text for New Section 15064.3, Determining the Significance of Transportation Impacts
(a) Purpose.
This section describes specific considerations for evaluating a project’s transportation impacts.
Generally, vehicle miles traveled is the most appropriate measure of transportation impacts.
For the purposes of this section, “vehicle miles traveled” refers to the amount and distance of
automobile travel attributable to a project. Other relevant considerations may include the
effects of the project on transit and non‐motorized travel. Except as provided in subdivision
(b)(2) below (regarding highway capacity), a project’s effect on automobile delay does not
constitute a significant environmental impact.
(b) Criteria for Analyzing Transportation Impacts.
(1)
Land Use Projects. Vehicle miles traveled exceeding an applicable threshold of
significance may indicate a significant impact. Generally, projects within one‐half mile of either
an existing major transit stop or a stop along an existing high quality transit corridor should be
presumed to cause a less than significant transportation impact. Projects that decrease vehicle
miles traveled in the project area compared to existing conditions should be considered to have
a less than significant transportation impact.
(2)
Transportation Projects. Transportation projects that reduce, or have no impact on,
vehicle miles traveled should be presumed to cause a less than significant transportation
impact. For roadway capacity projects, agencies have discretion to determine the appropriate
measure of transportation impact consistent with CEQA and other applicable requirements.
To the extent that such impacts have already been adequately addressed at a programmatic
level, a lead agency may tier from that analysis as provided in Section 15152.
(3)
Qualitative Analysis. If existing models or methods are not available to estimate the
vehicle miles traveled for the particular project being considered, a lead agency may analyze the
project’s vehicle miles traveled qualitatively. Such a qualitative analysis would evaluate factors
such as the availability of transit, proximity to other destinations, etc. For many projects, a
qualitative analysis of construction traffic may be appropriate.
(4)
Methodology. A lead agency has discretion to choose the most appropriate
methodology to evaluate a project’s vehicle miles traveled, including whether to express the
change in absolute terms, per capita, per household or in any other measure. A lead agency
may use models to estimate a project’s vehicle miles traveled, and may revise those estimates
to reflect professional judgment based on substantial evidence. Any assumptions used to
estimate vehicle miles traveled and any revisions to model outputs should be documented and
explained in the environmental document prepared for the project. The standard of adequacy
in Section 15151 shall apply to the analysis described in this section.
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(c) Applicability.
The provisions of this section shall apply prospectively as described in section 15007. A lead agency may
elect to be governed by the provisions of this section immediately. Beginning on January 1, 2020, the
provisions of this section shall apply statewide.

3.0 IMPLICATIONS FOR METRO
SB 743 will effect multiple aspects of Metro’s mission. It alters the methodology and approach to CEQA
transportation analysis and mitigation practices. In addition, since most VMT reduction mitigations will
be investments in transit, Metro becomes a leading implementer of CEQA transportation mitigations in
Los Angeles County.
This report is intended to assist Metro’s decision on if and how to adopt methodology, significance
thresholds, and mitigation measures by discussing potential issues and using case studies of previously
certified environmental documents. This analysis is intended to understand the implications of SB 743 for
Metro and does not result in the conclusion that immediate policy action be taken, rather it concludes in
a summary of main points for further investigation.
OPR recognizes the fact that implementation of SB 743 guidelines need to be monitored based on the
experience of CEQA lead agencies and may result in necessary adjustments. Metro will need to be
engaged in the regional discussion of SB 743 implementation. SB 743 will closer align CEQA impact
analysis with the regional and program‐level transportation strategies which necessitate Metro on
multiple levels of its operations, planning and funding missions.

3.1 CEQA Analysis and Findings
Metro project draft EIR transportation sections generally analyze the construction and operational
impacts of projects on the arterial, freeway, bicycle and pedestrian systems — the last two often
qualitatively. The operation analysis of arterial intersection and freeway facilities is based on the local
agency or Caltrans traffic/transportation analysis/impact study guidelines. Metro has had longstanding
agreements with local agencies and Caltrans to defer to their analysis guideline as 1) they are the owning
agency of the facility and 2) the local agency can adequately judge the impact within the context of their
General Plan. One can characterize this approach as “bottom‐up” whereby the local agencies define the
CEQA analysis methodology and significance thresholds used by Metro.
The CEQA Guidelines define a “threshold of significance” to mean “an identifiable quantitative, qualitative
or performance level of a particular environmental effect, non‐compliance 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.” Agencies may adopt their own, or rely on
thresholds recommended by other agencies, “provided the decision of the lead agency to adopt such
thresholds is supported by substantial evidence.”
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3.1.1

Land Use Project Analysis

Much of the SB 743 Technical Advisory is devoted to analysis of land use development projects. While
Metro rarely conducts CEQA documents for land use projects, there are occasional maintenance facilities,
administrative buildings, and joint development program developments that may require CEQA analysis.
OPR recommends a significance threshold for development projects of fifteen percent below existing
development. However, since projects in HQTAs are exempt from CEQA transportation analysis, land
development projects where Metro is the lead agency will more than likely be located in an HQTA and
therefore exempt from review.
Other lead agencies may find it difficult to achieve a fifteen percent reduction in VMT outside of HQTAs
since location is a major determinate in personal mode choice. The ability of a development to decrease
the VMT it generates is based on 1) its diversity of uses or introduction of new, closer services to its
neighborhood (called diversity of uses) or 2) improvements to the public transportation, bicycle or
pedestrian transportation networks. Metro is the primary operator and funding agency for those
transportation systems and will be likely be relied upon to provide the transportation services needed to
reduce regional VMT in line with targets set by the State.
Metro’s operation and investment in the transit system of Los Angeles County make it a key influencer in
land development in support of AB 32, SB 375 and SB 743. This role was highlighted in the Quantifying the
Influence of Transit on Land Use Patterns in Los Angeles County (Metro, April 2012) study.
3.1.2

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures to address transportation impacts using VMT‐based thresholds will continue to
follow key parameters of developing mitigation measures to address significant impacts under CEQA.
Nexus and Proportionality
Mitigation measures will continue to follow applicable constitutional requirements that they must have
an “essential nexus” to a legitimate government interest, and that those imposed as ad hoc exactions
must bear a “rough proportionality” to the project’s adverse/significant impacts (14 Cal. Code Regs., §
15126.4(a)(4)(A), (B), citing Nollan v. California Coastal Commission (1987) 483 U.S. 825, 837; Dolan v. City
of Tigard (1994) 512 U.S. 374, 391; Ehrlich v. City of Culver City (1996) 12 Cal.4th 854, 866‐877.).
SB 743 will transition CEQA transportation impact analysis from traffic operational impacts mitigated at
specific locations to VMT‐based impacts with nexus and proportionality tied to regional conditions. The
implications would be that mitigation measures could be implemented to reduce VMT in other parts of
the region and still have a nexus and proportionality to the project.
Enforceability
Mitigation measures will continue to need to be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements,
or other legally‐binding instruments. In the case of the adoption of a plan, policy, regulation, or other
public project, mitigation measures can be incorporated into the plan, policy, regulation, or project design.
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Conservative reading of CEQA case law sees mitigations of facilities or actions outside the control of the
CEQA lead agency without legitimate concurrence from the mitigated facility controlling agency as a
significant and unavoidable impact. It is likely that several lead agencies in Los Angeles County will look
to mitigate potential significant transportation impacts of their projects by providing fair share
improvements or funding to Metro projects and programs. Metro will also likely be asked to review the
mitigations for reasonableness of their potential to reduce VMT. Lead agencies may rely on Metro
documents as justification for the implementation of mitigation measures.
The Technical Advisory includes lists of potential mitigation measures to address a finding of significance
under CEQA for a VMT impact. The amount of potential VMT reduction would be determined from
elasticity and quantification of potential reduction measures’ assumptions from sources such as the
California Air Pollution Control Officer’s Association’s (CAPCOA) report Quantifying Greenhouse Gas
Measures (CAPCOA, 2010).
Potential measures to reduce VMT listed in the Technical Advisory include many that would directly or
indirectly involve Metro operations, projects and programs. Table 1 describes VMT reduction measures
mentioned by OPR along with the potential role Metro would have, the likely implementing agency or
organization, the relative effectiveness of the VMT reduction measure (primarily from the CAPCOA
report), the source of the VMT reduction effectiveness, the scale/magnitude of the VMT reduction
measure implementation and the potential costs listed as high, medium and low. High cost was defined
as $10 million and above, medium cost is defined as $1 million to $10 million and low cost is defined as
$1 million and below.
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Table 1: Potential VMT Mitigation Measures
Reduction Measure

Implementation Lead

Metro Role

Effectiveness

Source

Scale/Magnitude

Costs

Orient the project toward transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.

Applicant

Station Area Planning

0.25 – 0.5% reduction in VMT

CAPCOA page 179, LUT‐7

Within Project

N/A

Locate the project in an area of the region that already exhibits low VMT

Applicant

Only Metro facilities

10‐65% VMT reduction

CAPCOA page 159, LUT‐2

Site specific

N/A

Shifting single occupancy vehicle trips to carpooling or vanpooling, for
example providing ride‐matching services

Employer

Metro Vanpool Program

0.3 – 13.4% commute VMT reduction

CAPCOA page 227, TRT‐3

Based on size of development

Medium

Limit or eliminate parking supply

Applicant

May effect Metro parking lots

5 – 12.5% vehicle miles travelled (VMT)
reduction

CAPCOA page 207, PDT‐1

Within Project

N/A

Unbundle parking costs

Applicant

May effect Metro parking lots

2.6 – 13% VMT reduction

CAPCOA page 210, PDT‐2

Within Project

N/A

Provide parking or roadway pricing or cash‐out programs

Applicant/ landlord / company May effect Metro parking lots

0.1 – 19.7% commute VMT reduction, cash‐
out: 0.6 – 7.7% commute VMT reduction

CAPCOA page 261, TRT‐14
and 15

Varies, potentially high

Low to High

Provide Bike Parking in Non‐Residential Projects

Applicant

0.625% reduction in VMT

CAPCOA page 202, SDT‐6

Within Project

N/A

Provide Bike Parking with Multi‐Unit Residential Projects

Applicant

Not Quantified

CAPCOA page 204, SDT‐7

Within Project

N/A

Incorporate affordable housing into the project

Applicant

Within Project

N/A

Locate the project near transit.

Applicant

Where in compliance with CalGreen or
under Joint Development Program
None unless under Joint Development
Program
None unless under Joint Development
Program
Potential with Joint Development Program

0.5 – 24.6% VMT reduction

CAPCOA page 171, LUT‐5

Site specific

N/A

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 and

Applicant

Potential with Joint Development Program 0.8 – 30.0% VMT reduction

CAPCOA page 155, LUT‐1

Within Project

N/A

Applicant

Potential with Joint Development Program 9‐30% VMT reduction

CAPCOA page 162, LUT‐3

Within Project

N/A

Applicant

Potential with Joint Development Program Not Quantified

Within Project

N/A

Integrate Affordable and Below Market Rate Housing

Applicant

Potential with Joint Development Program 0.04 – 1.20% VMT reduction

Within Project

N/A

Locate Project near Bike Path/Bike Lane

Applicant

Site specific

N/A

Within Project

N/A

Based on location

Low

Within Project

Low

Not Quantified

CAPCOA page 176, LUT‐6

Potential with Joint Development Program 0.625% reduction in VMT
CAPCOA page 181, LUT‐8
1% increase in share of workers commuting by
Incorporate Bike Lane Street Design (on‐site)
Applicant
Potential with Joint Development Program bicycle (for each additional mile of bike lanes CAPCOA page 200, SDT‐5
per square mile)
Increase access to common goods and services, such as groceries, schools,
None unless under Joint Development
Local Agency
2% Trip Reduction
and daycare
Program
Implement or provide access to a commute reduction program
Applicant/ landlord / company None unless Metro employees
1.0 – 6.2% commute VMT Reduction
CAPCOA page 210, TRT‐1
Providing on‐site amenities at places of work, such as priority parking for
Applicant/ landlord / company None unless Metro employees
Not quantified
CAPCOA page 244, TRT‐8
carpools and vanpools, secure bike parking, and showers and locker rooms
4‐5% commute vehicle trips reduced with full‐
Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing
Applicant/ landlord / company Role in transit trip advertising
CAPCOA page 240, TRT‐7
scale employer support
Tolling new lanes to encourage carpools and fund transit improvements

Caltrans

Potential with Express lanes

Strong effect on travel patterns

Very large scale undertaking

High

Converting existing general purpose lanes to HOV or HOT lanes
Implementing Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) strategies to
improve passenger throughput on existing lanes.
Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program – Required
Implementation/Monitoring

Caltrans
Caltrans, Local Agency, LA
County DPW

Potential with Express lanes
Potential integration with at‐grade
crossings

Tolling effect

Very large scale undertaking

High

Employer

Provide transit passes. [to Metro services]

0 ‐ 45% reduction in GHG emissions

CAPCOA page 291, RPT‐2

High dependent on affected roadways

Low to High

None unless Metro employees

4.2 – 21.0% commute VMT reduction

CAPCOA page 223, TRT‐2

Within Project

Low to Medium
(ongoing costs)

Employer

Potential TAP Account for Employer

Not quantified

Providing telework options

Employer

None

0.07 – 5.50% commute VMT

CAPCOA page 236, TRT‐6

Low scale

Low

Providing employee transportation coordinators at employment sites and

Employer

None unless Metro employees

Not Quantified

Within Project

N/A

Providing a guaranteed ride home service to users of non‐auto modes.

Employer

None unless Metro employees

Not Quantified

Within Project

Low
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Table 1: Potential VMT Mitigation Measures
Reduction Measure

Implementation Lead

Metro Role

Employer or franchise through
Metro Bikeshare, may collocate car‐sharing
local agency
Employer or franchise through
Implement Car‐Sharing Program
May colocate car‐sharing
local agency
Increase access to common goods and services, such as groceries, schools,
None unless under Joint Development
Local Agency
and daycare
Program
Incorporate neighborhood electric vehicle network
Local Agency
Likely none
Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements
Local Agency
Only in Station Areas
Provide car‐sharing, bike sharing, and ride‐sharing programs

Effectiveness
1 – 15% commute VMT reduction

Source

Scale/Magnitude

Costs

CAPCOA page 253, TRT‐11
and TRT‐12

0.4 – 0.7% VMT reduction and therefore 0.4 –
CAPCOA page 245, TRT‐9
0.7% reduction in GHG emissions

Likely beyond the site area to be effective Medium to High

2% Trip Reduction

Based on location

0.5‐12.7% VMT reduction
0 ‐ 2% VMT reduction
0.25 – 1.00% VMT reduction and therefore
0.25 – 1.00% reduction in GHG emissions
2.8 – 5.5% VMT reduction

Low

CAPCOA page 194, SDT‐3
CAPCOA page 186, SDT‐1

Potentially very large scale to be effective High
Dependent on affected area
Low to Medium

CAPCOA page 190, SDT‐2

Generally low, and localized

Low to Medium

CAPCOA page 213, PDT‐3

Likely on adjacent roadways

Low to Medium

CAPCOA page 276, TST‐3

Very High

High

Provide traffic calming

Local Agency

Likely none

Implement Market Price Public Parking (On‐Street)

Local Agency

None

Expand Transit Network

Metro and other Transit
Agencies

Design, construct, operate, and maintain

Increase Transit Service Frequency/Speed

Metro and other Transit
Agencies

Implement service improvements and buy
0.02 – 2.5% VMT reduction
vehicles

CAPCOA page 280, TST‐4

High, plus
Purchase of new vehicles or more vehicles
operations and
run
maintenance

Provide a Bus Rapid Transit System

Metro and other Transit
Agencies

Design, construct, operate, and maintain

CAPCOA page 270, TST‐1

High, if new system

Reduction Measures on a Programmatic Level

Providing incentives or subsidies that increase the use of modes other than
Metro and other Agencies
single‐occupancy vehicle.
Improve or increase access to transit.
Implementing or funding off‐site travel demand management
Increase Destination Accessibility
Deploy management strategies (e.g., pricing, vehicle occupancy
requirements) on roadways or roadway lanes.
Create Urban Non‐Motorized Zones

0.1 – 8.2% vehicle miles travelled (VMT)
reduction

0.02 – 3.2% VMT reduction

Incentives and subsidies may be for Metro
0.3 – 20.0% commute VMT reduction
system

CAPCOA page 230, TRT‐4

Station Area Planning

Not quantified

CAPCOA page 275, TST‐2

Potential as transit provider

Not Quantified

Transit Investment

6.7 – 20% VMT reduction

Local Agency

None

Local Agency

None

Local Agency in coordination
with Metro
Various including Metro
Metro and other
Transportation Agencies

CAPCOA page 167, LUT‐4

High

Small investments in pedestrian and
bicycle connections, may include park and Low to Medium
ride improvements
Variable
Low to High
Site specific

N/A

Not Quantified

Likely on adjacent roadways

Medium to High

0.01 – 0.2% annual VMT reduction

Likely on adjacent roadways

Medium to High

10

Analysis of VMT Mitigation Pursuant to SB 743

As seen in Table 1, some of the VMT reduction strategies, especially those that apply to project
alternatives are challenging for lead agencies to reasonably include in CEQA documents. These either
completely change the nature of proposed projects or include strategies largely outside lead agency
capability. The Technical Advisory likely meant to include these to compare types of projects that would
be less likely to cause an impact rather than realistic alternatives a lead agency could consider.
Road Expansion Analysis and Mitigation
As the proposed guidance language from OPR states “For roadway capacity projects, agencies have
discretion to determine the appropriate measure of transportation impact…” thus lead agencies will have
discretion in roadway capacity analysis to determine impact determination methodology and thresholds.
However, VMT‐related effects on air quality and induced demand may still be required for larger projects
expected to have an effect on mode and route choices.
For VMT analysis of roadway or other transportation capacity projects, two primary issues were
encountered in reviewing the case studies. First, the boundaries of the VMT analysis are important in the
determination of changes in trip patterns. Unlike land use projects which measure the trips generated by
a development using household survey data, a travel demand model, or vehicle odometer readings to
estimate the vehicle travel, a transportation project utilizes a geographic boundary approach to VMT
analysis where all trips forecasted within a given geographic boundary, measured for changes in VMT for
a project and its alternatives. Since SB 743 requirements are not yet in place, transportation projects
generally report VMT for the limits of the project itself for air quality/GHG emission analysis rather than
for the entire area affected by the project.
Metro could adopt guidelines for setting VMT analysis boundaries that could extend to the next parallel
arterial roadways on either side of a corridor or within one mile of a corridor, found by applying general
highway functional classification concepts. Conditions will vary due to the geographic and transportation
system conditions of a project, therefore an exact parameter is not recommended, but generalized
guidance should be provided. For example, a roadway project through a mountain pass verses a project
within the arterial grid of the urban core would have differing effects on travel patterns, but guidance to
extend VMT analysis to the next parallel roadway in either direction is still valid.
The second issue for VMT analysis of expansion projects is induced demand. The SB 743 Technical
Guidelines discuss the issue of induced demand of roadway expansion as a major factor in the increase in
VMT, and the strong potential for new expansion projects to cause potential significant transportation
impacts as measured by VMT. Road capacity expansion represents a change in accessibility by providing
new or improved connections that can encourage shift of trips from other modes and, over the long‐term,
encourage development in new areas due to the improved access.
Induced demand is a complicated phenomenon to measure as it could reduce or eliminate congestion
relief benefits, increase VMT, and increase other environmental impacts resulting from vehicle travel. If
those effects are significant, the lead agency will need to consider mitigation or alternatives. In the
context of increased travel induced by capacity increases, the Technical Advisory lists appropriate
mitigation and alternatives that a lead agency might consider to include the following:
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Tolling new lanes to encourage carpools and fund transit improvements;
Converting existing general purpose lanes to HOV or HOT lanes;
Implementing or funding off‐site travel demand management; and
Implementing Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) strategies to improve passenger
throughput on existing lanes.

Fee Programs
The shift from localized impacts and mitigations to regional impacts and mitigations may encourage lead
agencies to mitigate through impact fee programs. Fee programs could be based on agency‐level VMT
goals or SCAG regional GHG targets under SB 375 with a regional nexus, rather than nexus to localized
operational impacts. Traffic studies may be used to determine operation adequacy in compliance with
their standards prior to CEQA analysis and integrate any required improvements as part of the proposed
project and alternatives.
The Technical Advisory refers to fee programs, specifically as a way to fund transit.
Increased demand throughout a region may, however, cause a cumulative impact by requiring
new or additional transit infrastructure. Such impacts may be adequately addressed through a fee
program that fairly allocates the cost of improvements not just to projects that happen to locate
near transit, but rather across a region to all projects that impose burdens on the entire
transportation system, since transit can broadly improve the function of the transportation
system. (page 16 of the Technical Advisory)
Metro could further investigate fee program options or setting recommended fee structures for
mitigation of impacts through transit improvements. It should be acknowledged that previous efforts to
establish a regional impact fee program were not adopted by Metro. However, Metro may find renewed
interest by CEQA lead agencies and applicants in a Metro program or aligning local fee programs to fund
Metro projects and programs as mitigation.
An early adopter of VMT CEQA Thresholds is the City of Pasadena, which also ties mitigations to its impact
fee program. Its impact fee program includes transit access and bus purchase programs. While Metro
involvement in some of those mitigations may be limited, such as providing First Last Mile Planning
Guidelines to local agencies, there may be issues with the mechanisms of funding fair share contributions
of capital improvements owned by Metro.

4.0 CASE STUDY ANALYSIS
This section reviews six certified CEQA documents as case studies of how the analysis and findings would
change under SB 743. The case studies were selected by Metro as well as Caltrans staff, to represent a
cross section of the types of projects for which Metro was the lead agency or, in the case of highway
projects, may have a role in potential mitigation measures. Caltrans was the Lead Agency for the highway
projects and its policies guided the CEQA environmental documentation. However, review of those
documents are informative to Metro in terms of VMT analysis methodology and determining mitigation
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measures. Each of these documents analyzed VMT as part of the Air Quality analysis of greenhouse gas
emissions, and therefore had data to make judgements about how analysis would change under SB 743.
These included highway, transit, and active transportation mode improvement projects spread out within
various regions of Los Angeles County. Environmental documentation was provided by Metro and
Caltrans staff. For each case study, the project’s effect on VMT within the study area was documented
along with the recommended mitigations measures. The results of each case study are discussed in the
following sections. Applicable excerpts from the environmental documents used in this analysis are
provided in Appendix A.
Utilizing the VMT data acquired from the case studies, an evaluation was performed to describe the effect
of SB 743 guidance on the project impacts and mitigation. With the SB 743 guidance, the environmental
analysis results would be as follows:






Highway Mode – Caltrans is the lead agency for highway projects, however the review was based
on the Metro implications of SB 743 on highway projects
o I‐5 HOT Lane: The project resulted in an increase in VMT, additional analysis would be
needed to understand induced and rerouted traffic, refining the study area as necessary.
o I‐405 at Crenshaw Boulevard/182nd Street Interchange Improvement: The project
resulted in an increase in VMT, additional analysis by an agency would be needed to
understand induced and rerouted traffic.
o SR‐57/60 Confluence at Grand Avenue: The project resulted in an increase in VMT,
additional analysis would be needed to understand the role of the operational benefits in
area travel, increasing the study area to include portions of adjacent counties.
Transit Mode
o Metro Expo Line Phase 2: The project resulted in an overall decrease in VMT, thus would
not result in transportation impacts. No mitigation would be required.
o Metro Orange Line Canoga Extension: The project resulted in an overall decrease in VMT,
thus would not result in transportation impacts. No mitigation would be required.
Active Transportation
o Rail to Rail Active Transportation Corridor: No change in VMT

4.1 I‐5 HOT Lane Project (Highway Mode)
The I‐5 HOT Lane project, led by Caltrans, consists of implementing High Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes in
North Los Angeles County on I‐5 between SR‐14 and Parker Road in both the northbound and southbound
directions. This 13.5‐mile long facility would retain the same existing number of general purpose and truck
lanes while considering the repurposing of future High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes. The project
analysis includes the addition of HOV or HOT lanes in 2008 (existing), 2018, and 2035. The comparison of
“no build” and “build” VMT for the I‐5 HOT Lane project is shown in Table 2.
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Table 2: I‐5 HOT Lane
VMT Summary Table
Alternative
Study Area

Unit

VMT

Year

Type

Location/Name

2008

No Build

Mainline

410,735

No Build

Mainline

475,334

With HOT

Mainline

430,029

With HOT

HOT

60,786

With HOV

Mainline

454,384

With HOV

HOT

No Build

Mainline

537,826

With HOT

Mainline

468,141

With HOT

HOT

85,127

With HOV

Mainline

515,132

With HOV

HOT

38,137

2018
I‐5 between SR‐14
and Parker Rd

2035

Daily

36,431

%
Difference
vs No Build

3.26%
3.26%

2.87%
2.87%

Notes:
VMT = Vehicle Miles Traveled.

As shown in Table 2, the VMT with either HOV or HOT lanes increases by approximately 3% compared to
the no build alternatives in either build out year. Along with the increase in VMT with project, there is an
increase of VMT between no build 2008, 2018, and 2035 analysis years. No mitigation measures were
identified as part of this project since there were no significant impacts under CEQA.
Caltrans was the lead agency for this project and Caltrans policies guide all environmental review
decisions. The following analysis is intended to discuss potential Metro outcomes in response to CEQA
review under SB 743. Under SB 743, additional analysis would need to be conducted to properly assess
the potential impact under CEQA. First, the study area for the VMT transportation analysis would need
to be further explored to include all areas affected by the project—the definition of which may be
different from the choice of the air quality‐based boundary of the VMT analysis in this DEIR in that it may
need to be expanded to include potential attracted trips from other routes. Second, VMT from ‘induced
trips’ rather than rerouted trips would need to be distinguished. Induced trips shift modes, or in the case
of high occupancy lanes from drivers to passengers. Rerouted trips would shift from other routes to the
proposed project due to changes in the capacity and operational conditions of the project. Both have the
potential to increase or decrease total VMT and VMT per capita.
To illustrate how viewing the VMT data in these different ways could lead to different analytical outcomes,
using some basic assumptions, Table 3 shows the amount of person‐trips served by the proposed project.
The assumptions were that each trip traveled two miles through the study area, with general purpose
lanes carrying 1.2 occupants per vehicle and HOT/HOV lanes carrying 2 occupants per vehicle. As shown,
in each year, the Build alternatives would carry more person trips than the No Build conditions. This would
be consistent with the purpose and need of the project as far as moving more persons and regional goals
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of efficient transportation infrastructure investment. Therefore, this project potentially would not have
a CEQA significant impact based on SB 743, as it enables the reducing of the number of vehicles required
to transport people, but it would need a more in depth analysis in order to form a definitive conclusion.
However, review of study area guidelines and methodologies will be an important part of any new Lead
Agency policies to address VMT analysis.
Table 3: I‐5 HOT Lane
Person Trip Calculation Table
Alternative
Study Area

Number of
Trips
(assuming 2
miles per trip)

Passenger
per vehicle
(assumed)

Person
Trips

Year

Type

Location/Name

2008

No Build

Mainline

205,368

1.2

246,441

No Build

Mainline

237,667

1.2

285,200

With HOT

Mainline

215,015

1.2

258,017

With HOT

HOT

30,393

2.0

60,786

With HOV

Mainline

227,192

1.2

272,630

With HOV

HOT

18,216

2.0

36,431

No Build

Mainline

268,913

1.2

322,696

With HOT

Mainline

234,071

1.2

280,885

With HOT

HOT

42,564

2.0

85,127

With HOV

Mainline

257,566

1.2

309,079

With HOV

HOT

19,069

2.0

38,137

2018
I‐5 between SR‐
14 and Parker Rd

2035

%
Difference
vs No Build

11.8%
8.4%

13.4%
7.6%

The I‐5 HOT Lane EIR analyzed seventeen study intersections in the vicinity of the project. The EIR does
not specify significant impact criteria for the intersection analysis. Out of the seventeen study
intersections, none are identified as causing an impact although the With Project scenario level of service
increases for some intersections. No mitigation measures are identified for intersections in the study area,
since none are identified as significant impacts.

4.2 I‐405 at Crenshaw Boulevard/182nd Street Interchange Improvement
Project (Highway Mode)
The I‐405 at Crenshaw Boulevard/182nd Street interchange improvement project, led by Caltrans, consists
of refining operations of the I‐405 mainline with the ramps at Crenshaw Boulevard and 182nd Street in the
South Bay sub‐region of Los Angeles County. The project proposes to increase capacity and storage with
the addition of an auxiliary lane between the Crenshaw Boulevard/182nd Street and Western Avenue
interchanges in both the northbound and southbound directions. Capacity enhancements on the
corresponding arterial streets will also be made. The project analysis includes the addition of auxiliary
lanes in 2008, 2014 (existing), 2020, and 2035. The comparison of “no build” and “build” VMT for the I‐
405 at Crenshaw Boulevard/182nd Street Interchange Improvement project is shown in Table 4.
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Table 4: I‐405 at Crenshaw Boulevard/182nd Street Interchange Improvement
VMT Summary Table
Alternative
Study Area

Year
2008
2014

I‐405 at Crenshaw
Blvd/182nd St

2020

2035

Unit

VMT

Type

Location/Name

No Build

Mainline

552,631

No Build

HOV

96,503

No Build

Mainline

554,799

No Build

HOV

98,822

No Build

Mainline

555,234

No Build

HOV

Opening Aux

Mainline

Opening Aux

Daily

%
Difference
vs No Build

99,288
579,946

4.45%

HOV

101,190

1.92%

No Build

Mainline

558,485

No Build

HOV

102,769

With Aux

Mainline

573,803

2.74%

With Aux

HOV

102,769

0.00%

Notes:
VMT = Vehicle Miles Traveled.

As shown in Table 4, mainline and HOV VMT with auxiliary lanes increases when compared to the no build
alternatives in either build out year. Along with the increase in VMT with project, there is an increase of
VMT between no build 2008, 2014, 2020, and 2035 analysis years. No mitigation measures were identified
as part of this project since there were no significant impacts under CEQA.
Caltrans was the lead agency for this project and Caltrans policies guide all environmental review
decisions. The following analysis is intended to discuss potential Metro outcomes in response to CEQA
review under SB 743. Under SB 743, as an interchange project, the improvement in connectivity to the
project area (such as commercial sites along Crenshaw Boulevard) would need to be studied for induced
demand potential. Analysis of induced demand would also include analysis of the impact to operations of
Torrance Transit Line 10, bicycle and pedestrian facilities.
Lead agencies have the option of including VMT reduction actions as proposed project components at the
DEIR stage that would result in a less than significant transportation finding. Regardless of if VMT
reduction measures were included as project components or as mitigation measures, the options for this
type of interchange project would include HOV improvements or improvements to Crenshaw Boulevard’s
transit, bicycle or pedestrian conditions. Fair‐share contribution to regional projects from either Caltrans
or the City of Torrance would probably need to occur within the City in the absence of a regional fee
mitigation program. It would be difficult for a local agency to justify contributing to a project outside of
its jurisdiction when it could, for example, increase local match to a Metro transit project in the City of
Torrance to mitigate any VMT increases by the proposed project.
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The I‐405 at Crenshaw Boulevard/182nd Street interchange improvement Initial Study Environmental
Assessment (ISEA) analyzes three study intersections in the study area. All three intersections improve in
level of service in With Project scenarios. No mitigation measures are identified for the intersections, as
they are not significantly impacted.

4.3 SR‐57/SR‐60 Confluence at Grand Avenue Project (Highway Mode)
The SR‐57/SR‐60 confluence at Grand Avenue project, led by Caltrans, consists of reconfiguration of the
Grand Avenue interchange in the San Gabriel Valley sub‐region of Los Angeles County to improve traffic
operations and safety. The project alternatives consider loop or diamond ramps with auxiliary lanes and
capacity enhancements on Grand Avenue. The interchange reconfiguration is analyzed for 2009 (existing),
2017, and 2037 conditions. The comparison of “no build” and “build” VMT for the SR‐57/SR‐60 Confluence
at Grand Avenue project is shown in Table 5.
Table 5: SR‐57/SR‐60 Confluence at Grand Avenue
VMT Summary Table
Alternative
Study Area

Unit

VMT

%
Difference
vs No Build

Year

Type

Location/Name

2009

No Build

Mainline

3,611,333

No Build

Mainline

3,796,197

Build Alt 2

Mainline

3,800,971

0.13%

Build Alt 3

Mainline

3,803,708

0.20%

No Build

Mainline

4,230,956

Build Alt 2

Mainline

4,224,446

‐0.15%

Build Alt 3

Mainline

4,230,237

‐0.02%

2017
Confluence of SR‐57
and SR‐60
2037

Daily

Notes:
VMT = Vehicle Miles Traveled.

As shown in Table 5, mainline VMT with the project slightly increases when compared to the no build
alternatives in 2017, yet slightly decreases in 2037. The decrease in VMT in 2037 is attributed to improved
circulation in the study area. An increase of VMT between no build 2009, 2017, and 2037 analysis years
does occur. No mitigation measures were identified as part of this project since there were no significant
impacts under CEQA.
Caltrans was the lead agency for this project and Caltrans policies guide all environmental review
decisions. The following analysis is intended to discuss potential Metro outcomes in response to CEQA
review under SB 743. Under SB 743, the project would need further consideration of the impact on
induced demand and its study area. While the project does not add freeway mainline capacity, the
additional capacity added to auxiliary lanes and Grand Avenue to improve interchange operations would
likely facilitate increased travel and potentially induce more development. A freeway to freeway
interchange is one to two miles from any entrance or exit onto the arterial system, so its benefits are
generally for long‐distance travel, in this case for travel between Los Angeles, Orange and San Bernardino
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Counties. Therefore, VMT analysis under SB 743 would likely need to have a larger study area
encompassing eastern Los Angeles County, northern Orange County and western San Bernardino County
to properly assess changes in VMT due to the project. There is some degree of concern over the sensitivity
of regional travel demand models to induced demand of switching modes and facilitating land
development due to individual transportation projects as existing travel demand models are calibrated to
regional air quality determinations rather than land accessibility elasticity. However, Metro, and all other
lead agencies, would need to use the best available tools and professional judgement in assessing direct
and indirect travel inducement due to individual projects in the CEQA transportation impact analysis.
The SR‐57/SR‐60 confluence at Grand Avenue EIR analyzes three study intersections in the study area. All
three intersections improve in level of service in with project scenarios. No mitigation measures are
identified for the intersections, as they are not significantly impacted. The EIR does state the need for a
transportation management plan (TMP) during construction of the project.

4.4 Metro Expo Line Phase 2 (Transit Mode)
The Metro Expo Line Phase 2 project consists of extending transit service in the Westside sub‐region of
Los Angeles County from Culver City to Santa Monica. All project alternatives include a high‐frequency,
reliable transit network connecting to the Expo Phase 1 light rail system. Implementation of the transit
network is analyzed for 2005 (existing) and 2030 conditions. The comparison of “no build” and “build”
VMT for the Metro Expo Line Phase 2 project study area is shown in Table 6.
Table 6: Metro Expo Line Phase 2
VMT Summary Table
Alternative
Study Area

Project Study Area
Boundaries

Unit

VMT

%
Difference
vs No Build

Year

Type

Location/Name

2005

No Build

Study Area

2,121,209

No Build

Study Area

2,695,854

TSM

Study Area

2,693,804

‐0.08%

LRT 1

Study Area

2,684,231

‐0.43%

LRT 2

Study Area

2,685,511

‐0.38%

LRT 3

Study Area

2,686,360

‐0.35%

LRT 4

Study Area

2,685,540

‐0.38%

2030

Daily

Notes:
VMT = Vehicle Miles Traveled.

As shown in Table 6, the study area VMT with project decreases when compared to the no build
alternative in 2030. Due to the effect of a transit mode project increasing utilization of the transit
networks, a decrease in VMT of vehicles is anticipated. Mitigation measures necessary for this project
include intersection signal timing adjustments at most affected intersections and some intersection
capacity enhancements—those mitigations could also be justified by the need to reduce potential at‐
grade conflicts between the rail and roadway systems. This project supports the intent of SB 743, and it
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is expected that it would help facilitate development along the Expo Line corridor, reducing the need for
growth outside of HQTAs.
The Metro Expo Line Phase 2 EIR analyses 90 study intersections in the study area. Five of the 90
intersections are considered to be significantly impacted during a peak hour of a With Project scenario.
Mitigation measures for these intersections include operational and/or geometric changes. After
mitigation measures, two of the five intersections are considered to be significant and unavoidable
impacts, two intersections cannot be mitigated to a less‐than significant impact, and one intersection is
deemed less than significant impact. Ultimately, two intersections remain impacted with the project due
to roadway acquisitions which are not feasible.

4.5 Metro Orange Line Canoga Extension (Transit Mode)
The Metro Orange Line Canoga Extension project consists of extending transit service in the San Fernando
Valley sub‐region of Los Angeles County from Woodland Hills to the Chatsworth Metrolink Station. All
project alternatives include enhancements of transit service connecting to the Metro Orange Line busway
east of the project study area. The implementation of the busway is analyzed for 2006 (existing) and 2030
conditions. The comparison of “no build” and “build” VMT for the Metro Orange Line Canoga Extension
project study area is shown in Table 7.
Table 7: Metro Orange Line Canoga Extension
VMT Summary Table
Alternative
Study Area

Project Study Area
Boundaries

Unit

VMT

Year

Type

Location/Name

2006

No Build

Study Area

1,208,663

No Build

Study Area

1,460,757

Alt 2

Study Area

Alt 3
Alt 4

2030

%
Difference
vs No Build

1,460,099

‐0.05%

Study Area

1,456,426

‐0.30%

Study Area

1,456,715

‐0.28%

Daily

Notes:
VMT = Vehicle Miles Traveled.

As shown in Table 7, the study area VMT with the project decreases when compared to the no build
alternative in 2030. Due to the effect of a transit mode project increasing utilization of the transit
networks, a decrease in VMT of vehicles is anticipated. No mitigation measures are necessary for this
project due to beneficial mobility impacts, and under SB 743 it would not require transportation impact
analysis. As with the Expo Line Phase 2, this project supports the intent of SB 743, and it is expected that
it would help facilitate development along the Orange Line corridor, reducing the need for growth outside
of HQTAs.
The Metro Orange Line Canoga Extension EIR analyses 41 study intersections in the study area. 15 of the
41 intersections are considered to be significantly impacted during a peak hour of a With Project scenario.
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Mitigation measures for these intersections include operational and/or geometric changes. All
intersections are deemed to be less than significant impacts after mitigation measures.

4.6 Rail to Rail Active Transportation Corridor (Active Transportation Mode)
The Rail to Rail Active Transportation Corridor project consists of improved access to major transit facilities
by improving pedestrian and cyclist safety in East Los Angeles County. The improved access would connect
the Metro Crenshaw Line, Harbor Transit Way, Blue Line, and other various bus lines in the region. The
project area is analyzed for 2016 (existing) and 2019 conditions. There is no documentation of effects on
VMT due to the Rail to Rail Active Transportation Corridor project. Additionally, the CEQA document does
not discuss VMT changes in either “no build” or “build” scenarios. No mitigation measures are necessary
for this project due to beneficial mobility impacts. Under SB 743, this project would not require CEQA
transportation impact analysis.
The Rail to Rail CEQA Categorical Exclusion (CE) analysis includes 25 study intersections in the study area.
The intersection analysis deemed no adverse effects to intersection delay in the With Project scenario.
Part of the project improvements include five new traffic signals, either at the intersection or midblock.
All new traffic signals are for safety purposes and would operate at an acceptable level of service.

4.7 Relative VMT Comparison
As discussed previously, direct comparison of the relative is difficult due to different study area sizes. In
order to estimate the relative effect of each project on VMT, it was assumed that the entirety of VMT
change was to be captured within each EIR study area. Then, all study areas were normalized to 1,000,000
VMT and the total difference from No Build to Build in the EIR analysis was applied to the normalized
1,000,000 VMT to obtain a relative percent VMT difference comparison as shown in Table 8.
Table 8: VMT Comparison Table
EIR VMT Analysis
Location/Name

Normalized Analysis

No Build

Build

Absolute
Difference

Percent
Difference

No Build

Build

Percent
Difference

537,826

553,268

15,442

2.87%

1,000,000

1,015,442

1.54%

661,254

676,572

15,318

2.32%

1,000,000

1,015,318

1.53%

4,230,956

4,224,446

(6,510)

‐0.15%

1,000,000

993,490

‐0.65%

Metro Expo Line Phase 2

2,695,854

2,684,231

(11,623)

‐0.43%

1,000,000

988,377

‐1.16%

Metro Orange Line
Canoga Extension

1,460,757

1,456,426

(4,331)

‐0.30%

1,000,000

995,669

‐0.43%

I‐5 HOT Lane
I‐405 at Crenshaw
Blvd/182nd St Interchange
SR‐57/SR‐60 Confluence
at Grand Avenue

As shown, by normalizing the VMT of the various types of projects, the overall percent difference from
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No Build to Build showed the highway projects increased VMT at about twice the magnitude transit
projects reduced VMT. Since the travel demand models used in these EIRs were developed primarily as
highway models, it would be expected that transit projects would not reduce VMT as much as highway
projects increase VMT. This is because a transit project would remove corridor roadway trips, freeing up
capacity to attract trips from other corridors thereby balancing out the VMT reduction of the project in a
study area. This demonstrates some of the implicit bias in the current models used for VMT analysis and
indicates that simpler and potentially more defensible methodologies such as trip type‐based analysis
could be used as an alternative CEQA analysis.

5.0 CONCLUSIONS
This analysis of certified environmental documents of transportation projects is intended to identify areas
of further study of the implications of SB 743 on Metro. There is no recommendation for immediate policy
action to be taken, rather this analysis concludes in a summary of main points for further investigation.
During the early implementation period, regional and state understanding of SB 743 implementation will
improve standards of practice and establish guidelines. OPR recognizes issues with implementation of
the SB 743 guidelines and the need to monitor based on the experience of CEQA lead agencies and thus
adjustments may need to be made. Metro will need to be engaged in the regional discussion of SB 743
implementation. SB 743 will closer align CEQA impact analysis with the regional and program‐level
transportation strategies which necessitate Metro on multiple levels of its operations, planning and
funding missions.
Items that could be further investigated by Metro to help develop an SB 743 policy recommendation are:










Broader assessment of the magnitude of VMT increase or decrease from different types and
scales of projects. Unfortunately, the study areas for the VMT analysis of the highway projects
were too small to compare absolute values of VMT increase to the decrease caused by transit
projects;
The ability to provide CEQA transportation analysis under programmatic environmental
assessments such as if projects consistent with the SCAG Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) would need independent assessment since the
RTP/SCS would need to be consistent with the regional targets set by SB 375;
To what degree does SB 743 bring changes to the Congestion Management Program (CMP) with
a renewed focus on VMT and the exemption of delay monitoring of arterials in HQTAs;
Climate action planning and greenhouse gas inventories will likely have a closer connection to
transportation funding, expanding upon programs like Cap and Trade and creating closer ties of
VMT performance to competitive transportation grants;
The appropriate policy for setting VMT study areas for transportation purposes; and
Best practices in providing mitigation of VMT impacts for transit agencies that allow local agencies
and project applicants a mechanism for fair share contribution consistent with CEQA.
The limitations of current travel demand models to analyze induced demand. The trip generation
and distribution is generally fixed in a travel demand scenario as land use produces and attracts
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trips. Transportation improvements tend to ‘induce’ demand (use) over time as land use is
developed with the increased access provided by transportation improvements. These inducing
phenomena are generally not part of a transportation improvement’s analysis using a travel
demand model.
Exploration of alternative methodologies to VMT analysis to accomplish the same CEQA analysis
goals, such as analysis of the number and types of trips by mode or person trips.

5.1 Limitations of Study
While this report summarized the analysis of potential transportation impacts to previously certified EIR’s
under the new SB 743 guidelines, it is limited by analysis contained in those EIRs which were not intended
for comprehensive transportation analysis. The limitations of those analyses did assist in indicating
potential issues with SB 743 analysis, establishment of thresholds, and application of mitigation measures
but resulted in an inability for conclusive results or recommendations on those topics.
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I‐5 HOT Lane Project Documentation

Iteris, Inc.

Highway: I‐5 HOT Lane Project
Enviro: LSA

Scope:

page 3‐8
page 3‐10
page 3‐14
page 3‐15
page 3‐16
page 3‐17
page 3‐24
page 3‐25
page 3‐26
page 3‐27
Definition:
page 3‐51
page 4‐2
page 4‐2

Existing Freeway Mainline ADT
Existing Freeway Mainline speed, density, LOS
2018 no build freeway mainline volumes
2018 no build freeway mainline speed, density, LOS
2018 HOT freeway mainline volumes
2018 no build and HOT freeway mainline speed, density, LOS
2035 no build freeway mainline volumes
2035 no build freeway mainline speed, density, LOS
2035 HOT freeway mainline volumes
2035 no build and HOT freeway mainline speed, density, LOS
VMT is the number of miles traveled nationally by vehicles for a period of 1 year.
‐average traffic volumes along I‐5 project corridor project to increase with project
‐implementation of project would result in slight increase in overall VMT
significant impacts
no mitigation measures

Notes
The latest re‐eval for conversion to HOT in 2013 did not have a complete AQR. Instead, I had prepared
several tech memos for different pollutants of concern. All memos are based on the same set of VMT/speeds
data received from a consultant for the project (VMTbySpeed_v5.1.zip). Each of the spreadsheet contains
VMTs and speeds both for the corridor and for sub‐regional area.
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I‐405 at Crenshaw Boulevard/182nd Street Interchange Improvement Project
Documentation

Iteris, Inc.

Highway: I‐405 at Crenshaw Blvd/182nd St Interchange Improvement Project
Enrivo: ICF

scope:

Neg Dec
no volume info in report

mitigation:

ISEA
land use:
Final
p.28
Chapter
2

Outcome:

N/A

growth:
p.32
N/A
commmunity:
p.34
N/A
environmental
justice:
p.38

utility/emerge
ncy services:
p.41

traffic p.52

visual/aestheti
cs p.58

N/A
‐utility
relocation
less than
significant
‐TMP
necessary
for detour
‐TMP
‐roadway
closures
during off
peak/overni
ght
‐temporary
traffic

see bullet
points

Notes
Received VMT/speeds data from
Advanced Planning. See
rev.2020.fromJOsborn.Crenshaw
Ramp Project.xlsx as attached. Pls
note in the tab labels that the Build
Alternative is noted as “Aux” while
No‐Build is noted as “NB.”
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SR‐57/SR‐60 Confluence at Grand Avenue Project Documentation

Iteris, Inc.

Highway: SR‐57_SR‐60 Confluence at Grand Ave Project
Enviro: ICF
Transportaion: KOA

scope:

FEIR

page 2‐191

Final AQR

page 4‐5

Given the associated decrease in VMT anticipated to occur under the build
alternatives compared with the No‐Build Alternative at the horizon year (2037), a
brief explanation of the results is warranted.

page 3‐31_32 changes in ADT
page 3‐37
Does project worsen air quality? YES

page 3‐42

Final EIR FONSI

page 3‐15_17

Notes

AQR was prepared
by LSA. See SR57‐
SR60_Final_AQR_07‐
2012.pdf for the
VMT/Speed matrix
towards the end of
the file in
Appendices E and F.
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Metro Expo Line Phase 2 Documentation

Iteris, Inc.

Transit: Expo Phase II
Transportation: Iteris

scope:

FEIR page 1‐15

LOS before mitigation

2030 TSM
2030 segment 1
AM: 4
2030 segment 1a PM: 4
2030 segment 2
AM: 1
2030 segment 3 PM: 0
2030 segment 3a

Transportation‐Traffic FEIR

page 3.2‐21

proposed improvements table 3.2‐8

0 table 3.2‐12
0 table 3.2‐14 and 15
table 3.2‐17 and 18
0 table 3.2‐20 and 21
table 3.2‐23 and 24
0 table 3.2‐26 and 27
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Metro Orange Line Canoga Extension Documentation

Iteris, Inc.

Transit: Metro Orange Line Canoga Extension
Transportation: Iteris

scope:

2030 TSM
2030 dedicated bus lane
2030 canoga busway

1 table 4.7‐17
5 table 4.7‐19
9 table 4.7‐21

DEIR 4.7

page 4.7‐25

page 4.7‐27_29 general impacts
page 4.7‐45_51 mitigation measures
page 4.7‐64_66 summary
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Rail to Rail Active Transportation Corridor Segment A Documentation

Iteris, Inc.

Active: Rail to Rail Transportation Corridor Segment A
Transportation: Fehr & Peers

scope:

vol2
vol1

no mitigation measures
page 32‐34 general improvements

