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Background

In  2013,  SB  743  was  signed  into  law  by  California  Governor  Jerry  Brown  with  a  goal  of  reducing
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions, promoting the development of infill land use projects and multimodal
transportation networks, and to promote a diversity of land uses within developments. One significant
outcome resulting from this statue is the removal of automobile delay and congestion, commonly known
as Level of Service (LOS), as a basis for determining significant transportation impacts under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) selected Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) as the
principal measure to replace LOS for determining significant transportation impacts. VMT is a measure of
total vehicular travel that accounts for the number of vehicle trips and the length of those trips. OPR
selected VMT, in part, because jurisdictions are already familiar with this metric. VMT is already used in
CEQA to study other potential impacts such as GHG, air quality, and energy impacts and is used in planning
for regional Sustainable Communities Strategies (SCS).

VMT also allows for an analysis of a project’s impact throughout the jurisdiction rather than only in the
vicinity of the proposed project, allowing for a better understanding of the full extent of a project’s
transportation-related impact. It should be noted that SB 743 does not disallow an agency to use LOS for
other planning purposes outside the scope of CEQA.

This report documents the SB 743 VMT analysis based on City of Rialto VMT Guidelines.  1

Project Description

The project site is located at 249 Santa Ana Avenue in the City of Rialto. The project site is bounded by
Santa Ana Avenue to the north, industrial uses to the west, a water treatment plant to the east, and vacant
land to  the south.  The project  site  is  located on an approximately  45.5  acres  currently  occupied by a
Holliday Rock ready-mix concrete supplier. The site is shown in its regional setting on Figure 1. The project
will involve the redevelopment of the majority of the Holliday Rock site into a 191,115 square-foot Truck
Terminal. Vehicular access provisions for the project site will be provided via one full-movement driveway
on Santa Ana Avenue. The project driveway would be unsignalized. A copy of the project site plan is
provided on Figure 2.

1 City of Rialto Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines for Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and Level of Service (LOS)
Assessment (October 2021)
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VMT Thresholds

The City of Rialto VMT Guidelines note that Project-generated VMT should be extracted from the origin-
destination (OD) trip matrix from the SBTAM travel demand model and include the calculation for total
VMT per service population (population plus employment).

The City’s  VMT Guidelines  also  acknowledge that  in  some cases,  it  may be appropriate  to  extract  the
Project-generated VMT using the production-attraction (PA) trip matrix from the SBTAM model. The VMT
Guidelines state that this may be appropriate when a project is entirely composed on retail,  office, or
industrial land uses so as to isolate home-base work (HBW) VMT for the purposes of isolating commute
VMT for employees.

Based on discussions with City staff and given the employee-based use of the project and the employee-
based uses surrounding the project site, the project-generated VMT efficiency metric for the proposed
project was based on PA VMT per employee. As a result, for project-generated VMT, the project would
result in a significant impact if either the baseline or cumulative project-generated VMT per employee
exceeds the San Bernardino County regional average baseline of 17.1 VMT per employee.

For project’s effect on VMT, the project would result in a significant impact if either the baseline link-level
boundary (County of San Bernardino) VMT per service population or the cumulative link-level boundary
(County of San Bernardino) VMT per service population increase under the plus project condition
compared to the no project condition.

Analysis Scenarios

The VMT analysis was completed using the most current version of San Bernardino County’s travel
demand  model,  SBTAM  (referred  to  as  the  “SBTAM  Model”).  The  model  is  a  trip-based  model  and
considers interaction between different land uses based on socio-economic data such as population,
households, and employment. Adjustments in socio-economic data (employment) were made to the
appropriate Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ) in the SBTAM Model to reflect the project’s proposed land uses.

The current version of the SBTAM Model maintains a base year condition of 2016 which, for the purposes
of analysis, is considered to be representative of existing conditions. The planning horizon year for the
SBTAM Model is 2040.

The VMT analysis was conducted for existing and cumulative scenarios and results were compared to the
existing conditions. The analysis includes the following scenarios:

· Baseline Conditions – Based on 2016 SBTAM Model conditions.
· Baseline Plus Project Conditions – Based on 2016 SBTAM Model with the proposed 249 Santa

Ana Truck Terminal land use.
· Cumulative No Project Conditions – Based on 2040 SBTAM Model conditions without the

proposed 249 Santa Ana Truck Terminal land use.
· Cumulative Plus Project Conditions – Based on 2040 SBTAM Model conditions with the proposed

249 Santa Ana Truck Terminal land use. For this scenario, the TAZ that includes the geographic
boundaries of the Project was updated to reflect the Project’s land uses. In addition, other TAZs
within the City had their future land use growth totals reduced on a weighted basis by
employment type to maintain regional control totals. Based on the City VMT Guidelines, it is
important to maintain appropriate control totals for regional jobs to housing ratio such that the
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model reflects appropriate future demographic and market conditions. Simply put, the total
number of jobs and housing units in the City remained the same as the Cumulative No Project
conditions even with the addition of the Project.

VMT Analysis

To evaluate the project-generated VMT per employee, both baseline and cumulative VMT per service
population were calculated for the Project’s land use. These values were then compared to the San
Bernardino County regional average of 17.1 VMT per employee for the baseline condition and 17.1 VMT
per employee for the cumulative condition. Exhibit 1 shows the resulting findings.

Based on review of Exhibit 1, the project generated VMT per employee exceeds the threshold under all
project scenarios and as a result, the project is determined to have a significant transportation impact
based on the City’s VMT Guidelines.

Exhibit 1 – Project-Generated VMT

Project-Generated VMT

Baseline 2016 Cumulative 2040

With Project With Project

Project-Generated
VMT 13,796 22,516

Employment 633 1,149

VMT per Employee 21.8 19.6

Countywide VMT per
Employee Threshold 17.1 17.1

Impact Yes Yes

Required Mitigation 21.6% 12.8%

To evaluate the Project’s effect on VMT for the region, link-level boundary VMT per service population
was calculated for both baseline and cumulative conditions and compared to their respective no project
conditions. Exhibit 2 on the following page shows the resulting findings.
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Exhibit 2 – Project’s Effect on VMT

Project’s Effect on VMT

Baseline 2016 Cumulative 2040

No Project With Project No Project With Project

Citywide link-
level VMT 1,344,712 1,344,985 1,943,561 1,945,026

Citywide Service
Population 117,365 117,485 133,757 133,877

Citywide VMT
per Service
Population

11.46 11.45 14.53 14.53

Impact No No

Based on review of Exhibit 2, the project effect on VMT per service population does not exceed the
threshold under any project scenario and as a result, the project is determined to have a less-than-
significant transportation impact.

VMT Reduction Strategies

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures to reduce single-occupancy commute trips and
encourage alternative modes of transportation such as transit, walking, and bicycling, have been reviewed
for the purpose of reducing project-related VMT impacts. The effectiveness of feasible TDM measures
selected for the project, in coordination with the project applicant, are noted below, in accordance with
the trip reduction strategies in the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) Handbook
for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions, Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing
Health and Equity (CAPCOA Handbook, December 2021):

· T-7: Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing (up to 4% reduction)
· T-8: Provide Ridesharing Program (up to 8% reduction)
· T-10: Provide End-of-Trip Bicycle Facilities (up to 4.4% reduction)

A summary table reviewing the feasibility of all VMT-related measures as noted in the CAPCOA Handbook
is provided in Appendix A. As noted earlier, the proposed project would require a minimum reduction of
21.6% and 12.8% under Baseline 2016 and Cumulative 2040 conditions, respectively. The feasible
mitigation measures noted above would equate to a maximum VMT reduction of 16.4%. The proposed
mitigation measures are anticipated to mitigate the Project’s VMT impacts to the extent feasible.

The proposed project shall develop a TDM plan with feasible TDM measures in coordination with City
staff. The TDM plan shall be approved by the City of Rialto prior to the issuance of building permits.
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Conclusion

Based on the VMT analysis, potential project generated VMT impacts and project’s effect on VMT impacts
were determined using the methodology recommended in the City’s VMT Guidelines and the following
findings are made:

· The project generated VMT per employee exceeds the threshold under all project scenarios and
as a result, the project is determined to have a significant transportation impact based on the
City of Rialto adopted thresholds, which are based on the City’s VMT Guidelines.

· The project effect on VMT per service population does not exceed the threshold under any
project scenario and as a result, the project is determined to have a less-than- significant
transportation impact.

· The proposed project shall develop a TDM plan with feasible TDM measures in coordination with
City staff. The TDM plan shall be approved by the City of Rialto prior to the issuance of building
permits. The proposed mitigation measures are anticipated to mitigate the Project’s VMT impacts
to the extent feasible.
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List of Acronyms:

· GHG – Greenhouse Gas
· LOS – Level of Service
· CEQA – California Environmental Quality Act
· OPR – Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
· VMT – Vehicle Miles Traveled
· SCS – Sustainable Communities Strategies
· SOI – Sphere of Influence
· SF – Square Feet
· TAZ – Traffic Analysis Zones
· TDM – Transportation Demand Management
· CTR – Commuter Trip Reduction
· CAPCOA – California Air Pollution Control Officers Association



APPENDIX A

VMT Reduction Strategies
from the CAPCOA Handbook
(December 2021)



TDM Strategies
Maxiumum

Reduction (%)
Feasible for Project?

Maximum
Reduction Applied

to Project
Notes

T-1. Increase Residential Desnity 30% Not applicable to industrial land uses. 0%

T-2. Increase Job Density 30%

This measure is applicable to larger projects that increase the
surrounding densities significantly that leads to fewer and
shorter trips. As such, measure is not applicable for the project. 0%

T-3. Provide Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) 31% The proposed project is not located in TOD area. 0%

T-4. Integrate Affordable and Below Market Rate Housing 28.6% Not applicable to industrial land uses. 0%

T-5. Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program (Voluntary) 4%
As discusssed with the project applicant, this measure would not
be feasible for the project.

0% Needs to include some elements such as T-8, T-9, T-10, T-11, and T-7 to apply VMT reduction.

T-6. Implement Commute Trip Reduction Program (Mandatory) 26%
As discusssed with the project applicant, this measure is not
applicable as all measures required to implement this measure
(i.e. T-7 through T-11) would not be feasible.

0%
Must include all other elements (T-7 through T-11), plus mandatory trip reduction
requirements and regular monitoring and reporting.

T-7. Implement Commute Trip Reduction Marketing 4%
This measure is considered feasible by the applicant and would
require coordination with City staff. 4%

T-8. Provide Ridesharing Program 8%
This measure is considered feasible by the applicant and would
require coordination with City staff. 8%

T-9. Implement Subsidized or Discounted Transit 5.5%
The project is not located within 0.5 mile of a transit stop;
therefore, the strategy is not feasible for the project.

0%

T-10. Provide End-of-Trip Bicycle Facilities 4.4%
This measure is considered feasible by the applicant and would
require coordination with City staff. 4.4%

T-11. Provide Employer-Sponsored Vanpool 20.4%
As discusssed with the project applicant, this measure would not
be feasible for the project.

0%

T-12. Price Workplace Parking 20%
The project operations is not conducive to paid parking for
employees; therefore, this strategy is not feasible for the project.

0%

T-13. Implement Employee Parking Cash-Out 12%
The project is not located within 0.5 mile of a transit stop;
therefore, the strategy is not feasible for the project.

0%

T-14. Provide Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure 11.9%
As discusssed with the project applicant, this measure would not
be feasible for the project.

0%
This measure requires additional EV charging infrastructure above that is required by the
jurisdiction.

T-15. Limit Residential Parking Supply 13.7% Not applicable to industrial land uses 0%

T-16. Unbundle Residential Parking Costs from Property Cost 15.7% Not applicable to industrial land uses 0%

T-17. Improve Street Connectivity 30%
As discusssed with the project applicant, this measure would not
be feasible for the project.

0%

T-18. Provide Pedestrian Network Improvement 6.4%
As discusssed with the project applicant, this measure would not
be feasible for the project.

0%

T-19-A. Construct or Improve Bike Facility 0.8%
As discusssed with the project applicant, this measure would not
be feasible for the project.

0%

T-19-B. Contstruct or Improve Bike Boulevard 0.2%
As discusssed with the project applicant, this measure would not
be feasible for the project.

0%

T-20. Expand Bikeway Network 0.5%
As discusssed with the project applicant, this measure would not
be feasible for the project.

0%

T-21-A. Implement Conventional Carshare Program 0.15%
This is a generally considered a community-based measure and
would not be applicable to the project.

0%

T-21-B. Implement Electric Carshare Program 0.18%
This is a generally considered a community-based measure and
would not be applicable to the project.

0%

T-22-A. Implement Ped (Non-Electric) Bikeshare Program 0.02%
This is generally considered a community-based measure and
would not be applicable to the project.

0%



TDM Strategies
Maxiumum

Reduction (%)
Feasible for Project?

Maximum
Reduction Applied

to Project
Notes

T-22-B. Implement Electric Bikeshare Program 0.06%
This is generally considered a community-based measure and
would not be applicable to the project.

0%

T-22-C. Implement Scootershare Program 0.07%
This is generally considered a community-based measure and
would not be applicable to the project.

0%

T-23. Provide Community-Based Travel Planning 2.3%
This is generally considered a community-based measure and
would not be applicable to the project.

0%

T-24. Implement Market Price Public Parking (On-Street) 30.0%
This is generally considered a community-based measure and
would not be applicable to the project.

0%

T-25. Extend Transit Network Coverage or Hours 4.6%
The project is not located within 0.5 mile of a transit stop;
therefore, the strategy is not feasible for the project.

0%

T-26. Increase Transit Service Frequency 11.3%
The project is not located within 0.5 mile of a transit stop;
therefore, the strategy is not feasible for the project.

0%

T-27. Implement Transit-Supportive Roadway Treatments 0.6%
This is a generally considered a community-based measure and
would not be applicable to the project.

0%

T-28. Provide Bus Rapid Transit 13.8%
The project is not located within 0.5 mile of a transit stop;
therefore, the strategy is not feasible for the project.

0%

T-29. Reduce Transit Fares 1.2%
The project is not located within 0.5 mile of a transit stop;
therefore, the strategy is not feasible for the project.

0%

T-30. Use Cleaner-Fuel Vehicles 100.0%
This measure is recommended for GHG reductions, and does not
apply to VMT reductions.

0%

16.4%Total feasible maximum VMT reduction


