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1.0 PROJECT INTRODUCTION 
 

The purpose of this report is to evaluate the project’s vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis 
requirements and compliance with Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) and The California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). 
 

1.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project is located on the vacant lot on the southwest corner of Wildomar Trail Road and the I-15 
in the City of Wildomar. The project is designated as a greenfield development as the existing land is 
currently vacant/undeveloped. The proposed project is a mixed-use development that consists of: 
 

• 152 Multifamily Dwelling Units 

• 35,529 square feet Shopping Center 

• 72,000 square feet Medical Office 

• 2,080 square feet Auto-Car Wash 

• Gas Station with 22 vehicle fueling stations 

 
Table 1-1 shows proposed project trip generation.  
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Table 1-1 
 Project Trip Generation 

Land Use Intensity Units1 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Daily 
In Out 

Total In Out Total 

Residential Component 

Multifamily Housing (Mid Rise) 
152 

DU 
14 40 55 41 26 67 827 

Internal Capture Reduction - Mixed Use Development2 0 0 0 21 12 33 406 

Residential Subtotal 14 40 55 20 14 34 421 

Commercial Component 

Shopping Center 
35.529 TSF 105 65 170 121 

132 
253 2,977 

Internal Capture Reduction - Mixed Use Development2 0 0 0 21 22 43 506 

Pass-by Reduction (34% - PM Peak Hour Only)3 
- - - 34 37 71 840 

Commercial Subtotal 105 65 170 67 72 139 1,631 

Medical Office Component 

Medical-Dental Office Building  
72 TSF 156 44 200 70 179 249 

2,506 

Internal Capture Reduction - Mixed Use Development2 0 0 0 4 13 13 126 

Medical Office Subtotal 156 
44 

200 66 167 237 2,379 

Service Station 

Super Convenience Market/ Gas 
Station 22 VFP 309 309 618 253 253 505 5,017 

Pass-by Reduction (62% AM Peak Hour, 56% - PM Peak 
Hour)3 

192 192 383 141 141 283 2,840 

Service Station Subtotal 117 117 235 111 111 222 2,231 

 Automated Car Wash  
2.08 TSF 0 0 0 15 15 30 0 

TOTAL 
393 266 659 278 379 661 6,663 

1 DU = Dwelling Units; TSF = Thousand Square Feet; VFP = Vehicle Fueling positions 
2 Internal capture is based on the ITE methodology per Figure 6.2 of ITE Trip Generation Handbook (3rd Edition, 2017). 
3 Pass-by reduction percentage is based on the ITE methodology per Table E of ITE Trip Generation Handbook (3rd Edition, 2017). 
 

 
Figure 1-1 shows the Project site plan. 
 

1.2 SENATE BILL 743 (SB 743) 
On September 27, 2013, SB 743 was signed into State law and started a process intended to 
fundamentally change transportation impact analysis as part of the CEQA compliance.  The 
California Natural Resource Agency updated the CEQA transportation analysis guidelines in 2018. In 
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this update automobile delay and LOS metrics are no longer to be used in determining 
transportation impacts. Instead VMT metrics will serve as the basis in determining impacts. 
Furthermore, the guidelines stated that after July 1, 2020, transportation analysis under CEQA must 
use VMT to determine impacts for land use projects. 
  
 

1.3 GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS 
The project is within the jurisdiction of the City of Wildomar. The City has yet to adopt VMT 

thresholds and currently does not have guidance on evaluating VMT for transportation impacts 

under CEQA.  There are two guidance documents available for reference: 

 

1. “Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA.” Office of Planning & 

Research (OPR). December 2018.1 

2. “WRCOG SB 743 Implementation Pathway – Document Package.” Fehr and Peers, March 

2019.2 

 

As part of the mandate of SB 743, California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) was 

tasked with producing a guidance document for local agencies to use when evaluating 

transportation impacts using VMT, hereafter referred to as the OPR Guidelines. Subsequently, the 

Western Riverside Council of Governments (WRCOG) and Fehr and Peers published a SB 743 

Implementation Pathway, Document Package in March 2019, hereafter referred to as the WRCOG 

Document.  The WRCOG Document provides recommendations and guidance for performing VMT 

analysis including assessment methods and defining thresholds of significance in compliance of SB 

743. These two documents will serve as the basis for the project VMT analysis. 

 

As stated previously, the City does not have official guidance performing a VMT analysis per SB 743. 

A letter dated July 7th, 2020 from TKE Engineering, Inc. to Matthew Bossi, Planning Director of City of 

Wildomar regarding the entitlement of this project, states on page 5:  

 

“This Project is required to submit a VMT analysis for review. The VMT analysis should be a 

standalone Appendix to the Traffic Impact Report. It should be summarized and referenced in the 

Executive Summary. The Appendix should include any/all TDM measures to reduce VMT 3% below 

the Cities[sic] existing levels.” 

 
1 http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf 
2 https://www.fehrandpeers.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/WRCOG-SB743-Document-Package.pdf 

http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-743_Technical_Advisory.pdf
https://www.fehrandpeers.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/WRCOG-SB743-Document-Package.pdf
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
OF ±22.33 AC SITE WHICH INCLUDES ±41,609 SF RETAIL, 
±72,000 SF OFFICE AND 152 RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND ON-
SITE IMPROVEMENTS.  PROPOSED RETAIL USES INCLUDE 
MARKET, RESTAURANTS, SHOPS, GAS STATION AND CAR 
WASH.

SITE SUMMARY

Retail
Net Site Area: ±350,138 SF (±8.04 AC)
Building Area:  ±41,609 SF (1 story bldgs)
Coverage:  11.9%
Parking Required:  ±229 stalls*
Parking Provided:  ±257 stalls
Parking Ratio:  6.2/1000

Clean Air/Vanpool/EV Stalls: 6 stalls
EVCS (charging station): 15 stalls

Office
Net Site Area: ±272,526 SF (±6.26 AC)
Building Area:  ±72,000 SF (3 story bldgs)
Coverage:  9.4%**
Parking Required: ±360 stalls*
Parking Provided:  ±360 stalls
Parking Ratio:  5.0/1000

Clean Air/Vanpool/EV Stalls: 7 stalls
EVCS (charging station): 20 stalls

* Based on City of Wildomar Parking Standards:
General Retail: 5.5/1000
Professional Business Office: 1/200

** Based on building footprints (±25,600 SF)

Residential
Gross Site Area: ±335,653 SF (±7.71 AC)
Net Site Area: ±267,680 SF (±6.15 AC)
Dwelling Units: 152 DU (3 stories)
Net Density: 24.7 DU/AC
Parking Required: 307 spaces
Parking Provided: 326 spaces
Parking Ratio: 2.14 spaces/unit

Right-In/Out Driveways

Baxter Village
Right-In/Out DrivewayBaxter Village

Main Driveway
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2.0 ANALYSIS METHODOLGY 
 
2.1 SCREENING CRITERIA  
 
2.1.1 Office of Planning & Research Guidelines Screening Criteria 
The OPR Guidelines recognize that certain projects based on type, location, size and other 
contexts could lead to a presumption of less than significance (i.e. the project’s VMT would not 
cause a transportation impact) and would not need additional VMT analysis. The OPR Guidelines 
recommend the following screening criteria: 
 

1. Small Project Threshold: If the project sufficiently small enough it is reasonable to 
assume that the project’s effect on VMT is negligible. OPR recommends a small project 
threshold of 110 average daily trips (ADT) based on CEQA guidelines § 15301, 
subdivision (e)(2).  

2. Map Based Screening for Residential and Office Projects: A regional travel demand 
model could be used map areas that are VMT efficient (i.e. low VMT per Capita). It is 
assumed that projects in such areas would likely take on similar VMT characteristics of 
the area and therefore detailed VMT analysis would not be needed. 

3. Proximity to Transit Stations: OPR recommends that certain projects within ½ mile of an 
existing major transit stop3  or stop along a high-quality transit corridor 4  have a 
presumption of less than significance for VMT related impacts unless project specific 
characteristics would invalidate this presumption including but not limited to: 

a. Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of less than 0.75. 
b. Includes more parking than is required by the jurisdiction. 
c. Inconsistent with Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). 
d. Replaces affordable residential units with a smaller number of moderate or 

high-income residential units. 
4. Affordable Housing: Studies have shown that affordable housing developments in infill 

areas tend to generate lower VMT on average by reducing commuting distances. 
5. Redevelopment Projects: Redevelopment projects that result in a net decrease in overall 

VMT would lead to a less than significant transportation impact. If the end result is a net 
increase in VMT, the VMT should be analyzed in more detail. Also, should the 
redevelopment replace affordable housing (including naturally occurring) with less 
moderate or high-income housing units, the VMT of the displaced residents should be 
analyzed. 

6. Local Retail: This type of retail tends to shorten trips and thus reduce VMT. A 
presumption of less than significance can be applied for this type of development. OPR 

 
3 Pub. Resources Code, § 21064.3 (“‘Major transit stop’ means a site containing an existing rail transit 
station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or 
more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning 
and afternoon peak commute periods.”).  
4 Pub. Resources Code, § 21155 (“For purposes of this section, a high-quality transit corridor means a 
corridor with fixed route bus service with service intervals no longer than 15 minutes during peak 
commute hours.”) 
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leaves the definition of local retail to the discretion of the local jurisdictions but 
generally states that stores greater than 50,000 square feet should not be considered as 
local retail. 

 

2.1.2 WRCOG Document and Screening Tool 
The WRCOG Document does not put forth any other screening criteria outside of what the OPR 
Guidelines recommends. However, WRCOG and Fehr & Peers published a map-based screening 
tool that provides SB 743 VMT related information that it is derived from transportation 
demand modeling outputs at the Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) level.  This tool is called the WRCOG 
VMT Screening Tool, hereafter called Screening Tool, and is available publicly5. Specifically, this 
Screening Tool can potentially identify if a project would qualify for OPR Guidelines Screening 
Criteria #2 Map-Based Screening and/or Screening Criteria #3 Proximity to Transit Stations.  
 
The Screening Tool is built off the outputs of the Riverside County Transportation Analysis 
Model (RivTAM), a trip-based model with a base year of 2012. A screenshot of the tool is shown 
below: 
 

 
 

2.2 VMT ANALYSIS 
Projects that do not meet any of the screening criteria identified would need to perform a 
detailed VMT analysis per the OPR Guidelines. The project would need evaluate the appropriate 
VMT metrics and compare them to thresholds to determine significance. The OPR Guidelines 
specify metrics for the three land use project types that typically have the largest impact on 
VMT generation. These land use types are residential, commercial employment (e.g. office), and 
retail. 
 

 
5 https://apps.fehrandpeers.com/WRCOGVMT/ 



 

 

 7 

2.2.1 VMT Metrics 
In order to meet the goals of SB 743, the State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research (OPR) evaluated several metrics that were best suited to meet those goals. This 
resulted in the recommendation of the use VMT and VMT efficiency metrics in the OPR 
Guidelines. 
 
Reduction of absolute VMT would essentially require the stoppage of growth, which is both 
unreasonable and infeasible. However, reducing the amount of VMT individuals create on daily 
basis through smart growth strategies, efficient land use planning, and promoting transit and 
active transportation would aid in meeting the State’s climate goals. The OPR Guidelines put 
forth the following metrics for the three land use types that typically have the greatest effect on 
VMT: 
 

1. VMT per Capita for residential projects. This measures the amount of VMT a household 
generates on a daily basis. It can then be aggregated across different geographies (e.g. TAZs, 
Census Tracts, Cities, Regions, etc.) to create an average for those geographies. 

2. VMT per Employee for employment projects. This measures the amount of VMT employees at a 
work location generates on a daily basis. It can then be aggregated across different geographies 
(e.g. Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs), Census Tracts, Cities, Regions, etc.) to create an average for 
those geographies. 

3. Total VMT for retail projects. Unlike the previous two metrics, OPR recommends a total or 
absolute VMT metric for retail due to the nature of retail trips typically being pass-by trips. 
Generally, more retail options in a built environment would tend to shorten trips (see local retail 
screening criteria). On the other hand, larger retail and/or specialized (regional) retail options 
could potentially draw trips from farther away increasing the total VMT in an area. 

 

The exact calculation of the above metrics is left to the lead agencies by OPR. This is because 
these metrics would most likely need to be obtained through transportation demand modeling 
and different regions in the State have different models. Some regions use trip-based demand 
models and others use activity-based models. The City of Wildomar and WRCOG use the 
RivTAM, a trip-based model. The RivTAM is a sub-regional model of the Southern California 
Association of Government’s (SCAG) regional transportation demand model. 
 
The VMT metrics obtained from the RivTAM that correlate with metrics recommended by OPR 
are: 
 

1. Home-Based (HB) VMT per Capita for residential projects. This measures the amount of home-
based VMT divided by the population generated by the RivTAM. This is produced at the TAZ 
level. 

2. Home-Based Work (HBW) VMT per Worker for employment projects. This measures the amount 
of HBW attraction VMT divided by the number or workers generated by the RivTAM 

 
 

2.3 VMT THRESHOLDS 
Once a project calculates the appropriate VMT metrics for the proposed land uses it would need 
to be compared to thresholds for those metrics to determine significance under CEQA. 
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The OPR Guidelines provides recommendations6: for thresholds for those metrics and land use 
types outlined in Section 2.2. The following are the metrics that OPR suggests 
 

• Residential Projects: A proposed project exceeding a level of 15 percent below existing VMT per 
capita may indicate a significant transportation impact. Existing VMT per capita may be 
measured as regional VMT per capita or as city VMT per capita. Proposed development 
referencing a threshold based on city VMT per capita (rather than regional VMT per capita) 
should not cumulatively exceed the number of units specified in the SCS for that city, and should 
be consistent with the SCS.  

• Employment (Office) Projects A proposed project exceeding a level of 15 percent below existing 
regional VMT per employee may indicate a significant transportation impact.  

• Retail Projects: A net increase in total VMT may indicate a significant transportation impact.  
 

2.3.1 Project Thresholds 
As stated previously, the City currently has not formally adopted VMT thresholds for SB 743 and 
CEQA analysis. The WRCOG Document provides recommendation on the available VMT metrics 
obtainable through the RivTAM and provides example of thresholds that could be used but does 
not dictate what jurisdictions in WRCOG should use.  
 
Additionally, per the comment from the letter dated July, 7th, 2020 from TKE Engineering Inc. 
that commented that the project should include any and all TDM measures to reduce existing 
Citywide VMT levels by 3%. A threshold of 3% below the Citywide average for VMT metrics is 
used for impact analysis or in other words the project should be at 97% or less than the Citywide 
average. Table 2-1 summarizes the significance thresholds for this project: 
 

Table 2-1 
Project Specific Thresholds 

Land Use Type Metric Threshold 

Residential HB VMT per Capita 3% Below the Citywide 
average HB VMT per Capita 
(97% of the Citywide average 
HB VMT per Capita) 

Employment (Office) HBW VMT per Employee 3% Below the Citywide 
average HBW VMT per 
Employee (97% of the 
Citywide average HBW VMT 
per Capita) 

Retail Total VMT Net increase of Total VMT 

  

 
6 OPR Guidelines, Pages 15 - 16 
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3.0 PROJECT ANALYSIS 
 
As a mixed-use project, the OPR Guidelines recommends two options for analysis: 

1. Each component of the project be analyzed individually as residential, employment, and/or 
retail. 

2. The project’s “dominant” use be analyzed. 
 

The OPR guidelines don’t give a specific definition for a dominant use and defers to lead 
agencies to specify the criteria for dominance, if they so choose. For a conservative analysis, this 
assessment will analyze all three components of the project: Residential, Employment and 
Retail. 
 

3.1 BASELINE VMT 
For both screening and threshold purposes the baseline VMT metrics need to be determined for 
the project site and Citywide. This analysis will use the data availablefrom the RivTAM through 
the Screening Tool. 
 
The project is contained within TAZ 3703 of the RivTAM. A screenshot of the project location is 
shown will below with all the relevant VMT data: 
 

 
 
Table 3-1 shows the summary of the VMT data for the project site for the 2012 Base Year: 
 

Table 3-1  
Project Site Baseline VMT 

HB VMT per Capita HBW VMT per Capita 

15.73 7.92 
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Table 3-2 shows the summary of the VMT for the City for the 2012 Base Year: 
 

Table 3-2 
Citywide Baseline VMT 

HB VMT per Capita HBW VMT per Capita 

18.7 9.1 

 

 
3.2 RESIDENTIAL USE ASSESSMENT 
3.2.1 Screening Criteria Assessment 
The project proposes a multifamily complex with 152 dwelling units. The potential screening 
criteria for the residential component of the project based on OPR Guidelines include: 
 

1. Small Project 
2. Map Based Screening for Residential and Office Projects (Low VMT Areas) 
3. Proximity to Transit Stations 
4. Affordable Housing 

 
Criteria #1 Small Project 
The trip generation from the proposed project residential component exceeds OPR small project 
threshold of 110 ADT. Per Table 1-1, the trip generation from the proposed multifamily would 
exceed this threshold and therefore the project’s residential component does not qualify for 
the small project screening. 
 
Criteria #2 Map Based Screening for Residential and Office Projects (Low VMT Areas) 
To determine if the project would qualify for this criterion, the baseline site VMT per Capita 
needs to be less than the threshold VMT per Capita. The existing site HB VMT per Capita, per the 
Screening Tool, is 15.73. The existing Citywide HB VMT per Capita, per the Screening Tool, is 
18.7. The site HB VMT per Capita is 84% of the Citywide HB VMT per Capita which is less than 
the 97% threshold shown in Table 2-1. The project’s residential component does qualify for the 
map based screening for low generating VMT area. 
 

Table 3-3 
Low Area VMT Screening Check – Residential 

 a b c d 

 Baseline Site Baseline Citywide % of Citywide Threshold 

HB VMT per Capita 15.73 18.7 84% 97% 
c= a/b x 100% 
 
Criteria #3 Proximity to Transit Stations 
The project is not within a TPA as defined by CEQA and “Fails” the TPA screening from the 
Screening Tool. The project’s residential component does not qualify for the Proximity to 
Transit Stations screening. 
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Criteria #4 Affordable Housing 
50 dwelling units are proposed to be deed restricted affordable housing. These units would 
qualify for screening but not the market rate housing. The project’s residential component 
would partially qualify for the Affordable Housing screening. 
 

Table 3-4 
Residential Component Screening Assessment 

# OPR Screening Criteria Qualifies? 

1 Small Project NO 

2 Map Based Screening (Low VMT Area) YES 

3 Proximity to Transit Stations (TPA) NO 

4 Affordable Housing Partial 

5 Redevelopment Project N/A 

6 Local Retail N/A 

 
 

3.2.2 VMT Analysis 
As shown in Table 3-4, the project’s residential component would qualify for screening for being 
in a low VMT area (Criteria #2) and partially for the affordable housing (Criteria #4). For this 
reason the project’s residential component would be presumed to be less than significant for 
VMT impacts. 
 

3.3 EMPLOYMENT USE ASSESSMENT 
3.3.1 Screening Criteria Assessment 
The project proposes a 72,000 square foot medical office. The potential screening criteria for 
the employment component of the project based on OPR Guidelines include: 
 

1. Small Project 
2. Map Based Screening for Residential and Office Projects (Low VMT Areas) 
3. Proximity to Transit Stations 

 
Criteria #1 Small Project 
The trip generation from the proposed project employment component exceeds OPR small 
project threshold of 110 ADT. Per Table 1-1, the trip generation from the proposed medical 
office would exceed this threshold and therefore the project’s employment component does 
not qualify for the small project screening. 
 
Criteria #2 Map Based Screening for Residential and Office Projects (Low VMT Areas) 
To determine if the project would qualify for this criterion, the baseline site VMT per Employee 
needs to be less than the threshold VMT per Employee. The existing site HBW VMT per Worker, 
per the Screening Tool, is 7.92. The existing Citywide HBW VMT per Worker, per the Screening 
Tool, is 9.1. The site HBW VMT per Worker is 87% of the Citywide HBW VMT per Worker, which 
is less than the 97% threshold from Table 2-1. The project’s residential component does qualify 
for the map based screening for low generating VMT area. 
  



 

 

 12 

 
Table 3-5 

Low Area VMT Screening Check – Employee 

 a b c d 

 Baseline Site Baseline Citywide % of Citywide Threshold 

HBW VMT per Worker 
7.92 9.1 87% 97% 

c= a/b x 100% 
 
Criteria #3 Proximity to Transit Stations 
The project is not within a TPA as defined by CEQA and “Fails” the TPA screening from the 
Screening Tool. The project’s employment component does not qualify for the Proximity to 
Transit Stations screening. 
 

Table 3-6 
 Employee Component Screening Assessment 

# OPR Screening Criteria Qualifies? 

1 Small Project NO 

2 Map Based Screening (Low VMT Area) YES 

3 Proximity to Transit Stations (TPA) NO 

4 Affordable Housing N/A 

5 Redevelopment Project N/A 

6 Local Retail N/A 

 
 

3.3.2 VMT Analysis 
As shown in Table 3-6, the project’s employment component would qualify for screening for 
being in a low VMT area (Criteria #2). For this reason the project’s employment component 
would be presumed to be less than significant for VMT impacts. 
 

3.4 RETAIL USE ASSESSMENT 
3.4.1 Screening Criteria Assessment 
The project proposes a 35,529 square feet shopping, 2,080 square feet carwash and gas station 
with 22 vehicle fueling stations. The total approximate retail space is 41,609 square feet. The 
potential screening criteria for the retail component of the project based on OPR Guidelines 
include: 
 

1. Small Project 
3. Proximity to Transit Stations 
6. Local Retail 

 
Criteria #1 Small Project 
The trip generation from the retail component of the proposed project exceeds OPR small 
project threshold of 110 ADT. Per Table 1-1, the trip generation from the proposed retail would 
exceed this threshold and therefore the project’s residential component does not qualify for 
the small project screening. 
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Criteria #3 Proximity to Transit Stations 
The project is not within a TPA as defined by CEQA and “Fails” the TPA screening from the 
Screening Tool. The project’s retail component does not qualify for the Proximity to Transit 
Stations screening. 
 
Criteria #4 Locally Serving Retail 
The proposed retail would not only serve the other uses on the site but the local community as 
well. Although, OPR reserves the actual definition of “local-serving retail” to local jurisdictions it 
does provide general guidance in determining if a project is a local retail. This includes: Project 
Size, Local Zoning Definitions, and Expected Market Capture. 
 
Project Size: 
The OPR Guidelines recommend the following in respect to project size and local retail: 
 
“Generally, however, retail development including stores larger than 50,000 square feet might 
be considered regional-serving, and so lead agencies should undertake an analysis to determine 
whether the project might increase or decrease VMT.”7  
 
As stated, OPR is recommending that any retail development larger than 50,000 square feet 
should perform a detailed VMT analysis. As the project is proposing a 41,609 square feet 
convenience store, it is implied further VMT analysis would not be required based on the size of 
the proposed retail. 
 
Local Zoning Definitions: 
It should be noted that OPR defers to the local jurisdictions in defining what constitutes “local 
retail” by stating: 
 
“Many cities and counties define local-serving and regional-serving retail in their zoning codes. 
Lead agencies may refer to those local definitions when available…”8  
 
Although the project is proposing a zoning change for a portion of the site in order to construct 
the residential use, the rest of the site will remain zoned as C-P-S SCENIC HIGHWAY 
COMMERCIAL ZONE.  This zone allows for a variety of retail uses9. 
 
“Expected” Market Capture: 
The basic description of “local retail” by OPR is simply an establishment that would shorten trips 
and not attract trips that would otherwise choose a closer alternative. 
 
In absence of detailed market study, a google map search of similar services that would be 
provided by the proposed project in the vicinity was done in order to visualize the potential 
market capture area. 
  

 
7 OPR Guidelines, Page 17 
8 OPR Guidelines, Page 16 
9 https://qcode.us/codes/wildomar/view.php?topic=17-17_76&showAll=1&frames=off 

https://qcode.us/codes/wildomar/view.php?topic=17-17_76&showAll=1&frames=off
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Figure 3-1 Nearest Gas Stations 

 
source: Google Maps 
 
As shown in the figure above, the blue marker indicates the approximate location of the project 
site. The nearest gas stations are roughly 2 miles in either the northwest or southeast direction. 
The proposed gas station would provide on-site convenience to the future residents, employees 
and visitors to the area. Additionally, it will also provide a closer option to the surrounding 
residential uses. 
 

Figure 3-2 Nearest Carwash

 
source: Google Maps 
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Similar to the gas stations the nearest carwash is roughly 2 miles to the southeast. However, 
there are no carwashes north of the site within 2 miles. The proposed carwash would be a closer 
option to surrounding residents of the site and to all the future users of the site. 
 

Figure 3-3 Nearest Shopping Centers 

 
source: Google Maps 
 
The closest shopping centers to the site are to the east and west at distance of under a mile. In 
addition to being able to conveniently serve the future complementary uses of residential and 
employment, the introduction of an additional shopping center may bring other retail options 
not available in the nearby shopping centers and shorten trips for the residential and other uses 
in the north. 
 
Local Retail Assessment: 
The project’s proposed retail falls under the 50,000 square foot threshold recommended by OPR 
and zoning allows for a variety of retail uses. Additionally, the central location of the project, the 
existing residential surrounding the site and the combination of the proposed uses on-site has 
the potential to shorten trips by providing convenient closer options. The project’s retail 
component does qualify for the Local Retail screening. 
 

Table 3-7 
 Retail Component Screening Assessment 

# OPR Screening Criteria Qualifies? 

1 Small Project NO 

2 Map Based Screening (Low VMT Area) N/A 

3 Proximity to Transit Stations (TPA) NO 

4 Affordable Housing N/A 

5 Redevlopment Project N/A 

6 Local Retail YES 
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3.4.2 VMT Analysis 
As shown in Table 8, the project’s retail component would qualify for screening for being locally 
serving (Criteria #6). For this reason the project’s retail component would be presumed to be 
less than significant for VMT impacts. 
 

3.5 VMT IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
The proposed project is presumed to be less than significant for VMT impacts due to all the 
proposed uses meeting at least one of the screening criteria outline in Section 2.1. The project’s 
VMT impact assessment for the proposed uses is summarized in Table 3-8: 
 

Table 3-8 
Summary of VMT Impacts 

Land Use Type Proposed Uses Impact Commentary 

Residential 
MF 152 DUs 

No 
Meets OPR Screening Criteria for Low VMT Area and Affordable 

Housing (Partial) 

Employment Office 72 KSF No Meets OPR Screening Criteria for Low VMT Area 

Retail 

Retail 42 KSF 
Shopping Center 

Gas Station 
Carwash 

No Meets OPR Screening Criteria for Locally Serving 
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4.0 VMT REDUCTIONS 
The Project Analysis presented in Section 3.0 determined that the project would be presumed to 
be less than significant in terms of VMT impacts. Each of the proposed mixed-use components 
would qualify for at least one of the Screening Criteria put forth by the OPR guidelines. As part 
of the CEQA streamlining process, being screened-out means that a presumption of less than 
significance could be applied10 and no further analysis is needed. 
 
Although, the project would be presumed to be less than significant the innate project design 
and features could potentially reduce VMT. Additionally, the project could implement 
Transportation Demand Measures (TDM) to further reduce the project’s VMT, making the 
project more sustainable and efficient. 
 
The California Air Pollution Control Officers Association’s (CAPCOA) Quantifying Greenhouse Gas 
Mitigation Measures11, 2010 report, hereafter referred to as CAPCOA Report provides several 
mitigation measures for transportation aimed at reducing VMT and, by proxy, greenhouse gases 
(GHG). The CAPCOA Report lists seven (7) overall categories to reduce VMT: 
 

1. Land Use/Location 
2. Neighborhood/Site-Enhancements 
3. Parking Policy/Pricing 
4. Commute Trip Reduction Programs 
5. Transit System Improvements 
6. Road Pricing/Management 
7. Vehicles 

 
Each of the categories have several strategies that has potential to reduce VMT. 
 

4.1 VMT REDUCING PROJECT FEATURES 
As stated previously, the project has innate features conducive to reducing VMT. This include 
the proposed mix of uses of residential, employment and retail, a pedestrian network that 
promotes walking between the proposed uses and to the surrounding areas, and providing 
parking for electric vehicles, carpool and vanpools and also providing bike parking above the 
minimum requirements. These strategies are listed in the CAPCOA Report and, for some; 
quantifiable VMT reductions can be determined. 
 

4.1.1. Mixed-Use VMT Reductions 
Under the Land Use/Location category, Strategy LUT-3 - Increase Diversity of Urban and 
Suburban Developments (Mixed Use)12 states that, “[h]aving different types of land uses near 
one another can decrease VMT since trips between land use types are shorter and may be 
accommodated by non-auto modes of transport.”  
 
The potential VMT reducing effects of Strategy LUT-3 range from 9% to 30%. In the suburban 
context, projects should, “have at least three of the following on site and/or offsite within ¼-

 
10 OPR Guidelines, Page 12 
11 http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/11/CAPCOA-Quantification-Report-9-14-Final.pdf 
12 CAPCOA Report, Page 162 



 

 

 18 

mile: Residential Development, Retail Development, Park, Open Space, or Office.” The proposed 
project embodies this statement by providing a mix of the three (3) land use types that have the 
effect VMT the most. At a minimum the mixed-use nature has the potential to reduce the 
project’s VMT by 9% versus if the project was entirely a single use. 
 

4.1.2 Pedestrian Network 
Strategy SDT-1-Provide Pedestrian Network Improvements13 in the Neighborhood/Site 
Enhancement category of the CAPCOA Report reduces VMT by, “[p]roviding a pedestrian access 
network to link areas of the Project site encourages people to walk instead of drive.” Promoting 
walking would reduce the amount of vehicle trips and thus reducing VMT. 
 
This strategy could potentially reduce VMT from 0% to 2% based on what pedestrian network is 
being provided. Figure 4-1 is the table taking from the CAPCOA Report for SDT-1: 
 

Figure 4-1: Pedestrian Network VMT Reductions from CAPCOA Report 

 
 
As shown in the above figure, the maximum 2% reduction of VMT is given to projects that 
provide an internal pedestrian network that also connects off-site. While, 1% is given to projects 
that provide only an internal pedestrian network. 
 
The proposed project would provide an internal pedestrian circulation network that would allow 
and encourage the pedestrian mode for all users of the site (e.g. residents walking to on-site 
retail or commuting to the on-site office). The project would additionally connect to the existing 
street network via sidewalks however; the project does not provide direct connections to the 
existing surrounding uses. For these reasons, the project’s pedestrian network could 
potentially reduce VMT up to 1%. 
 

4.1.3 Parking 
The project proposes parking for electric vehicles and bicycles and although, CAPCOA recognizes 
these as strategies (see CAPCOA Report SDT-6, SDT-7 and SDT-8) they are mainly supportive 
strategies that enhance the site’s ability to reduce VMT but at the time of the CAPCOA Report 
were unquantifiable in their effect on VMT reductions. However, by providing these parking 
spaces the project supports its ability to reduce VMT through its other features. 
 
4.1.4 Project Features Overall VMT Reduction Potential 
As shown in sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 the project’s mixed-use nature and pedestrian network 
could potentially reduce VMT by 9% and 1%, respectively. 
 
The overall potential VMT from the project features is shown in Table 4-1: 
 
 

 
13 CAPCOA Report, Page 186 
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Table 4-1 

Overall VMT Reduction from Project Features 

 a b c 

 Mixed-Use Ped. Network Total 

VMT Reduction 9% 1% 9.9% 
  C= 1-(1-a)x(1-b) 
 
The project’s features could potentially reduce VMT by 9.9%. It should be noted that the 
reason why the total reduction is less than the sum, is that CAPOCA acknowledges that 
combining multiple strategies would innately reduce the effectiveness of the VMT reduction due 
to overlapping effects. This is accounted for in the dampening formula show in Table 3-8 for the 
calculation of column “c”. 
 
4.2 Additional TDM 
The project could additionally provide other strategies related to TDM. However, since TDM 
generally relies on reducing the need of automobile trips through alternative modes, the project 
site would need to rely on the available alternative modes of transportation in the area. Transit 
availability greatly increases the effectiveness TDM but the nearest bus stop is over ½ mile away 
on Palomar Street. Due to the distance of the nearest transit the most effective TDM measures 
may not apply. 
 
Despite not being in close proximity to transit the following TDM Strategies from the CAPCOA 
report could be applied: 
 

• TRT-3 – Provide Ride-Sharing Programs14 
o 1% to 5% reduction for low-density suburbs 

• TRT-6 – Encourage Telecommuting and Alternative Work Schedules15 
o 0.07% to 5.5% reduction, telecommuting would provide the greatest reductions vs. 

alternative work schedules. 
 

These strategies are aimed at reducing VMT based on commute trips, therefore these would 
only be applicable to the proposed office use. Additionally, since the project does not need to 
mitigate VMT impacts, these TDM programs would need to be voluntarily offered at the 
discretion of the future tenants/employer of the site. 

 
14 CAPCOA Report, Pages 227 - 228 
15 CAPCOA Report, Pages 236 - 237 


