
Sacramento Area
Council of
Governments

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee

Thursday, June 2, 2022 at 1:30 PM
SACOG Board Room, 1415 L Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

Consistent with California Government Code Section 54953 and Assembly Bill 361, a meeting of the Board of
Directors will be held via teleconference and in person. Members of the public are invited to observe the meeting over
the internet at: https://us06web.zoom.us/j/85050893651 Webinar ID: 850 5089 3651 or phone in: 888 475 4499 (Toll
Free), Webinar ID: 850 5089 3651.

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-0) 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.
5. In person at the meeting: please complete a speaker form and provide it to the clerk at 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 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 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.

https://us06web.zoom.us/j/85050893651
mailto:rtadevich@sacog.org
http://www.sacog.org/agendas-0
https://sacog.primegov.com/public/portal
http://www.sacog.org/agendas-0
https://www.sacog.org/pod/sign-notifications


Face Masks Strongly Recommended: Face masks are strongly recommended for all in-person attendees for this meeting
due to the 7-day average COVID case rate in Sacramento County being greater than 7 cases per 100,000 people, as
calculated on the Sacramento County COVID-19 dashboard. If attendees do not wish to wear a face mask, remote
participation is encouraged.

Note: Time durations are estimates only.

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 May 5, 2022, Committee Meeting (Est. Time: 0 Minutes)
• A written record of the minutes of the May 5, 2022, meeting.

Action:
3. Green Means Go Funding Program Guidelines (Garett Ballard-Rosa) (Est. Time: 15 minutes)

• SACOG has prepared a revised set of guidelines for the new 2022 Green Means Go funding program.
Green Means Go aims to catalyze infill residential development and improve housing affordability in
locally-adopted Green Zones through non-transportation infrastructure investments and planning
activities. The revised guidelines incorporate comments received from a wide range of stakeholders.

Information:
4. Local Government Housing Activities and Competitive State Funding (Gregory Chew) (Est. Time: 20 mins)

• The City of Yuba City and Placer County have both secured state competitive funding for housing
projects in their jurisdictions. Staff from these agencies will attend the Land Use & Natural
Resources committee meeting to share an overview of these projects and lessons learned that can
serve as examples for other local governments in the region.

5. Coordinated Rural Opportunities Plan Update (Renee DeVere-Oki) (Est. Time: 15 Minutes)
• Update on current outreach and development efforts of the SACOG and Valley Vision Coordinated
Rural Opportunities Plan (CROP).

6. Update on Proposed Citizens’ Transportation Tax Initiative in Sacramento County (James Corless) (Est.
Time: 10 Minutes)
• Update on the proposed citizens’ transportation tax initiative in Sacramento County and its impact
on the region’s 2024 Blueprint (MTP/SCS) and GHG reduction target.

Reports:
7. Committee Member Reports (Robert Tadevich) (Est. Time: 5 minutes)

• Reports from committee members

Receive & File:
8. Land Use Implementation Activities for May 2022 (Dov Kadin) (Est. Time: 0)

• The purpose of this item is to provide an overview of the land use related activities that staff
participate in to support Blueprint implementation on an on-going basis.



Other Matters

Adjournment

The next meeting of the Committee will be held on Thursday, August 4, 2022, at 1:30 PM in the SACOG Board
Room, 1415 L Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814.

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.
Parking is available at 15th and K Streets.

http://www.sacog.org/
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Remote Committee Meeting 

Consent
Prepared by:  Lanette Espinoza Approved by:  Clint Holtzen 
Attachments:  Yes Referring Committee: Not Applicable

1. Issue:
Authorization to allow committee members to participate remotely if they wish.

2. Recommendation:
Staff recommends approval of the resolution that would allow for this meeting to be held remotely and in 
person.  

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 

 Land Use & Natural Resources Committee
Meeting Date: June 2, 2022

Agenda Item No. 1



2
2
0
9

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.  Attached is the authorizing resolution that allows this meeting to proceed with 
remote participation.

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:
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

RESOLUTION NO. 65 – 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 2nd day of June, 2022 by the following vote:

AYES:

NOES:

______________________________
James Corless

ABSTAIN:

ABSENT: 

_______________________________ 
Michael Saragosa
Chair Executive Director



Approve Minutes of the May 5, 2022, Committee Meeting 

Consent
Prepared by:  Robert Tadevich Approved by:  Clint Holtzen 
Attachments:  Yes Referring Committee: Not Applicable

1. Issue:
A written record of the minutes of the May 5, 2022, meeting.

2. Recommendation:
Staff recommends approval of the minutes as submitted.

3. Background/Analysis:
The committee met on May 5, 2022.

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:

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee
Meeting Date: June 2, 2022

Agenda Item No. 2



SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS 
LAND USE & NATURAL RESOURCES  COMMITTEE

DRAFT ACTION MINUTES

The SACOG Land Use & Natural Resources Committee met in person and remotely, in accordance 
with the California Government Code Section 54953 and Assembly Bill 361, on May 5, 2022, at 1:30 

p.m.

Call to Order:  Chair Clark-Crets called the meeting to order at 1:30 p.m.

Roll Call: 

Present:  Directors Bulahan, Frost, Gayaldo, Harris, Kennedy, Neu, Vice Chair Bains, Vice Chair Saragosa, 
Chair Clark-Crets 

Absent:  Directors Gore, West

Public Communications:  None

Consent:  Upon motion by Vice Chair Bains, seconded by Vice Chair Saragosa, the Land Use & Natural 
Resoures Committee unanimously recommended that the board approve the following consent items:

1. Remote Committee Meeting

2. Approve the Minutes from the April 7, 2022, Committee Meeting 

Action: 

3. Approve Contract for Green Means Go Technical Assistance Panel

Upon motion by Director Bulahan, seconded by Director Harris, the Land Use & Natural 
Resources Committee Unanimously recommended that the SACOG board authorize the 
executive director to enter into contract with the Urban Land Institute for and Advisory Services 
Panel. 

Information:

4. Draft Guidelines for Green Means Go Funding Program

The Land Use & Natural Resources Committee received and reviewed this report, presented by 
Garett Ballard-Rosa, SACOG staff.

Reports:



Land Use & Natural Resources Committee Minutes
May 5, 2022

Page 2 of 2
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5. Committee Members Reports

Directors Bains, Harris, Gayaldo, and Chair Clark-Crets reported out to the committee.

Other Matters:  None

Chair Clark-Crets adjourned the meeting at 2:04 p.m.
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Green Means Go Funding Program Guidelines 

Action
Prepared by:  Garett Ballard-Rosa Approved by:  Clint Holtzen 
Attachments:  Yes Referring Committee: Not Applicable

1. Issue:
SACOG has prepared a revised set of guidelines for the new 2022 Green Means Go funding program. Green 
Means Go aims to catalyze infill residential development and improve housing affordability in locally-adopted 
Green Zones through non-transportation infrastructure investments and planning activities. The revised 
guidelines incorporate comments received from a wide range of stakeholders.

2. Recommendation:
That the Land Use and Natural Resources committee recommend the SACOG board adopt the 2022 Green 
Means Go funding program guidelines.

3. Background/Analysis:
Green Means Go is SACOG’s newest funding program. A collective effort by the six-county region in support of 
Green Means Go has resulted in SACOG receiving approximately $34 million in one-time state funding. The 
SACOG board has directed this one-time revenue to the new Green Means Go funding program, and tasked 
staff to develop the program’s guidelines. 

Staff presented a draft set of program guidelines to the Land Use & Natural Resources (LUNR) committee on 
May 5. In tandem with the May committee item release, staff shared the Green Means Go draft program 
guidelines with a broad set of relevant stakeholders including member agencies, the housing and 
development community, and, new to this program, a community-based organizations working group. 

SACOG received multiple comments through the various outreach efforts. Staff appreciates the time, effort, 
and engagement local staff and stakeholders took in commenting on the draft Green Means Go guidelines. 
SACOG staff compiled the comments received and prepared an updated set of program guidelines. Generally, 
staff found most comments to be in alignment with the objectives of Green Means Go and made changes to 
the guidelines to reflect this input. At times, staff felt the draft guidelines already covered the comment, the 
comment conflicted with others received, or did not align with the requirements of either the overseeing 
state agencies or the specific objectives of Green Means Go. The discussion section below gives a top-level 
summary of the comments received and changes made to the draft guidelines, while Attachment C gives a 
point-by-point description of stakeholder comments and SACOG staff responses.

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee
Meeting Date: June 2, 2022

Agenda Item No. 3
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4. Discussion/Analysis:
The broader Green Means Go effort, including the past two years of stakeholder engagement and board 
direction, provides the policy foundation for the new Green Means Go program. Staff also coordinated with 
the state agency funding partners’ guidelines to match the proposed Green Means Go program activities with 
the state’s eligibility, performance, and other criteria. Finally, staff incorporated the substantial feedback 
compiled as part of the program-specific engagement into a set of revised program guidelines.

Green Means Go is funded primarily through the statewide REAP 2.0 program. The state agencies overseeing 
REAP 2.0 have yet to approve SACOG’s pre-application (the pre-application describes the proposed uses for 
the REAP funds administered at the regional level). Further, the state agencies have not finalized the program 
guidelines for the overarching REAP 2.0 program. Both present risks to the Green Means Go regional timeline. 
The final section of this staff report gives more detail on these risks and how staff are tracking.

Green Means Program Objectives 

The 2022 Green Means Go funding program will competitively award $34,300,000 to projects in locally-
adopted Green Zones within the six-county SACOG region. The program has five objectives, listed below. 
Program staff received several comments that the objectives summarized in the draft guidelines needed to 
better recognize the goal of improving housing affordability (staff added this change to objective #1) and to 
affirmatively further fair housing (change added to objective #3), both requirements of the statewide funds. 

Green Means Go Program Objectives

 Accelerate infill residential development that improves housing affordability and economic 
recovery

 Reduce vehicle miles traveled
 Foster inclusive communities and affirmatively further fair housing
 Deliver cost effective projects
 Leverage partnerships and policy match 

Staff updated the program’s eligibility requirements in response to the revised objectives. New eligibility 
requirements include a mandatory letter of support from a community-based organization, reaffirming the 
program’s alignment to the SACOG board’s statement on racial equity and inclusion, and updated reporting 
requirements to track the changes referenced in the application.

To meet these five program objectives, staff has developed a Green Means Go round of three distinct 
categories: 

 

Staff did not receive any comments on the overarching structure of the three categories, but did receive 
comments requesting a clearer way to distinguish between the categories (in response, staff created a new 
infographic, Attachment D, and made clarifying edits in the guidelines). 

https://www.hcd.ca.gov/regional-early-action-planning
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Early Activation Projects (Category A) 

The $3 million Early Activation category is the most flexible of the three Green Means Go categories. The 
category will fund either planning or implementation activities that accelerate infill housing that improves 
housing affordability in the immediate near-term, including site-specific activities (the other two categories 
focus on corridor-level investments). Staff made minor clarifying edits to this section in the revised guidelines 
based on stakeholder comments to emphasize eligible uses and the site/development-specific nature of this 
category compared to the corridor-wide emphasis of the other two categories. 

The $3 million in available funding comes from a Strategic Growth Council grant, which allows for more 
flexible uses compared to the other two categories, but a faster timeline in spending down the awards. 

Planning Projects (Category B) 

Both the Planning and Capital categories of Green Means Go are funded through REAP 2.0 statewide funds, 
which have different eligibility and use criteria compared to the funds supporting the Early Activation 
category. The overarching state guidelines for REAP 2.0 establish eligible uses in the Planning category: 

 Rezoning and updating planning documents and zoning ordinances, including community and specific 
plans, that lead to infill housing that improves housing affordability 

 Eliminating the need for project-specific review for infill development through program level 
environmental clearance  

 Conducting infrastructure plans and studies, such as for upgrading sewer, water, and dry utility 
systems in Green Zones   

 Revamping local planning processes through other efforts that accelerate infill development that 
facilitates housing affordability, choice, and supply.

The Planning category will award at least $5 million, and up to $10 million, based on working group 
assessment of submitted applications in this and the Capital category. Projects within the Planning category 
have a $650,000 cap per funding request (raised from the $500,000 in the draft guidelines based on 
comments received).  

Staff made other minor edits to this section of the guidelines based on comments received, to call attention 
to how the planning efforts should relate to housing affordability.

Capital Projects (Category C) 

The largest category (between $21 and $26 million) will fund non-transportation infrastructure that 
accelerates infill housing. The category aims to fund corridor-level ‘backbone’ infrastructure investments that 
help unlock an area for increasing infill residential development. Staff did not make substantive edits to this 
portion of the guidelines, except to build out the connection to housing affordability.
 

Summary of Green Means Go Categories 
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Green Zones 

Regardless of category, project applications for the 2022 Green Means Go program must fall within an 
adopted Green Zone. To date, 25 of the 28 jurisdictions in the SACOG region have nominated or adopted 
Green Zones. Sponsors can revise (or adopt, for those that haven’t yet) their Green Zones as part of the 
preapplication phase. 

The final guidelines include a streamlined process for the 2022 round, where sponsors can update their Green 
Zone through a letter agreement (instead of a local resolution). Any proposed revision would need to adhere 
to the same criteria as set in the original Green Zone application. 

Staff received comments that the Green Zone effort should better coordinate with and leverage other 
community/neighborhood designations. Staff is working on a mapping layer that overlays Green Zones with 
other state and federal designations (e.g., opportunity zones, environmental justice communities, etc.). This 
layer will be completed as part of the application materials.

Evaluation Criteria 

Green Means Go will assess submitted projects on the five program objectives. Many of the comments on the 
draft guidelines centered on these evaluation criteria.

SACOG reworked each of the five criteria in the revised guidelines based on comments received. The largest 
changes came in the ‘accelerate infill’ and ‘foster inclusive communities’ criteria. In each, staff worked to 
expand the focus of how Green Means Go awards will address housing affordability, a focus of stakeholder 
comments. Program staff received comments that the program should focus on affordable housing, while also 

https://sacog.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9fbf73e744c84aecbf7313fc74a04334&extent=-13593289.1417,4642921.5156,-13475423.244,4733575.8312,102100
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receiving comments that market rate and mixed income housing projects should not be discouraged or 
disadvantaged in the application process, in that market rate is vital to program goals and does not have 
access to resources available to affordable projects. The revised guidelines stress housing affordability as a 
central program goal, which aligns with the objective of the underlying statewide funds. The revised 
guidelines note that housing affordability can be met through a variety of strategies, but that projects should 
not rely on an increase in supply as the sole means to meet this objective.

Many other comments centered on what metrics and indicators the program should use to assess submitted 
projects across the five evaluation criteria. Staff clarified that the purpose of the guidelines is to lay out the 
evaluation criteria, and that staff is in the process of creating an evaluation guidance document as a 
companion piece (in other words, the revised guidelines do not include the metrics by each criteria, as this 
work is still under development in the separate guidance document). Staff committed to reconvening the 
review working group to go through a complete draft of the guidance document. 

WEIGHTS OF EVALUATION CRITERIA, BY PROGRAM CATEGORY  

Evaluation Criteria Category A: 
Early Activation

Category B: 
Planning

Category C: 
Capital

Accelerate Infill that 
Improves Affordability 30 30 30

Reduce VMT 20 20 20

Inclusive Communities 20 20 20

Deliverability/Cost 
Effectiveness 10 - 10

Leverage 20 - 20

The draft guidelines proposed each objective to be weighted equally, save that the Planning Category only use 
the three performance outcome criteria (as part of the planning work would be to determine project 
deliverability, costing, and/or partnerships). Based on comments received, staff updated the criteria weights 
in the revised guidelines. The final guidelines increased the weight of criteria #1 (accelerate infill residential 
development that increases housing affordability), maintained those for criteria #2, 3 and 5 (reduce VMT, 
foster inclusive communities, and leverage) and lowered the weight for deliverability/cost effectiveness 
(criteria #4) compared to the draft guidelines. Staff also changed the evaluation scale from 50 to 100 to better 
highlight these changes.
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Next Steps and Tracking Risk

Once guidelines are adopted, staff will turn to finalizing the companion evaluation guidance document and 
developing the program application materials. Several comments on the draft guidelines have resulted in 
changes to these materials. For example, in response to stakeholder comments, program staff has reworked 
the deliverability and cost effectiveness objective to include a recognition of life-cycle costs, yet does not yet 
have a way to measure this in the application. Staff will be working to release a Task Order for technical 
support on the delivery and cost effectiveness elements, drawing on the consultant resources prequalified as 
part of the program budget.

Next, SACOG has yet to receive approval on its advanced application to the statewide program supporting 
Green Means Go.  As such, there is a risk that Green Means Go’s schedule would be impacted if the state 
review leads to major revisions. Further, the state has not yet released the final guidelines for the broader 
REAP 2.0 program and SACOG will need to submit the final Green Means Go guidelines and application 
materials for state agency review. 

SACOG staff continues to track and coordinate with the state agencies overseeing the statewide REAP effort, 
participated in reviewing and commenting on the draft statewide guidelines, and feel confident that Green 
Means Go aligns with the statewide REAP 2.0 objectives. As mentioned in prior staff presentations however, a 
delay/change to the statewide REAP 2.0 program could lead to a delay in deploying the Green Means Go 
regional funding program. Staff feel the advantages of demonstrating progress in Green Means Go continue 
to outweigh the downsides that would result from adopting regional guidelines but then delaying the 
program. Staff will continue to monitor state progress on final guidelines and report back to the LUNR 
committee if any changes to the state program are likely to affect the timing or Green Means Go objectives.

Description of Attachments

 Attachment A is the revised program guidelines.
 Attachment B is a track change version of the changes made to the initial guidelines. Minor language 

or reorganization changes were not track changed to help call attention to substantiative changes.
 Attachment C gives a point-by-point description of comments received on the draft guidelines, and 

SACOG’s response.
 Attachment D is a new infographic created in response to stakeholder comments about differentiating 

program categories.  
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5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
The 2022 Green Means Go program (including staff development costs) is funded through the statewide REAP 
2.0 program and a grant direct to SACOG.

6. This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Objectives:
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.
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Guidelines Summary 
This document contains the guidelines for the 2022 Green Means Go funding program of the 

Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG). 

The Green Means Go funding program is SACOG’s newest funding program. The program will award 

roughly $34 million in one-time funding through planning and capital infrastructure investments for 

non-transportation projects in locally-adopted Green Zones that improve housing affordability. The 

primary fund source for Green Means Go is the state-wide REAP 2.0 program, which includes federal 

and state funds.  

The broader Green Means Go effort, informed by the past two years of stakeholder engagement and 

board direction, provides the policy foundation for this funding program. SACOG conducted program-

specific outreach to develop the objectives, guidelines, eligiblity and criteria contained here. These final 

guidelines incoporated substantial feedback generated from multiple months of program outreach. 

Program Objectives 
The 2022 Green Means Go program has five objectives: 

• Accelerate infill residential development that improves housing affordability and economic 
recovery 

• Reduce vehicle miles traveled 

• Foster inclusive communities and affirmatively further fair housing 

• Deliver cost effective projects 

• Leverage partnerships and policy match 

Program Categories 
The 2022 Green Means Go funding program has three categories: 

 

These program guidelines explain each of the three categories, as well as provide more information on 

schedule, eligibility and evaluation criteria. 

Contact 
Please direct any questions regarding the 2022 Green Means Go funding program or the application 

process to: 

Garett Ballard-Rosa, Senior Planner  

E-mail: gballard-rosa@sacog.org 

Phone: 916-319-5183 

mailto:gballard-rosa@sacog.org
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Schedule 
Please note all dates are subject to change. SACOG has not yet received approval from the state agency 

partners overseeing the REAP 2.0 funds, which could impact the Green Means Go program schedule. To 

view the most recent information please go to: https://www.sacog.org/reap-2-green-means-go 

Ongoing:  

Pre application consultation- SACOG strongly encourages sponsors to meet with Green Means 

Go program staff to discuss potential applications. See the pre-application consultation section later in 

this document for more detail. Consultations are available up to the application deadline.  

Green Zone revisions- Through the 2022 Green Means Go funding program, project sponsors 

can update their local Green Zones. See the Green Zone revision section later in this document for more 

detail.  

Guidelines (all categories) 

April 28, 2022 Draft program guidelines released  

May 20, 2022 Deadline for comments on draft guidelines 

June 16, 2022 SACOG board acts on final program guidelines  

Category A: Early Activation projects 

July 11, 2022 Call for projects in Early Activation category 

August 15, 2022 Early Activation project applications due by 4:00 p.m. 

September 29, 2022 Staff releases recommendation for Early Activation category 

October 20, 2022 SACOG board acts on funding awards in Early Activation category 

Categories B and C:  Planning and Capital projects 

August 16, 2022 Call for projects in Planning and Capital categories 

October 27, 2022 Project applications due by 4:00 p.m. 

February 23, 2023 Staff releases funding recommendation for Planning and Capital categories 

March 16, 2023 SACOG board acts on funding awards in Planning and Capital categories  

  

https://www.sacog.org/reap-2-green-means-go
https://sacog.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9fbf73e744c84aecbf7313fc74a04334&extent=-13593289.1417%2C4642921.5156%2C-13475423.244%2C4733575.8312%2C102100
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Schedule Graphic 
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Available funding 
The 2022 Green Means Go program will competitively award $34,300,000 to projects that meaningfully 

contribute to the performance outcomes, overall policy, and evaluation criteria identified by the SACOG 

Board of Directors.  

There are three revenue streams supporting the $34.3 million Green Means Go program: federal and 

state revenues from the Regional Early Action Planning Grants (REAP 2.0) program and a grant to SACOG 

from the Strategic Growth Council (SGC). Most of the REAP 2.0 funds ($500 million of the $600 million 

available statewide) come from the federal Coronavirus State and Local Fiscal Recovery Funds of 2021 

(SLFRF), with the remainder from the State General Fund. In short, the three revenues streams (federal 

funds within REAP 2.0, state funds within REAP 2.0 and the separate state SGC grant) each have their 

own slightly different eligibility requirements and deadlines for use, which are accounted for in these 

Green Means Go program guidelines (and part of the reason for the three program categories). 

GREEN MEANS GO CATEGORIES 

 

 

The final total within the Planning and Capital categories will be based on submitted applications’ 

alignment with program objectives (i.e., the Planning category will award at least $5 million and the 

Capital category will award at least $21.3 million).   

The eligibility section that follows gives more detail on the types of uses funded by each category.  

https://hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/active-funding/reap2.shtml
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General Eligibility (Categories A, B, and C) 
- The 2022 Green Means Go funding program will award projects located within the six-county 

SACOG region of El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba Counties. 

- Awarded projects must be in an adopted Green Zone within this six-county region. In other 

words, projects that fall outside of an adopted Green Zone will not be eligible in this program or 

any of its categories (a sponsor can update its Green Zone through the pre-application period, as 

described in the Green Zone section below).  

- Eligible project sponsors (i.e., lead applicants) will be the 22 cities and 6 counties within the 

SACOG region (El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba counties). Partnerships 

between lead agencies and other public agencies or community groups are encouraged. The 

program application will provide space to identify, when applicable, if the lead applicant (city or 

county) differs from the implementing agency (city/county, special district, community group, 

etc.).  

- Applications must include a letter of support from a Community Based Organization located 

within (or working within) the Green Zone.  

- Each proposed use must be supportive of increasing residential infill development within Green 

Zones that improves housing affordability. Mixed-use developments/corridors meet this 

requirement, as long as the applicant can make the case that housing is a predominant use. The 

minimum threshold for predominate use is 51% of the corridor/project area devoted to housing. 

Note that this is a minimum eligibility threshold, and that applications will be evaluated on their 

ability to achieve further housing, in particular, housing that is affordable to low and moderate 

income cohorts.  

- Each proposed use must be consistent with the objectives of REAP 2.0, including affirmatively 

furthering fair housing. Further, each use must align with the SACOG board’s commitment to  

economic and racial equity and inclusion.  

- The program will fund non-transportation infrastructure and planning that accelerates infill 

housing and supports housing affordability. In other words, transportation projects are not 

eligible in the 2022 Green Means Go programs; instead, transportation projects in Sacramento, 

Sutter, Yolo and Yuba counties seeking regionally-administered transportation funds are 

encouraged to apply in SACOG’s Regional Transportation funding round (El Dorado and Placer 

counties have their own transportation funding programs). 

- Projects receiving Green Means Go funding must commit to reporting requirements for three 

years after the grant award. The reporting will ask for evidence that the changes referenced in 

the application have materialized.   

- Projects that receive an award through Green Means Go must submit a signed one-page letter 

following the award. The letter serves as a commitment to follow the state/federal reporting 

requirements, as well as the ability to manage the received funds within the established 

timeline. SACOG will provide the letter template (i.e., all that is needed is the signature). This 

brief additional step is to meet the requirement of the underlying funding sources. 

https://sacog.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9fbf73e744c84aecbf7313fc74a04334&extent=-13593289.1417%2C4642921.5156%2C-13475423.244%2C4733575.8312%2C102100
https://www.sacog.org/transportation-funding-programs
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Category A:  Early Activation - Additional  Eligibility and Uses 
The $3 million Early Activation category is designed to be the most flexible of the three Green Means Go 

categories. This category will fund either planning or implementation activities that accelerate infill 

residential development in the near-term that improves housing affordability, including site-specific 

activities (i.e., the funds can be used to support the development of specific housing projects). Eligible 

uses in this category will be the same non-transportation planning and infrastructure investments 

supported through Green Means Go (i.e., the distinction is that this category is project specific, while 

the other categories are corridor-wide). In addition to the general eligibility requirements described 

above for all categories, the Early Activation category includes the following additional eligibility screen: 

- Projects funded in the Early Activation category must fully spend the grant award by October 

2023. As awards will be made in October 2022, this represents a quick timeframe for spending 

the grant funds, so readiness and deliverability will be an important evaluation criteria. 

Category B: Planning - Additional Eligibility and Uses 
The guidelines for the statewide REAP 2.0 funding establish eligible planning uses in the Green Means 

Go program: 

1. Rezoning and updating planning documents and zoning ordinances, including community and 

specific plans, that lead to more infill housing that improves housing affordability. Note that per 

REAP 2.0, all uses that include the creation of planning documents must be accompanied by a 

commitment to adopt and implement. Further, the effort must target a Green Zone (see final 

bullet of this section for more detail on the link between planning and Green Zones) 

2. Eliminating the need for project-specific review for infill development that improves housing 

affordability through program level environmental clearance 

3. Conducting infrastructure plans and studies, such as for upgrading sewer, water, and dry utility 

systems in Green Zones that would support residential development that improves housing 

affordability 

4. Revamping local planning processes through other efforts that accelerate infill development 

that facilitates housing affordability, supply, and choice (see note below for limitations on this 

use). 

Note on Category B Planning fund uses 
The first three planning uses above (rezoning/planning document, program environmental clearance, 

and technical infrastructure planning) are all eligible for any of the underlying Green Means Go funds. 

However, the final planning use (revamping other planning efforts beyond the three explicitly identified) 

is only eligible for a portion of the underlying funds (the state funds portion of REAP 2.0). As such, 

SACOG only has access to a limited amount of funding (approximately $2-3 million, depending on final 

state guidelines) to support Green Zone planning activities beyond the three explicit uses defined above. 

In other words, if every sponsor came forward with a planning use in the fourth (broader) bullet, there 

would not be enough eligible REAP 2.0 funds.  
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Instead of prohibiting applications in the broader fourth use, SACOG will work with sponsors through 

the pre-application period to identify any planning needs beyond rezoning/planning document, 

program-level environmental clearance, or technical infrastructure planning. Based on preliminary 

discussions, we believe the planning needs will fall across all the uses. If through the pre-application 

period it appears instead that most sponsors will be pursuing the fourth use, SACOG will update all 

sponsors so they are aware of the possible limitation in available funds.  

Other eligibility criteria 
The Planning category includes the following additional eligibility criteria: 

- The maximum funding request in this category is $650,000 per project (though sponsors can 

apply for multiple projects) 

- As for all projects in any category, the project must be within a locally adopted Green Zone. In 

other words, the rezoning/planning document, environmental clearance, infrastructure planning 

or other planning use must be within a Green Zone. If a sponsor feels it has a more widespread 

planning activity that fits the objectives of Green Means Go, the sponsor must reach out to the 

Green Means Go program manager prior to the application submittal for a pre-application 

review to determine eligibility. In rare cases the use can be eligible if the sponsor can 

demonstrate the primary benefit is to the locally-adopted Green Zone and meets the objectives 

of the Green Means Go program. 

- Sponsors must encumber the award by June 2024 and spend by June 2026 (though earlier use of 

the funds is preferred). 

Category C:  Capital - Additional Eligibility and Uses 
The largest category of the Green Means Go funding program will fund non-transportation 

infrastructure that accelerates infill residential development that improves housing affordability. Non-

transportation infrastructure can consist of: 

- Water 

- Sewer 

- Stormwater 

- Electricity 

- Broadband 

The capital category aims to fund corridor-level infrastructure investments that help unlock an area for 

increasing residential development. In other words, the category does not aim to award site-specific 

activities unless the site is at sufficient scale (in recognition of the local context) to meet the objectives 

of Green Means Go. 

Sponsors can use the award to fully complete the project. For example, a sewer project that opens up a 

roadway to upgrade the underground sewer line can repave the roadway facility once the sewer is 

upgraded. But no costs for added transportation features beyond existing conditions can be included as 
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part of the 2022 Green Means Go funding program project scope/cost (though these costs can be 

covered through other funding sources). As part of the leverage and cost effectiveness criteria (covered 

below in the evaluation criteria section), sponsors are encouraged to discuss if the Green Means Go 

project will be paired with a transportation or other corridor investment. This can be one way a sponsor 

demonstrates leverage.        

The capital program draws on the Coronavirus State and Local Fiscal Recovery Funds of 2021. As such, 

federal funding requirements are applicable in Green Means Go awards in this category, including the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process for relevant projects.   

Finally, sponsors must encumber the award by June 2024 and spend by June 2026.  
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Project Evaluation Criteria 
The 2022 Green Means Go program will evaluate projects on five criteria. Three of the criteria (increase 

infill housing that improves housing affordability and economic recovery, reduce vehicle miles traveled, 

and foster inclusive communities) relate to project benefits/performance outcomes, while the other two 

gauge the project’s feasibility and ability to impact other complementary efforts in the Green Zone. 

These program guidelines give a summary overview of the five criteria. The forthcoming standalone 

evaluation guidance document will give more detail on each objective, including the quantitative data 

and qualitative narrative factors used in the applications to assess each of the criteria. Across each 

criteria, the evaluation guidance will recognize the differences between rural, suburban and urban 

environments and stress context-sensitive solutions. The quantitative metrics will use a placetype 

average so that projects are compared to those in similar community types. 

Evaluation Criteria  
Project benefit 

- Accelerate infill residential development that improves housing affordability and economic 

recovery 

- Reduce vehicle miles traveled 

- Foster inclusive communities and affirmatively further fair housing 

Other factors 

- Deliver cost effective projects 

- Leverage partnerships and policy match 

The Early Activation and Capital categories use each of these five criteria. The Planning category only 

uses the three performance outcome criteria (as part of a proposed planning application may be to 

determine project deliverability, cost, or partnerships).  

 

WEIGHTS OF EVALUATION CRITERIA BY PROGRAM CATEGORY 

Evaluation Criteria 
Category A:  

Early Activation 
Category B:  

Planning 
Category C:  

Capital 

Accelerate Infill that 
Improves Affordability 

30 30 30 

Reduce VMT 20 20 20 

Inclusive Communities 20 20 20 

Deliverability/Cost 
Effectiveness 

10 - 10 

Leverage 20 - 20 
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Description of the 5 evaluation criteria 
Accelerate Infill Residential Development that Increased Housing Affordability and Economic 
Recovery 
The overarching objective of Green Means Go funding is to accelerate infill housing in Green Zones that 

improves housing affordability, particularly for lower and moderate income cohorts. Sponsors will be 

asked to demonstrate how the proposed activity increases housing supply, choice and affordability. By 

improving housing affordability for impacted households, the program will support economic equity as 

well as recovery from the negative economic impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic, which has exacerbated 

housing unaffordability in the region.  

Together, the projects funded through Green Means Go must make the connection of how the planning 

or infrastructure investment unlocks a Green Zone with strong planned or actual housing affordability 

components that serve low and moderate-income households. Guidance from the state partners 

supporting REAP 2.0 define low income as 40% of AMI (Area Median Income) and moderate income as 

65% of AMI. The application should reference how the planned densities on the corridor support 

housing at a variety of income levels. 

In addition to the statewide guidance, the SACOG board added an explicit reference in Green Means Go 

to economic equity. The program supports economic equity through efforts to improve housing 

affordability, which can be met by multiple strategies (such as increased supply, densities, design 

approaches, subsidized housing, etc.). However, project applications should not rely on an increase in 

supply as the sole means of meeting the housing affordability objective.  

While there will be differences between the three program categories, sponsors will need to show the 

planned densities on the corridor, the sites made available for low and moderate income cohorts, and 

the unit capacity based on the volume of infrastructure added as evaluation criteria for meeting this 

objective. Sponsors will also be asked to describe readiness from a market and planning perspective. As 

for the other evaluation criteria, projects will be evaluated compared to those in similar placetypes. 

Further, projects in categories B & C (Planning and Capital) will be evaluated on how transformative the 

investment will be in leading to changes in land use patterns and behavior that accelerate infill housing. 

In other words, those projects will be evaluated on their impact to a broader corridor, not solely an 

individual site. 

Reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 
Proposed activities will need to demonstrate how the housing-supportive investment helps complement 

VMT-reducing elements in the broader corridor. For example, does the accelerated infill housing help 

support a better jobs/housing balance or fit? Does it serve an area with a diversity of land uses, 

pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, or transit service?  Is the housing situated in an area with high 

accessibility to neighborhood services that can be met through short vehicle trips or active modes? As 

for the other evaluation criteria, projects will be evaluated compared to those in similar placetypes. 
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Foster Inclusive Communities and Affirmatively Further Fair Housing 
In this objective, applications will be evaluated on their potential to meet meaningful, inclusive, and 

equitable housing outcomes within the Green Zone. 

There are two key components in this criterion: 

• Affirmatively furthering fair housing (AFFH) 

• Considering economic and racial equity and inclusion 

The state framework for the broader REAP 2.0 program defines AFFH as meaningful actions to address 

significant disparities in housing needs and in access to opportunity, replacing segregated living patterns 

and transforming racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into areas of opportunity. 

Projects in high-resource areas need to include affordability components that open the area’s 

opportunity to a broader set of participants. Projects in disadvantaged communities need to include 

community revitalization, anti-displacement, or other place-based strategies.  

Projects within the Green Means Go program will also be evaluated on their ability to advance racial 

equity and inclusion. While connected to AFFH, the SACOG board added this explicit reference to racial 

equity and inclusion.  

To demonstrate alignment to AFFH and racial equity and inclusion, first, applications will be asked to 

describe their community engagement to date, including the number of people reached and efforts to 

connect with underserved community groups. Further, the sponsor will describe how community input 

has shaped the vision and direction for the corridor (recognizing that the infrastructure investment may 

be just one part in activating this vision). As part of this response, sponsors can reference a completed 

planning process for the corridor, but should not rely on a planning document/process that is older than 

five years. 

Note that projects in Category B (Planning) can use a Green Means Go award for community 

engagement (a preferred use), so projects in this category will instead be asked to show what 

engagement will be conducted in the project timeline, and how that engagement will target 

underserved groups. 

Next, the application also needs to demonstrate companion strategies, tailored to the local context, that 

aim at preserving or enhancing community vitality. Possible strategies could include affordable housing 

supportive ordinances, incentives for affordable developers, planned affordable unit production, 

preservation of existing affordable housing, anti-displacement or inclusion programming, rental 

assistance approaches, or other efforts in the broader Green Zone corridor that mitigate displacement 

pressures or open a high resourced area to more affordable unit production. Green Means Go doesn’t 

prescribe which of these strategies should be used except that if a project is in an environmental justice 

community, the application must describe what mitigation and anti-displacement approaches will be 

included as part of the project. SACOG is compiling a layer for the application that will provide the 

definition used in this program for environmental justice.   
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Deliver Cost Effective Projects 
Longstanding SACOG board direction places an emphasis on making the most cost-effective funding 

decisions, which is achieved by selecting implementable projects that maximize performance outcomes 

and minimize project costs. The program recognizes the high upfront costs for housing-supportive 

infrastructure. Applicants can use a life-cycle approach to pair upfront costs with future benefits. 

Program staff are working on a life-cycle estimate to include in the program application.  

Evaluation criteria for project delivery will look for evidence that the project phase can be implemented 

within the program timeframe.   

Leverage Partnerships and Policy Match 
Green Means Go aims to catalyze infill development within the SACOG region. Yet the $34.3 million the 

program will award is only a small portion of the amount needed to implement the region’s Sustainable 

Communities Strategy. In the 5th program criteria, project applications within Green Means Go will be 

evaluated on leverage: what other resources (besides the Green Means Go award) the sponsor or its 

partner(s) are bringing to the corridor to make the investment more transformative. The program will 

evaluate leverage through three aspects:  

1. Local policy commitments  

Sponsors will be asked to describe how the local policy environment facilitates or supports increased 

residential densities within the Green Zone. Sponsors should point to 

policies/planning/zoning/processes in place in support of infill residential development, or to work that 

will be done in removing barriers to new housing in infill communities. As a resource, SACOG’s Housing 

Policy Toolkit gives a menu of many policy options and best practices in support of infill housing. 

Sponsors can also speak to complementary efforts at the local level, such as prohibiting heavy duty 

vehicular traffic in environmental justice communities as an example. 

2. Other funding (local agency match) 

There is no minimum match requirement for Green Means Go. But one way to demonstrate leverage is 

through a local agency investment, either on the project itself (e.g., the cost for the improvement is split 

between the Green Means Go award and local or other revenues) or another local investment in the 

Green Zone (including transportation, housing, or other infill-supporting projects). As described above in 

the eligibility section, the sponsor could pair a transportation investment with a Green Means Go non-

transportation capital improvement as a form of match (though the Green Means Go award could not 

be used to pay for any part of the transportation improvement). 

The local match could come from a variety of sources (does not necessarily have to be locally-controlled 

revenues) but should be from the lead or implementing agency (i.e., other federal/state/regional grants 

could be used as match, as long as the grants are to the lead or implementing agency. Financial 

commitments from other agencies can be accounted for in the Partnerships aspect below).   

https://www.sacog.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/housing_policy_toolkit_appendix_included_2018-12-3.pdf?1593101473
https://www.sacog.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/housing_policy_toolkit_appendix_included_2018-12-3.pdf?1593101473
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3. Partnerships (partner match) 

Green Means Go seeks evidence of supporting partnerships within the Green Zone corridor. Sponsors 

should reference any other activities, projects, or programs by partner groups in supporting the Green 

Zone investment. The below are just a few possible examples of partner match (i.e., the list is meant to 

give some ideas, not be exhaustive)- 

• The transit district is improving service within the corridor 

• The utility district has adjusted rates or put in charging infrastructure in the Green Zone 

• An air district funds a shared electric vehicles program in the zone or partners on an urban 

greening/carbon capture project 

• A financial commitment to the project (from a developer, community partner, etc). 

• A recently completed community visioning or other neighborhood effort 

Leverage Criteria Summary 

The leverage criteria is designed to be flexible, in order to provide multiple ways for the sponsor to 

describe partnerships and momentum, and recognize that not all communities have the ability to put 

forward a financial match. At a minimum, the applicant needs to show how the local policy environment 

is supportive of residential infill development, either through existing conditions or a commitment to 

new housing-supportive policy actions. This commitment to residential infill development is essential 

since the state and federal funding sources require a nexus to infill housing. 

The applicant can also discuss the other aspects of leverage (funding and partnerships). The application 

does not need to respond to each, though it should demonstrate a sufficient case in meeting the 

program objective of leverage. The guidelines deliberately built flexibility in this objective to recognize 

the differences in communities across the region.  

  



   
 

Page 14 of 15 

Project Review and Tiering 
Each category’s specific application will describe the evaluation criteria in more detail, as each category 

will have slightly different areas of emphasis within the five program objectives. Overall, both 

quantitative data and qualitative narrative factors are part of the evaluation in each category, as will be 

described in the forthcoming evaluation guidance document. SACOG aims to limit the data needs to 

readily-available sources (such as the Project Performance Assessment tool, existing HCD opportunity 

maps, housing element site inventories, or other locally available data/information). 

SACOG will convene two technical working groups to evaluate the data and narrative components of the 

five criteria. One working group will evaluate the project benefit and leverage criteria. A second will 

focus on the project’s deliverability and cost estimate.  

A policy working group will complete the final evaluation by taking input from the technical project 

delivery working group and the performance outcomes-based working group. The policy working group 

integrates the projects into three tiers (high/medium/low) to develop the staff recommendation, using 

the evaluation input as well as a qualitative assessment that the REAP 2.0 objectives, as defined in the 

statewide guidelines (blend of planning and implementation, transformative approaches, recognition of 

difference between community types), are met by the final funding recommendations.  
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Green Zone Revisions and Pre-application Consultation 
Pre-application Consultation 
SACOG strongly encourages sponsors to meet with Green Means Go program staff to discuss potential 

applications and/or concepts (this is not required as part of the application process but is strongly 

encouraged). We find these conversations have most value before the sponsor has begun its application 

and is still considering concepts. The consultation can take place any time up to the deadline for project 

applications, though the earlier, the better (i.e., preferred spring 2022, but up to close of the application 

period). A sponsor does not need to have a tangible idea in order to take advantage of the consult (i.e., 

can use the session to talk through how to form a project). 

If there is value, the sponsor can request multiple consultation meetings (such as a preliminary meeting 

to go over top-level concepts, a follow up meeting with more refined proposals, etc.). SACOG staff will 

make every effort to accommodate the need for multiple pre-application consultations from a single 

sponsor. 

Finally, we have found the pre-application consultations are most productive when paired with an initial 

scan of project performance criteria. If requested, SACOG will provide any relevant information from 

SACOG’s Project Performance Assessment tool as part of the pre-application consultation. The sponsor 

would need to request SACOG put together this analysis at least three business days before the 

consultation meeting.  

Green Zone Revisions 
Project sponsors can work with Green Means Go program staff to update their existing Green Zones as 

part of the 2022 program.  

First, sponsors should review SACOG’s existing Green Zone map for accuracy. If there are minor 

administrative changes (such as missing parcels, etc.), SACOG staff can make those updates at the 

administrative level. 

If a sponsor wants to make larger changes to its existing Green Zone, the sponsor needs to make a 

written request to SACOG Green Means Go staff. SACOG will review the request using the same criteria 

as the original process (in an infill area, local housing supportive policies/plans in place or in process, and 

potential for VMT reduction). If accepted, the changes can be approved by SACOG’s Executive Director 

(i.e., no need for a resolution, though local staff should assess whether the change needs to go before 

their own board/council). Requests for new Green Zones will follow the same process, though SACOG 

may require a resolution. 

All Green Zone revisions must be completed by the time applications are due (August 15 for Category A. 

Early Activation, and October 27 for Category B. Planning and Category C. Capital). Once the application 

period closes, SACOG will not be able to make any Green Zone revisions until the close of the funding 

program and project awards are announced (in March 2023). 

https://portal.sacog.org/portal/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=77be2a57f59f47699af6c31599e0fa50&extent=6261661.6891,1724595.8709,7452612.6765,2373658.138,102642
https://sacog.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9fbf73e744c84aecbf7313fc74a04334&extent=-13593289.1417%2C4642921.5156%2C-13475423.244%2C4733575.8312%2C102100
https://www.sacog.org/pod/establishing-green-zones
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Guidelines Summary 
This document contains the draft guidelines for the 2022 Green Means Go funding program of the 

Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG). 

The Green Means Go funding program is SACOG’s newest funding program. The program will award 

roughly $34 million in one-time funding through planning and capital infrastructure investments for 

non-transportation projects in locally-adopted Green Zones that improve housing affordability. The 

primary fund source for Green Means Go is the state-wide REAP 2.0 program, which includes federal 

and state funds.  

The broader Green Means Go effort, informed by the past two years of stakeholder engagement and 

board direction, provides the policy foundation for this funding program. In June 2021 the SACOG board 

directed that SACOG use the one-time statewide revenues in a new program that funds infrastructure 

and other investments that create more infill housing opportunities.SACOG conducted program-specific 

outreach to develop the program objectives, guidelines, eligiblity and criteria contained here. These final 

guidelines incoporated substantial feedback generated from multiple months of program outreach. 

Program Objectives 
The 2022 Green Means Go program has five objectives: 

• Increase Accelerate infill residential developmenthousingthat improves housing affordability 

and economic recovery 

• Reduce vehicle miles traveled 

• Foster inclusive communities and affirmatively further fair housing 

• Deliver cost effective projects 

• Leverage partnerships and spur policy match 

Program Categories 
The 2022 Green Means Go funding program has three categories: 

 

These program guidelines explain each of the three categories, as well as provide more information on 

schedule, eligibility and evaluation criteria. 

Contact 
Please direct any questions regarding the 2022 Green Means Go funding program or the application 

process to: 
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Garett Ballard-Rosa, Senior Planner  

E-mail: gballard-rosa@sacog.org 

Phone: 916-319-5183 

 

Schedule 
Please note all dates are subject to change. SACOG has not yet received approval from the state agency 

partners overseeing the REAP 2.0 funds, which could impact the Green Means Go program schedule. To 

view the most recent information please go to: https://www.sacog.org/reap-2-green-means-go 

Ongoing:  

Pre application consultation- SACOG strongly encourages sponsors to meet with Green Means 

Go program staff to discuss potential applications. See the pre-application consultation section later in 

this document for more detail. Consultations are available up to the application deadline.  

Green Zone revisions- Through the 2022 Green Means Go funding program, project sponsors 

can update their local Green Zones. See the Green Zone revision section later in this document for more 

detail.  

Guidelines (all categories) 

April 28, 2022 Draft program guidelines released  

May 20, 2022 Deadline for comments on draft guidelines 

June 16, 2022 SACOG board acts on final program guidelines  

Category A: Early Activation projects 

July 11, 2022 Call for projects in Early Activation category 

August 15, 2022 Early Activation project applications due by 4:00 p.m. 

September 29, 2022 Staff releases recommendation for Early Activation category 

October 20, 2022 SACOG board acts on funding awards in Early Activation category 

Categories B and C:  Planning and Capital projects 

August 16, 2022 Call for projects in Planning and Capital categories 

October 27, 2022 Project applications due by 4:00 p.m. 

February 23, 2023 Staff releases funding recommendation for Planning and Capital categories 

mailto:gballard-rosa@sacog.org
https://www.sacog.org/reap-2-green-means-go
https://sacog.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9fbf73e744c84aecbf7313fc74a04334&extent=-13593289.1417%2C4642921.5156%2C-13475423.244%2C4733575.8312%2C102100
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March 16, 2023 SACOG board acts on funding awards in Planning and Capital categories  
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Schedule Graphic 
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Available funding 
The 2022 Green Means Go program will competitively award $34,300,000 to projects that meaningfully 

contribute to the performance outcomes, overall policy, and evaluation criteria identified by the SACOG 

Board of Directors.  

There are three revenue streams supporting the $34.3 million Green Means Go program: federal and 

state revenues from the Regional Early Action Planning Grants (REAP 2.0) program and a grant to SACOG 

from the Strategic Growth Council (SGC). Most of the REAP 2.0 funds ($500 million of the $600 million 

available statewide) come from the federal Coronavirus State and Local Fiscal Recovery Funds of 2021 

(SLFRF), with the remainder from the State General Fund. In short, the three revenues streams (federal 

funds within REAP 2.0, state funds within REAP 2.0 and the separate state SGC grant) each have their 

own slightly different eligibility requirements and deadlines for use, which are accounted for in these 

Green Means Go program guidelines (and part of the reason for the three program categories). 

GREEN MEANS GO CATEGORIES 

 

 

The final total within the Planning and Capital categories will be based on submitted applications’ 

alignment with program objectives (i.e., the Planning category will award at least $5 million and the 

Capital category will award at least $21.3 million).   

The eligibility section that follows gives more detail on the types of uses funded by each category.  

https://hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/active-funding/reap2.shtml
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General Eligibility (Categories A, B, and C) 
- The 2022 Green Means Go funding program will award projects located within the six-county 

SACOG region of El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba Counties. 

- Awarded projects must be in an adopted Green Zone within this six-county region. In other 

words, projects that fall outside of an adopted Green Zone will not be eligible in this program or 

any of its categories (a sponsor can update its Green Zone through the pre-application period, as 

described in the Green Zone section below).  

- Eligible project sponsors (i.e., lead applicants) will be the 22 cities and 6 counties within the 

SACOG region (El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba counties). Partnerships 

between lead agencies and other public agencies or community groups are encouraged. The 

program application will provide space to identify, when applicable, if the lead applicant (city or 

county) differs from the implementing agency (city/county, special district, community group, 

etc.).  

- Applications must include a letter of support from a Community Based Organization located 

within (or working within) the Green Zone.  

- Each proposed use must be supportive of increasing residential infill development within Green 

Zones that improves housing affordability. Mixed-use developments/corridors meet this 

requirement, as long as the applicant can make the case that housing is a predominant use. The 

minimum threshold for predominate use is 51% of the corridor/project area devoted to housing. 

Note that this is a minimum eligibility threshold, and that applications will be evaluated on their 

ability to achieve further housing, in particular, housing that is affordable to low and moderate 

income cohorts. SACOG has asked the state partners for any further guidance in defining 

predominant use (i.e., if there is a threshold of housing to other uses). The final Green Means Go 

guidelines will incorporate any final feedback from the state, but the guidance SACOG has 

received to date is that mixed-use projects/corridors are eligible if they are housing supportive.  

- Each proposed use must be consistent with the objectives of REAP 2.0, including affirmatively 

furthering fair housing. Further, each use must align with the SACOG board’s commitment to  

economic and racial equity and inclusion.  

- The program will fund non-transportation infrastructure and planning that accelerates infill 

housing and supports housing affordability. In other words, transportation projects are not 

eligible in the 2022 Green Means Go programs; instead, transportation projects in Sacramento, 

Sutter, Yolo and Yuba counties seeking regionally-administered transportation funds are 

encouraged to apply in SACOG’s Regional Transportation funding round (El Dorado and Placer 

counties have their own transportation funding programs). 

- Projects receiving Green Means Go funding must commit to reporting requirements for three 

years after the grant award. The reporting will ask for evidence that the changes referenced in 

the application have materialized.  (this will likely be annual reporting. The reporting 

requirement will be updated in the final guidelines once more information becomes available 

from the state). 

https://sacog.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9fbf73e744c84aecbf7313fc74a04334&extent=-13593289.1417%2C4642921.5156%2C-13475423.244%2C4733575.8312%2C102100
https://www.sacog.org/transportation-funding-programs
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- Projects that receive an award through Green Means Go must submit a signed one-page letter 

following the award. The letter serves as a commitment to follow the state/federal reporting 

requirements, as well as the ability to manage the received funds within the established 

timeline. SACOG will provide the letter template (i.e., all that is needed is the signature). This 

brief additional step is to meet the requirement of the underlying funding sources. 

Category A:  Early Activation - Additional  Eligibility and Uses 
The $3 million Early Activation category is designed to be the most flexible of the three Green Means Go 

categories. This category will fund either planning or implementation activities that accelerate infill 

housing residential development in the near-term that improves housing affordability, including site-

specific activities (i.e., the funds can be used to support the development of specific housing projects). 

Eligible uses in this category will be the same non-transportation planning and infrastructure 

investments supported through Green Means Go (i.e., the distinction is that this category is project 

specific, while the other categories are corridor-wide). In addition to the general eligibility requirements 

abovedescribed above for all categories, the Early Activation category includes the following additional 

eligibility screen: 

- Projects funded in the Early Activation category must fully spend the grant award by October 

2023. As awards will be made in October 2022, this represents a quick timeframe for spending 

the grant funds, so readiness and deliverability will be an important evaluation criteria. 

Category B: Planning - Additional Eligibility and Uses 
The guidelines for the statewide REAP 2.0 funding establish eligible planning uses in the Green Means 

Go program: 

1. Rezoning and updating planning documents and zoning ordinances, including community and 

specific plans, that lead to more infill housing that improves housing affordability. Note that per 

REAP 2.0, all uses that include the creation of planning documents must be accompanied by a 

commitment to adopt and implement. Further, the effort must target a Green Zone (see final 

bullet of this section for more detail on the link between planning and Green Zones) 

2. Eliminating the need for project-specific review for infill development that improves housing 

affordability through program level environmental clearance 

3. Conducting infrastructure plans and studies, such as for upgrading sewer, water, and dry utility 

systems in Green Zones that would support more residential development that improves 

housing affordability 

4. Revamping local planning processes through other efforts that accelerate infill development 

that facilitates housing supply, choice and affordability, supply, and choice (see note below for 

limitations on this use). 

Note on Category B Planning fund uses 
The first three planning uses above (rezoning/planning document, program environmental clearance, 

and technical infrastructure planning) are all eligible for any of the underlying Green Means Go funds. 
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However, the final planning use (revamping other planning efforts beyond the three explicitly identified) 

is only eligible for a portion of the underlying funds (the state funds portion of REAP 2.0). As such, 

SACOG only has access to a limited amount of funding (approximately $2-3 million, depending on final 

state guidelines) to support Green Zone planning activities beyond the three explicit uses defined above. 

In other words, if every sponsor came forward with a planning use in the fourth (broader) bullet, there 

would not be enough eligible REAP 2.0 funds.  

Instead of prohibiting applications in the broader fourth use, SACOG will work with sponsors through 

the pre-application period to identify any planning needs beyond rezoning/planning document, 

program-level environmental clearance, or technical infrastructure planning. Based on preliminary 

discussions, we believe the planning needs will fall across all the uses. If through the pre-application 

period it appears instead that most sponsors will be pursuing the fourth use, SACOG will update all 

sponsors so they are aware of the possible limitation in available funds.  

Other eligibility criteria 
The Planning category includes the following additional eligibility criteria: 

- The maximum funding request in this category is $500,000650,000 per project (though sponsors 

can apply for multiple projects) 

- As for all projects in any category, the project must be within a locally adopted Green Zone. In 

other words, the rezoning/planning document, environmental clearance, infrastructure planning 

or other planning use must be within a Green Zone. If a sponsor feels it has a more widespread 

planning activity that fits the objectives of Green Means Go, the sponsor must reach out to the 

Green Means Go program manager prior to the application submittal for a pre-application 

review to determine eligibility. In rare cases the use can be eligible if the sponsor can 

demonstrate the primary benefit is to the locally-adopted Green Zone and meets the objectives 

of the Green Means Go program. 

- Sponsors must encumber the award by June 2024 and spend by June 2026 (though earlier use of 

the funds is preferred). 

Category C:  Capital - Additional Eligibility and Uses 
The largest category of the Green Means Go funding program will fund non-transportation 

infrastructure that accelerates infill residential development that improves housing affordabilityhousing. 

Non-transportation infrastructure can consist of: 

- Water 

- Sewer 

- Stormwater 

- Electricity 

- Broadband 
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The capital category aims to fund corridor-level infrastructure investments that help unlock an area for 

increasing residential development. In other words, the category does not aim to award site-specific 

activities unless the site is at sufficient scale (in recognition of the local context) to meet the objectives 

of Green Means Go. 

Sponsors can use the award to fully complete the project. For example, a sewer project that opens up a 

roadway to upgrade the underground sewer line can repave the roadway facility once the sewer is 

upgraded. But no costs for added transportation features beyond existing conditions can be included as 

part of the 2022 Green Means Go funding program project scope/cost (though these costs can be 

covered through other funding sources). As part of the leverage and cost effectiveness criteria (covered 

below in the evaluation criteria section), sponsors are encouraged to discuss if the Green Means Go 

project will be paired with a transportation or other corridor investment. This can be one way a sponsor 

demonstrates leverage.        

The capital program draws on the Coronavirus State and Local Fiscal Recovery Funds of 2021. As such, 

federal funding requirements are applicable in Green Means Go awards in this category, including the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process for relevant projects.   

Finally, sponsors must encumber the award by June 2024 and spend by June 2026.  
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Project Evaluation Criteria 
The 2022 Green Means Go program will evaluate projects on five criteria. Three of the criteria (increase 

infill housing that improves housing affordability and economic recovery, reduce vehicle miles traveled, 

and foster inclusive communities) relate to project benefits/performance outcomes, while the other two 

gauge the project’s feasibility and ability to impact other complementary efforts in the Green Zone. 

These program guidelines give a summaryn overview of the five criteria. The forthcoming standalone 

evaluation guidance document will give more detail on each objective, category applications themselves 

will include more detail on evaluation guidance including the quantitative data and qualitative narrative 

factors used in the applications to assess each of the criteria. Across each criteria, the evaluation 

guidance will recognize the differences between rural, suburban and urban environments and stress 

context-sensitive solutions. The quantitative metrics will use a placetype average so that projects are 

compared to those in similar community types. 

Evaluation Criteria  
Project benefit 

- Increase Accelerate infill residential housingdevelopment that improves housing affordability 

and economic recovery 

- Reduce vehicle miles traveled 

- Foster inclusive communities and affirmatively further fair housing 

Other factors 

- Deliverability/cost effectivenessDeliver cost effective projects 

- Leverage partnerships and policy match 

The Early Activation and Capital categories weigh use each of these five criteria equally. The Planning 

category only uses the three performance outcome criteria (as part of a proposed planning application 

may be to determine project deliverability, cost, or partnerships).  

 

WEIGHTS OF EVALUATION CRITERIA BY PROGRAM CATEGORY 

Evaluation Criteria 
Category A:  

Early Activation 
Category B:  

Planning 
Category C:  

Capital 

Accelerate Infill that 
Improves Affordability 

310 310 310 

Reduce VMT 210 210 210 

Inclusive Communities 210 210 210 

Deliverability/Cost 
Effectiveness 

10 - 10 

Leverage 210 - 210 
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Description of the 5 evaluation criteria 
Increase Accelerate Infill Residential Development that Increased Housing Affordability  and 
Economic RecoveryHousing 
The overarching objective of Green Means Go funding is to accelerate infill housing in Green Zones that 

improves housing affordabilityy. , particularly for lower and moderate income cohorts. Sponsors will be 

asked to demonstrate how the proposed activity increases housing supply, choice and affordability. By 

improving housing affordability for impacted households, the program will support economic equity as 

well as recovery from the negative economic impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic, which has exacerbated 

housing unaffordability in the region.  

Together, the projects funded through Green Means Go must make the connection of how the planning 

or infrastructure investment unlocks a Green Zone with strong planned or actual housing affordability 

components that serve low and moderate-income households. Guidance from the state partners 

supporting REAP 2.0 define low income as 40% of AMI (Area Median Income) and moderate income as 

65% of AMI. The application should reference how the planned densities on the corridor support 

housing at a variety of income levels. 

In addition to the statewide guidance, the SACOG board added an explicit reference in Green Means Go 

to economic equity. The program supports economic equity through efforts to improve housing 

affordability, which can be met by multiple strategies (such as increased supply, densities, design 

approaches, subsidized housing, etc.). However, project applications should not rely on an increase in 

supply as the sole means of meeting the housing affordability objective.  

While there will be differences between the three program categories, sponsors will need to show the 

planned densities on the corridor, the sites made available for low and moderate income cohorts, and 

the unit capacity based on the volume of infrastructure added as evaluation criteria for meeting this 

objective. Sponsors will also be asked to describe readiness from a market and planning perspective. As 

for the other evaluation criteria, projects will be evaluated compared to those in similar placetypes. 

Further, projects in categories B & C (Planning and Capital) will be evaluated on how transformative the 

investment will be in leading to changes in land use patterns and behavior that accelerate infill housing. 

In other words, those projects will be evaluated on their impact to a broader corridor, not solely an 

individual site. 

Reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 
Proposed activities will need to demonstrate how the housing-supportive investment helps complement 

VMT-reducing elements in the broader corridor. For example, does the accelerated infill housing help 

support a better jobs/housing balance or fit? Does it serve an area with a diversity of land uses, 

pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure, or transit service?  Is the housing situated in an area with high 

accessibility to neighborhood services that can be met through short vehicle trips or active modes? As 

for the other evaluation criteria, projects will be evaluated compared to those in similar placetypes. 
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Foster Inclusive Communities and Affirmatively Further Fair Housing 
Green Means Go aims not only to accelerate infill housing, but to accelerate infill housing that is 

attainable and affordable across all incomes, including lower and moderate income. In this objective, 

Aapplications will be evaluated on their potential to meet meaningful, inclusive, and equitable housing 

outcomes within the Green Zone. 

There are two key components in this criterion: 

• Affirmatively furthering fair housing (AFFH) 

• Considering economic and racial equity and inclusion 

The state framework for the broader REAP 2.0 program defines AFFH as meaningful actions to address 

significant disparities in housing needs and in access to opportunity, replacing segregated living patterns 

and transforming racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into areas of opportunity. 

Projects in high-resource areas should need to include affordability components that open the area’s 

opportunity to a broader set of participants. Projects in disadvantaged communities should need to 

include community revitalization, anti-displacement, or other place-based strategies.  

Projects within the Green Means Go program will also be evaluated on their ability to advance racial 

equity and inclusion. While connected to AFFH, the SACOG board added this explicit reference to racial 

equity and inclusion.  

To demonstrate alignment to AFFH and racial equity and inclusion, first, applications will be asked to 

describe their community engagement to date, including the number of people reached and efforts to 

connect with underserved community groups. Further, the sponsor will describe how community input 

has shaped the vision and direction for the corridor (recognizing that the infrastructure investment may 

be just one part in activating this vision). As part of this response, sponsors can reference a completed 

planning process for the corridor, but should not rely on a planning document/process that is older than 

five years. 

Note that projects in Category B (Planning) can use a Green Means Go award for community 

engagement (a preferred use), so projects in this category will instead be asked to show what 

engagement will be conducted in the project timeline, and how that engagement will target 

underserved groups. 

Together, the projects funded through Green Means Go must make the connection of how the planning 

or infrastructure investment unlocks a Green Zone with strong planned or actual housing affordability 

components that serve low and moderate-income households. Guidance from the state partners 

supporting REAP 2.0 define low income as 40% of AMI (Area Median Income) and moderate income as 

65% of AMI. The application should reference how the planned densities on the corridor support 

housing at a variety of income levels.  
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Next, Tthe application also needs to demonstrate companion strategies, tailored to the local context, 

that aim at preserving or improvingenhancing housing affordabilitycommunity vitality. Possible 

strategies could include Other examples of ways to support this objective include affordable housing 

supportive ordinances, streamlined processes for infill product types, incentives for affordable 

developers, planned affordable unit production, preservation of existing affordable housing, anti-

displacement or inclusion programming, rental assistance approaches, or other efforts in the broader 

Green Zone corridor that mitigate displacement pressures or open a high resourced area to more 

affordable unit production. remove barriers to housing affordability and choice, supply, and 

affordability. Green Means Go doesn’t prescribe which of these strategies should be used (as that is 

dependent on the local context) except that if a project is in an environmental justice community, the 

application must describe what mitigation and anti-displacement approaches will be included as part of 

the project. SACOG is compiling a layer for the application that will provide the definition used in this 

program for environmental justice.   

Finally, projects within the Green Means Go program will also be evaluated on their ability to advance 

racial equity and inclusion. While connected to AFFH, the SACOG board added this explicit reference to 

racial equity and inclusion. Many of the strategies mentioned above that meet the objectives of AFFH 

will also serve in meeting this objective.  

Capital projects (Category C) should demonstrate community engagement. One way to demonstrate this 

support is through a completed planning process for the corridor. For planning projects (Category B), the 

award could be used for community engagement, or the sponsor will need to show where engagement 

will be conducted in the project’s timeline.  

Deliver Cost Effective Projects 
Longstanding SACOG board direction places an emphasis on making the most cost-effective funding 

decisions, which is achieved by selecting implementable projects that maximize performance outcomes 

and minimize project costs. The program recognizes the high upfront costs for housing-supportive 

infrastructure. Applicants can use a life-cycle approach to pair upfront costs with future benefits. 

Program staff are working on a life-cycle estimate to include in the program application.  

  EEvaluation criteria for project delivery will look for evidence that the project phase can be 

implemented within the program timeframe. recognize the difference between project types (i.e., that 

the sponsor can complete the project phase(s) within the timeframe of the Green Means Go funds)  

Leverage, Partnerships and Policy Match 
Green Means Go aims to catalyze infill development within the SACOG region. Yet the $34.3 million the 

program will award is only a small portion of the amount needed to implement the region’s Sustainable 

Communities Strategy. In the 5th program criteria, project applications within Green Means Go will be 

evaluated on leverage: what other resources (besides the Green Means Go award) the sponsor or its 

partner(s) are bringing to the corridor to make the investment more transformative. The program will 

evaluate leverage through three aspects:  
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1. Local policy commitments  

Sponsors will be asked to describe how the local policy environment facilitates or supports increased 

residential densities within the Green Zone. Sponsors should point to 

policies/planning/zoning/processes in place in support of infill residential development, or to work that 

will be done in removing barriers to new housing in infill communities. As a resource, SACOG’s Housing 

Policy Toolkit gives a menu of many policy options and best practices in support of infill housing. 

Sponsors can also speak to complementary efforts at the local level, such as prohibiting heavy duty 

vehicular traffic in environmental justice communities as an example. 

2. Other funding (local agency match) 

There is no minimum match requirement for Green Means Go. But one way to demonstrate leverage is 

through a local agency investment, either on the project itself (e.g., the cost for the improvement is split 

between the Green Means Go award and local or other revenues) or another local investment in the 

Green Zone (including transportation, housing, or other infill-supporting projects). As described above in 

the eligibility section, the sponsor could pair a transportation investment with a Green Means Go non-

transportation capital improvement as a form of match (though the Green Means Go award could not 

be used to pay for any part of the transportation improvement). 

The local match could come from a variety of sources (does not necessarily have to be locally-controlled 

revenues) but should be from the lead or implementing agency (i.e., other federal/state/regional grants 

could be used as match, as long as the grants are to the lead or implementing agency. Financial 

commitments from other agencies can be accounted for in the Partnerships aspect below).   

3. Partnerships (partner match) 

Green Means Go seeks evidence of supporting partnerships within the Green Zone corridor. First, 

applicants should show evidence of community supportpartnerships, or lay out what community 

outreach will be completed as part of the work. As mentioned above, one way to show community 

engagement is through the planning document completed for the corridor. 

Next, SsSponsors are encouraged to reference, when applicableshould reference, any other activities, 

projects, or programs by partner groups in supporting the Green Zone investment. The below are just a 

few possible examples of partner match (i.e., the list is meant to give a couplesome ideas, not be 

exhaustive)- 

• The transit district is improving service within the corridor 

• The utility district has adjusted rates or put in charging infrastructure in the Green Zone 

• An air district funds a shared electric vehicles program in the zone or partners on an urban 

greening/carbon capture project 

• A financial commitment to the project (from a developer, community partner, etc). 

• A recently completed community visioning or other neighborhood effort 

https://www.sacog.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/housing_policy_toolkit_appendix_included_2018-12-3.pdf?1593101473
https://www.sacog.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/housing_policy_toolkit_appendix_included_2018-12-3.pdf?1593101473
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Leverage Criteria Summary 

The leverage criteria is designed to be flexible, in order to provide multiple ways for the sponsor to 

describe partnerships and momentum, and recognize that not all communities have the ability to put 

forward a financial match. At a minimum, the applicant needs to show how the local policy environment 

is supportive of residential infill development, either through existing conditions or a commitment to 

new housing-supportive policy actions. This commitment to residential infill development is essential 

since the state and federal funding sources require a nexus to infill housing. 

The applicant can also discuss the other aspects of leverage (funding and partnerships). The application 

does not need to respond to each, though it should demonstrate a sufficient case in meeting the 

program objective of leverage. The guidelines deliberately built in flexibility in this objective to recognize 

the differences in communities across the region.  

An application does not need to respond to all three of the leverage aspects (match, partnership, 

policy), though it should demonstrate a sufficient case to meet the program objective (in other words, if 

an application does not respond to one or two of the leverage aspects, it should be stronger in the 

other).  At a minimum, the applicant should show how the local policy environment is supportive of 

residential infill development, either through the existing conditions or a commitment to new housing-

supportive policy actions. This commitment to residential infill development is essential since the state 

and federal funding sources require a nexus to infill housing.  

Project Review and Tiering 
Each category’s specific application will describe the evaluation criteria in more detail, as each category 

will have slightly different areas of emphasis within the five program objectives. Overall, both 

quantitative data and qualitative narrative factors are part of the evaluation in each category, as will be 

described in the forthcoming evaluation guidance document. SACOG aims to limit the data needs to 

readily-available sources (such as the Project Performance Assessment tool, existing HCD opportunity 

maps, housing element site inventories, or other locally available data/information). 

SACOG will convene two technical working groups to evaluate the data and narrative components of the 

five criteria. One working group will evaluate the project benefit and leverage criteria. A second will 

focus on the project’s deliverability and cost estimate.  

A policy working group will complete the final evaluation by taking input from the technical project 

delivery working group and the performance outcomes-based working group. The policy working group 

integrates the projects into three tiers (high/medium/low) to develop the staff recommendation, using 

the evaluation input as well as a qualitative assessment that the REAP 2.0 objectives, as defined in the 

statewide guidelines (blend of planning and implementation, transformative approaches, recognition of 

difference between community types), are met by the final funding recommendations.  
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Green Zone Revisions and Pre-application Consultation 
Pre-application Consultation 
SACOG strongly encourages sponsors to meet with Green Means Go program staff to discuss potential 

applications and/or concepts (this is not required as part of the application process but is strongly 

encouraged). We find these conversations have most value before the sponsor has begun its application 

and is still considering concepts. The consultation can take place any time up to the deadline for project 

applications, though the earlier, the better (i.e., preferred spring 2022, but up to close of the application 

period). A sponsor does not need to have a tangible idea in order to take advantage of the consult (i.e., 

can use the session to talk through how to form a project). 

If there is value, the sponsor can request multiple consultation meetings (such as a preliminary meeting 

to go over top-level concepts, a follow up meeting with more refined proposals, etc.). SACOG staff will 

make every effort to accommodate the need for multiple pre-application consultations from a single 

sponsor. 

Finally, we have found the pre-application consultations are most productive when paired with an initial 

scan of project performance criteria. If requested, SACOG will provide any relevant information from 

SACOG’s Project Performance Assessment tool as part of the pre-application consultation. The sponsor 

would need to request SACOG put together this analysis at least three business days before the 

consultation meeting.  

Green Zone Revisions 
Project sponsors can work with Green Means Go program staff to update their existing Green Zones as 

part of the 2022 program.  

First, sponsors should review SACOG’s existing Green Zone map for accuracy. If there are minor 

administrative changes (such as missing parcels, etc.), SACOG staff can make those updates at the 

administrative level. 

If a sponsor wants to make larger changes to its existing Green Zone, the sponsor needs to make a 

written request to SACOG Green Means Go staff. SACOG will review the request using the same criteria 

as the original process (in an infill area, local housing supportive policies/plans in place or in process, and 

potential for VMT reduction). If accepted, the changes can be approved by SACOG’s Executive Director 

(i.e., no need for a resolution, though local staff should assess whether the change needs to go before 

their own board/council). Requests for new Green Zones will follow the same process, though SACOG 

may require a resolution. 

SACOG strongly prefers any suggested Green Zone revisions are addressed as part of the pre-application 

period (i.e., spring and early summer 2022). All Green Zone revisions must be completed by the time 

applications are due (August 15 for Category A. Early Activation, and October 27 for Category B. Planning 

and Category C. Capital). Once the application period closes, SACOG will not be able to make any Green 

https://portal.sacog.org/portal/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=77be2a57f59f47699af6c31599e0fa50&extent=6261661.6891,1724595.8709,7452612.6765,2373658.138,102642
https://sacog.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9fbf73e744c84aecbf7313fc74a04334&extent=-13593289.1417%2C4642921.5156%2C-13475423.244%2C4733575.8312%2C102100
https://www.sacog.org/pod/establishing-green-zones
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Zone revisions until the close of the funding program and project awards are announced (in March 

2023). 
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Draft Guidelines Comments 
SACOG released the draft Green Means Go program guidelines on April 28th, 2022 through a general 

email blast to Green Means Go stakeholders, targeted communication with jurisdictions, builders, and 

housing advocates, through the staff item for the Land Use and Natural Resources Committee and that 

committee’s list serve, and by updating the Green Means Go and SACOG websites and notification 

listings. SACOG also held a series of workshops to solitict feedback on the guidelines including a webinar 

and one-on-one sessions for local jurisdictions, a separate workshop for builders, developers, housing 

groups and interested stakeholders, and a multi-part working group consisting of community-based 

organizations (CBOs). Program staff also included the draft guidelines in the SACOG board’s April packet. 

Comments on the draft guidelines were due on May 20, 2022.  

SACOG recevied multiple comments through these various outreach efforts. This document describes 

the comments received, and what steps staff made to incorporate the received comments into the 

revised guidelines. Generally, comments fell into three categories:  

• Eligibility 

• Program objectives and evaluation criteria 

• Overaching/general comments 

The following describes each of the comments in turn.  

The attachment concludes by providing the formal comment letters SACOG received on the draft 

guidelines. The process defines formal comment letter as those signed and on agency letterhead. All 

other comments (verbal, through the body of an email, etc.) are covered though the summary 

description. 
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Eligibility (sponsors and uses) 
• SACOG heard from several jurisdictions who requested transportation infrastructure be included 

as an eligible use.  

o Project staff appreciates this comment (which has also been raised in conversations at 

the state level). However, the final guidelines maintain the eligibility requirement to be 

for non-transportation infrastructure. Part of this reasoning stems from the focus of the 

statewide REAP 2.0 guidelines (which has non-transportation infrastructure as a 

preferred use) while the year-long outreach in the buildup to Green Means Go also 

emphasized the need for funding for non-transportation infrastructure to meet what is 

often an intractable barrier (with fewer funding sources, while there are recurring 

revenue sources for transportation infrastructure). 

• A local jurisdiction suggested the program consider Brownfield remediation as a qualifying use. 

o Brownfield remediation is not covered in the overarching state REAP 2 guidelines. As 

such, the Green Means Go guidelines maintain the eligibility to the non-transportation 

infrastructure listed (water, sewer, stormwater, electricity and broadband). 

• A participant on the CBO group recommended the program’s tracking requirement extend 

beyond the grant award period to ensure the institutional changes referenced in the application 

are being carried out. 

o Program staff added this change into the revised guidelines.  

• Participants on the CBO group recommended adding a commitment to community-based 

partnerships as part of the program’s threshold (eligibility) requirements, such as through a 

required letter of support. Another idea put forward was to require a Memorandum of 

Understanding (MOU) between the sponsor and a community group. The CBO working group 

asked for more clarity on how city/county applicants could work meaningfully with community 

organizations. Participants in the housing/developer workshop advocated for more detailed 

education, outreach and partnerships to help inform a more comprehensive understanding of 

infill development. 

o Program staff added a letter of support from a community-based partner as a new 

requirement under the eligibility section.  

o Staff also reworked the engagement section in the evaluation criteria based on these 

comments.  

• A local jurisdiction requested that the Early Activation Category (category A) be more specific on 

eligible uses. 

o Staff made the corresponding edits to the revised guidelines. 

• A local jurisdiction suggested the program consider a proportional allocation of funding to 

jurisdictions based on their Regional Housing Needs Allocation, noting that REAP 1 used this 

approach in allocating that funding. 

o Staff appreciates the comment, but the revised guidelines do not change the staff 

recommendation of competitively allocating the Green Means Go funding (including the 

REAP 2 funding associated with Green Means Go). The statewide REAP guidelines 

emphasize the goal of funding transformative projects, which staff feels is best met 

through the current program framework. 

• A participant on the CBO group suggested staff consider a maximum funding cap in Category C 

(capital projects). 
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o Program staff did not add a funding cap for Category C. Instead, the guidelines call 

attention to the funding levels by category. Sponsors can also use the pre-application 

consultation to discuss project elements (including cost). 

• A local jurisdiction suggested staff change the funding cap for Category B from $500,000 to 

$650,000, citing examples of costs for different planning activities (i.e., that a $500,000 cap 

could not cover the costs of an integrated planning activity). 

o Program staff made this suggested change in the revised guidelines. 

• A participant on the CBO group thought that broadband, while an essential part of 

infrastructure, usually was not the barrier for new infill housing. Instead, the comment 

suggested broadband should be a complementary strategy in the leverage criteria. 

o Staff kept broadband as an eligible use, given that it is an allowable use in the broader 

funds. But staff agrees that broadband projects in the evaluation criteria section need to 

demonstrate how they are overcoming a key barrier that limits infill housing (which may 

be a harder argument to make than the other types of infrastructure projects). Sponsors 

can use pre-application consultation to ask for input on project competitiveness.  
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Program objectives and evaluation criteria 
• A participant in the CBO working group suggested the draft guidelines did not give sufficient 

clarity on how the working groups would assess projects for competitiveness, and that 

applicants may not understand how their projects would be evaluated. 

o Program staff revised the draft guidelines for clarity, but also discussed through the 

workshops how the separate and forthcoming evaluation guidance document’s purpose 

is to give the information about evaluation metrics and guidance. Staff committed to 

reconvening the working group to review the evaluation guidance document. 

• A participant in the housing/developer working group recommended that the program objective 

to reduce vehicle miles travelled include an explicit reference to transit. 

o Program staff appreciates the comment. The final guidelines however did not change 

the program objective (i.e., it still reads as ‘reducing vehicle miles travelled’). However, 

the narrative describing the objective lists transit as a strategy and the forthcoming 

evaluation criteria guidance will give further detail of how projects support this 

objective, including by serving areas with productive transit service.   

• Several participants in the housing/developer working group recommended that housing 

affordability be more clearly mentioned as a program objective and a prioritized evaluation 

criteria. Many participants on the CBO working group also had similar comments, 

recommending that housing affordability be better emphasized throughout the guidelines both 

as an overarching objective and as an evaluation criteria/prioritized use. The standalone 

comment letters staff received also recommended a stronger focus on affordable housing or 

housing affordability. 

o Program staff reworked the draft guidelines to include a stronger emphasis on housing 

affordability. This includes updating two program objectives (‘increase infill housing’ 

updated to ‘accelerate infill residential development that increases housing 

affordability’ and adding ‘affirmatively further fair housing’ to the inclusive communities 

outcome) per the recommendation of the working group, and revising the evaluation 

criteria section for each objective accordingly. Staff also added a reference to economic 

recovery to the first objective, which is an objective of the broader funds. 

o Staff reworked the weighted evaluation criteria. The revised objective of accelerating 

infill housing that improves affordability and economic recovery is weighted the most of 

the five objectives (at 30 points). The revised guidelines weight the objectives of 

reducing VMT, fostering inclusive communities, and leveraging partnerships at 20 points 

each. Staff received a comment that reducing VMT, while important, could be 

considered at a lower weight in the revision. In reviewing the changes, staff elected to 

keep the weight for reducing VMT the same, in that it is a primary objective of both 

Green Means Go and the REAP 2.0 funds. Next, a participant suggested that the 

objective of fostering inclusive communities could be weighted higher. Staff elected to 

keep the objective at the same weight, so that the housing affordability objective would 

have the highest weight (housing affordability was the focus of most comments) and 

given that community engagement criteria crosscuts multiple objectives (housing 

affordability, leverage/community partnerships, and the foster inclusive communities 

objective). Staff lowered the weight of the deliverability/cost effectiveness objective, 
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given the comments discussed below. Finally, staff reworked the evaluation range (from 

50 points to 100 points) to better highlight the changes to the evaluation weighting. 

• In a related comment, a participant in the housing/developer workshop recommended the 

guidelines, in addition to prioritizing infill housing development and responding to conditions in 

underserved communities, need to better describe how the program facilitates housing element 

compliance and progress in meeting housing element goals. 

o In the revised guidelines, each project will be evaluated on sites made available through 

the Housing Elements inventory (as part of the infill objective) as well as the supporting 

local policy environment (leverage criteria), while eligible uses within the planning track 

can be used for efforts that support housing element compliance. Further, sponsors can 

use the leverage criteria to point to how an award would build off/advance existing 

efforts that meet the same goals (such as REAP 1 grants focused on housing element 

compliance). 

• Program staff received a comment from a participant in the housing/developer engagement 

that the program should prioritize projects that include deeply affordable housing in 

Disadvantaged and Environmental Justice communities, noting these areas suffer from a 

combination of economic, health, and environmental burdens, while the region struggles to 

compete for state funding in these areas. 

o The revised guidelines reworked both the infill housing (to stress housing affordability) 

and the inclusive communities (to stress affirmatively furthering fair housing) objectives 

and evaluation criteria. Staff feels the revised guidelines prioritize housing affordability 

and the need for place-based strategies to serve underserved communities. However, 

AFFH also argues that affordable housing in high opportunity areas is a needed strategy 

to break the cycle of concentrated poverty, and the guidelines preserve the ability for 

projects to meet either ‘pole’ of AFFH (community revitalizing projects in underserved 

areas and/or affordable projects in high resource areas).  

• Program staff received a comment from a participant on the housing/developer group that the 

program should only award funding to projects that have long-term deed-restricted affordability 

requirements of greater than 50 years, such as those required by the state’s Tax Credit 

Allocation Committee for new affordable housing developments. 

o The guidelines focus is on housing affordability, but preserve flexibility in strategies to 

accomplish the goal. As such, the revised guidelines do not limit eligibility only to those 

applications with long-term deed-restricted affordability requirements, but such a 

strategy can be used to demonstrate the program’s objective of housing affordability.  

• Program staff received a comment from a participant on the housing/developer group 

recommending that market rate and mixed income housing projects not be discouraged or 

disadvantaged in the application process. The comment noted that market rate housing is as 

vital to achieving the goals of Green Means Go, has many hurdles to overcome, but does not 

have the same access to resources that may be available to assist affordable housing projects. 

o The guideline focus is on housing affordability, which can be met by multiple strategies, 

such as increased supply, design approaches, or subsidized housing. Staff does not feel 

that market and mixed income projects are discouraged or disadvantaged. However, 

these projects need to show how they are contributing to housing affordability beyond 

an increase in supply. 
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• Several participants on the CBO group noted that cost effectiveness, while an important criteria, 

has been misused in the past in other grant programs, and has been a barrier for good projects 

moving forward. In response, a participant suggested that the criteria include a focus on life-

cycle costs. 

o Program staff reworked the cost effectiveness section of the deliverability criteria to 

include life cycle costs. However, SACOG will need to work to build out life-cycle cost-

effectiveness criteria in the application material. This work is underway but not yet 

complete, so there is a risk that there will not be a clear way to measure life-cycle costs 

in the application. 

o As mentioned above, the revised guidelines lowered the evaluation weighting of this 

criteria relative to the other four. 

• Many participants on the CBO group had suggestions for how to better describe the criteria of 

the ‘inclusive communities’ objective, and what strategies would meet these outcomes, 

including how the program will respond to conditions in disadvantaged and historically 

underserved communities. Suggestions included adding an explicit reference to environmental 

justice communities (and mandating the application describe what mitigation strategies are in 

place), a complementary focus on rehabilitating existing affordable housing, removing strategies 

centered solely on housing supply, reiterating a focus on anti-displacement, improving 

communication and education, and including minimum standards for development. Further, the 

group recommended the guidelines discussion on community engagement include reference to 

when the engagement occurred (as to not rely on engagement that was years or even decades 

old).  

o Program staff added these suggestions into the draft guidelines. 

• In a related comment, participants in the CBO group asked the application include metrics such 

as the number of community members engaged, the number of affordable housing units, the 

number of families at risk for displacement, etc. 

o Program staff is working on the evaluation criteria and guidance document as a separate 

document to the guidelines. Staff committed to reconvening the working group once a 

draft of the detailed guidance documented is completed. 

• Participants on the CBO group also gave examples to consider adding in the Leverage criteria, 

including carbon capture efforts or traffic calming (including rerouting of heavy-duty vehicles) 

o Program staff added these suggestions into the draft guidelines.  

• A participant on the CBO group noted that there are opportunities for projects that don’t 

displace individuals, such as infill in abandoned buildings or vacant parcels.  

o Staff feels the guidelines cover this comment (i.e., the guidelines ask for strategies that 

improve housing affordability and are cognizant of local context, but don’t prescribe 

what strategy would work best for each community). 

• A participant on the housing/developer workshop suggested that there could be some potential 

conflict between the goals of investing in underserved communities and an objective of 

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) to open high resource communities to a broader 

range of incomes. 

o The draft guidelines described the different strategies to be used in a high resource area 

compared to an underserved community. Staff reworked the Inclusive Communities 

section somewhat to better emphasize the distinction. 
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• A participant on the housing/developer workshop recommended that the 

deliverability/readiness criteria should emphasize projects that are entitled (or with an 

application pending), or at least evidence of discussions with a builder to show strong interest in 

executing a project. 

o The revised guidelines do not require a project be entitled (or have a pending 

application) but include an expanded discussion on project readiness. The guidelines 

preserve flexibility in how the sponsor can demonstrate readiness. 

• A participant on the housing/developer workshop suggested that the corridor’s zoning be 

considered as part of the assessment.  

o Staff clarified that the Leverage and Infill criteria both asked for this information (i.e., no 

substantive changes made in the revised version, as the guidelines already included the 

suggestion). 
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General comments 
• A participant on the CBO group was concerned about the level of effort to apply to the program, 

recommending the application balance requirements with a recognition of resource limitations,  

and ensuring there is technical support for jurisdictions that may not have the resources.  

o Staff appreciates the comment. SACOG has worked throughout its other funding 

programs on streamlining efforts which we have employed in Green Means Go. Staff 

recognizes the tradeoff between application requirements and the effort to apply to the 

program. While it’s likely not possible to ever find the perfect balance between the two, 

staff continues to consider both the need for a robust application and the goal of 

limiting the level of effort in pursuing a grant. However, there are requirements on 

Green Means Go from the overseeing state partners which will be included in the 

application.  

• Participants on the CBO group suggested staff conduct a Green Zone review on how the zone is 

aligned with other designations such as Opportunity Zones, housing elements sites inventory, 

environmental justice element mapping, etc. Multiple participants across the various outreach 

efforts suggested SACOG use the land zoned for housing (particularly for low income) in a 

jurisdiction’s Housing Element as part of the evaluation criteria. 

o Staff is developing an interactive mapping layer that overlays all these various 

designations and will include in the evaluation guidance document. Staffed committed 

to reconvening the working group with a draft of the evaluation guidance document. 

o Staff is creating a region-wide mapping layer for Housing Element sites, and has added 

this as part of the evaluation criteria in the first objective. 

• A participant on the CBO group recommended revising the section on pre-application 

consultation to note that jurisdictions can approach SACOG for a consult even if the jurisdiction 

doesn’t yet have an idea for Green Means Go (in other words, having a tangible project for 

Green Means Go is not a prerequisite for the consultation, that instead, the conversation can 

also talk through how to form a project). 

o Program staff added this element to the revised guidelines. 

• Various participants recommended the Community Development Block Grants and Infill 

Infrastructure Grants programs as resources. 

o Staff appreciates the suggestion, and has looked to the two programs, in particular, for 

metrics used to support the shared objectives. 

• A participant on the housing/developer workshop recommended staff work to improve the 

flexibility of the funding source to allow for reimbursable work or a cost sharing approach. 

o The uses of the funds are set by the REAP 2.0 guidelines (including the federal rule on 

the draft REAP framework). As such, Green Means Go must align with the approaches 

laid out in the broader guidelines. 

• A participant on the housing/developer workshop asked for the ability to revise Green Zones 

o Staff confirmed that the process allows for revisions to Green Zones, including adding 

new zones (i.e. no changes made to the guidelines in response to this comment, as the 

guidelines already included a section on Green Zone revisions). 

• Participants across the various working groups and outreach efforts recommended staff think of 

ways to communicate the differences more easily between the program categories. 
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o Program staff created a new standalone infographic that describes the three categories, 

and gives a user a flowchart to help identify the best suited category. 

• Participants across the various working groups and outreach efforts gave minor language and 

organizational suggestions for clarity. 

o Program staff appreciate these comments and worked them into the revised guidelines 

(minor language or reorganization changes were not tracked in track change). 

 



 

 
 
 

 
 
 

3321 Power Inn Road, Suite 320, Sacramento, CA 95826 
Voice: 916.453.8400 / Fax: 916.453.8401 
www.mutualhousing.com 
 

May 20, 2022 
 
 
Garett Ballard-Rosa, Senior Planner 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
1415 L Street, #300 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Re: “Green Means Go” Program Guidelines Comments 

 
Dear Mr. Ballard-Rosa: 

 
Mutual Housing California supports the modification of SACOG’s Green Means Go program guidelines to 
prioritize housing affordability. This program’s critical investment in Sacramento will help facilitate the 
construction of new infrastructure required by new development, and it is in the best interest of our 
region that the new developments that benefit from this program prioritize our most vulnerable residents. 

This can be accomplished by the creation of a scoring category that awards points only to projects 
associated with housing that will have long-term deed-restricted affordability requirements of greater 
than 50 years, such as those required by the state’s Tax Credit Allocation Committee for new affordable 
housing developments. 

Presently, Mutual Housing California is on the development of the 150-unit San Juan Motel affordable 
housing project located just south of the southwest corner of Fruitridge Road and Stockton Boulevard. 
The project also will include studio, one-, two-, and three-bedroom units, and will be affordable to families 
earning between 30% and 60% of Sacramento County’s Area Median Income.  Additionally, 39 of the units 
will be reserved for formerly homeless households. It is Mutual Housing’s intent to obtain development 
entitlements in Fall 2022, all financing commitments in Spring 2023, and commence construction in Fall 
2023. 

A project like this is only possible with significant public investment in required public infrastructure. We 
encourage SACOG to prioritize these public investments for the development of affordable housing in our 
region. 

Sincerely, 

 

Roberto Jimenez, CEO 
Mutual Housing California 
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May 20, 2022 

Garett Ballard-Rosa, Senior Analyst 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
1415 L Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
RE:  Green Means Go Guidelines 

Dear Mr. Ballard-Rosa, 

Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment on the Green Means Go 
(GMG) guidelines and for you and staff’s efforts to convene affordable housing 
stakeholders to gather feedback. We really appreciated the information sharing, 
deep listening, and the opportunity to provide feedback to ensure the program is 
as effective as possible. 
 
As you know, we provided direct detailed feedback on the guidelines through 
your google drive link. It was particularly helpful to be able to provide direct 
comments on the document itself. We also really appreciated your thoughtful 
consideration of our feedback. In addition to those specific comments, we also 
wanted to share some general observations and recommendations that we 
believe are especially important for your Board to consider.  
 
Most importantly, it is critical that the program explicitly and intentionally prioritize 
the development of affordable infill housing. We continue to be disappointed and 
concerned that the identified program objectives do not even mention affordable 
housing. Given the continuing and historic affordable housing crisis in the state 
and in this region in particular, SACOG must act to bring needed resources that 
will facilitate the development of new affordable infill housing.  There remains 
insufficient funding in our region to support new affordable housing development, 
and the GMG program could help address this deficiency by incentivizing local 
governments to approve affordable housing development. The program 
guidelines should specifically require achievement of affordability goals and 
provide priority to local applicants that increase their affordable housing 
objectives.  
 
Affordable infill housing is also especially supportive of climate and transportation 
goals because low-income individuals and families are high propensity transit 
riders.  In addition, promoting infill and infill housing development without 
consideration of affordability can have serious gentrification and displacement 
impacts.   
 
We also note the State REAP 2.0 goals for the program (which is funding a 
significant portion of the GMG program) specifically includes the following goals:



 

 
 
(A) Invest in housing, planning, and housing-supportive infrastructure across the entire state in a 
manner that reduces VMT, increases housing affordability, and advances equity, consistent with 
all of the following: 
1. Advancing the state planning priorities. 
2. Affirmatively furthering fair housing. 
3. Facilitating housing element compliance and progress for the sixth cycle Regional Housing 
Needs Assessment; and, 
4. Advancing and implementing the region’s SCS. 
(B) Immediately responding to the pandemic and the long-term disproportionate conditions 
compounded by the pandemic, particularly in disadvantaged and historically underserved 
communities. However, the guidelines do not prioritize affordable infill housing development, 
address how the program will facilitate housing element compliance or progress in meeting 
housing element goals, nor specifically address how the program will respond to conditions in 
disadvantaged and historically underserved communities.   These deficiencies should be 
addressed in the next draft of the guidelines.     
 
We also think it is critically important for SACOG to meaningfully link the GMG zones to other 
critical placed based initiatives including housing element site inventories, Affirmatively 
Furthering Fair Housing plans, and potential consideration of linkages to local environmental 
justice element mapping.  Linkages to housing element site inventories and Affirmatively 
Furthering Fair Housing will support achievement of State goals.   
 
Thank you again for your consideration of our direct comments on the GMG guidelines and for 
the issues raised in this letter.  We look forward to our continuing partnership with SACOG in 
advancing affordable housing and equity goals in this region.   Please do not hesitate to contact 
us if you have any questions about our comments. 
 

Sincerely,  

 

Kendra Lewis, Executive Director 

Sacramento Housing Alliance 

 

Cathy Creswell, Board President 
Sacramento Housing Alliance 
 



Eligibility & Category Selection Guide
Green Means Go Funding Program

YES

To be eligible for funding, your project must meet the following criteria:

Project is located within El Dorado, Placer, 
Sacramento, Su�er, Yolo, and/or Yuba County.

Project is located within an adopted Green Zone.

Project will fund non-transporta�on infrastructure 
or planning that accelerates infill housing.

Proposed use is suppor�ve of increasing residen�al 
infill development and/or the case can be made 
that housing is a predominant use.

Can commit to mandatory repor�ng requirements, 
if funding is awarded.

If your project meets the criteria above, use the guide below to figure out 
which category to apply to:

NO

**FOR DETAILED ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS, PLEASE REFER 
TO THE GREEN MEANS GO FUNDING PROGRAM GUIDELINES**

START HERE

Do you have a site-specific housing ac�vity and are 
ready to spend funding by October 2023?

Do you have a site-specific housing ac�vity and are 
ready to spend funding by October 2023?

Flexible category for site-specific projects 
that accelerate infill in near term

$3M AVAILABLE

Early Activation

CATEGORY A

$650K MAX REQUEST PER PROJECT

Corridor-wide rezoning, environmental 
and infrastructure planning

$5M TO $10M AVAILABLE

Planning

CATEGORY B

Corridor-wide non-transporta�on
infrastructure

$21.3M TO 26.3M AVAILABLE

Capital

CATEGORY C

This funding may not be a good match 
for your project. 

Please reach out to SACOG.

NO

YES

NO

NODo you have a corridor-wide housing planning or 
non-transporta�on infrastructure need?

YES

YES
Is your project non-transporta�on infrastructure--that 

consists of water, sewer, stormwater, electricity, and/or 
Broadband--that accelerates infill housing?

Do any of these planning uses describe your project?

(1) Rezoning and upda�ng planning documents and/or 
zoning ordinances.

(2) Program-level environmental clearance.

(3) Conduc�ng infrastructure plans and studies, such as 
for upgrading sewer, water, and dry u�lity systems.

(4) Revamping local planning processes through other 
efforts that accelerate infill housing.
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Local Government Housing Activities and Competitive State Funding 

Information
Prepared by:  Gregory Chew Approved by:  Clint Holtzen 
Attachments:  No Referring Committee: Not Applicable

1. Issue:
The City of Yuba City and Placer County have both secured state competitive funding for housing projects in 
their jurisdictions. Staff from these agencies will attend the Land Use & Natural Resources committee meeting 
to share an overview of these projects and lessons learned that can serve as examples for other local 
governments in the region. 

2. Recommendation:
None; this item is for information and discussion. 

3. Background/Analysis:
The lack of housing supply and affordability issues continue to challenge communities throughout the region 
and California.  Local communities are struggling to secure funding to promote the development of housing, 
particularly affordable housing.  State funding through grant opportunities can be both time-consuming and 
highly competitive making it seem out of reach for some jurisdictions. However, cities and counties of 
different sizes throughout the SACOG region have had success in competing for statewide grants. The state’s 
Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities (AHSC) program started in 2015 and to date, the SACOG 
region has successfully secured nearly $130 million in grants for housing projects throughout the region. Thus 
far, our region’s success in the AHSC program has captured just under six percent, slightly less than our 
population share in the state, of the $2.2 billion the program has awarded to date. With a focused effort and 
by learning from our region’s successes, we can certainly capture a greater share in future funding cycles. The 
table below shows the projects in the SACOG region that have secured funding since the program’s start.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITIES PROGRAM AWARDS (2015-2020)

ROUND 1 (2015) Delta Lane/Gateway West Sacramento $6,730,888
ROUND 2 (2016) Creekside Davis $11,881,748
ROUND 3 (2017) Meadow View Place Placer County $16,255,000
ROUND 4 (2018) Railyards Sacramento $15,211,698

Twin Rivers Sacramento $18,793,015
ROUND 5 (2019) No applications in SACOG 

region this cycle
 $0

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee
Meeting Date: June 2, 2022

Agenda Item No. 4
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ROUND 6 (2020) On Broadway Sacramento $29,000,000
Richland Village Yuba City $30,000,000

 Total $127,872,349

At the June 2, meeting, the committee will hear from two jurisdictions that have been successful in this 
statewide competitive grant program:

(1) The city of Yuba City: With a population of about 66,000 residents, this city in Sutter County was 
awarded $30 million for the Richland Village housing project in the most recent round of the AHSC 
program.

(2) Placer County: The county has a total population just over 400,000 residents including in the 
incorporated areas and received $16.25 million in the AHSC program for its Meadow View Place 
housing project.  In addition, the county has many housing and planning programs designed to 
improve housing development conditions within the county.  

4. Discussion/Analysis:
Staff from Yuba City and Placer County will present information about how they were able to prepare 
themselves for statewide funding programs and what they are doing to promote housing development and 
affordable housing in their own jurisdictions.  The purpose of these presentations is to provide lessons 
learned and examples that may be of use to other jurisdictions that have an interest in competing for state 
housing funds.

Additionally, Placer County is among the first jurisdictions in the state to have applied to receive a Prohousing 
Certification. The city of Sacramento was the first in the state to receive this designation. The Prohousing 
Certification program is run by the Housing and Community Development Department (HCD). Jurisdictions 
that receive this designation are eligible to receive bonus points on many HCD housing grant programs, as 
well as bonus points for state SB 1 transportation grant programs.  SACOG and the state have workshops for 
local agencies about the Prohousing program and local government housing planners and public works 
officials have been notified about the bonus points for state housing and transportation grants.  The 
application process is points based and is open right now for jurisdictions to submit information about their 
housing and planning programs. SACOG is available to assist or answer questions for any jurisdiction 
interested in learning more or that may want some assistance with the application process. For more 
information on the program, visit HCD’s website at: https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-
development/prohousing/index.shtml or reach out to Greg Chew at SACOG: gchew@sacog.org. 

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
This item has no fiscal impact SACOG. 

6. This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Objectives:
Goal 3 : Vibrant Places

 Objective 2: Identify incentives and help remove barriers to infill and affordable housing in cities, 
suburbs, and towns throughout the region.

https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/prohousing/index.shtml
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/prohousing/index.shtml
mailto:gchew@sacog.org
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Coordinated Rural Opportunities Plan Update 

Information
Prepared by:  Renee DeVere-Oki Approved by:  Clint Holtzen 
Attachments:  No Referring Committee: Not Applicable

1. Issue:
Update on current outreach and development efforts of the SACOG and Valley Vision Coordinated Rural 
Opportunities Plan (CROP).

2. Recommendation:
None; this item is for information and discussion.

3. Background/Analysis:
On December 17, 2020, SACOG was awarded a $250,000 Department of Conservation Sustainable Agricultural 
Lands Conservation Planning Grant to develop a Coordinated Rural Opportunities Plan (CROP) in partnership 
with Valley Vision. CROP aims to elevate local conservation, economic development, and planning efforts by 
uniting them into a cohesive regional strategy that will help our members and partners compete for grants 
and secure other available funding to preserve, support, and expand critical agricultural infrastructure and 
services. 

4. Discussion/Analysis:
As a project partner, Valley Vision is working with SACOG in the development of a regional strategy for 
supporting agricultural lands rooted in the local planning and expertise that exists throughout rural and 
agricultural communities in the region. To create a regional strategy, CROP has three focus areas:

(1) Develop an inventory of agricultural plans, strategies, and programs throughout the six-county 
region, including work out of SACOG’s Rural Urban Connections Strategy, to foster an 
understanding of the challenges, best practices, and successful strategies for supporting and 
enhancing the region’s working landscapes and agricultural economy and communities.

(2) Identify gaps where existing strategies or programs may not be working as intended and where 
new strategies are needed.

(3) Create an implementation framework that describes the unique infrastructure investments or 
strategies needed to support the continued success of agriculture in our region and that will serve 
as a starting point for identifying grant and other funding opportunities aimed at agricultural 
conservation and development. 

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee
Meeting Date: June 2, 2022

Agenda Item No. 5
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To support the development of the CROP, SACOG staff and Valley Vision are utilizing a six-county advisory 
working group and engaging county level partners at key project milestones. Critical partners include each of 
the six counties’ planning departments, agricultural commissioners, farm bureaus, local land trusts, the 
Regional Prosperity Partnership, and other relevant regional stakeholders.  We continue to identify additional 
partners and stakeholders with the help of our existing working group and partners (e.g., infrastructure 
service providers, water districts, flood control agencies, land trusts).

Trish Kelly and Grace Kaufman of Valley Vision will provide an update to the committee on ongoing project 
outreach thus far in the project development.  This presentation will offer an opportunity for the committee 
to gain greater insights into one of our region’s most important economic sectors and continue the discussion 
on what we can be doing to ensure the future success of our region’s natural and agricultural resources.

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
Funding for CROP comes from a $250,000 grant from the state’s Sustainable Agricultural Lands Conservation 
Program and is included in SACOG’s Overall Work Program.

6. This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Objectives:
Goal 1 : Advance Economic Prosperity
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Update on Proposed Citizens’ Transportation Tax Initiative in Sacramento County 

Information
Prepared by:  James Corless Approved by:  Clint Holtzen 
Attachments:  No Referring Committee: Not Applicable

1. Issue:
Update on the proposed citizens’ transportation tax initiative in Sacramento County and its impact on the 
region’s 2024 Blueprint (MTP/SCS) and GHG reduction target.

2. Recommendation:
None; this item is for information only.

3. Background/Analysis:
After SACOG staff presented the analysis of the proposed citizens’ transportation tax initiative at your May 19 
board meeting, board members requested that any updates on the status of negotiations with the initiative 
proponents be brought to the June committees for discussion. 

4. Discussion/Analysis:
This is a placeholder. Staff may send additional information prior to the committee meeting. 

5. Fiscal Impact/Grant Information:
N/A

6. This staff report aligns with the following SACOG Work Plan Objectives:

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee
Meeting Date: June 2, 2022
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Committee Member Reports 

Reports
Prepared by:  Robert Tadevich Approved by:  Clint Holtzen 
Attachments:  No 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 who attended the SACOG Cap-to-Cap on April 29, will be asked to provide a debrief 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:

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee
Meeting Date: June 2, 2022
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Land Use Implementation Activities for May 2022  

Receive and File
Prepared by:  Dov Kadin Approved by:  Clint Holtzen 
Attachments:  Yes Referring Committee: Not Applicable

1. Issue:
The purpose of this item is to provide an overview of the land use related activities that staff participate in to 
support Blueprint implementation on an on-going basis.

2. Recommendation:
None; this item is for information only.

3. Background/Analysis:
Many of the Blueprint and Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) 
land use implementation activities conducted or coordinated by SACOG will come through the Land Use and 
Natural Resources Committee through this year. Additionally, every month the committee and the board 
receive this summary of land use activities SACOG has participated in to support local implementation of the 
MTP/SCS and the Blueprint principles. SACOG conducts the following Blueprint and MTP/SCS 
implementation land use activities in response to requests from member agencies and/or developers or non-
governmental organizations: (1) provision of data and/or technical support to member agencies 
implementing the Blueprint and MTP/SCS; (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. 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 our partners and our members. Supporting local efforts 
around MTP/SCS and Blueprint implementation is therefore a critical part of our work.

4. Discussion/Analysis:
In May, 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 16E Apartments and the Historic 
Alley Lofts & Studios projects.

 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.

 Continued to coordinate consultant assistance for five local government agencies to move out of 

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee
Meeting Date: June 2, 2022
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compliance housing elements into substantial compliance. 

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 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.



May 10, 2022 
 

Ron Bess, Associate Planner 
City of Sacramento 
300 Richards Blvd  
Sacramento, CA 95811 
 
Re: MTP/SCS Consistency for the Historic Alley Lofts & Studios Project  
 
Dear Mr. Bess: 

 
You requested SACOG’s confirmation that the proposed Historic Alley Lofts & Studios 
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 Historic Alley Lofts & Studios 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 Historic Alley Lofts & Studios Project includes a multi-unit building with three 
dwelling units and two attached accessory dwelling units (ADUs) on an approximately 
0.15-acre parcel within the Central City. 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 ¾ mile from the Sacramento 
Regional Transit’s (Sac RT) Blue Line (light rail transit or LRT) along 12th Street with 
multiple Blue Line bus stations along J Street at 16th , 18th and 19th & J Street. The 
Project’s proximity to light rail and bus stops demonstrate that the project site is within 
a TPA. 
 
The Historic Alley Lofts & Studios 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 Historic Alley Lofts & 
Studios 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, 2020i 
 

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 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 
MTP/SCS. Use the map on page 4 of 
Appendix C of the MTP/SCS to identify the 
Community Type for the Project. 

☐ 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): 

 

☐ Rural Residential Community 

The Historic Alley Lofts & Studios Project (P)

✔

https://www.sacog.org/post/adopted-2020-mtpscs
https://www.sacog.org/post/adopted-2020-mtpscs
https://www.sacog.org/post/adopted-2020-mtpscs
https://www.sacog.org/post/adopted-2020-mtpscs
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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 Criteria 

Option A 

☐ 

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 

Option B 

☐ 

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. 

Option C 

☐ 

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. 

Option D 

☐ 

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:  

✔

https://www.sacog.org/post/adopted-2020-mtpscs
https://www.sacog.org/post/adopted-2020-mtpscs
https://www.sacog.org/post/adopted-2020-mtpscs
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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): 

i This document may be updated as users provide feedback on its utility.  
ii 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. 

The Historic Alley Lofts & Studios Project proposes to construct a multi-unit building consisting of 
three dwelling units and two attached accessory dwelling units (ADU) within an approximately 
0.15-acre parcel with an existing duplex dwelling in the Multi-Unit Dwelling Zone (R-3A-SPD) within 
the Central City Special Planning District. The general plan designation is TNMD and the R-3A-SPD 
zoning designation allows for a maximum density of 36 dwelling units per acre. 
 
The Project is located at 1908 H Street in the City of Sacramento. The Project is located within the 
Central City Specific Plan area of the City of Sacramento and has been determined to be within a 
transit priority area. The project location qualifies as a transit priority area.  
 
The Project site is less than 3/4" mile from the Sacramento Regional Transit’s (Sac RT) Blue Line 
(light rail transit or LRT), with a line for light rail along 12th Street. Additionally, Sac RT also has 
several bus stops along J Street (16th, 18th & 19th& J Street) within a blocks of the project site. 

https://www.sacog.org/post/adopted-2020-mtpscs
https://www.sacog.org/post/adopted-2020-mtpscs


May 10, 2022 
 

Ron Bess, Associate Planner 
City of Sacramento 
300 Richards Blvd  
Sacramento, CA 95811 
 
Re: MTP/SCS Consistency for the 16E Apartments Project 
 
Dear Mr. Bess: 

 
You requested SACOG’s confirmation that the proposed 16E Apartments 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 16E Apartments 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 16E Apartments Project includes a three-story, 13,197 square foot mixed-use 
building with 30 dwelling units within the Central City. 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 along 12th Street with multiple Blue Line bus 
stations along F Street at 14th, and 16th Street and 16th & E Street. The Project’s 
proximity to Sac RT and bus stops demonstrate that the project site is within a TPA. 
 
The 16E Apartments 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 16E Apartments 
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, 2020i 
 

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 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 
MTP/SCS. Use the map on page 4 of 
Appendix C of the MTP/SCS to identify the 
Community Type for the Project. 

☐ 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): 

 

☐ Rural Residential Community 

The 16E Apartments Project (PB22-009)

✔

https://www.sacog.org/post/adopted-2020-mtpscs
https://www.sacog.org/post/adopted-2020-mtpscs
https://www.sacog.org/post/adopted-2020-mtpscs
https://www.sacog.org/post/adopted-2020-mtpscs
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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 Criteria 

Option A 

☐ 

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 

Option B 

☐ 

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. 

Option C 

☐ 

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. 

Option D 

☐ 

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:  

✔

https://www.sacog.org/post/adopted-2020-mtpscs
https://www.sacog.org/post/adopted-2020-mtpscs
https://www.sacog.org/post/adopted-2020-mtpscs
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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): 

i This document may be updated as users provide feedback on its utility.  
ii 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. 

The16E Apartments Project proposes to construct a three-story, 13,197 square foot mixed use building on 
including 30 dwelling units on an approximately 0.15-acre parcel in the General Commercial Zone 
(C-2-SPD) within the Central City Special Planning District and the Old Washington School Historic 
District. The general plan designation is Urban Corridor Low (UCORLOW) and the C-2 zoning designation 
is consistent with the General Plan Designation. The UCORLOW general plan designation allows for a 
minimum of 20 dwelling units per acre and a maximum of 110 dwelling units per acre. 
 
The Project is located at 1528 E Street and 500 16th Street in the City of Sacramento. The Project is 
located within the Central City Specific Plan area of the City of Sacramento and has been determined to 
be within a transit priority area. The project location qualifies as a transit priority area.  
 
The Project site is less than 1/2" mile from the Sacramento Regional Transit’s (Sac RT) Blue Line (light rail 
transit or LRT), with a line for light rail along 12th Street. Additionally, Sac RT also has several bus stops 
along F Street (14th & 16th & F Streets and 16th & E Street) within three blocks of the project site. 

https://www.sacog.org/post/adopted-2020-mtpscs
https://www.sacog.org/post/adopted-2020-mtpscs
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