
 
 

 Item #16-2-12 
SACOG Board of Directors   Action 
                 
February 11, 2016 
 
Adopt 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy   
 
Issue: SACOG must update the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (MTP/SCS) every four years in accordance with federal and state regulations. The 2016 
MTP/SCS has been prepared over a two-year update process and is now ready for adoption. 
 
Recommendation: The Transportation Committee recommends that the Board adopt the 2016 
MTP/SCS and its accompanying Board resolution.   
 
Committee Action/Discussion: A Draft 2016 MTP/SCS was released by the Board in 
September for a 60-day public review period that concluded November 16, 2015. Staff reviewed 
and responded to all comments, which are included in the Final Environmental Impact Report 
that was released for public review on January 20th and presented to the Board at its January 
meeting (http://www.sacog.org/2016-plan-update). The Draft Plan is posted to the SACOG 
website (http://www.sacog.org/general-information/2016-draft-mtpscs). Attachment A to this 
staff report shows the proposed revisions to the Draft Plan in red text or outline. The changes 
proposed for the Draft Plan include clarification or amplification of information already in the 
plan, and minor corrections of errata.  If the Board adopts the staff recommendation, these 
changes will be incorporated into a Final Plan for final publication. Attachment B includes the 
accompanying Board resolution. 
 
Background 
The Board initiated the 2016 update of the MTP/SCS just over two years ago. The 2016 
MTP/SCS update has focused on refinement of, and addressing implementation challenges to, 
the current (2012) plan.  To guide this update, the Board adopted five guiding policy themes: 
land use forecast, transportation funding, investment strategy, investment timing, and plan 
effects.  These five policy themes directed the research, analysis, outreach and engagement of the 
plan update, and the learnings from these efforts resulted in progressively detailed frameworks 
for the draft plan. Four sources of input throughout the planning process included: direction from 
the Board, input from the public through workshops and surveys, input from stakeholders 
through group meetings, coordination with member and partner agencies on project list and land 
use assumptions, and supporting staff research and technical analysis.   
 
A significant amount of time and effort of the plan update was focused on developing and vetting 
of its land use and transportation assumptions.  To do this, the Board first directed the 
development of three regional land use and transportation scenarios to define the range of 
reasonably foreseeable transportation and land use futures that could occur in this region by the 

http://www.sacog.org/2016-plan-update
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year 2036. Scenario 1 had the most expanded development pattern and highest investment in 
road expansion projects; Scenario 3 had the most compact development pattern and highest 
investment in transit projects; Scenario 2 was the mid-point of these two scenarios and the land 
use and transportation inputs of the 2012 plan.  
 
In modeling the performance of these three scenarios the analysis showed that Scenario 2, the 
current plan, fell short of achieving its SB 375 GHG target for the year 2035. Simultaneously, 
SACOG gathered input on the public’s transportation investment priorities through live public 
workshops, online surveys and a scientific phone poll; the main concern of respondents are road 
maintenance and transit. After considering all of this information, the Board adopted a 
framework for a preferred land use and transportation scenario for the plan that directed the 
following: 1) develop a draft preferred scenario that meets federal air quality conformity 
requirements and achieves state greenhouse gas targets, 2) develop a land use forecast that meets 
federal and state requirements and supports those air quality objectives, and 3) shift budget to 
system maintenance (Fix-it-First) investments and find new, reasonably foreseeable revenues to 
put towards those investments, consistent with the Board’s adopted policy themes for this plan 
update. In other words, a draft preferred scenario would have to show better transportation and 
air quality performance than the prior plan (a.k.a., Scenario 2).   
 
Pursuant to the Board’s preferred scenario framework and over multiple months staff worked 
with the Board, member and partner agencies, and stakeholders to develop and vet a draft 
preferred scenario. This vetting period included presentations of the scenario to meetings of city 
and county elected officials in each of the six counties of the SACOG region. In April 2015, the 
Board endorsed a preferred scenario, consisting of a transportation project list, budget, and land 
use forecast. The preferred scenario achieved all statutorily defined air quality objectives and the 
transportation investment and land use objectives set in the preferred scenario framework.  A 
draft plan based on these assumptions and a draft environmental impact report were developed 
over the summer and released by the Board in September for public review. 
 
 
Approved by: 
 
 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer 
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Attachments 
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Related State and Federal Planning Initiatives

Most recently, SACOG has partnered with mem-
ber jurisdictions to remove critical barriers to local 
implementation of the MTP/SCS through the following 
efforts:

• removing regulatory and institutional barriers to 
revitalization and intensification in Centers and 
Corridors and Established Communities, 

• advancing healthy communities through active 
design and active transportation implementation, 
and

• community revitalization and capacity-building in 
low-income and high minority neighborhoods. 

Federal Partnership for Sustainable 
Communities

The Partnership for Sustainable Communities existed 
between the federal Department of Transportation, 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, and 
Environmental Protection Agency. The partnership 
focused on promoting the type of inclusive, integrated 
regional planning that SACOG has committed to over 
the last decade through grant-making. In 2010, SACOG 
was awarded a grant to support outreach and analysis 
for the 2012 MTP/SCS, primarily to assist with activat-
ing the CEQA regulatory reform benefits in SB 375 for 
Transit Priority Projects. SACOG continues to leverage 
the results of that work both in updating this MTP/SCS 
and in the SCS implementation activities described 
above that are funded in part through the Strategic 
Growth Council. 

Senate Bill 391 and the California Interregional 
Blueprint 

Similar to requirements for regional transportation 
plans under SB 375, SB 391 (Chapter 585, Statutes of 
2009) requires the State’s long-range transportation 
plan, the California Transportation Plan, to meet Califor-

California Strategic Growth Council

Another state law, SB 732 (Chapter 729, Statutes of 
2008), passed in 2008, establishes an interagency Stra-
tegic Growth Council charged with aligning state policies 
and actions to promote sustainability and administering 
funding in the form of planning grants for regional and 
local governments from revenue from the Safe Drinking 
Water, Water Quality and Supply, Flood Control, River 
and Coastal Protection Bond Act, also known as Prop-
osition 84. SACOG has been awarded grant funding to 
provide technical assistance to local governments to 
complement their implementation of the 2012 MTP/SCS 
and the Sacramento Region Blueprint. 

Work funded by the Strategic Growth Council 
includes implementing the Rural-Urban Connections 
Strategy through: a food access assessment, monitor-
ing activities to protect agricultural lands and improve 
farm-to-market travel, studies to better understand 
agricultural labor housing needs, and analysis of the 
public infrastructure needs, including associated costs 
and revenues, of rural communities.

Strategic Growth Council funding also supported 
development of a regional climate action plan by SACOG 
and its planning partners. Focused on the land use and 
transportation sectors, this climate action planning 
including a base greenhouse gas inventory, identifica-
tion of climate risks, identification and quantification of 
greenhouse gas mitigation measures, potential impacts 
and adaptation strategies, and setting of regional 
greenhouse gas reduction targets. 

SACOG worked with local jurisdictions to expand 
regional tools and local guidance for addressing park-
ing standards and complete streets in different contexts 
in the region, including through road maintenance and 
rehabilitation projects and approaching streets as 
vital public spaces. SACOG also coordination with the 
region’s air districts on regional guidance for residen-
tial infill development to maximize health benefits and 
minimize health risks.
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nia’s climate change goals under AB 32 and Executive 
Order S-03-05. In response to these statutes, Caltrans 
prepared a state-level transportation blueprint to artic-
ulate the State’s vision for an integrated, multimodal 
interregional transportation system that complements 
regional transportation plans and land use visions. The 
California Interregional Blueprint integrates the State’s 
long-range modal plans and Caltrans-sponsored pro-
grams with the latest technology and tools to enhance 
the state’s ability to plan for and manage the transpor-
tation system. The upcoming California Transportation 
Plan 2040 (CTP 2040) will demonstrate how major 
metropolitan areas, rural areas, and state agencies can 
coordinate planning efforts to achieve statewide goals.

Conclusion
This MTP/SCS is another important milestone in 
SACOG’s commitment to bringing the highest quality 
data, analysis and modeling tools to an inclusive, inte-
grated, performance-based transportation and land use 
plan. This plan update is the second generation MTP/
SCS: it builds upon the strong transportation, air quality 
and quality of life performance of the 2012 MTP/SCS 
by strengthening investment strategies and policy com-
mitments that are critical to the implementation of this 
20-year plan. 

The title of MTP/SCS is purposeful. SACOG views the 
SCS not as a separate and distinct element of the plan, 
but rather as integral to the entire document, influenc-
ing the land use patterns which form the foundation for 
transportation investments, the subsequent Regional 
Housing Needs Plan, and compliance with federal air 
quality and state greenhouse gas emissions require-
ments; identification and consideration of the impacts 
of the plan on low income and high minority commu-
nities, natural resources and agricultural lands; and 
the action element that determines how the plan will 
be funded and implemented. All of these features fur-
ther improve the quality of this plan update compared 
to prior updates, and further advance implementation 
of the Sacramento Region Blueprint that the SACOG 
Board of Directors established over a decade ago.

This plan update is the 
second generation MTP/
SCS: it builds upon the 
strong transportation, air 
quality and quality of life 
performance of the 2012 
MTP/SCS by strengthening 
investment strategies 
and policy commitments 
that are critical to the 
implementation of this  
20-year plan.
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What Federal and State Requirements Must Be Met?

Federal statutes require adherence to eight planning 
objectives in the development of regional transporta-
tion plans:

• support economic vitality of the region,
• increase the safety of the system,
• increase the security of the system,
• increase accessibility and mobility options for peo-

ple and freight,
• protect and enhance the environment and quality 

of life,
• improve integration and connection among modes 

for people and freight,
• promote efficient system management and oper-

ations, and
• emphasize preservation of the existing system.

All of these federal objectives coincide with the adopted 
goals in the plan and thus have been considered in 
defining the policies, strategies, and projects for the 
plan. The 2016 MTP/SCS is also consistent with other 
plans and regulations. Detailed descriptions of the fol-
lowing plans and regulations are found in Appendix G-7 
— Regulatory Framework for the MTP/SCS:

• The plan is consistent with the transportation 
plans of adjacent regions, short-range transit 
plans, air quality plans, airport plans, and plans for 
intelligent transportation systems (ITS).

• The plan is consistent with the California Trans-
portation Plan, a statewide document with policies 
that should be followed in all regional transpor-
tation plans. The California Transportation Plan 
(CTP) provides a long-range policy framework 
to meet the state’s mobility needs and reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. The CTP defines goals, 
performance based policies, and strategies to 
achieve the state’s collective vision for California’s 
future statewide, integrated, multimodal transpor-
tation system.

• The plan must conform to the federal Clean Air 
Act, which requires demonstration that emissions 
from transportation activities in the plan decline 
steadily until a date by which federal clean air 
standards must be reached in the region.

• The plan is consistent with the California Clean 
Air Act, a state regulation that specifies air quality 
management strategies that must be adopted.

• The plan is consistent with the California Envi-
ronmental Quality Act (CEQA), through the 
development of an environmental impact report 
(EIR) that documents impacts and mitigation 
issues for the region.

• The plan is consistent with the Coordinated 
Human Services Transportation Plan (CHSTP) 
and CHSTP recommendations consistent with the 
environmental justice analysis described in Chap-
ter 8 — Equity and Choice.

• The plan includes access to interregional trans-
portation, such as Amtrak stations, freight rail 
yards, airports, and the Port of West Sacramento, 
but does not include planning for those systems, 
which are owned and operated by other entities.

• The plan meets the requirements of Senate  
Bill 375.

• The plan meets the requirements of the Sacra-
mento-San Joaquin Delta Reform Act of 2009. 

• The plan meets the requirements of Title VI, 
California Government Code Section 11135, and 
environmental justice orders as described in Chap-
ter 8 — Equity and Choice.
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CHAPTER 4

Summary of Budget and Investments

Development of the MTP/SCS Budget and Investments 

ing Committee. Throughout the process of developing 
the package of transportation investments and budget 
(from Summer 2013 to April 2015), SACOG held several 
review periods to build and refine the final set of proj-
ects included in the plan.

All of the expenditures planned for in the MTP/SCS 
must be financially constrained to the revenues that 
the region can reasonably expect to be available during 
the planning period. To this end, SACOG developed a 
set of financial projections, relying on the latest data, 
forecasts, and policy direction from local, state, and 
federal sources to help guide future transportation 
investments. The financial projections supporting the 
investments in the MTP/SCS consider trends in the econ-
omy, policy and regulatory frameworks, fuel prices and 
consumption patterns, and other drivers of transporta-
tion investment. Table 4.1 summarizes the total federal, 
state, and local revenues forecasted to be reasonably 
available to support transportation investments in the 
SACOG region over the next 20 years. More information 
about the revenue forecast for the plan is available at 
the end of this chapter and in Appendix B-1 — Financial 
Plan.

All of the dollar figures contained in the MTP/SCS are 
expressed in current dollars as well as year-of-expen-
diture dollars. The federal Moving Ahead for Progress 
in the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) requires that all cost 
estimates be escalated to year-of-expenditure (YOE) 
values, to reflect both the likely decrease in purchasing 
power of today’s dollar and increase in costs for main-
taining and building the transportation system over the 
next 20 years.

Table 4.1 
Summary of MTP/SCS Revenues

Revenue 

Source

Current year  

(2015) Dollars

Year of  

Expenditure Dollars

Federal $3.6 Billion $4.8 Billion

State $9.7 Billion $12.7 Billion

Local $21.7 Billion $29.1 Billion

Total $35.0 Billion $46.6 Billion

Each MTP/SCS update cycle, SACOG works with 
member and partner agencies to develop a list of trans-
portation projects that account for forecasted changes 
in land use patterns intended to accommodate popu-
lation, housing, and employment growth over the next 
two decades. The MTP/SCS will make investments total-
ing $35 billion (in 2015 dollars) to improve the regional 
transportation system. Table 4.1 on the next page shows 
the general categories of investment included in the 
MTP/SCS through 2036. 

SACOG’s Board of Directors provides policy direction 
that helps define the priorities for projects included in 
the plan. Chapter 2 provides additional detail on the 
SACOG board-endorsed implementation themes that 
drove the development of the MTP/SCS. In terms of 
transportation investments, the board directed staff to 
focus on the timing of investments to better align with 
changes in land use patterns and travel demand, and 
to take a closer look at prioritizing road maintenance 
and rehabilitation needs. Chapter 5 provides more 
details on the technical work that SACOG conducted 
with transportation planning partners to help realize 
the board’s objectives for a high performing and cost 
effective plan that focuses on maintaining and preserv-
ing existing assets.

The specific projects making up the investments 
are the product of months of technical and financial 
analysis, and coordination with cities, counties, transit 
agencies, Caltrans, the El Dorado County Transporta-
tion Commission, and Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency. SACOG consults with local govern-
ments and stakeholders as it considers the levels and 
types of investments made in the MTP/SCS. The SACOG 
Regional Planning Partnership advisory committee was 
the primary venue for ongoing coordination between 
local agency transportation planning staff and SACOG; 
however, SACOG also held a number of jurisdiction-spe-
cific meetings and comment periods. Beginning in the 
winter of 2013 SACOG staff issued a call for project 
updates and met with each jurisdiction individually to 
discuss the plan update process and to collect new and/
or updated transportation project information. Local 
agencies were also informed of key dates, milestones, 
and comment periods through regular updates at the 
Regional Planning Partnership and Transit Coordinat-
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Table 4.2  
Summary of MTP/SCS Investments

TOTAL BUDGET- 2015 THROUGH 2036 (IN BILLIONS)

Program Category 2016 MTP/SCS 2012 MTP/SCS Total Change

1 Maintenance & Rehabilitation (Current Year $*) $12.6 $10.5 +20%

Year of Expenditure $ $16.3  

Maintain Caltrans highways & freeways, maintain local streets& roads, safety investments as part of rehabilitation projects

2 Road Capital & Operations Projects (Current Year $*) $5.8 $6.4 -9%

Year of Expenditure $ $7.7  

New & widened roads, river crossings, interchanges, etc. 

3 System Management and Operations $1.5 $0.8 +87%

Year of Expenditure $ $2.1  

Safety projects, Technology and operational improvements

4 Transit Operations (Current Year $*) $7.1 $7.1 No change

Year of Expenditure $ $9.1  

Bus and rail operations and maintenance, Paratransit services 

5 Transit Capital (Current Year $*) $3.5 $3.3 +6%

Year of Expenditure $ $4.7  

Strategic Bus & Rail Infrastructure Expansion, Vehicle purchases

6 Bike/Pedestrian (Current Year $*) $2.8 $2.5 +12%

Year of Expenditure $ $3.6  

Bicycle Facilities, Pedestrian Improvements, ADA retrofits

7 Programs, Planning, Enhancements (Current Year $*) $1.7 $1.8 -6%

Year of Expenditure $ $2.3  

Project Analysis and Development, Community Design Program, Air Quality Programs, TDM & Traveler Information, Landscaping & 

Transportation Enhancements

Grand Totals (Current Year $*) $35.2 $32.4 +8%

Year of Expenditure $ $45.8 $67.7  

* See Appendix B-1 for documentation of how costs and revenues are calculated and noted throughout this plan in order to meet SAFETEA-LU finan-

cial reporting requirements.
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Table 4.3  
Table of Illustrative Projects

Table 4.3 provides a set of key projects from the MTP/SCS. Appendix A-1 — Project List includes the full listing of projects. 

New Rail Draft Preferred Scenario

Rail Capitol Corridor connecting Placer County, Sacramento, and Yolo Counties to the Bay Area by 2036

Green Line Light Rail to the Sacramento International Airport by 2036

Downtown Sacramento to West Sacramento streetcar by 2020

High Speed Rail – Altamont connection from points south, terminating at Sacramento Valley station by 2036

 New Bus Draft Preferred Scenario

Local & Express Buses, 

Neighborhood Shuttles

Increase bus service with 15 minute or better service from roughly one quarter of all services in 2012 to about 

half of all services by 2036

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Nine BRT lines with 15–30-minute service connecting Roseville, eastern Sac County, Citrus Heights, northern 

Sac County, Natomas, Rancho Cordova, South Sac, Elk Grove, Downtown (phased completion)

Various street & operational improvements coordinated with complete streets corridor enhancements to 

enhance bus transit (phased completion)

New Bike/Pedestrian Draft Preferred Scenario

Bike Lanes, Complete Streets 

& Recreational Trails

Emphasis on complete street connections within and between cities, areas of high pedestrian-scale 

development, and to transit and school facilities (phased completion)

New Roads Draft Preferred Scenario

US 50 El Dorado New Silva Valley Parkway Interchange by 2020

4-lane Green Valley Road, Folsom to El Dorado Hills by 2036

US 50 Sacramento New carpool lanes, Watt Ave to downtown Sacramento by 2036

Modified interchange operational improvements at US50 & SR99, US50 & I-5 (phased completion)

New auxiliary lanes, various locations in Sacramento, Rancho Cordova, and Folsom (phased completion)
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Figure 5B.1  
Total Vehicle Miles Traveled in the  
SACOG Region, Historic Trends and  
Projected MTP/SCS
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Historic based on CPRD reports. MTP/SCS based on SACOG forecasts.

Figure 5B.2 
Weekday Vehicle Miles Traveled per Capita 
in the SACOG Region, Historic Trends and 
Projected MTP/SCS
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VMT by Source
As mentioned above, three sources of VMT are con-
sidered: household-generated, commercial vehicle, 
and external. Household-generated—which includes 
all travel by residents of the region for work, school, 
shopping and other household purposes—accounts for 
almost three-quarters of all VMT in all scenarios. Table 
5B.3 provides a tabulation of VMT by source in the 
region for 2012 and 2036. Household-generated VMT 
per capita is projected to decrease from 17.9 miles in 
2012 to 17.0 miles by 2036, a decrease of 5.4 percent 

Commute VMT as a share of total household-gen-
erated VMT decreases from 46 percent in 2012 to 45 
percent for the MTP/SCS (Table 5B.3), largely due to 
higher transit, bike and walk mode shares and better 
jobs/housing balance within the region. Commute travel 
includes all travel by workers from home to work and 
back home, including any intermediate stops for other 
non-work activities (e.g., to drop off a child at school, to 
shop, or to attend to personal business). 

Commercial vehicle travel includes vehicles of all 
types which are transporting services or goods on road-
ways within the SACOG region. This source of VMT is 
not just bigger, multi-axle trucks—it includes transporta-
tion of services (e.g. office equipment repair, plumbers, 
home delivery) which may use smaller vans or even 
passenger vehicles, as well as small-to-medium sized 
trucks. Like household-generated VMT, commercial or 
truck VMT is indirectly related to density—i.e. as den-
sity increases, commercial or truck VMT decreases. The 
MTP/SCS forecasts show a 6.4 percent decline in com-
mercial/truck VMT per job between 2012 and 2036.

Combining all sources of VMT, including external and 
through travel VMT, forecasted VMT per capita declines 
from 25.1 miles to 24.2 miles from 2012 to 2036, a 3.7 
percent change.
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Figure 5B.5 
Total Congested Travel in the SACOG Region, 
Historic Trends and Projected MTP/SCS1
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Figure 5B.6  
Congested Vehicle Miles Traveled per Capita 
in the SACOG Region, Historic Trends and 
MTP/SCS
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Congested VMT by Source and Community Type
Table 5B.7 provides a tabulation of household-gener-
ated, commercial vehicle, and external congested VMT 
in the SACOG region. Compared to 2012, total con-
gested VMT increases to 3.3 million miles (+45 percent) 
by 2020, and 4.4 million miles (+94 percent) by 2036. 
Congested VMT generated by households increases 
the least, from 1.8 million in 2012 to 3.1 million by 2036 
for the MTP/SCS, an increase of 72 percent. Commer-
cial vehicle and externally generated congested VMT 
increases more over the MTP/SCS planning period: 
commercial vehicle congested VMT increases by 117 
percent, and externally generated travel by 313 percent, 
from 2012. One reason for this apparent disparity is 
that more of the land use and transportation elements 
of the MTP/SCS are targeted at travel by residents of 
the region, which allow those residents to avoid the 
most congested routes. For example, the new Green 
Line light rail extension into Natomas allows residents 
of that corridor to avoid congestion on I-5; that option 
is not available to commercial vehicles and most resi-
dents of areas outside the region. 

Table 5B.7 also provides congested VMT per capita 
for household-generated travel, and per jobs for com-
mercial vehicle. Household-generated congested VMT 
per capita declines from 0.78 VMT per person in 2012 
to 0.99 by 2036, an increase of 27 percent. Congested 
VMT experienced by commercial vehicles, normalized 
by the number of jobs in the region, increases from 
0.38 VMT per job in 2012 to 0.55 in 2036, an increase 
of 45 percent. However, this increase is largely due to 
the unusually low level of congestion in 2012, during 
the recession and when unemployment was very high. 
Compared to 2008, as shown in Figure 5B.6, per capita 
congested VMT in 2020 and 2036 is significantly lower, 
preserving the improvement in this metric over time 
achieved in the 2012 MTP/SCS.



92

Chapter 5B: Vehicle Miles Traveled and Roadway Congestion Trends and Performance

DRAFT AUGUST 27, 2015

Figure 5B.7 
Congested Vehicle Miles Traveled by Community Type in SACOG Region1
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1 Household-generated congested VMT as defined in this report is rolled up to place of residence, and then totaled to the Community Type of the 

place of residence.

Figure 5B.7 provides an illustration 
of congested VMT per capita for 
household-generated travel only, 
tallied back to the Community 
Type of the residence of the travel-
ers. The amount of congested VMT 
which residents of the different 
Community Types would experi-
ence varies widely.

• For residents of Center and 
Corridor Communities, the 
average amount of congested 
travel a resident would expe-
rience increases very slightly, 
from 0.55 miles per capita in 
2012 to 0.73 miles in 2036. 
Although increasing, the 
2036 congested VMT per 
capita for Center and Corri-
dor Community residents is 
still nearly 30 percent below 
the 2035 regional average. In 
part, this is due to much lower 
commute VMT per capita (see 

Table 5B.4), and in part due 
to the availability of transit 
options during peak periods, 
when congestion is worst.

• For residents of Established 
Communities, the average 
amount of congested travel 
is, not surprisingly, near the 
average. About two-thirds of 
all residents of the region by 
2035 would reside in Estab-
lished Communities, so their 
travel strongly affects the 
regional average. Relative to 
2012, per capita congested 
VMT increases by 28 percent 
over the MTP/SCS planning 
period; relative to 2008, it 
decreases by about 15 per-
cent.

• Residents of Developing Com-
munities would experience 
congested travel about 7 per-
cent higher than the regional 

average of 0.99 miles per 
weekday. The increase in con-
gested travel for residents 
of these communities is due 
to several factors. First, as 
mentioned above, these com-
munities are expected to be 
partially, not fully, developed. 
Because of the location of 
these communities closer to 
the edges of the urbanized 
area, and further from job 
centers, commutes for work-
ers residing in these areas 
will tend to be longer than 
for workers in other commu-
nities (see Table 5B.7), which 
also exposes these workers to 
more congestion.

• Residents of Rural Residential 
Communities would expe-
rience congested travel at  
9 percent higher than 
regional average.
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MTP/SCS Changes to the Non-Motorized 
Transportation System

The MTP/SCS provides $2.8 billion for bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements, and assumes that another 
nearly $600 million, or about five percent of the road 
maintenance and rehabilitation budget, will also be 
spent on bicycles and pedestrians as part of major 
rehabilitation projects. 

The MTP/SCS envisions a larger and more complete 
bicycle and pedestrian network that will provide greater 
mobility through walking and biking and associated 
transit use. It contains:

• 116 percent more miles of bicycle trails and 126 
percent more miles of bicycle lanes than in 2012; 

• Road investments that include bicycle and pedes-
trian components such as striping and signage, 
sidewalk gap closures, ADA retrofits, and intersec-
tion improvements; and 

• An emphasis on complete street connections 
within and between cities and to transit and school 
facilities. 

In addition to funding for bicycle projects and programs 
throughout the region, SACOG strongly encourages 
complete streets. Complete streets provide infrastruc-
ture and account for all users of the roadway, including 
motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit riders. 
SACOG has developed a Complete Streets Resource 
Toolkit, available at www.sacog.org/complete, to help 
member agencies and members of the public under-
stand, design, and implement complete streets. 

SACOG has recently begun the development of a bike 
share program. Bike share is a membership program 
where anyone can pick up a bike from a bike station and 
return it to another, making trips on bike fast and easy. 
Bike share provides people with easy access to bikes. 
Currently, the project proposes to install and operate 
a pilot system of 88 stations and 616 bikes serving the 
cities of Sacramento, West Sacramento, and Davis.

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are often built by 
local agencies as part of other capital projects. Many 
road projects are not classified specifically as bicycle 
and pedestrian facility projects because they serve mul-
tiple purposes, such as moving utilities underground 
or adding shoulders for motor vehicle safety and are 
funded within other programs. For example, bicycle and 

pedestrian paths can be included in recreation, public 
health, or transit budgets, developer impact fee pro-
grams, or the state’s Safe Routes to Schools program.

Developers of new areas are also expected to pro-
vide high-quality bicycle and pedestrian facilities as 
part of the basic public infrastructure. However, good 
connections can be frustrated by cul-de-sacs and gated 
or walled neighborhoods. Creating cut-throughs and 
other connections are a priority in the Regional Bicy-
cle, Pedestrian, and Trails Master Plan, adopted in June 
2011.

As described in Chapter 10 Financial Stewardship, the 
State’s new Affordable Housing & Sustainable Commu-
nities grant program presents an opportunity to capture 
additional funding for complete streets projects along 
roadways that also have maintenance and rehabilita-
tion needs. Incorporating complete streets elements 
into road maintenance and rehabilitation projects can 
greatly increase the coverage and connectivity of facil-
ities for bicyclists and pedestrians.

Additional options for making improvements are 
stand-alone bicycle or pedestrian improvement 
projects. Examples of stand-alone projects include: con-
struction of new Class 1 bicycle paths; expansion of the 
Class 2 bicycle lane system, and construction of pedes-
trian bridges and other gap closure projects dedicated 
to pedestrians; construction of new Class 4 bikeways 
(also known as “cycletrack”). This could include pack-
ages of small-scale improvements to be included in 
implementation of the Safe Routes to Schools program 
within the region.

Table 5C.4 provides a tabulation of the estimate of 
bicycle route mileage of different types included in the 
MTP/SCS. 

• Class 1 routes are exclusively for the use of bicy-
cles and pedestrians. An example of a Class 1 
facility in the region is the American River Park-
way bicycle trail.

• Class 2 routes are painted bike lanes on roadways 
that also accommodate private vehicles, transit 
vehicles, and commercial vehicles in the marked 
vehicle lanes, and pedestrians and transit passen-
gers on adjacent sidewalks.

The MTP/SCS would more-than-double the route mile-
age of Class 1 and Class 2 facilities. On a per capita basis, 
Class 1 route mileage, which was about 21.1 miles per 
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100,000 residents in 2008, would increase 
by 59 percent to nearly 33.5 miles by 2036. 
Class 2 miles per capita would increase from 
48.3 miles per 100,000 residents to 80.4 
the plan period. In total, combined Class 1 
and Class 2 route mileage would increase by 
about 64 percent, from 69.4 to 113.6 miles 
per 100,000 residents, over the plan period. 
A few examples of projects are:

• a new Class 1 route between Missouri 
Flat and Placerville Drive in El Dorado 
County;

• a new Class 1 Dry Creek Greenway Trail 
in Roseville; and 

• conversion of abandoned railroad right-
of-way in Rancho Cordova, between 
Folsom and Rockingham Drive.

Table 5C.4   
Bike Route Mileage in the MTP/SCS

County Class 1 Class 2

Both 

Classes4

Total Miles in 20121    

El Dorado2 11 20 31

Placer2 102 215 317

Sacramento 280 638 918

Sutter 10 40 50

Yolo 65 170 235

Yuba 9 11 20

Region 478 1,095 1,573

Miles Per 100k Population 21.1 48.3 69.4

Total Miles in 20363    

El Dorado2 70 225 295

Placer2 232 308 540

Sacramento 527 1499 2,026

Sutter 28 80 108

Yolo 137 305 442

Yuba 37 58 95

Region 1032 2,476 3,508

Miles Per 100k Population 33.5 80.4 113.9

Change from 2012    

El Dorado2 536% 1025% 852%

Placer2 127% 43% 70%

Sacramento 88% 135% 121%

Sutter 180% 100% 116%

Yolo 111% 79% 88%

Yuba 311% 427% 375%

Region 116% 126% 123%

Miles Per 100k Population 59% 66% 64%

1  2012 route mileage from SACOG’s regional GIS centerline data.

2  El Dorado and Placer Counties exclude the Tahoe Basin portions.

3 Estimates of 2036 MTP/SCS are based on explicitly identified bicycle lane proj-

ects, plus an estimate of currently adopted bicycle master plans which may be 

funded or implemented through other transportation projects, or as stand-alone 

projects.

4 Class IV or “cycletracks” were not present in 2012, and future quantities at region 

level are uncertain until more bicycle master plans are updated to include them.
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Figure 5C.4 
Total Transit Person Trips in the SACOG 
Region, Historic Trends and Projected  
MTP/SCS 
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Figure 5C.5 
Transit Person Trips Per Capita in the 
SACOG Region, Historic Trends and Projected 
MTP/SCS
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Figure 5C.6 
Total Bike and Walk Person Trips in the 
SACOG Region, Historic Trends and Projected 
MTP/SCS
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Figure 5C.7 
Bike and Walk Person Trips Per Capita in the 
SACOG Region, Historic Trends and Projected 
MTP/SCS

0.00

0.05

0.10

0.15

0.20

0.25

0.30

0.35

0.40

MTP/SCSHISTORIC

203520202012200820052000B
IK

E
 A

N
D

 W
A

L
K

 P
E

R
S

O
N

 T
R

IP
S

 P
E

R
 C

A
P

IT
A



117

Chapter 5C: Transit, Bicycling, and Walking Trends and Performance  

DRAFT AUGUST 27, 2015

Transit, Bike and Walk Travel by Community 
Type

Figure 5C.8 illustrates differences in combined transit/
bike/walk trip-making for residents of different Commu-
nity Types by 2036. 

• For residents of Center and Corridor Communities, 
combined transit/bike/walk triprate is 1.09 week-
day trips per capita, more than twice the regional 
average of 0.51 trips per capita in 2036.

• For residents of Established Communities, transit/
bike/walk trips per capita (0.47) are slightly below 
the regional average.

• For all other Developing and Rural Residential/
Other Community Types, transit/bike/walk trips 
per capita are 47 percent and 76 percent less than 
the regional average, respectively.

• For all Community Types, combined transit/bike/
walk trip-making increases through the MTP/SCS 
planning period. As expected, changes from 2012 
to 2020 are much smaller than changes to 2036. 
The transit/bike/walk trip rate increases by about 
4 percent between 2012 and 2020, and 30 percent 
by 2036. 

Figure 5C.8 
Transit, Bike and Walk Trips Per Capita by 
Community Type in the SACOG Region
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As discussed in more detail in Chapter 3, the MTP/
SCS projects significant growth in housing and employ-
ment in TPAs, shown in Figure 5C.9.

Figure 5C.9  
Housing and Employment  
within Transit Priority Areas, 2012-2036
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Figure 5C.10 provides a tabulation of transit person trips 
per capita, split by residents in TPAs and all other non-
TPA areas within Placer, Sacramento and Yolo Counties.

• Residents within TPAs make transit trips at about 
three times the rate of residents in non-TPA areas. 
For example: In the Sacramento County TPAs, res-
idents are forecasted to make 0.22 person trips 
per capita by 2036, compared to 0.09 transit trips 
per capita for residents of non-TPA areas. Transit 
trip rates are expected to increase in both TPA and 
non-TPA of the county, increasing by 141 percent in 
TPA areas, and 148 percent in non-TPA area.

• In Placer County, residents in TPA areas are fore-
casted to make 0.10 transit trips per capita by 
2036, compared to 0.03 for residents of non-TPA 
areas of the county. Transit trip rates for residents 
in TPA areas are expected to increase by 197 per-
cent compared to 2012, and by 154 percent for 
residents in non-TPA areas.

• In Yolo County, residents in TPA areas are fore-
casted to make 0.24 transit trips per capita by 
2036, compared to 0.08 for residents of non-TPA 
areas of the county. Transit trip rates for residents 
in TPA areas are expected to increase by 176 per-
cent compared to 2012, and by 184 percent for 
residents in non-TPA areas.

Figure 5C.10  
Transit Priority Areas in the SACOG Region
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Commute Travel by Transit and Non-Motorized 
Modes

Commute travel represents a significant share of total 
travel— for example, 41 percent or more of all house-
hold-generated VMT by 2036 will be commute-related 
(see Table 5B.3 in Chapter 5B). Historically, though, 
commute travel has been less varied in terms of mode 
of travel than travel for other purposes. The rate of driv-
ing alone for commuting is far higher than for all other 
travel, and the rates of biking and walking to work are 
far lower than the same rates for non-work purposes: 
in 2012, 76 percent of all commuters drove alone, while 
only about 36 percent of non-commute travelers drove 
alone (see Tables 5C.6 and 5C.7). 

The MTP/SCS significantly reduces the commute 
drive-alone share by offering better alternatives to solo 
driving (Table 5C.6) as a result of the MTP/SCS: 

• Transit mode share increases from 2.5 percent in 
2012 to 6.9 percent by 2036.

• Bike and walk share increases from 3.0 percent in 
2008 to 3.9 percent by 2036. 

• Carpool mode share declines slightly, from about 
15.0 to 14.8 percent—however, this represents a 
change from the historic decline in this mode of 
commuting.
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17.8. Strategy: Support strategies that will make road 
rehabilitation projects more resilient to climate events 
that might otherwise shorten the life of a facility. 

18. Policy: Support the development 
and implementation of Corridor System 
Management Plans as a method of 
integrating transportation system operational 
management and regional planning so as to 
maximize system efficiency and effectiveness.

18.1. Strategy: Participate in the ongoing development 
and implementation of Corridor System Management 
Plans (CSMP) for the following corridors: 

• Interstate 80: State Route 113 to Sierra College 
Boulevard

• Highway 50: Interstate 80 to Camino 
• State Route 99: San Joaquin County Line to High-

way 50, Interstate 5 to State Route 20 
• Interstate 5: Hood-Franklin to Sacramento Inter-

national Airport 
• State Route 65: Interstate 80 to State Route 70
18.2. Strategy: Encourage all stakeholders to actively 

participate in the development and implementation of 
each CSMP.

18.3. Strategy: Coordinate SACOG transportation 
modeling and data collection activities with the travel 
forecasting and analysis activities associated with each 
CSMP.

18.4 Strategy: Continue to work with and seek grant 
funding from state and federal agencies working to 
align resources for long-range transportation and 
land use planning, such as the Federal Partnership for 
Sustainable Communities and the California Strategic 
Growth Council

19. Policy: Ensure coordination among all 
forms of existing and expanded transit 
services, including those provided by social 
services agencies, for a more effective system.

19.1. Strategy: Use timely updates of short range 
transit plans, the coordinated human services transpor-
tation plan, and periodic performance audits to provide 

guidance on priorities and estimates of funding needs 
and shortfalls. Emphasize the importance of system 
maintenance priorities in these plan updates. 

19.2. Strategy: Support more seamless trips through 
better traveler information for trip planning (Intelligent 
Transportation Systems), reliable schedules, coordina-
tion between operators for transfers, service changes, 
complementary services, information available at tran-
sit stops, and implementation of the Connect Card, a 
universal fare card.

20. Policy: SACOG should work with transit 
operators to pursue improvements to transit 
access, security, comfort, schedules and 
information whenever opportunities arise.

20.1. Strategy: Support strategies that integrate tran-
sit considerations into the implementation of a regional 
complete streets program that improves transit access, 
via safe and pleasant sidewalks and walkways around 
transit stops, designated bike routes and directional 
signage, accessibility for the disabled, on-board bike 
racks, better signs for transit access, shelters and 
improved transfer points, integration with future bike 
share infrastructure, and secure bike storage facilities 
at park-and-ride locations.

20.2. Strategy: Build on Lifeline Transit Study findings 
to improve transit and supplemental transportation ser-
vices for medical appointments by studying effective 
alternatives and increased connectivity to help meet 
cross-county health care transportation needs.

20.3. Strategy: Take steps to improve safety and secu-
rity at crosswalks, transit stops, and along main access 
routes to transit, including rural areas, with higher pri-
ority for low-income, minority, and high crime areas.

20.4. Strategy: Improve connections among all 
forms of transit service, by seeking better coordinated 
schedules among operators, more convenient and com-
fortable transfer locations, notice and coordination of 
schedule changes, next-bus signs at high use stops, and 
better trip planning tools and public communication.

20.5 Strategy: Implement Connect Card universal 
fare card and support outreach and marketing in juris-
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Figure 7.4 
Plan Area HCP-NCP Boundaries
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South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan
The South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan 
(SSHCP) is currently in preparation. The SSHCP area 
encompasses 345,000 acres in southern Sacramento 
County. The SSHCP will consolidate environmental 
efforts to protect and enhance wetlands (primarily ver-
nal pools) and upland habitats to provide ecologically 
viable conservation areas. It will also minimize regula-
tory hurdles and streamline the permitting process for 
development projects. The SSHCP is planned to cover 
28 different species of plants and wildlife including 
ten that are state or federally listed as threatened or 
endangered. The SSHCP will be an agreement between 
state/federal wildlife and wetland regulators and local 
jurisdictions, which will allow landowners to engage in 
the incidental take of listed species (i.e., to destroy or 
degrade habitat) in return for conservation commit-
ments from local jurisdictions. The options for securing 
these commitments are currently being developed and 
will be identified prior to the adoption of the SSHCP. 
The geographic scope of the SSHCP includes U.S. 50 
to the north, Interstate 5 to the west, the Sacramento 
County line with El Dorado and Amador counties to 
the east, and San Joaquin County to the south. The 
Study Area excludes the City of Sacramento, the City 
of Elk Grove, the City of Folsom and Folsom’s Sphere 
of Influence, the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, and 
the Sacramento County community of Rancho Murieta. 
Sacramento County is partnering with the incorpo-
rated cities of Rancho Cordova, Galt, as well as the 
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District and 
Sacramento County Water Agency to further advance 
the regional planning goals of the SSHCP. The Plan is 
currently under development with a Final EIR/EIS, HCP 
expected in the fall of 20175. The county is working to 
establish a process to review and evaluate interim proj-
ects in order to avoid foreclosing conservation options 
and receipt of desired permits. 

Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan
The Natomas Basin HCP (NBHCP) was approved in 2003 
and has two permit holders: the City of Sacramento 
and Sutter County. The Natomas Basin is a low-lying, 
53,537-acre area of the Sacramento Valley located in 
the northern portion of Sacramento County and the 
southern portion of Sutter County. The Natomas Basin 
Conservancy (TNBC) is the nonprofit entity responsible 
for administering and implementing the NBHCP. TNBC 
reports directly to the permit holders. The HCP covers 
22 sensitive species.

Yuba-Sutter Natural Community Conservation 
Plan/Habitat Conservation Plan 
The Yuba-Sutter NCCP/HCP is intended to provide an 

effective framework to protect and enhance agricul-
tural and natural resources in Yuba and Sutter counties, 
while improving and streamlining the environmen-
tal permitting process for impacts on threatened and 
endangered species. The Yuba-Sutter NCCP/HCP will 
allow Yuba and Sutter counties, the cities of Wheatland, 
Yuba City, and Live Oak, and the Plan Implementing 
Entity to control threatened and endangered species 
permitting for activities and projects in specifically 
defined areas of the counties, encompassing approxi-
mately 440,000 acres. This NCCP/HCP will also serve 
to provide comprehensive species and ecosystem con-
servation and contribute to the recovery of threatened 
and endangered species in northern California. The 
Yuba-Sutter NCCP/HCP is planned to provide coverage 
for 17 wildlife species and plant species. The plan is cur-
rently under development with public drafts anticipated 
in mid-2015/early 2016. 

Yolo County Natural Heritage/Habitat Conservation 
Plan/NCCP
The Yolo County NCCP/HCP is currently in preparation. 
In February 2005, the Joint Powers Authority (five local 
public agencies formed to prepare a regional conser-
vation plan for Yolo County) and the state Department 
of Fish and Game (DFG) entered into an NCCP/HCP 
Planning Agreement, now known as the Yolo Natural 
Heritage Program. The independent science advisor’s 
report was finalized in March 2006. The NCCP/HCP 
planning area encompasses more than 650,000 acres 
and is planned to provide habitat for 12 species. The 
plan is currently under development with a DEIS/DEIR 
planned for the summer of 2016 and further expecta-
tion of permit issuance in the spring of 2017. 

Placer County Conservation Plan
Placer County, DFG, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
finalized an NCCP planning agreement in December 
2001. The Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP) is 
currently being prepared and is proposed to address 
201,000 acres of development and conservation in 
Western Placer County. In coordination with the fed-
eral and state agencies, it is anticipated that a DEIR/
DEIS will be released in 2015-2016, with permit issuance 
expected in 2017. Fourteen species are proposed for 
coverage. The county is working to establish a process 
to review and evaluate interim projects in order to avoid 
foreclosing conservation options and receipt of desired 
permits. 

El Dorado County Integrated Natural Resources 
Management Plan
El Dorado County General Plan Policy 7.4.2.8 and Imple-
mentation Measure CO-M direct the County to prepare 



155

Chapter 7: Environmental Sustainability

DRAFT AUGUST 27, 2015

and adopt an Integrated Natural Resources Manage-
ment Plan (INRMP) to offset the impacts of loss and 
fragmentation of wildlife habitat from development 
authorized under the 2004 General Plan. In May 2009, 
the county split the process of developing the INRMP 
into two phases. The first, an information gathering, 
mapping, and development of options process, was 
completed in April 2011 with the submittal of the Options 
Report. Phase 1 also included a Habitat Inventory, devel-
oped a list of indicator species for monitoring purposes, 
evaluated wildlife movement corridors and constraints, 
and developed a discussion of alternatives approaches 
for development of the habitat protection strategy.  
Phase 2 will be the development of the plan itself. This 
includes identification of the mitigation program, devel-
opment of a funding mechanism, management strategies,  
and monitoring. 

Habitat and Agriculture
The relationship between habitat conservation and 
agricultural land can cut two ways. Parts of the region 
are experiencing a conversion of agricultural land to 
habitat preservation for development mitigation pur-
poses, which can have the effect of removing land from 
agricultural use (and into habitat conservation) and 
sometimes creates difficulties for adjacent agricultural 
lands with the invasion of weeds, rodents, birds, and 
waterfowl. However, there can also be working relation-
ships between the two land uses in which both needs 
can be met. Some examples include, but are not limited 
to: alfalfa is good foraging habitat for the Swainson’s 
Hawk, while grazing helps keep non-native grasses in 
check and helps vernal pools function.

Yolo, Sacramento, and Placer counties are address-
ing this and planning for these working relationships 
in their habitat conservation plans (HCPs). Sutter and 
Yuba counties have begun developing a joint HCP that 
will also address these issues. Yolo and Sacramento 
county staffs indicate that some components of their 
HCPs will be dependent on agricultural land preser-
vation for implementation; in Sacramento County as 
much as 90 percent is dependent on agriculture. Yolo 
County’s General Plan includes Policy CO-1.17, which 
would allow out-of-county mitigation easements in 
Yolo County provided several criteria are met, including 
requirements that existing agricultural operations con-
tinue to be farmed for commercial gain and mandatory 
wildlife-friendly strategies and practices are followed. 
These issues highlight the struggles realized in agri-
cultural and conservation lands. The pressures from 
development in many ways are mirrored by pressures 
from other non-urbanized lands.

In addition to their mitigation requirements for hab-
itat lands, Yolo and El Dorado counties have mitigation 

policies specifically addressing the loss of agricultural 
land. Yolo County, for example, adopted an agricultural 
mitigation ordinance which requires all projects that 
result in a permanent loss of either farmland and/or 
habitat to mitigate an equal amount of land. Agricul-
tural and habitat easements may not be stacked within 
the same property, and must be mitigated separately. 
The ordinance requires that agricultural conservation 
easements be located within two miles of the devel-
opment that is being mitigated. The purpose of this is 
to give first protection priority to lands close to urban 
areas, which in Yolo County are viewed as higher risk 
for conversion to urban uses. Within Yolo County, the 
cities of Woodland and Davis also have agricultural mit-
igation requirements. The Yolo County Local Agency 
Formation Commission also requires agricultural mit-
igation (in lieu of an existing city requirement) when 
agricultural land is lost as a result of annexation. 

Additional information about the biological and 
hydrological conditions in the plan area is included in 
Appendix E-4 — Natural Resources Data.

Conservation and preservation efforts around the 
region and the processes described in this section have 
been considered in the development of this MTP/SCS. 
SACOG has coordinated closely with local cities and 
counties to ensure that the MTP/SCS land use pat-
tern does not contradict or undermine efforts related 
to conservation at the local level. SACOG has made 
efforts to support this work at the local level, providing 
assistance at many levels when appropriate or needed. 
When these plans are finally adopted, they will be fully 
referenced in future MTP/SCS growth strategies. 

The MTP/SCS includes a land use pattern and sup-
porting transportation system that, while it impacts 
natural resources, is consistent with the locations 
identified for development in draft HCPs/NCCPs. Fur-
thermore, new development areas were assessed for 
their federal and state permit status. 

Six-County Aquatic Resources Inventory 
In 2009, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), 
made an investment of just over $1,000,000 to inven-
tory all waters within the six-county SACOG region.  
The request for this funding came not only from within 
USACE but with the strong support of SACOG. The 
Six-County Aquatic Resources Inventory (SCARI) was 
completed in 2011 and incorporated into EcoAtlas in 
2013. The intended outcome of this investment from 
SACOG’s perspective is to utilize the inventory (under 
review for a mid-2012 release) to prioritize areas of 
natural significance and streamline 404 permitting 
particularly in accordance with Blueprint and smart 
growth development. Additionally, SACOG has been 
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achieve GHG reduction goals, it is an integral part of the 
multi-strategy approach to addressing climate change 
from travel. AB 32 has very specific measures aimed at 
reducing GHG emissions from travel by making travel 
more efficient. SACOG has taken every possible step to 
make sure that the MTP/SCS does not interfere with the 
implementation and achievement of AB 32 goals.

 The technological improvements most effective at 
dealing with global climate change increase fuel effi-
ciency significantly, reduce carbon in fuels, or capture 
carbon emissions. Major advances in cleaner and more 
efficient technology are being made. Increased use of 
cleaner-burning fuels and engines will help reduce GHG 
emissions, while improvements to fuel efficiency will 
result in less consumption of fossil fuels. The uncer-
tainty is when these technologies will penetrate the 
market, and how widely available and purchased they 
will be. 

As discussed in more detail in Chapter 5A, technical 
coordination among MPOs statewide resulted in a con-
sensus on the most likely passenger vehicle fleet fuel 
efficiency (25.5 miles per gallon in 2020, increasing to 
29.3 by 2035), fuel prices for 2020 and 2036, and vehi-
cle operating costs to use for the MTP/SCS.

Following the adoption of the 2012 MTP/SCS, SACOG 
conducted a study on the barriers to broader adop-
tion of electric vehicles in the Sacramento region. A 
subsequent report entitled Take Charge: Plug-In Elec-
tric Vehicle Readiness and Infrastructure Plan for 
the Sacramento Region was adopted by the SACOG 
board of directors in 2014 as the region’s first plan 
outlining strategies related to planning, permitting, 
and installing electric vehicle chargers. SACOG has 
since been working with partner agencies, including 
the Sacramento Municipal Utilities District, on install-
ing a series of chargers within the utility service area.

Figure 7.9 
Total Electric Vehicles in the SACOG Region

Before TakeCharge was adopted, there were fewer than 
2,000 electric vehicles in the SACOG region. Since then, 
the region has seen an increase in the use of these 
vehicles, and now has more than 4,500 on the road. 
In addition, SACOG estimates this trend will continue 
throughout the horizon year of the plan. Figure 7.9 out-
lines this trend. This and similar efforts will continue 
to help lower transportation related emissions in the 
region.

Climate Adaptation

The California Natural Resources Agency (CNRA) 
released in 2009 the California Climate Adaptation 
Strategy, a multi-sector approach to guide the state’s 
efforts in adapting to climate change, prepared pursu-
ant to Executive Order S-13-08. The report summarizes 
climate change impacts and recommends adaptation 
strategies across seven sectors: Public Health, Biodiver-
sity and Habitat, Oceans and Coastal Resources, Water, 
Agriculture, Forestry, and Transportation and Energy.

In 2010, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
began developing a framework for climate change 
vulnerability assessments that encouraged Metro-
politan Planning Organizations (MPOs), Department 
of Transportation (DOTs), and Federal Land Manage-
ment Agencies (FLMAs) to include climate change and 
extreme weather in transportation planning efforts.

In July of 2014, CNRA released Safeguarding Cali-
fornia, Reducing Climate Risks. This document was an 
update to the California Climate Adaptation Strategy. 
The report analyzed potential climate related risks now 
and forecasted into the future, and outlines measures 
and policies that can be implemented to reduce the 
impact these risks may cause.

The California Department of Transportation (Cal-
trans) has also taken steps to look at climate adaptation 
issues. In 2013, Caltrans performed a statewide analysis 
regarding the inclusion of climate adaptability into the 
transportation system. In its report, Caltrans Activities 
to Address Climate Change: Reducing Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions and Adapting to Impacts, the agency high-
lights best practices for climate change adaptation as 
well as GHG reduction in four sectors: Planning and 
Environmental; Materials, Concrete, and Pavement; 
Maintenance and Operations; and Facilities and Admin-
istration.

In 2014 SACOG began working with Civic Spark, a col-
laboration of the Office of Planning and Research, the 
Local Government Commission, and AmeriCorp, to look 
at potential climate impacts to the region’s transpor-
tation infrastructure. An early report entitled SACOG 
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Transportation-Specific Impacts on Employment and 
Business Vitality

A 2011 PERI study also found that for each $1 million 
spent there are 11.4 total jobs from bicycle-only infra-
structure projects, 9.9 total jobs from pedestrian-only 
projects, and 7.8 jobs from road-only projects. Road 
projects that integrated major pedestrian and bicy-
cle infrastructure resulted in an average 48 percent 
greater job creation than projects focused exclusively 
on roads for motor vehicles.7

Increased interest in bicycling and walking has had 
additional economic benefits. Recent reports demon-
strate that bicycle and pedestrian improvements spark 
economic activity. Slowing down travel speeds and cre-
ating or upgrading walking and biking facilities not only 
improves conditions for existing businesses, but also is 
a proven method for revitalizing an area and attracting 
new development.8 Services and businesses that cater 
to cyclists and pedestrians, such as stores selling bikes, 
walking shoes and related accessories, bicycle-themed 
restaurants, bike repair co-ops, local biking and walk-
ing tours, and community events with bike valets have 
increased in popularity. Cycling-related events, such as 
the Bike Film Festival, Cyclefest, organized charity and 
recreational rides, the city of Davis’ U.S. Bicycle Hall of 
Fame and California Bicycle Museum, and staging of a 
portion of the AmgenTour of California in Sacramento 
also bring money into the local economy. 

Airport Planning and Encroaching Urbanization.  One 
of the major transportation resources that has a great 
impact on the region’s economy is the public airport 
system. There are 18 general aviation airports and one 
military air field (Beale AFB) in the six county region. 
Cities and counties have adopted land use plans that 
allow for varying levels of urbanization near airports, 
and the MTP/SCS projects that some of these lands are 
likely to urbanize during the 20-year planning period of 

7 http://www.peri.umass.edu/236/hash/64a34bab6a183a2fc06fd 

c212875a3ad/publication/467/

8 http://www.sacog.org/complete-streets/toolkit/files/docs/NCSC_

CS%20Spark%20Economic%20Revitilization.pdf

Besides moving workers to work and goods to consum-
ers, the transportation system has its own direct role in 
the economic vitality of the region.

First, transportation projects, such as roads and 
public transit, provide employment, both for construc-
tion and operations. The Political Economy Research 
Institute of the University of Massachusetts, Amherst 
(PERI) developed a model to estimate the employment 
effects of infrastructure spending.6 Table 9.11 shows 
their estimates in 2009 for employment resulting from 
transportation-related infrastructure investments, 
including construction jobs (direct), jobs at suppliers of 
materials and equipment (indirect) and jobs resulting 
from workers spending their paychecks (induced): 

Table 9.11  
Employment Impacts per $1 Billion in 
Infrastructure Spending

Category

Direct and 

Indirect

Plus  

Induced

Transportation 13,829 18,930

Average Roads and Bridges 13,714 18,894

 New Construction 12,638 17,472

 Repair Work 14,790 20,317

Rail 9,932 14,747

Mass Transit 17,784 22,849

Aviation 14,002 19,266

6 http://www.peri.umass.edu/fileadmin/pdf/published_study/PERI_

ABikes_October2011.pdf
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the MTP/SCS.  As urbanization builds out towards air-
ports on the urban fringe, safety and noise challenges 
arise. For this reason, the State of California passed the 
State Aviation Act and established Airport Land Use 
Commissions (ALUCs).  Regional and County-wide pub-
lic transportation agencies are required by State law 
to develop land use compatibility plans that address 
development near airports.  These plans are based on 
guidelines provided by the Department of Transpor-
tation Aeronautics Division on what safety, noise and 
height standards are for development near airports.  As 
individual development applications are submitted to 
cities and counties, SACOG as the ALUC in Sacramento, 
Sutter, Yolo and Yuba counties, reviews these applica-
tions for compatibility.  This system ensures that airport 
oversight is provided by a public agency independent 
of the cities and counties.  Appendix C-1 provides fur-
ther detail on the aviation facilities in the region and 
the ALUC review system. 

Rural Commuting
As described in Chapter 3, the MTP/SCS projects just 
under 2 percent of the projected housing demand and 
less than 1 percent of employment demand to Rural 
Residential Communities during the planning period. 
Nonetheless, transitioning rural roads present a host of 
challenges, including increased peak-period congestion, 
road maintenance funding shortfalls, infrastructure 
deficiencies and safety concerns for drivers of farm 
equipment and personal vehicles.

In general, VMT is proportionately higher among resi-
dents of Rural Residential Communities in the MTP/SCS 
than residents of more urbanized areas in the region. 
Often, destinations in these areas are inaccessible with-
out a vehicle. While a number of transit agencies serve 
rural areas in the region, the time between buses can 
be long, and some areas are too low density and costly 
to serve more than a few times a day or week, if at all. 
Many of these areas do have bicycle routes, but the 

majority are on the shoulder of roadways, with many 
routes fragmented. 

Rural roadways are the backbone of the rural 
economies in the Sacramento Region. The transpor-
tation infrastructure in rural areas is important for 
the transport of agricultural and mineral resources, 
the movement of large farm equipment, the mobility  
of rural workers and residents, and connections between 
urbanized areas and recreation- or tourist-based econ-
omies such as those in El Dorado and Placer Counties. 
In many instances rural roads near or between residen-
tial neighborhoods and employment centers become  
ad hoc commuter routes creating a need for more 
intense maintenance in areas where resources are 
already limited. 

If a significant portion of rural lands in the region 
continue to transition into non-agricultural uses, the 
network of rural county roads will experience higher 
traffic volumes than they are designed to accommo-
date. Rural transportation funding constraints are 
already severe, so without policies and strategies to 
reduce the growth in auto VMT on rural roads, there 
will likely be accelerated road deterioration and greater 
conflicts with agriculture activity. Maintenance costs, in 
particular, are a big burden in rural areas which account 
for 48 percent of the road miles in the region, but  
only 13 percent of the population. Targeting main-
tenance and improvement dollars to keep rural 
transportation infrastructure safe and operating effi-
ciently is an essential part of maintaining the economic 
viability of rural economies. As discussed in Chapter 4, 
the 2016 MTP/SCS increases plan investments in road 
maintenance and rehabilitation by 20 percent from the 
2012 MTP/SCS.

An ongoing issue in rural commute patterns is 
reliable, safe, and affordable transportation for the 
region’s agricultural employees, especially field labor. 
A foundation of the agricultural economy is the 21,000 
ongoing employees and thousands of seasonal farm 
workers in the region—many of whom do not currently 
have safe and reliable transportation. The seasonal 
farm worker’s commute typically consists of widely 
varying shifts and locations, often with various employ-
ers throughout the year. This makes it impossible for 
traditional public transit to efficiently meet the needs 
of seasonal workers, but farm worker wages make own-
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Introduction
In a time of scarce resources, it is important that the 
SACOG region effectively manage and increase the 
productivity of the region’s transportation system, and 
continue to improve the cost-effectiveness of its trans-
portation investments.

The Sacramento region faces several key financial 
stewardship challenges in this MTP/SCS:

• how to fund the growing need for road mainte-
nance and rehabilitation; 

• how to pay for transit operations and replacement 
of worn-out transit equipment; and

• how to make strategic operational improvements 
to gain more system efficiency and reduce the 
need for high-cost new capacity.

Chapter 4 includes a summary of all MTP/SCS trans-
portation investments. This chapter discusses the 
challenges and strategies being used in the MTP/SCS to 
address funding constraints and make the most of the 
region’s transportation system and investments. 

Challenges to Reaching a 
State of Good Repair
The MTP/SCS faces an up-front challenge with funding 
limitations for two key elements in the plan: mainte-
nance of local streets and roads, and funding for transit 
operations and replacement vehicles. Both of these 
issues are described in more detail in the following sec-
tions. 

Funding Challenges for Road Maintenance 

A critical financial stewardship challenge is providing 
adequate road maintenance and rehabilitation across 
the region. Sustainable communities cannot function 
without a well-maintained local street and road net-
work. 

Road maintenance is a statewide crisis. Since the 
1980s, California has gained a reputation for poor 
quality roads—a startling reversal from the 1960s when 
California’s road system was envied throughout the 
nation. The California State Transportation Agency 
has identified system preservation as a major priority 
in the 2014 California Transportation Infrastructure 
Priorities: Vision and Interim Recommendations. 
According to the 2014 California Statewide Local 
Streets and Roads Needs Assessment,1 54 out of  
58 counties in California contain roads that are cur-
rently in poor condition or at risk of falling into a poor 
condition, where more extensive repairs will be required 
to bring them back into a good state of repair. The study 
ranked road conditions using a pavement condition 
index (PCI) with categories ranging from 0–25 (failed 
condition) to 75-100 (good/ excellent condition). 

In 2009, the Sacramento region’s roads ranked on 
average in the high 60s or low 70s; in the latest assess-
ment, the region’s average pavement condition index 
worsened into the low 60s. Roads with scores between 

1 Nichols Consulting Engineers, Chtd. et al (2014) California State-

wide Local Streets and Roads Needs Assessment. Retrieved from 

http://www.savecaliforniastreets.org/
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Changes from Draft 2016 MTP/SCS Project ID COUNTY LEAD AGENCY TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION
PRIMARY 
STREET 
NAME(S)

FROM 
(LOCATI

ON)

TO 
(LOCATI

ON)

TOTAL COST 
(2015 Dollars)

YEAR OF 
EXPENDITURE 

COST
Completion Timing  Status

Changed total project cost from $13 
million to $20 million. CAL20649 El Dorado Caltrans D3 US 50 WB Auxiliary Lane

In Placerville, from west of Coloma Road offramp to the Placerville 
Drive offramp, Construct WB Auxiliary Lane (PM 17.111/17.778) US 50

PM 
17.111

 PM 
17.778

$13,000,000
$20,000,000 N/A

Completion after 
2036

Project 
Development 
Only

Project Completed CAL20458 El Dorado Caltrans D3 Sly Park Road UC Replacement

Near Pollock Pines, 11 miles east of Placerville at Sly Park Road 
Undercrossing #25-42 - Replace bridge (PM R31.3) [CTIPS ID 107-
0000-0864) (Toll Credits) $8,563,000 $8,563,000 Completion by 2020

Project 
Completed

Project Completed ELD19188 El Dorado El Dorado County
Pleasant Valley Rd (SR-49)/Patterson Dr - 
Signal

Signalize intersection including channelization and construction of 
associated improvements. (CIP73320) $4,738,936 $4,738,936 Completion by 2020

Project 
Completed

Project Completed CAL20459 Placer Caltrans D3 Rattlesnake Bar Rd. Turn Pocket

Near Auburn, at the Rattlesnake Bar Road intersection - Construct 
left-turn channelization (PM R31.1) [CTIPS ID 107-0000-0865] (Toll 
Credits) $2,020,000 $2,020,000 Completion by 2020

Project 
Completed

Project split into three parts. (See 
PLA25648 and PLA25649) PLA25440 Placer PCTPA

I-80/SR 65 Interchange Improvements Phase 
1A

In Placer County: Between I-80 and Galleria Blvd./Stanford Ranch 
Rd.; Reconfigure I-80/SR 65 interchange to widen northbound SR 
65 from 2 to 3 lanes, including widening Galleria Boulevard/Stanford 
Ranch Road northbound off-ramp and on-ramp, and southbound on-
ramp (PA&ED, PS&E, ROW, and CON to be matched with Toll 
Credits) SHOPP funding (EA 03-0H260) for auxiliary lane on 
northbound SR 65 between I-80 and Galleria Boulevard/Stanford 
Ranch Road. $37,099,700 $37,099,700 2021-2036 Programmed

New project. Split off from PLA25440 PLA25648 Placer PCTPA
I-80/SR 65 Interchange Improvements Phase 
1B

In Placer County: Between Galleria Boulevard/Stanford Ranch Road 
and Pleasant Grove Boulevard; Reconfigure I-80/SR 65 interchange 
to widen northbound SR 65 from 2 to 3 lanes, and widen I-80 
westbound to SR 65 northbound ramp from 1 to 2 lanes. $17,500,000 $17,500,000 2021-2036 Programmed

New project. Split off from PLA25441 PLA25649 Placer PCTPA
I-80/SR 65 Interchange Improvements Phase 
1C

In Placer County: Between I-80 and Pleasant Grove Boulevard; 
Reconfigure I-80/SR 65 interchange to widen southbound SR 65 
from 2 to 3 lanes. $11,500,000 $11,500,000 2021-2036 Programmed

Duplicate of programmed project SAC24774 Sacramento City of Elk Grove

Lotz Pkwy. Extension - 0.5 miles south of 
Whitelock Pkwy (Sterling Meadows) to Bilby 
Road

In Elk Grove, Lotz Parkway from 0.5 miles south of Whitelock Pkwy 
(Sterling Meadows) to Bilby Road: Construct new 2-lane roadway $3,962,000 $6,196,000 2021-2036 Planned

Remove duplicate. Keep programmed YOL19354 Yolo Yolo County
Bridge Replacement on County Road 96 over 
Dry Slough Replacement of functionally obsolete Bridge $700,000 $854,000 2021-2036 Planned

Remove duplicate. Keep programmed YOL19375 Yolo Yolo County
Bridge Replacement on County Road 96 over 
Union Slough Replacement of structurally deficient Bridge $950,000 $1,159,000 2021-2036 Planned

Remove duplicate. Keep programmed 
project YOL19333. YOL19248 Yolo Yolo County County Rd. 98-Phase 2

Roadway Safety Improvements: from 1400 feet south of County Rd. 
29 to the Solano County line. Includes: paved shoulders, clear 
recovery zone, and bike lanes.

County Rd 
98

south of 
County 
Rd 29

Solano 
Caounty 
Line $15,600,000 $16,363,000 Completion by 2020 Planned

Modified project description CAL18824 Yuba Caltrans D3 Feather River Expressway

Passing Lanes: Marysville to Butte County line.
Build a 2-lane bypass west of the City of Marysville with connections 
to 5th and l01h street bridge, with later phases linking to SR 70 
north of Marysville and SR 20 east of  Marysville. $74,400,000 N/A

Completion after 
2036

Project 
Development 
Only

Modified project description CAL20585 Yuba Caltrans D3 Marysville UPRR Underpass

Underpass Improvements: widen the UPRR Underpass. Phase I 
and Phase II
Widen 17th street UPRR underpass to 4 lanes with sidewalks and 
shoulders, provide standard vertical clearance. $10,000,000 $12,203,000 2021-2036 Planned

Project Completed YUB15360 Yuba Yuba County SR 70/Feather River Blvd. Interchange

Yuba County, near Plumas Lake, north of Bear River, SR 70 at 
Feather River Blvd.: Remove signal and construct interchange. 
(Phase 2) $20,826,000 $20,826,000 Completion by 2020

Project 
Completed

Projects listed as "Project Development Only" are anticipated to begin early stages of development including project planning, design, preliminary engineering, environmental clearance, and ROW acquisition by 2036.  These projects remain eligible to seek federal and state funding, but under the financial 
constraint requirements for projecting revenues, the construction phase is not included in the DPS.  If/when additional revenues for these projects become available to cover full construction costs, these projects can be considered as part of an amendment to the MTP/SCS following a technical analysis and 
consistency with plan requirements. While total costs are shown for these projects, for budgeting purposes, no more than 10% of the total project costs are anticipated to be captured within the MTP/SCS planning period. Year of expenditure costs are not provided since construction of these projects is not part of 
the financially constrained project list.
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Table C1.1 shows the region’s airports for which the ALUC has planning responsibilities. 

Table C1.1 
SACOG Region Airports 

Sacramento County Yolo County 
Franklin Field Borges-Clarksburg Airport 
Mather Airport Watts-Woodland Airport 
McClellan Airfield University Airport / Davis 
Rancho Murieta  
Rio Linda Airport Yuba County 
Sacramento Executive Airport Beale Air Force Base 
Sacramento International Airport Brownsville Airport 
Sunset Skyranch Yuba County Airport 

Sutter County 
Sutter County Airport 

The ALUC has developed ALUCPs for all but one of the fourteen public use or publicly 
owned airports in the four counties.  The only exception is Rancho Murieta Airport in Sacramento 
County, which uses the ALUC’s Policy Plan to determine land use compatibility.  In 2011, the 
ALUC adopted updated ALUCPs for Beale Air Force Base and Yuba County Airport, and in 2013 
adopted the ALUCP for Sacramento International Airport.  Currently, the ALUC is in the process 
of updating ALUCP for McClellan Airfield. The Plan Area General Aviation and Military Airports 
figure below shows the locations of all public and military airports in the region. 

State Aeronautics Act 

The creation of airport land use commissions and the preparation of airport land use 
compatibility plans are requirements of the California State Aeronautics Act (Public Utilities Code 
Section 21670 et seq.).  Provisions for creation of ALUCs were first established under state law in 
1967.  With limited exceptions, an ALUC is required in every county in the state.  Furthermore, a 
compatibility plan is required for each public-use and military airport even in instances where an 
ALUC is not established. 

Although the Aeronautics Act has been amended numerous times since the original 
enactment, the fundamental purpose of ALUCs to promote land use compatibility around airports 
has remained unchanged.  As expressed in the present statutes, this purpose is: 

...to protect public health, safety, and welfare by ensuring the orderly expansion of airports 
and the adoption of land use measures that minimize the public’s exposure to excessive 
noise and safety hazards within areas around public airports to the extent that these areas are 
not already devoted to incompatible uses.  (California Public Utilities Code Section 21670, 
(a)(2)) 
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S A C R A M E N T O  E X E C U T I V E  A I R P O R T  ( S A C )

Sacramento Executive serves a variety of uses including local police helicopter operations, 
business jet operations, and flight training, maintenance, and aircraft services. The airport used to be 
the primary commercial airport for Sacramento until the Sacramento International Airport opened 
in 1967.  It now serves as one of the primary business and training airports for the Sacramento 
region. The airport also supports an extensive general aviation element. The airport has crossing 
runways with the maximum length of 5,500’.   

M A T H E R  A I R P O R T  ( M H R )

Mather Airport is at the site of the former Mather Air Force Base, which was closed in 1993. It 
now hosts cargo carriers, including UPS and DHL, Sacramento County Sherriff’s helicopters, 
California National Guard fixed-wing aircraft and helicopters, and general aviation. The airport 
features two parallel runways at 11,300’ and 6,000’ with instrument landing systems and controlled 
approaches and departures. Mather is designated as the primary cargo airport in the SACOG 
Region. It has two large aircraft parking aprons to accommodate future growth. It also houses the 
Northern California Air Traffic Control Operations Center, which controls a large region of airspace 
in Northern California, Oregon and Nevada.  

B E A L E  A I R  F O R C E  B A S E  ( B A B )

Beale Air Force Base is located in Yuba County just east of Marysville. It a large base in land 
area and is home to the 9th Reconnaissance Wing that operates four types of aircraft from the base. 
They are the U-2, RQ-4, T-38 and recently the MC-12. The decision to house up to 37 MC-12 
aircraft at Beale will increase aircraft operations and provide additional civilian positions at the base. 
The base has one 12,000’ runway with two parking aprons. It is not open to regular civilian uses 
without prior permission.  

H E L I P O R T S

There are five recognized permitted heliports in the SACOG Region. All are at major medical 
centers:  

 UC Davis Medical Center Sacramento
 South Sacramento Kaiser Medical Center
 Mercy San Juan Hospital in Carmichael
 Sutter Roseville Hospital
 Rideout Hospital in Marysville

Airports and the MTP/SCS 

Regions that contain a primary air carrier airport (defined by the Federal Aviation Administration as 
an airport having at least 10,000 annual scheduled passenger boardings) are required to include an 
airport ground access improvement program within the RTP. The program needs to address airport 
access improvement projects, including major arterial and highway widening and extension projects, 
with special consideration given to mass transit. 
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The 2016 MTP/SCS plans for road and transit access to all of the region’s airports. The Sacramento 
International Airport (SMF) located in Sacramento County is the only primary air carrier airport in 
the region. The plan includes a number of projects that improve access to SMF including local road, 
highway, and transit improvements. SACOG coordinates with local agency staff at Sacramento 
County, transit operators serving the airport, and other stakeholders when creating the project list 
for the plan. Table C1.2 describes the specific projects included in the MTP/SCS that address 
ground access improvements to SMF.  

Table C1.2 
Ground Access Improvements to Sacramento International Airport 

I-5 Airport Boulevard Aux Lane Near Sacramento, at I-5 / Airport Boulevard northbound 
offramp - Lengthen deceleration lane 

I-5 Bus/Carpool Lanes Bus/Carpool Lanes: I-80 to Sacramento International Airport in 
both directions 

Elverta Rd. Widen: 4 lanes from Rio Linda Blvd. to connection to north side 
of the Sacramento International Airport. Includes: bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities. 

Metro Air Parkway Interchange at I-5 In Sacramento County, I-5 @ Metro Air Parkway near 
Sacramento International Airport:  Construct the first phase of 
a five-lane partial clover Type L-9 interchange for Metro Air 
Parkway at Interstate 5 (I-5).  Construct a three lane 
overcrossing facility with a median, bike lanes and a sidewalk 
on the west side.  Metro Air Parkway will connect on the north 
of the interchange and terminate south of I-5 with a cul-de-
sac.  South Bayou Rd will realigned to provide the r/w for 
partial completion of two-quadrant partial cloverleaf 
interchange.  Project also includes a one-lane northbound I-5 
exit ramp and diagonal entrance ramp, one-lane southbound I-
5 exit ramp, a two-lane southbound I-5 loop entrance ramp 
with auxiliary lane, street lighting, striping, signs, relocation of 
an existing drainage ditch on the south side of the freeway, 
construction of drainage improvements with the interchange, 
and relocation of utilities. 

Green Line: MOS2 & MOS3 Extend rail from Richards Blvd. to Sacramento International 
Airport 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

RESOLUTION NO.  04-2016 
 

ADOPTING THE 2016 METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION PLAN/ 
SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES STRATEGY 

 
 WHEREAS, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), is the designated 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Sacramento metropolitan planning area as 
defined by Section 134(c) of the Federal Highway Act, as well as for the Yuba City-Marysville 
urbanized area;  
 
 WHEREAS, SACOG and the Secretary of Business, Transportation and Housing have 
executed memoranda of understanding (MOUs) with both the Placer County Transportation 
Planning Agency (PCTPA) and the El Dorado County Transportation Commission (EDCTC) 
which establish a framework of representation for how SACOG will carry out its federal MPO 
responsibilities in both El Dorado and Placer counties in cooperation and coordination with the 
agencies and jurisdictions in those areas within the ozone nonattainment area;  
 
 WHEREAS, federal planning regulations require SACOG as a Metropolitan Planning 
Organization to prepare and update a long range Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) every 
four years;  
 
 WHEREAS, state planning regulations require SACOG as a Metropolitan Planning 
Organization to prepare and update a long range MTP and Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS) every four years;  
 

WHEREAS, from August 2013 through August 2015, through the conduct of a 
continuing, comprehensive, and coordinated transportation planning process in conformance 
with all applicable federal and state requirements including SACOG’s adopted Public 
Participation Plan, SACOG developed its 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) with a 2036 horizon year; 

 
WHEREAS, the MTP/SCS is a long-range comprehensive plan for the region’s multi-

modal system; 
 

WHEREAS, this is the second MTP in the SACOG region to include a Sustainable 
Communities Strategy pursuant to SB 375 (Statutes of 2008), and focuses on the refinement and 
implementation of the first MTP/SCS adopted in 2012;  
 

WHEREAS, the MTP/SCS facilitates the implementation of the Sacramento Region 
Blueprint and Rural-Urban Connection Strategy (RUCS);  
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WHEREAS, the MTP/SCS addresses six primary principles, including: Smart Land Use, 

Environmental Quality and Sustainability, Financial Stewardship, Economic Vitality, Access and 
Mobility, and Equity and Choice;   

 
WHEREAS, the MTP/SCS contains an integrated set of public policies, strategies and 

investments to maintain, manage and improve the transportation system in the SACOG region 
through the year 2036 and calls for development of an integrated multimodal transportation 
system that facilitates the efficient, economic movement of people and goods; 

 
WHEREAS, the MTP/SCS is based on a regional growth forecast that contains adjusted 

rates for population, housing, and economic growth, reflective of the recent economic recession; 
 
WHEREAS, the regional growth forecast of the MTP/SCS was developed for planning 

purposes by working with local jurisdictions, and projects growth based on existing land use 
plans and policies, demographic and economic trends, and other regulatory factors;  

 
WHEREAS, the MTP/SCS best achieves federal and state requirements and the 

objectives of SACOG in aligning land use, environmental sustainability, the transportation 
system, greenhouse gas emission reductions, and transportation system revenues/expenditures;   

 
WHEREAS, SACOG has conducted an air quality analysis of the MTP/SCS utilizing 

latest planning assumptions, emissions model, and consultation provisions, including a 
quantitative regional emissions analysis that meets emissions budget requirements as described 
in  transportation conformity regulation; 

 
WHEREAS, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) set the per capita greenhouse 

gas emissions reduction targets for automobiles and light trucks for the SACOG region at 7 
percent by 2020 and 16 percent by 2035 from a 2005 base year; 
 

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors, by Resolution No. 07-2016 has certified the 
Environmental Impact Report on the MTP/SCS (SCH # 2014062060) and has adopted findings 
of fact, a statement of overriding considerations, and a mitigation monitoring and reporting 
program pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Sections 
21000 et seq.).  
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Directors of the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments hereby adopts the MTP/SCS; 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the SACOG Board of Directors finds that the 

MTP/SCS achieves the regional greenhouse gas reduction targets established by the CARB and 
meets the requirements of SB 375;  
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board of Directors directs staff to immediately 

(within five working days) commence to:  a) file of a Notice of Determination documenting 
these decisions (CEQA Guidelines Section 15094); b) retain a copy of the certified Final EIR as 
a public record; and c) provide a copy of the certified Final EIR to the planning agencies of all 
member jurisdictions (CEQA Guidelines Section 15095). 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED, this 18th day of February 2016, by the following vote of the 
SACOG Board of Directors: 
 
AYES:   
 
NOES: 
 
ABSTAIN: 
 
ABSENT:  
 

 
 
 
_________________________________ ________________________________ 
Susan Rohan Mike McKeever 
Chair Chief Executive Officer 
 
 
Attached: 
 
Final MTP/SCS 
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