
 
 
 
 
 
SACOG Board of  Directors Item #09-6-18 
 Report 
June 10, 2009 
 
Executive Director's Report   
        
The following is a brief status report on some of the major issues and projects currently being 
advanced by SACOG.   
 
Board Meeting:  The June board meeting will begin at 8:30 a.m. and conclude no later than 9:00 
a.m. due to a conflict with some of the County Board of Supervisors’ budget hearings.  Those 
board members may join the meeting via conference call. 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS 
 
Because of the time limits we have done our best to be selective about which agenda items to 
move forward this month.  We have put all the items on the Consent Calendar.  Every item comes 
to the full Board with a unanimous recommendation from a Board Committee meeting that had a 
quorum.  I understand this does not necessarily mean that some Board members will not have 
questions, concerns or objections with some of the items.  But in the interest of maximizing our 
chances for getting action on all items, in the context of a very abbreviated Board meeting, I 
would ask any Board member who has any such questions or concerns to please contact me 
ahead of the meeting to see if they are resolvable.  Any items we have to pull from the Consent 
Calendar during the meeting will almost surely have to be held over until August, our next meeting 
date.  In nearly all cases such a delay could have significant consequences. 
 
RECEIVE AND FILE ITEMS:   
 
These items were information items sent through the Committee cycle.  If you have any questions, 
please call me prior to the meeting.  Backup material for each item is attached and any of these 
items can be discussed during Other Matters, if the Board so chooses. 
 
1. SB 205 (Hancock) Local Transportation Funding  
2. SB 632 (Lowenthal) – Port Infrastructure and Air Quality Improvement  
3. SB 716 (Wolk) Farmworker Transportation  
4. Federal Climate Bill and Surface Transportation Authorization Bill  
5. Local Government Commission Complete Streets Workshop  
6. Regional Targets Advisory Committee Update  
7. Greenhouse Gas Regional Inventory Protocol (GRIP) Update  
8. Update of 2035 MTP EIR Mitigation Measure ENE-6, Regional Climate  Action Plan  
9. New State Implementation Plan & Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Metropolitan Transportation 
 Improvement Program Air Quality Conformity  
10. RUCS Grant Opportunity  
11. Corridor System Management Plans 
12. Sacramento Regional Transit District South Line Phase II Light Rail Extension Project and Fall 
 Programming   
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13. Rural Road Safety Summaries  
14. Backfill U.S. 50 HOV Funding Shortfall  
 
 
CALENDAR:  PLEASE NOTE:  No committee or Board meetings in July 
Aug 6 @ 10:00 a.m. Transportation Committee SACOG 
Aug 6 @ 1:00 p.m. Climate & Air Quality Committee SACOG 
Aug 10 @ 10:00 a.m. Land Use & Housing Committee SACOG 
Aug 10 @ 1:00 p.m. Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee SACOG 
Aug 20 @ 9:00 a.m. SACOG Board of Directors  SACOG  
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Executive Director   
 
Attachments 
 
MM:rt 
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  Receive & File #1 

June 10, 2009    
 
SB 205 (Hancock) Local Transportation Funding 
 

SB 205 (Hancock) would provide countywide transportation planning agencies with a local funding 
option by allowing, upon a majority vote of the electorate, an annual fee of up to $10 on motor vehicles 
registered in a county for transportation-related programs and projects. 
 
Existing law establishes a basic vehicle registration fee of $34, plus a $22 surcharge for additional 
personnel for the California Highway Patrol (CHP), and authorizes local agencies until January 1, 2010 to 
impose separate vehicle registration fee surcharges in their respective jurisdictions for a variety of special 
programs. 
 
Senate Bill 205 (Hancock) would provide countywide transportation planning agencies with a local 
funding option by allowing, upon a majority vote of the electorate, an annual fee of up to $10 on motor 
vehicles registered in a county for transportation-related programs and projects. SB205 differs from 
SB406 (DeSaulnier), in that 1) it requires a vote of the electorate, versus a vote of the governing board; 
and 2) funds are eligible for a broader set of transportation-related programs and projects. A variety of 
SACOG’s transportation projects such as ITS, road rehabilitation, and transit projects would be eligible 
under the bill’s umbrella definition of “congestion mitigation programs and projects” and “pollution 
mitigation programs and projects.” For the six-county region, the range of potential annual revenue is 
estimated to be $2.1 million for a $1 fee, to $20.9 million for a $10 fee. 
 
As of June 10, the bill is currently awaiting committee assignment on the Assembly Floor. It previously 
passed the Senate Transportation & Housing and Appropriations committees. Current support includes: 
Alameda County Congestion Management Agency (sponsor), Santa Clara Valley Transportation 
Authority, TransForm, and various Bay Area transportation agencies. Opposition includes: the 
Automobile Club of Southern California, AAA for Northern California, and the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers 
Association. 
 
The bill is attached for your review. 
 
Attachment 
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AMENDED IN SENATE APRIL 14, 2009

SENATE BILL  No. 205

Introduced by Senator Hancock

February 23, 2009

An act to add Section 65089.20 to the Government Code, and to add
Section 9250.4 to the Vehicle Code, relating to traffic congestion.

legislative counsel’s digest

SB 205, as amended, Hancock. Traffic congestion: motor vehicle
registration fees.

Existing law provides for the imposition by certain districts and local
agencies of fees on the registration of motor vehicles in certain areas
of the state that are in addition to the basic vehicle registration fee
collected by the Department of Motor Vehicles for specific limited
purposes.

The bill would authorize a countywide transportation planning agency,
by a majority vote of the agency’s board, to impose an annual fee of
up to $10 on motor vehicles registered within the county for programs
and projects for certain purposes. The bill would require voter approval
of the measure. The bill would require the department, if requested, to
collect the additional fee and distribute the net revenues to the agency,
after deduction of specified costs, and would limit the agency’s
administrative costs to not more than 5% of the distributed fees. The
bill would require that the fees collected may only be used to pay for
programs and projects bearing a relationship or benefit to the owners
of motor vehicles paying the fee and are consistent with a regional
transportation plan, and would require the agency’s board to make a
specified finding of fact in that regard. The bill would require the
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governing board of the countywide transportation planning agency to
adopt a specified expenditure plan.

Vote:   majority. Appropriation:   no. Fiscal committee:   yes.

State-mandated local program:   no.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:
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SECTION 1. (a)  The Legislature finds and declares all of the
following:

(1)  Motor vehicle congestion negatively impacts businesses and
commuters, inhibits the efficient movement of goods, and elevates
pollutants that impact the quality of the state’s air.

(2)  There are transportation improvements that will reduce
congestion, including those that improve signal coordination,
traveler information systems, intelligent transportation systems,
highway operational improvements, and public transit service
expansions.

(3)  There are measures available to lessen the impact of motor
vehicle-related pollution, including congestion management
programs, stormwater runoff best management practices, and
transportation control measures aimed at reducing air pollution.

(b)  It is the intent of the Legislature to establish a program that
allows countywide transportation planning agencies or their
counterparts to address congestion through transportation services
and improvements and to mitigate the impacts of motor vehicles
on air and water quality, and improve the business climate and
natural environment.

SEC. 2. Section 65089.20 is added to the Government Code,
to read:

65089.20. (a)  A countywide transportation planning agency
may place a majority vote ballot measure before the voters of the
county to authorize an increase in the fees of motor vehicle
registration in the county for transportation-related projects and
programs described in this chapter. The agency may impose an
additional fee of up to ten dollars ($10) on each motor vehicle
registered within the county. The ballot measure resolution shall
be adopted by a majority vote of the governing board of the
countywide transportation planning agency at a noticed public
hearing. The resolution shall also contain a finding of fact that the
projects and programs to be funded by the fee increase have a
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relationship or benefit to the persons who will be paying the fee,
and are consistent with the regional transportation plan adopted
pursuant to Section 65080. The finding of fact shall require a
majority vote of the governing board at a noticed public hearing.

(b)  The ballot measure described in subdivision (a) shall be
submitted to the voters of the county and if approved by the voters
in the county, the increased fee shall apply to the original vehicle
registration occurring on or after six months following the adoption
of the measure by the voters and to a renewal of registration with
an expiration date on or after that six-month period.

(c)  (1)  The governing board of the countywide transportation
planning agency shall adopt an expenditure plan allocating the
revenue to transportation-related programs and projects that have
a relationship or benefit to the persons that who pay the fee. The
transportation-related programs and projects include, but are not
limited to, programs and projects that have the following purposes:

(A)  Providing matching funds for funding made available for
transportation programs and projects from state general obligation
bonds.

(B)  Creating or sustaining congestion mitigation programs and
projects.

(C)  Creating or sustaining pollution mitigation programs and
projects.

(2)  For the purposes of paragraph (1), the following terms have
the following meanings:

(A)  “Congestion mitigation programs and projects” include, but
are not limited to, programs and projects identified in an adopted
congestion management program or county transportation plan;
projects and programs to manage congestion, including, for
example, high-occupancy vehicle or high-occupancy toll lanes;
improved transit services through the use of technology and bicycle
and pedestrian improvements; improved signal coordination,
traveler information systems, highway operational improvements,
and local street and road rehabilitation; and transit service
expansion.

(B)  “Pollution mitigation programs and projects” include, but
are not limited to, programs and projects carried out by a
congestion management agency, a regional water quality control
board, an air pollution control district, an air quality management
district, or another public agency that is carrying out the adopted
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plan of a congestion management agency, a regional water quality
control board, an air pollution control district, or an air quality
management district.

(d)  Not more than 5 percent of the fees distributed to a
countywide transportation planning agency shall be used for
administrative costs associated with the programs and projects.

(e)  For purposes of this section, “countywide transportation
planning agency” means the congestion management agency
created pursuant to Chapter 2.6 (commencing with Section 65088)
or the agency designated pursuant to Section 66531 to submit the
county transportation plan.

SEC. 3. Section 9250.4 is added to the Vehicle Code, to read:
9250.4. (a)  The department shall, if requested by a countywide

transportation planning agency, collect the fee imposed pursuant
to Section 65089.20 of the Government Code upon the registration
or renewal of registration of a motor vehicle registered in the
county, except those vehicles that are expressly exempted under
this code from the payment of registration fees.

(b)  The countywide transportation planning agency shall pay
for the initial setup and programming costs identified by the
department through a direct contract with the department. Any
direct contract payment by the board shall be repaid, with no
restriction on the funds, to the countywide transportation planning
agency as part of the initial revenues available for distribution.

(c)  (1)  After deducting all costs incurred pursuant to this section,
the department shall distribute the net revenues pursuant to
subdivision (a) of Section 65089.20 of the Government Code.

(2)  The costs deducted under paragraph (1) shall not be counted
against the 5-percent administrative cost limit specified in
subdivision (d) of Section 65089.20 of the Government Code.

O
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 Receive & File #2 

 
June 10, 2009    
 
SB 632 (Lowenthal) – Port Infrastructure and Air Quality Improvements 
 

SB 632 (Lowenthal) would require the ports of Los Angeles, Long Beach and Oakland to assess their 
infrastructure and air quality improvement needs and identify funding options. 
 

SB 632 (Lowenthal) is the successor to SB 974 (Lowenthal) of the 2007-08 Session, which was vetoed 
by the Governor. SB 974 would have collected a $30 fee for each cargo container entering the ports of 
Los Angeles, Long Beach and Oakland. The proceeds from these fees would have been used for 
congestion relief, air quality improvement and other measures at the ports as well as along the road and 
rail corridors between the port and the state border. 
 

In its current form, SB 632 does not specify a funding method. Instead, it would require the identified 
ports to assess its infrastructure and air quality improvement needs as well as all of the possible 
funding options for those projects and report their findings to the Legislature by July 2010. The 
assessments would include: projects that improve the efficiency of the movement of cargo while 
reducing pollution associated with the movement of that cargo, and the replacement of the trucks, 
cargo handling equipment, locomotives, and ships that move that cargo. 
 

For the portion of the bill impacting northern California, SB 632 was amended in March to require the 
Port of Oakland to consult with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District and the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission on air quality and infrastructure projects, respectively. In 2007, SACOG 
was successful in seeking an amendment to SB 974 to include the Sacramento region in the area being 
considered for investment, and SACOG and the Placer County Transportation Planning Agency 
(PCTPA) among the agencies consulted when determining where to spend the funds for congestion 
and air quality improvements. 
 

In his veto statement for SB 974, the Governor called for legislation ensuring the San Joaquin Valley is 
eligible for funds to address port-related cargo pollution. As this bill is further defined, staff 
recommends working with Senator Lowenthal to seek amendments defining the area the Port of 
Oakland must assess to specifically include the Sacramento region, and requiring consultation with 
SACOG, the El Dorado County Transportation Commission and PCTPA, and the Yolo-Solano, 
Sacramento Metropolitan, and Placer County air quality management districts. 
 

The bill passed the Senate on May 21 and is scheduled for hearing in the Assembly Transportation 
Committee on June 22. It passed the Senate committees on Environmental Quality and Transportation 
& Housing without objection. The bill is supported by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
and Breathe California. 
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AMENDED IN SENATE APRIL 30, 2009

AMENDED IN SENATE MARCH 31, 2009

SENATE BILL  No. 632

Introduced by Senator Lowenthal

February 27, 2009

An act to amend and renumber Section 1760 of, to add a heading to
Chapter 1 (commencing with Section 1720) of, and to add Chapter 2
(commencing with Section 1740) to, Part 2 of Division 6 of, the Harbors
and Navigation Code, relating to ports.

legislative counsel’s digest

SB 632, as amended, Lowenthal. Ports: congestion relief: air pollution
mitigation.

(1)  Existing law regulates the operation of ports and harbors.
This bill would require the Ports of Long Beach, Los Angeles, and

Oakland, beginning January 1, 2010, to assess their infrastructure and
air quality improvement needs, including, but not limited to, projects
that improve the efficiency of the movement of cargo, reduce congestion
impacts associated with the movement of cargo, and reduce pollution
associated with the movement of that cargo.

The bill would require each port to provide this assessment to the
Legislature by July 1, 2010, and to include in the assessment the total
costs of the infrastructure and air quality improvements, possible funding
options for these projects, and estimated timelines for implementation.

By imposing these additional duties upon the ports, this bill would
establish a state-mandated local program.

(2)  The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse local
agencies and school districts for certain costs mandated by the state.
Statutory provisions establish procedures for making that reimbursement.
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This bill would provide that no reimbursement is required by this act
for a specified reason.

Vote:   majority. Appropriation:   no. Fiscal committee:   yes.

State-mandated local program:   yes.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:
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SECTION 1. The heading of Chapter 1 (commencing with
Section 1720) is added to Part 2 of Division 6 of the Harbors and
Navigation Code, immediately preceding Section 1720, to read:

Chapter  1.  Port Facility Construction

SEC. 2. Chapter 2 (commencing with Section 1740) is added
to Part 2 of Division 6 of the Harbors and Navigation Code, to
read:

Chapter  2.  Port Congestion Relief and Port Mitigation

Relief

1740. The Legislature hereby finds and declares all of the
following:

(a)  The Ports of Long Beach, Los Angeles, and Oakland operate
in unique communities, environments, and markets that require
infrastructure improvements and air pollution reduction measures
tailored to the nature and degree of need in each port of each
community.

(b)  There is a need to mitigate the enormous burden imposed
on the highway transportation system serving the Ports of Long
Beach, Los Angeles, and Oakland by the overland movement of
container cargo shipped to and from those ports.

(c)  The operations at the ports, including the movement of
locomotives, ships, and trucks that move cargo containers to and
from the ports, cause air pollution that requires mitigation. This
pollution contributes to the thousands of premature deaths and
billions of dollars of health costs each year attributable to goods
movement pollution in California.

1750. (a)  Beginning January 1, 2010, the Port of Long Beach
shall assess its infrastructure and air quality improvement needs.
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(b)  The port, when assessing infrastructure projects, shall consult
with the Southern California Association of Governments on
projects that improve the efficiency of cargo movement and reduce
congestion impacts associated with the movement of cargo to and
from the port through the southern California region. The port
shall identify any project lists, such as the Goods Movement Action
Plan, and provide any updated information for the projects on those
lists. In the assessment, the port, at a minimum, shall identify the
project projects, funding source or possible funding source, and
estimated timelines for completion.

(c)  The port, when assessing air quality projects, shall consult
with the South Coast Air Quality Management District on projects
that reduce pollution associated with the movement of cargo to
and from the port through the southern California region, including,
but not limited to, projects that reduce pollution from trucks, cargo
handling equipment, locomotives, and ships that move cargo within
and to and from the port. The port shall identify any project lists,
such as the Goods Movement Emission Reduction Plan or the San
Pedro Bay Clean Air Action Plan, and provide updated information
for the projects on those lists, where feasible. In the assessment,
the port, at a minimum, shall identify the project projects, funding
source or possible funding source, and estimated timelines for
implementation. On

(d)  On or before July 1, 2010, the port shall provide this
assessment to the Legislature and shall include, but not be limited
to, an assessment of total costs, including updating cost estimates
from previous reports or project lists, for the infrastructure and air
quality improvements, as well as identifying funding for projects
that may have a source of funding and identifying possible funding
options for projects without a funding source.

1760. (a)  Beginning January 1, 2010, the Port of Los Angeles
shall assess its infrastructure and air quality improvement needs.

(b)  The port, when assessing infrastructure projects, shall consult
with the Southern California Association of Governments on
projects that improve the efficiency of cargo movement and reduce
congestion impacts associated with the movement of cargo to and
from the port through the southern California region. The port
shall identify any project lists, such as the Goods Movement Action
Plan, and provide any updated information for the projects on those
lists. In the assessment, the port, at a minimum, shall identify the
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project projects, funding source or possible funding source, and
estimated timelines for completion.

(c)  The port, when assessing air quality projects, shall consult
with the South Coast Air Quality Management District on projects
that reduce pollution associated with the movement of cargo to
and from the port through the southern California region, including,
but not limited to, projects that reduce pollution from trucks, cargo
handling equipment, locomotives, and ships that move cargo within
and to and from the port. The port shall identify any project lists,
such as the Goods Movement Emission Reduction Plan or the San
Pedro Bay Clean Air Action Plan, and provide updated information
for the projects on those lists, where feasible. In the assessment,
the port, at a minimum, shall identify the project projects, funding
source or possible funding source, and estimated timelines for
implementation. On

(d)  On or before July 1, 2010, the port shall provide this
assessment to the Legislature and shall include, but not be limited
to, an assessment of total costs, including updating cost estimates
from previous reports or project lists, for the infrastructure and air
quality improvements, as well as identifying funding for projects
that may have a source of funding and identifying possible funding
options for projects without a funding source.

1770. (a)  Beginning January 1, 2010, the Port of Oakland shall
assess its infrastructure and air quality improvement needs.

(b)  The port, when assessing infrastructure projects, shall consult
with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission on projects that
improve the efficiency of cargo movement and reduce congestion
impacts associated with the movement of cargo to and from the
port through the northern California region. The port shall identify
any project lists, such as the Goods Movement Action Plan, and
provide any updated information for the projects on those lists. In
the assessment, the port, at a minimum, shall identify the project
projects, funding source or possible funding source, and estimated
timelines for completion.

(c)  The port, when assessing air quality projects, shall consult
with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District on projects
that reduce pollution associated with the movement of cargo to
and from the port through the northern California region, including,
but not limited to, projects that reduce pollution from trucks, cargo
handling equipment, locomotives, and ships that move cargo within
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and to and from the port. The port shall identify any project lists,
such as the Goods Movement Emission Reduction Plan, and
provide updated information for the projects on those lists, where
feasible. In the assessment, the port, at a minimum, shall identify
the project projects, funding source or possible funding source,
and estimated timelines for implementation. On

(d)  On or before July 1, 2010, the port shall provide this
assessment to the Legislature and shall include, but not be limited
to, an assessment of total costs, including updating cost estimates
from previous reports or project lists, for the infrastructure and air
quality improvements, as well as identifying funding for projects
that may have a source of funding and identifying possible funding
options for projects without a funding source.

SEC. 3. Section 1760 of the Harbors and Navigation Code is
amended and renumbered to read:

1730. (a)  For purposes of this section, “council” means the
California Marine and Intermodal Transportation System Advisory
Council, a regional subunit of the Marine Transportation System
National Advisory Council chartered by the federal Secretary of
Transportation under the Federal Advisory Council Act (Public
Law 92-463).

(b)  The council is requested to do all of the following:
(1)  Meet, hold public hearings, and compile data on issues that

include, but need not be limited to, all of the following:
(A)  The projected growth of each maritime port in the state.
(B)  The costs and benefits of developing a coordinated state

program to obtain federal funding for maritime port growth,
security, and congestion relief.

(C)  Impacts of maritime port growth on the state’s transportation
system.

(D)  Air pollution caused by movement of goods through the
state’s maritime ports, and proposed methods of mitigating or
alleviating that pollution.

(E)  Maritime port security, including, but not limited to, training,
readiness, certification of port personnel, exercise planning and
conduct, and critical marine transportation system infrastructure
protection.

(F)  A statewide plan for continuing operation of maritime ports
in cooperation with the United States Coast Guard, the federal
Department of Homeland Security, the California Emergency
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Management Agency, and the California National Guard, consistent
with the state’s emergency management system and the national
emergency management system, in the event of a major incident
or disruption of port operations in one or more of the state’s
maritime ports.

(G)  State marine transportation policy, legislation, and planning;
regional infrastructure project funding; competitiveness;
environmental impacts; port safety and security; and any other
matters affecting the marine transportation system of the United
States within, or affecting, the state.

(2)  Identify all state agencies that are involved with the
development, planning, or coordination of maritime ports in the
state.

(3)  Identify other states that have a statewide port master plan
and determine whether that plan has assisted those states in
improving their maritime ports.

(4)  Compile all information obtained pursuant to paragraphs
(1) to (3), inclusive, and submit its findings in a report to the
Legislature not later than January 1, 2006. The report should
include, but need not be limited to, recommendations on methods
to better manage the growth of maritime ports and address the
environmental impacts of moving goods through those ports.

(c)  The activities of the council pursuant to this section shall
not be funded with appropriations from the General Fund.

SEC. 4. No reimbursement is required by this act pursuant to
Section 6 of Article XIIIB of the California Constitution because
a local agency or school district has the authority to levy service
charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to pay for the program or
level of service mandated by this act, within the meaning of Section
17556 of the Government Code.

O
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 Receive & File #3 
 

June 10, 2009    
 
Consideration of SB 716 (Wolk) — Farmworker Transportation 
 
SACOG is tracking SB 716, which would modify provisions of the Transportation Development Act to allow TDA Local 
Transportation Funds to be used for the purchase of vans for farmworker vanpool transportation. 
 
Senator Lois Wolk has introduced SB 716, which would modify provisions of the Transportation Development Act 
(TDA) to allow TDA Local Transportation Funds to be used for the purchase of vans for farmworker vanpool 
transportation. 
 
Existing law allows the allocation of TDA funds in counties under 500,000, and in Sacramento County under specified 
conditions, to be made for streets and road purposes provided that the regional transportation planning agency (e.g., 
SACOG, PCTPA, EDCTC) makes a finding that there are no unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet. 
 
This bill would expand the list of eligible activities that can be funded using TDA funds after all unmet transit needs that 
are reasonable to meet have been met to include the purchase of vans to provide farmworker vanpool transportation 
services for transportation to and from work. 
 
To date, the state farmworker transportation program has been operating as a pilot program and relying on the $20 million 
dedicated stream of revenue established in the 2006 budget process. The purpose of this bill is to take advantage of the 
TDA program to continue the services created by the demonstration efforts. The TDA program has been a stable program 
over its nearly 40 years of existence. In 2007, $1.4 billion was generated by the statewide local one-quarter-percent sales 
tax for transportation. Approximately 11 percent of the funds, or $154 million, were used for local streets and roads 
purposes.  A similar amount could be expected to be eligible for agricultural worker van acquisition if this bill becomes 
law. 
 
SACOG has received a grant through the state pilot program for $2 million and implementation of this project could begin 
as early as the fall of 2009.  Funding for the project extends through June 2011.  This bill has undergone several revisions 
to date; in its current form, it appears to provide an additional option for funding a specific type of home-to-work 
transportation without mandating that the funds be spent as a higher priority than streets and roads projects or other 
projects contained in the same code section. 
 
SB 716 passed the Senate on May 26, and is currently held at the Assembly Desk. As of May 22, the bill was supported 
by the California Rural Legal Assistance Foundation (sponsor) and the Environmental Defense Fund; opponents included 
CSAC, California Association for Coordinated Transportation, Amalgamated Transit Union, United Transportation 
Union, and a number of transit operators from outside the SACOG region.  
 
The Government Relations and Public Affairs Committee discussed this bill at its June 8, 2009 meeting.  At that time the 
Committee members raised several questions regarding the eventual implementation of an agricultural worker 
transportation program including: (1) who would own the vans; (2) would the grant imply an on-going commitment or the 
operation of the program; (3) who would be responsible for insurance, drivers, fuel, maintenance, etc.; (4) would the 
vehicles be air quality friendly; (5) who would operate the services.  Staff advised that the grant program did not imply 
any on-going commitment and that the goal of the legislation, and the SACOG proposal and approach was to implement 
through the demonstration program a project that would be fully self sustainable.  Staff also advised that the details of the 
operating program would be fully developed in the current business plan study which would be completed this summer.  
The recommendations of the business plan would be brought to the Board for review and approval before any 
implementation of the program was initiated.   
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AMENDED IN SENATE MAY 19, 2009

AMENDED IN SENATE APRIL 30, 2009

SENATE BILL  No. 716

Introduced by Senator Wolk

February 27, 2009

An act to amend Sections 99232, 99400, and 99401.6 of the Public
Utilities Code, relating to transportation.

legislative counsel
’
s digest

SB 716, as amended, Wolk. Local transportation funds.
Existing law requires that 1⁄4 % of the local sales and use tax be

transferred to the local transportation fund of the county and be
allocated, as directed by the transportation planning agency, for various
transportation purposes. Existing law specifies the allowable uses for
local transportation funds, and generally requires these funds to be used
for transit purposes in urban counties, while in counties with a
population under 500,000 as of the 1970 census and certain other
counties, these funds may also be used for local streets and roads, if the
transportation planning agency finds that there are no unmet transit
needs or no unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet, and for
other specified purposes.

This bill would instead authorize those local transportation funds to
be used for local streets and roads in those circumstances and for those
other specified purposes in counties with a population under 500,000
as of the 2000 census, and each decennial census thereafter, and in
certain other counties. The bill, in those counties where local
transportation funds may be allocated to local streets and roads, would
also authorize use of those funds for specified farmworker vanpool
purposes upon a finding by the transportation planning agency that there
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are no unmet transit needs or no unmet transit needs that are reasonable
to meet.

Vote:   majority. Appropriation:   no. Fiscal committee:   no.

State-mandated local program:   no.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

SECTION 1. Section 99232 of the Public Utilities Code is
amended to read:

99232. For counties with a population of 500,000 or more, as
determined by the 1970 2000 federal decennial census and each
decennial census thereafter, but excluding counties with more than
4,500 miles of maintained county roads as of 1970, the amount
representing the apportionments of the areas of all operators shall
be available solely for claims for Section 99234 purposes and for
Article 4 (commencing with Section 99260) and Article 4.5
(commencing with Section 99275) purposes, and any of those
moneys not allocated in any year shall be available for those claims
in subsequent years.

SECTION 1.
SEC. 2. Section 99400 of the Public Utilities Code is amended

to read:
99400. Claims may be filed under this article with the

transportation planning agency by counties and cities for the
following purposes and by transit districts for the purposes
specified in subdivisions (c) to (f), inclusive:

(a)  Local streets and roads, and projects which are provided for
use by pedestrians and bicycles.

(b)  Passenger rail service operations and capital improvements.
(c)  Payment to any entity which is under contract with a county,

city, or transit district for public transportation or for transportation
services for any group, as determined by the transportation planning
agency, requiring special transportation assistance.

If the county, city, or transit district is being served by an
operator, the contract entered into by the county, city, or transit
district shall specify the level of service to be provided, the
operating plan to implement that service, and how that service is
to be coordinated with the public transportation service provided
by the operator. Prior to approving any claim filed under this
section, the transportation planning agency, or the county
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39

transportation commission in a county with such a commission,
shall make a finding that the transportation services contracted for
under subdivision (c) are responding to a transportation need not
otherwise being met within the community or jurisdiction of the
claimant and that, where appropriate, the services are coordinated
with the existing transportation service.

(d)  Payments to counties, cities, and transit districts for their
administrative and planning cost with respect to transportation
services under subdivision (c).

(e)  Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter, a
claimant for funds pursuant to subdivision (c) may also receive
payments for capital expenditures to acquire vehicles and related
equipment, bus shelters, bus benches, and communication
equipment for the transportation services.

(f)  Acquisition or lease of vans and related equipment, but not
for operating costs, for a farmworker vanpool program for purposes
of farmworker transportation to and from work.

SEC. 2.
SEC. 3. Section 99401.6 of the Public Utilities Code is amended

to read:
99401.6. Upon adoption of a finding, pursuant to subdivision

(d) of Section 99401.5 that there are no unmet transit needs or that
there are no unmet transit needs that are reasonable to meet, the
transportation planning agency may allocate funds for local streets
and roads or for a vanpool program as specified in subdivision (f)
of Section 99400. The allocation shall not become effective until
20 days after acknowledgment of receipt by the Department of
Transportation of documents of the agency’s finding. The
transportation planning agency shall, in any case, submit the
documentation before August 15 of the fiscal year of the allocation
or within 10 days after the adoption of the finding, whichever is
later. The documentation shall include all of the following:

(a)  A copy of the notice of hearing and proof of publication and
a description of the actions taken to solicit citizen participation
pursuant to Section 99238. 5.

(b)  A copy of the resolution or minutes documenting the
transportation planning agency’s definitions of “unmet transit
needs” and “reasonable to meet,” as determined pursuant to
subdivision (c) of Section 99401.5.
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(c)  A copy of the resolution adopting the unmet needs finding
described in subdivision (d) of Section 99401.5.

O
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 Receive & File #4 

 
June 10, 2009    
 
Federal Climate Bill and Surface Transportation Authorization Bill 
 
What is the status of the federal climate bill, H.R. 2454, and surface transportation authorization? 
 
The House Energy and Commerce Committee passed out a climate bill H.R. 2454 this week.  This lengthy bill 
includes Section 222 related to regional transportation planning.  Congresswoman Doris Matsui was assigned 
the lead for that section of the bill by Chairman Waxman.  We were fortunate to have been provided good 
access to that process.  Staff believes that the provisions in the attached pertinent section of the bill are 
consistent with SACOG's advocacy approach on this important topic.  Specifically: 
 
 The states/regions are allowed to establish their own greenhouse gas emission targets for the Regional 

Transportation Plans (i.e., not the U.S. EPA or another federal agency). 
 The U.S. EPA is provided authority to establish methods for data, modeling and scenario planning that must 

be used in the Regional Transportation Plan process, and to require that the regions use those methods (this, 
arguably, is authority they have under current powers; regardless, we do not believe it creates problems for 
SACOG and may provide benefits in light of the fact that Rep. Matsui introduced a bill to establish a limited 
number of regional Centers of Excellence for data and modeling, and SACOG should be in a strong position 
to compete for one of those designations). 

 Some funds will be awarded competitively based on the greenhouse gas emissions performance of the 
Regional Transportation Plans.  We should be in a strong position to compete for those funds. 

 
The bill now goes to House Ways and Means Committee, then to the floor of the House and then to the Senate.  
Speculation is divided on whether it is likely to be signed into law by the end of this year. 
 
The reauthorization of the Transportation Bill is an important related matter.  The Chairman of the House 
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, Congressman James Oberstar, has announced his intentions to get 
a bill through his Committee in June.  This is ambitious, in part because a draft of the bill is not in print yet.  Our 
federal advocate, Mike Miller, has provided us with very useful information on the current intentions of the 
Chairman in terms of the structure of the bill.  Those intentions appear to be very consistent with SACOG's 
federal advocacy principles, including collapsing the current myriad of funding programs into a much smaller 
number of programs (thus making for more flexible funding), using a more performance-based approach for 
determining eligible projects, and encouraging the further integration of the land use and transportation 
components of regional plans.  It is our understanding that the Transportation and Infrastructure Committee will 
not address the perplexing issue of funding sources for the bill, deferring that issue to Ways and Means.  As 
with the climate bill, there is divided speculation on the odds of passing a Transportation Bill this year.  The 
current bill expires September 30, 2009.  During the last reauthorization cycle, Congress used the Continuing 
Resolution vehicle to keep transportation funds flowing at current levels while they sought agreement on a new 
bill.  This time, however, the Highway Trust Fund is completely depleted, so it is not clear whether a Continuing 
Resolution approach would be so readily used.  The Administration has stated it is opposed to any increases in 
the gas tax to bridge the funding gap. 
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SEC. 222. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS 1

THROUGH TRANSPORTATION EFFICIENCY. 2

Title VIII of the Clean Air Act, as added by section 3

331 of this Act, is further amended by inserting after part 4

C the following new part: 5

‘‘PART D—PLANNING REQUIREMENTS 6

‘‘SEC. 841. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS 7

THROUGH TRANSPORTATION EFFICIENCY. 8

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each State shall—9

‘‘(1) not later than 3 years after the date of en-10

actment of this section, submit to the Administrator 11

goals for transportation-related greenhouse gas 12

emissions reductions; and 13

‘‘(2) as part of each transportation plan or 14

transportation improvement program developed 15

under title 23 or title 49, United States Code, en-16

sure that a plan to achieve such goals, or an up-17

dated version of such a plan, is submitted to the Ad-18

ministrator and to the Secretary of Transportation 19

(in this section referred to as the ‘Secretary’) by 20

each metropolitan planning organization in the State 21

for an area with a population exceeding 200,000. 22

‘‘(b) MODELS AND METHODOLOGIES.—23

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 24

promulgate regulations to establish standards for 25

use in developing goals, plans, and strategies under 26
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this section and for monitoring progress toward such 1

goals. Such standards shall include—2

‘‘(A) data collection techniques for assess-3

ing State and regional transportation-related 4

greenhouse gas emissions; 5

‘‘(B) methodologies for determining trans-6

portation-related greenhouse gas emissions 7

baselines; 8

‘‘(C) models and methodologies for sce-9

nario analysis; and 10

‘‘(D) models and methodologies for esti-11

mating transportation-related greenhouse gas 12

emissions reductions from the strategies consid-13

ered under this section. 14

Such regulations may approve or improve existing 15

models and methodologies 16

‘‘(2) TIMING.—The Administrator shall—17

‘‘(A) publish proposed regulations under 18

paragraph (1) not later than 1 year after the 19

date of enactment of this section; and 20

‘‘(B) promulgate final regulations under 21

paragraph (1) not later than 2 years after such 22

date of enactment. 23

‘‘(3) ASSESSMENT.—At least every 6 years 24

after promulgating final regulations under para-25
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graph (1), the Administrator, in coordination with 1

the Secretary, shall assess current and projected 2

progress in reducing transportation-related green-3

house gas emissions. The assessment shall examine 4

the contributions to emissions reductions attrib-5

utable to improvements in vehicle efficiency, green-6

house gas performance of transportation fuels, and 7

increased efficiency in utilizing transportation sys-8

tems. 9

‘‘(c) GREENHOUSE GAS REDUCTION GOALS.—10

‘‘(1) CONSULTATION.—Each State shall develop 11

the goals referred to in subsection (a)(1)—12

‘‘(A) in concurrence with State agencies re-13

sponsible for air quality and transportation; 14

‘‘(B) in consultation with each metropoli-15

tan planning organization for an area in the 16

State with a population exceeding 200,000 and 17

applicable local air quality and transportation 18

agencies; and 19

‘‘(C) with public involvement, including 20

public comment periods and meetings. 21

‘‘(2) PERIOD.—The goals referred to in sub-22

section (a)(1) shall be for 4-, 10-, and 20-year peri-23

ods. 24
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‘‘(3) TARGETS; DESIGNATED YEAR.—The goals 1

referred to in subsection (a)(1) shall establish tar-2

gets to reduce transportation-related greenhouse gas 3

emissions in the covered area. The targets shall be 4

designed to ensure that the levels of such emissions 5

stabilize and decrease after a designated year. The 6

State shall consider designating 2010 as such des-7

ignated year. 8

‘‘(4) COVERED AREA.—The goals referred to in 9

subsection (a)(1)—10

‘‘(A) shall be established on a statewide 11

basis; 12

‘‘(B) shall be established for each metro-13

politan planning organization in the State for 14

an area with a population exceeding 200,000; 15

and 16

‘‘(C) may be established on a voluntary 17

basis, in accordance with the provisions of this 18

section, for any metropolitan planning organiza-19

tion not described in subparagraph (B). 20

‘‘(5) REVISED GOALS.—Every 4 years, each 21

State shall update and revise, as appropriate, the 22

goals referred to in subsection (a)(1). 23

‘‘(d) PLANNING.—A plan submitted under subsection 24

(a)(2) shall—25
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‘‘(1) be based upon the models and methodolo-1

gies established by the Administrator under sub-2

section (b); 3

‘‘(2) use transportation and land use scenario 4

analysis to address transportation-related green-5

house gas emissions and economic development im-6

pacts; and 7

‘‘(3) be developed—8

‘‘(A) with public involvement, including 9

public comment periods and meetings which 10

provide opportunities for comment from a vari-11

ety of stakeholders based on age, race, income, 12

and disability; 13

‘‘(B) with regional coordination, including 14

with respect to—15

‘‘(i) metropolitan planning organiza-16

tions; 17

‘‘(ii) the localities comprising the met-18

ropolitan planning organization; 19

‘‘(iii) the State in which the metro-20

politan planning organization is located; 21

and 22

‘‘(iv) air quality, environmental 23

health, and transportation agencies for the 24

State and region involved; and 25
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‘‘(C) in consultation with the State and 1

local housing, public health, economic develop-2

ment, land use, environment, and public trans-3

portation agencies. 4

‘‘(e) STRATEGIES.—In developing goals under sub-5

section (a)(1) and a plan under subsection (a)(2), the 6

State or metropolitan planning organization, as applicable, 7

shall consider transportation and land use planning strate-8

gies to reduce transportation-related greenhouse gas emis-9

sions, including the following: 10

‘‘(1) Efforts to increase or improve public 11

transportation, including—12

‘‘(A) new public transportation systems, 13

including new commuter rail systems; 14

‘‘(B) expansion of existing public transpor-15

tation systems; 16

‘‘(C) employer-based subsidies; 17

‘‘(D) cleaner locomotive technologies; and 18

‘‘(E) quality of service improvements, in-19

cluding improved frequency of service. 20

‘‘(2) Updates to zoning and other land use reg-21

ulations and plans to support development that—22

‘‘(A) coordinates transportation and land 23

use planning; 24
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‘‘(B) focuses future growth close to exist-1

ing and planned job centers and public facili-2

ties; 3

‘‘(C) uses existing infrastructure; 4

‘‘(D) promotes walking, bicycling, and pub-5

lic transportation use; and 6

‘‘(E) mixes land uses such as housing, re-7

tail, and schools. 8

‘‘(3) Implementation of a policy (referred to as 9

a ‘complete streets policy’) that—10

‘‘(A) ensures adequate accommodation of 11

all users of transportation systems, including 12

pedestrians, bicyclists, public transportation 13

users, motorists, children, the elderly, and indi-14

viduals with disabilities; and 15

‘‘(B) adequately addresses the safety and 16

convenience of all users of the transportation 17

system. 18

‘‘(4) Construction of bicycle and pedestrian in-19

frastructure facilities, including facilities that im-20

prove the connections with networks that provide ac-21

cess to human services, employment, schools, and re-22

tail. 23

‘‘(5) Projects to promote telecommuting, flexi-24

ble work schedules, or satellite work centers. 25
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‘‘(6) Pricing measures, including tolling, con-1

gestion pricing, and pay-as-you-drive insurance. 2

‘‘(7) Intermodal freight system strategies, in-3

cluding enhanced rail services, short sea shipping, 4

and other strategies. 5

‘‘(8) Parking policies. 6

‘‘(9) Intercity rail service, including high speed 7

rail. 8

‘‘(10) Travel demand management projects. 9

‘‘(11) Restriction of the use of certain roads, or 10

lanes, by vehicles other than passenger buses and 11

high-occupancy vehicles. 12

‘‘(12) Reduction of vehicle idling, including 13

idling associated with freight management, construc-14

tion, transportation, and commuter operations. 15

‘‘(13) Policies to encourage the use of retrofit 16

technologies and early replacement of vehicles, en-17

gines and equipment to reduce transportation-re-18

lated greenhouse gas emissions from existing mobile 19

sources. 20

‘‘(14) Other projects that the Administrator 21

finds reduce transportation-related greenhouse gas 22

emissions. 23
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‘‘(f) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—The Administrator 1

shall publish, including by posting on the Environmental 2

Protection Agency’s website—3

‘‘(1) the goals and plans submitted under sub-4

section (a); and 5

‘‘(2) for each plan submitted under subsection 6

(a)(2), an analysis of the anticipated effects of the 7

plan on greenhouse gas emissions and oil consump-8

tion. 9

‘‘(g) CERTIFICATION.—The Administrator, in con-10

sultation with the Secretary, shall certify a State or metro-11

politan planning organization greenhouse gas reduction 12

plan submitted under subsection (a)(2) if the plan’s imple-13

mentation is likely to meet the corresponding greenhouse 14

gas reduction goal referred to in subsection (a)(1). If the 15

Administrator, in consultation with the Secretary, deter-16

mines that a submitted plan cannot be certified, the State 17

or metropolitan planning organization shall revise and re-18

submit the plan within 1 year. 19

‘‘(h) ENFORCEMENT.—If the Administrator finds 20

that a State has failed to submit goals under subsection 21

(a)(1), has failed to ensure the submission of a plan under 22

subsection (a)(2), or has failed to submit a revised plan 23

under subsection (g), for any area in the State (irrespec-24

tive of whether the area is a nonattainment area), the Ad-25
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ministrator shall impose a prohibition in accordance with 1

section 179(b)(1) applicable to the area within 2 years of 2

such a finding. The Administrator may not impose a pro-3

hibition under the preceding sentence, and no action may 4

be brought by the Administrator or any other entity alleg-5

ing a violation of this section, based on the content or ade-6

quacy of a goal or plan submitted under subsection (a)(1) 7

or (a)(2) or failure to achieve the goal submitted under 8

subsection (a)(1). 9

‘‘(i) COMPETITIVE GRANTS.—10

‘‘(1) GRANTS.—The Administrator, in consulta-11

tion with the Secretary, may—12

‘‘(A) award grants to support activities re-13

lated to improving data collection, modeling, 14

and monitoring systems to assess transpor-15

tation-related greenhouse gas emissions and the 16

effects of plans, policies, and strategies ref-17

erenced in this section; 18

‘‘(B) award grants to States and metro-19

politan planning organizations for the develop-20

ment of goals and plans to be submitted under 21

sections (a)(1) or (a)(2); and 22

‘‘(C) award grants, on a competitive basis, 23

to implement plans certified under subsection 24

(g) or elements thereof, provided that each 25

VerDate 0ct 09 2002 13:09 May 15, 2009 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00342 Fmt 6652 Sfmt 6201 C:\TEMP\ACES09~1.XML HOLCPC
May 15, 2009 (1:09 p.m.)

F:\TB\EC\ACES09_001.XML

f:\VHLC\051509\051509.136.xml           (434753|13)

                                         Attachment



343

project thus funded includes a measurement 1

and evaluation component that meets the regu-2

lations promulgated under subsection (b). 3

‘‘(2) PRIORITY.—In making grants under para-4

graph (1)(C), the Administrator shall give priority to 5

applicants based upon—6

‘‘(A) the amount of total greenhouse gas 7

emissions to be reduced as a result of imple-8

mentation of a certified plan, within the covered 9

area, as determined by methods established 10

under subsection (b); and 11

‘‘(B) the amount of per capita greenhouse 12

gas emissions to be reduced as a result of im-13

plementation of a certified plan, within the cov-14

ered area, as determined by methods estab-15

lished under subsection (b); 16

‘‘(C) the cost effectiveness, in terms of dol-17

lars per tons of greenhouse gas reductions, to 18

be achieved as a result of the implementation of 19

a certified plan; 20

‘‘(D) the potential for both short- and 21

long-term reductions; and 22

‘‘(E) such other factors as the Adminis-23

trator determines appropriate. 24
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‘‘(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—1

To carry out this subsection, there are authorized to 2

be appropriated such sums as may be necessary. 3

‘‘(j) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 4

‘‘(1) The term ‘metropolitan planning organiza-5

tion’ means a metropolitan planning organization, as 6

such term is used in section 176. 7

‘‘(2) The term ‘scenario analysis’ means an 8

analysis that is conducted by identifying different 9

trends and making projections based on those trends 10

to develop a range of scenarios and estimates of how 11

each scenario could improve access to goods and 12

services, including access to employment, education, 13

and health care (especially for elderly and economi-14

cally disadvantaged communities), and could affect 15

rates of—16

‘‘(A) vehicle miles traveled; 17

‘‘(B) vehicle hours traveled; 18

‘‘(C) use of mobile source fuel by type, in-19

cluding electricity; and 20

‘‘(D) transportation-related greenhouse gas 21

emissions. 22

‘‘(k) LAND USE AUTHORITY.—Nothing in this sec-23

tion may be construed to—24
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‘‘(1) infringe upon the existing authority of 1

State or local governments to plan or control land 2

use; or 3

‘‘(2) provide or transfer authority over land use 4

to any other entity.’’. 5

SEC. 223. SMARTWAY TRANSPORTATION EFFICIENCY PRO-6

GRAM. 7

Part B of title VIII of the Clean Air Act, as added 8

by section 221 of this Act is amended by adding after sec-9

tion 821 the following section: 10

‘‘SEC. 822. SMARTWAY TRANSPORTATION EFFICIENCY PRO-11

GRAM. 12

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There is established within the 13

Environmental Protection Agency a SmartWay Transport 14

Program to quantify, demonstrate, and promote the bene-15

fits of technologies, products, fuels, and operational strate-16

gies that reduce petroleum consumption, air pollution, and 17

greenhouse gas emissions from the mobile source sector. 18

‘‘(b) GENERAL DUTIES.—Under the program estab-19

lished under this section, the Administrator shall carry out 20

each of the following: 21

‘‘(1) Development of measurement protocols to 22

evaluate the energy consumption and greenhouse gas 23

impacts from technologies and strategies in the mo-24
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 Receive & File #5 

 
June 10, 2009    
 
Local Government Commission Complete Streets Workshop 
 
The Local Government Commission will host a one-day workshop on Complete Streets on July 10 at 
the Sheraton Grand Hotel in Sacramento. 
 
The Local Government Commission (LGC) will host the Complete Streets: The Road to Safer, 
Healthier, Livable Communities workshop in Sacramento on July 10. 
 
The one-day workshop will focus on policies, laws, measures and financing mechanisms that are now 
available to help implement complete streets in the Sacramento region. 
 
Workshop topics include: 

• What Are Complete Streets and Why Do They Matter? 

• What if All Our Streets Were Complete? A Health Perspective 

• Complete Streets Legislation and Policy... and What about the Money? 

• Complete Streets in the Sacramento Region: What’s Going On? 

• Charlotte, North Carolina’s Six-Step Process for Complete Streets 

• How Do We Do It? A Complete Streets Tool Kit 

• Changing the Lines – New Thinking on Marked Crosswalks and Bike Lanes 

• Putting the “Green” in Complete Streets 
Registration deadline is July 3. Registration is available online at 
http://www.lgc.org/events/completestreets09.html. 
 
S:\SACOG\BRDPCKTS\2009 Packets\June\RF#5-Local Govt Complt Streets.doc  0900104 



July 10, 2009

A workshop presented by 
the Local Government Commission and 

sponsored by the Sacramento Metropolitan 
Air Quality Management District
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Erin Hauge,916-448-1198 x323,erin@

lgc.org

Friday,July 10
8:30-4:30 p.m

.

Sheraton Grand Hotel
Sacram

ento

Complete Our Streets for Healthier,
More Livable Communities

Communities eager to improve safety, health and livability
are recognizing that “Complete Streets”are a key part of
that effort. The way we build and retrofit our streets has 

a direct impact on walking, bicycling, transit-use and driving.

Complete Streets can help improve air quality and reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions by increasing walking, bicycling 
and transit use, and reducing vehicle trips and miles traveled.
But we can also design streets that incorporate “green” features
that result in a lighter ecological footprint and reduced impacts 
on water, air and land.

The environment in which we live has a direct impact on our
health. This workshop will explore the connections between
health and the built environment with specific Sacramento 
examples that highlight how Complete Streets result in 
improved health and reduced traffic injuries.

Federal, state, regional and local policymakers are also recognizing
the benefits of Complete Streets and adopting legislation and
other mandates.Learn about the political and legal contexts of
these laws and policies, implementation considerations and
implications for transportation funding.

Attachment



On the agenda
❇ What Are Complete Streets and Why Do

They Matter?

❇ What If All Our Streets Were Complete?  
A Health Perspective

❇ Complete Streets Legislation and Policy. . .
and What about the Money?

❇ Complete Streets in the Sacramento Region:
What’s Going On?

❇ Charlotte’s Six-Step Process for Complete Streets

❇ How Do We Do It? A Complete Streets Tool Kit

❇ Changing the Lines – New Thinking on Marked 
Crosswalks and Bike Lanes

❇ Putting the “Green” in Complete Streets

Invited speakers include:
❇ Toni Bizjak, Reporter, The Sacramento Bee

❇ Teri Duarte, Health Program Manager, Sacramento County
Department of Health Services

❇ Phil Erickson, AIA, President, Community Design + Architecture

❇ Anne Geraghty, Executive Director, WALK Sacramento

❇ Larry Greene, Executive Director, Sacramento Metropolitan 
Air Quality Management District

❇ Mike McKeever, Executive Director, Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments

❇ Tracy Newsome, Transportation Planner,
Department of Transportation, Charlotte, NC 

❇ Mike Penrose, Director, Sacramento County 
Department of Transportation

❇ Jananne Sharpless, Former Chair, California Air Resources Board

❇ Jerry Way, Director, Department of Transportation,
City of Sacramento 

❇ Paul Zykofsky, AICP, Director, Land Use and Transportation
Programs, Local Government Commission

❇ Public Works Directors from Cities in the Region 

Sponsors
Caltrans

Sacramento Metropolitan 
Air Quality Management District 

Sacramento Area Council of Governments

WALK Sacramento

Cosponsors
American Public Works Association,

Sacramento Chapter
Breathe California of Sacramento-Emigrant Trails

California Center for Physical Activity
California Park and Recreation Society

Center for Regional Change
Coalition on Regional Equity – CORE

Complete Streets Coalition
Environmental Council of Sacramento

Healthy Eating Active Living Collaborative
ITE Northern California Section

Ridership for the Masses
Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates

Sacramento Regional Transit
Sacramento Tree Foundation

Sacramento Valley Section of the 
American Planning Association

WTS Sacramento

Complete Streets:
The Road to Safer, Healthier,
Livable Communities

FFrriiddaayy,, JJuullyy  1100
88::3300  aa..mm.. --  44::3300  pp..mm..
On-site registration is from 8:30 to 9:00 a.m.

Sheraton Grand Hotel
1230 J Street (corner of 13th and J), Sacramento

At this one-day workshop, you’ll learn about the laws, policies,
measures and financing mechanisms that are now on the 
books to help complete our streets in the Sacramento region.

The registration fee for the workshop is $49 and includes lunch.
The registration deadline is Friday, July 3.

For more workshop details or 
to register online by July 3:

www.lgc.org/events



 
 
 

 
  Receive & File #6 

June 10, 2009    
 
Regional Targets Advisory Committee Update 
 

 
The Regional Targets Advisory Committee (RTAC) met on June 3, 2009 to discuss scenario data that has 
been received from MPOs that affect regional GHG emissions.  In addition, the RTAC discussed SB 375 
requirements for Sustainable Communities Strategies (SCS) and Alternative Planning Strategies (APS).  
Discussion on a method of evaluation for reduction of greenhouse gas emissions was included. 
 
Staff provided a summary of the RTAC meeting at the Climate & Air Quality Committee meeting on June 
4th. 
 
The agenda from the June 3, 2009 RTAC meeting is attached. 
 
 
Attachment 
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Meeting of the Senate Bill 375 
Regional Targets Advisory Committee 

 
Wednesday, June 3, 2009 

9:00 am – 3:00 pm, Pacific Time 
 

Ronald V. Dellums Federal Building 
1301 Clay Street 

Oakland, CA 94626 
 

 
1. Roll Call and Housekeeping Items  

Announcements, review meeting notes from the last meeting and comments received 
via the Committee website. 
                                                                                             

2. MPO Scenario Data  
Presentation and discussion will focus on scenario data received from the MPOs and 
what the data show with regard to factors affecting regional GHG emissions from 
vehicle use.  Public comment to follow committee discussion. 
 

3. SB 375 Planning Requirements  
Presentation and discussion will focus on SB 375 requirements for Sustainable 
Communities Strategies (SCS) and Alternative Planning Strategies (APS).  Public 
comment to follow committee discussion.  
 

4.  Lunch Break - Noon to 1pm 
 
5. Evaluation Method  

Discussion will focus on a method to evaluate the full potential for reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions in each major region of the state.  Public comment to 
follow committee discussion.  

 
6. General Public Comment Period    
 
7. Next Steps 
 
8. Adjourn                 

DRAFT AGENDA 



 
 
 

 
  Receive & File #7 

June 10, 2009    
 
Greenhouse Gas Regional Inventory Protocol (GRIP) Update 
 

 
SACOG held two GRIP workshops in March.  A report has been prepared summarizing the regional 
inventory and workshops results.  The GRIP inventories encompass all emission sources, including 
transportation, fugitive, industrial, commercial, and residential.  The results outline the 2050 scenario 
assumed by workshop participants, and what emissions are associated with that style of development.  
The report is attached. 
 
Mike McKeever updated the Climate & Air Quality Committee on the GRIP summit he attended as part 
of the METREX European regions emissions reduction meetings held in Paris, France on May 11th 
through 15th. 
 
At the Committee meeting, staff discussed next steps related to GRIP, emission inventories, and 
developing scenarios and plans to encompass all sources of GHG emissions in the region, which includes 
all major contributors of the major emission sources. 
 
 
Attachment 
 
S:\SACOG\BRDPCKTS\2009 Packets\June\RF#7 - GRIP.doc 
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Scenario 2

Economy and Demographics:

The population of the SACOG area has increased by 
nearly 50% from 2.25 million, in 2006, to 3.25million 
today in 2050. There are more households, with 
household occupancy falling to an average of around 
2.1 people. This change in demographics is mostly 
due to an aging population and an influx of young 
professionals. This does vary between the counties. 
Climate change has led to an increase in the amount 
of people living inland – with the impacts of a 2degree 
warmer world and region now being felt. Economic 
growth within the region has seen an on average 2% 
year on year growth. 

Domestic 
Demand for non-electrical energy within the domestic 
sector is level with that of 2006. However, this energy 
is now being consumed by twice the amount of 
households. This has resulted in increased efficiency. 
This increase is due in large parts to behavioural 
change, and also to less resource intensive 
technologies. The older housing stock has either 
been replaced or substantially retrofitted. New homes, 
built since the noughties, had substantially higher 
levels of efficiency requirements by law – with these 
efficiency requirements increasing in the times since. 
The consumption of electricity in the domestic sector 
has dropped by 20% overall – despite the increase 
in households – this has also been due to changes 
in behaviour and more efficient technologies. Whilst 
much of these improvements have been regulatory 
- consumers became more aware of the importance 
of energy conservation (due in part to the cost of 
energy) - consequently they desire the ‘best homes’ 
where energy efficiency and onsite production are key 
assets. There is wide scale penetration of solar water 
heaters, with neighbourhood arrays being a common 
site. These arrays either produce electricity or heat. 
Combined heat and power networks, are in place 
in mixed use developments as well as downtown. 
Bio-fuels account for 10% of non-electrical fuel 
consumption. Overall there is a significant focus on 
decentralised energy production of both heat and 
electricity from renewable sources. These are made 
up of both on-site and community schemes. Heat 
energy sourced from renewables now accounts for 
40% of demand, whilst 50% of electricity is coming 
from these technologies. 

These changes, and the structures necessary for 
future development are central to planning policy. 
Overall CO2 emissions have reduced by 76%.

Electricity Production: The Grid 
Overall demand for electricity from the national grid 
has increased by approximately 50% since 2006. The 
supply of electricity from fossil sources outside of the 
region makes up approximately 1/3 of the generation 
mix. Coal and Natural gas CCS  plants provide 
the majority of this supply, a further 20% comes 
from nuclear power and the remainder comes from 
renewable sources. Gas plants without CCS account 
for 5% of supply and are used primarily for when 
electricity is in peak demand. Biomass makes up 20% 
of supply with it being grown either in California, or in 
the surrounding states.

Electricity production in the SACOG area is dominated 
by fossil sources, although the majority of this comes 
from gas CCS stations. Once again there is a further 
supply of electricity from gas based production for 
when electricity is at peak demand. The remainder 
of the electricity generation comes from renewable 
sources, principally geo-thermal and hydro-electric. 

Transportation 
There has been a 50% increase in population, and 
with this has come a 35% increase in the distance 
that vehicles travel in an average year. The amount 
that people drive varies depending on their affluence, 
age and whether or not they work. Commuters are 
more likely to take public transport than others, and to 
buy properties in areas that service this need. Outside 
of this is a general change in behaviour and a desire to 
share journeys. Vehicles are consuming 20% less fuel 
on average. These changes have been made possible 
due to stringent planning measures, together with 
pressures and incentives to do more walking to work, 
school and to improve health. As a consequence 
parking in towns is now charged for, with this charge 
being linked to the emissions levels of vehicles. 

A desire to own a vehicle does remain strong, and 
changes have been made on the fuels that vehicles 
consume. Consequently petrol & diesel based fuels 
make up approximately 15% of the fuel mix. The fuel 
mix is dominated by electric vehicles. The remainder 
comes largely from bio-fuel with a small amount from 
hydrogen based vehicles. These measures have come 
to pass due to policy measures that target vehicles 
rather than driving practices. In total vehicles require 
40% less fuel to travel the same distance. Overall CO2 
Emissions from road vehicles, including freight, have 
reduced by 80%.

Rail Travel has increased by 50%, with this travel 
primarily taking place on light rail services. However 
there are better links between the bay area and 
Sacramento. The fuels mix remains dominated by 
fossil based fuels. There is not a huge change in the 
amount of miles each person flies. As a consequence 
the amount of miles travelled has gone up. However 
due to efficiency improvements these changes have 
not effected the amount of fuel consumed. The fuel 
mix has only partly altered with bio-fuel making up 5% 
of the energy consumed and petroleum making up the 
rest. Marine energy consumption has not increased, 
although the fuel mix has become more dependent on 
bio-fuels. The port of Sacramento remains active and 
ships out many products including wind turbines. 

Service Sector 
The SACOG area’s energy consumption has changed 
in a similar manner to other large areas within 
California. As a consequence non-electrical energy 
consumption has increased by 50% and electrical 
consumption by 75%. The non-electrical fuel mix is 
40% renewable based, with natural gas making up 
40% of consumption. Heat from CHP units make up 
15% of demand.  The comparatively larger amount 
of institutional buildings in the SACOG area have 
‘led the way’  in terms of onsite generation from 
electricity. As a consequence 50% of electricity is 
produced on-site or from neighbourhood schemes. 
The commercial sector has not performed as well as 
the institutional sector – but it has taken lessons from 
it. This is particularly true of shopping malls and large 
warehouses, whose roofs are largely covered in solar 
arrays. Overall C02 emissions have reduced by 71%

Industry Energy Consumption 
Industry has grown modestly since 2006, with this 
growth largely in light manufacturing and green 
technologies. As a consequence energy consumption 
of non-electrical fuels has grown by 20%, electricity 
consumption has not changed. Of this just over 50% 
is coming from fossil sources. On-site production 
of heat-energy from renewables and CHP units 
accounts for 1/3 of heat energy and 40% of electricity 
consumption in the industrial sector.  Overall CO2 
emissions have reduced by 57%.
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Total CO2 Emissions Change  -73% 

Total Energy End User Energy Change -4%
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Scenario 1 Breakdown

El Dorado 
The emissions from the El Dorado County have 
reduced by 42% by 2025 and, 81% by 2050. These 
emissions reductions differ from the overall reduction 
of  75%. This is largely due to the proportionally larger 
share of CO2 emissions from road transport in 2006 of 
the County in comparison to that of the wider region.
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Placer 
The emissions from Placer County have reduced by 
41% by 2025 and, 78% by 2050. These emissions 
reductions differ from the overall reduction of 75%. 
This is modest difference is due mostly to the slightly 
smaller share of CO2 emissions from the domestic 
sector in the County in comparison to that of the 
wider region.
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Sacramento 
The emissions from Sacramento County have reduced 
by 41% by 2025 and, 79% by 2050. These emissions 
reductions differ from the overall reduction of 75%. 
This difference is due mostly to the slightly smaller 
share of CO2 emissions from the industrial sector in 
the County in comparison to that of the wider region, 
together with a comparatively higher share of road 
transport emissions in 2006.

0 500 1000 1500 2000

CO2 2050

CO2 2025

CO2 2006

Residential

Commercial

Industrial

Transport

Total

El Dorado

0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000

CO2 2050

CO2 2025

CO2 2006

Residential

Commercial

Industrial

Transport

Total

Placer

0 3000 6000 9000 12000 15000

CO2 2050

CO2 2025

CO2 2006

Residential

Commercial

Industrial

Transport

Total

Sacramento

0 200 400 600 800 1000

CO2 2050

CO2 2025

CO2 2006

Residential

Commercial

Industrial

Transport

Total

Sutter

0 300 600 900 1200 1500

CO2 2050

CO2 2025

CO2 2006

Residential

Commercial

Industrial

Transport

Total

Yolo

Yuba

0 300 600 900 1200 1500

CO2 2050

CO2 2025

CO2 2006

Residential

Commercial

Industrial

Transport

Total

Sutter 
The emissions from Sutter County have reduced by 
41% by 2025 and, 80% by 2050. These emissions 
reductions differ from the overall reduction of 75%. 
This difference is due mostly to a smaller share of CO2 
emissions from the industrial sector, a higher share 
of road transport emissions, and a lower share of 
domestic emissions in the County in comparison to 
that of the wider regionin 2006.
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Yolo 
The emissions from Yolo County have reduced by 
39% by 2025 and, 73% by 2050. These emissions 
reductions differ from the overall reduction of 75%. 
This difference is due mostly to a smaller share of 
CO2 emissions from road transport, a higher share of 
industrial emissions, and a higher share of commercial 
emissions in the County in comparison to that of the 
wider regionin 2006.
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Yuba 
The emissions from Yuba County have reduced by 
42% by 2025 and, 83% by 2050. These emissions 
reductions differ from the overall reduction of 75%. 
This difference is due mostly to a much higher share 
of CO2 emissions from road transport, together with 
a lower share of industrial, commercial and domestic 
emissions, in the County in comparison to that of the 
wider region in 2006.
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Whilst the scenario sessions did not discuss each county individually it is possible to apply the emissions reductions 
for each sector achieved overall for the SACOG area, to the emissions from each of the counties in 2006. The 
county breakdown does not include the emissions from aviation and marine – as the figures from these sectors are 
harder to decipher at this scale. 

Below are the charts for each county for the day 1 scenario. The charts show that the emissions reductions per 
sector are the same, however the overall reductions vary by between 74% and 83%.
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Scenario 2 - Breakdown

El Dorado 
The emissions from the El Dorado County have 
reduced by 12% by 2025 and, 78% by 2050. These 
emissions reductions differ from the overall reduction 
of 73%. This is a lower reduction then that achieved in 
the Day 1 scenario and this is due to the proportionally 
lower reduction in CO2 emissions from road transport 
in this scenario; although this is offset against a 
comparatively higher reduction in emissions from the 
service sector from this sector
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Placer 
The emissions from Placer County have reduced by 
14% by 2025 and, 77% by 2050. These emissions 
reductions differ from the overall reduction of 73%. 
This is a lower reduction then that achieved in the 
Day 1 scenario and this is due to the proportionally 
lower reduction in C02 emissions from road transport 
in this scenario; although this is offset against a 
comparatively higher reduction in emissions from the 
industrial sector in this scenario.
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The emissions overall and sectoral reductions achieved in the Day 2 Scenario differ to the Day 1 Scenario. The 
road transport sector makes a 87% reduction in the Day 1 scenario and a 80% reduction in the Day 2 Scenario. 
The domestic sector reductions are very similar at 74% (Day 1) and 75% (Day 2). However, there is a greater 
degree of fluctuation in the service sector where emissions reduced by 66% in the Day 1 scenario in comparison 
to 71% in the Day 2 scenario. Furthermore, the emissions reductions in the industrial sector reduced by 53% in 
the day 1 Scenario and 57% in the Day 2 scenario. Additional emissions, not included in the results below have a 
wider impact on emissions – where aviation emissions decline by 69% in the day 1 scenario and 5% in the Day 2 
Scenario. As a consequence the reductions in each of the counties appears larger than that achieved overall by  
the region. 

Sacramento 
The emissions from Sacramento County have reduced 
by 13% by 2025 and, 77% by 2050. These emissions 
reductions differ from the overall reduction of 73%. 
This is a also a lower reduction then that achieved in 
the Day 1 scenario and this is due to the proportionally 
lower reduction in C02 emissions from road transport 
in this scenario.
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Sutter 
The emissions from Sutter County have reduced by 
13% by 2025 and, 77% by 2050. These emissions 
reductions differ from the overall reduction of 73%. 
This is a lower reduction then that achieved in the Day 
1 scenario and this is due to the proportionally lower 
reduction in CO2 emissions from road transport in this 
scenario; this is aided by a lower share of emissions 
from the Service sector. 
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Yolo 
The emissions from Yolo County have reduced by 
19% by 2025 and, 74% by 2050. These emissions 
reductions differ from the overall reduction of 73%. 
This is the only county for which this Scenario 
achieves a higher reduction than the Day 1 Scenario. 
This is due to the proportionally lower emissions in 
the baseline year for road transport from the Yolo 
region, coupled with the proportionally higher shares 
of commerce and industrial emissions in the baseline 
year – which both make a bigger reduction in this 
scenario than in the Day 1 scenario. 
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Yuba 
The emissions from Yuba County have reduced by 
9% by 2025 and, 79% by 2050. These emissions 
reductions differ from the overall reduction of 73%. 
This is a lower reduction then that achieved in the Day 
1 scenario and this is due to the proportionally lower 
reduction in CO2 emissions from road transport in this 
scenario.
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In this document we have presented an emissions 
inventory using the Greenhouse Gas Regional 
Inventory Protocol (GRIP) for the SACOG area for 
the year 2006. This inventory comprised the four key 
emissions sectors of Energy, Industrial Processes, 
Waste and Agriculture. In addition to this we 
presented an Energy emissions inventory for each 
of SACOG’s six counties. These inventories showed 
the relative contribution of each County to the overall 
energy emissions released in the SACOG area in 
2006. 

In addition we have presented the results of two 
energy orientated scenario sessions for the SACOG 
area using the GRIP approach. These Scenarios both 
attempted to achieve an emissions reduction of 80%, 
however neither did. These scenarios did show how 
CO2 emissions from energy may be reduced by 75% 
and 73% by 2050 on 2006 levels. The discussions 
and the outputs taken from these sessions highlight 
the scale of the challenge that a mitigation target 
of 80% presents. These Scenarios were also 
‘backcasted’ to 2020 to see what changes would 
need to be in place as a ‘stepping stone’ to 2050. 

These Scenarios were then broken down to a county 
level. This showed that each county would contribute 
different levels of emissions reduction under the same 
scenario. This is an important concept as it shows that 
counties with different economic and demographic 
make-ups will contribute to emissions reductions in 
different ways. This is because some counties, and 
indeed other regions, will have emissions that vary by 
sector. Additionally, it is worth considering that some 
sectors emissions are potentially harder to mitigate 
than others. This highlights the need for sector based 
targets as well as overall targets. With these targets 
recognizing differences factors such as climate in 
different regions across California.

It is likely that the current 2050 and 2020 targets 
put forward by the Californian State Government will 
need to be increased from 80% as a consequence of 
the latest Science. This will be necessary if California 
is to play its part in reducing dangerous climate 
change. Furthermore, the current trajectories suggest 
that planning within the SACOG area may need to 
consider how it can both mitigate emissions in the 
short-, medium- and long term; as well as providing 
adaptative measures for the region to deal with a 
world that may be 2, 3, 4 degrees Celsius or more 
warmer in the future – with the associated extreme 
climate events that may occur.

We suggest:

1) 	 A series of sector based targets for 2050, 2040, 
2030, 2020 and 2015.

2) 	 That these targets reflect the sum of emissions 
released, as well as an absolute reduction on the 
baseline year – as this is what is key to preventing 
dangerous climate change. 

3) 	 That the current targets are revisited in light of 
recent scientific studies in relation to climate 
change and global concentrations of Greenhouse 
Gases.

4) 	 That planning recognises the important short-, 
medium and long term needs an infrastructure that 
reduces energy demand and emissions. 

5) 	 That planning recognises the potential 
consequences of the impacts of a climate future 
that may be warmer than currently anticipated 
within the planning domain. What will happen in 
SACOG if we exceed 2degrees of warming?

Summary
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For more information please contact:
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E-mail:			   sebastian.carney@grip.org.uk 
Telephone:		  +44 (0)161 306 6439 
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