
 

                    I tem #15-5-3 
Transportation Committee   Act ion 
 
April 30, 2015 
 
SACOG Title VI Program Report and Limited English Proficiency Plan 
 
Issue: The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) requires that Metropolitan Planning Organizations that are 
direct recipients of FTA funds submit a program report every three years on compliance with Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964.  
 
Recommendation: That the Transportation Committee recommend that the Board approve by resolution 
the SACOG Title VI Program Report and Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Plan to meet requirements of 
Title VI and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 
 
Discussion: Title VI and its implementing regulations require that FTA funding recipients take responsible 
steps to ensure equal access to programs and services, regardless of participant race, color or national origin. Staff 
has developed the attached draft 2015 Title VI Program Report in compliance with the most recent Title VI 
Guidance from the FTA (FTA Circular 4702.1B released in October 2012) and confirmed that SACOG has 
undertaken required steps to ensure equal access to all programs and services.  This summer, staff will also be 
conducting its equity analysis for the draft 2016 MTP/SCS update to meet federal Title VI and environmental 
justice analysis requirements for communities of concern.   
 
As part of SACOG’s required update to FTA, SACOG must also have a Plan for Special Language Services 
to Limited English Proficient (LEP) Populations. Staff has updated SACOG’s previous LEP Plan, adopted 
in 2012, using 2009-2013 data from the American Community Survey, and showing the steps SACOG 
takes to ensure that all persons, including those with limited English proficiency, have meaningful 
access at no cost to SACOG’s programs and services, including the availability of language assistance. 
 
Staff requests Board approval of SACOG’s 2015 Title VI Program Report and LEP Plan and 
resolution (Attachment A) so that staff may submit the report to FTA.    
 
Approved by: 
 
 
Mike McKeever 
Chief Executive Officer  
 
MM:SS:ds 
Attachments 
 
Key Staff: Matt Carpenter, Director of Transportation Services, (916) 340-6276  

  Sharon Sprowls, Senior Program Specialist, (916) 340-6235 
  Barbara VaughanBechtold, Associate Planner, (916) 340-6226



 
 

 
 

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 

RESOLUTION NO. ?? – 2015 

APPROVING SACOG 2015 TITLE VI PROGRAM REPORT AND 
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY PLAN 

 
WHEREAS,  the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) requires MPOs to report every 

three years on their compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act; and 
 

WHEREAS, Title VI and its implementing regulations require that FTA funding 
recipients take responsible steps to ensure equal access to all programs and services regardless of 
participant race, color or national origin, and provide meaningful access to the benefits, services, 
information, and other important portions of their programs and activities for individuals who are 
Limited English Proficient (LEP); and 

 
WHEREAS, as a recipient of FTA funds, SACOG is subject to these requirements and 

must submit a Title VI Program Report and Plan for Special Language Services to Limited English 
Proficient Populations to FTA; and 

 
WHEREAS, SACOG has developed a 2015 Title VI Program Report and Limited 

English Proficiency (LEP) Plan meeting the requirements of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation Federal Transit Administration Circular 4702.1B; 

 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board hereby approves the 2015 

SACOG Title VI Program Report and LEP Plan for submission to FTA. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS 21st day of May 2015, by the following vote of the 
SACOG Board of Directors: 

 

 
 
 
 
 

  

Don Saylor Mike McKeever 
Chair Chief Executive Officer 

AYES:  

NOES:   

ABSTAIN:   

ABSENT:   
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Introduction 
 
This report provides information and analysis on compliance by the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments (SACOG) with Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act regarding nondiscriminatory 
delivery of services and benefits under federally-funded programs or activities. This was 
prepared by SACOG consistent with Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Circular 4702.1B, 
dated October 1, 2012 (the Circular). 
 
Section A provides a description of SACOG and the Sacramento region. Section B complies 
with FTA’s general reporting requirements, and Sections C and D address program-specific 
requirements. The appendices provide additional information. 
 
 
Section A. SACOG Description 
 
The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is an association of local governments 
in the six-county Sacramento Region. Its members include the counties of El Dorado, Placer, 
Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba and 22 cities within those counties. SACOG’s boundaries do 
not include the eastern (Tahoe) portion of El Dorado or Placer counties.  

SACOG provides transportation planning and funding for the region, and serves as a forum for 
the study and resolution of regional issues. In addition to preparing the region’s long-range 
transportation plan, SACOG assists in funding and planning for transit, bicycle networks, clean 
air and airport land uses. SACOG also develops and approves a state-required Regional Housing 
Needs Allocation (RHNA) for the six-county region that establishes the total number of 
affordable housing units that each city and county must plan for within an eight-year planning 
period. 

SACOG's Board of Directors is comprised of county supervisors and city councilmembers, 
appointed by the 28 member jurisdictions. The Director of Caltrans District 3 serves as an ex-
officio member. The SACOG Board meets once a month (excluding July) at SACOG’s office in 
downtown Sacramento. There are also three standing committees of the Board – Transportation, 
Land Use and Air Quality, and Government Relations and Public Affairs – that generally meet 
monthly. Board members serve multi-year terms and may be reappointed. The chair and vice-
chair, elected by voting members of SACOG, serve one-year terms.  

SACOG functions as both the state-designated regional transportation planning agency (RTPA) 
for the four-county region which includes Sutter, Yuba, Yolo and Sacramento counties, and the 
six-county region’s metropolitan planning organization (MPO) for federal purposes. As such, it 
is responsible for regularly updating the Regional Transportation Plan – called the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan (MTP) in the SACOG region – and now for developing an accompanying 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) required by California State Senate Bill375 (SB 375).  
 
SACOG’s first combined Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy   
(MTP/SCS) was adopted in April 2012 for a plan period through 2035. The MTP/SCS seeks to 
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help support implementation of the region’s Blueprint growth vision. It focuses on a more 
compact growth pattern, improving the safety and maintenance of roadways, investing in new 
options for people to walk, bike or use transit, preserving agricultural land and productivity, and 
connecting transportation planning with land use planning to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
and ensure public dollars are used efficiently.  
 
An update of the 2012 MTP/SCS is underway, with a planned adoption date of February 2016. 
The 2016 MTP/SCS update extends the plan period until 2036.  SACOG does not project 
significantly different growth in the region. The update makes some shifts in the location of 
expected housing and employment growth and in the transportation project list. A major 
emphasis in the update has been on opportunities to shift dollars to asset management, 
maintenance and rehabilitation to keep the existing transit and roadway system in a state of good 
repair. A key effort by staff has been to conduct a phasing analysis. This analysis utilized 
project-level performance assessment methods to identify optimal timing of system expansion 
projects. Delaying or later phasing of some proposed projects or project segments in the plan will 
provide opportunities for additional funds for the “fix-it first” emphasis in the plan.  
 
The Preferred Scenario for the MTP/SCS, endorsed by the SACOG Board on April 16, 2015, 
anticipates $35 billion in funding dedicated to the following categories:  
 
Maintenance and Rehabilitation   $12.6 billion  36%  
Transit Operations and Maintenance  $7.1 billion 20%  
Transit Capital     $3.5 billion 10% 
Road and Highway Capacity   $5.8 billion  17%  
Bicycle/Pedestrian Improvements  $2.8 billion  8%  
System Management, Operations and ITS $1.5 billion 4% 
Programs and Planning   $1.7 billion 5% 
 
State and federal laws have given SACOG and other RTPAs/MPOs an increasingly important 
role in regional planning and transportation funding. The Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act (ISTEA) and subsequent federal transportation reauthorization measures 
empowered MPOs like SACOG to determine the mix of transportation projects best suited to 
meet their regions’ needs. State legislation passed in 1997 gave SACOG and other regional 
transportation planning agencies increased decision-making authority over the selection of state 
highway projects and the allocation of transit expansion funds for the State Transportation 
Improvement Program (STIP). SACOG also administers state funds, including those provided by 
the Transportation Development Act (TDA). SB 375, passed in 2008, requires SACOG and other 
MPOs to more closely link their transportation planning with regional land use, housing, and 
climate change planning.  
 
As the MPO, SACOG has a varying level of administrative oversight and programming 
responsibilities for FTA funds that flow to the Sacramento region. SACOG’s role includes:  
 
 Biennial programming of FTA 5307 and 5339 grant funds. 
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 .Letters of concurrence for FTA 5307 and 5339 grant funds, confirming the inclusion of 
the proposed project in SACOG’s MTIP/FTIP with the stated description and funding 
amounts.  

 
 Designated recipient for 5316 (JARC) and 5317 (New Freedom) funds in the Sacramento 

Urbanized Area (FFY 2006-2012). SACOG was the recipient for these funds and 
processed the grants though the FTA TEAM grant management tool. SACOG continues 
to work with subrecipients to manage existing JARC and New Freedom grants. 

 
 Program Sacramento Urbanized Area FTA 5310 grants, using the Caltrans project review 

criteria to award funds.  Caltrans continues to administer these grants with FTA. 
 
 Input on FTA 5310 and 5311 grants provided to Caltrans. SACOG staff scores 5310 

small urban/rural applications from the SACOG four-county RTPA area and provides 
recommendations to Caltrans on these projects, and produces a program of projects 
allowing qualifying transit agencies to apply for 5311 funds. 

 
 Direct control over the region's Surface Transportation Project (STP) and Congestion 

Management and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds in program rounds every two years. 
 

 Receipt of Federal Highway Administration Section 5303 funds that are passed through 
to SACOG by Caltrans as part of the planning funds used for MPOs. This is based on 
federal requirements for MPOs found in CFR 49 that include the requirement for 
Certification review of SACOG conducted every four years by FTA and FHWA.  
 

Table 1 summarizes SACOG’s role concerning these funding sources. The funding amounts 
shown are for Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2011 to FFY 20141.  
 
 

                                                            
1 The federal fiscal year (FFY) is October through September; SACOG’s fiscal year (FY) is July to June.  
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Table 1: SACOG Oversight and Monitoring  
 

Federal Transit Funds 
for which:  
SACOG is the Designated 
Recipient 

Designated 
Recipient(s) Subrecipients 

FFY2011 FFY2012 FFY2013 FFY2014 

 FTA 5307 – Small Urbanized 
Area Formula Program  
Yuba City-Marysville and Davis SACOG 

3 Transit 
Operators 3,832,317 3,852,421  N/A N/A 

CMAQ Public Transit Related 
Work SACOG 11 Agencies 1,311,032 6,803,647 12,633,750 12,633,750 

 FTA 5316 - Job Access and 
Reverse Commute Program SACOG 

Transit 
Agencies & 
Non-Profit 

Transportation 
Service 

Providers 
941,351  

(deleted by PEPRA) 950,343 N/A N/A 

FTA 5317 - New Freedom SACOG 

Transit 
Agencies & 
Non-Profit 

Transportation 
Service 

Providers 519,609 525,649 N/A N/A 

Federal Subtotal     5.662,958 12,132,060 12,633,750 12,633,750 
    
Transit Operator is the 
Designated Recipient      

FFY2011 FFY2012 FFY2013 FFY2014 

 FTA 5309 (a) - Rail and Fixed 
Guideway Modernization SRTD None 5,582,436 6,003,331 N/A N/A 
 FTA 5309 (b) - New Rail Starts SRTD None  N/A 38,000,000 N/A N/A 
FTA 5309 – Fixed Guideway 
Capital Investment SRTD None N/A N/A 43,153,697 2,506,303 

 FTA 5307 - Urbanized Area 
Formula Program SRTD 

Several 
Transit 

Operators 22,484,803 22,535,852 23,382,828 24,652,101 

FTA 5339 – Bus and Bus 
Facilities SRTD 

Several 
Transit 

Operators N/A N/A 1,952,391 2,088,109 
                     Federal Subtotal     28,067,239 66,539,183 68,488,916 29,246,513 
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State is Designated Recipient             
 FTA 5307 – Small Urbanized 
Area Formula Program  
Yuba City-Marysville, Woodland 
and Davis Caltrans 

3 Transit 
Operators N/A N/A 6,748,279 6.935,041 

 FTA 5311 (b) - Rural Transit 
Assistance Program 

Transit 
Operators 

None - 
Completed 
through the 

State 598,636 597,469 879,328 900,399 

FTA 5310 Elderly and Disabled 
Specialized Transit Program 

Transit 
Operators, 

Non-Profit and 
Human Service 
Transportation 

Providers 

None-
Completed 
through the 

State 1,007,439 1,007,438 N/A N/A 

 FTA 5310 - Enhanced Mobility 
of Seniors and Individuals with 
Diabilities (RTPA area small 
urban/rural)  

Transit 
Operators, 

Non-Profit and 
Human Service 
Transportation 

Providers 

None - 
Completed 
through the 

State N/A N/A 389,250 389,250 

FTA 5310 - Enhanced Mobility 
of Seniors and Individuals with 
Diabilities (Sacramento UZA) 

Transit 
Operators, 

Non-Profit and 
Human Service 
Transportation 

Providers 

None - 
Completed 
through the 

State N/A N/A 1,222,800 1,222,799 

Federal Subtotal     1,606,075 1,604,907 9,239,657 9,447,489 
    Total 35,336,272 80,276,150 90,362,323 51,327,752 
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Section B. General Reporting Requirements 
 
FTA Circular 4702.1B provides instructions for the completion of this Title VI Program Update 
as they apply to SACOG in its role as a MPO. The reporting period covered in this document is 
Fiscal Years (FY) 2011-2012 to 2013-14.  
 
The following requirements are imposed on all FTA recipients and subrecipients to ensure that 
their programs, policies and activities comply with the Department of Transportation (DOT) 
Title VI regulations. 
 
1. Requirement to Provide an Annual Title VI Certification and Assurance 
 
The annual Title VI Certification and Assurances were provided to the FTA via an update in the 
FTA’s web-based Grants Management System (TEAM). The SACOG certifications and 
assurances, signed by SACOG’s Chief Executive Officer and Chief Operating Officer/General 
Counsel, were last updated on January 26, 2015.  
 
SACOG staff has also reviewed the latest Title VI triennial reports of transit operators who are 
required to submit them, maintains a list (Table 2) of when the next updates are due, and has 
asked transit operators to insure SACOG is provided a copy of any draft Title VI updates prior to 
finalization.  
 
Table 2. Title VI Document Tracking 
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2. Requirement to Develop Title VI Complaint Procedures 
 
SACOG has developed a Title VI complaint procedure, consistent with the FTA Circular, for 
addressing Title VI complaints filed with the agency. The complaint procedure is posted on 
SACOG’s website at http://www.sacog.org/involved/titlevi.cfm, which provides information in 
English, Spanish and Chinese. SACOG’s procedure is also attached in Appendix B.  
 
3. Requirement to Record Title VI Investigations, Complaints, and Lawsuits 
 
There have been no investigations, complaints or lawsuits against SACOG during the reporting 
period.  
 
4. Requirement to Provide Meaningful Access to LEP Persons 
 
Presidential Executive Order 13166 requires federal agencies to implement measures to ensure 
that people who speak limited English have meaningful access to federally conducted and 
federally funded programs and activities, consistent with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964. Both the U.S. DOT and FTA have implemented guidance or directives in furtherance of 
Executive Order 13166. In compliance with these directives, SACOG is committed to taking 
reasonable steps to ensure that all persons have meaningful access to its programs, services, and 
information, at no additional cost to individuals making the requests.  
 
SACOG has adopted a Plan for Special Language Services to Limited English Proficient (LEP) 
Populations. It documents the various measures SACOG uses to assist persons with limited 
proficiency in English. To develop the LEP Plan, SACOG utilized the U.S. Department of 
Transportation’s four-factor LEP analysis, which considers the following: 
 
1. The number and proportion of LEP persons served or encountered in the eligible service 
population; 
2. The frequency with which LEP persons come in contact with SACOG programs, activities or 
services; 
3. The importance to LEP Persons of SACOG’s programs, activities and services; and 
4. The resources available to SACOG and overall cost to provide LEP assistance. 
 
Based on the “Determination of Need” outlined in the Plan, SACOG identified Spanish as the 
most prevalent non-English language in the region, and the one into which SACOG will translate 
key materials, including transportation information, Title VI information, and certain publicity 
and outreach materials.  
 
SACOG will also continue to offer translation assistance as described in the LEP Plan for Unmet 
Transit Needs hearings, MTP/SCS input opportunities, and other major decision-making 
processes, and will tailor public participation activities to reflect the unique LEP population(s) in 
each county in the SACOG region. For the MTP/SCS, partnerships will continue to be sought 
with community groups who can assist SACOG in strengthening opportunities to meet language 
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needs and gain the input of local LEP residents. SACOG’s full LEP Plan is attached as Appendix 
A.  
 
5. Requirement to Notify Beneficiaries of Protection under Title VI 
 
The requirement to notify beneficiaries of protection under Title VI includes:  
 

a. A statement that SACOG is committed to ensuring that no person is excluded from 
participation in, denied the benefits of, or discriminated against under its projects, 
programs or activities on the basis of race, color, creed, national origin, sex or age, as 
provided in Title VI of the Civil Rights Act and 49 United States Code Section 5332;  

b. A description of the procedures that members of the public should follow in order to 
request additional information on SACOG’s nondiscrimination obligations; and  

c. A description of the procedures that members of the public should follow in order to file 
a discrimination complaint. 

 
The SACOG Board has adopted the following non-discrimination policy:  
 

It is SACOG’s policy to comply with state and federal laws and 
regulations including Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Americans 
with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) and other federal discrimination laws 
and regulations, as well as the Unruh Civil Rights Act of 1959, the 
California Fair Employment and Housing Act, and other California State 
discrimination laws and regulations. SACOG does not discriminate on the 
basis of race, color, sex, creed, religion, national origin, age, marital 
status, ancestry, medical condition, disability, sexual orientation or gender 
identity in conducting its business. SACOG prohibits discrimination by its 
employees, contractors and consultants.  

 
This policy is made known through the SACOG website, SACOG office posting, SACOG’s 
personnel rules, Requests for Proposals, contracts, employment notices, and Public Participation 
Plan.  
 
As required by Chapter III of the FTA Circular, SACOG has a Title VI complaint procedure that 
describes the process for addressing Title VI complaints and is consistent with FTA guidelines 
found in the Circular. The complaint procedure and complaint forms are posted on SACOG’s 
website in English, Spanish and Chinese: http://www.sacog.org/involved/titlevi.cfm and included 
in Appendix B. Persons who believe they have been subjected to discrimination or have been 
denied access to services or accommodations required by law, have the right to use this 
complaint procedure. 
 
The responsibility for the implementation of the discrimination complaint procedures is assigned 
to SACOG’s Title VI Coordinator. The complaint procedure has five steps: 1) written complaint 
within 60 days of the date of the alleged discrimination; 2) review and written response by 
SACOG; 3) request for reconsideration and SACOG response; 4) request for appeal and SACOG 
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response; and 5) complaint submission to FTA. The address for mailing Title VI complaints to 
FTA is included on SACOG’s website. Chapter IX of the FTA Circular 4702.1B, which outlines 
the complaint process to the Federal Transit Administration, may be obtained by requesting a 
copy from SACOG’s Title VI Coordinator at 916-321-9000.  
 
SACOG also incorporates notice of the availability of language assistance into its existing 
outreach materials for public workshops on key planning efforts that alert interested individuals 
on how to request translation services. See Appendix C, Sample Beneficiary Notifications, for a 
sampling of SACOG’s written notices and website information. 
 
6. Requirement to Provide Additional Information upon Request 
 
SACOG will comply with any requests made by FTA to investigate complaints of discrimination 
or to resolve concerns about possible noncompliance with Title VI. 
 
7. Requirement to Prepare and Submit a Title VI Program 
 
The following required information is discussed above:  
 
 Information regarding SACOG’s multi-lingual program, 
 Title VI complaint procedures, 
 Title VI investigations/complaints/lawsuits, and 
 Instructions to the public regarding how to file a complaint 

 
Chapter III of the Circular also requires submission of the following:  
 
 A summary of public outreach and involvement activities undertaken since the last 

submission and a description of steps taken to ensure that minority and low-income 
people had meaningful access to these activities. 

 
During the reporting period, SACOG has continued to expand its outreach and involvement 
efforts. These are summarized below:  
 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
SACOG has been committed for many years to strengthening its community engagement to seek 
out and consider the viewpoints of community stakeholders, including minority, low-income, 
and LEP populations, especially in the course of developing the MTP/SCS, SACOG’s core 
activity. The agency’s public participation strategy (Appendix D) offers early and ongoing 
opportunities for the public to be involved in the identification of transportation needs, priorities, 
performance measures, and preferences among potential mixes of transportation projects and 
funding allocations through a variety of mechanisms.  
 
In Summer 2015, staff will be preparing a draft of the 2016 MTP/SCS update. Chapter 2 will 
detail the measures taken by SACOG to broadly involve the public in developing the plan 
update. SACOG began formal outreach for the MTP/SCS update in 2013. SACOG has used 
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numerous strategies to obtain input on the 2016 plan update, including development of a cross-
sectoral Sounding Board, regional phone polling, eight public open houses/workshops, on-line 
surveys, and a transparent Board process open to the public.  
 

For the 2012 MTP/SCS, SACOG, with support from a HUD Regional Sustainable Communities 
Planning grant, convened a broad-based Equity, Housing, and Health Working Group. Building 
on this effort, SACOG recruited a diversity of stakeholders for a Sounding Board to help guide 
the MTP/SCS process, representing: 
 
 affordable housing  
 equity, public health and human services 
 community-based organizations 
 agriculture  
 land development  
 economic and community development 
 seniors and aging populations 
 environmental advocates 
 transportation advocates  

 
The Sounding Board has met at least quarterly since the fall of 2013 to help provide input and 
guidance to the MTP/SCS update process. Significant outcomes from these sounding board 
meetings include stakeholder input on priority performance metrics for developing the 
MTP/SCS, feedback on the land use forecast methodology, scenario development, areas for 
environmental justice analysis, economic and phasing analysis, draft preferred scenario, and 
content and approach for public workshops. 
 
As required by SB 375, in the fall of 2014 SACOG also conducted eight public workshops 
throughout the region to educate the public and seek feedback on their priorities for 
transportation and the MTP/SCS. With the implementation focus of this update, the SACOG 
Board directed staff to develop workshop content and an active participation format that would 
engage informed stakeholders and also expand outreach to new stakeholders. With that direction, 
staff developed open-house format workshops and made efforts to conduct most workshops at 
popular existing community gatherings, such as food truck events, farmer’s markets, art fairs, 
etc.  Appendix E includes fliers in English and Spanish showing these locations.  
 
Additionally, staff developed online modules of the workshop materials and survey, in Spanish 
and English, to increase opportunities for residents not able to attend a workshop in person to 
participate. 
 
This approach resulted in a more cost-effective process and a greater number and diversity of 
people participating in 2014 than in the more standard public workshops held in 2010 for 
development of the 2012 MTP/SCS. A summary of the workshop participation and 
demographics is shown below, and compared with regional demographics.  
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County of Workshop 
2014 Walk Ins 

(participated but did not 
complete survey) 

2014  
Surveys Completed 

 2010  
Surveys Completed 

El Dorado County 35 22 65 
Placer County 22 19 37 
Sacramento County (central) 214 163 203 
Sacramento County (north) 120 100 60 
Sacramento County (south) 36 25 43 
Sutter County 34 26 40 
Yolo County 100 87 98 
Yuba County 32 24 37 
Online Survey  347 187 Not applicable 

TOTAL 940 653 583 
 

       

Gender  2014 Workshop 
Survey Responses 

2014 Online Survey 
Responses 

 2013 Regional 
Census ACS  

Female 46% 44% 51% 
Male 51% 55% 49% 
Other 0.2% 0% Not available 
Decline to State 2% 2% Not applicable 
Note: Excludes 62 respondents who chose not to answer this question 

 

Age Distribution  2014 Workshop 
Survey Responses 

2014 Online Survey 
Responses 

 2013 Regional 
Census ACS  

14-24 17% 1% 14% (15-24 yrs) 
25-34 18% 15% 14% 
35-54 38% 43% 26% 
55-64 16% 27% 12% 
65+ 10% 14% 13% 
Note: Excludes 103 respondents who chose not to answer this question 

Race/Ethnicity 
Distribution 

 2014 Workshop 
Survey Responses 

2014 Online Survey 
Responses 

 2013 Regional 
Census ACS  

African American 7% 1% 7% 
Asian 7% 5% 13% 
Hispanic/Latino 10% 1% 21% 
Caucasian 65% 88% 54% 
Multiple 6% 4% Not available 

Other 5% 2% Not available 
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Note: Excludes 99 respondents who chose not to answer this question 

Household Income 
Distribution 

 2014 Workshop 
Survey Responses 

2014 Online Survey 
Responses 

 2013 Regional 
Census ACS  

Less than $15,000 14% 1% 12% 
$15,000 – $24,999 9% 1% 10% 
$25,000 – $34,999 8% 1% 10% 
$35,000 – $49,999 7% 6% 13% 
$50,000 – $74,999 17% 18% 18% 
$75,000 – $99,999 15% 17% 12% 
$100,000 – $149,999 16% 33% 14% 
$150,000 – $199,999 7% 14% 6% 
More than $200,000 6% 9% 5% 
Note: Excludes 108 respondents who chose not to answer this question 

 
As part of SACOG’s public engagement strategies for the MTP/SCS update, SACOG also 
contracted with CJI Research Inc. for a scientifically valid public attitude survey. The phone 
survey included 1,600 respondents, with 200 interviews each conducted in El Dorado, Placer, 
Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties; and 600 interviews within Sacramento County, where 
distribution was roughly proportionate to population distribution among the City of Sacramento, 
unincorporated Sacramento County, and the sum of the other incorporated cities within the 
county. The survey included questions designed to gather public attitudes concerning current 
transportation conditions and priorities for improvements.  
 
Staff anticipates releasing the draft MTP/SCS update for public review in September 2015. As 
with the 2012 MTP/SCS, staff will respond in detail to all public comments.   
 
SACOG’s PPP (Appendix D) also outlines strategies used for public involvement in the 
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP), which shows the schedule, scope 
and funding of intended transportation improvements that reflect transportation decisions in the 
MTP/SCS. SACOG seeks to keep every programming round open and transparent to provide 
public access to the process, including through notices, policy and technical information, 
committee meetings, the SACOG website, opportunities to comment, and individual responses to 
comments. SACOG works to provide ongoing communications and engagement in various 
processes to the four federally-recognized Native American Indian tribal governments in the 
region.  
 
Unmet Transit Needs 
As noted in the LEP Plan (Appendix A), SACOG publicizes annual Unmet Transit Needs 
hearings for Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties in both English and Spanish. SACOG 
sends press releases to and purchases advertisements publicizing the hearings in non-English 
language newspapers, when available. For the most recent Unmet Transit Needs hearing held in 
Galt in October 2014, the availability of Spanish translation was specifically publicized; 
translation and sign-language services are always offered on request. These services have been 
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utilized by some participants, including sign language interpretation contracted through NorCal 
Services for Deaf and Hard of Hearing, Inc. All locations are accessible to persons with 
disabilities, and publicity materials include information on transit routes to reach each hearing 
location. SACOG also seeks to facilitate transportation for those without transit access who 
cannot otherwise attend. Samples of SACOG publicity materials are included in Appendix F.  
 
Transportation Information 
As described in more detail in the LEP Plan (Appendix A), SACOG provides key transportation 
information in languages other than English on its 511 website, www.sacregion511.org) through 
Google Translator, as well as by the 511 phone line in Spanish. SACOG also makes its website 
accessible to those who are blind or visually impaired. SACOG as a practice selects public 
hearing and community workshop locations that are accessible to those who are dependent upon 
transit and/or have disabilities.   
 
MTP/SCS Implementation Activities and Studies 
SACOG is also engaged in a variety of activities to help implement the high-performing 2012 
MTP/SCS and continue to enhance our understanding and capacity for addressing transportation 
and equity issues. The following is a summary of the many projects SACOG is engaged in as 
part of these efforts: 
 
Enhanced Transportation Access/Connectivity 
Connectivity Study of Transportation Services to Improve Health Care Access: Funded 
through a Caltrans discretionary planning grant, this regional study implements a 
recommendation of SACOG’s 2011 Lifeline Transit Study to identify and analyze needs and 
alternatives to improve transportation access to health and mental health care. As part of this 
project, SACOG staff will be working to help identify and address transportation access issues in 
conjunction with the next Community Health Needs Assessments, to be completed in early 2016, 
which identify communities with disproportionate negative health outcomes and needs.  
 
Rural Ride-Sharing Alternatives Planning Study:  Through a Caltrans grant, SACOG staff 
will spearhead a planning study of ridesharing alternatives to serve seniors, persons with 
disabilities and low-income families living in very rural portions of the region where public 
transit is extremely costly, limited or non-existent.  
 
Connect Card: SACOG is leading the implementation of the Connect Card, a single fare card 
medium that will facilitate transit use across nine transit systems in the region. An extensive 
retail network is being developed for obtaining and reloading Connect Cards, and an extensive 
marketing and educational effort is planned for the roll-out of the card to reach existing and 
prospective transit users.  
 
Regional Bikeshare Pilot Project: SACOG staff is facilitating the development of a regional 
bikeshare program, to be piloted initially in three cities in the region, and anticipated to be 
expanded over time. The project includes an equity analysis to determine how best to provide 
bikeshare access to low-income residents. An additional grant received by SACOG from 
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Caltrans is for assessing how the Connect Card can be extended to use on the bikeshare system 
and for light rail station park-and-ride lots to facilitate “first mile/last mile” connections.   
 
Active Transportation  
Safe Routes to School Education and Encouragement Project:  SACOG received grant 
funding to work with community partners and schools to support and expand Safe Routes to 
School programs in the region. Most recently, SACOG co-hosted a walk audit and training in 
Del Paso Heights, one of the region’s disadvantaged areas, to help train schools and community 
residents in how to assess walking conditions and safety improvements for schoolchildren. 
SACOG will also be helping schools collect data necessary to support planning and 
infrastructure funding requests.   
 
Regional Bicycle, Pedestrian and Trails Master Plan: SACOG just finished an update of the 
regional Bicycle, Pedestrian and Trails Master Plan in Spring 2015, with help from member 
jurisdictions and the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee. Projects in the plan are 
eligible for the next regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Program funding round.  
 
Bicycling Data Collection Project:  With grant funding, SACOG is developing a pilot program 
to collect expanded data from bicycle riders about their routes and experiences to help inform 
bicycle infrastructure planning and guide future regional funding rounds for bicycle projects.  
 
Active Transportation Program:  The first round of this new regional funding program was 
implemented collaboratively between SACOG, El Dorado County Transportation Commission 
(EDCTC), and Placer County Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA), and an 11-member 
multidisciplinary Working Group, comprised of volunteers with expertise in bicycle and 
pedestrian transportation, engineering, public health, Safe Routes to School, transit, air quality, 
community groups, and land use planning. The first round awarded $9.8 million to 10 project 
applicants (of 45 total) in September 2014. Cycle 2 will be in 2015.  
 
Active Design/Transportation Technical Assistance:  Through funding from the 3rd round of 
California Strategic Growth Council(SGC) grants, technical assistance will be offered to cities, 
counties, developers, public health staff, advisory councils/neighborhood groups, and other 
stakeholders on advancing healthy communities through active design/transportation policies, 
plans and implementation. The assistance team includes SACOG staff, traffic engineering experts, 
Sacramento County sustainability and public health staff, WALKSacramento and Design 4 
Active Sacramento. As noted later, staff has also been working on the potential for a regional 
Complete Streets Funding program to help support infrastructure improvement priorities identified 
through this assistance.  
 
Community Infill and Revitalization  
Revitalization Technical Assistance:  Through funding from SGC’s 3rd grant round, SACOG is 
working with Portland State University’s Urban Sustainability Accelerator (USA) Program to 
provide technical assistance to cities and counties in the region on specific priority local projects that 
would revitalize or infill an area in a downtown/core area, major corridor, or older community or 
neighborhood.  
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Community Revitalization and Capacity-Building in Disadvantaged Communities: Also 
through the SGC 3rd round funding award, SACOG is working with the Center for Public Interest 
Design (CPID) at Portland State University, community-based organizations and local 
government staff to identify strategic opportunities for collaboration that will benefit 
underserved neighborhoods in Sacramento. The CPID will work with SACOG to bring together 
stakeholders within various communities to inform work and build partnerships for future 
projects including but not limited to improving access to fresh and affordable food, improving 
transit stop facilities, rehabilitating blighted properties, and improving street infrastructure, with 
specific efforts to engage residents and leverage public investment to maximize private 
investment.  
 
Rural Urban Connections Strategy & Access to Healthy Foods 
Transportation Strategies to Address Food Deserts:  Through SGC Round 2 grant funding, 
SACOG is work to identify transportation and other strategies to address food deserts previously 
identified in disadvantaged communities.  
 
Technical Advisory Committees and Community Partnerships 
SACOG staff are often invited to participate in advisory committees for efforts seeking to 
improve neighborhoods and transportation options. Recent examples include participating in 
advisory groups for: 
 
 Choice Neighborhood planning projects to revitalize three older public housing 

developments in Sacramento. 
 Projects to redesign North 12th Street and design a new light rail station by Twin Rivers, a 

Choice Neighborhood site.  
 A complete streets planning effort for the Broadway corridor, which borders another Choice 

Neighborhood area.  
 A development action plan for opportunity sites within a half-mile radius of the Stockton 

Boulevard and Fruitridge Road intersection in South Sacramento;  
 Grid 2.0, a study to facilitate vehicle travel, transit, biking and walking in downtown 

Sacramento. 
 A development plan to attract a mainstream grocer into the Del Paso Heights area and 

identifying pre-development activities to entice private investment. 
 Establishing a shuttered elementary school as a new community center in South Sacramento. 
 Efforts in South Sacramento to assess community and transportation needs and potential new 

shuttle or other options.  
 Supporting the local transit agency in exploring bus and light rail shelter improvements, and 

looking for opportunities to bring transit to the Franklin Blvd. area of South Sacramento. 
 Working with the Healthy Sacramento Coalition to target community outreach to encourage 

active transportation. 
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8. Requirement to Include Demographics of Transit Related Non-Elected Committees 
 
Recipients and subrecipients of federal funding that have transit-related, non-elected planning 
boards, advisory councils or committees, or similar bodies, the membership of which is selected 
by the recipient, must provide a table depicting the racial breakdown of the membership of those 
committees, and a description of efforts made to encourage the participation of minorities on 
such committees or councils. SACOG has two such groups. Table 3 on the following page 
provides a demographic breakdown.  
 
SACOG Transit Coordinating Committee (TCC). TCC is made up of executive staff of public 
transit and social service/ non-profit transportation providers in the region. Monthly meetings are 
publicly noticed and open to the public. The Committee provides a forum for the dissemination 
of federal, state and local transit information, discussion of transit plans and issues, coordination 
on transit studies, unmet transit needs hearings, procurements, funding opportunities, and other 
issues on a regional basis, and review of the MTP/SCS and MTIP. SACOG has a limited ability 
to choose the participants in the TCC as they are made up of regional agency and organization 
executive directors and staff.  
 
Social Service Transportation Advisory Councils (SSTACs). SSTACs are required by state 
law under Public Utitlies Code Section 99238.  Three councils have been established for the four 
counties within the RTPA – one each for Sacramento and Yolo counties, and a joint Sutter-Yuba 
county council.  Each council is composed of potential transit users who are seniors, disabled, 
low-income members of the general public; representatives of agencies that provide social 
services and/or social services transportation for senior citizens, persons with disabilities, and 
persons with low incomes; representatives from the local Consolidated Transportation Services 
Agency; and representatives of the transit operator(s).   
 
Each council participates in the identification of transit needs in the county or counties it serves 
and makes recommendations regarding unmet transit needs and coordination of specialized 
transportation services.  SACOG has limited ability to choose the members of the Councils that 
represent the various transportation providers, as they are made up of staff members selected by 
those providers. When recruiting other new members representing the other required categories, 
SACOG makes every effort to reach out to a wide variety of groups and organizations to recruit 
members interested in serving on the Council that represents the County in which they live.  
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Table 3. Demographics of Transit Related Non‐Elected Committee 

Section C. Program-Specific Requirements for Designated Recipients of Job 
Access and Reverse Commute (JARC) and New Freedom Programs 

As noted in Section A, SACOG is the designated recipient for JARC and New Freedom grant 
funds in the Sacramento Urbanized Area. As required by FTA program guidance (FTA Circulars 
9050.1 and 9045.1, respectively), SACOG administers JARC and New Freedom grants 
according to a Program Management Plan (PMP) submitted to FTA. Seven Federal Fiscal Years 
(FFYs) of JARC and New Freedom grants have since been approved.  

SACOG’s PMP specifically states that  

SACOG complies with all provisions prohibiting discrimination on the basis of 
race, color, or national origin on Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as 
amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 2000d et seq., and with U.S. D.O.T. regulations, 
“Nondiscrimination in Federally-Assisted Programs of the Department of 
Transportation – Effectuation of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act”, 49 C.F.R. 
Part 21. Except to the extent FTA determines otherwise in writing, SACOG will 
comply with any applicable implementing federal directives that may be issued. 

Further, the SACOG PMP states “SACOG specifically requires in all third party 
contracts and grant agreements that the subrecipient/contractor at any tier 
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complies with all requirements of Title VI. Failure to do so is considered to be a 
breach of contract. Upon request of a subrecipient, SACOG will provide 
assistance in complying with general reporting requirements associated with 
Title VI. Per guidance contained in Chapter III of FTA Circular C 4702 1B. 
SACOG is dedicated to passing through FTA financial assistance in a 
nondiscriminatory manner and to provide assistance to subrecipients in a 
nondiscriminatory manner. 

 
SACOG’s complete PMP for FTA 5316 JARC and 5317 New Freedom Programs is included in 
Appendix G.  
 
JARC and New Freedom Grant Program Administration 
 
With the implementation of MAP-21 on October 1, 2012 the FTA JARC and New Freedom 
programs ceased.  SACOG awarded all available JARC and New Freedom funds through FFY 
2012, the final year of the programs. SACOG passes awarded funds on via subrecipient 
agreements. Subrecipients of JARC and New Freedom grants in the SACOG region include 
transit operators, cities, counties, human service agencies and private non-profits. In addition, 
SACOG uses three to 8 percent of the JARC and New Freedom funds for program 
administration and planning to conduct FTA-required tasks.  Program-specific activities are 
described below. 
 
Details of the previous competitive selection process, description of assistance provided to 
potential subrecipients, and a record of requests and awards for the JARC and New Freedom 
Programs, are provided in Appendix H. 
 
SACOG has conducted six cycles of JARC and New Freedom fund programming, incorporating 
funds from FFY 2006 through FFY 2012 for the Sacramento Urbanized area. Caltrans 
administers the JARC and New Freedom funds for the small urbanized and non-urbanized areas 
of the SACOG region. 
 
The general process for the programming cycles included the following steps: 
 
 SACOG approves and distributes the program guidelines and application; 
 SACOG staff conduct a competitive project selection process, resulting in a program of 

projects that is taken to the SACOG Board for approval; 
 SACOG adds the funds and projects to the MTIP;  
 SACOG enters projects into a SACOG FTA JARC or New Freedom grant. Following 

FTA approval of the grants, SACOG enters into subrecipient funding agreements with 
project sponsors. 
 

For JARC and New Freedom funds in small or non-urbanized areas, Caltrans administers the 
New Freedom program and the SACOG role is limited to the local agency certification requested 
by Caltrans and programming funds in the MTIP. 
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The SACOG guidelines were established with the goal of funding eligible transportation projects 
to overcome existing barriers facing low-income persons and those with disabilities seeking 
integration into the work force and full participation in society. SACOG sought projects that 
were developed through a collaborative and inclusive process. Projects needed to address 
transportation gaps or barriers identified in the Coordinated Plan. The guidelines included 
requirements for project and subrecipient eligibility, coordinated planning, and project 
evaluation/selection as well as for general program administration (local match requirements, 
project delivery policy, governing board approval, etc.). 
 
Eligible recipients included private non-profit organizations; state or local governmental 
authorities; operators of public transportation services; and human services agencies that operate 
transportation services for their clients.  
 
SACOG staff members made themselves available to prospective applicants and offered pre-
scoring review of potential applications when requested to assist applicants in maximizing their 
chances at succeeding in obtaining funding in the competitive process. 
 
SACOG staff performed an initial screening to determine eligibility. A panel of SACOG staff 
evaluated and scored the applications based on adopted criteria, including: demonstration of need 
and expected benefits; evidence of coordination, partnership, and outreach efforts; and project 
readiness. 
 
Subrecipient Agreements and Monitoring 
 
Subrecipients were required to enter into agreements with SACOG for projects in the 
Sacramento Urbanized Area. Recipients had to comply with all pertinent federal requirements, 
including but not limited to Title VI, and provide quarterly reporting of project progress and 
performance. Chapter VI of the Circular requires MPOs administering grants to assist 
subrecipients in complying with the general reporting requirements in Chapter III of 4702.1B, 
and to monitor subrecipients for compliance with Title VI, documenting their processes for 
ensuring that all subrecipients are complying with the general reporting requirements of the 
Circular and, at the request of FTA, requesting subrecipients to verify that their level and quality 
of service is provided on an equitable basis. 
 
SACOG includes the following language in all contracts with subrecipients of JARC and New 
Freedom programs:  

 
Subrecipient and its subcontractors and subgrantees shall comply with all 
provisions prohibiting discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national 
origin of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 
2000d et seq., with U.S. D.O.T. regulations, “Nondiscrimination in Federally-
Assisted Programs of the Department of Transportation – Effectuation of Title 
VI of the Civil Rights Act”, 49 C.F.R. Part 21, and with any applicable 
implementing federal directives that may be issued.  
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SACOG has also initiated several changes to its monitoring process: 
 
 SACOG has reviewed the most recent Title VI reports of all transit operators who have 

received past JARC and New Freedom funds and/or also receive funds directly from 
FTA. SACOG has a schedule of when Title VI program updates are due from all transit 
operators who are required to submit them, and expects to review draft reports prior to 
their completion by the transit agencies and their submission to FTA.  

 SACOG has revised the PMP and Coordinated Plan to comply with MAP-21. 
 
Subrecipient Assistance  
 
SACOG has fulfilled several requests from subrecipients for assistance with Title VI 
requirements, including data and examples of Title VI reporting. SACOG’s own Title VI 
complaint procedures are posted on the SACOG website. Demographic information for the 
SACOG region, broken out by race and income, is on our website for subrecipients’ reference, 
and assistance with demographic and LEP information has been and will continue to be supplied 
by SACOG Regional Information Center staff as needed.  
 
Section D. Program-Specific Reporting Requirements 
 
This chapter provides information under the “program-specific guidance” (Chapter VI) of the 
FTA Circular. The FTA recommends that MPOs have an analytical basis in place for certifying 
their compliance with Title VI. Examples of this analysis can include: a) A demographic profile 
of the metropolitan area that includes identification of the locations of socio-economic groups, 
including low-income and minority populations as covered by the Executive Order on 
Environmental Justice and Title VI; b) A metropolitan planning process that identifies the needs 
of low-income and minority populations; and c) An analytical process that identifies the benefits 
and burdens of metropolitan transportation system investments for different socioeconomic 
groups, identifying imbalances and responding to the analyses produced. 
 
Demographic Profile of the Sacramento Region 
 
SACOG conducted a robust environmental justice/equity analysis (Chapter 8) as part of the 2012 
MTP/SCS. For this analysis, SACOG identified the locations of low-income and minority 
populations in the region, using 2010 Census data and an enhanced definition of environmental 
justice (EJ) areas. 
 
Population data from the 2010 Census show that the Sacramento region significantly increased in 
diversity since the prior Census. Between 2000 and 2010, the Black/African-American 
population in the region grew by 21 percent, the population of two or more races grew by 29 
percent, Hispanic and Asian populations both grew by 56 percent, and the Native 
Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander population grew by 93 percent, compared with 5 percent total 
growth in the Caucasian/White population. As shown in Table 4, the “minority” population has 
grown to half or more of the population in Sacramento, Sutter and Yolo counties, and 44 percent 
of the region’s population.  
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Table 4. Minority Population in the SACOG Region, 2000‐2010 

County 
Total Minority 
Population 2000 

Total Minority  
Population 2010 

El Dorado  15%  20% 

Placer  17%  24% 

Sacramento  42%  52% 

Sutter  40%  50% 

Yolo  42%  50% 

Yuba  35%  41% 

Region  36%  44% 

 
This led to a reexamination of how to define “minority” communities for purposes of the EJ 
analysis. In partnership with the UC Davis Center for Regional Change, SACOG developed the 
following criteria to define low-income and minority communities for the 2012 MTP/SCS EJ 
analysis:  

 Low-Income Communities: Census Tracts where 45 percent or more of the population 
earns 200 percent or less of the federal poverty level, based on 2005-2009 ACS data. 
Tracts meeting this threshold include about 19 percent of the region’s population.  
 

 Minority Communities: Census Block Groups where 70 percent or more of the 
population is Asian Pacific Islander, African American, Hispanic, Native American or 
other Non-White ethnic group, based on 2010 Census data. Block groups meeting this 
threshold include about 19 percent of the region’s population.  
 

 Vulnerable Communities: Block groups in the region that, according to U.S. Census 
information, when compared with the regional average, are in the top quintile on at least 
four of these five vulnerability measures: housing cost burden, single parent households, 
older population, lower educational attainment, and linguistic isolation.  
 

Combined, the resulting areas for environmental justice analysis included about 26.5 percent of 
the total regional population.  

New five-year (2009-2013) data recently became available from the ACS for the Sacramento 
region. SACOG staff reviewed this data and, using the same criteria as in 2012, developed the 
following data updates to define the communities of concern (COC for the 2016 Plan 
environmental justice analysis: 
 

 Low-Income Communities: Block Groups where 45 percent or more of the population 
lives at 200 percent or less of the federal poverty level, based on 2009-2013 ACS data. 
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This uses the more specific block group geography rather than larger census tracts to 
assess more precisely the areas with higher concentrations of poverty. 
 

 Minority Communities: Census Block Groups where 70 percent or more of the 
population is Asian Pacific Islander, African American, Hispanic, Native American or 
other Non-White ethnic group, using newer 2009-2013 ACS data rather than the previous 
2010 Census. 

 
 Vulnerable Communities: Same definition as for 2012, but using 2009-2013 ACS data. 

 
Standard statistical procedure is to use a cut-off of 30% reliability. However, even though it 
makes the data a bit less reliable, SACOG plans to expand the reliability cut-off to 40%, which 
may offset the shift from larger census tracts to block group level for the income analysis.  
 
Because the 2009-2013 ACS data spans the period of the economic recession in the Sacramento 
region, the areas meeting the low-income community definition have, not surprisingly, expanded 
since the previous Plan. The communities of concern to be analyzed in the 2016 MTP/SCS 
expand to 30.8% of the regional population. Figure 1 is a map comparing 2012 and 2016 areas 
for EJ analysis. Table 5 shows the difference in the proportion of households analyzed by county 
between the 2012 and 2016 plans.  
 
Table 5. Proportion of households for environmental justice analysis, 2012 vs. 2016 

 County  Year  2012  2016  Total  Year 2012 2016 

El Dorado 

2012  0%  3% Region  2012 25% 32% 

2035  0%  3%   2035 25% 33% 

2036  0%  3%   2036 25% 33% 

Placer 

2012  0%  7%

2035  0%  6%

2036  0%  6%

Sacramento 

2012  32%  38%

2035  33%  41%

2036  32%  41%

Sutter 

2012  37%  41%

2035  31%  35%

2036  32%  36%

Yolo 

2012  27%  45%

2035  26%  44%

2036  26%  47%

Yuba 

2012  43%  45%

2035  45%  42%

2036  44%  42%

Source: ACS 2009-2013 



23 

 

Figure 1: Areas for Environmental Justice Analysis 
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Table 6 provides a demographic profile of the communities of concern (COC) for the 2016 
environmental justice analyses.  

Table 6: Demographic Information for Communities of Concern (COC) vs. Non‐COC Areas 

  Basic Census Statistics for Environmental Justice Analysis Areas 
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El Dorado County (part)             

  COC Areas  2.9  49.7% 72% 2% 1% 1% 0%  0%  2% 21%

  Non‐COC Areas  2.7  19.0% 83% 1% 1% 4% 0%  0%  3% 9%

Placer County (part)          

  COC Areas  2.8  54.0% 63% 1% 1% 2% 0%  0%  3% 30%

  Non‐COC Areas  2.7  18.3% 77% 1% 0% 7% 0%  0%  3% 11%

Sacramento County          

  COC Areas  2.9  55.0% 34% 14% 1% 15% 1%  0%  5% 30%

  Non‐COC Areas  2.6  24.2% 58% 7% 0% 14% 1%  0%  4% 16%

Sutter County          

  COC Areas  3.1  58.8% 38% 1% 1% 14% 0%  0%  4% 41%

  Non‐COC Areas  2.8  29.1% 60% 2% 1% 14% 0%  0%  4% 19%

Yolo County          

  COC Areas  2.7  52.3% 42% 2%  0% 16% 1%  0%  4% 35%

  Non‐COC Areas  2.8  26.8% 54% 3% 1% 10% 0%  0%  4% 28%

Yuba County          

  COC Areas  3.1  62.0% 48% 3% 1% 1% 0%  1%  5% 34%

  Non‐COC Areas  2.8  30.9% 67% 3% 1% 1% 0%  0%  4% 18%

Region       

  COC Areas  2.9  55.2% 37% 11% 1% 14% 1%  0%  4% 31%

  Non‐COC Areas  2.7  23.0% 64% 4% 1% 11% 0%  0%  4% 16%

* Does not include Lake Tahoe portions of either county.  
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Identifying the Needs of Low-Income and Minority Populations

SACOG maintains a commitment to improving our tools and capacity to analyze equity impacts 
of the MTP/SCS and to improve transportation planning and choices for low-income and 
minority populations. As described in Section B above, in 2011 SACOG completed a Lifeline 
Transit Study. This effort included significant interviewing and surveying with low-income 
stakeholders and organizations that serve them to identify needs for public transportation 
services to reach essential or “lifeline” destinations in the Sacramento region. Subsequent 
projects to help implement recommendations of the study  and the 2012 MTP/SCS, and 
participation in advisory groups on revitalization  and transportation planning efforts in 
disadvantaged community areas, are described in more detail in Section B above. As described, 
SACOG has also undertaken a significant community engagement process to identify 
stakeholder priorities and help inform the 2016 MTP/SCS update.  

Developing an Analytical Basis for Equity Analysis 

In Summer 2015, SACOG will undertake the equity/environmental justice analysis of the 2016 
MTP/SCS update, including performance and impacts on EJ Areas/communities of concern. 
SACOG has reviewed performance measures for this analysis with the Sounding Board, and 
anticipates using the following measures:   

Indicator  Specific Measures 
Land Use  Percent of EJ Area and Non-EJ Area population in Community Types  

Percent of EJ Area and Non-EJ Area population in Transit Priority Areas by 
county  

Housing Housing product mix in EJ and Non-EJ Areas by Community Type  
Transit service  Increases in daily transit vehicle service hours in EJ Areas 
Transit accessibility Accessibility from EJ and Non-EJ Areas within 30 minutes by transit to jobs, 

retail jobs, health care, higher education, park acres 
Mode share  EJ and Non-EJ Area transit mode share  

Bike and Walk mode share in EJ and Non-EJ Areas 
Auto accessibility Accessibility from EJ and Non-EJ Areas within 30 minutes by car to jobs, 

retail jobs, health care, higher education, park acres  
Comparison of transit 
and auto accessibility  

Percent of jobs, retail jobs, health care, higher education enrollments, park 
acres  
Accessible within 30 minutes by transit vs. car from EJ and Non-EJ Areas  

Toxic air contaminants  Percent of population in EJ and Non-EJ areas within 500 feet of high-
volume roadway by county, region 

Staff is also exploring the potential for measuring improvements in minutes of active 
transportation to assess physical activity/public health improvements. Staff also continues to 
expand monitoring metrics that can assess performance measures and improvements in the 
region over time.  

SACOG staff has also provided support for member agencies competing for funds for 
transportation projects benefiting disadvantaged areas/communities of concern. Staff has 
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provided assistance to applicants for State Active Transportation Program funds for bicycle and 
pedestrian improvement projects, including analyzing awards from the first cycle of the funding 
program in 2014, and how our region could better compete in the state’s next funding cycles. 
Staff has also been closely monitoring the state Cap and Trade program, which has a heavy 
emphasis on projects for disadvantaged communities, and how funds can be won for the region.  

Staff has also continued to refine SACOG’s own regional funding programs to assess how 
projects benefit communities of concern. Staff has also begun work to identify opportunity areas 
for more complete streets, and assess the potential for a regional complete streets funding 
program to support the infrastructure improvements needed to offer better options for walking, 
bicycling and accessing public transit.   
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SACOG Plan for  
Special Language Services to  

Limited English Proficient (LEP) Populations 
April 2015 

Presidential Executive Order 13166 requires federal agencies to implement measures to ensure that 
people who speak limited English have meaningful access to programs and activities that are conducted 
and/or funded by the federal government, consistent with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Both 
the U.S. Department of Transportation (US DOT) and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) have 
implemented guidance or directives in furtherance of Executive Order 13166. 

In compliance with guidance and rules issued by US DOT, and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964, SACOG continues to take reasonable steps to ensure that all persons have meaningful 
access to its programs, services, and information, at no additional cost. This document is 
SACOG’s Plan for Special Language Services to Limited English Proficient (LEP) Populations, 
referred to as the LEP Plan.  In order to prepare this LEP Plan, SACOG undertook the US DOT’s 
four-factor LEP analysis, which considers the following: 

1. The number and proportion of LEP persons served or encountered in the eligible service
population 
2. The frequency with which LEP persons come in contact with SACOG programs, activities or
services 
3. The importance to LEP Persons of SACOG’s program, activities and services
4. The resources available to SACOG and overall cost to provide LEP assistance.

SACOG is the metropolitan planning organization (MPO) for the Sacramento region.  SACOG’s 
service area includes six counties and 22 cities, with a population of 2.3 million in a range of 
urban, suburban, and rural settings. The population is increasingly diverse, with a portion 
speaking a language other than English. 

In addition to this LEP Plan, a separate but related document, SACOG’s Public Participation 
Plan, also lays out ways in which SACOG seeks broad public participation in SACOG’s work 
and the transportation planning process. SACOG’s current Public Participation Plan is included 
as Appendix D. 

Part 1. Determination of Need 

Factor 1: Number and proportion of LEP persons served or encountered 

The following tables, drawn from American Community Survey (ACS) data for 2009-2013, 
identify those who speak English “less than very well” as Limited English Proficient persons.  
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Table 1 shows, by county, the ability to speak English and languages spoken at home for persons 
five years of age and older. The six most frequently spoken languages in the region other than 
English are Spanish (12.9 percent), Chinese (1.9 percent), Russian (1.5 percent), Tagalog (1.5 
percent), Vietnamese (1.2 percent) and Hmong (1.2 percent).  However, many of these people 
also speak English very well. Table 2 shows that Spanish-speakers are the only population 
representing more than 5 percent of any individual county’s population, or of the region’s 
population, that is identified as not speaking English very well.
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Table 1 - Language Spoken at Home by Ability to Speak English for the Population 5 Years and Over 

El 
Dorado 
County 

Placer 
County 

Sacramento 
County 

Sutter 
County 

Yolo 
County 

Yuba 
County 

SACOG 
Region  Percent 

Total:  172,000 335,197 1,334,860 87,829  190,063 66,364  2,186,313 100.00%

 Speak only English  150,447 285,025 918,792 55,332  124,102 49,962  1,583,660 72.44%

    Speak Other than English  21,553 50,172 416,068 32,497  65,961 16,402  602,653 27.56%

 Spanish or Spanish Creole:  12,503 22,684 175,617 18,824  40,085 11,274  280,987 12.85%

 Speak English "very well"  7,395 14,157 102,345 9,167  20,783 6,602  160,449 7.34%

 Speak English less than "very well"  5,108 8,527 73,272 9,657  19,302 4,672  120,538 5.51%

  French (incl. Patois, Cajun):  793 1,551 3,704 101  605 116  6,870 0.31%

 Speak English "very well"  666 1,342 3,181 76  549 103  5,917 0.27%

    Speak English less than "very well"  127 209 523 25  56 13  953 0.04%

  French Creole:  17 71 206 25  0 6  325 0.015%

 Speak English "very well"  17 71 169 25  0 0  282 0.013%

 Speak English less than "very well"  0 0 37 0  0 6  43 0.002%

  Italian:  239 877 2,000 90  269 171  3,646 0.167%

 Speak English "very well"  221 756 1,672 90  254 153  3,146 0.144%

    Speak English less than "very well"  18 121 328 0  15 18  500 0.023%

  Portuguese or Portuguese Creole:  52 754 2,673 102  731 112  4,424 0.202%

 Speak English "very well"  32 481 1,849 43  603 20  3,028 0.138%

 Speak English less than "very well"  20 273 824 59  128 92  1,396 0.064%

  German:  877 1,335 4,216 185  685 100  7,398 0.338%

 Speak English "very well"  737 1,119 3,647 178  621 77  6,379 0.292%

    Speak English less than "very well"  140 216 569 7  64 23  1,019 0.047%

  Yiddish:  0 24 12 0  0 0  36 0.002%

 Speak English "very well"  0 12 12 0  0 0  24 0.001%

 Speak English less than "very well"  0 12 0 0  0 0  12 0.001%

  Other West Germanic languages:  104 283 1,018 168  172 2  1,747 0.080%

 Speak English "very well"  102 233 909 168  172 2  1,586 0.073%

    Speak English less than "very well"  2 50 109 0  0 0  161 0.007%

  Scandinavian languages:  50 280 493 0  110 70  1,003 0.046%
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    Speak English "very well"  50 280 451 0  110 70  961 0.044%

    Speak English less than "very well"  0 0 42 0  0 0  42 0.002%

  Greek:  30 188 1,118 28  76 28  1,468 0.067%

    Speak English "very well"  23 188 859 25  70 28  1,193 0.055%

    Speak English less than "very well"  7 0 259 3  6 0  275 0.013%

  Russian:  345 2,789 25,318 371  3,035 35  31,893 1.46%

    Speak English "very well"  186 1,916 11,345 257  1,014 29  14,747 0.67%

    Speak English less than "very well"  159 873 13,973 114  2,021 6  17,146 0.78%

  Polish:  82 90 591 32  32 22  849 0.039%

    Speak English "very well"  67 52 431 32  21 22  625 0.029%

    Speak English less than "very well"  15 38 160 0  11 0  224 0.010%

  Serbo‐Croatian:  19 147 1,486 14  39 0  1,705 0.078%

    Speak English "very well"  9 112 768 14  39 0  942 0.043%

    Speak English less than "very well"  10 35 718 0  0 0  763 0.035%

  Other Slavic languages:  102 769 10,866 52  362 74  12,225 0.559%

    Speak English "very well"  88 466 4,131 18  239 44  4,986 0.228%

    Speak English less than "very well"  14 303 6,735 34  123 30  7,239 0.331%

  Armenian:  136 80 2,280 100  60 0  2,656 0.121%

    Speak English "very well"  131 57 1,179 38  24 0  1,429 0.065%

    Speak English less than "very well"  5 23 1,101 62  36 0  1,227 0.056%

  Persian:  886 1,795 5,663 232  751 57  9,384 0.429%

    Speak English "very well"  500 1,306 3,669 125  551 25  6,176 0.282%

    Speak English less than "very well"  386 489 1,994 107  200 32  3,208 0.147%

  Gujarati:  55 259 1,011 0  247 0  1,572 0.072%

    Speak English "very well"  55 167 730 0  207 0  1,159 0.053%

    Speak English less than "very well"  0 92 281 0  40 0  413 0.019%

  Hindi:  390 806 13,006 341  1,463 75  16,081 0.736%

    Speak English "very well"  360 526 9,306 251  1,135 48  11,626 0.532%

    Speak English less than "very well"  30 280 3,700 90  328 27  4,455 0.204%

  Urdu:  418 101 2,863 162  532 6  4,082 0.187%

    Speak English "very well"  418 87 2,060 72  246 0  2,883 0.132%

    Speak English less than "very well"  0 14 803 90  286 6  1,199 0.055%
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  Other Indic languages:  310 1,356 13,905 9,179  1,628 97  26,475 1.21%

 Speak English "very well"  293 976 8,124 3,893  800 40  14,126 0.65%

    Speak English less than "very well"  17 380 5,781 5,286  828 57  12,349 0.56%

  Other Indo‐European languages:  195 766 4,855 35  505 503  6,859 0.314%

 Speak English "very well"  170 415 2,923 35  267 449  4,259 0.195%

 Speak English less than "very well"  25 351 1,932 0  238 54  2,600 0.119%

  Chinese:  707 2,005 31,501 375  6,219 658  41,465 1.90%

 Speak English "very well"  398 1,088 11,451 223  3,275 315  16,750 0.77%

    Speak English less than "very well"  309 917 20,050 152  2,944 343  24,715 1.13%

  Japanese:  190 807 3,727 168  456 76  5,424 0.248%

 Speak English "very well"  129 444 2,024 102  251 55  3,005 0.137%

 Speak English less than "very well"  61 363 1,703 66  205 21  2,419 0.111%

  Korean:  325 1,172 5,274 309  1,493 63  8,636 0.395%

 Speak English "very well"  178 502 2,657 130  867 19  4,353 0.199%

    Speak English less than "very well"  147 670 2,617 179  626 44  4,283 0.196%

  Mon‐Khmer, Cambodian:  51 87 2,025 185  119 133  2,600 0.119%

 Speak English "very well"  13 22 948 135  67 80  1,265 0.058%

 Speak English less than "very well"  38 65 1,077 50  52 53  1,335 0.061%

  Hmong:  0 166 22,902 156  424 1,578  25,226 1.15%

 Speak English "very well"  0 103 12,113 88  283 906  13,493 0.62%

    Speak English less than "very well"  0 63 10,789 68  141 672  11,733 0.54%

  Thai:  69 207 1,101 13  177 49  1,616 0.074%

 Speak English "very well"  54 63 561 0  24 25  727 0.033%

 Speak English less than "very well"  15 144 540 13  153 24  889 0.041%

  Laotian:  17 43 3,091 50  263 0  3,464 0.158%

 Speak English "very well"  8 43 1,134 37  110 0  1,332 0.061%

    Speak English less than "very well"  9 0 1,957 13  153 0  2,132 0.098%

  Vietnamese:  177 1,316 22,303 206  1,443 169  25,614 1.17%

 Speak English "very well"  0 812 9,432 99  881 99  11,323 0.52%

 Speak English less than "very well"  177 504 12,871 107  562 70  14,291 0.65%

  Other Asian languages:  259 1,000 11,882 20  1,045 15  14,221 0.650%

 Speak English "very well"  218 771 7,461 20  651 9  9,130 0.418%
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    Speak English less than "very well"  41 229 4,421 0  394 6  5,091 0.233%

Tagalog:  1,230 4,353 23,426 448  1,496 689  31,642 1.45%

    Speak English "very well"  948 2,826 15,945 322  1,083 512  21,636 0.99%

    Speak English less than "very well"  282 1,527 7,481 126  413 177  10,006 0.46%

  Other Pacific Island languages:  427 593 6,822 281  375 116  8,614 0.394%

    Speak English "very well"  320 353 4,231 165  257 105  5,431 0.248%

    Speak English less than "very well"  107 240 2,591 116  118 11  3,183 0.146%

  Navajo:  0 0 77 8  13 0  98 0.004%

    Speak English "very well"  0 0 67 0  13 0  80 0.004%

    Speak English less than "very well"  0 0 10 8  0 0  18 0.001%

  Other Native North American languages:  46 48 212 0  77 5  388 0.018%

    Speak English "very well"  46 48 175 0  45 0  314 0.014%

    Speak English less than "very well"  0 0 37 0  32 5  74 0.003%

  Hungarian:  67 135 178 0  0 0  380 0.017%

    Speak English "very well"  67 135 135 0  0 0  337 0.015%

    Speak English less than "very well"  0 0 43 0  0 0  43 0.002%

  Arabic:  65 976 4,514 156  150 38  5,899 0.270%

    Speak English "very well"  53 661 2,975 97  78 22  3,886 0.178%

    Speak English less than "very well"  12 315 1,539 59  72 16  2,013 0.092%

  Hebrew:  190 77 458 0  184 20  929 0.042%

    Speak English "very well"  178 62 443 0  161 20  864 0.040%

    Speak English less than "very well"  12 15 15 0  23 0  65 0.003%

  African languages:  29 13 3,383 30  545 38  4,038 0.185%

    Speak English "very well"  29 13 2,288 30  470 38  2,868 0.131%

    Speak English less than "very well"  0 0 1,095 0  75 0  1,170 0.054%

  Other and unspecified languages:  101 169 291 51  95 7  714 0.033%

    Speak English "very well"  101 78 169 51  82 7  488 0.022%

    Speak English less than "very well"  0 91 122 0  13 0  226 0.010%

less than very well 

Source: 2009‐2013 Census American Community 
Survey (ACS) Table B16001 
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Table 2 – Populations speaking English Less than “Very Well” by County and Regionally 
 

Speaks English Less than "Very Well" 

County Spanish Chinese Russian Vietnamese Hmong All other 
languages 

Total 
Speaking 

English 
Less than 

"Very Well"

Speaks 
English 

"Very Well"

Speaks 
Only 
English 

Total 

El Dorado 5,108  309 159 177 0 1,540 7,293 14,260 150,447 172,000
  2.97% 0.18% 0.09% 0.10% 0.00% 0.90% 4.24% 8.29% 87.47% 100.00%
Placer 8,527  917 873 504 63 6,545 17,429 32,743 285,025 335,197
  2.54% 0.27% 0.26% 0.15% 0.02% 1.95% 5.20% 9.77% 85.03% 100.00%
Sacramento 73,272 20,050 13,973 12,871 10,789 51,144 182,099 233,969 918,792 1,334,860
  5.49% 1.50% 1.05% 0.96% 0.81% 3.83% 13.64% 17.53% 68.83% 100.00%
Sutter 9,657 152 114 107 68 6,393 16,491 16,006 55,332 87,829
  11.00% 0.17% 0.13% 0.12% 0.08% 7.28% 18.78% 18.22% 63.00% 100.00%
Yolo 19,302 2,944 2,021 562 141 4,688 29,658 36,303 124,102 190,063
  10.16% 1.55% 1.06% 0.30% 0.07% 2.47% 15.60% 19.10% 65.30% 100.00%
Yuba 4,672 343 6 70 672 715 6,478 9,924 49,962 66,364
  7.04% 0.52% 0.01% 0.11% 1.01% 1.08% 9.76% 14.95% 75.28% 100.00%
Region 120,538 24,715 17,146 14,221 11,733 71,095 259,448 343,205 1,583,660 2,186,313
  5.51% 1.13% 0.78% 0.65% 0.54% 3.25% 11.87% 15.70% 72.44% 100.00%
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Factor 2: Frequency of LEP populations’ contact with programs, activities, services. 

SACOG’s experience with LEP populations has been primarily with Spanish speakers. However, 
SACOG has also made an effort to reach out to speakers of Asian and Eastern European 
language to gather input for the updates of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) and in other transit studies and planning work.  

Outreach print materials for unmet transit needs hearings, MTP/SCS workshops, and other key 
community input meetings have regularly been translated into Spanish. Some meetings have 
been conducted entirely in Spanish; at other times, simultaneous translation into Spanish has 
been provided. SACOG has also worked with a community-based organization, Asian 
Resources, Inc., to provide translation into Mandarin, Vietnamese, and Russian upon request.  

Factor 3: Importance to LEP population of programs, services, activities. 

SACOG is not a direct provider of transportation services, but instead every four years creates 
the MTP/SCS, a 20-year or longer plan for transportation facilities, programs and services across 
the region. Because of the long-term nature of SACOG’s MTP/SCS planning, it has often been 
difficult to engage LEP populations in providing input.  

However, some of SACOG’s programs have a more immediate reach, including annual hearings 
to identify unmet transit needs in Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba counties; the region’s 511 
traveler information system; and motorist-aid call boxes. These routinely include support for 
languages other than English.   

Factor 4: Resources available to SACOG and overall cost to provide LEP assistance. 

SACOG provides publicity in Spanish for unmet transit needs hearings and offers translation into 
any language upon request to allow LEP populations to participate. SACOG has also offered 
translation services upon request for community workshops to develop the region’s long-range 
transportation plan. However, there has not been significant demand from LEP residents to 
participate in these discussions, unless SACOG actively works with community-based 
organizations to recruit participants from their LEP constituency and provide on-site language 
support. To the extent possible, SACOG staff goes out to other organization’s meetings, but 
unfortunately, the resources for doing this type of intensive outreach are very limited.  

SACOG’s Public Information & Media Affairs Coordinator speaks fluent Spanish, answers calls 
from the main telephone line that come in in Spanish, and has an outgoing voicemail message in 
both English and Spanish. This staff member is also competent in American Sign Language. 
Several other staff members also speak Spanish, two staff members speak Hindi, one speaks 
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Gujarati, another speaks Korean, and two other staff members are fluent in Chinese. Several 
SACOG staff members are proficient enough in Spanish to help translate some written materials, 
or outside translation services are procured. However, in some cases, the cost to implement 
multiple language programs, especially to provide translated materials or simultaneous 
translation, is significant and unfunded.  

Part 2. Implementation Plan on Language Assistance 

1. Identifying LEP persons who need language assistance

As noted above, the most significant group requiring language assistance has been the 
Hispanic/Latino population, with 5.5 percent of the region’s Spanish-speaking population 
speaking English less than very well. However, SACOG has also sought to identify other groups 
needing language assistance. Although they represent one percent or less of the region’s 
population, those who speak Hmong, Vietnamese, Russian, and Chinese without speaking 
English very well still represent, respectively, 12,000 to 25,000 people in the region. SACOG 
continues to monitor the needs of LEP persons, and to design its communications and public 
participation efforts to include people regardless of language barriers.  

2. Providing language assistance

SACOG has used a number of techniques or practices to provide meaningful opportunities for 
LEP residents to access transportation-related information and provide input that informs key 
decisions, including the following: 

Transportation Information  

 SACOG’s 511 website for traffic, transit, rideshare and bicycling information can be
accessed in all languages supported by Google translator, including Spanish, Russian,
Chinese and Vietnamese.

 By dialing 511, telephone information on transportation services in the Sacramento region is
available in Spanish.

 SACOG staff has produced and distributed transportation resource sheets to agencies
working with low-income and LEP populations in the various counties in the region,
including where to find transit information in languages other than English.

 With support from a Caltrans transportation planning grant, SACOG produced and continues
to distribute copies of a multilingual DVD in Spanish, Cantonese, Vietnamese, Hmong and
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Russian on using transit, bicycling, walking, and carpooling in the region. The video also has 
an accompanying information sheet in each language. The video and information sheet is 
also accessible in all of these languages through the 511 website.  

 SACOG contracts with the company that answers freeway call boxes and insures that
translation assistance for any language is available for motorists using call boxes, and
through freeway service patrol dispatchers.

 SACOG routinely creates publicity materials for annual Unmet Transit Needs hearings in
both English and Spanish. Hearings are held in at least five locations in Sacramento, Yolo,
Yuba and Sutter counties, and translation is provided upon request. Spanish-speakers with
comments by phone are directed to a voicemail box with a Spanish greeting, and written or
email comments are accepted in any language.

 Most of the region’s transit operators already provide transit service information in Spanish.
Sacramento Regional Transit also has an arrangement with a translation service for callers in
any language. Transit operators are also increasingly including Google Translator on their
web pages, to provide translation of their transit information into any language. SACOG also
maintains an awareness and sensitivity to LEP needs in developing Short Range Transit
Plans for transit agencies in the region, including creating on-board surveys in languages
other than English as needed, and developing new transit marketing strategies and
recommendations for reaching relevant LEP populations in the transit operator’s area.

Regional Transportation Planning 

 SACOG provided opportunities for public input at several stages of development of the 2012
MTP/SCS, and has continued to do so during the update process of the next MTP/SCS,
which is slated for adoption in February 2016. SACOG has publicized community
workshops through outreach materials in English and Spanish. Staff leveraged relationships
with community-based organizations that serve LEP populations to support outreach and
participation in the workshops. Translation services are always offered upon request.

 All MTP/SCS workshops had Spanish-speaking staff and materials available in Spanish.
Additionally, a Spanish online workshop and survey were available and promoted in Spanish
through electronic communications and social media.

SACOG plans to continue such measures to insure that those with limited English proficiency 
can obtain information about transportation services in the region, provide meaningful comment 
on public transit services, and participate in SACOG’s transportation planning work.  
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3. Training staff

Many of SACOG’s staff have experience communicating in an ethnically diverse environment. 
A number come to the job with multi-lingual skills. Agency training and internal planning will 
continue to note the need to consider persons with limited English proficiency in communicating 
transportation information, and providing or partnering for language assistance for LEP persons 
to support and encourage their participation in the MTP/SCS planning process.  

Given the proliferation of smart phones and expansion of internet access, even among low-
income populations, SACOG is continuing to explore opportunities to use more online 
community education and engagement tools that allow people to participate in the planning 
process without having to physically attend workshops or meetings, and whether those tools can 
use automatic translation technology or otherwise be cost-effectively translated into Spanish or 
other non-English languages.   

4. Providing notice to LEP persons

SACOG will continue to inform the public and LEP persons of their rights under Title VI in a 
number of ways: 

 Notification of Title VI rights on SACOG’s website in English, Spanish, and Chinese (the
second most prominent non-English language in the region), with Google translator offered
on the page for other languages.

 Complaint procedures and forms translated into Spanish and Chinese that are posted on
SACOG’s website and available through SACOG’s offices.

 Routine use of both English and Spanish on printed or electronic announcements for Unmet
Transit Needs Hearings and public workshops on key planning efforts that alert interested
individuals on how to request translation services.

5. Monitoring/updating the plan

While maintaining a basic level of access by LEP populations to SACOG transportation 
information and services, and public input opportunities into key planning decisions, SACOG 
will monitor demographic shifts and translation requests and adjust practices to meet demand. 
SACOG’s LEP Plan will be updated periodically as needed to reflect significant changes. 



For all other Appendices, please see 
http://sacog.org/calendar/2015/05/ 
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