
 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
March 18, 2013 
 
 
 
SACOG Board of Directors 
1415 L Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
RE: Planning and Development Code 
 
Honorable Board Chair Griegor & Directors, 
 
As a regional economic development-focused trade association that represents the commercial development and 
construction industry, we are writing to relay our deep concerns and opposition to the changes in the Government 
Relations and Public Affairs Committee Charge which is on your consent calendar.   
 
During the February meeting of the Government Relations and Public Affairs Committee, three committee members 
advocated for the expansion of SACOG advocacy efforts beyond federal and state government.  Their deliberations included 
discussion on compelling members’ jurisdictions to take certain stances on projects and policies, essentially internal 
lobbying.  They asked staff to bring back language to include in the updated committee charge.  Last meeting the proposed 
purpose language was amended to add, “relations between member agencies” in response to this request. 
 
We are concerned about SACOG’s opposition to projects and believe that a sensible policy discussion needs to take place in 
regards to answering several questions.  Is it the statutory responsibility of SACOG to oppose projects?  Should SACOG 
oppose projects by member jurisdictions?  If so, should that be a role of the Board of Directors or the Government Relations 
& Public Affairs Committee?  How does opposition to member jurisdiction projects affect the collegiality and policy 
effectiveness of SACOG?  If SACOG opposes projects, what is the process and should it be public opposition at the dais and 
in the media to exact pressure on those voting?  Since none of these questions have been discussed at the Board level, we 
ask that you strike the added language. 
 
Additionally, we are disappointed that such a major policy change would be brought to the Board of Directors on the 
consent agenda without a sincere discussion on its merits.  SACOG plays a vitally important role in our region’s economic 
development.  It is important that SACOG maintain its credibility and trust with its member jurisdictions and the business 
community.   
 
We urge you to remove this change from the committee charge.  If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 397-
4776.  Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Joshua Wood 
Executive Director 
Region Builders, Inc. 
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____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
April 2, 2013 
 
 
SACOG Board of Directors 
1415 L Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
RE:  Technical Review of Projects 
 
Honorable Board Chair Griego & Directors, 
 
First and foremost, thank you for changing the language in your Government Relations & Public Affairs Committee charge 
and for the commitment to bring back, for further consideration, an open discussion regarding SACOG’s interaction with 
pending land use projects.  It was encouraging to hear that a large number of SACOG Board of Directors did not see project 
opposition as a role of SACOG.  In response to the discussion at your last meeting, we have met with several members of 
your Board of Directors to seek input on crafting a recommendation as to how SACOG could potentially interact with 
projects.   
 
Like many of you, we believe that SACOG does have a role in providing valuable technical data to assist local governments 
in their decision making process.  We also believe, however, that cities and counties must maintain their independence 
from SACOG when making land use decisions to ensure integrity in the decision-making process.   
 
To this end, below is a simple proposal for how SACOG could effectively interact with cities and counties during the land use 
decision making process: 

1. A member agency would submit a written request for technical data from SACOG on a project. 
2. SACOG will compile technical data according to the specifications and parameters of the written request. 
3. The SACOG staff will transmit this data to the member agency’s staff. 
4. The member agency’s staff will compile the data according to the direction of its governing board. 
5. The member agency’s staff will present this information per their governing board’s direction. 

 
Again, we believe that SACOG can play a vital role in the land use process by providing relevant data related to the 
blueprint, the Metropolitan Transportation Plan, or the Sustainable Communities Strategy.  But, local control over land use 
decisions must be maintained by local governments. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 397-4776.  Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Joshua Wood 
Executive Director 
Region Builders, Inc. 
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Attachment 3 

April 4, 2013 E-mail communication from Board Chair Mary Jane Griego to SACOG 
Board of Directors 

Attached please find a communication from Joshua Wood, Regional Builders.  Prior to receiving 
this, I had agreed to a meeting proposed by Joshua with his Board  chair, myself and 3 other 
SACOG Board members and our CEO to occur next Tuesday.  However, in light of the attached 
proposal, I have decided to cancel that meeting.  I had hoped to have a general discussion about 
our organizations' interests, and hopefully mutual interests, but after the arrival yesterday of their 
specific proposal, I think it's essential that we deal with it through our normal Board process, 
both to allow all Board members to participate from the outset and to ensure that this important 
discussion occurs in public.   

I have communicated to Mr. Wood that I will honor the Board's commitment from last year to 
have a discussion about the topic of SACOG staff involvement in providing information to our 
members regarding land use issues at a meeting of the Strategic Planning Committee.   That 
meeting will be in June.  All Board members will be noticed and are welcome to attend.  In May, 
I think it is important that we have time at Board Committees and the full Board to review the 
basics of why the Board endorsed the Blueprint over eight years ago, and what our overall 
implementation program for the Blueprint has been.  After we have a common knowledge base, 
then we will be ready for a constructive discussion about whether we want to make any changes 
to our implementation program. 

If you have any questions or concerns I would be happy to hear from you.  My cell number is 
530-301-7166. 
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SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

Resolution No. __ - 2013 

BLUEPRINT RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, in 2002 SACOG initiated a Transportation-Land Use study to develop 
better information for local decision-making; and 

WHEREAS, the SACOG Board’s adopted principles to guide that study, later named the 
Blueprint, included enhancing “SACOG's capacity to estimate the effects of land use and 
transportation systems on each other and to provide good quality information to assist local 
governments in making land use decisions” and “recogniz(ing) and valu(ing) the uniqueness of 
each of the communities and job/population centers that comprise SACOG”; and 

WHEREAS, a broad base of elected and staff representatives from members and partner 
agencies, stakeholders and residents participated in the development of the Blueprint; and 

WHEREAS, on December 17, 2004, the SACOG Board of Directors unanimously 
adopted a Blueprint Concept Map, Growth Principles, and Next Steps to implement the 
Blueprint, including “provid(ing) technical assistance to local governments and the development 
community to develop plans and design projects that are consistent with the Blueprint”; and 

WHEREAS, each year after its adoption of the Blueprint the SACOG Board has adopted 
Overall Work Programs that include Blueprint implementation activities, including providing a 
range of technical assistance to its members, partners and stakeholders; and 

WHEREAS,  SACOG’s member cities and counties have taken many actions to 
effectively implement the Blueprint; and 

WHEREAS, SACOG has received numerous awards and other recognition, locally and 
throughout the state and nation, for the quality of, and the public engagement related to, the 
Blueprint and the implementing actions of its members; and 

WHEREAS, the SACOG Board has adopted two Metropolitan Transportation Plans 
(MTPs) after adoption of the Blueprint, both of which make increasingly significant 
improvements in congestion, air quality, transportation and housing choices, and other impacts 
important to the quality of life of residents of the SACOG region compared to prior MTPs; and 

WHEREAS,  Section 15206 of the State of California’s California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines states that cities and counties should submit to the appropriate 
metropolitan area council of governments projects of regional significance, including but not 
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limited to those that generate significant amounts of traffic or affect attainment or maintenance 
of state or national air quality standards, and Section 15125 (d) states that the EIR shall discuss 
any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans, specific plans 
and regional plans, includ(ing) but not limited to, the applicable air quality attainment or 
maintenance plan or State Implementation Plan…. regional transportation plans, regional 
housing allocation, regional blueprint plans, greenhouse gas reduction plans……(Attachment 
4a); and 

WHEREAS, California Government Code section 56668 (g) requires Local Area 
Formation Commissions to consider consistency with a regional transportation plan developed 
under SB375 provisions plans when making decisions; and 

WHEREAS, the SACOG Board has adopted a Strategic Plan that emphasizes the 
agency’s commitment to information-based decision making by providing and encouraging the 
use of state-of-the-art data and tools by members, partners, stakeholders and residents; 
maximizing strategic influence for the region through developing and implementing integrated 
high performing regional transportation plans to secure additional funding and policy support 
from federal, state and local sources; and serving as a source of high quality information, and as 
a convener and/or advocate on a range of regional issues when the agency’s involvement would 
provide unique, added value (Attachment 4b); and 

WHEREAS, SACOG has been implementing its Strategic Plan, including activities that 
are increasing the use of SACOG data and models directly by member jurisdiction staff, taking 
advantage of Blueprint and MTP/SCS performance benefits to comply with state and federal 
requirements, leveraging the Blueprint and MTP/SCS to secure regulatory and policy flexibility 
at the state and national levels as well as funding to implement transportation and land use 
projects. 

WHEREAS, the SACOG Board has adopted policy that sets forth the manner in which 
staff provides comments on developments being considered by its member agencies (Attachment 
4c). 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SACOG Board of Directors hereby 
reaffirms its support for implementation of the Blueprint growth strategy, including its 
commitment to honoring the local land use decision-making authority of its member cities and 
counties, while encouraging its members to consider the best available information on the 
potential impacts of their local decisions on the performance of the Blueprint and Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy; and reaffirms its support for the 
Blueprint implementation activities as described in the annually adopted Overall Work 
Programs, including the review of plans and developments when requested by a member with the 
following enhancements to that activity: 
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Resolution No. __ – 2013  -2- June 20, 2013 
 

- A brief summary of staff activities associated with Blueprint implementation will be 
included in the CEO Report in the monthly Board of Directors agenda packets and shared 
with the Regional City and County Managers at their quarterly meetings; and 

- SACOG staff written and verbal communications to members on the consistency of plans 
and developments with the Blueprint and MTP/SCS will cite adopted Board-adopted 
policy in this area and continue the current practice of focusing on information and 
analysis on potential regional impacts and stating that land use decisions are solely within 
the power of cities and counties; and 

- Staff will respond to requests for comment from members on environmental impact 
reports or negative declarations for projects of regional significance and from LAFCO’s 
on the impact of projects on the regional transportation plan; and 

- Staff will provide to the Board of Directors at least annually a summary report on the 
agency’s Blueprint implementation activities, including any suggestions for refinements 
and improvement. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED, this __ day of June 2013, by the following vote of the Board of 
Directors: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSTAIN: 

ABSENT: 

 

 

___________________________________  ______________________________ 
      Mary Jane Griego      Mike McKeever  
      Chair       Chief Executive Officer 
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State of California CEQA Guidelines – Excerpts pertinent to projects of regional significance. 

Section 15206. Projects of Statewide, Regional, or Areawide Significance. 

(a) Projects meeting the criteria in this section shall be deemed to be of statewide, regional, or areawide 

significance. 

(1) A draft EIR or negative declaration prepared by any public agency on a project described in this 

section shall be submitted to the State Clearinghouse and should be submitted also to the appropriate 

metropolitan area council of governments for review and comment. The notice of completion form 

required by the State Clearinghouse must be submitted together with the copies of the EIR and may be 

submitted together with the copies of the negative declaration. The notice of completion form required 

by the State Clearinghouse is included in Appendix C. If the lead agency uses the on‐line process for 

submittal of the notice of completion form to the State Clearinghouse, the form generated from the 

Internet shall satisfy this requirement (refer to www.ceqanet.ca.gov). 

(2) When such documents are submitted to the State Clearinghouse, the public agency shall include, in 

addition to the printed copy, a copy of the document in electronic format on a diskette or by electronic 

mail transmission, if available. 

(b) The lead agency shall determine that a proposed project is of statewide, regional, or areawide 

significance if the project meets any of the following criteria: 

(1) A proposed local general plan, element, or amendment thereof for which an EIR was prepared. If a 

negative declaration was prepared for the plan, element, or amendment, the document need not be 

submitted for review. 

(2) A project has the potential for causing significant effects on the environment extending beyond the 

city or county in which the project would be located. Examples of the effects include generating 

significant amounts of traffic or interfering with the attainment or maintenance of state or national air 

quality standards. Projects subject to this subdivision include: 

(A) A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units. 

(B) A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than 1,000 persons or 

encompassing more than 500,000 square feet of floor space. 

(C) A proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons or encompassing more 

than 250,000 square feet of floor space. 

(D) A proposed hotel/motel development of more than 500 rooms. 
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 (E) A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park planned to house more 

than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres of land, or encompassing more than 650,000 square 

feet of floor area. 

(3) A project which would result in the cancellation of an open space contract made pursuant to the 

California Land Conservation Act of 1965 (Williamson Act) for any parcel of 100 or more acres. 

(4) A project for which an EIR and not a negative declaration was prepared which would be located in 

and would substantially impact the following areas of critical environmental sensitivity: 

(A) The Lake Tahoe Basin. 

(B) The Santa Monica Mountains Zone as defined by Section 33105 of the Public Resources Code. 

(C) The California Coastal Zone as defined in, and mapped pursuant to, Section 30103 of the Public 

Resources Code. 

(D) An area within 1/4 mile of a wild and scenic river as defined by Section 5093.5 of the Public 

Resources Code. 

(E) The Sacramento‐San Joaquin Delta, as defined in Water Code Section 12220. 

(F) The Suisun Marsh as defined in Public Resources Code Section 29101. 

(G) The jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission as defined in 

Government Code Section 66610. 

(5) A project which would substantially affect sensitive wildlife habitats including but not limited to 

riparian lands, wetlands, bays, estuaries, marshes, and habitats for endangered, rare and threatened 

species as defined by Section 15380 of this Chapter. 

(6) A project which would interfere with attainment of regional water quality standards as stated in the 

approved areawide waste treatment management plan. 

(7) A project which would provide housing, jobs, or occupancy for 500 or more people within 10 miles of 

a nuclear power plant. 

 

Section 15125 (d) The EIR shall discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable 

general plans, specific plans and regional plans. Such regional plans include, but are not limited to, the 

applicable air quality attainment or maintenance plan or State Implementation Plan, area‐wide waste 
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treatment and water quality control plans, regional transportation plans, regional housing allocation, 

regional blueprint plans, greenhouse gas reduction plans, habitat conservation plans, natural community 

conservation plans and regional land use plans for the protection of the coastal zone, Lake Tahoe Basin, 

San Francisco Bay, and Santa Monica Mountains. 
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SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
EXCERPT FROM THE 2010 ANNUAL STRATEGIC PLAN 

ADOPTED BY THE BOARD ON MARCH 18, 2010 
 

Goal 1:    Sustain the agency’s emphasis on information-based decision 
making by providing state-of-the-art data and tools to members, 
partners, stakeholders and residents to help them shape the 
futures of their communities and the region. 

 
Goal 1 Strategies: 
 

1. Increase opportunities for member jurisdictions to utilize regional data, models 
and analysis to analyze impacts of their decisions on transportation, land use, air 
quality and other policy areas that affect quality of life.   
 

2. Increase agency capacity to provide scientific information and analysis of 
transportation, land use, air quality and other matters of regional importance.   

 

  Goal 1 Performance Indicators: 
 

A.  Members and planning partners routinely use  a combination of appropriate 
planning tools (e.g., I-PLACE3S and SACSIM) to conduct technical analysis of 
general plan updates, corridor plans, transportation circulation plans, and 
neighborhood and community plans, and use of such planning tools by 
stakeholders and residents to evaluate proposed development projects. 
 

B.  Interactive, information-based citizen engagement practices are commonly used 
by members in support of general plan updates, development of neighborhood 
and community plans, and evaluation of the impacts of significant proposed 
development projects. The Agency has an effective and active process for 
sharing information about SACOG activities with staff in service to local 
government 

 
C. Appointment to the SACOG Board is viewed as an attractive opportunity for local 

elected officials and SACOG’s Board members are actively engaged in pursuing 
the mission of the agency and the agency’s local, state and national recognition 
for leadership in the implementation of information rich, consensus-driven 
regional efforts to improve the quality of life in the region continues to be 
enhanced. SACOG actively engages in providing information to all elected 
leaders about the role it plays in regional affairs and how this role contributes to 
an improved quality of life.  

 
 

 



 
 
 
Goal 2: Maximize strategic influence for the region through developing 

and implementing integrated regional transportation plans that 
produce unique and significant quality of life benefits for 
residents of the region. 

 
Goal 2 Strategies: 
 

1. Consolidate, expand and maximize strategic advantage from the agency’s state 
and national leadership role and access to the best tools and methods for 
preparing an outstanding MTP. 

 
2. Maximize the benefits of comprehensive planning and project implementation in 

the Sacramento region.  
 
Goal 2 Performance Indicators: 
 

A.  SACOG’s MTP will remain a leader in the state in improving per capita VMT, 
congestion, air emissions and other performance measures that advance the 
quality of life. 
 

B.  SACOG will leverage its high performing MTP to secure additional funding and 
policy support from federal, state and local sources to build key projects sooner 
than would otherwise be possible.  

 
C.  SACOG and its member agencies continue to be leaders in the State in the 

timely delivery of projects. 
 
 



 
 
 
Goal 3:   Serve as a source of high quality information, convener, and/or 

advocate on a range of regional issues when the agency’s 
involvement would provide unique, added value to promoting a 
sustainable future for the region. 

 
Goal 3 Strategies:  
 

1. Continue to expand SACOG’s data and modeling capabilities to include topics 
that influence transportation behavior and planning (e.g., energy, climate change, 
land use economics and infrastructure). 
 

2. Assist regional partners with the evaluation of functional service delivery 
opportunities and act upon the ones that will most assist the agencies. 

 
3.  Analyze options for increasing SACOG’s financial analysis and capacity so that 

it is able to serve the region if and when new service needs are identified. 
 
 
Goal 3 Performance Indicators: 
 

1. Deliver cost savings to local governments by building the capacity of the agency 
in areas of highest need to member jurisdictions, and/or leveraging new 
revenues in collaboration with local governments. 

  
2. SACOG’s member services program will increase coordination activities relating 

to assistance with policy development, joint project delivery,  grant development, 
and requests for technical assistance as measured by increase in requests from 
member jurisdictions for assistance and resulting grant acquisition or more 
integrated policy making. 
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Examples of Prior SACOG Board Actions Regarding Reviewing Development Applications as part of 

Blueprint Implementation Strategy 

 

“Provide technical assistance to local governments and the development community to develop plans 

and design projects that are consistent with Blueprint.”(Adopted December 17, 2004 as part of Blueprint 

Next Steps) 

 

“SACOG has received many requests to review individual development proposals for their “consistency” 

with the Blueprint Map and principles.  These developments are in various stages of the development 

review process.  SACOG only provides this service when requested or approved by the local government. 

In most cases SACOG staff examines our modeling data from SACMET and PLACE3S and provides a 

comment letter summarizing how the idea or site plan compares with Blueprint.   Sometimes this 

service includes meetings with local government staff and/or representatives from the applicant. “ 

(Adopted March, 2005 as part of first annual Overall Work Program following adoption of the Blueprint) 

 

“SACOG staff will continue, at the request of a jurisdiction, to review and comment on major 

developments and their alignment to Blueprint principles. These developments are in various stages of 

the development review process. In most cases, SACOG staff examines modeling data from SACSIM and 

I‐PLACE3S to summarize how the idea or site plan compares with the Blueprint in a comment letter. 

Sometimes this service includes meetings with local government staff and/or representatives from the 

applicant and/or public testimony at the council/board hearing for the project. SACOG will also continue 

to coordinate with the other area Joint Power Authorities (JPAs) and transit districts that frequently 

comment on development proposals.” Adopted May 16, 2013 as part of Overall Work Program for July 1 

2013‐June 30‐2014. 

 

  

 



Date                
(earliest for multiple 

letters) Jurisdiction Project  Type of Comment
Dec‐04 West Sacramento Harbor Pointe BP Review Letter
Jan‐05 Placer Placer Vineyards DEIR Comment Letters (multiple)
Feb‐05 Davis Covell Village BP Review Letter
Feb‐05 Yuba County Yuba Highlands BP Review Letter 
Feb‐05 Roseville Stonepoint Verbal Testimony
Mar‐05 Sacramento Curtis Park Village BP Review Letters (multiple)
May‐05 Sacramento L Street Lofts BP Review Letter 
Aug‐05 Sacramento Greenbriar BP Review Letter
Aug‐05 Sacramento  Islands at Riverlake BP Review Letters (multiple)
Sep‐05 Sacramento County Robins Nest BP Review Letter 
Dec‐05 Sacramento Sutter Medical Center  BP Review Letter 
2006 Sacramento County Folsom auto mall expansion Verbal Testimony
Sep‐06 Sacramento County Riverstone Square BP Review Letter 
Oct‐06 Sacramento Alhambra and S Streets BP Review Letter
Oct‐06 Sacramento County Entercom BP Review Letter
Nov‐06 Sacramento County Sunrise Towers BP Review Letter
Nov‐06 Sacramento County 34th & U BP Review Letter
Dec‐06 Sacramento Railyards BP Review Letter 
Dec‐06 Sacramento County Verona BP Review Letter 
Jan‐07 Sacramento Township 9 (Capital Station) BP Review Letters (multiple)
Apr‐07 Sacramento Delta Shores BP Review Letter 
May‐07 Sacramento County  Butterfield BP Comment Letter
Jun‐07 Folsom SOI Specific Plan Verbal Testimony
Jan‐08 Sacramento McKinley Village BP Review Letter
Jul‐08 Sacramento County Easton/Glenborough BP Review Letter
Sep‐08 Placer Regional University BP Review Letter
Feb‐09 CalExpo CalExpo BP Review Letter
Dec‐10 Sacramento   24th & T BP Review Letter
Feb‐11 Placer Timberline at Auburn BP Review Letter
Jan‐13 Sacramento County Cordova Hills BP Comment Letter, Verbal Testimony
Jun‐13 Davis Cannery Project SCS consistency

SACOG Development Reviews
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Mike McKeever 
Transcription from Sacramento County Board of Supervisors Meeting 1/29/13 
 

Chair Peters, members of the Board. Thank you for this opportunity. 

Lauren, thank you for taking the first round of modeling questions from the Board. I think maybe you 
wore them down a little bit!  Bless you. 

I am going to try and stay at a relatively high level summary of the information, and of course be happy 
to go into details as needed. 

I appreciated Supervisor Serna’s letter to us requesting information as to how all this relates to the 
regional planning process. 

That information, as you all know, doesn’t come to you by osmosis; it’s a bit of a complicated process to 
understand.  We are implementing for the first time, the first Sustainable Community Strategy, so 
regardless of what you decide to do with the application in front you, I value the educational 
opportunity for us to work together on this. I’m sure it will pay dividends in the future. 

We divided our letter into two separate components. One had to do with how we (SACOG) must decide 
to take a new development into the MTP, really regardless of its performance on VMT and greenhouse 
gases - it has to do with market issues -and the 2nd is all the modeling issues associated with VMT and 
greenhouse gases. 

So, on the first part of that, what’s really important to understand, and the concept is quite straight 
forward, we have to make a forecast of what’s most likely to be built in this region over the planning 
horizon of our plan, which is about 2 and a half decades, or 25 years normally. We consider adopted 
codes and policies and regulations at the local level, the state level and federal level as we make that 
forecast, but at the end of the day we have to make reality based estimates of what’s likely to be built 
and then design a transportation system with the available funds to best serve that, and then estimate 
the side effects of that, including the negative side effects of air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions. 

A key component of that forecast that’s now different than how your general plan is structured- but you 
will recognize it because it’s similar to your old general plan-is that we must have a fixed amount of 
growth that we are planning for.  It’s a finite number. In this case, it’s about 300,000 expected new 
housing units to be constructed by 2035. That’s roughly similar to how your urban policy area was set up 
for a couple of decades where you were trying to maintain 20 years’ worth of capacity for growth within 
there.  So you, for all the good reasons that you worked with yourselves and thankfully some with us on, 
have a new structure for your general plan. When it comes to fitting it into the regional plan, we have to 
plan for a fixed amount of growth. So, in some ways it’s a zero sum game. If some projects come into 
the MTP, that are not there now, some other projects may have to come out of the MTP, so in many 
ways it’s a market competition. 
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So, let me hit the highlights of the three major components of the applicant’s proposals. On the housing 
side, the lands that are inside the currently adopted MTP, we project 300,000 new units in round 
numbers, but within their new master plan community and existing neighborhoods they have the 
capacity to build 500,000 new housing units. So, there’s a pretty healthy supply of land by our account, 
that’s available in this region today, to provide housing.  So the 8,000 units in this development in order 
to get into a future MTP would have to, in essence, win a market competition with some of those other 
units. 

On the commercial side, the difference between the estimated new square footage and the capacity is 
even larger. We estimate about 90 million round number of new commercial square footage to be built 
in the region by 2035, but beyond that there’s twice that amount of capacity within those areas and 
there’s another 180 million of commercial available. So that’s the market competition that the 
commercial would by vying for. 

The university is, of course, is an entity completely unto its own. Unlike housing and commercial, we 
have sadly had very little new university construction in this region.  So it’s a more complicated analysis 
in some ways, and it’s in that spirit that I put in the letter, the pointing out that we have 2 sites in the 
currently adopted MTP with dedicated land for university: South Mather and the Placer County site.  On 
neither of those are we projecting in the MTP that there will actually be a university constructed in the 
current plan because we didn’t have sufficient evidence that it would occur to meet the real world test 
and put it in there. I do think that the Placer county site is particularly useful for you to think about, 
because it has been entitled for a number of years, and while we don’t know all of the details of the 
financial incentives, it’s clear that they are very substantial, and that the developer of that property you 
all know, has a very serious commitment to trying to attract a private university to that site. So, that 
track record may not be definitive, but it’s relevant to the equation on our end on whether we would be 
able to posit a new university being constructed on this site during our next MTP. 

Now, beyond that information, I actually think there is another issue, which  Leighann Moffit raised  to 
your staff  in an email on Friday, which is maybe more important by an order of magnitude or more, 
than either thinking about South Mather or the Placer County site - which is how much land is already 
zoned for a designated use in this region that allows higher education or a college campus as an allowed 
use or a conditional use or something, and we are just barely looking at that this morning, and I’m 
confident that it’s a substantial number.  We looked at a few jurisdictions - the rail yards was just one 
site, and West Sacramento has about 750 acres zoned that includes allowed use, but we haven’t had 
time yet to say how much of it is outright use, how much of it is conditional use, but I’m confident that if 
we have a regional inventory, that there is a lot of land that if you look at our member codes, allows 
college campuses to be built on that land.  Some of it is vacant land, some of it is built, there is a lot of 
complication there, but it’s a new part of that equation that I think is worth adding into the mixture and 
I appreciate Leighann for raising that in her email to you. 
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Let me turn the page to the performance - with some trepidation. I’m looking at Supervisor Yee! Don’t 
hurt me!  Please. 

So, before we get into just a tiny bit of numbers…how people travel in any given site, whether it’s a 
neighborhood or it’s a new master plan community, is largely driven by two variables.  One is what’s 
going on inside the site, and the other is how does what’s planned to go on the site relate to what’s 
around it. I’ve never tried this before – but think of the region as a jigsaw puzzle, and the individual 
pieces are like neighborhoods, land around transit stations, new greenfield communities.  If those entire 
puzzle pieces are stuck together like a classic jigsaw puzzle, you have some dynamic inside each puzzle 
piece that defines how people are going to live and travel, but a lot of it is the border issues - what’s 
next to them. Is there a shopping center over the border of the neighborhood or the greenfield? Is there 
a transit line, etc.? When you start pulling those pieces apart, that location variable takes on a new 
dimension. It’s obvious that if you start to pull them apart, that the travel distances will increase, and 
the air pollution is going to increase, and that’s a big part of the story of what’s going on here with the 
traveling numbers for this development.  

You know we looked at 3 data sets. Two of which already existed and were prepared by the county, one 
was the new set that we did using the model and rules that we have to live by.  The individual numbers 
are a little different but that’s not really the story. My opinion is, if you look at all three of those 
modeling results, is that despite the fact that this development has worked very hard on the issue at 
making what’s going on within the development as efficient as they can, that it is within the time period 
of our plan and the time period of your general plan, that it has significant locational challenges because 
of where it is and what reasonably could be expected to be around it within that time period.  

And that’s why the performance numbers by 2035, even though they’ll be better in 2035 than they are 
today - Lauren  is absolutely right about that, and probably they will be better in 2040, 2050 than they’ll 
be in 2035 - those numbers in 2035 raise some concerns on a regional scale. The concerns are smaller, if 
we can project that there will actually be a university there, but they are still substantial, and if you pull 
the university out of the equation, the concerns get very substantial and here’s why. There’s a lot that 
we have to do. Some of it’s the federal clean air act, but what the memo focused on is Senate Bill 375. 
We are given, under that law, targets by the CA Resources Board 2020, 2035. We’re OK for this plan 
cycle in 2020 for a variety of reasons and we have some wiggle room there. But in 2035, we are on the 
knife’s edge of meeting the target under Senate Bill 375. We’re within 3/100th’s of a percent of failing 
that target and a development that is as much above the regional average in VMT and greenhouse gas 
emissions as this project would be, raises the possibility that if it were to meet the first test of all the 
market demand considerations that we have to come into the plan, that it could create a situation in 
which the region would not meet that target. 

I am not saying that it definitely would, I want to be very clear. I am not making that assertion. We 
would have to do a lot more work in order to be that definitive. But I think it’s clear that if when we are 
that close to the target and there is a possibility of a project that is this substantial coming in that is 
above the regional average, the math is pretty clear. It could create a problem. 
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So, that’s the essence of the technical work that’s done. As I say, the numbers are a little different from 
the 3 different data sets. But, I don’t think anyone in the room wants to dive any deeper into that. The 
issue is the story line and all I’m doing is saying there’s an issue there to think about. 

I’m sure you’ll have questions so I’ll close. I was able to hear part of the morning session regarding the 
Next Economy project. I liked the whole presentation.  I liked a lot of the nuggets that Roger Niello had 
to offer.   As he closed, one of the things he said was when he was first sworn in as a supervisor, he had 
a motto or a saying that was important to him:  “Act locally, think regionally.” I forget what the global 
was, I stopped listening after regional.  

Part of the issue in the room is sort of who’s in charge here. The answer to that is you’re in charge; you 
are the ones who have the land use authority as you should. We live in a democracy. You have earned 
the right to do all the balancing, consider all the information, and decide what you think is best for your 
constituents. I’m here because you also live within a region.  And people don’t just travel within a 
political jurisdiction, and air emissions just don’t occur within a political jurisdiction and whether they 
are state rules or federal rules or not, that’s just true.  It’s just true that people travel within a region, so 
these impacts are regional. So all I’m asking is that you seriously consider what those potential impacts 
would be on the region.  Each of you will weigh them differently. I’m sure some will assign a lot of 
importance and some will assign less importance. I understand that’s your job.  I’m doing my job by 
trying to help you understand and with that I’ll stop and take questions. 

 

Questions 

Serna: Mike, thank you and your staff for taking time to thoroughly respond to some questions and 
concerns that I think were clearly expressed a couple of months ago. And I would like to thank my staff 
for working collaboratively and cooperatively with your staff to better inform this Board before we make 
a decision. 

I totally get the fact that you may be looking into a somewhat foggy crystal ball when you are looking at 
projects that are 25 years out and you are looking at what do those projections mean for the region as 
opposed to the individual jurisdictions. You are looking at different data sets. But can we take from what 
you said the fact that the likelihood that we may fall off the edge of what is right now a very narrow 
performance in terms of meeting the 16 percent reduction in greenhouse gas emissions associated with 
passenger  vehicle miles traveled by 2035 - if we don’t’ have a university, we don’t have the benefit  of 
having a  university in this particular project  - is it more likely in that scenario or less likely in that 
scenario that we would thrust the region into a more compromised position in terms of acquiring state 
and federal transportation funding?   

The point was well taken earlier by staff when it was clear that this doesn’t necessarily mean you are 
going to lose funding. I get that. I’m interested in what - based on the decision we make today - does it 
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or doesn’t it have implications in terms of the likelihood of the different effects on transportation 
funding and meeting the intent of state legislation. 

McKeever: To me the answer to that is yes. I do ask your indulgence to explaining that a little bit. It’s 
complicated. So, this region – it’s hard to explain this to people in the region - it feels a little bit like we 
are collectively patting ourselves on the back and maybe feeling a little too good about ourselves. This 
region is seen nationally as a leader with this kind of planning. I’ve been in very high level offices in 
various fed agencies.  One USEPA, air pollution control office of Larry Green a few years ago seeking 
regulatory flexibility from USEPA related to the Blueprint that the SACOG Board had just adopted so that 
we could bring back some flexibility, not just for the transportation investments but for the business 
community as well. And, this region over a decade has acquired a great deal of credibility both in DC and 
thoughout the state of CA. Everybody knows what we are doing is implementing a voluntary plan here.  

Part of the reason you have gained credibility is that you are implementing that plan voluntarily for your 
own reasons because you’ve found it to be for your benefit. Anything that is perceived to be a 
substantial u- turn from that, (maybe that decade of performance is done), is going to deplete our 
political capital. That capital- I can’t give you a precise number – but that political capital has helped us 
to win money for this region, whether it’s been competing for light rail funds or grant funding or etc. I 
think that the trend at the state and fed level, in transportation funds going forward, there will be 
limited funds and increasing focus on high performance as a competitive issue in terms of who gets that 
money. We like to be at the top of that competitive pile with the efficient performance of the plan 
which has been done largely for the local reasons, but we try and use it for competitive reasons. 

So that’s the near term answer.  I do think that there is a risk. I can’t tell you in a numerical sense exactly 
what the risk is and how much money we may not have, I just can’t look you in the eye - I am not even 
going to throw out numbers. 

The other issue in funding, in our world, is the Federal Clean Air Act. I don’t think there’s a near term 
risk. The thing about running afoul in that is they will shut off your transportation funding. It hardly ever 
happens, but it has happened.  It happened in Atlanta in the 90s. I said to a couple of you in the 
briefings, I said if there’s any thing that keeps me up in the middle of the night, it’s worrying about ever 
doing the one thing that moves the region closer to being cut off from those federal transportation 
funds. 

So, the trajectory of the Clean Air Act is that every year or so it gets tighter. Either there is a new 
pollutant that is regulated, or there is a tighter standard on a pollutant that is already regulated. So the 
fact that I don’t think we are very much at risk in the near term, doesn’t make me think that it’s a good 
idea to just be more inefficient in our transportation system because all that does is reduce our 
flexibility if those standards continue to get tighter. And the final punch line of that, is that we - and 
we’ve been doing this with the air districts-really do not want the USEPA to decide, and they clearly 
have the authority on their own to decide. The Supreme Court has told them they do, to take the 
greenhouse gas issue and bring it under the Federal Clean Air Act and then it becomes a criteria 



6 | P a g e  

 

pollutant. The Federal Clean Air Act is a much less flexible tool than Senate Bill 375 is. So, this is an 
example where we’re trying to say we are doing this more or less on our own terms, and we are 
performing well, and it’s part of the evidence to use with the federal government that you don’t really 
need to regulate the greenhouse gas emissions from the transportation sector the way you do NOx and 
other pollutants. I understand that’s a complicated story, but that’s our world. We are doing the best we 
can to manage and to keep flexibility in this region. 

MacGlashan:  Thank you Mike for the presentation and for the briefing last week and all the work that 
has gone on since our last hearing on this. But, I have a comment with a question imbedded in there 
somewhere.  Three of us here sit on the SACOG board and we were all on the Board when the MTP/SCS 
was adopted in 2011 which was about 2 months before the Board adopted our general plan. I went back 
to my notes and to my recollection and there was a rather lengthy discussion in more than one SACOG 
Board meeting about the MTP adoption and I remember raising questions about how the MTP would 
apply to the Sacramento County general plan when we were embarking upon a new type of general plan 
approach which is a criteria based approach rather than defining specific properties. 

Do you remember that discussion?   

McKeever– Yes I do. 

MacGlashan:  I went back to my notes and you indicated there would be a mechanism where the  plan 
could be amended if necessary to accommodate a project that might be found by this Board of 
Supervisors to meet those criteria and also that the SACOG Board would be updating that plan every 
four years. 

McKeever: Yes all that is true. We are required under federal law to update the plan every 4 years.  This 
is a little bit of an overstatement but, the spirit of the plan is the Board, on its own, can amend the plan 
as many times during the four year cycle as you wish. You can add projects in and you can take them 
out. But what doesn’t go away, is the performance based rubric in which we operate. So, if the Board 
chose to add a project in, and take another project out, just to simplify it, that has the effect of taking us 
beyond the Senate Bill 375 target for example. There would be implications of that. Either the Federal 
Clean Air Act or the SB375 go away.  It’s your choice how you act within those, and you have lots of 
flexibility and lots of freedom.  

Let’s get this away from the project of the hour and just take a theoretical project. If somebody from 
one of the other counties came in and they wanted a project to come in, I do think there’s a higher 
political and technical hurdle to jump over if it’s an interim amendment instead of a four year cycle 
amendment. When it’s a four year cycle amendment, we reassess the growth estimate you know, it 
usually it goes up, we all know last time it went down. I don’t know what it’s going to do next time.  The 
Dept. of Finance is supposed to be out with their draft new forecast. We actually expected it yesterday, 
so it’s like any minute now they are expected to release their draft new forecast for all the regions in the 
State. That’s not a fait accompli; we have input into that, we have a dialogue with them. The Board 
would not be asked to adopt a new forecast for another year or two, but there are a lot of variables that 
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go into that. But I think for me, let’s just say as a planning technician here, to me right now, the safest 
thing is to act like we are going to have the same amount of forecast in the next cycle that we do now. I 
don’t know for sure if that’s going to be. But I think that is a safe assumption to make right now.  

So that leads me to think about the Cordova Hills project -  to bring it back to that development as in the 
zero sum game mindset. If it comes in, what goes out? And is it a less efficient from a travel standpoint 
development that is replacing a more efficient development and what does that do? To the good 
question about business as usual - Part of why that’s a …This is just going to add frustration to the 
moment- I’m sorry. Part of why that’s a little bit – we ask a little bit different question at the regional 
level – because part of what we have to do is not just say given a particular piece of ground what’s the 
most efficient way to use that, but how much of the total growth like the 300,000 is going to go into 
newly developing communities versus infill areas. Because there is a pretty big difference in 
performance between those two. And so if the market starts to shift, and a higher percentage of those 
300,000 next time has to go into the newly developing community because that’s what has to happen 
with the market and the entitlements that it’s going to create, we are going to have to break a sweat; to 
figure out how to stay within our targets, because those are higher emitting areas than the infill areas. 
And so with us it’s never just within the puzzle piece, it’s that plus what’s going on around it. 

Did I answer your question? 

MacGlashan: Thank you, 

Yee:  Thank you for sitting down with me for an hour. I learned a lot about MTP. We’ve discussed this 
thing about the federal funding and you’ve mentioned during the discussion that we have a program up 
here and no one else has reached this level. That gives us an advantage in going after some of the 
federal funds. So, if we adopt this project does it provide some risk to accessing some of the federal 
funding resources, and your answer was yes. 

McKeever: Yes. I do believe there is a risk of that. I’m not saying it’s a hundred percent risk versus a one 
percent risk I’m not saying it’s a million dollars versus a hundred million dollars. I know it’s a loaded 
question and I don’t want my words to sound more definitive than they are and I explained that to you. 

But if in the doing of it, then led to us not being able to meet our SB 375 targets that would be a major 
issue and both a perception issue and  I think a reality issue on the  competitive side. But even before 
we ever got to that, and this is just me speculating – this answer does not come out of a model.  We are 
proud of our models - This is just me. This answer doesn’t come out of a model. 

I think I told of couple of you a quick story. Larry Greene and I were in Washington DC six or seven years 
ago with a couple of our Board members. Not the Secretary of the USEPA, but one level under that, and 
again we were pleading for credit for the Blueprint to make it easier to comply with  the Federal Clean 
Air Act and this person, I forgot his name -  I’m sure Larry remembers his name, was being very skeptical 
and saying “Well it’s all prospective. You’re telling me all these good things, but how do I know you’re 
going to perform? It’s voluntary. You don’t have any land use authority.” 
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They always refer to Atlanta where they feel like they got tricked. Where they turned the transportation 
money off then did a court settlement and then turned it back on with the promise they would do a 
mart growth regional plan and then they felt that they had not. And as he was grilling Larry and I leading 
up to saying no, he had a staff person there who piped up, and said, “Sir, we monitor the press everyday 
across this country.  We read all the business journals and we look at all the major newspapers, and we 
are tracking local government actions and local government community actions. And the Sacramento 
region by a huge margin has more stories about local government planning actions and developer 
actions that are consistent with smart growth and implementing their Blueprint more than any other 
place in the country.” 

 And that completely turned that conversation. Now he shuttled us off to about six months of like going 
to doctor for unpleasantries with all of their technical people and they flew a bunch of people out here 
and went through all of our models and they cross examined us whether we really had a reality based 
plan or we were making it up. But they then gave us permission to count those benefits. And the way 
the Clean Air Act works, it’s a quota for all emissions, so anything we don’t use in the transportation 
sector, is available for the business community, as long as it’s under the lid. So if we can be efficient, it 
provides some flexibility to our business community and I’m sure you would all agree that’s a good 
thing. I don’t want to be having those meetings and have a different outcome. 

Yee: One further question – how much of a risk are we taking?  You’re saying we don’t know. 

McKeever:  Let me try and put a little finer point on that.  Because on SB375 we are so on the razor’s 
edge, OK from a technical standpoint, I think we do have risk there. It doesn’t mean we couldn’t solve 
the problem; it just means it then becomes a regional discussion. Somebody else is going to do better. If 
we bring in something below average, we’re going to have to better someplace else. That could be a 
tough discussion.  I’m not telling you we can’t do it. 

On the public perception side, and the political capital side, which is way harder to quantify, when you 
are on the top of the heap and the word gets out that the largest member of the family on a very major 
development project that has been very widely publicized in the press - if that’s how it’s taken as a sign 
that Sacramento County is turning away from those regional growth principles and goals, we have a 
problem. 

Yee: Knowing that we had a problem or a potential problem, what are the steps we could take? 

McKeever: I really value this conversation. We are learning how to dance together on this. It’s not as 
simple a dance as some. This would not be easy to execute. But from a technical sense, the easiest way 
to solve the problem is if we could look ourselves in the mirror and forecast that in the next plan, a 
higher percentage of the total growth was going into the infill areas because those perform well below 
the regional average. That from a technical sense, that’s the easiest answer to your question. 

From a reality based sense and a political sense, it gets more difficult in part because we don’t’ have the 
data yet and the models yet for me to tell you the strength of the cause and effect relationship but I will 
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tell you as a planner, and I’m certain, there is a cause and effect relationship between how much land is 
entitled for the greenfields and the economic viability of development in the infill areas. If you have a 
large supply of land in the greenfield areas, it makes the economics of infill development less 
economically viable. How strong is that relationship? Does it provide the tipping point? I can’t tell you 
that. But that’s the nature, that‘s the direction of the relationship. 

Yee: Can you tell me if the development that’s being proposed on the Jackson Highway would be 
considered infill? 

McKeever: Well, the one development that’s in our current plan and it was in our last plan, the Teichert 
aggregate reclamation site, (discussion about project name) Randy Sater’s project - I would say that’s a 
tweener. It’s surrounded by development and its reclaiming existing land that’s not urbanizable. Part of 
it is on a light rail stop, and so I would say it’s closer to an infill project than it is a green field project, but 
it’s not going to perform in terms of lower VMT the way the development of inner West Sacramento will 
– but it will be substantially lower in VMT than what we are talking about today,. 

Yee: So is it that type development that could alleviate the 2035 projection? 

McKeever: That’s exactly right. That’s a high performing, large scale development wrapped around 
existing urbanization basically, and with good existing transit infrastructure. The transit issue, to 
illustrate the challenge of the location of this particular site, for this time period, the 25 year time 
period, it could be a different discussion in the next 25 year time period, but the fact that the transit 
service that is in their plan, does not activate until the 29th year of the plan, that’s like an indicator 
species of the challenge of the particular location. It’s a tough site locationally for awhile – awhile 
measured in decades. 

Nottoli: Just to follow on Mike –last question that Jimmy had, can I get some clarification on the 
triggers? I thought the triggers were early on relative to CSA 10 and the ability to fund shuttles, not to 
counter what you said, Mike. But I want to be clear…. 

McKeever: If I misspoke – I want to be corrected. 

Female Voice: The shuttle transit service is activated much earlier and I’ll have staff look at actual 
triggers, but it’s way earlier. 

McKeever:  I’ll withdraw that. 

Nottoli: I don’t know if it changes your analysis, but that’s a piece I understand was very early on. 

McKeever: We did assume the existence of that - we assumed the transit service was there. 

Nottoli: Just to complement your explanation what other efficiencies might be found in the plan that 
would offset or help achieve some of that balance. Would another qualifying approach be where this 
county has taken a pretty active role certainly working with SACOG and with the City of Sacramento and 
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the City of Rancho Cordova along the Folsom corridor in looking at light rail stations, and certainly both 
within the context of our housing element, but also indicate some opportunities there, and again I know 
your folks have been very helpful in that regard. If those come to pass, are those again the type of 
projects that give you… 

McKeever: Absolutely. Yes, as long as we can project that the market is going to bring them in, they are 
like gold. 

Nottoli: Mike, you submitted a letter today with clarifying and additional information. I think you 
addressed it in good part here, but is there anything else you wanted to add. It was a late arrival today. 
It responded to some of the questions the county had put forth in the staff report. Is there anything you 
want to highlight because it did talk about VMT and performance and a couple of things? 

McKeever: I’ll be very brief. Two points. To Supervisor Yee’s point, not all green field developments are 
created equal in terms of performance in the 25 year period of the plan. A green field development that 
sort of acts like an infill development -  that it’s right up against existing urbanization and existing 
transportation infrastructure -  is very likely to perform much better from a transportation and emission 
standpoint than a green field development that is at least, for now, further away from existing 
urbanization. 

And the other point is that even though we are all in agreement that in later years, 2045- 50 that those 
numbers you are looking at for Cordova Hills, in all likelihood are going to be better than what we are 
showing in 2035 -  but those intervening years count. I mean we are all dealing with the long distance 
travel during those intervening decades; we are dealing with air quality regulations during those 
intervening decades for greenhouse gas emissions in particular. Unlike the Federal Clean Air Act 
pollutants, those are emissions that don’t go into the air and dissipate and go away. They are in the 
environment for centuries. 

So thinking that in 30 years things will be better to us is not where the main focus is.  It’s what is the 
performance going to be in the next couple decades. 

Nottoli: Let me go back to one follow up question about the university. I think you’ve done a good job 
explaining how that gets calculated in for the near and long term. As it relates to that, it’s been clearly 
said by you, that even with the university your modeling presents some challenges particularly for the 
2035 part of this, but without the university is that a fatal flaw or does it make the challenge steeper? 

McKeever: It’s a much steeper challenge. 

 



efong
Typewritten Text
Attachment 8



Order Reprint

Editorial: Effort to muzzle SACOG could hurt
entire region
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When it comes to land use and transportation, there's only one organization that can look out for

the Sacramento region's interests, as opposed to those of individual cities and counties. That

organization is the Sacramento Area Council of Governments, which is now the focus of an

organized effort to limit its influence.

For the last several months, a group called Region Builders – which represents commercial

developers – has demanded that the SACOG board adopt a policy preventing its staff, including

Executive Director Mike McKeever, from offering opinions on development projects.

Region Builders quietly started this campaign in 2011, but it has gained steam since McKeever, at

the invitation of Sacramento County Supervisor Phil Serna, appeared at a supervisors hearing in

January and offered testimony critical of Cordova Hills, an 8,000-home development the

supervisors ended up approving.

Two months later, Region Builders delivered a letter to SACOG saying it was "concerned about

SACOG's opposition to projects." In April, it called for SACOG staff to provide only technical data

to local governments on projects, not opinions or interpretations of that data.

McKeever, it should be noted, was the driver behind SACOG's nationally recognized "Blueprint," a

collaborative effort to guide development and transportation in the region. Because of the

"buy-in" the Blueprint has received from most localities, SACOG has ended up supporting the

vast majority of projects proposed. At a March SACOG meeting, McKeever estimated that he and

his staff have opposed only 5 percent of all projects in the region.

Joshua Wood, executive director of Region Builders, says his group's intent is not to undercut the

Blueprint. Perhaps so, but you'd have to be naive to think otherwise.

McKeever and SACOG have been under assault for two years, ever since it balked at including

Cordova Hills in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan. That assault was led by Dennis Rogers of

the Building Industry Association. Wood appears to have picked up the baton from Rogers, who

has since gone to work for Roger Niello at the Sacramento Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce.

The SACOG board, made up of local elected officials from around the region, has several

newcomers who weren't on the board when the Blueprint was adopted. Regardless, this board

should stand solidly behind its staff and reject the Region Builders' proposal for what it is – a

brazen effort to muzzle SACOG and gut efforts at smarter regional planning.
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In response to The Bee's editorial ("Effort to muzzle SACOG could hurt entire region," April 27),

we wanted to provide another perspective as elected officials.

First, there is a fundamental question being asked by elected officials and business groups

around the region: What is the proper role of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments? Is it

to provide commentary on projects? To lobby for or against their passage?

Our belief is that SACOG's role is to provide technical data on projects on a staff-to-staff level. If

SACOG officials are invited by a city council or county board of supervisors, they can come and

present that data and give a reason for their analysis.

However, we do not believe that unelected staff should be in the lobbying business of opposing or

supporting projects.

Our jurisdictions have chosen to stay members of SACOG because we believe it plays a valuable

role in our region, just as Regional Transit, the Sacramento Area Flood Control District,

Sacramento Regional Sanitation, public safety agencies and others do. However, unlike SACOG,

staff from these agencies do not advocate for or against projects.

We are suggesting that SACOG staff should work with staff within our own jurisdictions to

provide the technical data for which SACOG was formed. The ultimate decision should be up to

each of our jurisdictions as we are the people that were elected to make these types of decisions.

Secondly, we want to affirm our support of the Blueprint's goals. However, the Blueprint is not

the guiding land use manual for the region. Its purpose was to provide a vision of growth; in fact

the Blueprint clearly states, "It is not intended to indicate that a specific parcel should or should

not be developed in a particular manner. That level of planning is the responsibility of local

governments, and is beyond the specificity appropriate for regional-scale, long-term scenario

planning."

We agree: Land use planning is beyond SACOG's level of responsibility. We respect the technical

data that SACOG should and could provide; we simply differ on whose responsibility it is to land

plan in the region.

Steve Detrick is vice mayor of Elk Grove; Spencer Short is a city councilman in Lincoln; Jeff

Starsky is vice mayor of Folsom; Ray Nutting is an El Dorado County supervisor; and Barbara

Payne is a city councilwoman in Galt.
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May 24, 2013 
 
 
Mary Jane Griego, Board Chair 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
1415 L Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
 
Dear Ms. Griego, 
 
The Board of Directors of the West Sacramento Chamber of Commerce, on behalf of its 
380 member businesses, express our support of the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments (SACOG) as the most effective collaboration of local governments in the 
six-county Sacramento Region. 
  
The SACOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy based 
on the Regional Blueprint project is a major asset to economic development for our 
community and the six-county region.  As business leaders representing investments 
throughout the area, we encourage continued efforts to support and strengthen the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ role in providing regional perspective to 
transportation planning and funding. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jason A. Smith, 2013 Board Chair 
West Sacramento Chamber of Commerce 
 
 
Cc: Sacramento Metro Chamber of Commerce 
 North State Building Industry Association 
 Sacramento Area Regional Technology Alliance 
 Valley Vision 
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