Sacramento Area
Council of
Governments

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee
Thursday, February 3, 2022 at 1:30 PM
REMOTE MEETING
Consistent with California Government Code Section 54953, an online meeting of the Land Use & Natural Resources
Committee will be held exclusively via teleconference in light of COVID-19 and the state of emergency proclamation and
state and local recommended measures for social distancing. Members of the public are invited to observe the live
stream over the internet at: https://us06web.zoom.us/j/85950176145, Webinar ID: 859 5017 6145 or phone in:
888-475-4499 (Toll Free), Webinar ID: 859 5017 6145
Public Comment:
Public comment will be taken on the item at the time that it is taken up by the committee. To make a public comment,
you can do so four ways:
1. Written comment by email: email the clerk (rtadevich@sacog.org) to submit a comment. Comments read at the
meeting will be limited to 250 words. Comments will be accepted through the public comment period and individual
agenda discussion items during the meeting.
2. Written comment online: access SACOG’s website (www.sacog.org/agendas-o) and complete a public comment form.
Comments read at the meeting will be limited to 250 words. [https://sacog.primegov.com/public/portal] (click on the
orange speech bubble next to the agenda meeting items, and follow the prompts on the screen). Comments will be
accepted through the public comment period and individual agenda discussion items during the meeting.
3. By phone during the meeting: Press *9 to indicate a desire to make a comment. The chair will call you by name or
phone number when it is your turn to comment. We ask that members of the public keep their remarks brief. Speakers
will be limited to 3:00 minutes. Comments will be accepted through the public comment period and individual agenda
discussion items during the meeting.
4. Online during the meeting: for each agenda item, we will pause for public comment. Tap your name in the attendee
list, then tap “Raise Hand”. The chair will call you by name when it is your turn to comment. Please note that speakers
will be limited to 3:00 minutes. Comments will be accepted through the public comment period and individual agenda
discussion items during the meeting.
Agenda Timing: Time durations are estimates only. Action may be taken on any item on this agenda. The Land Use &
Natural Resources Committee may take up any agenda item at any time, regardless of the order listed.
Accessibility and Title VI: SACOG provides access to all agenda and meeting materials online at
www.sacog.org/agendas-0. Additionally, interested persons can sign up for email notifications at
https://www.sacog.org/pod/sign-notifications. If you need a disability-related modification or accommodation to
participate in this meeting, please contact the Clerk to the Board (lespinoza@sacog.org) or by phone at (916) 340-6236.
SACOG also provides services/accommodations upon request to persons with disabilities and individuals who are
limited-English proficient who wish to address agency matters. For accommodations or translations assistance, please
call 916.321.9000, or for TDD/TTY dial 711, or email at contact@sacog.org. We require three working days' notice to
accommodate your request.
La SACOG puede proveer asistencia/facilitar la comunicación a las personas discapacitadas y los individuos con
conocimiento limitado del inglés quienes quieran dirigirse a la agencia. Para solicitar asistencia, por favor llame al
número 916.321.9000 o para TDD/TTY llame al numero 711, o email a contact@sacog.org. Requerimos que solicite
asistencia con tres días hábiles de anticipación para poderle proveer asistencia.
Message from the Clerk: In compliance with California Government Code Section 54952.3, the Clerk hereby announces
that the compensation for legislative body members attending the following simultaneous or serial meetings is: Board of
Directors $100; Transportation Committee $100; Land Use & Natural Resources Committee $100; Policy & Innovation
Committee $100, Strategic Planning Committee $100, Race, Equity and Inclusion Working Group $100. Compensation

rates for these meetings are set pursuant to the Rules for the Sacramento Area Council of Governments adopted in July
2005.

Pledge of Allegiance
Roll Call: Directors Bulahan, Frost, Gayaldo, Gore, Harris, Kennedy, Neu, West, Vice Chair Bains, Vice Chair
Clark-Crets, and Chair Saragosa
Public Communications: Any person wishing to address the committee on any item not on the agenda may do
so at this time. After ten minutes of testimony, any additional testimony will be heard following the action
items.
Consent:
1. Remote Committee Meeting (Est. Time: 0 minutes)
• Expiration of Executive Order No. N-25-20 and passage of Assembly Bill 361.
2.

Approve Minutes of the December 2, 2021, Committee Meeting (Est. Time: 0 minutes)
• A written record of the minutes of the December 2, 2021, meeting.

Action:
3. Land Use & Natural Resources Committee Charge and Look Ahead (Clint Holtzen) (Est. Time: 10 minutes)
• Adoption of the Land Use & Natural Resources Committee Charge.
Information:
4. Blueprint Implementation Activities February 2022 (Dov Kadin) (Est. Time: 5 minutes)
• The purpose of this item is to provide an overview of the Blueprint implementation activities staff
participates in on an on-going basis.
5.

Policy Framework for the 2024 Blueprint (Binu Abraham) (Est. Time: 20 minutes)
• Adoption of the Policy Framework to guide the development of the 2024 Blueprint

6.

Prioritization Metrics for the Sacramento Region Parks and Trails Strategic Development Plan (Victoria
Cacciatore) (Est. Time: 10 minutes)
• Staff developed draft measures for prioritizing planned and proposed Regional Trail Network
projects for committee input. A draft prioritization of projects will be presented for review in May,
with approval requested in June.

Reports:
7. Committee Member Reports (Robert Tadevich) (Est. Time: 5 minutes)
• Reports from committee members
Other Matters
Adjournment
The next meeting of the Committee will be held remotely on Thursday, March 3, 2022, at 1:30 p.m.
This agenda and attachments are available on SACOG’s website at www.sacog.org. SACOG is accessible to the
disabled. As required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and the Federal Rules and
Regulations adopted in implementation thereof, a person who requires a modification or accommodation,
auxiliary aids or services in order to participate in a public meeting, including receiving this agenda and
attachments in an alternative format, should contact SACOG by phone at 916‐321‐9000, e‐mail
(contact@sacog.org) or in person as soon as possible and preferably at least 72 hours prior to the meeting.

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee

Meeting Date: February 3, 2022
Agenda Item No. 1

Remote Committee Meeting
Consent
Prepared by: Lanette Espinoza
Attachments: Yes

Approved by: Clint Holtzen
Referring Committee: Not Applicable

1. Issue:
Expiration of Executive Order No. N-25-20 and passage of Assembly Bill 361.
2. Recommendation:
Staff recommends approval of the resolution that would allow for the continuance of remote meetings.
3. Background/Analysis:
The Brown Act is a state law that establishes the procedural framework for members of local government
decision-making bodies to meet, debate, and act. The Act is designed to ensure that the public is informed
about the views, discussions, and actions of governing officials. SACOG is subject to the Brown Act.
On March 12, 2020, the Governor issued Executive Order No. N-25-20 that waived certain requirements of
the Brown Act including:
 the requirement that the notice of each meeting location be provided for those members of the
legislative body (board or committee) participating in the meeting;
 the requirement that each meeting location be accessible to members of the public;
 the requirement that members of the public be able to address the legislative body (board and
committee) at each meeting location;
 the requirement that agencies post agendas at all meeting locations; and
 the requirement that at least a quorum of the legislative body (board and committee) participate
from locations within the boundaries of the territory over which they exercise jurisdiction.
With the Executive Order in place, SACOG has been holding it meetings remotely over Zoom since the
beginning of the pandemic. The Governor's Executive Order expired on September 30, 2021.
4. Discussion/Analysis:
In September, the Governor signed Assembly Bill (AB) 361, which amends the Brown Act to allow continued
flexibility for public meetings following the expiration of the Governor's Executive Order. The provisions of AB
361 regarding remote meetings can only be used in the event there is a Governor issued state of emergency
that is active under the California Emergency Services Act and a legislative body makes a determination by
resolution that there is a need to meet remotely. The Governor's state of emergency presently remains in

effect. Staff recommends that the committee adopt a resolution that the committee is holding a meeting
during a proclaimed state of emergency, and state or local officials have imposed or recommended measures
to promote social distancing.
An additional stipulation of the legislation is that legislative bodies must approve by resolution the decision to
meet remotely every 30 days. As such, will bring this item to each committee and the board every month
while a state of emergency exists. Attached is the authorizing resolution.
Assembly Bill 361 permits remote meetings but requires that:
 agencies may not close public comment periods for written comments in advance of a meeting, but
instead only close the comment period at the same time it is closed during a meeting;
 that agencies must clearly advertise the means by which the public can observe the meeting and offer
comment during the meeting via either a call or internet based option, the public must be given an
opportunity to comment directly; and
 that in the event of a disruption in the broadcasting of the meeting the legislative body (board or
committee) would take no further action until meeting access would be restored to the public.
5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
SACOG will continue to have minor cost savings from holding meetings remotely.
6. This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Objectives:

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
LAND USE & NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
RESOLUTION NO. 3 – 2022
DECLARING ITS INTENT TO CONTINUE REMOTE TELECONFERENCE ONLY
MEETINGS DUE TO THE GOVERNOR’S PROCLAMATION OF STATE EMERGENCY
AND STATE REGULATIONS RELATED TO PHYSICAL DISTANCING DUE TO THE
THREAT OF COVID-19
WHEREAS, the Land Use & Natural Resources Committee of the Sacramento Area Council
of Governments (“SACOG”) is committed to preserving public access and participation in meetings
of SACOG; and
WHEREAS, all meetings of SACOG are open and public, as required by the Ralph M. Brown
Act (Cal. Gov. Code 54950 – 54963, the “Brown Act”), so that any member of the public may
attend, participate, and observe SACOG conduct its business; and
WHEREAS, the Brown Act, Government Code section 54953(e), provides for remote
teleconferencing participation in meetings by members of a legislative body, without compliance
with the requirements of Government Code section 54953(b)(3), subject to the existence of certain
conditions; and
WHEREAS, a required condition is that a state of emergency is declared by the Governor
pursuant to Government Code section 8625, proclaiming the existence of conditions of disaster or
of extreme peril to the safety of persons and property within the state caused by conditions as
described in Government Code section 8558; and
WHEREAS, such conditions now exist in the State, specifically, the Governor of the State of
California proclaimed a state of emergency on March 4, 2020, related to the threat of COVID-19,
which threat remains; and
WHEREAS, California Department of Public Health and the Federal Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention caution that the Delta variant of COVID- 19, currently the dominant strain
of COVID-19 in the country, is more transmissible than prior variants of the virus, may cause more
severe illness, and that even fully vaccinated individuals can spread the virus to others resulting in
rapid and alarming rates of COVID-19 cases and hospitalizations; and
WHEREAS, on September 28, 2021, the County of Sacramento Public Health Officer
recommended social distancing measures and that local legislative bodies in the County of
Sacramento use certain available teleconferencing options in order to help minimize the spread and
transmission of COVID-19; and

WHEREAS, the California Division of Occupational Safety and Health (“Cal/OSHA”)
regulations at Title 8 Section 3205 recommends physical distancing in the workplace as precautions
against the spread of COVID-19 and imposes certain restrictions and requirements due to a “close
contact” which occurs when individuals are within six feet of another in certain circumstances; and
WHEREAS, to allow for physical distancing and remote meeting attendance in accordance
with recommended measures from Cal/OSHA and the County of Sacramento Public Health Officer,
SACOG does hereby find that SACOG shall conduct its meetings without compliance with
paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of Government Code section 54953, as authorized by subdivision
(e) of section 54953, and that SACOG shall comply with the requirements to provide the public with
access to the meetings electronically as prescribed in paragraph (2) of subdivision (e) of section
54953.
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY RESOLVED AND ORDERED by the Sacramento
Area Council of Governments:
1.

The foregoing recitals are true and correct.

2.

SACOG hereby recognizes the Governor’s proclaimed state of emergency remains in effect
and continues to impact the ability of SACOG and the public to meet safely in person. SACOG
further recognizes the recommendation of State and local officials promoting social distancing.

3.

SACOG shall conduct public meetings in accordance with Government Code section 54953(e)
and other applicable provisions of the Brown Act for remote only teleconference meetings.
PASSED AND ADOPTED this 3rd day of February, 2022 by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
_______________________________
Michael Saragosa
Chair

______________________________
James Corless
Executive Director

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee

Meeting Date: February 3, 2022
Agenda Item No. 2

Approve Minutes of the December 2, 2021, Committee Meeting
Consent
Prepared by: Robert Tadevich
Attachments: Yes

Approved by: Clint Holtzen
Referring Committee: Not Applicable

1. Issue:
A written record of the minutes of the December 2, 2021, meeting.
2. Recommendation:
Staff recommends approval of the minutes as submitted.
3. Background/Analysis:
The committee met on December 2, 2021.
4. Discussion/Analysis:
Each month, the committee is asked to approve the minutes from the previous meeting.
5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
There is no fiscal impact.
6. This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Objectives:

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
LAND USE & NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
DRAFT ACTION MINUTES
The SACOG Land Use & Natural Resources Committee met remotely, in accordance with the
California Government Code Section 54953, on December 2, 2021, at 1:30 p.m.
Call to Order: Chair Gayaldo called the meeting to order at 1:31 p.m.
Roll Call:
Present: Directors Bains, Bulahan, Clark-Crets, Frost, Harris, Neu, West, and Chair Gayaldo
Absent: Directors Gore and Kennedy

Public Communications: None

Consent:
The following items were unanimously approved (West/Clark-Crets) by the Committee:
1.
2.

Remote Committee Meetings
Approve Minutes of the November 4, 2021, Committee Meeting

Reports:
3.

Committee members reported back on Chair Gore’s housing challenge.

Action:
4.

Contracting Services for the Coordinated Rural Opportunities Plan Development
Renee DeVere-Oki, SACOG staff, presented the report. Upon motion by Director Frost,
seconded by Director Neu, the committee unanimously recommended that the board authorize

the Executive Director to negotiate and execute a contract, either through a
subrecipient master agreement, or through authorization to release of a Request for
Proposals (RFP), for consultant services to assist staff in the development of the
Coordinated Rural Opportunities Plan.
Information:
5.

Draft Growth Forecast
Garett Ballard-Rosa, SACOG staff, presented the report.

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee Minutes
December 2, 2021
Page 2 of 2
6.

Tentative Programs for the 2022-2023 SACOG Funding
Chris Dougherty, SACOG staff, presented the report.
Public Comment was received from Kevin Bewsey, Sacramento County staff, who expressed
concern about projects aligning with funding.

7.

Release of Draft Regional Trail Network for the Sacramento Region Parks and Trails Strategic
Development Plan
Victorica Cacciatore, SACOG staff, presented the report.

8.

Youth Leadership Academy – 2022 Cohort
Rosie Ramos, SACOG staff, presented the report.

Other Matters:
None
Adjournment:
Chair Gayaldo adjourned the meeting at 2:38 p.m.

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee

Meeting Date: February 3, 2022
Agenda Item No. 3

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee Charge and Look Ahead
Action
Prepared by: Clint Holtzen
Attachments: Yes

Approved by: Clint Holtzen

1. Issue:
Adoption of the Land Use & Natural Resources Committee Charge.
2. Recommendation:
That the Land Use & Natural Resources Committee recommend that the board adopt the attached charge for
the Land Use & Natural Resources Committee.
3. Background/Analysis:
The Land Use & Natural Resources Committee is a policy committee of the SACOG board. The members of the
committee are appointed by the SACOG board chair to serve a term of one year. The committee develops
recommendations for the full SACOG Board of Directors related to issues of land use and natural resources,
including land use planning activities, housing, air quality, climate change, water resources, flood protection,
and open space.
4. Discussion/Analysis:
The committee charge for 2022 draws on the activities and priorities from SACOG's Overall Work Program
(OWP) and work plan priorities. Much of the work facing the committee in the coming year will continue to
focus on implementing the policies and strategies outlined in the region's Metropolitan Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) and Regional Housing Needs Plan. Some highlights of this
work including overseeing the program development and distribution of $38 million in Green Means Go
funding to support infill development, supporting local staff and elected officials as they work on following
through and implementing the commitments made in recently adopted Housing Elements, and planning for
the future of our region's agricultural economy and natural resources. Changes to the committee charge for
2022 are noted with underlined text. A look ahead at items coming forward to the committee this year will be
provided at the meeting.
5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
The activities overseen by the Land Use and Natural Resources Committee are included in SACOG's Overall
Work Program and Budget.
6. This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Objectives:

Goal 1 : Advance Economic Prosperity
Goal 2 : Connected Communities
Goal 3 : Vibrant Places

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
LAND USE & NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
Purpose: The Land Use & Natural Resources Committee shall develop recommendations for the
full SACOG Board of Directors related to issues regarding land use and natural resources,
including housing, air quality, climate change, water resources, flood protection, and open
space.
Activities: Activities of the committee may include, but are not limited to:














Overseeing the execution of SACOG’s 2022 Work Plan as it relates to the objectives
of: improving people’s ability to get to jobs, schools, and other economic
opportunities; identifying incentives and helping to remove barriers to infill and
affordable housing in cities, suburbs, and towns throughout the region; and
encouraging development patterns that promote walkable, bikeable, and transitfriendly neighborhoods.
Overseeing SACOG’s efforts to implement the findings and recommendations of the
Commercial Corridor Task Force, Housing Policy Toolkit, local Housing Elements,
and other efforts to revitalize and support our region’s existing communities.
Overseeing the Green Means Go program and funding decisions to catalyze infill
development, particularly infill housing development, in the region’s Green Zones.
Overseeing the use of round one Regional Early Action Planning funds to support
housing planning and accelerate housing production throughout the region,
including providing assistance to cities and counties seeking state pro-housing
designations.
Providing guidance and direction on operationalizing the recommendations of the
Board’s Race, Equity, and Inclusion Working Group as they relate to furthering land
use, housing, air quality, and natural resource policies and strategies that contribute
to a future where race and ethnicity are no longer predicters of health or economic
outcomes, and outcomes for lower-income residents are improved.
Guiding the Blueprint Implementation Program and Climate and Energy Program,
including related activities associated with state and federal grant-funded projects.
Providing guidance for the Coordinated Rural Opportunity Plan (CROP) in
partnership with agricultural stakeholders throughout the region to prioritize
infrastructure and other investments critical for supporting the region’s agricultural
and natural resource economy.
Giving input and direction on the land use related analyses and strategies
supporting the development 2024 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy and regional funding programs.
Overseeing the regional air quality plans for criteria pollutants (ozone, PM-10, PM2.5, carbon monoxide) and the resulting air quality conformity analyses for the
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Community Strategy (MTP/SCS) and
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Programs (MTIPs).






Monitoring greenhouse gas and air quality emissions standards and regional
performance, including development and maintenance of tools associated with land
use monitoring and forecasting activities.
Serving as a regional forum for discussing air quality, greenhouse gas emissions,
energy conservation, climate change, flood, and other natural resource issues.
Guiding work related to electric vehicle infrastructure, programs, and activities.
Acting as recommending committee for the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC)
functions for Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba counties and for developing the
Airport Land Use compatibility plans (ALUCPs) for areas around the airports working
with cities and counties to ensure consistency determinations.

Membership: The current chair of the SACOG Board of Directors shall appoint the members of
the Land Use & Natural Resources Committee.
Term of Committee Members: Members of the Land Use & Natural Resources Committee
shall serve for a term of one year.
Officers: The current chair of the SACOG Board of Directors shall designate one of the
committee members to serve as committee chair and two members to serve as vice chairs.

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee

Meeting Date: February 3, 2022
Agenda Item No. 4

Blueprint Implementation Activities February 2022
Information
Prepared by: Dov Kadin
Attachments: No

Approved by: Clint Holtzen
Referring Committee: Not Applicable

1. Issue:
The purpose of this item is to provide an overview of the Blueprint implementation activities staff participates
in on an on-going basis.
2. Recommendation:
None; this item is for information only.
3. Background/Analysis:
The Sacramento Region Blueprint Project
In 2002, the Sacramento region faced the prospect of worsening congestion–a projected increase of over 50
percent by the year 2025–and increasing air pollution based on then-projected land use patterns,
transportation funding levels, and transportation investment priorities. To solve these challenges, the SACOG
Board of Directors initiated the Sacramento Region Blueprint project, an extensive study of the linkages
between transportation, land use, and air quality. As its core goal, the Blueprint project aimed to support local
governments with high quality data and modeling tools so that decisions regarding future growth and its
effects on quality of life issues, such as traffic congestion and air pollution, could be made with the best
information available. In addition to developing detailed land-use and travel data, an extensive community
outreach effort was conducted to develop and assess guiding principles for the region’s long-term growth.
The adopted Blueprint is a regional growth map that is illustrative of how the region can grow according to
the seven Blueprint principles that were developed collaboratively with member agencies, elected officials,
stakeholders, and the public throughout the two-year Blueprint process. These seven Blueprint principles
include: housing choice and diversity, transportation options, mixed use, compact development, use existing
assets, quality design, and conserving natural resources.
The Blueprint’s Relationship with the SACOG’s Long Range Planning
After the adoption of these Blueprint principles in 2004, SACOG changed the way we do our long-range
transportation plan, the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), by adding a land use forecast that embodies
the Blueprint principles and meaningfully integrates land use and transportation strategies into the plan. As a
result, the 2008 MTP was the first in our region to show a future where the region would see reduced
congestion, reduced air pollution, increases in housing types, increases in transportation options—including
walk, bike, and transit—and more natural resources and agricultural land conserved.

Although commonplace now, the Blueprint and the 2008 MTP were among the first in the nation to integrate
transportation and land use and changed the way we do regional transportation planning. Following the
adoption of our 2008 MTP, the state passed Senate Bill (SB) 375. This law, heavily inspired by SACOG’s work,
requires that all regional planning organizations must consider land use and transportation together in the
MTP as a means for achieving our statewide goals for reducing vehicles miles traveled and greenhouse gas
emissions. This SB 375 requirement is called the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), which brings with it
an increased emphasis on land use and housing considerations as part of the long-range planning process as
well as specific requirements for public outreach. Because the SCS is intended to be a part of the MTP, SACOG
now creates one regional transportation plan that is reflective of future transportation projects and funding, a
land use forecast, and policies that all aim towards meeting the goals and requirements of SB 375 among
other regional priorities.
Implementing the Blueprint and MTP/SCS
As with all planning efforts, implementation of the plan is critical to achieving the regional transportation, air
quality, quality of life and prosperity goals that the plan sets forth. Successful implementation requires the
work and support of regional partners and local cities and counties. Supporting local efforts around MTP/SCS
and Blueprint implementation is therefore a critical part of SACOG’s work. SACOG conducts several Blueprint
and MTP/SCS implementation land use activities in response to requests from board members, member
agencies, developers, and non-governmental organizations including: (1) provision of data and/or technical
support to member agencies implementing the Blueprint; (2) review and comment on development proposals
regarding their consistency with the Blueprint principles or the MTP/SCS; and (3) educational presentations
on the Blueprint and the MTP/SCS.
Many of the Blueprint and MTP/SCS land use implementation activities conducted and coordinated by SACOG
come through the Land Use and Natural Resources committee. Every month, staff will prepare a receive and
file item for the committee and the board with a summary of land use activities SACOG has participated in to
support local implementation of the MTP/SCS and the Blueprint principles.
4. Discussion/Analysis:
In December and January, SACOG staff conducted the following Blueprint and MTP/SCS implementation
activities related to land use:
 Provided the City of Sacramento a MTP/SCS consistency letter for the Ice Box Mixed Use Project, 16th
& J Street Mixed Use Project, and 13C Townhomes Project.
 Provided two letters to applicants for the Agricultural Conservation Easements / Sustainable
Agricultural Lands Conservation Program confirming that the project supports the SACOG MTP/SCS.
Applicants included the Sutter Buttes Regional Land Trust-in Yuba County and the Placer Land Trust in
Placer County.
 Conducted a workshop with HCD and local housing planners across the region to discuss the State’s
prohousing designation program and how SACOG member agencies could apply.
 Continued work on the state-funded Regional Early Action Planning (REAP) program. Activities
included processing non-competitive and competitive grants, pass-through funds for Housing Element
updates, and Civic Lab Commercial Corridor Revitalization projects.
 Engaged with Sacramento County to provide technical support related to the County’s Infill Program.
 Conducted outreach to several SACOG member agencies regarding their pursuit of housing element

compliance and, based on those conversations, pursued and received delegated authority from the
SACOG board to repurpose unused REAP funding to bring all SACOG local governments into
compliance by May 2022.
5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
This program is budgeted in SACOG's adopted Fiscal Year 2021-2022 Overall Work Plan and budget.
6. This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Objectives:
Goal 1 : Advance Economic Prosperity
Objective 3: Improve people’s ability to get to jobs, schools, and other economic opportunities.
Objective 4: Support the development of employment centers that include housing and other services.
Goal 2 : Connected Communities
Objective 2: Support innovative mobility options that develop equitable, accessible transportation
options for all residents.
Goal 3 : Vibrant Places
Objective 1: Develop tools and funding to help revitalize older commercial and retail corridors
throughout the region.
Objective 2: Identify incentives and help remove barriers to infill and affordable housing in cities,
suburbs, and towns throughout the region.
Objective 3: Encourage development patterns that promote walkable neighborhoods.

December 10, 2021

Ron Bess, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento
300 Richards Blvd
Sacramento, CA 95811
Re: MTP/SCS Consistency for the 13C Townhouses Project
Dear Mr. Bess:
You requested SACOG’s confirmation that the proposed 13C Townhouses Project is
consistent with the 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy (MTP/SCS) and is located within a Transit Priority Area (TPA), pursuant to PRC §
21155.4. SACOG provides a consistency determination at the request of the lead agency.
However, it is the responsibility of the lead agency to make the final determination on a
project’s consistency with the MTP/SCS. This letter concurs with the City’s
determination that the 13C Townhouses Project is consistent with the MTP/SCS and is
located within a TPA. SACOG reviewed the project description and SCS consistency
analysis compared to the MTP/SCS assumptions for the project area in order to make
our determination.
The Project is on a 0.58-acre site located at 1300 and 1310 C Street in the City of
Sacramento. The Project proposes to construct 16 single unit dwellings on two parcels
at approximately 28 units/acre. The project is located within a Transit Priority Area,
pursuant to PRC § 21155.4. Transit Priority Areas are areas of the region within one-half
mile of a major transit stop existing or planned (if the planned stop is scheduled to be
completed within the planning horizon included in a Regional Transportation Plan
adopted pursuant to Section 450.216 or 450.322 of Title 23 of the Code of Federal
Regulations). The Project site is within 1/4” of a mile from the Sacramento Regional
Transit’s (Sac RT) Blue Line (light rail transit or LRT), Alkali Flat/Valentina along 12th
Street. Additionally, Sac RT also has several bus routes with stops within two blocks of
the project site. The Project’s proximity to each of these transit resources independently
demonstrates that the project site is included in a transit priority area
The 13C Townhouses Project is an infill project within the Center/Corridor Community
designation of the MTP/SCS for the City of Sacramento. Within the Center/Corridor
Community, the MTP/SCS forecasts a range of low to high density residential,
commercial, office, and industrial uses (MTP/SCS Appendix D). The project’s land uses
fall within this range of general uses, densities, and building intensities. The MTP/SCS
also relies heavily on consistency with the City’s General Plan. Infill projects that are
consistent with the General Plan are generally considered consistent with the MTP/SCS.
Therefore, development at the proposed densities is consistent with the build out
assumptions for the area within this community type of the MTP/SCS.

With respect to consistency with the MTP/SCS policies, the applicable policies are
embedded in the metrics and growth forecast assumptions of the MTP/SCS. For the
purposes of determining SCS consistency, projects consistent with the growth forecast
assumptions of the MTP/SCS are consistent with these policies. The MTP/SCS housing
forecast for the Center/Corridor Communities was based not only on the City’s land use
plans and policies, but also on the following: an assessment of past building activity,
current project entitlement activity, and consideration of changing demographic and
housing market demand. Infill development and redevelopment is a strategy essential
to the success of the Blueprint Preferred Scenario and the MTP/SCS. The Blueprint
Preferred Scenario and the 2020 MTP/SCS achieve transportation, air quality, and other
quality of life benefits by relying in part on infill and redevelopment projects such as this
one. The proposed project is consistent with MTP/SCS growth forecast assumptions.
Thank you for inviting SACOG’s input as to the consistency of the 13C Townhouses
Project with the MTP/SCS. Our confirmation of the project’s consistency with the
MTP/SCS is not intended to express any opinion on the site design or the appropriate
conditions of approval of the project. If you have further questions or need further
assistance, please don’t hesitate to contact me at (916) 340-6246.

If you have additional questions, please feel free to contact me.
Sincerely,

Clint Holtzen
Planning Manager

DETERMINATION OF MTP/SCS CONSISTENCY WORKSHEET
As of October 27, 2020 i
Background: Pursuant to SB 375 and SB 743, streamlined CEQA review and analysis is available to
certain land use projects that are consistent with the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). The SCS
was adopted by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) Board as part of the 2020
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) on November 18, 2019.
The California Air Resources Board (CARB) provided an Acceptance of GHG Quantification Determination
for the SACOG SCS in October 2020.
Purpose: The purpose of this worksheet is to provide lead agencies with guidance to determine whether
a project is consistent with the general land use designation, density, intensity, and applicable policies of
the 2020 MTP/SCS adopted by SACOG.
The lead agency has responsibility to make the final determination on these matters and to determine
the applicable and appropriate CEQA streamlining, if any.
Directions: This worksheet should be completed by the lead agency, relying on the project description of
the proposed project and Appendix C and D of the MTP/SCS. Regardless of whether this optional
worksheet is used to assist in determining consistency with the MTP/SCS, a project can only be
consistent with the MTP/SCS if it is consistent with the general land use designation, density, building
intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in the adopted MTP/SCS. This worksheet
only applies to the 2020 MTP/SCS (adopted November 18, 2019); subsequent MTP/SCS adoptions may
require updates to this form.
Lead agencies are welcome to contact SACOG for assistance in completing this worksheet. For
assistance, contact Dov Kadin at dkadin@sacog.org.

Project Title
Proposed Project is Located In
(city/county name)
Applicable Community Type
Proposed Project is Located in

The 13C Townhouses Project (P21-038)

☐
✔

Center and Corridor Community

Established Community
Developing Community (list the specific name of the
Developing Community as identified in Appendix C of the
☐ MTP/SCS beginning on page 5):
☐

The MTP/SCS land use forecast is
illustrated using Community Types. In
order to determine the general use
designation, density and intensity of the
Project area within the MTP/SCS, the
Project must be located within a
Community Type designated in the
☐ Rural Residential Community
MTP/SCS. Use the map on page 4 of
Appendix C of the MTP/SCS to identify the
Community Type for the Project.

DETERMINATION OF MTP/SCS CONSISTENCY WORKSHEET
As of October 16, 2020

Required Consistency with the SCS: General Use Designation, Density and Intensity,
and Applicable MTP/SCS Policies (PRC § 21155(a) and PRC § 21159.28(a))
General Use Designation, Density and Building Intensity. The foundation of the land use designations
for the MTP/SCS is adopted and proposed local general plans, community plans, specific plans and other
local policies and regulations. A project is consistent with the MTP/SCS if its uses are identified in the
applicable MTP/SCS Community Type and its uses meet the general density and building intensity
assumptions for the Community Type. The proposed project does not have to include all allowed uses in
the MTP/SCS.
Applicable MTP/SCS Policies. For the purposes of determining SCS consistency, the policies of the
MTP/SCS are embedded in the metrics and growth forecast assumptions of the MTP/SCS. Projects
consistent with the growth forecast assumptions of the MTP/SCS, as determined by the criteria below,
are consistent with the MTP/SCS and its policies.

Determine consistency of the Project using one of the four methods below:
Consistency
Option

Option A
☐
Option B
☐
✔
Option C
☐

Option D
☐

Criteria
The Project is located in a Center and Corridor Community or an Established Community
and the Project uses are consistent with the allowed uses of the applicable adopted local land
use plan as it existed in 2019 and are at least 80 percent of the maximum allowed density or
intensity of the allowed uses of the applicable local land use plans. Therefore, the Project is
consistent with the MTP/SCS. ii
The Project is located in a Center and Corridor Community or an Established Community
and the Project uses have been reviewed in the context of, and are found to be consistent with,
the general land use, density, and intensity information provided for this Community Type in
Appendix D of the MTP/SCS (beginning on page 30). Therefore, the Project is consistent with
the MTP/SCS.
The Project is located in a Rural Residential Community and the Project residential density
does not exceed the maximum density of one unit per acre as specified in the MTP/SCS, and
employment development in the Project is at least 80 percent of the maximum allowed density
or intensity of the applicable local land use plans. Therefore, the Project is consistent with the
MTP/SCS.
The Project is located in a Developing Community and the Project’s average net density
meets or exceed the average net density described for this specific Developing Community (as
referenced by name of applicable specific plan, master plan, or special plan in Appendix D of
the MTP/SCS) and employment development in the Project is consistent with the general
employment land uses described for this specific Developing Community. iii In addition,
development from the project when added to other entitled projects will not exceed the
MTP/SCS build out assumptions for the area within this Community Type, which are:
New Housing Units:
New Employees:
2

DETERMINATION OF MTP/SCS CONSISTENCY WORKSHEET
As of October 16, 2020

Conclusion
The proposed project is consistent with
the General Use Designation, Density and
Intensity, and Applicable MTP/SCS
Policies for the following reasons
(summarize findings on use designation,
density and intensity for the Project
evaluation completed above):

The overall project consists of mixed use development project and is consistent with the proposed general plan
designation and the proposed zoning designation for the area. The proposed general plan designation (TNMD) and
the proposed zoning designation (R-3A SPD) is established by the minimum and maximum densities in the general
plan. The TNMD general plan designation allows for a minimum of 8 and a maximum of 21 dwelling units per acre
and a maximum FAR ratio of 1.50. The 13C Townhomes Project consists of 16 dwelling units on a .58-acre site.
The Project is located at 1300 & 1310 C Street in the City of Sacramento. The project site is within the Central City
area of the City of Sacramento which has been determined to be almost entirely within a transit priority area. The
project location qualifies as a transit priority area.
The Project site is within 1/4” of a mile from the Sacramento Regional Transit’s (Sac RT) Blue Line (light rail transit or
LRT), Alkali Flat/Valentina along 12th Street. Additionally, Sac RT also has several bus routes with stops within two
blocks of the project site

This document may be updated as users provide feedback on its utility.
The MTP/SCS general land use, density and intensity in Center and Corridor Communities and Established
Communities is based on 80 percent of the maximum allowed density or intensity of the land use designations in
applicable local land use plans as they existed in 2016, unless otherwise noted in Appendix C and D.
iii
The MTP/SCS land use forecast in Developing Communities was modeled according to adopted and proposed
specific plans, master plans, and special plans as they existed in 2016, and is based on the housing and
employment totals and the average net density of these plans, as outlined in Appendix C and D.
i

ii
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December 10, 2021

Ron Bess, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento
300 Richards Blvd
Sacramento, CA 95811
Re: MTP/SCS Consistency for the 16th & J Street Mixed Use Project
Dear Mr. Bess:
You requested SACOG’s confirmation that the proposed 16th & J Street Mixed Use
Project is consistent with the 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) and is located within a Transit Priority Area (TPA),
pursuant to PRC § 21155.4. SACOG provides a consistency determination at the request
of the lead agency. However, it is the responsibility of the lead agency to make the final
determination on a project’s consistency with the MTP/SCS. This letter concurs with the
City’s determination that the 16th & J Street Mixed Use Project is consistent with the
MTP/SCS and is located within a TPA. SACOG reviewed the project description and SCS
consistency analysis compared to the MTP/SCS assumptions for the project area in
order to make our determination.
The Project is a mixed-use development project on a 0.51-acre site located at 1617 J
Street in the City of Sacramento. The Project proposes to construct a 7-story, 347,063
square-foot mixed-use apartment building consisting of 200 apartment units and 39,904
square feet of ground floor retail use and has an FAR of 5.03. The project is located
within a Transit Priority Area, pursuant to PRC § 21155.4. Transit Priority Areas are areas
of the region within one-half mile of a major transit stop existing or planned (if the
planned stop is scheduled to be completed within the planning horizon included in a
Regional Transportation Plan adopted pursuant to Section 450.216 or 450.322 of Title
23 of the Code of Federal Regulations). The Project site is less than ½ mile from the
Sacramento Regional Transit’s (Sac RT) Blue Line (light rail transit or LRT), with multiple
Blue and Gold Line stations for light rail at the eastbound and westbound at Cathedral
Square Station along K Street and northbound and southbound along 12th & I Street.
Additionally, Sac RT also has several bus routes with stops within a few blocks of the
project site. The Project’s proximity to each of these transit resources independently
demonstrates that the project site is included in a transit priority area.
The 16th & J Street Mixed Use Project is an infill project within the Center/Corridor
Community designation of the MTP/SCS for the City of Sacramento. Within the
Center/Corridor Community, the MTP/SCS forecasts a range of low to high density
residential, commercial, office, and industrial uses (MTP/SCS Appendix D). The project’s
land uses fall within this range of general uses, densities, and building intensities. The
MTP/SCS also relies heavily on consistency with the City’s General Plan. Infill projects
that are consistent with the General Plan are generally considered consistent with the

MTP/SCS. Therefore, development at the proposed densities is consistent with the build
out assumptions for the area within this community type of the MTP/SCS.
With respect to consistency with the MTP/SCS policies, the applicable policies are
embedded in the metrics and growth forecast assumptions of the MTP/SCS. For the
purposes of determining SCS consistency, projects consistent with the growth forecast
assumptions of the MTP/SCS are consistent with these policies. The MTP/SCS housing
forecast for the Center/Corridor Communities was based not only on the City’s land use
plans and policies, but also on the following: an assessment of past building activity,
current project entitlement activity, and consideration of changing demographic and
housing market demand. Infill development and redevelopment is a strategy essential
to the success of the Blueprint Preferred Scenario and the MTP/SCS. The Blueprint
Preferred Scenario and the 2020 MTP/SCS achieve transportation, air quality, and other
quality of life benefits by relying in part on infill and redevelopment projects such as this
one. The proposed project is consistent with MTP/SCS growth forecast assumptions.
Thank you for inviting SACOG’s input as to the consistency of the 16th & J Street Mixed
Use Project with the MTP/SCS. Our confirmation of the project’s consistency with the
MTP/SCS is not intended to express any opinion on the site design or the appropriate
conditions of approval of the project. If you have further questions or need further
assistance, please don’t hesitate to contact me at (916) 340-6246.

If you have additional questions, please feel free to contact me.
Sincerely,

Clint Holtzen
Planning Manager

DETERMINATION OF MTP/SCS CONSISTENCY WORKSHEET
As of October 27, 2020 i
Background: Pursuant to SB 375 and SB 743, streamlined CEQA review and analysis is available to
certain land use projects that are consistent with the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). The SCS
was adopted by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) Board as part of the 2020
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) on November 18, 2019.
The California Air Resources Board (CARB) provided an Acceptance of GHG Quantification Determination
for the SACOG SCS in October 2020.
Purpose: The purpose of this worksheet is to provide lead agencies with guidance to determine whether
a project is consistent with the general land use designation, density, intensity, and applicable policies of
the 2020 MTP/SCS adopted by SACOG.
The lead agency has responsibility to make the final determination on these matters and to determine
the applicable and appropriate CEQA streamlining, if any.
Directions: This worksheet should be completed by the lead agency, relying on the project description of
the proposed project and Appendix C and D of the MTP/SCS. Regardless of whether this optional
worksheet is used to assist in determining consistency with the MTP/SCS, a project can only be
consistent with the MTP/SCS if it is consistent with the general land use designation, density, building
intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in the adopted MTP/SCS. This worksheet
only applies to the 2020 MTP/SCS (adopted November 18, 2019); subsequent MTP/SCS adoptions may
require updates to this form.
Lead agencies are welcome to contact SACOG for assistance in completing this worksheet. For
assistance, contact Dov Kadin at dkadin@sacog.org.

Project Title
Proposed Project is Located In
(city/county name)
Applicable Community Type
Proposed Project is Located in

The 16th & J Street Mixed Use Project (DR21-237)

☐
✔

Center and Corridor Community

Established Community
Developing Community (list the specific name of the
Developing Community as identified in Appendix C of the
☐ MTP/SCS beginning on page 5):
☐

The MTP/SCS land use forecast is
illustrated using Community Types. In
order to determine the general use
designation, density and intensity of the
Project area within the MTP/SCS, the
Project must be located within a
Community Type designated in the
☐ Rural Residential Community
MTP/SCS. Use the map on page 4 of
Appendix C of the MTP/SCS to identify the
Community Type for the Project.

DETERMINATION OF MTP/SCS CONSISTENCY WORKSHEET
As of October 16, 2020

Required Consistency with the SCS: General Use Designation, Density and Intensity,
and Applicable MTP/SCS Policies (PRC § 21155(a) and PRC § 21159.28(a))
General Use Designation, Density and Building Intensity. The foundation of the land use designations
for the MTP/SCS is adopted and proposed local general plans, community plans, specific plans and other
local policies and regulations. A project is consistent with the MTP/SCS if its uses are identified in the
applicable MTP/SCS Community Type and its uses meet the general density and building intensity
assumptions for the Community Type. The proposed project does not have to include all allowed uses in
the MTP/SCS.
Applicable MTP/SCS Policies. For the purposes of determining SCS consistency, the policies of the
MTP/SCS are embedded in the metrics and growth forecast assumptions of the MTP/SCS. Projects
consistent with the growth forecast assumptions of the MTP/SCS, as determined by the criteria below,
are consistent with the MTP/SCS and its policies.

Determine consistency of the Project using one of the four methods below:
Consistency
Option

Option A
☐
Option B
☐
✔
Option C
☐

Option D
☐

Criteria
The Project is located in a Center and Corridor Community or an Established Community
and the Project uses are consistent with the allowed uses of the applicable adopted local land
use plan as it existed in 2019 and are at least 80 percent of the maximum allowed density or
intensity of the allowed uses of the applicable local land use plans. Therefore, the Project is
consistent with the MTP/SCS. ii
The Project is located in a Center and Corridor Community or an Established Community
and the Project uses have been reviewed in the context of, and are found to be consistent with,
the general land use, density, and intensity information provided for this Community Type in
Appendix D of the MTP/SCS (beginning on page 30). Therefore, the Project is consistent with
the MTP/SCS.
The Project is located in a Rural Residential Community and the Project residential density
does not exceed the maximum density of one unit per acre as specified in the MTP/SCS, and
employment development in the Project is at least 80 percent of the maximum allowed density
or intensity of the applicable local land use plans. Therefore, the Project is consistent with the
MTP/SCS.
The Project is located in a Developing Community and the Project’s average net density
meets or exceed the average net density described for this specific Developing Community (as
referenced by name of applicable specific plan, master plan, or special plan in Appendix D of
the MTP/SCS) and employment development in the Project is consistent with the general
employment land uses described for this specific Developing Community. iii In addition,
development from the project when added to other entitled projects will not exceed the
MTP/SCS build out assumptions for the area within this Community Type, which are:
New Housing Units:
New Employees:
2

DETERMINATION OF MTP/SCS CONSISTENCY WORKSHEET
As of October 16, 2020

Conclusion
The proposed project is consistent with
the General Use Designation, Density and
Intensity, and Applicable MTP/SCS
Policies for the following reasons
(summarize findings on use designation,
density and intensity for the Project
evaluation completed above):

The overall project consists of mixed use development project and is consistent with the general plan designation and zoning
designation for the area. The general plan designation (UCORHIGH) and the zoning designation (C-2 SPD) is established by the
minimum and maximum densities in the general plan. The UCORHIGH general plan designation allows for a minimum of 33 and a
maximum of 150 dwelling units per acre and a maximum FAR ratio of 6.00. The 2701 Broadway Mixed Use Project consists of 31
dwelling units on a .29-acre site. The C-2-SPD zone allows for the 1,990 square-foot ground floor office space use. The maximum
FAR ratio allowed is 6.00. The 216th & J Street Mixed-Use Project has a FAR of 5.03.
The Project is located at 1617 J Street in the City of Sacramento. The project site is within the Central City area of the City of
Sacramento which has been determined to be almost entirely within a transit priority area. The project location qualifies as a
transit priority area.
The Project site is less than ½ mile from the Sacramento Regional Transit’s (Sac RT) Blue Line (light rail transit or LRT), with
multiple Blue and Gold Line stations for light rail at the eastbound and westbound at Cathedral Square Station along K Street and
northbound and southbound along 12th & I Street. Additionally, Sac RT also has several bus routes with stops within a few
blocks of the project site.

This document may be updated as users provide feedback on its utility.
The MTP/SCS general land use, density and intensity in Center and Corridor Communities and Established
Communities is based on 80 percent of the maximum allowed density or intensity of the land use designations in
applicable local land use plans as they existed in 2016, unless otherwise noted in Appendix C and D.
iii
The MTP/SCS land use forecast in Developing Communities was modeled according to adopted and proposed
specific plans, master plans, and special plans as they existed in 2016, and is based on the housing and
employment totals and the average net density of these plans, as outlined in Appendix C and D.
i

ii
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December 10, 2021

Ron Bess, Associate Planner
City of Sacramento
300 Richards Blvd
Sacramento, CA 95811
Re: MTP/SCS Consistency for the Ice Box Mixed Use Project
Dear Mr. Bess:
You requested SACOG’s confirmation that the proposed Ice Box Mixed Use Project is
consistent with the 2020 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy (MTP/SCS) and is located within a Transit Priority Area (TPA), pursuant to PRC §
21155.4. SACOG provides a consistency determination at the request of the lead agency.
However, it is the responsibility of the lead agency to make the final determination on a
project’s consistency with the MTP/SCS. This letter concurs with the City’s
determination that the Ice Box Mixed Use Project is consistent with the MTP/SCS and is
located within a TPA. SACOG reviewed the project description and SCS consistency
analysis compared to the MTP/SCS assumptions for the project area in order to make
our determination.
The Ice Box Mixed Use Project is located at 1701 R Street and includes a 5-story 74,065
square-foot mixed use building with 65 dwelling units on a 0.48-acre site with 1,065
square feet of ground floor retail. The project has an FAR of 3.54. The project is located
within a Transit Priority Area, pursuant to PRC § 21155.4. Transit Priority Areas are areas
of the region within one-half mile of a major transit stop existing or planned (if the
planned stop is scheduled to be completed within the planning horizon included in a
Regional Transportation Plan adopted pursuant to Section 450.216 or 450.322 of Title
23 of the Code of Federal Regulations). The Project site is behind the Sacramento
Regional Transit’s (Sac RT) Blue, Green and Gold Line along Quill Alley (light rail transit or
LRT). Additionally, Sac RT also has several bus routes with stops within three blocks of
the project site, and the project site is located within the Transit Priority Map area.
The Ice Box Mixed Use Project is an infill project within the Center/Corridor Community
designation of the MTP/SCS for the City of Sacramento. Within the Center/Corridor
Community, the MTP/SCS forecasts a range of low to high density residential,
commercial, office, and industrial uses (MTP/SCS Appendix D). The project’s land uses
fall within this range of general uses, densities, and building intensities. The MTP/SCS
also relies heavily on consistency with the City’s General Plan. Infill projects that are
consistent with the General Plan are generally considered consistent with the MTP/SCS.
Therefore, development at the proposed densities is consistent with the build out
assumptions for the area within this community type of the MTP/SCS.
With respect to consistency with the MTP/SCS policies, the applicable policies are
embedded in the metrics and growth forecast assumptions of the MTP/SCS. For the

purposes of determining SCS consistency, projects consistent with the growth forecast
assumptions of the MTP/SCS are consistent with these policies. The MTP/SCS housing
forecast for the Center/Corridor Communities was based not only on the City’s land use
plans and policies, but also on the following: an assessment of past building activity,
current project entitlement activity, and consideration of changing demographic and
housing market demand. Infill development and redevelopment is a strategy essential
to the success of the Blueprint Preferred Scenario and the MTP/SCS. The Blueprint
Preferred Scenario and the 2020 MTP/SCS achieve transportation, air quality, and other
quality of life benefits by relying in part on infill and redevelopment projects such as this
one. The proposed project is consistent with MTP/SCS growth forecast assumptions.
Thank you for inviting SACOG’s input as to the consistency of the Ice Box Mixed Use
Project with the MTP/SCS. Our confirmation of the project’s consistency with the
MTP/SCS is not intended to express any opinion on the site design or the appropriate
conditions of approval of the project. If you have further questions or need further
assistance, please don’t hesitate to contact me at (916) 340-6246.

If you have additional questions, please feel free to contact me.
Sincerely,

Clint Holtzen
Planning Manager

DETERMINATION OF MTP/SCS CONSISTENCY WORKSHEET
As of October 27, 2020 i
Background: Pursuant to SB 375 and SB 743, streamlined CEQA review and analysis is available to
certain land use projects that are consistent with the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). The SCS
was adopted by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) Board as part of the 2020
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) on November 18, 2019.
The California Air Resources Board (CARB) provided an Acceptance of GHG Quantification Determination
for the SACOG SCS in October 2020.
Purpose: The purpose of this worksheet is to provide lead agencies with guidance to determine whether
a project is consistent with the general land use designation, density, intensity, and applicable policies of
the 2020 MTP/SCS adopted by SACOG.
The lead agency has responsibility to make the final determination on these matters and to determine
the applicable and appropriate CEQA streamlining, if any.
Directions: This worksheet should be completed by the lead agency, relying on the project description of
the proposed project and Appendix C and D of the MTP/SCS. Regardless of whether this optional
worksheet is used to assist in determining consistency with the MTP/SCS, a project can only be
consistent with the MTP/SCS if it is consistent with the general land use designation, density, building
intensity, and applicable policies specified for the project area in the adopted MTP/SCS. This worksheet
only applies to the 2020 MTP/SCS (adopted November 18, 2019); subsequent MTP/SCS adoptions may
require updates to this form.
Lead agencies are welcome to contact SACOG for assistance in completing this worksheet. For
assistance, contact Dov Kadin at dkadin@sacog.org.

Project Title
Proposed Project is Located In
(city/county name)
Applicable Community Type
Proposed Project is Located in

The Ice Box Mixed Use Project (Z21-118)

☐
✔

Center and Corridor Community

Established Community
Developing Community (list the specific name of the
Developing Community as identified in Appendix C of the
☐ MTP/SCS beginning on page 5):
☐

The MTP/SCS land use forecast is
illustrated using Community Types. In
order to determine the general use
designation, density and intensity of the
Project area within the MTP/SCS, the
Project must be located within a
Community Type designated in the
☐ Rural Residential Community
MTP/SCS. Use the map on page 4 of
Appendix C of the MTP/SCS to identify the
Community Type for the Project.

DETERMINATION OF MTP/SCS CONSISTENCY WORKSHEET
As of October 16, 2020

Required Consistency with the SCS: General Use Designation, Density and Intensity,
and Applicable MTP/SCS Policies (PRC § 21155(a) and PRC § 21159.28(a))
General Use Designation, Density and Building Intensity. The foundation of the land use designations
for the MTP/SCS is adopted and proposed local general plans, community plans, specific plans and other
local policies and regulations. A project is consistent with the MTP/SCS if its uses are identified in the
applicable MTP/SCS Community Type and its uses meet the general density and building intensity
assumptions for the Community Type. The proposed project does not have to include all allowed uses in
the MTP/SCS.
Applicable MTP/SCS Policies. For the purposes of determining SCS consistency, the policies of the
MTP/SCS are embedded in the metrics and growth forecast assumptions of the MTP/SCS. Projects
consistent with the growth forecast assumptions of the MTP/SCS, as determined by the criteria below,
are consistent with the MTP/SCS and its policies.

Determine consistency of the Project using one of the four methods below:
Consistency
Option

Option A
☐
Option B
☐
✔
Option C
☐

Option D
☐

Criteria
The Project is located in a Center and Corridor Community or an Established Community
and the Project uses are consistent with the allowed uses of the applicable adopted local land
use plan as it existed in 2019 and are at least 80 percent of the maximum allowed density or
intensity of the allowed uses of the applicable local land use plans. Therefore, the Project is
consistent with the MTP/SCS. ii
The Project is located in a Center and Corridor Community or an Established Community
and the Project uses have been reviewed in the context of, and are found to be consistent with,
the general land use, density, and intensity information provided for this Community Type in
Appendix D of the MTP/SCS (beginning on page 30). Therefore, the Project is consistent with
the MTP/SCS.
The Project is located in a Rural Residential Community and the Project residential density
does not exceed the maximum density of one unit per acre as specified in the MTP/SCS, and
employment development in the Project is at least 80 percent of the maximum allowed density
or intensity of the applicable local land use plans. Therefore, the Project is consistent with the
MTP/SCS.
The Project is located in a Developing Community and the Project’s average net density
meets or exceed the average net density described for this specific Developing Community (as
referenced by name of applicable specific plan, master plan, or special plan in Appendix D of
the MTP/SCS) and employment development in the Project is consistent with the general
employment land uses described for this specific Developing Community. iii In addition,
development from the project when added to other entitled projects will not exceed the
MTP/SCS build out assumptions for the area within this Community Type, which are:
New Housing Units:
New Employees:
2

DETERMINATION OF MTP/SCS CONSISTENCY WORKSHEET
As of October 16, 2020

Conclusion
The proposed project is consistent with
the General Use Designation, Density and
Intensity, and Applicable MTP/SCS
Policies for the following reasons
(summarize findings on use designation,
density and intensity for the Project
evaluation completed above):

The overall project consists of mixed use development project and is consistent with the general plan designation and
zoning designation for the area. The general plan designation is UCORLOW and the zoning designation is RMX-PUD-SPD
The UCORLOW general plan designation allows for a minimum of 20 and a maximum of 110 dwelling units per acre and a
maximum FAR ratio of 6.00. The Ice Box Mixed Use Project consists of construction of a 5-story 74,065 square-foot mixed
use building with 65 dwelling units on a .48-acre site with 1,065 square feet of ground floor retail. The RMCX-PUD-SPD
zone allows for the1,065 square-foot ground floor retail. The maximum FAR ratio allowed is 6.00. The Ice Box Mixed-Use
Project has a FAR of 3.54.
The Project is located at 1701 R Street in the City of Sacramento. The project site is within the Central City area of the City
of Sacramento which has been determined to be almost entirely within a transit priority area. The project location qualifies
as a transit priority area.
The Project site is behind the Sacramento Regional Transit’s (Sac RT) Blue, Green and Gold Line along Quill Alley (light
rail transit or LRT). Additionally, Sac RT also has several bus routes with stops within three blocks of the project site, and
the project site is located within the Transit Priority Map area.

This document may be updated as users provide feedback on its utility.
The MTP/SCS general land use, density and intensity in Center and Corridor Communities and Established
Communities is based on 80 percent of the maximum allowed density or intensity of the land use designations in
applicable local land use plans as they existed in 2016, unless otherwise noted in Appendix C and D.
iii
The MTP/SCS land use forecast in Developing Communities was modeled according to adopted and proposed
specific plans, master plans, and special plans as they existed in 2016, and is based on the housing and
employment totals and the average net density of these plans, as outlined in Appendix C and D.
i
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October 29, 2021
Shanna Atherton (via email Shanna.Atherton@conservation.ca.gov)
Department of Conservation
RE: Notification of Application for Agricultural Conservation Easements within
the Sustainable Agricultural Lands Conservation Program; Placer Land Trust-in
Placer County
Dear Mr. Bryant
Thank you for reaching out regarding the submittal of the Placer Land Trust’s
grant request to purchase two easements in Placer County representing 1,175
acres.
The purpose of this letter is to confirm that this project supports the Sacramento
Area Council of Governments’ Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS). The SALC program has many shared goals with
the MTP/SCS, as both aim to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) through
measures that support infill development. SACOG appreciates the approach the
SALC program has taken to protect critical agricultural lands from conversion,
promote smart growth, and ensure that open space remains available. We
recognize that a healthy resilient agricultural sector is an important part of
meeting the challenges occurring and anticipated as a result of climate change.
SACOG’s adopted SCS lays out a transportation investment and land use strategy
to improve our air quality, preserve open space and natural resources, and help
California achieve its goal to reduce greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to
climate change. The SCS reduces greenhouse gas emissions by 19 percent per
capita over the next two decades compared to a 2005 base year. Our ability to
reduce greenhouse gas emission depends on the implementation actions taken
by our local jurisdictions and those residing or operating within our six-county
region. Placing this land into an agricultural easement will support the
implementation of our SCS as described in Public Resources Code section
75211(b).
Sincerely,

Clint Holtzen
SACOG Planning Manager

October 29, 2021
Shanna Atherton (via email Shanna.Atherton@conservation.ca.gov)
Department of Conservation
RE: Notification of Application for Agricultural Conservation Easements within
the Sustainable Agricultural Lands Conservation Program; Sutter Buttes Regional
Land Trust-in Yuba County
Dear Mr. Bryant
Thank you for reaching out regarding the submittal of the Sutter Buttes Regional
Land Trust’s grant request to purchase 952.3 acres in Yuba County.
The purpose of this letter is to confirm that this project supports the Sacramento
Area Council of Governments’ Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS). The SALC program has many shared goals with
the MTP/SCS, as both aim to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) through
measures that support infill development. SACOG appreciates the approach the
SALC program has taken to protect critical agricultural lands from conversion,
promote smart growth, and ensure that open space remains available. We
recognize that a healthy resilient agricultural sector is an important part of
meeting the challenges occurring and anticipated as a result of climate change.
SACOG’s adopted SCS lays out a transportation investment and land use strategy
to improve our air quality, preserve open space and natural resources, and help
California achieve its goal to reduce greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to
climate change. The SCS reduces greenhouse gas emissions by 19 percent per
capita over the next two decades compared to a 2005 base year. Our ability to
reduce greenhouse gas emission depends on the implementation actions taken
by our local jurisdictions and those residing or operating within our six-county
region. Placing this land into an agricultural easement will support the
implementation of our SCS as described in Public Resources Code section
75211(b).
Sincerely,

Clint Holtzen
SACOG Planning Manager

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee

Meeting Date: February 3, 2022
Agenda Item No. 5

Policy Framework for the 2024 Blueprint
Information
Prepared by: Binu Abraham
Attachments: Yes

Approved by: Clint Holtzen
Referring Committee: Not Applicable

1. Issue:
Adoption of the Policy Framework to guide the development of the 2024 Blueprint
2. Recommendation:
None, this is for information only. The Transportation Committee is being asked to recommend that the
board adopt the 2024 Blueprint Policy Framework including the Sacramento Region Growth Forecast and the
Triple Bottom Line goal statements.
3. Background/Analysis:
The Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy is now the 2024 Blueprint.
Twenty years ago, the SACOG Board directed staff to initiate the Sacramento Regional Blueprint Project,
which was a revolutionary undertaking and compelled a critical assessment of the relationship between
transportation and land-use in the region. Two years later, the SACOG Board of Directors adopted the
Sacramento Region Blueprint Preferred Scenario. That strategy and process set the precedent for how
metropolitan planning organizations (MPO) in California undertake regional planning and coordination on
land use and transportation. SACOG has chosen to carry on the innovative strategy’s legacy by naming the
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS), 2024 Blueprint.
What is the 2024 Blueprint?
The 2024 Blueprint is a federal and state required policy document for long-range transportation and land use
planning. The purpose of Blueprint is to identify policies, strategies, and investment priorities that support
efficient development, operation, and management of the regional transportation system. Federal and state
requirements dictate that the plan must cover a minimum of 20 years, identify transportation related
programs and projects, be financially constrained, integrate with local land use planning, and conform to
specific air quality standards, among other requirements. In addition to regulatory requirements, the SACOG
Board of Directors provides guidance and direction on the major policy initiatives and focus areas that are of
local and regional importance and should be examined by the region’s land use and transportation plan.
SACOG anticipates the Blueprint will be adopted in February 2024. An overview of the workplan and process
for developing the Blueprint, including major board actions, points of local agency and public input, and major

staff work are summarized in the Process Overview available on the project webpage:
https://www.sacog.org/post/mtpscs-process-overview
Why are we doing a Blueprint?
The growth and mobility challenges facing our region are complex and are made more so due to the global
pandemic, recent record setting drought and fire seasons, and the effects of a staggering statewide housing
crisis. These challenges are daunting and are too often most acutely felt in historically disenfranchised
communities, particularly among Black, Indigenous, Asian, Pacific Islander, Hispanic/Latino and other
communities of color. Finding pathways to creating a thriving economy and healthy environment for all
residents of the Sacramento region, as they relate to a regional planning effort, requires a holistic approach
that examines the relationships between public sector land use decisions, transportation infrastructure and
programs, prevailing market conditions, and public policy.
As an initial step toward addressing these disparities, SACOG is beginning work on an update to our
comprehensive long-range transportation and land use plan, the 2024 Blueprint. This plan will lay out a set of
strategies for an integrated, multimodal transportation system and regional development pattern that can
create a more thriving region that works for all residents. The plan must aim to connect housing to jobs,
education, goods and services, and recreational opportunities while protecting and enhancing our natural and
working landscapes. This plan will ultimately outline recommendations for public land use policy and
transportation investment strategies for the Greater Sacramento region.
4. Discussion/Analysis:
Staff is requesting that the Transportation Committee recommend that the SACOG Board adopt the Blueprint
2024 Policy Framework including two key components: (1) Sacramento Region Growth Projections and (2) The
Triple Bottom Line Framework.
What is the Policy Framework for Blueprint?
The Policy Framework for the 2024 Blueprint establishes the goals and identifies the policy imperatives for the
plan update as well as setting regional growth projections. The framework will guide the specific analyses and
research conducted for the plan and dictates how the plan should address federal and state requirements.
This framework will also help strengthen the plan's ability to support local jurisdictions and partner agencies
as the region competes for transportation funding by aligning it with federal and state policy imperatives.
In addition to setting the goals for the plan, the board is also being asked to adopt the regional growth
projections for the plan update. The 2024 Blueprint must account for the needs of both existing and the next
generation of residents, therefore, an initial step in every update is to forecast the growth our region should
plan to expect over the life of the plan.
How much growth are we talking about?
The update of Blueprint incorporates population, housing, and employment projections for a horizon year of
2050 and the key interim year of 2035, which is a state mandated analysis year for greenhouse gas emissions.
The projections set growth totals for the plan horizon year based on long-term global, national, state, and
regional growth trends. Like other elements of Blueprint, the growth projections must be reasonable
estimates supported by underlying demographic and economic data. The Blueprint’s regional growth
projections are distinct from estimates of overall jurisdiction buildout plans or growth goals, instead focusing

on the growth the region can reasonably expect to experience over the next thirty years. More information
about the development and assumptions of the Sacramento Region Growth Projections can be found in
Attachment A. Below is a summary of the projections the committee is considering for action this month.
These projections are for the SACOG planning area (i.e., the full six-county Sacramento region is slightly larger
than the SACOG planning area. Staff has removed the Tahoe Basin portions of Placer and El Dorado Counties
from this final projection for the SACOG planning area).
Today, the region has approximately 2.5 million people, slightly more than 1 million jobs, and slightly less than
1 million homes. To estimate growth projections 30 years into the future, SACOG looked at historical,
economic, and demographic international, national, state, and regional trends. Staff gathered data from
sources including the California Department of Finance, the Bureau of Labor Statistics, and the Center for the
Continuing Study of the California Economy to inform this set of assumptions. Staff also recruited a panel of
experts as a sounding board to test the reasonableness of assumptions and used the group’s feedback to
make refinements. These projections were brought to all three committees during December 2021.
Overall, these projections point to a slower growth rate relative to the projections for the current long-range
plan, but still show that the Sacramento region will outpace the nation and state when it comes to population,
jobs, and housing growth. The table below shows the amount of growth the region can expect by the two
major milestone years of the plan, 2035 and 2050. The baseline projections for 2035 and 2050, in the white
columns, show the amount of new growth the region needs to plan for and will serve as the foundational
projections for developing the plan. The upper bound projections, in the gray columns, represent the high end
of the projections. While the general consensus of staff are that these upper bound projections go beyond
what the region should reasonably expect based on current trends, staff recommends including them as part
of the board action this month to allow for adjustments to the projections later in the plan update process
should new information, strategies, or policy direction arise that would justify an assumption that the region is
likely to attract a greater share of national and state growth through specific investments or economic
development activities.

2024 Blueprint Projections for SACOG Planning Area
Change, 2019- Change, 20192035 (baseline) 2035 (upper
bound)
Population
330,000
368,000

Change, 2019- Change, 20192050 (baseline) 2050 (upper
bound)
566,000
630,000

Jobs

156,000

174,000

263,000

293,000

Households

148,000

165,500

264,000

288,000

Housing Units

156,000

174,000

278,000

303,000

*Projections are for the six-county SACOG Planning Area (Tahoe Basin removed). The board’s growth projection action is on the
baseline growth increment (change). Through the Blueprint process staff works to apply the growth increment onto the plan’s
updated base year, which may vary slightly from the 2019 numbers produced by the projection series. The growth projection action
sets the totals for the plan’s pathway (scenario) development and subsequent analysis. For the 2024 update staff has also included
an increment range between the baseline and an upper bound, which preserves the board’s flexibility to revisit the growth totals
during preferred scenario development if underlying economic or growth conditions change, or if there are substantial revisions to
the plan’s supporting policies.

How do the Triple Bottom Line goals affect the development of the 2024 Blueprint?
Blueprint will outline a path to lead the region to a thriving and prosperous future. To get there, the region
needs to develop land use and transportation policies and investment strategies that are strong enough to
work with economic, societal, and environmental forces. This plan represents an opportunity for the board
and the region to come together around a collective vision for advancing economic prosperity, supporting
environmental health and resiliency, and promoting equity through reducing transportation and housing
disparities by race, ethnicity, income, and ability. The triple bottom line concept was first introduced in the
1990s as a business strategy to incorporate environmental and social responsibility goals into a company’s
“bottom line” of their balance sheet. For SACOG, this concept provides a continued emphasis on our agency
goal of tying our infrastructure investments to economic prosperity, gives appropriate emphasis to the
environmental and climate resilience goals that our plan tries to achieve, and notably elevates equity – and
the work of the board’s Race, Equity and Inclusion working group – to a level of significance that is equal to
the challenge that the region and the nation is facing.
The attached Policy Framework centers Blueprint on three related goals of Equity, Economy, and
Environment, or the three “E’s.” This Triple Bottom Line framework will shape the discussions and strategies
for Blueprint. These goals, along with explanations about how these goals may affect the analysis and
outcomes of Blueprint are described in Triple Bottom Line Framework in Attachment B.
How does SACOG intend to engage partners, members, the public, and other stakeholders in the 2024
Blueprint?
In addition to guiding the analyses and board policy discussions about the plan, the Triple Bottom Line
Framework will also guide SACOG’s outreach and engagement with member, partner and regulatory agencies
as well as the public. SACOG intends to use several awareness building tactics throughout the Blueprint
development process to increase engagement among low-income communities, communities of color,
stakeholders that represent a broad variety of interests throughout the region, and all other interested
parties. More about the engagement strategy for the Blueprint engagement is included in Attachment C.
SACOG staff will use best practices, feedback from partners, leverage relationships with community-based
organizations, and Board direction to build upon these engagement activities to ensure that all interested
parties can be meaningfully involved in this regional plan development process.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
Work on the 2024 Blueprint is included in the adopted budget and Overall Work Program. As a multi-year
project, not all future year costs have been identified, but expenditure will be included in future year's
budgets.
6. This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Objectives:
Goal 1 : Advance Economic Prosperity
Goal 2 : Connected Communities
Goal 3 : Vibrant Places

Attachment A

Growth Projections for SACOG’s 2024 Update to the Blueprint
(Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy)
Technical Memo

The development of regional growth projections is one of the first steps on the road to the 2024
Blueprint (Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy or MTP/SCS). The
projections set population, employment, and household totals for the plan horizon year (twenty years or
more into the future) based on long-term growth trends in the region. All these projections are regional
totals only at this point. Subsequent steps in the Blueprint (MTP/SCS) update determine how to
distribute the regional projections among cities, counties, and communities across greater Sacramento
in a strategic way that will help to further regional and local objectives.
This memo provides a summary of the findings, approach, and process for developing an updated
baseline growth projection for the Sacramento region. SACOG would like to acknowledge and extend
thanks to the participants of the expert panel that helped to review, facilitate discussion, and provide
feedback on the assumptions that make up the regional growth projections. The expert panel
participants and their respective organizations are listed in Table 20 at the end of this document.
SACOG staff presented this projection as part of the December 2021 SACOG board committee cycle and
sought comments from the region’s planning staff and broader stakeholders. Besides some fixes to
minor errata and a new section summarizing the scenario analysis, the document remains unchanged
from the draft presented in December 2021.
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Summary of 2024 Blueprint’s (MTP/SCS’s) Growth Projection
SACOG Planning Area Projections Summary*
2019 (projections 2035 (projections
series estimate) series estimate)

2050 (projections
series estimate)

Population

2.48 million

2.815 million

3.05 million

Jobs

1.15 million

1.31 million

1.41 million

Households

0.88 million

1.03 million

1.14 million

Housing Units

0.92 million

1.08 million

1.20 million

Change, 20192035 (baseline)

Change, 2019-2035 Change, 2019(upper bound)
2050 (baseline)

Change, 20192050 (upper
bound)

Population

330,000

368,000

566,000

630,000

Jobs

156,000

174,000

263,000

293,000

Households

148,000

165,500

264,000

288,000

Housing Units

156,000

174,000

278,000

303,000

*Projections are for the six-county SACOG Planning Area (Tahoe Basin removed). The board’s growth
projection action is on the baseline growth increment (change). Through the Blueprint (MTP/SCS)
process staff works to apply the growth increment onto the plan’s updated base year, which may vary
slightly from the 2019 numbers produced by the projection series. The growth projection action sets the
totals for the plan’s pathway (scenario) development and subsequent analysis. For the 2024 update staff
has also included an increment range between the baseline and an upper bound, which preserves the
board’s flexibility to revisit the growth totals during preferred scenario development if underlying
economic or growth conditions change, or if there are substantial revisions to the plan’s supporting
policies.

Key Points
Region to outpace state and nation in growth
SACOG’s growth projection has the region outpacing the state and nation. As such, the projection
assumes an increasing competitive position for the region compared to historical trends. In other words,
simply extending the region’s trend-line trajectory of the past ten years would have resulted in a lower
projection for the region, especially on the employment and household side. Instead, the project work
coalesced around a set of regional growth factors across the three projected areas of employment,
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population, and households. The project’s expert panel generally found the region’s growth estimate to
be reasonable, though raised important questions around the vulnerability of the assumptions.
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Figure 1. Projected Sacramento Regional Growth Compared to State and Nation

California and
United States: N/A.
Sources don’t
project households
at this geography.

Source: SACOG 2024 Blueprint (MTP/SCS) projection series.

But pace of growth to slow by 2050
Growth in the Sacramento region is heavily influenced by national trends in employment and
population. Overall U.S. population and employment growth is expected to slow over the next several
decades as the population ages and the number of children born (per capita) continues to decline.
Simply extending the growth projections from 2040 to 2050 leads to a slower annual growth rate across
the nation, state, and region. More recent projections by other regional agencies also show a
pronounced drop in growth relative to their prior projection series.

This increment of change looks similar to prior projection series (even though the updated is
a longer period)
The new baseline projections see the Sacramento region growing by a little less than 600,000 people by
2050, while adding over 260,000 jobs and households. This increment of change is similar to the prior
regional projection (produced in 2017). However, that prior projection covered a shorter period (2016 to
2040, compared to 2019 to 2050 for the new projection). The new projection thus has a lower growth
rate on a yearly basis compared to the prior series. As mentioned above, this stems primarily from
exogenous factors, most notably the projected decline in global and national fertility rates.
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Table 1. Projection Compared to Prior Series
Table 1A. Summary of 2020 Blueprint (MTP/SCS) projection (i.e., for the prior plan)
Base
(initial)
year
2016

Horizon
(end) year
2040

# of years
in series
24

Measure

Base year level

Horizon year level

Population

2,376,000

2,996,000

Employment

1,060,000

1,330,000

Households*

846,000

1,101,000

Table 1B. Summary of 2024 Blueprint (MTP/SCS) projection (i.e., what has been updated for this
plan)*
Base
(initial)
year
2019

Horizon
(end) year
2050

# of years
in series
31

Measure

Base year level
(projection series)

Horizon year
level (projection
series)

Population

2,485,000

3,051,000

Employment

1,152,000

1,415,000

Households

882,000

1,146,000

Table 1C. Projection Comparison
Total Growth Increment

Average Annual Growth Rate

2020 projections

2024 projections

2020 projections

2024 projections

Population

620,000

566,000

0.97%

0.66%

Employment

270,000

263,000

0.95%

0.67%

Households

255,000

264,000

1.10%

0.85%

*The initial year (2019) totals on the 2024 Blueprint (MTP/SCS) projections table come from the projection series,
which may differ from the plan’s adopted base year. Staff applies the projection’s growth increment (table 1C) to
the plan’s updated base year. The households cited in this table for the 2020 plan draw on the DOF-suggested levels
(not the plan base year) to keep consistency between the 2020 and 2024 series.

The future is uncertain. But some elements of the projection have been more stable through
time.
In any projection it is vital upfront to recognize that the future is uncertain. This is particularly important
in long-range projections such as those for the Blueprint (MTP/SCS) that extend 20 or 30 years forward.
Many changes will occur by 2050, some that are impossible to predict. But the fundamental components
of the projection (including age and demographic trends) have been much more stable through time.
But the last 18 months have seen major disruptions to each of the projected components of jobs,
population, and households. Staff has benefited by drawing on several examples from the last few
decades of how the region has responded to major economic shocks and other disruptions (such as the
closure of military bases, the dot com bubble, or the Great Recession). Long-range projections in any
timeframe are hard; conducting projections in times of disruption (such as the current period) is even
harder. The project team and expert panel explored which changes seen in the last few years would
likely be more transitory, which could accelerate trends that would probably have already occurred, and
which are new impacts that could shift the region’s trajectory. While the updated projections very much
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consider the effect of Covid-19 and associated changes, staff generally took a more conservative
approach in incorporating these impacts into the projection series, concluding that any further revisions
would be more speculative at this point given the short timeframe of the data, still evolving outcomes,
and lack of consensus at the expert panel (or, as one member of the expert panel put it, ‘more questions
than answers at this point’).

Projections bounded in recognition of uncertainty and potential further policy development
For this projection update staff has presented the growth projections within a bounded range (baseline
and high), given the uncertainties engendered by Covid-19 as well the opportunity for further policy
development over the course of the Blueprint (MTP/SCS). The growth projection action sets the totals
for the plan’s pathway (scenario) development. Staff does not expect any revisions to the growth totals.
Staff has compiled the upper bound totals for reference if over the course of the Blueprint (MTP/SCS)
update the region experiences significant changes to underlying economic or growth conditions
(especially as the region has more time to learn from the changes engendered by the Covid-19
pandemic), or the plan’s policy development lands on substantial changes relative to the prior cycle.
Achieving the ultimate projection requires successful implementation of policies that enhance the
attractiveness of the Sacramento region as a place to work and live. In prior cycles, the SACOG board felt
the Blueprint (MTP/SCS) had this combination of housing, mobility, quality of life, and economic
prosperity policies to support a projection higher than the state and nation.

Introduction and Framing
The base year in this projection update is 2019, i.e., right before the disruptions caused by the Covid
pandemic and its associated impacts (though the effects of the pandemic and associated disruptions are
very much considered in the series update, as discussed above). Staff has not yet selected the horizon
(end) year for the 2024 Blueprint (MTP/SCS). This projection update goes out to the year 2050, though
the horizon year of the Blueprint (MTP/SCS) may be earlier. In short, the projection presented here
covers the period of 2019 to 2050. The summary projection is for the SACOG planning area of the sixcounty Sacramento region, which contains all of Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba Counties as well as
the non-Tahoe Basin portions of El Dorado and Placer Counties (in other words, the projection removes
the Tahoe Basin portion of El Dorado and Placer counties).
The detailed projections were completed for the full six-county area (including the Tahoe Basin). As a
final step, staff removed the Tahoe Basin from the summary projection series.
In any projection it is vital upfront to recognize that the future is uncertain. This is particularly important
in long-range projections such as those for the Blueprint (MTP/SCS) that extend 20 or 30 years into the
future. Federal and state planning requirements lead the plan to produce a single point future, which
the growth projections provide. However, uncertainty analysis, both in the projections update and the
plan in general, is very much central to the process.
Like other elements of the Blueprint (MTP/SCS), the growth projections must be based on a reasonable
estimate that is supported by the underlying demographic and economic data. In this sense the work
differs from visioning exercises that are less bound by financial, demographic, or other constraints. As
such, the Blueprint’s (MTP/SCS’s) regional growth projections are distinct from estimates of overall
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buildout plans or growth goals and are focused on estimating the growth the region can reasonably
expect to experience over a bounded timeframe.
To complete the projection update staff looks at past trends in the region, state and nation (often
extending thirty or more years back, but with a primary focus on the last ten years), examines what
demographic and economic trends have changed recently (i.e., a focus on the past several years, and in
this update, an exploration of the past 18 months given the recent disruptions), draws on a suite of work
and critical thinking about future conditions (such as material from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, the
State Department of Finance, and projections conducted by our other peer regions) and ultimately
makes a set of assumptions based on this collection of information that shape the projection update.
The update draws heavily on quantitative material (such as recent growth rates or projected changes in
demographic trends) but uses an expert panel as a sounding board on the reasonableness of the results
and assumptions.
The project’s first expert panel, held on September 10th, 2021, focused on the assumptions and
proposed approach to the projection update, and provided input on any long-term economic or
demographic trends since SACOG’s prior projections were completed (in late 2017). SACOG thanks the
panel for their time, critical thinking, and expertise. In short, this work helped frame the approach staff
employed in developing a draft set of projections for the region, by calling attention to what elements
had changed since the prior update, providing resources and insight on relevant data sources and
trends, and providing context from the work of other recent projection series.
To produce a baseline jobs projection for the Sacramento region staff contracted with the Center for the
Continuing Study of the California Economy (CCSCE). CCSCE worked closely with SACOG project staff to
develop a draft jobs projection. SACOG staff developed the population and household baseline
projection based on this job projection by employing the technical methodology used in the prior
projections update.
The project team presented this draft baseline projection in a second session with the expert panel, held
on November 5th, 2021. Based on the panel’s expert feedback, staff made several refinements to the
baseline projection, discussed in this memo. The updated projection is termed the revised baseline
projection. Attachment B also provides a summary of the expert panel’s feedback and the changes staff
made accordingly to produce the revised baseline projection.
Finally, it is also important in the projection update to note what assumptions the work takes in
recognition that the future is uncertain. The major assumptions staff has taken to date on the
projections are:
•

Population growth is tied in large part to the region’s projected job growth, and household
projections in turn are largely based on the age/ethnic composition of the forecasted population
plus trends in household formation.

•

Growth in the Sacramento region is heavily influenced by national trends in population and
employment. Most notably, U.S. population growth will slow over the next several decades,
which affects the Sacramento regional projection.
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•

Many changes will occur by 2050, some that are impossible to predict. However, some elements
of the projection (such as age and demographic trends) have been much more stable through
time.

•

Achieving the ultimate projection requires successful implementation of policies that enhance
the attractiveness of the Sacramento region as a place to work and live. Last cycle, the SACOG
board felt the prior Blueprint (MTP/SCS) had this combination of housing, mobility, quality of
life, and economic prosperity policies to support a projection higher than the state and nation.

Table 2. Projections Slow into 2050 Period

REGION

SACOG

Projection Comparisons: Average Annual Growth Rate
PRIOR PROJECTION:
NEW PROJECTION:
2016 to 2040
2020 to 2050
AREA
Population

0.97%

0.66%

Employment

0.95%

0.67%

Households

1.10%

0.85%

Source

Los Angeles
(SCAG region)

0.65%

0.32%

Employment

0.86%

0.44%

Households

0.91%

0.72%

0.90%

0.89%

Employment

0.62%

0.94%

Households

0.91%
2016 Plan Bay Area

1.28%
Plan Bay Area 2050

Population

0.75%

0.33%

Employment

0.73%

0.68%

Housing Units
Source

0.70%
Series 13 projections

Population
California

Preliminary projections for next
Connect SoCal plan

2016 RTP

Population

Source
San Diego
(SANDAG)

2024 MTP/SCS

Population

Source
Bay Area
(MTC /ABAG)

2020 MTP/SCS

0.73%

Jobs
Source

0.57%
San Diego Forward: 2021 Regional Plan
0.34%

0.75%
DOF (pop), CCSCE (jobs)

0.57%
DOF (pop), CCSCE (jobs)

Population

0.65%

0.52%

Nation

Jobs

0.60%

0.44%

State forecast for
SACOG region

Population

Source
Source

Remi/census

Remi/census
1.08%

DOF

0.67%
DOF
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Detailed Jobs Projection
Table 3. Sacramento Region Jobs Projection (six-county region including Tahoe Basin)
2019

2050

Difference

Avg Annual Growth Rate
(AAGR)

AAGR of Prior Projection
(2016 to 2040)

1,168,000

1,432,000

263,00

0.66%

0.95%

Jobs Projection Summary Points
•

SACOG contracted with the Center for the Continuing Study of the California Economy (CCSCE)
for support on the employment projection.

•

CCSCE’s methodology looks at the region’s economic base in relation to the state and nation.

•

The historical trend would suggest the region’s job projection to lag, or closely mirror, the state
employment projection.

•

Instead, the regional jobs projection sees an increasingly competitive position for the
Sacramento region moving forward. The projection has the Sacramento region outpacing the
state and nation in job growth.

•

The expert panel generally agreed that this higher growth rate for the Sacramento region could
be justified, though did not reach consensus on which industries would best lead the region in
outpacing the state.

•

Like the other components of the projection (population and household formation),
employment growth slows across the nation, state, and region in 2050 relative to the prior thirty
years.

•

The methodology for the detailed projected covered the full six-county region. SACOG
removed the Tahoe Basin as a final step in the summary projection referenced in the
introduction.

Jobs Projection Methodology
The Center for the Continuing Study of the California Economy produced a baseline jobs projection for
the Sacramento region, including minor revisions as suggested by the expert panel. This section draws
on a memo prepared by CCSCE for SACOG as part of the projection update.
The CCSCE methodology projects employment growth in the Sacramento region in relation to job
growth (or decline) projected at the national and state level. In other words, the projection starts first at
the national level, then the state, and finally the regional level. Total job growth is projected by
examining growth in 103 separate industries based on CCSCE’s industry cohort model.
The baseline CCSCE projection sees jobs in the Sacramento region growing slightly faster than jobs in the
state to 2050, while jobs in the state are projected to grow faster than jobs in the nation. However, as
noted above, job growth in each geography is projected to be slow in terms of average annual growth
(AAGR) relative to the prior thirty years. The growth rates from 2019 to 2050 are far lower than the
growth rate since 1990 for all geographies (national, state, regional). In the projection, growth is slowing
as the population ages and birth rates decline. There will be fewer births, more deaths, and a smaller
share of the population in the workforce. Average annual growth will slow to roughly half the growth
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rate from the past 30 years. This is consistent with material produced in other projection series, such as
those summarized in Table 2 above.
Table 4. Summary of Sacramento Region, State, and National Jobs Projection (jobs in thousands)
2019

2050

2019-2050
% Change

United States

162,795

186,402

14.5%

0.44%

California

19,411

23,168

19.4%

0.57%

Sacramento Region
1,170
1,433
Source: CCSCE. *AAGR stands for average annual growth rate

22.5%

0.66%

Projection

2019-2050
AAGR*

Table 5. Comparison of Jobs Projection to Historical Period (jobs in thousands)
1990

2019

2050

1990-2019
AAGR

2019-2050
AAGR

United States

121,679

162,795

186,402

1.0%

0.4%

California

14,148

19,411

23,168

1.1%

0.6%

736

1,170

1,433

1.6%

0.7%

Projection

Sacramento Region
Source: CCSCE

The region is projected to have 6.2% of jobs in California in 2050, up from 6.0% in 2018 and 2019. As
mentioned in the opening, the base year for these projections is 2019 (prior to the pandemic) though
pandemic effects were considered in developing the projections.
Figure 2. Sacramento Region Share of California Jobs: Historical and Projection End
6.4%
6.2%
6.0%
5.8%
5.6%
5.4%
5.2%
5.0%
4.8%
1990

1995

2000

2005

2010

2015

2018

2050

Source: CCSCE
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Explanation of Base Industry Jobs
An assumption made in the projections update is that the principal driver of regional job growth is the
growth potential in the region’s economic base—those sectors that can choose where they locate
(mostly) and sell goods and services primarily to state, national and world markets.
CCSCE projects the Sacramento region to get a slightly increased share of state base industry jobs (5.7%
in 2050) compared to 5.5% in 2018 and 2019, described later in the section on the regional job
projection.
CCSCE uses a custom categorization/classification of base industries. In this categorization, the high-tech
manufacturing sector includes computer manufacturing, pharmaceuticals and aerospace. The diversified
manufacturing sector includes all other manufacturing industries. Wholesale trade and transportation
includes wholesale trade and all transportation industries including warehousing. The professional,
business and information services sector includes all professional, scientific and technical industries,
software publishing, internet related services, and employment services. The tourism and entertainment
sector includes motion pictures, amusement industries and hotels. Basic government jobs include
federal and state government jobs, and the resource-based sector includes agriculture, mining, and food
manufacturing.

Methodology for Developing the Job Projection
The U.S. Job Projections
The national and state job projections for 2050 used as input to these Sacramento region job projections
were developed by CCSCE in June and July 2021 for the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG).
The national projections included a projection of total population, total jobs, and jobs by industry. SCAG
provided CCSCE with a national set of projections developed by Regional Economic Models, Inc (REMI) in
2021.
Based on CCSCE’s judgment and confirmed by input from the SCAG panel of experts (many of whom
serve on the SACOG panel), CCSCE made two small adjustments to the REMI projection of U.S.
population and jobs in 2050. The population projection was raised by 1% to 384.1 million based on the
assumption that immigration levels would be roughly 100,000 per year (10% higher) than the last
Census projection.
The thinking behind this adjustment was:
1) the aging of the population and lower birth rates assumed in the population projection would
increase the pressure for labor-skill based immigration,
2) the current administration was removing some of the prior administration’s restrictions on
international migration, and
3) there is a broad business consensus around higher levels of immigration to fill job openings.
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The second adjustment was to raise the number of jobs relative to population based on the assumption
of increased labor force participation rates (LFPRs) relative to the REMI model projections. Overall LFPRs
would decline with the aging population but less so than REMI projected.
The thinking behind this adjustment was
1) there would be somewhat higher rates for African American and Latino males as incarceration
rates declined and
2) there would be increases for women (especially Latina women) as education levels increased,
birth rates dropped and services like free pre-K and more affordable childcare became available.
The result was a national 2050 projection of 384.1 million people and 186.4 million jobs, both slightly
higher than the REMI projection. SACOG staff elected to use this same national projection that was used
by SCAG in its recent projection update. The section below on the population projection summarizes
some of the comments the SACOG expert panel raised on these assumptions, especially labor force
participation.

National job growth by industry
CCSCE developed national job projections by approximately 100 individual industries. The work drew on
the REMI 2050 projections, the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) projections to 2030 and CCSCE’s expert
judgment. SACOG staff elected to use this national job projection by industry, which was also endorsed
by the SCAG panel.
When the REMI 2050 and BLS 2030 projections showed similar average annual growth rates, the
national projection used the REMI projected growth rate to 2050.
There were many industries in CCSCE’s model where REMI did not provide a projection. When REMI
provided a projection for an industry that the CCSCE sub industry was a part of (for example, REMI
projected chemical manufacturing and CCSCE split the sector into pharmaceuticals and other chemicals),
the REMI projection was used for the larger sector if it was consistent with the BLS growth trend and
CCSCE made the sub industry projections using the BLS 2030 growth trends in most cases.
When REMI did not provide a projection needed in the CCSCE model and the step above was not
possible, CCSCE used the BLS growth trend.
When REMI and BLS disagreed on the long-run industry growth, CCSCE used judgment to select which
trend to follow.
The major changes made by CCSCE were to reduce some BLS growth rates past 2030 when the BLS
2020-2030 projections were used.
The national pattern of basic industry growth is shown below and is the most important input to the
state and Sacramento regional projections. There are three small changes in the national categories
from those used in the regional projections, but they do not affect the major trends or results.
State government is not a basic industry at the national level and there are a few transportation sectors
that mainly serve local markets.
By far the largest sector growth nationally is in professional, business and information services, almost
all in high-tech services. The tourism and entertainment sector has the second highest growth rate, and
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both of these sectors are strengths of the California economy. Diversified manufacturing jobs are
projected to decline slightly and high-tech manufacturing job growth is small, though there are large
projected output increases offset by strong productivity growth.
Growth in other sectors is more modest in the national projections and the growth in transportation
sector is largely in warehousing and delivery jobs.
Table 6. U.S. Base Industry Job Projection Trends (in thousands)
Base Industry

2019

2050

2019-2050
Change

2019-2050
% Change

High Tech Manufacturing

1,921

1,999

79

4.1%

Diversified. Manuf.

8,100

7,754

-346

-4.3%

Wholesale Trade & Transp.

8,676

9,145

469

5.4%

16,745

21,641

4,896

29.2%

Tourism & Ent

4,266

5,128

862

20.2%

Basic Govt

2,834

3,032

198

7.0%

Resource Based

3,129

3,256

127

4.1%

Total Basic Jobs
Source: CCSCE

45,670

51,955

6,285

13.8%

Prof, Bus & Info Serv.

The California Job Projections
The CCSCE projection sees California adding jobs at a faster rate than the nation. The state is projected
to capture 12.4% of the nation’s jobs in 2050, up from 12.0% in 2018 and 11.9% in 2019. The state has
captured an increasing share of national jobs in recent years on the strength of the state’s economic
base.
Figure 3. California Share of U.S. Jobs: Historical and End Year Projection
13.0%
12.5%
12.0%
11.5%
11.0%
10.5%
10.0%
1990

1995

2000

2005

2010

2015

2018 2050

Source: CCSCE
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California Base Projection
The case for the strength of California’s economic base is straightforward. The state has a high share in
some of the nation’s fastest growing sectors.
The chart below shows some of the nation’s fastest-growing economic base industries.
Figure 4. High Growth Industries: Projected National Job Growth 2019 to 2050
150.0%
105.2%

120.0%

84.4%

76.8%

90.0%
60.0%

46.6%
34.7%

30.0%

30.9%

14.5%

0.0%
Total Jobs

Internet
Services

Computer
Services

Sci, Tech
Services

Software

Warehousing Motor Vehicles
and Storage

Source: CCSCE

These are sectors in which California has a relatively large share of current jobs.
Figure 5. California Share of Select U.S. Base Industry Jobs, 2019
30.0%

25.3%

21.2%

25.0%
15.5%

20.0%
15.0%

13.8%

11.9%

13.7%

10.0%
3.8%

5.0%
0.0%
Total Jobs

Internet
Services

Computer
Services

Sci, Tech
Services

Software

Warehousing Motor Vehicles
and Storage

Source: CCSCE

CCSCE’s reasoning for above-average job growth in California’s economic base rests on three major
factors:
1) California remains a center for innovation in tech, design, and entertainment
2) California benefits from location on the Pacific Rim for trade tourism and talent
3) California benefits from being a welcoming place to live and work
As such, California is projected to get 13.5% of U.S. basic industry jobs in 2050, up from 12.8% in 2019.
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The largest numerical job gains are in the professional, business and information service industries
followed by entertainment and tourism and wholesale trade and transportation industries. Other basic
industry clusters are projected to have small job gains and diversified manufacturing jobs are projected
to decline.
Most of the cluster share gains between 2019 and 2050 are the result of the composition of the clusters,
not from projected share increases in the individual industries in each cluster. CCSCE projected that
most industry shares would remain in the recent historical range.
Small share increases were projected for some professional and information service sectors as well as
warehousing, support for transportation and motor vehicle manufacturing—all continuing but slowing
recent share gains.
Table 7. California Base Industry Clusters
Jobs (thousands)

State as Percent of U.S.

Base Industry

2019

2050

2019

2050

High Tech Manufacturing

407

428

21.2%

21.4%

Diversified. Manuf.

666

644

8.2%

8.3%

Wholesale Trade & Transp.

1,051

1,170

12.1%

12.8%

Prof, Bus & Info Serv.

2,333

3,178

13.9%

14.7%

Tourism & Ent

623

762

14.6%

14.9%

Basic Govt

248

266

8.8%

8.8%

Resource Based

502

541

16.0%

21.4%

5,830

6,989

12.8%

13.5%

Total Basic
Source: CCSCE

Other California Industries
CCSCE projected local (population and business) serving jobs in relation to the projection of basic
industry jobs using the state’s relation to the national share. California has historically had a very similar
ratio of local serving jobs to basic jobs as the nation, which the state-level projection held into the
future. Specifically, California was projected to have 3% fewer local serving jobs relative to basic industry
jobs than the nation following the historical trend.
CCSCE did not project individual local serving industries. Instead, CCSCE projected the composition of
local serving jobs in the state by projecting the individual industry shares of total local serving jobs.
The one exception is that state and local government and education jobs are projected based on
projections of relevant population and caseload growth, which is important for the Sacramento regional
projections.
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The Sacramento Region Job Projections
CCSCE employed the same methodology for the Sacramento region industry job projection: growth was
projected in relation to projected state industry growth in the same manner as California was projected
in relation to the nation.
The work was informed by a primary trend: the Sacramento economic base outpaced the state between
1990 and 2007 but has since lagged state base sector growth.
Figure 6. Sacramento Region Share of CA Base Industry Jobs: Historical
6.2%
6.0%
5.8%
5.6%
5.4%
5.2%
5.0%
4.8%
4.6%
1990

1995

2000

2005

2010

2015

2019

Source: CCSCE

The Sacramento region’s economic base is highly concentrated in two sectors: (1) state government jobs
and (2) professional, business, and information service industries.
One big change seen in the industry data has been the sharp drop in the growth of professional,
business and information industry jobs, and a decline also in wholesale trade and transportation
industry growth between the earlier and later periods. Other changes were smaller, and the region
added more state government jobs between 2007 and 2019 than between 1990 and 2007. High tech
manufacturing jobs went from a small gain up to 2007 to a small loss after 2007.
Table 8. Sacramento Region Base Industry Jobs (thousands): 1990 to 2007 compared to 2007 to 2019
Base Industry

1990

2007

2019

1990-2007

2007-2019

High Tech Manufacturing

7

8

7

2

-1

Diversified. Manuf.

33

31

30

-2

-1

Wholesale Trade & Transp.

37

54

59

17

5

Prof, Bus & Info Serv.

52

101

105

49

4

Tourism & Ent

18

24

30

6

6

Basic Govt

119

125

139

6

14

Resource Based

19

15

16

-4

0

Total Basic Jobs
Source: CCSCE

285

359

386

75

27
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The basic industry share declines occurred most notably between 2009 and 2015 after which the region
has maintained 5.5% of state basic industry jobs.
The region’s share of state basic industry jobs fell primarily as a result of share losses in two sectors—
wholesale trade and transportation and professional, business and information services.
Specific share losses of note were in warehousing and in architectural, computer, management, and
scientific R&D services.
Table 9. Sacramento Region Base Industry Jobs (as % of CA): Historical
Base Industry

1990

2007

2019

High Tech Manufacturing

1.0%

2.0%

1.7%

Diversified. Manuf.

2.7%

3.1%

3.5%

Wholesale Trade & Transp.

4.1%

4.7%

4.4%

Prof, Bus & Info Serv.

4.0%

5.1%

4.3%

Tourism & Ent

3.6%

4.0%

4.2%

16.0%

17.0%

17.8%

Resource Based

4.1%

3.3%

3.2%

Total Basic Jobs
Source: CCSCE

4.9%

5.7%

5.5%

Basic Govt

If the historical shares were the only guide, the projections would have maintained the 5.5% share of
state basic industry jobs in 2050 that the region had in 2019. However, CCSCE worked with the SACOG
project team to assess the region’s competitive positioning and possible areas of strength moving
forward. The analysis focused on, among other inputs, the region’s comprehensive economic
development strategy (CEDS), the recent Brookings analysis for the region, and the Prosperity Strategy,
which all call attention to life sciences, food/agriculture and innovative mobility as areas of promise for
the Sacramento region.
Each of these clusters have seen developments since the last time SACOG updated its projections. Some
developments within these regionally-identified focus areas called out in the Prosperity Strategy include:
•

Life sciences: such as Aggie Square, a planned innovation hub on UC Davis’ Sacramento campus
focused on life sciences, technology, and engineering as one example of activating the cluster.

•

Innovative mobility: including the California Mobility Center, a planned center to support earlystage companies and commercialization within future mobility space (including EVs), plus
workforce development in this emerging sector. The effort has many partners, including
Sacramento State, SMUD, etc.

•

Food/ag: with the goal to bring more value-adding functions back to region, such as through a
food hub or other piece of food system infrastructure.

Based on this analysis, the project team made small adjustments to four professional service sectors in
the baseline projections. Shares in architectural, computer, management, and scientific R&D services in
2050 were projected at the highest level in the region’s past history. In addition to the supporting
material referenced above, additional reasoning to increase the jobs share is based on two assumptions:
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1) These jobs are affected by state government policy to expand into new policy areas. Some of
these jobs are either direct contractors to state government or are there because their clients
are interested in these policies. This relates not directly to state government employment levels
but to the scope of policy.
2) The state has recently and will continue to develop new policies and related funding and
regulatory authority such as in housing, climate change, health care coverage and child related
programs.
Other potential areas of growth being studied in the region were not included in share increases beyond
the history. These included agricultural-related activities and growth in high-tech manufacturing. Some
increase in life sciences is included in the scientific R&D services industry.
These changes pushed the projected regional share of state basic jobs up slightly from 5.5% to 5.7%,
near the previous high (i.e., without these changes, the job projection would have been more in line
with historical averages. Instead, the baseline projection has the region outpacing the state in job
growth).
CCSCE and the SACOG project team presented these job projections to the project’s expert panel. Based
on the feedback of that panel, the team adjusted down the projected share of architectural and
engineering services. The expert panel felt the original projection in this industry could have been too
aggressive, given that the historical share for the industry was heavily affected by the prior cycle of
development. The result of the change was to lower the 2050 projection in that industry from 11,600 to
10,700 jobs (with the projected share at 5.6%, the recent average, instead of the original projection of
6.1%). The expert panel also discussed the recent regional job growth within the broader health industry
(see attachment B for a fuller discussion of the expert panel dialogue and guidance). The health sector
includes both base and non-base industries. SACOG, working with CCSCE, adjusted up the projection in
the health insurance sector, which is partly a basic industry (from 25,800 jobs in the original baseline
2050 projection to 26,700 in the revised baseline projection). The analysis assumes the jobs to fall within
the Professional, Business, and Information base grouping.
Figure 7. Revised Baseline Job Projection Has Region Recapturing High Share of Base Industry Jobs

Sacramento Region Share of CA Basic Industry Jobs:
Historic and Projection
6.0%
5.8%
5.6%
5.4%
5.2%
5.0%
4.8%
4.6%
1990

1995

2000

2005

2010

2015

2018

2050

Source: CCSCE
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In short, the revised baseline job projections have the region recapturing a higher share of state base
industry jobs. The largest regional basic industry job gains to 2050 are in the professional, business and
information services cluster. The majority of the growth follows national and state trends while a
smaller part is the result of projected share gains discussed above (i.e., through increased shares in
computer, management, scientific R&D services and base health and healthcare activity). The projected
job change in the other clusters follows national and state trends, where the region is projected to get
roughly the same share of state jobs in each of the other basic industry clusters. Note that the revised
baseline projections assume an increasing competitive position for the region compared to the recent
historical record.
Table 10. Sacramento Region Base Industry Jobs (thousands): Historic and Projected
Base Industry
High Tech Manufacturing
Diversified. Manuf.
Wholesale Trade & Transp.

2007

2019

2050

Change
2007-19

Change
2019-50

8

7

8

-1

1

31

30

29

-1

-1

54

59

69

5

10

101

105

156

4

50

24

30

38

6

8

125

139

159

14

20

Resource Based

15

16

18

0

2

Total Basic Jobs
Source: CCSCE

359

386

477

27

91

Prof, Bus & Info Serv.
Tourism & Ent
Basic Govt

Table 11. Sacramento Region Base Industry Jobs (as % of CA): Current and Projected
Base Industry
High Tech Manufacturing

2019

2050

2019

2050

7

8

1.7%

1.9%

Diversified. Manuf.

30

29

3.5%

3.6%

Wholesale Trade & Transp.

59

69

4.4%

4.5%

105

156

4.3%

4.8%

30

38

4.2%

4.2%

139

159

17.8%

18.1%

Resource Based

16

18

3.2%

3.3%

Total Basic Jobs
Source: CCSCE

386

477

5.5%

5.7%

Prof, Bus & Info Serv.
Tourism & Ent
Basic Govt

The local serving jobs in the regional jobs projection were projected in the same manner as for the
state—first looking at the ratio of local serving jobs in the region compared to the state and then
projecting what share of the total of local serving jobs would be in each industry.
There was one modification of this methodology for the Sacramento region. The region has historically
had a slightly higher share of local serving jobs than the state as the region is home to people who work
in other regions slightly more than in other regions of the state. These commuters support local jobs
such as retail, restaurants, local government and education and medical services. CCSCE analyzed recent
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Census and Replica commute data to inform the projection. The historical advantage of the region for
local serving jobs was increased slightly in the projections to 2050 reflecting an assumption that the
region would gain even more commuting residents over time. This assumption has a small positive
effect on the projection of total regional jobs in 2050.

Jobs Projection Summary
In summary, the revised baseline job projection for the Sacramento region sees the region capturing an
increasing share of jobs, thus outgrowing (on a percentage basis) the state and nation. The region is
projected to have 6.2% of jobs in the state by 2050, up from 6.0% in 2018 and 2019. As mentioned in the
opening, the base year for these projections is 2019 (prior to the pandemic) though pandemic effects
were considered in developing the projections. The baseline projection is to the end year of 2050.
Subsequent steps will create interim years in the projection series.
Figure 8. Revised Baseline Sacramento Job Projection (as % of CA Jobs)
6.4%
6.2%
6.0%
5.8%
5.6%
5.4%
5.2%
5.0%
4.8%
1990

1995

2000

2005

2010

2015

2018

2050

Source: CCSCE
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Detailed Population Projection
Table 12. Sacramento Region Population Projection (full six-county region)

2019

2050

Difference

Avg Annual Growth
Rate (AAGR)

2,528,000

3,042,000

514,000

0.66%

AAGR of prior
projection
(2016 to 2040)
0.97%

Population Projection Summary Points
•

The baseline population projection uses the DOF age/ethnicity and fertility rates to build a
population based on CCSCE’s suggested jobs total.

•

The projection has the Sacramento region growing faster than the state and nation.

•

Like the other recent set of projections throughout the state and nation however, this new
population projection represents a slower growth rate compared to SACOG’s prior projection
period (2016 to 2040).

•

The baseline Sacramento population projection for 2050 falls in line (within a half percentage
point) of the DOF projection for the region out to 2050.

•

The methodology for the detailed projected covered the full six-county region. SACOG removed
the Tahoe Basin as a final step in the summary projection referenced in the introduction.

Background of population projection
Like the rest of the state and nation, population growth in the Sacramento region has slowed (from a
high of over 50,000 a year in the early 2000s to less than 20,000 a year during great recession). In the
last five years (2015-2020, pre-Covid), the region’s population growth had steadied, adding between
25,000 to 30,000 new residents per year.
Table 13. Population Growth by SACOG County, 2000 to 2020
Annual Average Growth Rate
2000-2005

2005-2010

2010-2015

2015-2020

Sacramento

2.0%

1.0%

0.9%

1.0%

Placer

4.4%

2.5%

1.3%

1.7%

Yolo

2.0%

1.5%

1.0%

1.0%

El Dorado

1.9%

1.1%

0.2%

1.1%

Sutter

2.0%

1.7%

0.3%

1.0%

Yuba

2.0%

1.7%

0.5%

1.3%

County

2.3%
1.3%
0.9%
1.1%
6-County Total
Source: SACOG, December 2020. Based on population estimates from the California Department of Finance.

But population growth in the rest of the state has slowed even more over the same period, often
dramatically. As such, Sacramento region is among fastest growing in the state, along with San Joaquin.
In short, the Sacramento region has had a higher annual growth rate than the rest of the state, but still
lower than what the region witnessed in the early part of the millennium.
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Figure 9. Annual Population Growth, Sacramento, and Other California Regions, 2000 to 2020

Source: SACOG analysis of DOF E-5 series data.

Elements of Population Change
Regional population change stems from three components:
•

Natural increase (births each year compared to deaths)

•

Domestic migration

•

International migration

Within the Sacramento region, international migration is an important contributor to annual population
growth. California as a state receives a high share of the nation’s international immigration (over
150,000 international migrants come to the state each year). Indeed, without international migration,
the state’s population would start to decrease as a consistent trend (and why it went negative in the
past year). Within the Sacramento region, the number of net international migrants coming to the
region is about 8,000 or 9,000 (the measure is on a net basis, though international in-migration greatly
exceeds out-migration). International migration directly results in over a third of the region’s population
growth the past decade.
Natural increase (births exceeding deaths in the population present at the beginning of the year) has
been the largest component of population growth within the region. This, in part, is tied to international
migration, as, on average, more recent immigrants to the region have tended to have larger family sizes
relative to the regional average. Across all groups, fertility rates (the number of children born per
woman) have been falling across the nation, state, and region, especially over the last ten years. This fall
in fertility rates is a major impact on the projections moving forward.
Finally, domestic migration has been the smallest portion of population change in the last region the last
decade. This in part is because the measure is more affected by both in and outflows, so the net change
tends to be smaller (i.e., international migration is heavily in-migrants, while domestic migration sees
both in and out flows). The region has had a net domestic out-migration several of the past ten years,
though those tended to be earlier in the decade.
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Figure 10. Sources of Population Growth in Sacramento Region

Components of Sacramento Region Population Growth:
2010 to 2019

37%
49%

14%

Natural Increase

Net Domestic Migration

Net Foreign Migration

Figure 11. Average Source of Population Change by County

Annual Avg Source of Population Change by County: 2010-2019
16,000
14,000

Net Foreign Migration

12,000

Net Domestic Migration

10,000
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8,000
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0
-2,000

El Dorado
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Sacramento
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Yuba

Source of both: SACOG analysis of DOF E-6 series. Estimates are for July 1 to July 1 of each year

International Migration in the Population Projection
International migration has plummeted the last several years, more recently because of travel
restrictions surrounding the Covid pandemic and, before that, changes to immigration policy at the
federal level. The population projection for the Sacramento region assumes these to be short term
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trends, and that international migration will rebound over the next several years, thus remaining an
important element of population growth through 2050. The first expert panel discussed immigration at
length and agreed with this assumption around rebounding international immigration (as did the expert
panel for SCAG).
As mentioned above, the population projection for the nation uses a slightly higher level of international
migration to 2050 than the baseline REMI model. This higher projection then affects the state and
regional projection.
While the panel generally thought international immigration would rebound, they noted that the
countries generating the highest number of international migrants may shift, especially by 2050.
Countries such as Mexico and China (which together account for the largest number of international
migrants to the nation) have lower birth rates than the U.S., and many demographers looking at
international migration expect fewer migrants from these countries into the future. Instead, countries in
sub-Saharan Africa and Central Asia may be the sources of more international migration to the U.S.
moving forward. The expert panel thought that this shift in international migration patterns could
reduce California’s share of the nation’s foreign immigration (as the east coast may be the first landing
spot for many future migrants). However, the panel also noted that California has been a welcoming
state with a strong tradition of international migration and thought the state would maintain its strong
position in attracting foreign immigration. Further, the Sacramento region has its own unique patterns
of international migration, including recent inflows from countries such as Syria and Afghanistan (high
projected birth rates and out migration). The Sacramento regional population projection maintains the
immigration levels estimated in the DOF series (i.e., that immigration rebounds from its low the past few
years).

Natural Increase in Population Projection
The California Department of Finance (DOF) makes available detailed population projections for each
county in the state, out to 2060. DOF’s age cohort model tracks changes each year as populations age
and move through life stages.
SACOG’s population projection uses the detailed fertility and mortality estimates from the DOF data. In
other words, the projection builds a population around the job totals suggested by the CCSCE jobs
estimate in conjunction with the detailed demographic data provided by DOF.
The expert panel found this approach reasonable, though noted that the recent migration to the
Sacramento region from Syria and Afghanistan are not yet fully accounted for in the DOF population
series, which could result in a slight undercount of estimated natural increase in the region moving
forward. But as the SACOG projection has the region growing faster than the state and nation, the panel
found the population results reasonable.

Domestic Migration (and what’s been happening since COVID)
We are still living through a period of disruption, so it is hard to separate short term trends from longer
term shifts. However, the first expert panel recommended staff investigate several resources to get a
better sense of population growth and in-migration to the region the last 18 months. SACOG analyzed
the recommended material and presented the findings to the second expert panel. It is also worth
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reiterating that domestic migration has been the smallest component of regional population change the
last decade.
According to Census and DOF data, regional population growth slowed in 2020 (i.e., comparing January
1 of 2021 to January 1 of prior years). The growth rate was 0.5% last year, compared to the 1% average
of last 10 years. The slowing of regional population growth can likely be explained by several factors:
•

COVID direct effects (unexpected deaths because of Covid-19)

•

Less international migration (and fewer students at UC Davis, both also short-term effects of
Covid-19)

•

In rough numbers, these three things seem to explain most of difference in the slower
population growth rate

•

Domestic migration covered below.

Figure 12. Population Change in SACOG Region Last 10 Years, and in 2020
1.40%
1.20%
1.00%
0.80%

Annual change

0.60%

10 year annual avg

0.40%
0.20%
0.00%
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
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Table 14. Population Change by County, with Emphasis on 2020

County

Average Annual
Population Change
2011 to 2020

Population Change
2020 to 2021

El Dorado

1,246

1,843

Placer

5,058

5,979

Sacramento

13,437

7,857

Sutter

660

-50

Yolo

2,043

-3776

Yuba

636

897

SACOG Region

23,080

12,750

Source for both charts/tables: SACOG analysis of DOF E-5 series

Domestic migration during last 18 months
SACOG analyzed USPS change of address and University of California Consumer Credit Panel data
relating to in and out migration to the SACOG region. Both are proprietary data sets. SACOG was not
able to access the raw data, but was able to analyze databases prepared as part of other
reports/materials.
Nationally, the USPS data shows some outflows from urban centers in 2020. Most of these movers were
young, affluent, and highly educated. However, the overall number of moves was small (especially
compared to historical numbers, as William Frey of Brookings points out) and constituted a relatively
small percentage of the metro area’s population. CBRE (who released a report summarizing this USPS
data) predicts this outflow will subside the next few years (i.e., was more of a blip instead of a longerterm shift).
The UC-CCP data gives good information on moves in the state. The overall percentage of Californians
moving, either within or out of the state, has declined since 2004.
Overall, around 75% of all moves are within respective regions. Based on the UC-CCP data, this
remained largely unchanged during 2020 (though a slight uptick on moves outside of region at the end
of year).
Residential mobility was down in the 2nd and 3rd quarters of 2020 in the state compared to the year
prior. In the 4th quarter of 2020, the data suggests a 3% increase in out-of-region moves compared to
year prior. In short, UC-CCP's look at the credit data doesn’t see evidence of the mass exodus talked
about in newspapers or other popular sources.
The Bay Area is more of an outlier though, in that yes, the data shows that region did see an uptick in
out-migration.

What does this mean for Sacramento region?
The chart below shows the largest MSAs providing in-migration to the SACOG region, and how this
changed in 2020 compared to 2019. Based on this USPS data, we do see an increase in net moves from
the Bay Area to Sacramento in 2020, compared to 2019: from about 8,000 net in 2019 to maybe 13,000
net in 2020 (i.e., an increase of 5,000 net).
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Table 15. Largest sources of in-state migration to Sacramento region, 2019 compared to 2020
Moves
to Sacramento

Moves from
Sacramento

Net migration
to Sacramento
from MSA

MSA

2019

2020

2019

2020

2019

2020

San Francisco + East Bay

10990

14706

5380

5170

5610

9536

San Jose

4274

5110

1774

1710

2500

3400

Los Angeles

3941

4784

3156

3224

785

1560

Vallejo

2789

3131

2013

1871

776

1260

Stockton

2441

2576

2065

2181

376

395

1713

1477

1714

154

-1

San Diego
1631
Source: SACOG analysis of USPS address change data.

However, the Sacramento region also experienced an increase in out-migration. This is a bit harder to
track in the USPS data (outside of the largest regions, the data gets rolled up into an ‘other’ category, so
is harder to track net change across MSAs). But some regions with likely increased new outflows from
Sacramento, 2020 compared to 2019 include:
•

Reno

•

Phoenix

•

Las Vegas

•

Boise

•

Dallas

And looking at the Consumer Credit Panel data, all six of the SACOG counties saw an increase in the
number of domestic out-migrants compared to the year prior. Placer and El Dorado saw an increase in
the number of domestic in-migrants.
Table 16. Consumer Credit Data shows upticks in out-migration from region
Q4 migration to/from Sacramento Region: 2020 compared to 2019
County

# of
exits

% change relative
to prior year

# of
entrances

% change
prior year

El Dorado

4,265

9%

4,724

24%

Placer

8,267

7%

9,241

12%

Sacramento

23,978

9%

21,675

-1%

Sutter

1,729

6%

1,507

-5%

Yolo

5,082

1%

4,456

-4%

Yuba
1,819
Source: SACOG analysis of UC CCP data

0%

1,796

-4%

So based on this data, the region actually had a net domestic out migration of about 1,500 in Q4 2020
(important to note this only covers Q4 of 2020, not the whole year. But as the supporting material
suggests, the first three quarters of 2020 saw suppressed residential mobility across all regions, so the
4th quarter is not a bad proxy of domestic migration for the year.)
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Does change of address/consumer credit data suggest changes in region’s trajectory on
domestic in-migration, and thus the population projection?
We are still living through this, but maybe not as much in terms of total numbers. However, the expert
panel did think the region would continue to be an attractive location for in-migrants from the rest of
the state. The most noticeable near-term shift seems to be an acceleration in the number on in-migrants
for the Bay Area (long a source of in-migration to the region, but more recently accelerated). Likewise,
however, the data showed an increase in the number of people leaving the Sacramento region. Within
the region, Placer and El Dorado Counties saw an uptick in in-migration. Across all these recent trends,
some on the expert panel thought the affects could be more transitory and focused on the first years of
the projection series. Further, overall, these numbers are small, as domestic migration has been the
smallest component of population change in region last 10 years (15% compared to ~35% for
international migration and ~50% for natural increase). The more immediate impact on in-migration
may be on housing costs compared to population change. The third section of this memo discusses the
projection on household formation and thus housing demand.

Jobs Compared to Population
The final step in the population projection is to pair the jobs projection with the regional assumptions
around natural increase and domestic and international migration discussed above. The approach is to
look at the number of jobs compared to the total population. An important input in this assessment is
the labor force participation rate (the labor force participation rate, or LFPR, is the percentage of the
civilian noninstitutional population within the working age cohort that is working or actively looking for
work. It is one of the most important measures of regional labor markets, with a focus on the working
age segment of the population).
As discussed above in the jobs section, the national model used for the projection assumes a slightly
higher labor force participation than the base REMI model. The SCAG expert panel found this
assumption reasonable. The second SACOG expert panel discussed labor force participation rates in
relation to the regional projections. The panel noted that labor force (as well as the broader jobs to
population ratio) will be affected by both push and pull factors (i.e., factors driving the labor force
participation rate lower, as well as goals/trends that could increase labor force participation).
For factors that might lead to a lower number of workers relative to total population. First, the
population is aging not only in the region but throughout the country. So while LFPR measures the
working age population, a broader measure on jobs to total population would be lower in an aging
population. Next, the U.S. has seen a slight but steady decline in labor force participation the last
decade. In the near term, labor force participation (especially for women of color) has declined more
dramatically. While this near-term decline may be short lived, many economists see a future where the
longer-term decline persists, both because of attitudes (more desire for part-time work, etc.) as well as
an increasing adoption of technology (automation replacing many repetitive jobs, potentially at an even
faster pace because of the changes engendered by Covid, etc.). In short, labor force participation in the
working age population has been going down, and the population is aging into the projection period, so
there is good reason to assume a lower jobs to population ratio moving forward.
In contrast, there are many factors that could increase labor force participation. First, while the LFPR has
dropped over the last decade, this has been more noticeable in young adults and the prime working age
cohort (and in particular, for men aged 25 to 34). Economists assign multiple factors to this drop,
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including a shift in attitudes towards work as well issues such as the opioid epidemic which has hit some
labor markets incredibly hard. But labor force participation for the 54+ age cohort has been increasing
(i.e., people are working longer than in the past, especially in the 70+ cohort). The SACOG population
projections assume that this trend at the tail end of the LFPR curve will continue (i.e., that people will
work longer as the projection advances through time). As the expert panel points out, this could be a
vulnerable assumption, especially given the unique nature of the Sacramento labor force, many of
whom are public sector workers that tend to retire earlier than the labor force in general. But with all
new public sector workers under the PEPRA law, plus uncertainties about the solvency of the public
pension system in a horizon year that is several decades out, the team felt it reasonable to assume that
public sector workers on average would also be retiring later at the end of the projection period.
Next, while the Sacramento region is aging (thus more people aging out of the labor force) it is doing so
slightly slower than the rest of the state and other large metro regions. As the table below shows, by
2050, a slightly higher percentage of the Sacramento regional population will be in the 15-64 age cohort,
which would be a slight boost to labor force participation.
Table 17. Working Age Cohort in by Projection Period
Percent of regional population in 'working age' (15-64) cohort, by year
Region

2020

2025

2030

2035

2040

2045

2050

Sacramento (SACOG)

65%

64%

63%

62%

62%

62%

61%

San Diego (SANDAG)

65%

63%

62%

61%

60%

59%

58%

LA (SCAG)

66%

65%

63%

62%

61%

60%

59%

Bay Area (MTC/ABAG)

66%

65%

63%

62%

61%

60%

59%

California

66%

64%

63%

62%

61%

60%

59%

Source: SACOG analysis of DOF P-3 series.

Further, recent shifts to remote work may make it feasible for more people to participate in the formal
labor force, in that they can more easily balance work with childcare and other family responsibilities
(such as caring for an aging parent). Finally, the population projections assume progress in reducing the
disparities by race/ethnicity in labor force participation. The projections assume there would be
somewhat higher rates for African American and Latino males in the workforce as barriers to entry are
removed and incarceration rates decline, and an increase for women of color as similar barriers are
eroded, education levels increase, birth rates drop, and services like free pre-Kindergarten and more
affordable childcare become more available.
Given both the upward and downward influences on labor force participation and employment relative
to the total population, the project team decided to hold the jobs to population ratio constant between
the base and horizon years of the projection (i.e., that the factors pulling labor force participation down
would be offset by those pulling it up). This assumption lowers the regional population total somewhat
relative to a scenario of declining LFRP and total jobs to population. The team presented this approach
to the expert panel. Some of the panel did raise questions to this approach, while others noted how the
methodology aligned with the projections recently completed for the Los Angeles region, and that other
projections actually have an increasing number of jobs relative to population. Further, the jobs to
population ratio used in the Sacramento projections is lower than that for the major metropolitan areas
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of the state. Based on the input of the expert panel, staff feels using a constant job to population ratio
to be reasonable, while pointing out the various assumptions made in this calculation.
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Detailed Households Projection
Table 18. Sacramento Region Households Projection (full six-county region)

2019

2050

Difference

Avg Annual Growth
Rate (AAGR)

899,000

1,170,000

271,000

0.85%

AAGR of prior
projection
(2016 to 2040)
1.10%

Household Projection Summary Points








Like the rest of the state, the region has underproduced housing relative to population and jobs
most of the last 20 years. But the household projection assumes substantial progress in the
housing arena moving forward. The projection has the regional household rate exceeding the
projected population and jobs growth rate out to 2050, as the region responds to pent up
demand, provides more housing choice for a changing (and aging) demographic, and benefits
from supportive policies at both the regional and state level (including Green Means Go).
However, significant barriers persist, primarily around housing affordability. Housing and rental
prices in the Sacramento region have greatly outstripped median incomes, leading to an
increasing housing cost burden for residents (and dampening household formation). While the
projection assumes substantial progress around housing cost, it does include a small
affordability check on the future year headship rates.
The projection is on household formation (not dwelling units). However, the two are
intertwined. The next step in the projections process is to estimate housing units from the
suggested households. SACOG has used a static 5% vacancy assumption in the past, which fellow
members of the panel have also used.
The methodology for the detailed projected covered the full six-county region. SACOG removed
the Tahoe Basin as a final step in the summary projection referenced in the introduction.

Underproduction of housing
Like the rest of the state, the region hasn’t been building enough housing to keep up with demand.
From 2009 onward the Sacramento region has added about 65,000 new housing units (about a 0.5%
annual average growth). The region would have needed to add an additional 80,000 units in that
timeframe (or about 6,500 more units per year above what is has been building) just to meet the new
population growth. This indicator only compares new housing to new population and does not account
for any existing housing shortage. Each year the region underproduces housing adds to the cumulative
impact of the housing shortage.
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Figure 13. Sacramento Region Housing Production Compared to Population Growth Last 20 Years
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Source: SACOG analysis of DOF E-5 annual population and housing estimates. “Healthy housing” market growth defined as 1
new housing unit to 2 new residents (or 0.5 new units per new resident) using a static 5% vacancy rate assumption.

New housing by product type
Of all housing types. the region most underproduces attached housing relative to regional goals. This
differs from the coastal areas of the state (i.e., there has been a divergence between the coast and
inland areas in production of new housing by product type). However, the North State Building Industry
Association (BIA) believe their housing inventory database could show more momentum around
attached housing production in the Sacramento region than the cited DOF data. Further, the region now
has funding for the Green Means Go program to accelerate infill housing.
Figure 14. Underproduction of housing in region relative to regional goals most acute in attached
housing product

Source: SACOG’s 2020 Blueprint (MTP/SCS)
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Sacramento housing market less expensive from California perspective, but
expensive from national perspective
While housing in the Sacramento region is less expensive relative to the large coastal areas of the state,
it is more expensive compared to the nation at large. Zillow estimated in 2020 the typical value of
homes in the United States at about $262,000, compared to about $440,000 in the Sacramento MSA.
The project team did some work looking at rents (reported below), which showed the Sacramento
region had the highest increase in average rent of the 18 studied fellow mid-sized regions. Renters in
our region are very susceptible to housing cost burden. But on the flip side, higher asking rents could
lead to more multi-family construction.
Figure 15. Median Home Values by California MSA (in $2020)

Source: SACOG analysis of Zillow monthly median home values by metro area, January 2000 to April 2020. Region
defined as MSA.
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Region is less expensive from California perspective (though rents increasing quickly)
Figure 16. Average Asking Rents by California MSA: July 2021

Figure 17. Average Annual Increase in Asking Rents: July 2014 to July 2021

SACOG analysis of Zillow monthly average rent, for MSA. Measure is calculation of average rent in the 40th to 60th
percentile. Note these data go out to 2021, while the national data below end in 2020.
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In national perspective, Sacramento region looks expensive
Figure 18. National ‘Mid-Sized’ Region Perspective: Average Rents (April 2020)

Figure 19. Change in Average Asking Rent (2014 to 2020) by Peer Mid-Size Region

SACOG analysis of Zillow monthly average rent, for MSA. Measure is calculation of average rent in the 40th to 60th
percentile. Note these data go out to 2020, while the state data above go to 2021.
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Like the rest of state, housing cost burden a serious issue in Sacramento
Work completed for the region’s comprehensive economic development strategy shows how housing
cost increases have greatly outpaced wage growth in the region. This finding predates the recent rapid
appreciation in both for sale and rental products, so may even underestimate this impact. Indeed, when
paired with income, the region’s housing costs burden is dramatic, and looks more like the coastal
regions of the state (which have higher housing costs but also higher incomes. Housing cost burden is
defined as households paying more the 30% of gross income to cover housing).
Figure 20. Housing-cost burden in Sacramento Region by race and ethnicity, 2016

Source: 2016 Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data, HUD.

Affordability challenges in region have dampened household formation
Data from DOF shows that headship rates have declined in the region the last decade, especially at
younger ages (this finding was echoed by the SCAG expert panel). As headship rates decline, average
household size increases (average household size in this memo refers to the number of people living per
dwelling unit, not the square footage of the unit). This has occurred when demographic trends suggest
average household size should be going down, as the population ages (leading to smaller household
sizes in general) and the Millennial generational cohort is in its prime household formation years
(leading to new household formation). Instead, we have seen more ‘rooming up’ (i.e., people living with
roommates) and more multi-generational households. In short, housing costs have dampened housing
formation for all generational cohorts, but for Millennials in particular (the focus in much of the
literature has been on Millennials, in that they have had less time to accumulate assets, are facing
higher levels of student debt, and whose entry into the labor force has been heavily disrupted by the
Great Recession and now Covid-19). While this trend is national, it may be more acute in the
Sacramento region, given the rapid increase in housing costs relative to income. And while the inmigration from the Bay Area is small relative to overall regional population, this has also contributed to
the increase in housing prices regionally.
The state and many localities in the region have enacted policy and regulatory changes to reduce the
barriers to housing production. Green Means Go is the most prominent example, while local
governments have tools such as rezoning that will be essential components to increase housing
production. The project team saw many building blocks in place to help overcome some of the
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challenges of housing in the region. The expert panel generally concurred, thinking the region had a
competitive housing position relate to the rest of the state, and that several of the fastest growing
markets outside of the state experienced even more rapid increases in housing prices, at least relative to
a state perspective (in other words, the panel recommended a relative approach in the projections.
While housing prices have increased, they have done so as well in many other peer sized regions,
though increases in the Sacramento region have outpaced most every other mid-sized region). In short,
the panel, like staff, agreed that an increased household projection could be justified, as long as it
included supportive policies.

Headship rates and household projection
To build household projections from the population total described above, the project team used
detailed headship rates provided by DOF. As the headship rates only went to 2030, staff used a blended
2026-2030 headship rate for the period after 2030. Staff confirmed the expert panel’s question that the
headship rates did increase through the projection period. The panel noted that an alternative
methodology could have been to apply the trend from 2026-2030 carried forward (instead of a blended
rate), but generally found the assumptions around the headship rates to be reasonable.
The headship rates estimate how many households would be formed given demographic conditions.
Several participants on the first expert panel recommended staff better connect household formation to
affordability and production considerations. In other words, the headship rates assume the economy
will produce the housing to accommodate the population growth expected from demographic trends
and the jobs projection. Some panelists thought that prior projections’ higher production rate sustained
over time was less supported by the background material, especially in relation to increasing
unaffordability. As such, staff built a minor affordability check on the household formation projection in
2050, which was carried back through the series. So while the projection still assumes considerable
strides in housing affordability and a diversity of product, it uses the observed increase in average
household size over the prior decade (an increase of about 0.06 while trends suggest the opposite
direction) as a proxy for the effect of unaffordability. In other words, the methodology imposes an
upward shift of 0.06 to the average household size suggested by the headship rates in the horizon year
of the projection (a shift from 2.6 to 2.66 average household size). Importantly, average household size
still decreases noticeably over the course of the projection, just not quite as much as if the projection
solely used the headship rates in absence of production and affordability assumptions.
The Sacramento region household projection uses a static assumption on group quarters (i.e., that
group quarters population will maintain the same relative level to total population through the
projection timeframe) to establish householder population from total population. The expert panel
found this assumption to be reasonable in that, like for labor force participation, there would be factors
pulling both directions on group quarters (for example, more assisted living facilities for an aging
population, but also, hopefully a lower incarceration rate).
Finally, achieving the household projection (like the other parts of the projection) requires supportive
policy action that reverses the trends of the last decade. Staff feels the projection to be reasonable,
though reliant on progress in the assumptions around lower barriers to housing production.
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Sensitivity Testing on Draft Growth Projections
This section describes three sensitivity tests staff conducted on the preliminary growth projections for
the 2024 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy:
1. A high/medium/low scenario based on the draft jobs projection
2. An overlay of other projected growth rates onto the Sacramento baseline series
3. A set of simple scenarios that change one of the key assumptions in the baseline series
The work is meant to give the board and stakeholders a sense of the sensitivity of the projection
update’s various assumptions, as well as where the recommended projection falls within a
high/medium/low range based on these same assumptions. Each of the three tests is described in turn.
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1. High and Low Job Scenario
Drawing on input from CCSCE’s economic analysis and industry cohort model, staff created a low and
high scenario around the baseline jobs projection.
The high scenario assumes improvements to the region’s economic base (above and beyond those of
the baseline scenario) and enhanced megaregional connectivity. The low scenario continues the trend of
the last five years, where the Sacramento region has stabilized at around 5.5% of the state’s base
industry jobs (after declining since 2009). The low scenario assumes the region will maintain 5.5% of
state base industry jobs to 2050 (the baseline scenario assumed the region would capture an increased
share of base industry jobs) and held constant (relative to the initial projections) the ratio of base
industry to total jobs. The high scenario has about 59,000 more jobs in the horizon year compared to the
baseline scenario, and the low about 54,000 fewer jobs compared to the baseline.
Table 19. High/Medium/Low Job Projection Summary
2019

2050

Growth Increment

AAGR

Baseline

1,168,700

1,432,600

263,900

0.66%

High Scenario

1,168,700

1,491,300

322,600

0.79%

Low Scenario

1,168,700

1,378,800

210,100

0.53%

*Sensitivity testing conducted on full six-county projection (including Tahoe Basin)
The high and low scenarios held employment constant to the baseline through 2023 (i.e., the changes
began in 2024 onwards and continued to 2050). In this sense, the scenarios are meant to show different
long-term growth trajectories for the region based on changing assumptions around the region’s
economic base, not to weigh in on different possible short-term changes as the region rebounds from
the Covid-19 pandemic.
Staff created both scenarios after the second expert panel meeting (i.e., the panel did not weigh in on
the high and low scenarios), drawing on the input and themes from the panel sessions. The panel
discussed greater cooperation between Norther California regions, which resulted in an increased
assumption around greater megaregional connectivity in the high scenario. The panel also discussed the
region’s economic base moving forward, including which industries may be poised for further growth.
However, as mentioned in the panel write up notes, the group did not reach consensus on which
industries would lead the way in the region outpacing the nation and state in job growth.
Input from the expert panel also informed the low scenario. Some in the panel session felt the assumed
increases in the baseline projections, especially in the Professional, Business and Informational Services
sector, could be overly aspirational. In the low scenario, staff held the region’s share in these and the
other economic base industries to the trend of the last five years.
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Figure 21. High and Low Job Scenario compared to Baseline (i.e., “Medium”) Projection
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Source: SACOG analysis for 2024 Blueprint (MTP/SCS), for six-county region (including Tahoe Basin)
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2. Other Projection Rates
In this test, staff applied the annual growth rates from a series of other projections onto the Sacramento
region. In short, the test is meant to shed light on what the projection would look like if the Sacramento
region were to grow more at the pace projected for these other regions. Each comparator region has its
own unique demographic characteristics and economic base that may differ (sometimes pronouncedly)
from the Sacramento region. As such, the test is not meant to imply these other growth rates as likely or
reasonable for the Sacramento region, but simply to show how the Sacramento projections compare to
a set of other recently completed projections.
Staff conducted the test on the population and jobs projections. There were not sufficient comparators
for the household projection (as the state and federal sources generally do not project households longterm).

Growth Rates of Other Population Projections
Staff compared the preliminary Sacramento growth rate to a set of other population projections:





US Census national projections
State DOF projections for California
State DOF projections for the Sacramento region
Projections for the other large California regions (Bay Area, Los Angeles and San Diego)
completed by their respective regional planning agencies

Staff created the comparator series using five-year average annual growth rates based on the totals
cited in the respective sources. In some cases, staff interpolated interim values using a straight-line
linear method (for example, if the source only reported at ten-year increments, staff interpolated the
five-year number).
Figure 22. SACOG Baseline Population Projection Compared to Other Population Growth Rates
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Source: SACOG analysis for 2024 Blueprint (MTP/SCS), for six-county region (including Tahoe Basin)
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Growth Rates of Other Jobs Projections
Staff used the same approach for the jobs projection test as described for the population projection.
However, given that there was one fewer comparator point, staff added in the projections from another
nearby region (San Joaquin County), to keep the total number of comparators constant. The jobs growth
rate comparison consisted of:




The national jobs projection from the REMI model (as the BLS projection only extends to 2030)
The state jobs projection as prepared by CCSCE
The job projection of other California regions (Bay Area, Los Angeles, San Diego, and San
Joaquin)

For both the Bay Area and San Joaquin rates, staff created a ten-year average annual growth rate at the
beginning of the projection series (instead of five year) given the different approaches the projections
took to near-term changes, in particular, a base year that began before or after the onset of Covid-19
(i.e. some in the comparator series were updated before Covid, while others had a base year after the
effects of Covid-19. The comparison smoothed these to a constant growth rate in 2020, with differing
rates beginning in 2021). Since these projections were on jobs, staff overlaid the high/medium/low jobs
scenario conduct as part of the first sensitivity test.
Figure 23. SACOG High/Medium/Low Employment Projections Compared to Other Job Growth Rates
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Source: SACOG analysis for 2024 Blueprint (MTP/SCS), for six-county region (including Tahoe Basin)
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3. Simple Scenarios
This section reports a series of simple tests staff conducted meant to call attention to the sensitivity of
various assumptions made through the projection update. The material that follows should not be
interpreted as formal scenario modeling (which includes a more dynamic accounting of the interplay
between multiple variables) but instead as sketch level scenarios meant to call attention to a single
variable or assumption.
Staff created five simple scenarios that change a single assumption in the projection update. The work
drew on themes raised in the expert panel series or through the projection update to both identify
which variables to test, as well as determine reasonable parameters on the studied scenario
assumption. These five scenarios are:


Increased domestic in-migration (i.e., higher domestic in-migration than assumed in the baseline
projection)



Stabilized birth rates (i.e., higher birth rates than assumed in the baseline projection)



Slowing international migration (i.e., lower international migration than assumed in baseline
projection)



Shifting location of state government jobs (i.e., lower number of state government jobs than
assumed in the baseline projection)



Lagging incomes (i.e., lower growth in general due in part to increased housing unaffordability)

Increased domestic in-migration
This scenario assumes the Sacramento region would experience a sustained increase in domestic inmigration above that of the baseline series, largely under an assumption that more remote/telework
options would lead to more people moving to and staying in the region (on a net basis).
Observed data shows the Sacramento region to have had an increase in net migration from the Bay Area
during 2020. However, out-migration from the Sacramento region also increased in the same time
period. This scenario assumes in-migration will outstrip out-migration moving forward, and adds an
additional 5,000 population in-migration to the Sacramento region in 2022 (slowing annually through
the projection series) above that of the baseline while keeping out-migration to that of the prepandemic average (as suggested by the DOF data). The team landed on the 5,000 additional initial inmigration as a reasonable assumption for the scenario based on a review of the migration data
discussed above. The result is an increase in net migration, and thus population, to the region above the
baseline projection. All the scenarios that test a primarily population-based assumption then assume the
regional economy would respond with a corresponding shift in employment (an assumption in upon
itself) so that population totals are then converted to a jobs estimate using the same jobs to population
ratio of the baseline series. As such, all scenarios can then be compared on a consistent basis (for this
exercise, on the employment aspect of the projection).

Stabilized birth rates
Brith rates across the region, state, nation and globe have consistently declined over the last 100 years.
The baseline projection series assumes the birth rate in 2050 in the region will be lower than it is
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currently. The stabilized birth rate scenario instead keeps the birth rate constant over the series (at
11.042/1,000). The result is more births projected in the region, and thus a higher population estimate.
Like in the prior scenario, staff then estimated an employment total on the revised population
projection using the same jobs to employment ratio.

Slowing international migration
The project’s expert panel raised uncertainties about international migration moving forward. As
described in more detail in the panel write up, the primary countries of origins of international migrants
to the region and nation may shift, with countries like Mexico, China, and India accounting for a lower
share in the future.
Population growth in California (and to a lesser extent in the Sacramento region) is heavily reliant on
international migration. This scenario assumes that more of the nation’s international migrants will land
on the east coast (such as New York and Washington DC) and south (such as Atlanta), where there are
stronger ties of existing immigrant groups to those countries expected to have higher birth rates in the
next few decades. The scenario reduces international net migration to the region by 2,000 per year
starting in 2030, ratcheting up to 4,000 by 2050. Staff landed on this range based on an analysis of net
migration to the region based on country of origin.

Shifting location of state government jobs
The project’s expert panel discussed many potential advantages to the region’s economy as more and
more employers shift to a remote or hybrid work environment. However, the panel also noted that a
more remote work environment could be a threat to the region’s largest base industry, state
government employment.
The Sacramento region currently has about 11% of its job in state government. While it is no surprise
that the region is concentrated in state government jobs, it is even more concentrated in state
government jobs even compared to other state capitals.
This scenario assumes that sustained telework options will lead for more state government jobs being
held by residents outside of the Sacramento region (though still in California). In other words, in this
scenario, the region's share in state government jobs decreases. So that while the scenario still has a
concentration in state government jobs in 2050, the share would mirror that of other 'mid-sized' state
capitals (Columbus, Indianapolis, Oklahoma City, Raliegh, Salt Lake City, and Tallahassee).

Lagging Incomes
Like many other parts of the state and country, housing costs have continued to rise faster than regional
median income. The disparity between housing cost and income has been particularly acute the past 18
months, as the region has experienced a rapid increase in home prices.
The baseline projection sees substantial progress in addressing rising housing costs through both a more
supportive policy environment as well as increased production. This scenario assumes that regional
incomes continue to lag housing costs, so that housing unaffordability becomes more pronounced. To
proxy the effect of increased unaffordability, the scenario employs a very simplistic approach- using the
projected growth rate in southern California (blended Los Angeles and San Diego rates) applied to the
Sacramento region. The assumption is that the projections for two regions have come to reflect the
slowing growth in those regions in large part stemming from affordability issues. As such, this scenario is
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very simplistic and should be interpreted as an illustrative test, not as a predictive exercise on the effect
of housing and income.
Figure 24. Results of Five Simple Scenarios
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Source: SACOG analysis for 2024 Blueprint (MTP/SCS), for six-county region (including Tahoe Basin)

Figure 25. Five Simple Scenarios Compared to High/Medium/Low Employment Scenarios
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Table 20: Expert Panel Participants
Role

Facilitator
Panelists

Name

Egon Terplan
Jeff Bellisario
Bobby Lu
Cynthia Kroll
Walter Schwarm
Somjita Mitra
Tom Brinkhuis
Sanjay Varshney
Steve Levy
Matt Miller

SACOG Project Team

Jeff Michael
Beth Jarosz
Stephanie
Guichard
Kevin Kane
Bruce Griesenbeck
Garett BallardRosa
Tina Glover
Dov Kadin
Jessica Lee
Indrani Kompella

Organization
University of California, Berkeley/Strategic
Growth Council/Office
of Planning and Research
Bay Area Council Economic Institute
Bay Area Metro
Bay Area Metro (ret)
California Department of Finance
California Department of Finance
California Department of Housing and
Community Development
California State University Sacramento
Center for the Continuing Study of the California
Economy
Greater Sacramento Economic Council
McGeorge School of Law at University of the
Pacific
PRB
San Diego Association of Governments
Southern California Association of Governments
SACOG
SACOG
SACOG
SACOG
SACOG
SACOG
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The 2024 Blueprint is the Greater Sacramento
region’s long-range transportation and land
use plan that will outline a collective vision,
supported by goals, policies, and strategies, for a
thriving, inclusive future with a strong economy,
healthy environment, and mobility options for all
residents. To ensure a strong foundation on which
to build, the plan will be guided by three strategic
goals centered around Equity, Economy, and
Environment, or the three “E’s.” This Triple Bottom
Line policy framework will shape the analysis,
board discussions, and recommendations
throughout the development of Blueprint. Below
are the goal statements that define the three E’s in
the Triple Bottom Line framework:

Advancing the
Triple Bottom Line
through the Regional
Land Use and
Transportation Plan

Equity
A just and inclusive region where government
makes investments for and with historically
marginalized communities so race can no
longer be used to predict health or economic
outcomes, and outcomes for all groups are
improved.

Economy
A diversified regional economy in which all
people have access to resources that give them
the opportunity to realize their full potential.
This future economy will also capitalize on key
economic clusters where the region can achieve
a competitive edge over our peers across the
country, including agriculture and food, health
sciences, and innovative mobility.

Environment
A safe and resilient region for all residents,
where natural resources and air quality are
sustainably managed so people can thrive here
for generations.

Attachment B

How will these goals help shape the
long-range plan?
These goal statements will serve as the
foundation for a regional conversation about the
role transportation and land use decisions can
play in beginning to reduce disparities and divides
that exist by race, ethnicity, income, and in rural
and urban areas. The list below is by no means
exhaustive but illustrates some of the ways in
which the 2024 Blueprint can affect equity, the
economy, and the environment in the Sacramento
region.

Equity
• Identify strategies to address housing
affordability by increasing the diversity of
housing options available in areas with good
access to quality jobs, schools, outdoor
space, and with lower exposure to harmful
pollutants.
• Examine the frequency and severity of
automobile related crashes across the
region’s communities and identify where
disparities by income, race, ethnicity,
rural, and urban exist. These disparities
should be addressed through targeted
investments to improve safety in under
resourced communities that have likely been
overlooked for meaningful investment in the
past.
• Coordinate with transit service provider plans
to ensure access from under-resourced
communities to essential destinations such
as hospitals, schools, and job centers.
• Take a proactive and genuine approach to
engage representatives of Black, Indigenous,
Asian, Pacific Islander, Hispanic/Latino, and
communities of color along with rural, urban,
and under-resourced communities to help
shape the strategies and policy priorities in
the 2024 Blueprint.

Economy
• Prioritize infrastructure investment strategies
and growth patterns that support the region’s
key economic clusters including Food and
Agriculture, Health and Life Sciences, and
Advanced Mobility.
• Identify infrastructure and program
investments that better connect the region’s

workforce, in particular lower income
residents, to jobs and opportunities.
• Leverage and enhance the region’s greatest
assets, both natural and built, to improve our
competitive standing among peer regions
across the country that are looking to grow,
attract, and retain a talented workforce.

Environment
• Support mobility options with land use
and transportation strategies that reduce
passenger vehicle carbon emissions by
creating a region where access to daily needs
and destinations does not require use of a
personal vehicle, or requires less time spent
in a personal vehicle.
• Prioritize investment in infrastructure and
development that supports a more resilient
region in the face of climate change and
ensures that vulnerable and marginalized
communities don’t endure the worst of
climate-induced natural disasters.
• Invest in transportation and development
that can reduce or mitigate harmful tailpipe
emissions and other automobile related
pollutants that negatively contribute to
health, such as asthma, heart disease, and
lung disease.
• Support our region’s natural resources and
the people dependent on them by investing
in supportive infrastructure, conservation
and economic viability of working lands,
and protecting natural habitats, recreational
destinations, and lands that yield essential
ecosystem services.

Strategy 1. To meet state and federal requirements for public engagement
Tasks

Audience

Task 1a. Create a one-stop request for information on the
2024 Blueprint update will be on the SACOG website for
Any interested parties
access to key input and feedback points for the public,
key decision points for the Board, technical information,
and meeting/workshop information
Task 1b. Create opportunity for meaningful involvement
of tribal governments

Timing
Fall 2021 through
2024

Tribal governments in Winter 2022 through
the region
2023

Task 1c. Implement at least eight public workshops in the
Any interested
region with workshops held in El Dorado and Placer
parties, general public
counties will be coordinated with EDCTC and PCTPA.

Summer/ Fall 2022

Any interested
parties, general public

Winter 2022/2023

FHWA, Caltrans, CARB,
EPA, Caltrans,
AQMDs, DSC, freight
operators, airports,
active transportation

Winter 2022 Summer 2023

Task 1f. Build a comprehensive contact list of cross-sector
stakeholders

staff use

Fall 2021 - Summer
2024

Task 1g. Provide a 60-day public comment period on the
draft 2024 Blueprint

Any interested parties

Fall 2023- Winter
2024

Task 1d. Hold three public hearings on the draft SCS.

Task 1e. Interagency consultation and coordination with
federal, state, and local agencies

Task 1h. Host elected official information meetings on
the draft 2024 Blueprint
Task 1i. Employ visualization techniques to communicate
information in the 2024 Blueprint
Task 1j. Respond to public comments that are formally
submitted during the public comment period.

Task 1k. Conduct one workshop on the GHG targets set
by CARB pursuant to SB 375

Task 1l. Make publicly available the final 2024 Blueprint

Boards of Supervisors
and City Councils

Winter 2022/
Summer 2023

Any interested parties

Winter 2022/
Summer 2024

Any interested parties

Winter 2024

Board, any interested
parties, state & federal
agencies

Fall 2023

Any interested
parties, general public

Spring 2024

Strategy 2. To increase feedback from low-income communities and communities of color (Environmental Justice
areas) through targeted engagement (required)

Tasks

Task 2a. Conduct small group meeting(s) and/or focus
groups
Task 2b. Assess the representation of EJ communities in
public workshops
Task 2c. Employ non-traditional engagement, such as
tactical engagement and storytelling

Task 2d. Consult with community leaders on most
effective tactics
Task 2e. Utilize trusted messengers, and leverage
ongoing activities in target communities

Audience

Timing

Leaders/ organizations
working
in EJ communities

Spring / Summer
2022

Staff use

Winter 2022

Members
of EJ communities

Winter 2022 through
Spring 2024

Leaders/ organizations
working
in EJ communities

Fall 2021

Members
of EJ communities

As needed

Strategy 3. To gather feedback from stakeholders representing a broad variety of interests from throughout the
region

Tasks

Task 3a. Initiate sounding boards as needed
Task 3b. Regular electronic communication through the
committee cycle. Verbal updates provided at SACOG
board committee meetings or at board meetings as
needed

Audience

Timing

Private sector and
nonprofit organizations

Fall 2021 through
Spring 2024

Board Members

Fall 2021 through
Spring 2024

Local staff, federal
agencies, air districts, Winter 2022 through
Task 3c. Meetings with, and communications to, member transit agencies, regional
Summer 2024
jurisdiction staff on the process, requests for information,
managers
and providing information for review and feedback
As needed/ key
Task 3d. Employ media outreach (earned and paid as
General public
milestones
needed)
Task 3e. Leverage community newsletters, social media,
blogs and other similar publications outside of traditional Potential stakeholders
media

Task 3f. Presentations to various public agency staff and
boards in the region

Public agencies (by
request or as
coordinated by SACOG)

Summer /Fall 2022

As requested

Task 4g. Inform and engage local executive staff through
quarterly updates

Regional Managers

As needed/ key
milestones

Strategy 4: To maintain ongoing and accessible external communication to any interested parties
Tasks

Audience

Timing

Task 4a. Develop materials such as webinars, videos,
graphics, etc. that provide information on the 2024
Blueprint process and points of engagement for
stakeholders and general public.

Any interested parties

Winter 2022 to
Spring 2024

Task 4b. Maintain a 2024 Blueprint webpage(s) with
information and timeline including but not limited to
purpose, contact information, meeting locations

Any interested parties

As needed

Task 4c. Leverage the Regional Public Information
Officers network
Task 4d. Develop white papers or issue briefs on policy
issues in the 2024 Blueprint

Determined by each PIO Summer / Fall 2022
Board, known
stakeholders

As needed/ key
milestones
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Prioritization Metrics for the Sacramento Region Parks and Trails Strategic Development Plan
Information
Prepared by: Victoria Cacciatore
Attachments: Yes

Approved by: Clint Holtzen
Referring Committee: Not Applicable

1. Issue:
Staff developed draft measures for prioritizing planned and proposed Regional Trail Network projects for
committee input. A draft prioritization of projects will be presented for review in May, with approval
requested in June.
2. Recommendation:
Staff requests input on the proposed qualitative metrics for use in prioritizing trail segments and identifying
near-term and longer-term actions to implement the regional trail network.
3. Background/Analysis:
SACOG is leading the development of the Sacramento Region Parks and Trails Strategic Development Plan.
Through this work, we will develop a regional trail vision and strategic implementation approach for a
connected trail system across all six counties. The strategic development plan will also help us identify how
we grow the regional trail network to create low-stress active transportation access for disadvantaged
populations to parks and other community destinations—connected trail access for lower-income residents is
30 percent less than connected trail access for average- and higher-income residents in our region.
The three-year planning effort (Attachment A) started with staff reviewing close to 80 local, regional, and
state plans addressing trails and active transportation throughout all six counties. The goals of safety, all ages
and abilities networks, economic vitality, environmental justice, health, and recreation were universally
present throughout these plans. Planning partners from cities, counties, and other invested organizations
emphasized the potential for environmental justice, economic vitality, and health goals to deliver community
and regional benefits as our region recovers from prolonged shutdowns and pandemic-related societal
impacts.
Staff conducted a public survey in spring 2021 to uncover what residents value in their biking and walking
connections. These learnings shaped the prioritization metrics for identifying the draft regional trail network
(released in December 2021) with local partners. The draft regional trail network leverages existing trails,
planned trails from local documents, and opportunity corridors that may fill in the gaps to collectively achieve
regional outcomes and impact transportation choice, health, quality of life, and transportation equity. The
board will review the Draft Final Regional Trail Network in March and staff will request adoption of the Final
Regional Trail Network in April.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
The final component of this grant-funded project is to prioritize planned and proposed projects that create
the six-county connected trail network. Prioritization will help identify how the region can work together to
develop the trail network in a way that achieves the goals we share and performance outcomes we value.
Staff proposes a high-level qualitative approach, which will be used to develop an action framework for
implementation. The qualitative metrics (Attachment B) for determining immediate term priorities build on
the performance targets shaped by the board in June 2021 to guide the identification of the draft regional
trail network, strive to reflect prior board input on plan outcomes, and offer our region’s first steps towards
developing an implementation strategy for network implementation.
Guiding the Regional Trail Network Prioritization
Realizing plan goals: The draft regional trail network was identified using specific performance targets as
checkpoints for our progress towards the hoped-for goals of the regional trail network. These performance
targets are well-positioned to be applied toward the prioritization of trail segments. Throughout the plan,
partners expressed that the goals of environmental justice, health, and economic vitality would deliver varied
benefits for the region. The proposed qualitative prioritization would elevate those three goals while also
recognizing the benefit of trails supporting recreation, all ages and abilities networks, and safety.
Regionalism: The regional trail network is built on the idea that our transportation connections are stronger
when they connect residents to their needed destinations regardless of city or county limits. Projects and
connections in the regional trail network serve different purposes across our region, with some serving as
critical linkages between communities and others creating necessary infrastructure in more established
communities. Lastly, the network also aims to capture the unique qualities of the Sacramento region and
strengthen the connections to the different types of communities. The proposed qualitative prioritization
would recognize these facets of trail connections to help us reflect the diverse context of our region and
serving a variety of users.
Readiness: The six-county plan relies heavily on existing local plans, both in the identification of the six trail
network goals and in the planned trail connections. However, our regional lens helped identify needed crossjurisdictional connections that were not previously identified in local planning documents. While these
segments may provide significant community and regional benefits, there is a dearth of information around
project needs, such as acquisition costs and delivery considerations. Locally-identified projects may have
information available about needed partnerships and delivery challenges, but typically only for a fraction of
the proposed projects in a jurisdiction. Additionally, local agencies usually need time to conduct community
engagement before proposing a specific project to verify that they are reflecting local wants and needs for
impacted residents and the broader community. The proposed qualitative prioritization would recognize the
importance of local efforts and partnerships to prepare trails for implementation.
Attachments
A. Project Process Map
B. Proposed Qualitative Metrics for Prioritizing Projects in the Regional Trail Network
5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
This three-year effort is funded with a Caltrans Sustainable Communities grant for $229,000 and $39,670 of
SACOG Transportation Development Act funds.

6. This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Objectives:
Goal 1 : Advance Economic Prosperity
Objective 1: Invest in and protect the transportation infrastructure needed to implement the region’s
economic prosperity plan.
Objective 3: Improve people’s ability to get to jobs, schools, and other economic opportunities.
Objective 5: Begin sustained effort to address the racial inequities related to economic prosperity
indicators associated with housing, transportation, and opportunity.
Goal 2 : Connected Communities
Objective 3: Prioritize cost-effective transportation investments that enhance mobility while improving
safety, air quality, and the condition of transportation infrastructure and assets.
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Proposed Qualitative Metrics for Prioritizing Projects in the
Regional Trail Network
Phase 1 prioritization – Envisioned benefits of the project

Realizing Plan Goals (75% prioritization weight)

From the performance targets for the trail network identification reviewed by the board in June 2021.
Environmental
Justice

Does the project contribute towards equitable trail access across households
regardless of income level or race?
Does the project connect lower-income communities divided by physical barriers
(e.g., state highways)?

Health

Does the project provide new access to dwelling units that did not previously
have trails within a half mile?

Economic Vitality

Does the project connect to social gathering centers (e.g., smaller city
downtowns, eateries/other gathering places)?
Does the project create access to landmark geographic features (e.g., rivers and
waterways, mountains, regionally significant parks)?

Recreation

Does the project add to the mileage of connecting trail access to regionally
significant parks, open space, and landmark features?

All Ages and Abilities

Does the project create parallel trail connections to bypass high-traffic/highspeed roadways?

Safety

Does the project create parallel trail connections to bypass roadways with high
crash occurrences?

Regionalism (25% prioritization weight)
Diverse benefit

Does the project provide for a variety of experiences by offering trails in rural and
remote areas?

Collaboration

Does the project provide opportunities to collaborate with any city, town, agency,
or organization to further their goals and/or leverage project funding?

Strengthening the
network

Does the project fill a gap between existing trail segments to form a longer,
continuous trail?

1 of 2
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Phase 2 prioritization – Assessing a project’s prioritization schedule and timeline

Readiness
Aligned with local
priorities

Is the project supported by community leaders?

Community support

Has the project been vetted or discussed in a meaningful way with impacted
residents?

Complexity

Are the needed implementation partners supportive of the project?
Does the project require additional land acquisition?

Prior work

Does the project have a feasibility study?
Is the project environmentally cleared?
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Land Use & Natural Resources Committee

Meeting Date: February 3, 2022
Agenda Item No. 7

Committee Member Reports
Reports
Prepared by: Robert Tadevich
Attachments: No

Approved by: Clint Holtzen
Referring Committee: Not Applicable

1. Issue:
Reports from committee members
2. Recommendation:
None; this is for information only.
3. Background/Analysis:
This item provides an opportunity for committee members to report out on committee related actions or
information from their jurisdictions.
4. Discussion/Analysis:
Committee members will provide their reports at the meeting.
5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
There is no fiscal impact.
6. This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Objectives:

