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SACOG 2012 Base Year Update
Methodology Summary and
Conditions of Use
February 26, 2015
SACOG has created a year 2012 spatial dataset of estimated land use, employment, and housing
conditions for use in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS)
Update. This dataset will be the base year from which the MTP/SCS land use scenarios will be created.
The 2012 existing conditions dataset consists of three components: 1) an existing housing unit estimate,
2) an existing employment estimate, and 3) existing land use. This memo briefly describes the process
SACOG used to create these three pieces of data.
Existing Housing Unit Estimate
SACOG began its housing estimate with 2010 Census data and then added to it housing permit data
collected from each jurisdiction from January 1, 2010 through December 31, 2011 in order to develop a
January 1, 2012 housing unit estimate at Census blocklevel. The block estimates were then aggregated to
jurisdiction level totals and compared to the California Department of Finance (DOF) jurisdictional
housing unit estimates for January 1, 2012. Aerial photography, assessor data, and any land use
information provided by individual jurisdictions were then used to reconcile our estimates to DOF
estimates in effort to minimize discrepancies. Because they are both estimates, there is still some
variation at the jurisdiction level between SACOG’s housing estimate and DOF’s housing estimate.
Existing Employment Estimate
To estimate employment in the region, SACOG purchased point level employment data from InfoUSA in
March 2012. This dataset is one of the more comprehensive and detailed employment datasets available.
It does however contain many duplicate records and excludes almost all government and other public
employment. Every effort was made to remove the duplicate information and add in any missing data
that could be identified, including large employers and public sector employment. These supplemental
data were added from a variety of sources including state and local government data, windshield surveys,
etc. The data were then aggregated to Census block group (split at jurisdiction boundaries where
necessary) to get a total jobs estimate for 2012. Because there are not many agencies that track total
employment, particularly at the small area, there are few other data sources by which we can compare the
SACOG employment estimates. The State Employment Development Department (EDD), for example,
tracks county-level employment estimates only, and excludes public sector employment from its
estimates.
Existing Land Use
To create the 2012 existing land use estimate, SACOG started with its 2008 existing land use dataset and
modified it with a number of more recent data sources, including local government inventories (where
available), assessor data and aerial photography. In combination with the housing permit and
employment data sets referenced above, these data sources were used to update SACOG’s spatial estimate
of existing land uses. Once existing land use data were updated to the year 2012, housing and
employment yields from those land uses were estimated in GIS controlled to the Census block group
estimates for housing and employment described above.

Conditions of Use
The SACOG 2012 Small-Area Estimates are estimates of housing units and employment for small areas
within the region. Because the estimates are generated using GIS, each developed parcel is assigned a
PLACE TYPE (or land use) and a housing and/or employment estimate, but it is not our intention that
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these data be used at a parcel-level. We calibrate the parcel file to match control totals of housing units
and jobs by Census block and Census block group (repsectively). This means that on any given parcel,
the estimate may not match the exact use at that parcel; however, if a number of parcels are added up to a
larger area (e.g. census block group or greater), the estimates should closely match the mix of uses on the
ground in 2012. Although these data are controlled and validated to a larger geography, we provide
parcel-level estimates to allow users the flexibility to aggregate to different geographies (e.g. jurisdiction,
community plan area, traffic analysis zone, etc.) based on their needs.
Note that for employment estimates, the discrepancy between the parcel-level estimate and the actual use
of the parcel will vary more, in general, than the estimates of dwelling units. This is due to several
factors. First, employment at a given parcel varies by season, changes in the economy, factors related to
specific industries, and individual factors related to specific employers. For example, the total number of
jobs at a multi-tenant office building on a single parcel will most likely change year to year based on
natural turnover of tenants and economic and other factors. Housing units, once built, generally remain in
place from year to year.
One reason SACOG uses a computed estimate of land use, rather than using a parcel-level inventory of
actual uses, is because parcel-level inventories of dwelling units and jobs are not available for most of the
region. Additionally, the purpose of the 2012 Small-Area Estimates dataset is for creating projections and
future land use scenarios and because projections are not set at the parcel-level, this methodology allows
for an “apples to apples” comparison between the base year and future year estimates.
The geography of this data is a "split" parcel file. We started with parcels, but we split some of them
based on their size and location (into halves, quarters, etc). This was done to allow us greater flexibility
when modeling our land use forecast.
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Item #13-10-7B
I nf or m a t i o n

T r a ns p or t a t i o n Co m m i t t e e
October 24, 2013

Growth Projections and Land Use Forecasting Process
Issue: What is the relationship of the regional growth projections to the land use forecasting process in
the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) update?

Recommendation: None. This item is for information and discussion.
Discussion: In the early stakeholder outreach meeting in October, staff presented to stakeholders the
proposal that the Board committees heard in September: to assume in the next MTP/SCS the same total
projected amounts of population, jobs, and housing units for 2036 (or 2037 or 2038, to be determined
through further refinement) as the current plan projects for 2035. Among the stakeholders in attendance
at the outreach meeting, there was widespread agreement with this draft approach. This approach to the
regional growth forecast does not dictate the allocation of regional growth throughout the region. To kick
off that process, staff is meeting with the planning and public works staff of each SACOG member
jurisdiction to gather information to inform the land use forecasting process for the MTP/SCS update.
This is the process by which the regional growth is allocated to jurisdictions and planning areas within
jurisdictions. By the end of October, staff will have met with 15 of the 28 jurisdictions; the remaining
meetings will occur in November.
Attached is some additional information to underscore the point that if the Board does decide to carry the
growth projections into the next plan, there is opportunity later in the update process to address the
allocation and pace of growth during the planning period.
Approved by:

Mike McKeever
Chief Executive Officer
MM:KL:gg
Attachments
Key Staff:

Matt Carpenter, Director of Transportation Services, (916) 340-6276
Gordon Garry, Director of Research and Analysis, (916) 340-6230
Kacey Lizon, MTP/SCS Project Manager, (916) 340-6265
1400604
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MTP/SCS REGIONAL GROWTH PROJECTIONS AND LAND USE FORECASTING PROCESS
In September, the Board considered a staff proposal to use the regional growth projections of the
current MTP/SCS in the next MTP/SCS. A question from that discussion was: how, if at all,
would this affect the ability to reconsider the allocation of growth in the region and the growth
rate during the planning period, particularly in the early years as the region recovers from
recession? If the Board decides to carry the regional growth projections forward into the next
MTP/SCS update, there will still be the ability and requirement to revisit both of these topics.
Regarding the allocation of growth in the region; there is ample capacity within the current
MTP/SCS land use forecast to allow SACOG to revisit how housing and jobs are allocated
across jurisdictions and community types. The current MTP/SCS land use forecast
accommodates 303,000 new homes and 361,000 new jobs to the year 2035. Figures 1 and 2 are
maps illustrating the four community types in the MTP/SCS: Center and Corridor Communities,
Established Communities, Developing Communities and Rural Residential Communities. Over
98 percent of regional housing (Figure 1) and jobs (Figure 2) growth is distributed among three
of these community types – Centers and Corridors, Established, and Developing Communities.
Within the community type areas represented on the maps is a development capacity based on
adopted or proposed local land use plans. This capacity is approximately 513,000 new housing
units and 1,077,000 new jobs. In other words, there is capacity within these community areas to
accommodate projected regional growth plus an additional increment of growth. The land use
forecast was created in this way because we consider this a realistic depiction of how
development will actually occur. This also demonstrates a measure of market flexibility in the
land use forecast.
Regarding the pace of regional growth over the planning period; it will be important to consider
the timing of new growth in the context of what has happened since the adoption of the current
MTP/SCS. The current MTP/SCS predicts that 39 percent of the new housing and 28 percent of
the new jobs projected to come to the region by 2035 will arrive by 2020, shown in the bottom
tables in Figures 1 and 2. The bottom tables in these figures show how the distribution of this
growth in the early years (2008-2020) was weighted heavily toward filling in fully entitled
projects in Established Communities (the grey bar in these tables) and construction of fully
entitled projects in Developing Communities (the purple bar in these tables). Given the past five
years of economic recovery, it will be important to re-examine the rate of growth during the
planning period, particularly to 2020, which is a greenhouse gas milestone year under SB 375.
In December, the Board will be asked to take action on the staff proposal to use the regional
growth projections of the current MTP/SCS in the next MTP/SCS. The local plans reflected in
the MTP/SCS map have ample capacity to accommodate these growth projections. In addition,
there are areas outside of the MTP/SCS map either approved or proposed for growth that would
also need to be considered in the land use forecasting process. The next two years of the plan
update will include a process to re-examine both the allocation of growth throughout the region
and the pace of growth during interim years of the plan.
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Transportation Committee

Item #14-2-4B
Information

February 3, 2014

Inventory of Adopted and Proposed Land Use Plans (initial focus on new greenfield plans)
Issue: What is the status of the land use forecast update for the 2016 MTP/SCS and what is the process moving
forward?

Recommendation: This item will be presented at all three Board committees for information and discussion.
Discussion: Under the land use forecast topic of the MTP/SCS update framework is a research task to inventory
adopted and proposed land use plans in the region. This is one of the first technical steps of every MTP/SCS
update cycle to help determine if and how to adjust the MTP/SCS land use forecast. In addition, the Board recently
expressed interest in understanding the planned development capacity in the region compared to the long-term
market demand for housing and employment.
Description of the map and greenfield plan inventory:
The map and accompanying table in Attachment A is a first assessment of planned development capacity, focused
on adopted and proposed land use plans in greenfield areas, or areas with no current urban development. This
mapped information was gathered through a combination of staff research and interviews with member agency
planning and public works staffs.
The map and tables identify projects that are in the current MTP/SCS as Developing Communities or are
candidates for inclusion in the updated plan as Developing Communities. The map overlays approved and
proposed greenfield development projects with the adopted MTP/SCS community types and Blueprint growth
footprint. The accompanying Table A-1 lists, by jurisdiction, each of the mapped plans along with the total amount
of planned housing (capacity) and the amount of housing expected to be constructed by 2035 (demand) in the
adopted MTP/SCS. The sum of the greenfield plans not currently in the MTP/SCS represents an estimated 117,615
housing units of additional capacity beyond the 525,000 units of capacity in the plan (the plan estimates market
demand for 303,000 new housing units by 2035) (see Table A-2). It is important to note that this regional capacity
will increase further once the inventory for the Established, Center and Corridor, and Rural Residential
communities is completed and the “unknown” capacities of the listed greenfield plans become “known.” In
particular, the Rural Residential Communities capacity will increase significantly as there are tens of thousands of
units of housing capacity in adopted general plans in those areas. It is also important to note that the map and table
only represents a partial analysis: employment capacity estimates for community types are still under development.
While the current MTP/SCS shows that all community types have additional capacity beyond the 2035 horizon
year, Developing Communities have the highest additional housing of all of the community types (Table A-2).
The fundamental issue in this map is not that the sum of these plans is inconsistent with the Blueprint footprint; in
fact, nearly all of these projects are generally consistent with the Blueprint at least in terms of their development
footprint. The issue highlighted by the map is that there is a 50-60 year potential development supply of housing
for 20 years of demand in the MTP/SCS. In other words, given the large supply of development, the challenge in
the MTP/SCS update will be the phasing of the first 20 years of demand in order to plan the appropriate
transportation investments.
Next steps for an updated land use forecast:
There are several new growth area plans on this map that are not part of the current MTP/SCS, a few of them
entitled and several in the entitlement process. As part of our normal review of land use plans in the MTP/SCS
update, it is possible we will identify some areas that we now conclude are not likely to develop during the
planning period, or that their growth rate could be significantly slower.
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In addition to consideration of local land use plan, the land use forecasting process of the MTP/SCS also relies on
analysis of state and federal regulatory and private market influences on development. State and federal policies
and regulations include, most notably (but not limited to): those relating to development in floodplains and other
natural hazard areas (e.g., fire), federal Clean Water Act and Endangered Species Act permit requirements,
Transportation Control Measures in air quality plans under the Federal Clean Air Act, and state housing
requirements. Practical considerations affecting the cost and timing of providing infrastructure (e.g., water, sewer,
transportation) are also analyzed, and this cycle, the availability of water will be a particularly important factor.
Private market considerations are analyzed, such as people’s interest in different types of housing and
developers’/builders’ ability to deliver that housing at prices people can afford, as are future demographic trends
(i.e., percentage of households with children, older heads of households, etc.). Staff aims to bring to this analysis
the PECAS land economics and transportation model to test the affects of different market conditions on the
regional growth pattern. Staff will bring information from all of the above research to Board committees, member
agencies and stakeholders as it is assembled. Ultimately, all of this information will need to be analyzed in terms of
how it affects plan performance. As is highlighted in the Plan Performance chapter of the MTP/SCS, the
distribution of development across the four community types and across housing types is critical to the plan’s
ability to lower VMT and congestion and meet SB 375 greenhouse gas targets.
Staff has also started thinking through how to analyze this information while maintaining an implementation focus
to the plan update. Attachment B describes a proposed approach, which is also summarized as follows:
Approach to Creating and Analyzing MTP/SCS Scenarios:
1. Three scenarios for plan horizon year 2036 will be based on the current plan plus two updated/refined
scenarios from the last plan cycle. The updated scenarios will account for new information on local land
use plans, changes in federal and state regulations and policies, and market forces. (Spring and Summer
2014)
2. Concurrent with Step 1, analyze different timing to construction of transportation and land use
components of current MTP/SCS. (Spring through Fall 2014)
3. Refresh revenue assumptions of the current plan using the same basic revenue framework in the plan.
Use the phasing analysis initiated in Step 2 to test the flexibility of those revenue assumptions and identify
implications of different timing of transportation investments. (Spring through Fall 2014)
4. Based on input from public workshops, stakeholders (including our cross-sectoral working group),
members and partner staff and the Board over the next several months create a framework for a draft
preferred scenario that includes assumptions for the plan horizon year of 2036 and a timing sequence for
building the transportation network and estimating when development projects will be constructed. (Fall
2014, draft preferred scenario creation in 2015)
Staff will seek Board input on this analytical process at all February Board committees, have meetings with
stakeholders in February, and then ask the Board to take action on this in March.
Approved by:

Mike McKeever
Chief Executive Officer
MM:MC:KL:ts
Attachments
Key Staff:

Matt Carpenter, Director of Transportation Services, (916) 340-6276
Kacey Lizon, MTP/SCS Manager, (916) 340-6265
Jennifer Hargrove, MTP/SCS Coordinator (916) 340-6216
1400701
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Attachment A
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Attachment A
Table A-1

Approved or Pending Greenfield Plans included in
adopted 2035 MTP/SCS as Developing Community
El Dorado County
Placerville
Unincorporated El Dorado County
Bass Lake Hills Specific Plan
Carson Creek Specific Plan
El Dorado Hills Specific Plan
Missouri Flats (Diamond Springs-El Dorado)
Valley View Specific Plan
Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan
Placer County
Auburn
Baltimore Ravine Specific Plan

Total
Housing Units
Housing
Estimated to be
Units
Planned/P Built by 2035 in
Adopted
Approved or Pending Greenfield Plans not
roposed in
MTP/SCS
included in adopted 2035 MTP/SCS
Project
El Dorado County
Placerville

1,458
1,700
6,162
844
2,840
3,236

Unincorporated El Dorado County
1,392 Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan
1,162
4,996
498
1,350
647

Rocklin
Sunset Ranchos Specific Plan

800

Placer County
Auburn
725

725

Colfax
Lincoln
Village 1 Specific Plan
Village 7 Specific Plan
Village 21

Total Housing
Units
Planned/Propos
ed in Project

Colfax

5,639
3,285
3,784

Lincoln
1
2,034 Village 3
1
3,296 Village 4
2,037 Village 5
Village 61
1
SUD C
SUD A1
1
SUD B

4,841
5,421
5,779
5,083
0
1,899
429

Rocklin
4,339

4,339
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Attachment A
Table A-1

Approved or Pending Greenfield Plans included in
adopted 2035 MTP/SCS as Developing Community
Clover Valley Specific Plan
Roseville
West Roseville Specific Plan (includes amendments in progress)
Creekview Specific Plan
Sierra Vista Specific Plan
Unincorporated Placer County
Bickford Ranch Specific Plan
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan
Regional University Specific Plan
Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan

Total
Housing Units
Housing
Estimated to be
Units
Planned/P Built by 2035 in
Adopted
Approved or Pending Greenfield Plans not
roposed in
MTP/SCS
included in adopted 2035 MTP/SCS
Project
558
564

9,900
2,011
8,769

1,890
14,132
4,387
933

Roseville
8,831 Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan
579
6,106
Unincorporated Placer County
1,435 Squaw Village Specific Plan
2
8,037 Curry Creek
1
2,781 Placer Ranch (Placer County/Roseville)
934

Sacramento County
Citrus Heights
Elk Grove
Laguna Ridge Specific Plan
Lent Ranch Specific Plan
Triangle Specific Plan
Sterling Meadows Specific Plan
Southeast Planning Area/Meridian Specific Plan
Folsom
South Folsom Plan Area Specific Plan
Galt
Galt SOI1

Total Housing
Units
Planned/Propos
ed in Project

3,011

750
unknown
6,740

Sacramento County
Citrus Heights
Elk Grove
7,826
280
701
1,184
4,790

7,590
280
403
950
4,102
Folsom

10,210

6,688
Galt

7,577

1,091
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Attachment A
Table A-1

Approved or Pending Greenfield Plans included in
adopted 2035 MTP/SCS as Developing Community
Isleton

Rancho Cordova
Sunridge Specific Plan
Rio Del Oro Specific Plan
Ranch At Sunridge Specific Plan
Suncreek Specific Plan
1
Arboretum
Westborough1
Sacramento
Delta Shores Specific Plan
Unincorporated Sacramento County
Elverta Specific Plan
North Vineyard Station Specific Plan
Vineyard Springs Specific Plan
Vineyard Community Plan
Florin Vineyard Specific Plan
Glenborough at Easton Specific Plan
West Jackson Specific Plan
Mather South Specific Plan
Sutter County
Live Oak

Total
Housing Units
Housing
Estimated to be
Units
Planned/P Built by 2035 in
Adopted
Approved or Pending Greenfield Plans not
roposed in
MTP/SCS
included in adopted 2035 MTP/SCS
Project
Isleton
Village on the Delta Specific Plan

Total Housing
Units
Planned/Propos
ed in Project
300

Rancho Cordova
8,763
11,601
2,713
4,893
4,742
6,078

7,571
8,057
2,296
1,834
571
756
Sacramento

5,092

4,950
6,063
5,942
6,610
9,919
3,239
15,658
2,504

5,077

1,507
3,292
3,740
5,251
2,552
3,262
5,150
1,039

Unincorporated Sacramento County
Cordova Hills Specific Plan
Jackson Township Specific Plan
Newbridge Specific Plan
Northwest Special Planning Area

Sutter County
Live Oak
Live Oak northern annexation1
Live Oak SOI1

9,010
6,143
3,075
22,000-25,000

2,700
10,900
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Attachment A
Table A-1

Approved or Pending Greenfield Plans included in
adopted 2035 MTP/SCS as Developing Community
Yuba City
Lincoln East Specific Plan
Yuba City SOI1
Unincorporated Sutter County
Sutter Pointe Specific Plan

Total
Housing Units
Housing
Estimated to be
Units
Planned/P Built by 2035 in
Adopted
Approved or Pending Greenfield Plans not
roposed in
MTP/SCS
included in adopted 2035 MTP/SCS
Project
Yuba City
4,865
1,024
8,300
725
Unincorporated Sutter County
17,500

3,489

Yolo County
Davis

Yolo County
Davis

West Sacramento
Southport Industrial
SW Southport specific plans
SE Southport specific plans
NE Southport-Liberty Specific Plan only

West Sacramento
1,383
6,501
3,433
1,900

Winters

Unincorporated Yolo County

482
2,849
836
249
Winters
2
Winters SOI area

Woodland
Spring Lake Specific Plan

Total Housing
Units
Planned/Propos
ed in Project

4,037

unknown

Woodland
2
4,049 Spring Lake Phase 2
Woodland potential GP growth areas2

unknown
unknown

Unincorporated Yolo County
Dunnigan Specific Plan
Elkhorn Specific Plan
Madison Specific Plan
Knights Landing Specific Plan

9,230
0
630-1,335
393-800
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Attachment A
Atable A-1

Approved or Pending Greenfield Plans included in
adopted 2035 MTP/SCS as Developing Community
Yuba County
Marysville
Wheatland
Wheatland various specific plans in city
Nichols Grove Specific Plan

Total
Housing Units
Housing
Estimated to be
Units
Planned/P Built by 2035 in
Adopted
Approved or Pending Greenfield Plans not
roposed in
MTP/SCS
included in adopted 2035 MTP/SCS
Project
Yuba County
Marysville

1,325
1,609

Unincorporated Yuba County
East Linda Specific Plan
North Arboga Study Area
Plumas Lake Specific Plan
Magnolia Ranch Specific Plan3
Region
Total

6,014
2,500
18,130
3,302

288,726

Wheatland
612 Johnson Rancho/Hop Farms Specific Plan
436
Unincorporated Yuba County
2
4,614 Woodbury
1,311
6,548
0
Region
152,026 Total

Total Housing
Units
Planned/Propos
ed in Project

14,369

unknown

117,615

1

Housing unit total shown here are an estimate from General Plan and/or jurisdiction staff, not from a development proposal.

2

Housing unit estimate not available.

3

Specific Plan project area is in a Developing Community in the MTP/SCS; however, this specific plan was not assumed in the MTP/SCS.
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Attachment A
Table A-2

Community Type/Plan Area
MTP/SCS Center and Corridor Communities
MTP/SCS Established Communities
MTP/SCS Rural Residential Communities
MTP/SCS Developing Communities
Total for all MTP/SCS Community Types
Approved or pending greenfield projects not included in the MTP/SCS
Total Inventory (plans included and not included in the MTP/SCS)

Estimated New
Housing Unit
Capacity in
Region1,2
135,636
124,050
5,694
263,009
528,389
117,615
646,004

Estimated New
Housing Units Built
in the MTP/SCS by
20351
92,046
79,364
5,301
126,310
303,021
0
303,021

Difference between Estimated
Housing Capacity and Estimated
Housing Units Built by 2035 in
the MTP/SCS1,2
43,590
44,686
393
136,699
225,368
117,615
342,983

1

Estimate of new units, does not include housing units that exist as of 2008. In 2008 approximately 25,717 housing units existed in areas shown
in Developing Communities. Those existing units were subtracted from the total 152,026 housing units estimated to be built by 2035 in the
MTP/SCS (shown on the previous table).
2

The housing unit capacity estimates in Center and Corridor Communities, Established Communities, and Rural Residential Communities is
currently being updated. The numbers shown here are from the current MTP/SCS, where in particular, in Rural Residential Communities, the
housing capacity was limited to areas that have growth in the MTP/SCS. There are ten's of thousands of units of housing capacity in the adopted
general plans in these Rural Residential Communities.
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Attachment B
DRAFT
MTP/SCS Framework: Approach to Creating/Analyzing Scenarios
Consistent with the Board’s direction to focus this MTP/SCS update on implementation issues staff is raising a
trial balloon on how to create and analyze scenarios. We will get Board input at the three February committees
and have meetings with stakeholders in February and then ask the Board to take action on this in March.
1. Three scenarios for plan horizon year 2036 will be based on the current plan plus two updated/refined
scenarios from last plan cycle.
Discussion: Scenarios should bracket a reasonable range of possible futures, taking into account all
major market and policy/regulatory influences. All scenarios are designed to represent reasonable
possibilities of what might occur (i.e. not idealized futures driven solely by 1 or 2 considerations to the
exclusion of others). The three scenarios analyzed last time met this real world test, and varied
principally by how much housing and transportation choice they created. The S\scenario (#3) with the
most use of a range of transportation modes had the most amounts of new development in Centers and
Corridors and Established Communities and attached housing. On the other end, the scenario (#1) with
the least use of transportation modes other than the automobile had the most amounts of new
development in Developing Communities and Rural Communities and large lot single family housing.
The final plan adopted by the Board was most like the scenario in the middle (#2), but it included
elements of both Scenarios #1 and #3 based on input from our members, the public and stakeholders
and technical analysis. (See attached Table to compare the adopted MTP/SCS with the three scenarios
analyzed during that plan’s development process.)
For the 2016 MTP/SCS update staff suggests that the existing MTP/SCS be one of the scenarios, with the
other 2 scenarios being similar to the first and third Scenarios from the last plan cycle, refreshed and
updated to reflect relevant actions and trends that have occurred in the interim. For example, the
updated Scenario 1 would have similar amounts of new growth in each of the 4 community types as
Scenario 1 from the last plan cycle, but the specific properties forecasted to be developed within each
community type would differ at least to some extent based on local government land use approvals
since the last plan, market trends, and the intentions and capability of the property owners/developers.
Similarly this updated Scenario 1 would have similar amounts of housing growth in the lower density
and higher density housing types as Scenario 1 from the last cycle, though they may be located to some
extent in different places. A preliminary look at the data leads staff to believe that this approach likely
creates sufficient flexibility to ensure that the Plan and EIR documents this cycle analyze a reasonable
range of alternatives that might be likely to occur.
While this step will be important, we are trying to keep the level of effort contained so that it is possible
to maximize the effort available for Step 2.
2. Analyze different timing to construction of transportation and land use components of current MTP/SCS.
Discussion: Key components of the Board’s December 2013 action focusing this plan cycle on
implementation issues were to explore the full potential for a “fix‐it‐first” investment strategy, and to
1
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DRAFT
analyze whether there are reasons to alter the timing that land use and transportation projects in the
current plan should be constructed. In other words, even if the end state in 2035 (now 2036) was the
same, does it make a difference how (in what order) the region builds the projects that lead to that end
condition? Staff has done some very preliminary thinking on this topic and believes that in some areas
differences in timing might have a substantial impact on the life cycle costs and benefits of the plan. To
illustrate the point at the extremes, there may be significant differences in variables such as total new
lane miles, vehicle miles traveled, air pollution and water use from first building the growth forecast in
the plan for Rural Communities and Developing Communities versus first building the growth forecast
for Centers and Corridors and Established Communities. SACOG has never focused on this type of
information when constructing the plan (except to ensure compliance with federal clear air act and SB
375 standards) and staff believes it could really help the Board and stakeholders focus on new policy
issues that might improve life cycle plan performance (i.e. even if the end state in 2036 remained
substantially the same as the current plan).

3. Analyze different levels and types of transportation revenue
Discussion: Every plan cycle SACOG must refresh its revenue assumptions, consistent with federal
requirements that our plan contain “reasonably reliable” revenues. Mainly this involves scrutinizing
existing, long‐term revenue streams like federal, state and local transportation taxes and local
development fees, but within reasonable limits it can also involve new future revenue streams that we
forecast to be available in the plan. Staff suggests that this revenue analysis first be focused on the
currently adopted MTP/SCS (i.e. will we have the same, more or less revenues to build the projects
included in the plan?). Then, if the scenario and timing analyses conducted under #1 and #2 above
indicate there may be a need for new revenue (which seems likely), that we analyze the merits and
viability of a focused list of new revenue sources. For example, the following new revenue sources are
potential candidates for consideration: state cap and trade revenue, new local transportation sales
taxes, statewide vehicle registration fee.

4. Prepare draft plan scenario
Discussion: Based on input from public workshops, stakeholders (including our cross‐sectoral working
group), member and partner staff and Board members over the next several months staff will create by
the end of 2014 a framework for a draft preferred scenario for Board consideration that includes both
the end state condition in 2036, and a timing sequence for building the transportation network and
estimating when development projects will be constructed.

2
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Table B‐1. Description of 2012 MTP/SCS Scenarios 1, 2 and 3 (for the planning period 2008‐2035)
Land Use Inputs
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

9
10
11
12
13

14
15

Scenario #2

Scenario #3

Adopted
MTP/SCS

19%

28%

36%

30%

30%

28%

27%

26%

46%

41%

35%

42%

5%

3%

2%

1%

39%

33%

25%

28%

30%

25%

23%

28%

31%

42%

52%

43%

Scenario #1

Scenario #2

Scenario #3

Adopted
MTP/SCS

32%

31%

26%

29%

54%

88%

127%

98%

$10.7

$11.7

$13.7

$11.3

$10.9

$11

$11

$11.3

$8.7

$8

$6.7

$7.4

$2.8

$2.9

$3.0

$3.0

800

1,100

1,300

1,100

$1.5

$1.6

$1.7

$2.2

Share of growth in Center & Corridor
Communities
(percent of new homes)
Share of growth in Established Communities
(percent of new homes)
Share of growth in Developing Communities
(percent of new homes)
Share of growth in Rural Residential
Communities
(percent of new homes)
Share of growth in large‐lot single‐family homes
(percent)
Share of growth in small‐lot, single‐family
homes
(percent)
Share of growth in attached homes
(percent)
Transportation Inputs

8

Scenario #1

New or expanded roads
(lane miles, percent increase from 2008)
Transit service
(Vehicle Service Hours, percent increases from
2008)
Funding for transit
($ in billions)
Funding for road, bike and pedestrian
maintenance
($ in billions)
Funding for new road capacity
($ in billions)
Funding for bike and pedestrian street and trail
improvements
($ in billions)
Additional miles of bicycle paths, lanes and
routes
(Class 1, 2 and 3 = 1,700 in 2008)
Funding for Programs
($ in billions)

3
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Table B‐1 (continued)
Description of 2012 MTP/SCS Scenarios 1, 2 and 3 (for the planning period 2008‐2035)
Performance Outcomes
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

Scenario #1

Scenario #2

Scenario #3

Adopted
MTP/SCS

93

70

50

57

9

8

7

7

22%

28%

35%

38%

26%

35%

44%

39%

38%

41%

51%

38%

43%

45%

47%

55%

12%

22%

31%

33%

‐6%

‐8%

‐9%

‐6.9%

5%

6%

7%

6%

‐3%

‐4%

‐4%

‐4%

‐14%

‐16%

‐17%

‐16%

Square miles of farmland converted to
development
(4,166 square miles of farmland in 2008)
Square miles of vernal pools affected by
development
Share of new homes near high‐frequency
transit
(percent of new homes)
Share of new jobs near high‐frequency transit
(percent of new jobs)
Transit costs recovered by ticket sales (percent)
Total homes in environmental justice areas near
high‐frequency transit
(percent of homes, 30% in 2008)
Share of trips by transit, bike or walk
(percent increase per capita from 2008)
Vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
(percent change per capital from 2008)
Vehicle miles traveled in heavy congestion
(percent of total VMT)
Travel time spent in car per capita (percent
change from 2008)
Weekday passenger vehicle CO2 emissions
(percent change per capita from 2005)

4
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Transportation Committee

Item #14-4-6B
Information

March 26, 2014

Inventory of Adopted and Proposed Land Use Plans
(Follow-up on Employment, Infill, and Rural Residential)
Issue: This is the second part of the housing and employment inventory that will inform the update of
the land use forecast for the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(MTP/SCS).
Recommendation: This item will be presented at all three Board committees for information and
discussion.

Discussion: Under the land use forecast topic of the MTP/SCS update framework is a research task to
inventory adopted and proposed land use plans in the region. This is one of the first technical steps of
every MTP/SCS update cycle to help determine if and how to adjust the MTP/SCS land use forecast. In
addition, the Board expressed interest in understanding the planned development supply in the region
compared to the long-term market demand for housing and employment. This information is the second
part of the land use inventory staff presented to the Committee in February; the first part was focused on
the amount of housing planned for adopted or proposed greenfield areas.
Description of the inventory:
The tables in Attachment A are a first assessment of the current housing and employment supply in
adopted and proposed land use plans. This information was gathered through a combination of staff
research and interviews with member agency planning and public works staffs and is a refresh of the
build-out information that is included in the current MTP/SCS.
The tables show housing and employment estimates by community type for build-out of these areas. As
shown in Attachment A Table 1, there is a regional supply of 692,939 new homes and 1,300,415 new jobs
in local plans (from 2008). The demand in the current MTP/SCS, and in the 2016 MTP/SCS update, is
about 303,000 new homes and 361,000 new jobs (from 2008).
Infill areas (Center and Corridor and Established Communities) are planned for 259,582 new homes and
762,636 new jobs at build-out. Rural Residential Communities are planned for 45,697 new homes and
46,133 new jobs at build-out. Greenfield areas (Developing Communities and areas that are candidates for
inclusion in the updated plan as Developing Communities) are planned for 387,660 new homes and
491,645 new jobs at build-out. Table 2 shows the housing and employment supply in all community
types by jurisdiction.
This total housing and employment build-out estimate for the region is higher than the build-out estimate
in the current MTP/SCS because the data have been refreshed to account for changes to local land use
plans. Some of this has to do with recategorized community types (e.g., an area may have been
recategorized from a Center/Corridor to an Established Community); some has to do with increases or
decreases in the build-out estimates of local plans; and some is attributed to the new or proposed
development projects. Change in the infill areas is typical and relatively small compared to the magnitude
of change in the greenfield development potential that was presented in February.
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The issue highlighted by this information is the same one presented in February: that there is a much
larger planned supply of housing (50-60 year potential development supply) and employment (80-90 year
potential development supply) than the 20 years of housing and employment demand in the MTP/SCS. In
other words, given the large supply of development, the challenge in the MTP/SCS update will be the
phasing of the first 20 years of demand in order to plan the appropriate transportation investments.
Next steps for an updated land use forecast:
Under the scenario framework that the Board adopted in March 2014, staff will use this inventory of
adopted and proposed plans in conjunction with market and regulatory research and analysis to inform a
more detailed scenario methodology that will be brought to the committees next month.
Approved by:

Mike McKeever
Chief Executive Officer
MM:KL:gg
Attachments
Key Staff:

Matt Carpenter, Director of Transportation Services, (916) 340-6276
Kacey Lizon, MTP/SCS Manager, (916) 340-6265
Jennifer Hargrove, MTP/SCS Coordinator (916) 340-6216
1400604
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Attachment A ‐ Table 1
Estimated New
Estimated New
Housing Units Built Employees in the
in the MTP/SCS by MTP/SCS by 20351
Community Type/Plan Area
20351
MTP/SCS Center and Corridor Communities
92,046
104,185
MTP/SCS Established Communities
79,364
187,546
MTP/SCS Rural Residential Communities
5,301
4,054
MTP/SCS Developing Communities
126,310
65,323
Total for all MTP/SCS Community Types
303,021
361,108
Approved or pending greenfield projects not included in the MTP/SCS
0
0
Total Inventory (plans included and not included in the MTP/SCS)
303,021
361,108

Estimated New
Estimated New
Housing Unit
Employee Capacity
Capacity in Region in Region1
Region1
129,791
279,262
129,791
483,374
45,697
46,133
261,095
306,481
566,374
1,115,251
126,565
185,164
692,939
1,300,415

1

Estimate of new housing or employees; does not include housing or employees that exist as of 2008. The 2016 MTP/SCS will be using a base year of 2012 and
therefore these numbers will change to reflect housing and employment changes that have happened between 2008 and 2012.
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Attachment A ‐ Table 2

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Placerville
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Jurisdiction Total
El Dorado County
Center and Corridor Communities (listed below)
El Dorado Hills Town Center
Diamond Springs Rd
Established Communities (listed below)
Stan Stino
Dixon Ranch
Central El Dorado Hills
Remaining Established
Developing Communities (listed below)
Bass Lake Hills
Carson Creek
El Dorado Hills
Marble Valley
Missouri Flats
Valley View
Rural Residential Communities
1
Placerville Sphere of Influence Area
1
Lime Rock Valley
Jurisdiction Total
Auburn
Center and Corridor Communities (Amtrak station and Hwy 49)
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
Baltimore Ravine
Jurisdiction Total
Colfax
Center and Corridor Communities (I‐80 Corridor Study area)
Established Communities
Jurisdiction Total
Lincoln
Center and Corridor Communities (portion of Downtown Urban Design Plan )
Developing Communities (listed below)
Portion of Hwy 65 in SOI
Village 1
Village 2
Village 7
Established Communities
Village 31

Estimate of Total
Estimate of Total Estimate of
Estimate of
Housing Units Built in Employees in the Total Housing
Total
the Current MTP/SCS Current MTP/SCS Units at Build Employees at
by 2035*
by 2035*
Out**
Build Out**
177
5,221
5,398

4,246
7,165
11,412

316
5,667
5,983

4,939
7,096
12,034

15
66

3,509
483

16
105

3,867
612

6
2
437
33,456

0
0
0
34,389

1,041
605
1,000
46,296

221
0
633
46,500

1,392
1,162
4,996
647
498
1,351
23,712
1,467
6
69,216

118
47
2,047
0
3,436
132
5,686
1,136
14
50,998

1,458
1,700
6,162
3,236
844
2,840
28,096
1,526
800
95,726

109
3,879
3,368
1,988
6,497
156
13,761
1,933
59
83,582

796
6,215

2,943
6,883

855
7,820

3,811
9,114

719
7,730

63
9,888

725
9,400

226
13,151

225
770
995

1,285
360
1,646

265
1,073
1,338

2,382
899
3,281

116

1,208

115

1,372

0
2,035
2,037
3,264
21,559

5,456
586
235
395
11,607

0
5,639
3,784
3,285
21,483

11,013
676
351
396
25,142

0

0

4,841

unknown

Village 4

1

0

0

5,421

unknown

Village 5

1

0

0

5,779

994

Village 61

0

0

5,083

unknown

SUD A1

0

0

1,899

unknown

1

0

0

429

10,409

SUD B
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Estimate of Total
Estimate of Total Estimate of
Estimate of
Housing Units Built in Employees in the Total Housing
Total
the Current MTP/SCS Current MTP/SCS Units at Build Employees at
by 2035*
by 2035*
Out**
Build Out**

Jurisdiction/Community Type

SUD C1

0

0

0

123

Remainder SOI
Jurisdiction Total

0
29,010

0
19,486

0
57,758

unknown
50,475

Loomis
Center and Corridor Communities (Town Center Master Plan)
Established Communities
Rural Residential Communities
Jurisdiction Total

598
1,878
857
3,333

1,163
3,237
783
5,183

1,317
1,921
1,275
4,513

1,227
4,077
832
6,136

1,882
21,533

1,585
18,857

551
0
0
4,318
28,284

97
4,116
937
847
26,439

2,714
21,360
0
558
0
0
4,339
28,971

2,895
39,828
0
128
13,263
3,442
2,020
61,575

1,970
421
495

3,784
1,903
3,410

2,784
370
349

18,477
1,915
3,411

579
6,106
8,831
46,499
0

380
4,797
2,688
80,585
0

2,011
8,769
10,478
47,170
3,011

418
9,003
3,251
91,265
1,463

0
64,901

0
97,547

6,740
81,682

20,155
149,358

10,234
8,260
597

22,208
14,773
367

13,389
10,342
1,111

65,493
19,710
404

1,435
8,037
2,781
934
26,143

73
3,007
349
150
8,593

1,890
14,132
4,387
933
50,371

312
9,037
1,868
166
27,254

0
0
58,420

0
0
49,521

unknown
750
97,307

unknown
unknown
124,244

1,815

7,217

1,815

7,217

1

Rocklin
Center and Corridor Communities (Rocklin Downtown Plan/amtrak station)
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
Clover Valley
Highway 65 Corridor
I‐80 Commercial
Sunset Ranchos
Jurisdiction Total
Roseville
Center and Corridor Communities (listed below)
Dowtown Master Plan and remaining Amtrak station
Douglas West
Sunrise
Developing Communities (listed below)
Creekview
Sierra Vista
West Roseville
Established Communities
1
Amoruso Ranch
Placer Ranch1
Jurisdiction Total
Placer County
Established Communities
Auburn Sphere of Influence Area
Colfax Sphere of Influence Area
Developing Communities (listed below)
Bickford Ranch
Placer Vineyards
Regional University
Riolo Vineyards
Rural Residential Communities
Curry Creek1
Squaw Village
Jurisdiction Total
Citrus Heights
Center and Corridor Communities (listed below)
Sunrise
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Estimate of Total
Estimate of Total Estimate of
Estimate of
Housing Units Built in Employees in the Total Housing
Total
the Current MTP/SCS Current MTP/SCS Units at Build Employees at
by 2035*
by 2035*
Out**
Build Out**

Jurisdiction/Community Type

1,070
37,012
39,897

3,113
13,440
23,770

2,025
37,012
40,852

4,926
13,457
25,601

69
46,860
5,756

939
34,055
1,586

69
47,296
5,876

1,039
35,518
1,485

7,590
280
4,102
950
403
66,010

4,281
3,222
3,493
0
43
47,619

7,826
280
4,790
1,184
701
68,022

4,291
4,400
5,101
0
342
52,176

2,186
27,230

10,833
35,996

2,196
29,248

12,659
41,328

6,688
36,104

1,291
48,120

10,210
41,654

13,619
67,606

481
9,322

2,804
4,960

501
9,331

3,299
9,233

1,091
0
10,894

0
385
8,149

2,000
5,577
17,409

140
24,040
36,712

443

159

510

171

0
443

0
159

300
810

0
171

10,956
18,182

20,469
53,670

8,228
18,213

40,763
66,798

Jurisdiction Total

571
2,296
8,057
1,834
7,571
756
50,223

96
355
4,325
185
2,170
201
81,471

8,763
2,713
11,601
4,893
8,763
6,078
69,252

3,488
358
12,558
1,404
3,563
5,444
134,377

Sacramento
Center and Corridor Communities (listed below)
Blue Line Seg 1 (American River to Swanston)
Blue Line Seg 2 (Marconi)

4,205
1,890

11,745
1,341

6,054
1,890

14,525
1,354

Riverside‐Auburn Blvd (The Boulevard Plan)
Established Communities
Jurisdiction Total
Elk Grove
Center and Corridor Communities (Old Town Plan area)
Established Communities
Rural Residential Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
Laguna Ridge
Lent Ranch
Southeast Planning Area
Sterling Meadows
Triangle Special Plan
Jurisdiction Total
Folsom
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
Folsom South Area
Jurisdiction Total
Galt
Center and Corridor Communities (Downtown and Lincoln Corridor)
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
Eastview
Remaining SOI
Jurisdiction Total
Isleton
Established Communities
Villages on the Delta1
Jurisdiction Total
Rancho Cordova
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
Arboretum
Ranch at Sunridge
Rio Del Oro
Suncreek
Sunridge
Westborough
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Jurisdiction/Community Type

Blue Line Seg 3 (Roseville Rd/Watt)
DNA Seg 1 (South Natomas)
DNA Seg 2 (North Natomas Marketplace)
DNA Seg 3 (Commerce Pkwy)
DNA Seg 4 (Greenbriar)
Downtown Sacramento (East of 16th St)
Downtown Sacramento (West of 16th St)
Franklin Blvd 1
Gold Line Seg 1 (39th to 59th)
Gold Line Seg 2 (65th to Power Inn)
Gold Line Seg 3 (College Greens and part of watt)
South Line Seg 1 (Broadway to 47th)
South Line Seg 2 (Florin)
South Line Seg 3 (Meadowview to CRC)
Stockton Blvd 1 (14th Ave to Florin Rd)
Developing Communities (listed below)
Delta Shores
Established Communities
Panhandle1
Camino Norte1
Jurisdiction Total
Sacramento County
Center and Corridor Communities (listed below)
Auburn Blvd/Madison Ave (Auburn North)
Blue Line Seg 3 (Roseville Rd/Watt)
Fair Oaks Blvd 1 (West‐ Howe to Fulton)
Fair Oaks Blvd 2 (Central‐ El Camino to Winding)
Fair Oaks Blvd 3 (East‐ Fair Oaks Village Area)
Florin Rd
Franklin Blvd 2
Fulton Ave (Fair Oaks to Marconi)
Gold Line Seg 4 (Watt to Butterfield)
Gold Line Seg 5 (Hazel/Easton)
Gold Line Seg 6 (Folsom Blvd in Folsom)
Greenback Ln 2 (Sunrise to Main)
Stockton Blvd 1 (14th Ave to Florin Rd)
Stockton Blvd 2 (Florin Rd to Mack Rd)
Watt Ave 1 (Central‐ Auburn Blvd to Arden Wy)
Watt Ave 2 (N. Watt & W of Watt‐ Madison to Antelope)
Developing Communities (listed below)
Elverta
Florin Vineyard
Glenborough at Easton
West Jackson
North Vineyard Station
Mather South
Vineyard Springs
Vineyard
Established Communities
Rural Residential

Estimate of Total
Estimate of Total Estimate of
Estimate of
Housing Units Built in Employees in the Total Housing
Total
the Current MTP/SCS Current MTP/SCS Units at Build Employees at
by 2035*
by 2035*
Out**
Build Out**
27
6,444
2,952
5,011
3,314
15,276
25,979
2,268
3,848
7,641
1,375
6,124
2,519
10,246
3,182

990
3,608
8,204
3,447
344
30,817
105,094
3,021
8,936
12,783
2,820
8,229
3,681
2,655
2,922

45
6,444
6,195
5,011
3,448
16,193
31,401
2,268
3,907
7,893
2,328
6,224
2,519
10,269
3,182

2,234
3,608
14,909
3,447
782
40,109
124,653
3,024
9,281
14,045
4,765
9,907
3,681
2,661
2,922

5,077
153,329

2,123
150,315

5,092
155,253

6,678
194,392

0

0

1,375

22

0
260,707

1,140
364,215

0
276,991

1,140
458,139

1,196
981
2,472
3,909
1,168
2,343
3,258
764
9,381
2,613
0
2,269
1,079
4,453
2,924
8,360

9,886
4,126
6,711
7,981
2,801
8,575
5,059
8,651
15,531
8,352
1,214
4,625
401
4,884
13,303
12,186

1,299
3,036
2,501
5,209
1,209
6,933
3,793
1,041
12,701
4,202
0
2,333
1,107
5,825
3,169
8,415

11,935
4,208
6,890
10,292
3,000
12,487
5,677
8,881
16,962
19,411
1,214
4,640
387
5,627
13,419
12,231

1,507
2,552
3,262
5,150
3,292
1,039
3,740
5,251
182,709
14,072

344
1,528
1,795
4,167
379
239
1,394
1,671
124,251
11,582

4,950
9,919
3,239
15,658
6,063
3,529
5,942
6,610
187,767
19,015

404
6,243
1,796
32,839
563
5,073
764
1,546
195,762
16,252
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Estimate of Total
Estimate of Total Estimate of
Estimate of
Housing Units Built in Employees in the Total Housing
Total
the Current MTP/SCS Current MTP/SCS Units at Build Employees at
by 2035*
by 2035*
Out**
Build Out**

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Cordova Hills1
Jackson Township
Newbridge

0

0

9,010

13,556

0

0

6,143

8,044

0

0

3,075

2,556

0
269,744

0
261,636

25,000
368,693

70,608
493,266

85
3,721

878
1,029

336
4,337

1,972
2,446

20

40

2,700

7,593

324
4,149

144
2,091

10,900
18,273

2,304
14,316

1,912
27,450

10,036
24,002

2,076
28,051

10,036
29,205

1,024
725

287
470

4,865
725

1,570
1,826

0
31,111

0
34,795

7,575
43,292

3,493
46,130

7,580

4,386

13,650

13,774

3,489

3,287

17,500

55,045

0
11,069

0
7,673

0
31,150

14,225
83,045

Core Area Plan
Davis Amtrak station
Nishi

419
1,696
600
26,550
29,265

3,498
2,890
414
13,637
20,440

424
1,794
602
27,292
30,112

1,497
3,253
1,497
14,253
20,500

Bridge District
Pioneer Bluff
Washington
remaining center and corridor area

4,127
1,395
3,076
3,969
18,633

7,543
3,392
3,550
3,195
31,418

4,567
5,757
2,588
7,342
21,707

13,715
28,939
5,693
21,289
38,436

249
836
482
2,849
35,616

2
23
4,203
271
53,597

1,900
3,433
1,383
6,501
55,178

4
120
4,968
1,063
114,228

1

1

Northwest Special Planning Area1
Jurisdiction Total
Live Oak
Center and Corridor Communities (downtown)
Established Communities
Recent annexation areas north and south 1
1

Sphere of Influence Area
Jurisdiction Total

Yuba City
Center and Corridor Communities (Central City and Hwy 20 corridor)
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
Lincoln East (SOI)
South SOI/Hwy 99 Corridor
Remainder SOI1
Jurisdiction Total
Sutter County
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
Sutter Pointe
Employment Centers1
Jurisdiction Total
Davis
Center and Corridor Communities (listed below)

Established Communities
Jurisdiction Total
West Sacramento
Center and Corridor Communities (listed below)

Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
NE Village of Southport (Liberty area only)
SE Village of Southport
Southport Industrial Park
SW Village of Southport
Jurisdiction Total
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Jurisdiction/Community Type

Winters
Center and Corridor Communities (Downtown Master Plan)
Established Communities
Sphere of Influence Area1
Jurisdiction Total
Woodland
Center and Corridor Communities (Downtown and East St Corridor)
Developing Communities (listed below)
Spring Lake
Established Communities
Potential GP Growth Area1
1

Northern SOI area

Estimate of Total
Estimate of Total Estimate of
Estimate of
Housing Units Built in Employees in the Total Housing
Total
the Current MTP/SCS Current MTP/SCS Units at Build Employees at
by 2035*
by 2035*
Out**
Build Out**

3
3,063

176
2,940

50
4,254

197
4,940

0
3,066

0
3,116

unknown
4,304

unknown
5,137

1,522

3,470

1,527

4,763

4,049
18,946

1,527
28,371

4,037
18,710

1,242
43,106

0

0

unknown

unknown

0

0

unknown

unknown

Spring Lake Phase 21
Jurisdiction Total

0
24,517

0
33,368

unknown
24,274

unknown
49,111

Yolo County
Center and Corridor Communities (UC Davis)
Established Communities
Dunnigan 1

2,646
7,641

20,702
9,797

2,646
9,189

29,134
13,541

9,230

10,656

0

0

Elkhorn1

0

0

0

9,553

Madison1

0

0

1,335

250

Knights Landing
Jurisdiction Total

0
10,287

0
30,499

800
23,200

100
63,234

Marysville
Center and Corridor Communities (Downtown Economic Development Strategic
Established Communities
Jurisdiction Total

386
5,334
5,720

2,913
6,387
9,300

435
5,356
5,791

3,344
6,197
9,541

109
1,319

55
901

113
1,667

55
761

612
436

465
243

1,325
1,609

1,296
243

0
2,476

0
1,664

14,369
19,083

7,861
10,215

209
287
9,854
185

1,182
299
4,560
6,444

209
450
13,147
126

1,182
548
6,058
6,428

4,614
1,311
6,548

1,274
137
3,296

6,014
2,500
18,130

4,426
2,564
16,176

1

Wheatland
Center and Corridor Communities (downtown area )
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
Various specific plans in city limits
Nichols Grove (SOI)
1
Hop Farm/Johnson Rancho (SOI)
Jurisdiction Total
Yuba County
Center and Corridor Communities (listed below)
North Beale Corridor Reinvestmant Plan
Olivehurst Ave
Established Communities
Established Communities (Beale AFB)
Developing Communities (listed below)
East Linda
North Arboga Study Area
Plumas Lakes
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Estimate of Total
Estimate of Total Estimate of
Estimate of
Housing Units Built in Employees in the Total Housing
Total
the Current MTP/SCS Current MTP/SCS Units at Build Employees at
by 2035*
by 2035*
Out**
Build Out**

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Highway 65 Employment Center
Magnolia Ranch 1
Rural Residential Communities
Woodbury1
Jurisdiction Total

36

2,709

36

23,730

0
6,421

0
5,036

3,302
12,734

2,501
15,775

0
29,464

0
24,937

unknown
56,648

unknown
79,389

*This information is from the current 2012 MTP/SCS, it has not yet been updated or refreshed for the 2016 MTP/SCS Update
**This information is an estimate of build out based on current local land use plans and is an update to the build out estimates from the
current 2012 MTP/SCS.
1
Area not designated for new development in the current 2012 MTP/SCS.
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Approved and Pending
Greenfield Projects*

Live Oak
SOI

99
S
T

Sutter
County

*Areas in Developing Community Type in current MTP/SCS or
areas that would be categorized as a Developing Community if
added to the future MTP/SCS. New development in Center and
Corridor Communities, Established Communities, and Rural
Residential Communities is not the subject of this map.

80

¨
§
¦

Live Oak recently annexed
northern area

20
S
T

70
S
T

Yuba
County

Yuba City SOI
East Linda

20
T
S

174
S
T

SOI

Woodbury

Lincoln East
North Arboga
Study Area

Magnolia Ranch
Plumas
Lake

Greenfield Projects

Johnson
Rancho

Nichols
Grove

Various Specific
Plans

Placer
County

Hop
Farm

70
S
T
99
T
S

49
T
S

65
T
S

SUD A

Village 3
Village 2

Village 4
113
T
S

Dunnigan

16

Yolo
County

Village 5

45
T
S

5

T
S

Madison

505

¨
§
¦
Winters SOI
128

T
S

Sutter
Pointe

Knights
Landing

Spring Lake
Spring Lake &
Phase 2 Area

113

Elkhorn

Curry
Creek

Northwest Special
Planning Area

Elverta

Area contemplated
for development in GP

T
S
80

Southport
Industrial
Park
SW
Southport

Rio Del Oro

El Dorado
Hills

80

¨
§
¦

NE
Southport

Glenborough
Folsom
Westborough South Area

80
¢
¡

160
T
S

Laguna
Ridge

North Vineyard Station

Vineyards

Vineyard Springs

Water Features

88
T
S

MTP/SCS Community Types
Center/Corridor Community

Sacramento
County

Triangle

99
T
S

Lent Ranch

Developing Community

Established Community

Rural Residential Community

Lands not Identified for Development
in the MTP/SCS Planning Period

SOI

County Boundaries

Galt SOI
220
S
T

49
T
S

Suncreek
Arboretum

Jackson Newbridge
Township

Southeast Planning Sterling Meadows
Area (Meridian)

City Boundaries

Valley View
Carson Creek

Lime Rock Valley

Ranch at Sunridge
Cordova
Hills

16
T
S

Florin
Vineyards

5

Rio Del Oro

Sunridge
South
Mather

Jackson
West

¨
§
¦

Bass Lake
Hills
Marble Valley

50

Delta
Shores

Blueprint Growth Footprint

Missouri Flats

£
¤

5

SE
Southport

Blueprint Vacant Urban Land

Placer
Ranch
West Roseville
Sierra Vista
Placer Vineyards
Riolo Vineyards

80

80

El Dorado
County

49
S
T

Sunset
Ranchos

¨
§
¦
¨ §
§
¦
160
S
¨ T
¦

¨
§
¦

Clover Valley

SUD C

Amorusa Ranch
Creekview
99
TRegional University
S

193
T
S

Bickford
Ranch

Village 7

Village 6

¨
§
¦

Baltimore
Ravine

Village 1

SUD B

0

2.5

5

10

15

Miles
20

Sources: USGS, Esri, TANA, AND
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REVISED
Attachment A ‐ Table 1
Revised April 2, 2014

Community Type/Plan Area
MTP/SCS Center and Corridor Communities
MTP/SCS Established Communities
MTP/SCS Rural Residential Communities
MTP/SCS Developing Communities
Total for all MTP/SCS Community Types
Approved or pending greenfield projects not included in the MTP/SCS
Total Inventory (plans included and not included in the MTP/SCS)

Estimated New
Estimated New
Housing Units Built Employees in the
in the MTP/SCS by MTP/SCS by 20351
20351
92,046
104,185
79,364
187,546
5,301
4,054
126,310
65,323
303,021
361,108
0
0
303,021
361,108

Estimated New
Estimated New
Housing Unit
Employee Capacity
Capacity in Region in Region1
Region1
129,791
281,365
129,791
483,374
45,697
46,133
261,095
306,481
566,374
1,117,354
126,565
185,164
692,939
1,302,518

1

Estimate of new housing or employees; does not include housing or employees that exist as of 2008. The 2016 MTP/SCS will be using a base year of 2012 and
therefore these numbers will change to reflect housing and employment changes that have happened between 2008 and 2012.
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Estimate of Total
Estimate of Total Estimate of
Estimate of
Housing Units Built in Employees in the Total Housing
Total
the Current MTP/SCS Current MTP/SCS Units at Build Employees at
by 2035*
by 2035*
Out**
Build Out**

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Placerville
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Jurisdiction Total
El Dorado County
Center and Corridor Communities (listed below)
El Dorado Hills Town Center
Diamond Springs Rd
Established Communities (listed below)
Stan Stino
Dixon Ranch
Central El Dorado Hills
Remaining Established
Developing Communities (listed below)
Bass Lake Hills
Carson Creek
El Dorado Hills
Marble Valley
Missouri Flats
Valley View
Rural Residential Communities
1
Placerville Sphere of Influence Area
Lime Rock Valley1
Jurisdiction Total
Auburn
Center and Corridor Communities (Amtrak station and Hwy 49)
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
Baltimore Ravine
Jurisdiction Total
Colfax
Center and Corridor Communities (I‐80 Corridor Study area)
Established Communities
Jurisdiction Total
Lincoln
Center and Corridor Communities (portion of Downtown Urban Design Plan )
Developing Communities (listed below)
Portion of Hwy 65 in SOI
Village 1
Village 2
Village 7
Established Communities
Village 31
Village 4

1

177
5,221
5,398

4,246
7,165
11,412

316
5,667
5,983

4,939
7,096
12,034

15
66

3,509
483

16
105

3,867
612

6
2
437
33,456

0
0
0
34,389

1,041
605
1,000
46,296

221
0
633
46,500

1,392
1,162
4,996
647
498
1,351
23,712
1,467
6
69,216

118
47
2,047
0
3,436
132
5,686
1,136
14
50,998

1,458
1,700
6,162
3,236
844
2,840
28,096
1,526
800
95,726

109
3,879
3,368
1,988
6,497
156
13,761
1,933
59
83,582

796
6,215

2,943
6,883

855
7,820

3,811
9,114

719
7,730

63
9,888

725
9,400

226
13,151

225
770
995

1,285
360
1,646

265
1,073
1,338

2,382
899
3,281

116

1,208

115

1,372

0
2,035
2,037
3,264
21,559

5,456
586
235
395
11,607

0
5,639
3,784
3,285
21,483

11,013
676
351
396
25,142

0

0

4,841

unknown

0

0

5,421

unknown
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Estimate of Total
Estimate of Total Estimate of
Estimate of
Housing Units Built in Employees in the Total Housing
Total
the Current MTP/SCS Current MTP/SCS Units at Build Employees at
by 2035*
by 2035*
Out**
Build Out**

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Village 51

0

0

5,779

994

Village 61

0

0

5,083

unknown

SUD A1

0

0

1,899

unknown

SUD B1

0

0

429

10,409

0

0

0

123

Remainder SOI
Jurisdiction Total

0
29,010

0
19,486

0
57,758

unknown
50,475

Loomis
Center and Corridor Communities (Town Center Master Plan)
Established Communities
Rural Residential Communities
Jurisdiction Total

598
1,878
857
3,333

1,163
3,237
783
5,183

1,317
1,921
1,275
4,513

1,227
4,077
832
6,136

1,882
21,533

1,585
18,857

551
0
0
4,318
28,284

97
4,116
937
847
26,439

2,714
21,360
0
558
0
0
4,339
28,971

2,895
39,828
0
128
13,263
3,442
2,020
61,575

1,970
421
495

3,784
1,903
3,410

2,784
370
349

18,477
1,915
3,411

579
6,106
8,831
46,499
0
64,901

380
4,797
2,688
80,585
0
97,547

2,011
8,769
10,478
47,170
3,011
74,942

418
9,003
3,251
91,265
1,463
129,203

10,234
8,260
597

22,208
14,773
367

13,389
10,342
1,111

65,493
19,710
404

1,435
8,037
2,781
934
26,143

73
3,007
349
150
8,593

1,890
14,132
4,387
933
50,371

312
9,037
1,868
166
27,254

0

0

6,740

20,155

0

0

unknown

unknown

1

SUD C

1

Rocklin
Center and Corridor Communities (Rocklin Downtown Plan/amtrak station)
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
Clover Valley
Highway 65 Corridor
I‐80 Commercial
Sunset Ranchos
Jurisdiction Total
Roseville
Center and Corridor Communities (listed below)
Dowtown Master Plan and remaining Amtrak station
Douglas West
Sunrise
Developing Communities (listed below)
Creekview
Sierra Vista
West Roseville
Established Communities
1
Amoruso Ranch
Jurisdiction Total
Placer County
Established Communities
Auburn Sphere of Influence Area
Colfax Sphere of Influence Area
Developing Communities (listed below)
Bickford Ranch
Placer Vineyards
Regional University
Riolo Vineyards
Rural Residential Communities
Placer Ranch1
1

Curry Creek
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Estimate of Total
Estimate of Total Estimate of
Estimate of
Housing Units Built in Employees in the Total Housing
Total
the Current MTP/SCS Current MTP/SCS Units at Build Employees at
by 2035*
by 2035*
Out**
Build Out**

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Squaw Village
Jurisdiction Total

0
58,420

0
49,521

750
104,047

unknown
144,399

1,815
1,070
37,012
39,897

7,217
3,113
13,440
23,770

1,815
2,025
37,012
40,852

7,217
4,926
13,457
25,601

69
46,860
5,756

939
34,055
1,586

69
47,296
5,876

1,039
35,518
1,485

7,590
280
4,102
950
403
66,010

4,281
3,222
3,493
0
43
47,619

7,826
280
4,790
1,184
701
68,022

4,291
4,400
5,101
0
342
52,176

2,186
27,230

10,833
35,996

2,196
29,248

12,659
41,328

6,688
36,104

1,291
48,120

10,210
41,654

13,619
67,606

481
9,322

2,804
4,960

501
9,331

3,299
9,233

1,091
0
10,894

0
385
8,149

2,000
5,577
17,409

140
24,040
36,712

443
0
443

159
0
159

510
300
810

171
0
171

10,956
18,182

20,469
53,670

8,228
18,213

40,763
66,798

571
2,296
8,057
1,834

96
355
4,325
185

8,763
2,713
11,601
4,893

3,488
358
12,558
1,404

Citrus Heights
Center and Corridor Communities (listed below)
Sunrise
Riverside‐Auburn Blvd (The Boulevard Plan)
Established Communities
Jurisdiction Total
Elk Grove
Center and Corridor Communities (Old Town Plan area)
Established Communities
Rural Residential Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
Laguna Ridge
Lent Ranch
Southeast Planning Area
Sterling Meadows
Triangle Special Plan
Jurisdiction Total
Folsom
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
Folsom South Area
Jurisdiction Total
Galt
Center and Corridor Communities (Downtown and Lincoln Corridor)
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
Eastview
Remaining SOI
Jurisdiction Total
Isleton
Established Communities
1
Villages on the Delta
Jurisdiction Total
Rancho Cordova
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
Arboretum
Ranch at Sunridge
Rio Del Oro
Suncreek
Page 3 of 7
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Estimate of Total
Estimate of Total Estimate of
Estimate of
Housing Units Built in Employees in the Total Housing
Total
the Current MTP/SCS Current MTP/SCS Units at Build Employees at
by 2035*
by 2035*
Out**
Build Out**

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Sunridge
Westborough
Jurisdiction Total
Sacramento
Center and Corridor Communities (listed below)
Blue Line Seg 1 (American River to Swanston)
Blue Line Seg 2 (Marconi)
Blue Line Seg 3 (Roseville Rd/Watt)
DNA Seg 1 (South Natomas)
DNA Seg 2 (North Natomas Marketplace)
DNA Seg 3 (Commerce Pkwy)
DNA Seg 4 (Greenbriar)
Downtown Sacramento (East of 16th St)
Downtown Sacramento (West of 16th St)
Franklin Blvd 1
Gold Line Seg 1 (39th to 59th)
Gold Line Seg 2 (65th to Power Inn)
Gold Line Seg 3 (College Greens and part of watt)
South Line Seg 1 (Broadway to 47th)
South Line Seg 2 (Florin)
South Line Seg 3 (Meadowview to CRC)
Stockton Blvd 1 (14th Ave to Florin Rd)
Developing Communities (listed below)
Delta Shores
Established Communities
Panhandle1
1

Camino Norte
Jurisdiction Total
Sacramento County
Center and Corridor Communities (listed below)
Auburn Blvd/Madison Ave (Auburn North)
Blue Line Seg 3 (Roseville Rd/Watt)
Fair Oaks Blvd 1 (West‐ Howe to Fulton)
Fair Oaks Blvd 2 (Central‐ El Camino to Winding)
Fair Oaks Blvd 3 (East‐ Fair Oaks Village Area)
Florin Rd
Franklin Blvd 2
Fulton Ave (Fair Oaks to Marconi)
Gold Line Seg 4 (Watt to Butterfield)
Gold Line Seg 5 (Hazel/Easton)
Gold Line Seg 6 (Folsom Blvd in Folsom)
Greenback Ln 2 (Sunrise to Main)
Stockton Blvd 1 (14th Ave to Florin Rd)
Stockton Blvd 2 (Florin Rd to Mack Rd)
Watt Ave 1 (Central‐ Auburn Blvd to Arden Wy)
Watt Ave 2 (N. Watt & W of Watt‐ Madison to Antelope)
Developing Communities (listed below)
Elverta

7,571
756
50,223

2,170
201
81,471

8,763
6,078
69,252

3,563
5,444
134,377

4,205
1,890
27
6,444
2,952
5,011
3,314
15,276
25,979
2,268
3,848
7,641
1,375
6,124
2,519
10,246
3,182

11,745
1,341
990
3,608
8,204
3,447
344
30,817
105,094
3,021
8,936
12,783
2,820
8,229
3,681
2,655
2,922

6,054
1,890
45
6,444
6,195
5,011
3,448
16,193
31,401
2,268
3,907
7,893
2,328
6,224
2,519
10,269
3,182

14,525
1,354
2,234
3,608
14,909
3,447
782
40,109
124,653
3,024
9,281
14,045
4,765
9,907
3,681
2,661
2,922

5,077
153,329

2,123
150,315

5,092
155,253

6,678
194,392

0

0

1,375

22

0
260,707

1,140
364,215

0
276,991

1,140
458,139

1,196
981
2,472
3,909
1,168
2,343
3,258
764
9,381
2,613
0
2,269
1,079
4,453
2,924
8,360

9,886
4,126
6,711
7,981
2,801
8,575
5,059
8,651
15,531
8,352
1,214
4,625
401
4,884
13,303
12,186

1,299
3,036
2,501
5,209
1,209
6,933
3,793
1,041
12,701
4,202
0
2,333
1,107
5,825
3,169
8,415

11,935
4,208
6,890
10,292
3,000
12,487
5,677
8,881
16,962
19,411
1,214
4,640
387
5,627
13,419
12,231

1,507

344

4,950

404
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Attachment A ‐ Table 2
Revised April 2, 2014

Estimate of Total
Estimate of Total Estimate of
Estimate of
Housing Units Built in Employees in the Total Housing
Total
the Current MTP/SCS Current MTP/SCS Units at Build Employees at
by 2035*
by 2035*
Out**
Build Out**

Jurisdiction/Community Type

2,552
3,262
5,150
3,292
1,039
3,740
5,251
182,709
14,072

1,528
1,795
4,167
379
239
1,394
1,671
124,251
11,582

9,919
3,239
15,658
6,063
3,529
5,942
6,610
187,767
19,015

6,243
1,796
32,839
563
5,073
764
1,546
195,762
16,252

0

0

9,010

13,556

0

0

6,143

8,044

0

0

3,075

2,556

0
269,744

0
261,636

25,000
368,693

70,608
493,266

Live Oak
Center and Corridor Communities (downtown)
Established Communities
Recent annexation areas north and south 1

85
3,721

878
1,029

336
4,337

1,972
2,446

20

40

2,700

7,593

Sphere of Influence Area1
Jurisdiction Total

324
4,149

144
2,091

10,900
18,273

2,304
14,316

1,912
27,450

10,036
24,002

2,076
28,051

10,036
29,205

1,024
725

287
470

4,865
725

1,570
1,826

0
31,111

0
34,795

7,575
43,292

3,493
46,130

7,580

4,386

13,650

13,774

3,489

3,287

17,500

55,045

0
11,069

0
7,673

0
31,150

14,225
83,045

Core Area Plan
Davis Amtrak station
Nishi

419
1,696
600
26,550
29,265

3,498
2,890
414
13,637
20,440

424
1,794
602
27,292
30,112

3,600
3,253
1,497
14,253
22,603

Bridge District

4,127

7,543

4,567

13,715

Florin Vineyard
Glenborough at Easton
West Jackson
North Vineyard Station
Mather South
Vineyard Springs
Vineyard
Established Communities
Rural Residential
Cordova Hills1
Jackson Township

1

Newbridge1
Northwest Special Planning Area
Jurisdiction Total

1

Yuba City
Center and Corridor Communities (Central City and Hwy 20 corridor)
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
Lincoln East (SOI)
South SOI/Hwy 99 Corridor
Remainder SOI1
Jurisdiction Total
Sutter County
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
Sutter Pointe
Employment Centers1
Jurisdiction Total
Davis
Center and Corridor Communities (listed below)

Established Communities
Jurisdiction Total
West Sacramento
Center and Corridor Communities (listed below)
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Attachment A ‐ Table 2
Revised April 2, 2014

Estimate of Total
Estimate of Total Estimate of
Estimate of
Housing Units Built in Employees in the Total Housing
Total
the Current MTP/SCS Current MTP/SCS Units at Build Employees at
by 2035*
by 2035*
Out**
Build Out**

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Pioneer Bluff
Washington
remaining center and corridor area
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
NE Village of Southport (Liberty area only)
SE Village of Southport
Southport Industrial Park
SW Village of Southport
Jurisdiction Total
Winters
Center and Corridor Communities (Downtown Master Plan)
Established Communities
Sphere of Influence Area1
Jurisdiction Total
Woodland
Center and Corridor Communities (Downtown and East St Corridor)
Developing Communities (listed below)
Spring Lake
Established Communities
Potential GP Growth Area1
1

Northern SOI area

1,395
3,076
3,969
18,633

3,392
3,550
3,195
31,418

5,757
2,588
7,342
21,707

28,939
5,693
21,289
38,436

249
836
482
2,849
35,616

2
23
4,203
271
53,597

1,900
3,433
1,383
6,501
55,178

4
120
4,968
1,063
114,228

3
3,063

176
2,940

50
4,254

197
4,940

0
3,066

0
3,116

unknown
4,304

unknown
5,137

1,522

3,470

1,527

4,763

4,049
18,946

1,527
28,371

4,037
18,710

1,242
43,106

0

0

unknown

unknown

0

0

unknown

unknown

Spring Lake Phase 21
Jurisdiction Total

0
24,517

0
33,368

unknown
24,274

unknown
49,111

Yolo County
Center and Corridor Communities (UC Davis)
Established Communities
Dunnigan 1

2,646
7,641

20,702
9,797

2,646
9,189

29,134
13,541

0

0

9,230

10,656

0

0

0

9,553

0

0

1,335

250

Knights Landing
Jurisdiction Total

0
10,287

0
30,499

800
23,200

100
63,234

Marysville
Center and Corridor Communities (Downtown Economic Development Strategic
Established Communities
Jurisdiction Total

386
5,334
5,720

2,913
6,387
9,300

435
5,356
5,791

3,344
6,197
9,541

109
1,319

55
901

113
1,667

55
761

612
436

465
243

1,325
1,609

1,296
243

0
2,476

0
1,664

14,369
19,083

7,861
10,215

Elkhorn1
Madison

1
1

Wheatland
Center and Corridor Communities (downtown area )
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)
Various specific plans in city limits
Nichols Grove (SOI)
1
Hop Farm/Johnson Rancho (SOI)
Jurisdiction Total
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Attachment A ‐ Table 2
Revised April 2, 2014

Estimate of Total
Estimate of Total Estimate of
Estimate of
Housing Units Built in Employees in the Total Housing
Total
the Current MTP/SCS Current MTP/SCS Units at Build Employees at
by 2035*
by 2035*
Out**
Build Out**

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Yuba County
Center and Corridor Communities (listed below)
North Beale Corridor Reinvestmant Plan
Olivehurst Ave
Established Communities
Established Communities (Beale AFB)
Developing Communities (listed below)
East Linda
North Arboga Study Area
Plumas Lakes
Highway 65 Employment Center
Magnolia Ranch 1
Rural Residential Communities
Woodbury1
Jurisdiction Total

209
287
9,854
185

1,182
299
4,560
6,444

209
450
13,147
126

1,182
548
6,058
6,428

4,614
1,311
6,548
36

1,274
137
3,296
2,709

6,014
2,500
18,130
36

4,426
2,564
16,176
23,730

0
6,421

0
5,036

3,302
12,734

2,501
15,775

0
29,464

0
24,937

unknown
56,648

unknown
79,389

*This information is from the current 2012 MTP/SCS, it has not yet been updated or refreshed for the 2016 MTP/SCS Update
**This information is an estimate of build out based on current and proposed local land use plans and is an update to the build out estimates
from the current 2012 MTP/SCS.
1
Area not designated for new development in the current 2012 MTP/SCS.
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T r a ns p or t a t i o n Co m m i t t e e

Item #14-5-8A
I nf or m a t i o n

May 8, 2014

2016 MTP/SCS Update: Methodology for Regional Scenarios
Issue: What is the method for developing regional land use and transportation scenarios and what factors are
considered in the development of the land use component of the scenarios?

Recommendation: This item will be presented to all three Board committees for information and discussion.
Discussion: In March, the Board adopted a framework for creating and analyzing scenarios (Attachment A)
that describes four steps toward development of a draft preferred scenario for the 2016 MTP/SCS. The first
step is to create three regional land use and transportation scenarios for the plan horizon year of 2036. In
reviewing and adopting this scenario framework, the Board requested more information on the method for
creating the regional scenarios, and in particular, more information on the land use component of the scenarios.
Process for Scenario Review
Scenario information is vetted through planning and public works staff at each SACOG member jurisdiction.
Last November, local staff provided input on the proposed scope, cost, and timing of transportation investments
for consideration in the plan update. The first vetting of land use information occurred in summer 2013, with
local staff review of the 2012 existing conditions land uses. The next period of review occurred in winter 2013
with local staff review of the modeled inventory of adopted and proposed local land use plans. Both
transportation and land use assumptions for a set of regional scenarios will be vetted through local staffs in July
before final model runs and analyses are conducted to prepare for October public workshops. When the Board
directs the development of a draft preferred scenario at the end of 2014, SACOG staff will develop a
preliminary draft preferred scenario for vetting again through local planning and public works staff, with
reasonable opportunity for local elected bodies to provide input on the assumptions in early 2015 if desired.
General Method for Developing Scenarios
The regional land use and transportation scenarios will be built up from scenarios used for the current plan and
the information gathered from local government planning and public works staff over the last several months,
which started with informational interviews with each government’s staff on recent planning activity and
project submittals in response to SACOG’s call for projects. Because all three scenarios must meet some
reasonableness test for CEQA and federal regional transportation planning requirements, they are also subject to
“guardrails,” or a framework, of land use and transportation constraints. For example:
•
•
•
•

All three scenarios will have the same amount of housing, employment and population growth and
transportation budget.
All three scenarios will have a land use pattern paired with a transportation budget and network.
The land use component of the scenarios will represent a realistic range of possible future development
patterns through the year 2036 based on adopted and proposed local plans and policies, market
performance information, and regulatory and resource constraints.
The scenarios will follow the land use and transportation descriptions of the scenarios developed for the
current plan:
o Scenario 1: The land use pattern has the highest amount of growth in Developing Communities,
the least amount of growth in Transit Priority Areas and infill areas, and the highest amount of
growth in lower density housing of the three scenarios. In terms of transportation investments,
Scenario 1 has the highest investment in new and expanded roads of the three scenarios and the
lowest amount of funding for transit and non-motorized transportation.
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o Scenario 2: This is the 2012 MTP/SCS. It is in the middle of Scenarios 1 and 3 on all land use
and transportation indicators.
o Scenario 3: The land use pattern has the highest amount of growth in Centers and Corridors and
Established Communities, the most amount of growth in Transit Priority Areas and infill areas,
and the highest amount of growth in higher density housing of the three scenarios. In terms of
transportation investments, Scenario 3 has the highest investment in transit and non-motorized
transportation of the three scenarios and the lowest amount of funding for new and expanded
roads.
The land use scenario is developed and then the transportation network is tailored to the land use pattern. For
the transportation component of the scenarios, the starting point for Scenarios 1 and 3 will be Scenarios 1 and 3
from the 2012 MTP/SCS, updated to account for newer proposed projects and changes to existing projects.
Scenario 2 is the 2012 MTP/SCS. The attached framework for transportation scenario development
(Attachment B, updated from the 2012 MTP/SCS) will guide the update of Scenarios 1 and 3.
Methodology for Land Use Allocation
SACOG’s process for creating a land use allocation, whether for alternatives scenarios or a preferred scenario,
considers a number of policy, regulatory and market factors that can affect the location or rate of development,
starting first and foremost with each adopted and proposed land use plan identified and inventoried in
consultation with local agency planning staff. The inventory of land use plans forms the basis for allocating
housing and employment growth spatially within a jurisdiction. The decision on how much and what kind of
housing and employment to allocate is based on an analysis of the other policy, regulatory and market factors.
These data are particularly important in assessing development readiness of specific plans and master plans,
which, unless they are under construction, inevitably have some amount of local, state or regional entitlement
plus infrastructure improvement required in order to begin construction. The following is a sample list of
factors considered in the estimation of growth within subareas of a jurisdiction: status of local, state and federal
entitlement applications, as applicable; past housing permit activity in the vicinity of the project; major
infrastructure requirements; developer readiness to pursue entitlement and construction; proximity to job centers
and services; and housing product mix. These and additional factors are described in detail in Attachment C.
Not all of these factors are easily quantifiable; SACOG considers factors about each project area in relative
terms. In other words, for any given development factor (e.g., major infrastructure requirements), all projects
are evaluated relative to each other. The effect of this evaluation is a filtering of projects that are more likely
and less likely to build during the course of the plan update, followed by how much growth can be expected.
The process and resulting preliminary draft growth estimate consider each jurisdiction individually. However,
the MTP/SCS growth projections are created for the region, so each jurisdiction must also be considered as a
share of the regional economy. To do this, the preliminary jurisdiction growth estimate is analyzed and
adjusted to achieve the regional projections for housing and employment growth by considering: the
jurisdiction’s share of regional housing and employment today compared to historical share, what it will be in
the future, and what the basis is for the changes; how quickly or slowly the jurisdiction has grown in the past
relative to the regional average growth rate and relative to other jurisdictions in the same market area and/or of
similar size; how adopted and proposed plans might change the jurisdiction’s growth rate from past trends; the
amount of growth assumed in the market area; and the jobs/housing ratio today compared to the jobs/housing
ratio for the estimated growth.
Summary of Research on Factors Influencing Development
Staff is updating research from the 2012 plan on a variety of development factors in order to have the most upto-date information for the 2016 plan. Since this research directly informs the land use scenario process, which
will begin this month, staff is providing a brief summary on the findings of the research to date and how each
factor is likely to affect the regional land use scenarios.
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Inventory of Adopted and Proposed Local Land Use Plans: This is the basis for all MTP/SCS scenario
development, whether alternatives for CEQA analysis or the draft preferred scenario for the plan. The current
inventory shows that there is significantly more residential and employment capacity planned than projected
demand.
Floodplains and Levee Improvements: Local governments within floodplains are working toward compliance
with state and federal floodplain regulations. The main urban growth areas in the region that are affected by
floodplain remapping or levee de-certification include: Woodland, Wheatland, Yuba City, and the Natomas
Basin portions of Sacramento, Sacramento County, and Sutter County. The timing of funding and construction
of levee improvements is one factor that may influence the timing of construction of land development projects
in these jurisdictions. For the purposes of scenario development, floodplain and levee improvement schedules
are assumed to affect timing of development.
Habitat Conservation Plans/Natural Communities Conservation Plans Development: With the exception of the
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan, the HCPs and NCCPs in the region continue to be under
development. Given the complexity of issues and number and variety of participating parties, there continues to
be uncertainty around the completion of each plan. At the same time, almost all development projects located
within the HCPs/NCCPs subject to Clean Water Act and Endangered Species Act permitting requirements are
pursuing independent permits. The timing of permit issuance is expected to affect the timing of construction of
development projects. According to the federal and state resource agencies, the timing of individual permitting
versus permitting under a future HCP/NCCP could affect the viability of some projects, because without an
approved HCP, the currently identified lands available for mitigation of these projects is not sufficient to
mitigate the needs of all of these projects. For the purposes of scenario development, federal and state permit
status are assumed to affect timing of development.
Water Supply: Staff is still researching this topic but information gathered so far -- based on discussions with
local government planners, the Placer County Water Agency and Regional Water Authority -- indicates that
long term (20-year) water supply in and of itself is not likely to be a limiter of growth. Rather, the factors that
would have the greatest effect on the timing of development projects are the timing of financing and
construction of new treatment, storage and conveyance facilities needed for new development areas, and
consideration of the amount of development that could be built before significant investments in water
infrastructure are needed. Staff is still gathering information on the timing aspects of water infrastructure (i.e.,
which projects have sufficient water supply and infrastructure available such that a large percentage of a project
could be constructed in the next four years).
Housing Market Trends: A housing market trends white paper was written to support the 2012 MTP/SCS.
Research is underway to update the literature review for that paper. A review of literature to date on local and
national housing market and demographic trends, as well as consultation with the development industry, points
to a continuation of the trends identified in the 2012 paper. The biggest issue arising out of this research is
housing affordability: what kind of housing can the private sector afford to build that households can afford to
buy or rent. For the purposes of scenario development, this affects the type and location of new housing.
Approved by:

Mike McKeever
Chief Executive Officer
MM:KL:gg
Attachments
Key Staff:
Sharon Sprowls, Senior Program Specialist, (916) 340-6235
Kacey Lizon, MTP/SCS Manager, (916) 340-6265
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Attachment A

MTP/SCS Framework: Approach to Creating and Analyzing Scenarios
Consistent with the Board’s direction to focus this MTP/SCS update on implementation issues, the following
approach will be used to create and analyze scenarios to inform the 2016 MTP/SCS update. The scenarios
developed in this process will be used to illustrate trade-offs and effects of different development patterns
and transportation investments compared to the adopted MTP/SCS. In keeping with the implementation
themes of the plan update, the scenarios will be used in the following ways: to inform discussions of the
Board, stakeholders, member and partner agencies, and public workshop participants on policy issues of the
plan update; as alternatives for the environmental impact report; as the basis for making necessary
refinements to Scenario 2 (the adopted MTP/SCS).
1. Three scenarios for plan horizon year 2036 will be based on the current plan plus two updated/refined
scenarios from last plan cycle.
Discussion: Scenarios should bracket a reasonable range of possible futures, taking into account all
major market and policy/regulatory influences. All scenarios are designed to represent reasonable
possibilities of what might occur (i.e. not idealized futures driven solely by 1 or 2 considerations to the
exclusion of others). The three scenarios analyzed last time met this real world test, and varied
principally by how much housing and transportation choice they created. The S\scenario (#3) with the
most use of a range of transportation modes had the most amounts of new development in Centers and
Corridors and Established Communities and attached housing. On the other end, the scenario (#1) with
the least use of transportation modes other than the automobile had the most amounts of new
development in Developing Communities and Rural Communities and large lot single family housing.
The final plan adopted by the Board was most like the scenario in the middle (#2), but it included
elements of both Scenarios #1 and #3 based on input from our members, the public and stakeholders
and technical analysis. (See attached Table to compare the adopted MTP/SCS with the three scenarios
analyzed during that plan’s development process.)
For the 2016 MTP/SCS update staff suggests that the existing MTP/SCS be one of the scenarios, with the other 2
scenarios being similar to the first and third Scenarios from the last plan cycle, refreshed and updated to reflect
relevant actions and trends that have occurred in the interim. For example, the updated Scenario 1 would have
similar amounts of new growth in each of the 4 community types as Scenario 1 from the last plan cycle, but the
specific properties forecasted to be developed within each community type would differ at least to some extent
based on local government land use approvals since the last plan, market trends, and the intentions and
capability of the property owners/developers. Similarly this updated Scenario 1 would have similar amounts of
housing growth in the lower density and higher density housing types as Scenario 1 from the last cycle, though
they may be located to some extent in different places. A preliminary look at the data leads staff to believe that
this approach likely creates sufficient flexibility to ensure that the Plan and EIR documents this cycle analyze a
reasonable range of alternatives that might be likely to occur.
While this step will be important, we are trying to keep the level of effort contained so that it is possible to
maximize the effort available for Step 2.
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2. Analyze different timing to construction of transportation and land use components of current MTP/SCS.
Discussion: Key components of the Board’s December 2013 action focusing this plan cycle on
implementation issues were to explore the full potential for a “fix-it-first” investment strategy, and to
analyze whether there are reasons to alter the timing that land use and transportation projects in the
current plan should be constructed. In other words, even if the end state in 2035 (now 2036) was the
same, does it make a difference how (in what order) the region builds the projects that lead to that end
condition? Staff has done some very preliminary thinking on this topic and believes that in some areas
differences in timing might have a substantial impact on the life cycle costs and benefits of the plan. To
illustrate the point at the extremes, there may be significant differences in variables such as total new
lane miles, vehicle miles traveled, air pollution and water use from first building the growth forecast in
the plan for Rural Communities and Developing Communities versus first building the growth forecast
for Centers and Corridors and Established Communities. SACOG has never focused on this type of
information when constructing the plan (except to ensure compliance with federal clean air act and SB
375 standards) and staff believes it could really help the Board and stakeholders focus on new policy
issues that might improve life cycle plan performance (i.e. even if the end state in 2036 remained
substantially the same as the current plan).
3. Analyze different levels and types of transportation revenue
Discussion: Every plan cycle SACOG must refresh its revenue assumptions, consistent with federal
requirements that our plan contain “reasonably reliable” revenues. Mainly this involves scrutinizing
existing, long-term revenue streams like federal, state and local transportation taxes and local
development fees, but within reasonable limits it can also involve new future revenue streams that we
forecast to be available in the plan. Staff suggests that this revenue analysis first be focused on the
currently adopted MTP/SCS (i.e. will we have the same, more or less revenues to build the projects
included in the plan?). Then, if the scenario and timing analyses conducted under #1 and #2 above
indicate there may be a need for new revenue (which seems likely), that we analyze the merits and
viability of a focused list of new revenue sources. For example, the following new revenue sources are
potential candidates for consideration: state cap and trade revenue, new local transportation sales
taxes, statewide vehicle registration fee.
4. Prepare draft plan scenario
Discussion: Based on input from public workshops, stakeholders (including our cross-sectoral working
group), member and partner staff and Board members over the next several months staff will create by
the end of 2014 a framework for a draft preferred scenario for Board consideration that includes both
the end state condition in 2036, and a timing sequence for building the transportation network and
estimating when development projects will be constructed.
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Scenario #2
Land Use Inputs

1

Share of growth in Center & Corridor
Communities

Scenario #1

(Adopted
MTP/SCS)

Scenario #3

19%

30%

36%

30%

26%

27%

46%

42%

35%

5%

1%

2%

39%

28%

25%

30%

28%

23%

31%

43%

52%

(percent of new homes)
2

3

4

Share of growth in Established Communities
(percent of new homes)
Share of growth in Developing Communities
(percent of new homes)
Share of growth in Rural Residential
Communities
(percent of new homes)

5

6

Share of growth in large-lot single-family homes
(percent)
Share of growth in small-lot, single-family
homes
(percent)

7

Share of growth in attached homes
(percent)

Scenario #2
Transportation Inputs

8

9

New or expanded roads
(lane miles, percent increase from 2008)
Transit service

Scenario #1

(Adopted
MTP/SCS)

Scenario #3

32%

29%

26%

54%

98%

127%

(Vehicle Service Hours, percent increases from
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2008)
10

11

Funding for transit
($ in billions)
Funding for road, bike and pedestrian
maintenance

$10.7

$11.3

$13.7

$10.9

$11.3

$11

$8.7

$7.4

$6.7

$2.8

$3.0

$3.0

800

1,100

1,300

$1.5

$2.2

$1.7

($ in billions)
12

13

Funding for new road capacity
($ in billions)
Funding for bike and pedestrian street and trail
improvements
($ in billions)

14

Additional miles of bicycle paths, lanes and
routes
(Class 1, 2 and 3 = 1,700 in 2008)

15

Funding for Programs
($ in billions)
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Scenario #2
Performance Outcomes

16

Square miles of farmland converted to
development

Scenario #1

(Adopted
MTP/SCS)

Scenario #3

93

57

50

9

7

7

22%

38%

35%

26%

39%

44%

(4,166 square miles of farmland in 2008)
17

18

Square miles of vernal pools affected by
development
Share of new homes near high-frequency
transit
(percent of new homes)

19

Share of new jobs near high-frequency transit
(percent of new jobs)

20

Transit costs recovered by ticket sales (percent)

38%

38%

51%

21

Total homes in environmental justice areas near
high-frequency transit

43%

55%

47%

12%

33%

31%

-6%

-6.9%

-9%

5%

6%

7%

-3%

-4%

-4%

-14%

-16%

-17%

(percent of homes, 30% in 2008)
22

23

24

25

26

Share of trips by transit, bike or walk
(percent increase per capita from 2008)
Vehicle miles traveled (VMT)
(percent change per capital from 2008)
Vehicle miles traveled in heavy congestion
(percent of total VMT)
Travel time spent in car per capita (percent
change from 2008)
Weekday passenger vehicle CO 2 emissions
(percent change per capita from 2005)
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Attachment B

TRANSPORTATION FRAMEWORK FOR ALTERNATIVE SCENARIOS FOR THE MTP/SCS UPDATE
At the March 2014 Board meeting, a general approach was adopted for creating scenarios for the
2016 MTP/SCS update. The approach relies on updating Scenarios 1 and 3 from the 2012
MTP/SCS analysis, and treating the current MTP/SCS as Scenario 2. Practically speaking, the
update of the transportation components of Scenarios 1 and 3 will focus on changes to
transportation projects since the 2012 MTP/SCS was adopted: adding in newly proposed
projects, and updating descriptions/costs of projects that have changed. Additionally, all
scenarios must “fit” into the budget, which may require delaying some projects.
This document provides more background and detail on the transportation options that made up
the scenarios for the 2012 MTP/SCS, and that will be used to update Scenarios 1 and 3 for use in
the 2016 MTP/SCS. The options in this document were originally described for the Board in
June 2010 and adopted by the SACOG Board as part of the 2012 MTP/SCS scenario
development.
Transportation Options
Table 1 lists the transportation options that were used to define the three 2012 MTP/SCS
scenarios. More detailed definitions of each option are provided in the following pages.
Table 1. Transportation Project Options for MTP/SCS Scenarios

Revised excerpt of memorandum to SACOG Board, June 2010.

Data and Information Used in Developing Transportation Scenarios
A few key guiding principles for combining transportation options and land use scenarios were
used to form the three scenarios for the 2012 MTP/SCS analysis:


Varying the amount of direct corridor improvements, transit investment, and road
rehabilitation funding levels to support rural mobility
o Scenario 1 provides opportunities to increase capacity on select rural corridor
segments with growing urban traffic near the urban/rural edge.
o Scenarios 2 and 3 have higher levels of inter-community transit investments and
road rehabilitation funding to support investments in closing shoulder gaps and
intersection improvements that make corridors safer and support farm-to-market
travel.
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Varying the amount and type of growth within transit corridors, to support higher (or
lower) levels of transit service.
o Scenario 1 provides opportunities for expanded coverage of transit services,
relative to Scenario 2 and 3.
o Scenario 3 provides more opportunities for higher frequency/higher capacity
transit, relative to Scenarios 1 and 2.



Varying the mix of complete streets projects among the scenarios.
o Scenario 1 has a relatively greater share of complete streets projects in new
growth areas.
o Scenario 3 has a relatively greater share of complete streets “remodeling” projects
in the currently urbanized areas.



Varying the amount of demand management and Intelligent Transportation Systems
(ITS) among the scenarios.
o Scenario 3 relies more on demand and system management options (e.g., ITS)
than Scenarios 1 and 2.



Varying the balance of transportation options targeted to alleviating existing or future
bottleneck locations.
o Scenario 1 has a relatively greater share of projects intended to alleviate future
bottlenecks, compared to Scenarios 2 and 3.
o Scenario 3 has a relatively greater share of projects intended to alleviate existing
bottleneck locations in the currently urbanized areas, relative to Scenarios 1 and 2.

Outlined below are data, standards and thresholds which were used to develop Scenarios 1, 2 and
3, based on the guiding principles.
Transit-Oriented Development. It has long been understood that the land use and demographic
characteristics in a corridor affect its potential for supporting transit, and the type of transit which
may be appropriate for the corridor. The following factors have been shown to influence the
transit ridership and productivity of different types of transit service in transit corridors: density
of development, with higher density supporting higher frequency and capacity transit services;
the mix of uses, with better mix of uses allowing transit to be used for non-work and non-peak
period trips; the income demographics of residents, with lower income residents more likely to
utilize transit service; the prevalence of paid parking, with higher levels of paid parking
generating more transit ridership; and block size and street pattern, with smaller block sizes and
finer street networks supporting higher levels of walk access to/from transit. Table 2
summarizes metrics to evaluate transit-supportive land uses.
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Table 2. Land Use / Transit Service Integration Guidelines
Factor

Metric
Dwelling units per
residential acre

Density

Mix of Use
Income
Demographics
Street Pattern /
Block Size

Serves
Major
Jobs
Center

Thresholds
< 4 du / res acre: >60 minute service
< 5,000 people/sq mi
4-15 du / res acre: 15 to 60 minute service
5,000 – 15,000 people/sq mi

Population / square
mile
>15 du / res acre: 15-or-less minute service
>15,000 people/sq mi
Greater than average mix supports midday,
Mix index
evening service
Median household Lower than average income supports more
income
frequent service, midday and evening service
Intersection
Smaller block size supports walk access
density
Total employment
>50,000 jobs + >20 jobs / empl acre + paid
at center
parking = high capacity bus or rail
Employment
density at center
<50,000 jobs or <20 jobs / empl acre =
Paid parking
conventional express bus
at center

Complete Streets Opportunities. There is no cookie cutter for complete streets projects, but there
are some common elements. Complete streets projects are intended to serve multiple modes and
users, so complete streets opportunities exist where there is a likelihood of multiple types of
users. Table 7 lists six user groups to be considered in a complete street project (passenger
vehicles, transit vehicles, transit passengers, pedestrians, bicyclists, trucks or commercial
vehicles). In some areas, streets may serve high volumes of all six user groups (e.g., arterial
streets in urban core areas). In other areas, two or three of these user groups may be served—for
example, in a commercial district of a smaller town, overall traffic volumes may be lower, and
transit users (both transit vehicles and passengers) may be few in number, but streets may serve
significant volumes of automobiles, delivery trucks, pedestrians, and bicyclists. Some rural
roadways may serve automobiles, farm vehicles, and also cater to recreational bicyclists.
Opportunity areas for complete streets consider adjacent land uses (mix of uses, density, etc.),
presence of transit, likelihood of high volumes of pedestrians and bicyclists, and overall traffic
volumes. Many of the same metrics shown in Table 2 also apply to identify opportunities for
higher-intensity complete streets projects, since transit-oriented development generates higher
levels of pedestrian use, and higher numbers of transit passengers and vehicles.
Bottleneck Locations. For purposes of the MTP/SCS scenarios, these areas are characterized by
congestion which persists for three hours or longer during peak periods of demand. Indications
of congestion are: on freeways, average speeds 35 miles per hour or below and stop-and-go
driving; on surface streets, average speeds 20 miles per hour or below average over longer
stretches of roadway, and long queues at intersections with waits through one or more signal
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cycles. Traffic counts showing volumes within 5 percent of normal hourly capacity for three
successive hours during peak demand periods are evidence of bottlenecks. Table 3 summarizes
the thresholds.
Table 3. Roadway Bottleneck Indicators
Variable

Metric

Traffic Volume

Daily Traffic Per Lane

Duration of congestion

Peak spreading

Delay

Travel Speed

Threshold
>15,000 for freeways
>6,000 for surface streets
Hourly volumes per lane > 95% of
capacity for 3 successive hours
<35mph for freeways
<20 mph for arterial streets

Definitions of Transportation Options
Below are more detailed definitions of transportation options that may be updated in the
transportation scenarios. For projects in the current MTP/SCS that are carried over to the
transportation scenarios for the 2016 plan update, these options will be used to tally investment
levels by different types of projects. Planning-level descriptions of any new projects added to
the transportation scenarios will be based on these definitions.
Transit Service Types. Six service types focused on local or intra-regional service may be
updated in varying degrees: shuttles, commuter buses, conventional fixed route buses, bus rapid
transit, street cars, and LRT. Table 4 provides service characteristics of these types. Two
primarily inter-regional service types are included in the scenarios as well: conventional intercity rail and high-speed rail.
Bike Lanes, and Pedestrian Paths. The conventional definition of bike lane types in the Caltrans
design manual are used: Class I, II, and III lanes.
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS). ITS includes options for efficient management of
arterial roadways, freeways, and connections between them. For local streets, these options
conform to the ITS America definition of “Arterial Management”, with emphasis on the
surveillance, traffic control, and information dissemination functions. The existing agency
transportation management centers and STARNET provide the basis for expanded
implementation (see Table 5).
Demand Management. Includes policies, programs, information, services, and tools that increase
overall system efficiency by encouraging a shift from single-occupant vehicles to non-singleoccupant modes or a shift of auto trips out of peak periods. see Table 6).
Complete Streets. A complete street is a street designed with features and amenities (not merely
accommodations) for as many users of the street as can reasonably be expected, based on the
surrounding land uses, transit system, and other factors. There is no single design for a complete
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street. A complete street in a rural area, for example, will look much different from a complete
street in a denser, urban area. Information from the National Coalition for Complete Streets is
used to identify complete streets strategies that work in different contexts. The key elements of
complete streets are listed in Table 7.
Conventional Street Widening. A conventional street widening is the addition of a lane to a
surface street connecting between two or more intersections, along with improvement of other
facilities along the street such as addition of Class 2 bike lanes, sidewalk improvements, ramps at
crosswalks, etc. Conventional street widenings are implemented to address congestion on
roadway segments where bicycle, pedestrian, or transit volumes may not be high enough to
justify higher level, multi-modal amenities typically associated with a complete street
improvement.
Freeway Auxiliary Lane. Lanes that connect from an on-ramp lane at one interchange to the
next downstream off-ramp are defined as freeway auxiliary lanes. Lanes of this sort can greatly
improve operations in congested freeway segments, allowing greater distance for vehicles exiting
or entering the freeway main line lanes to merge. This extra distance is especially useful for
trucks and larger vehicles entering or exiting the freeway.
High Occupancy Vehicle Lanes. HOV lanes are the most common sort of managed lanes. For
purposes of MTP/SCS scenarios, HOV lanes are conventional HOV lanes as they are currently
implemented in the region, i.e., operating 6:00 to 10:00 AM and 3:00 to 7:00 PM, limited to twoplus carpools and transit vehicles, with no barrier separations.
Freeway Interchanges. Freeway interchanges are points where access is provided between local
surface streets and freeway or restricted access facilities. Interchanges can be simple (e.g., a
standard “L-9” or “split-diamond” configuration), or very complex (e.g., the recent
improvements to the I-80 / Douglas Boulevard interchange in Roseville). Other physical or
operational features can be included with interchanges (e.g., ramp meters, HOV bypass lanes, or
direct-to-HOV-lane-ramps). New interchange projects are often accompanied by auxiliary lane
developments (e.g., auxiliary lanes added from the last upstream interchange or to the next
downstream interchange). Where present, these additional features are called out separately.
River Crossings. Although many structured spans of roadway or rail exist in the region, for
purposes of the MTP/SCS, bridges refer to structured spans that cross major rivers in the region
(American, Sacramento, Feather, Bear, Yuba rivers, or the Yolo Causeway), and accommodate
high volumes of travelers. Roadway or other structured spans that cross minor rivers or creeks,
or are constructed as part of a freeway interchange project, are included with the roadway or
interchange project, and are not tallied or described separately as “river crossing” projects. Table
8 provides a listing of river crossings that were in place in 2008 (the base year for the current
MTP/SCS). Future spans that accommodate similarly high volumes of travelers may be included
in scenario updates.
Freeway Mixed Flow Lanes. Any new, unrestricted lane that continues through at least one
interchange (i.e., the lane does not meet the definition of a “freeway auxiliary lane” above), or
that connects to an existing mixed flow lane, and effectively extends the existing lane, is
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described and tallied as a new mixed flow lane addition.
Other Projects. The listing of project options defined above covers the vast majority of projects
included in the current MTP/SCS. However, other project options are present in the current plan
in significant numbers, and are likely to be included in the update of MTP/SCS scenarios:


Freeway Operations Improvements—Projects that add new lanes, extend existing lanes,
or make other improvements that are not freeway auxiliary lanes or mixed flow lanes,
will be grouped together as operations improvements. Examples: an extension of an
existing off-ramp further upstream, but not connecting with the next upstream off-ramp;
adding an on-ramp lane, but not connecting the lane through to the next downstream offramp.



Intersection Operational Improvements—A project that adds auxiliary lanes to a surface
street intersection in order to accommodate expected queues of vehicles at peak demand
times is an example of a common intersection improvement, which does not meet the
definition of a street widening or a complete street.



Safety Projects—A project for which the primary purpose is amelioration of an existing
safety problem, and which does not meet the definition of a street widening, freeway
auxiliary lane project, or freeway mixed flow lane project, is defined as a safety project.

Bottleneck Locations. Bottleneck locations are segments of the roadway system that are heavily
congested for long periods of time during normal weekdays. Indications of bottleneck conditions
are: slow speeds or stop-and-go conditions for long periods within commute hours; long queues
at intersections, with waits through one or more signal cycles. Additionally, bottlenecks must
serve high volumes of travelers, relative to their facility type.
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Table 4. Transit Service Types
Service
Type
Shuttle

Commuter
Bus

Vehicle Type

Operating
ROW or
Guideway

Operating Speeds

Vans, small
buses

Surface streets

With traffic, plus stops
(ranges 10-25 mph)

Commuter Bus

Freeways, state
highways,
surface streets

Line haul on HOV
lanes (55+ mph); varies
with traffic on freeway
and surface streets

Station/Stop
Characteristics
Potential route
deviation; some
urban bus stops
Park-and-ride lots
and home end; urban
bus stops at work end

Station/Stop
Spacing

Service
Frequency

Capacity

Varies

Varies--likely 30+
minute headways

10-15 passengers per
vehicle

Wide spacing +
long line hauls

Peak periods only

40-45 passengers per
vehicle

Varies-10+minutes;
potential day-long
coverage, with late
Evening service
Varies10+minutes;
potential day-long
service, with late
evening service
Varies-10+minutes;
potential day-long
coverage, with late
evening service
Varies-10+minutes; likely
day-long coverage,
with late evening
service

Conventional
Fixed Route
Bus

Urban bus

Surface streets

With traffic, plus stops
(ranges 10-25 mph)

Curbside urban bus
stops

1/4 to 1/2 mile

BRT

Varies: Urban
bus to articulated
buses or "trains
on rubber tires"

Varies: Surface
streets to
busways

Varies: with traffic +
operational
improvements (1530mph average)

Varies: urban bus
stops, some loading
platforms

1/4 to 1/2 mile
for "low" BRT;
1/2+ for "high"
BRT

Streetcar

Smaller train
cars

Rail-in-street,
some exclusive
rail

With traffic, plus stops
(ranges 10-25 mph)

Varies: some
curbside or median
stops, some stations

1/4 to 1/2 mile

Light Rail

Light rail
vehicles

Exclusive rail,
some rail-instreet

On exclusive guideway
up to 60mph; averages
20-40mph with stops

Major transfers to
local bus; park-andride lots at some
stations

1/2 to 1 mile

California car

Shared with
freight rail, or
exclusive heavy
rail

Up to 70mph; averages
50mph with stops

Major intermodal
transfer points to
local service; parkand-ride lots at most
stations

10-20 miles

Varies-- High
weekend demands

Varies by length of
train

TBA

TBA

TBA

TBA

TBA

Varies by length of
train

Intercity Rail

High Speed
TBA
Rail
Source: SACOG, June 2010.

35-45 passengers per
vehicle

Varies: 35-45 for "low"
BRT; 60-90 for
articulated vehicles

Varies by length of
train…likely smaller
than LRT

125 - 600 passengers
per train length
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Table 5. ITS Options

Arterial or Freeway ITS Option

Candidate Locations

Arterial Management

Major arterial roadways

Ramp Metering

On ramps in congested freeway segments

Variable Message Signs

High volume decision points

Active Traffic Management

Freeways, major non-freeway locations
(e.g. river crossings)

Incident Management

High volume locations; high accident
locations

Integrated Corridor Management

Combined freeway / LRT / major parallel
arterial corridors

Traveler Information

Areawide, with targeted traveler markets

Source: SACOG, June 2010.
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Table 6. Demand Management Options
Demand Management Option

Examples

Candidate Locations

Transportation Management
Agencies

TMA's currently operating in Large employment centers
region

Work-Based Incentives

Transit fare subsidies; nonmotorized travel subsidies;
carpool subsidies

Work-at-Home and Alternative
Work Week

9/80 or 4/10 schedules; video Regionwide
conferencing

Vanpool Support

SANDAG vanpool program

TMA's, large individual
employers

Car-Sharing Programs

Zipcar

Large employment centers

Accountability / Program
Evaluation

TMA's, large individual
employers

Regionwide

Source: SACOG, June 2010.
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Table 7. Complete Streets and Corridor Elements
User Groups
Light Passenger Vehicles
(Cars and light duty trucks)




Transit Vehicles




Pedestrians






Design features
Appropriately sized travel
lanes in urban areas &
shoulders on rural corridors
with heavy traffic
Physical barriers (e.g.,
medians)
Appropriately sized travel
lanes
Efficient access to/from
stations and stops and travel
lanes
Appropriately sized sidewalks
or separate/parallel paths, free
from obstructions
Well-placed crosswalks
Spatial/physical separation
from vehicle travel lanes
Bulbs, curb extensions, etc.

Operational features
 Traffic signal
coordination
 Real-time monitoring
of conditions
 Queue jumps
 Signal priority

Bicyclists

 Bike lanes or paths
 Lockup/storage facilities

 Bike detectors

Transit Passengers

 Shelters/street furniture at
stations/stops
 Efficient, convenient access
to/from stations/stops and
vehicles
 Accommodation for deliveries,
etc. on commercial streets
 Geometric intersection design
improvements and turn-outs to
support farm vehicles on
roadways serving agriculture
areas

 Real-time transit
information at
stations/stops

Commercial Vehicles

Source: SACOG, June 2010.
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Table 8. Major River Crossings in the SACOG region in 2008

Description
American River
Rainbow Bridge
Lake Natoma Crossing
Hazel Avenue Bridge
Sunrise Boulevard Bridge
Watt Avenue Bridge
Howe Avenue Bridge
H Street Bridge
Capital City Freeway
State Route 160
Interstate 5
American River Subtotal
Sacramento River
Interstate 5 between Sacramento and Yolo Co.
Interstate 80 between Sacramento and Yolo Co.
I Street Bridge/ Railyards
Tower Bridge
US 50 Pioneer Bridge
Sacramento River Subtotal
Yuba River
State Route 70 S. of Marysville
Feather River
5th Street Bridge between Marysville and Yuba City
10th Street Bridge between Marysville and Yuba City
State Route 99 N. of SR70/99 "Y"
Feather River Subtotal
Bear River
State Route 70 over Bear River
State Route 65 E. of Bear River
Bear River Subtotal
Other
Interstate 80 Yolo Causeway
All Crossings

Lanes

Weekday
Volume

2
4
4
6
6
4
4
6
6
10
52

38,027
32,986
48,260
89,281
93,083
68,056
43,096
172,373
55,000
204,000
844,162

4
6
2
4
8
24

52,926
90,252
12,600
16,821
189,000
361,599

6

63,806

2
4
4
10

31,427
45,258
15,882
92,567

2
4
6

19,486
20,516
40,002

6
104

150,000
1,552,136

Source: SACOG, updated in 2014
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Attachment C

Methodology for MTP/SCS Jurisdiction-Level Land Use Allocation
Last updated: May 5, 2014

Purpose: The purpose of this document is to provide specific information about how jurisdictionlevel growth allocations are developed for MTP/SCS land use scenarios.
1. Creating Jurisdiction Growth Estimates
SACOG’s process for creating a land use allocation begins with creating housing and employment
growth estimates by jurisdiction. The following is a description of how SACOG creates housing
unit and employee scenario allocations for a jurisdiction in the MTP/SCS.
a. What do base line and historic residential and employment growth trends indicate about
a jurisdiction’s potential long-term growth?
First, SACOG assembles all of the numerical data considerations available and relevant to each
jurisdiction. This data is not intended to be definitive; it is the best available useful information that
is considered as part of the analytical process that leads to the jurisdictional growth estimates. This
includes jurisdiction-level summaries of:
•

Baseline data
o Total number of housing units and employees today (2012);
o Jobs/Housing ratio today (2012);
o Percent of regional growth share for housing units and employees today (2012).

•

Historic reference data
o Annual, five-year average and ten-year average historic residential building permits;
o Percent of regional five-year and ten-year residential permits;
o An extrapolation of the five-year and ten-year building permit averages to estimate
2012-2036 housing unit growth if those past trends defined the future;
o Historic county-level employment estimates from State of California Employment
Development Department;
o Employment estimates from past SACOG MTP and MTP/SCS base years (2004
and 2008);
o Percent of regional employment estimates from past SACOG MTP and MTP/SCS
base years (2004 and 2008);
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•

Capacity data
o General Plan and specific plan capacity for housing units and employees;
o How close existing housing units and employees are to reaching the capacity estimate
(how close the jurisdiction is to build-out today);
o Mix of planned employment uses; mix of planned residential uses.

•

MTP/SCS data
o Housing units and employees assumed in the last MTP/SCS;
o Regional share of growth of housing units and employees in the last MTP/SCS;
o Job/Housing ratio in the last MTP/SCS;
o A projection of housing unit and employee growth based on percentage share of
growth from the current MTP/SCS applied to the new regional growth forecast.

While local land use plans have a strong influence on the estimated growth pattern, it is more
accurate to state that they are the start, not the end, of the process. There are many reasons for this,
but essentially the sum of all local policies and regulations never yields a growth pattern exactly
consistent with the projected amount of employment and housing growth for the entire region.
For example, the current sum of adopted and proposed local plans can accommodate 50 to 60
years of residential and 80 to 90 years of employment growth compared to the 20-year growth rate
of the 2016 MTP/SCS update. Additionally, the time horizons of general plans seldom exactly
match the time horizon for an MTP/SCS. All of these plans and regulations are also likely to
change many times throughout the planning horizon of the MTP/SCS. So assuming that they are,
in effect, frozen for two or more decades on the date the MTP/SCS is adopted is not likely to be
accurate. For this reason, other policy, regulatory and market information is gathered and analyzed.
b. What other policy, regulatory and market factors might influence the location, shape,
and pace of growth within a jurisdiction?
Next, for each jurisdiction SACOG gathers and considers a number of other policy, regulatory and
market factors that can affect the location or rate of development, not all of which are easily
quantifiable in a spreadsheet. In addition to local land use plans, other data are gathered and used
to assess development readiness of specific plans and master plans, which, unless they are under
construction, inevitably have some amount of local, state or regional entitlement plus infrastructure
improvement required in order to begin construction.
This information comes largely from local government planning staff at each SACOG member
agency, but can also come from other sources. For additional policy and regulatory factors,
SACOG consults with other governmental agencies such as flood control agencies, local agency
formation commissions, federal and state natural resources agencies, and water agencies. SACOG
also reaches out to the development industry through the MTP/SCS cross-sectoral sounding
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board—and in this 2016 update has regular meetings with the North State Building Industry
Association—to solicit input on the market and regulatory factors influencing development.
Again, data gathered through these interactions are not intended to be conclusive by themselves;
they are part of the information gathered and considered in the process of creating jurisdictional
growth estimates. SACOG considers factors about each project in relative terms. In other words,
for any given development factor (e.g., major infrastructure requirements), all projects are evaluated
relative to each other. The information considered includes:
•

The number and development capacity of greenfield (Developing Communities) and/or infill
opportunities (Center and Corridor and Established Communities) in and around the
jurisdiction.
o For specific plans:
 Is the plan approved; and what levels of approval does it have?
 Has construction started on the site?
 Does the project require annexation through a local agency formation
commission (LAFCo)?
 Are there natural resource issues to consider and does the project require
federal and/or state permit(s)?
 Are there development agreements to consider?
 Is there pending litigation on the project?
 Does the plan help or hinder the region’s ability to attain air quality
conformance under the federal Clean Air Act?
 Was the plan part of the last MTP/SCS and is there updated information
about the plan that should be considered?
 What type of infrastructure needs to be built to support the development
(wastewater treatment plant, water conveyance, highway interchange, etc.)?
 Are there other specific plans in the area and if so what is their entitlement
status?
 How competitive is the project’s location in the regional market/how close
is it to job centers and services?
 How close is the project to existing urban development and/or how far is it
from urban development in the future?
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 How does the project’s mix of housing products compare to projected
housing product demand?
 How does the project’s mix of employment land uses compare to projected
growth in employment sectors?
 How active is the developer(s) in pursuing entitlements?
•

General Plan land use policies that may influence the timing, shape and location of
development:
o When was the plan adopted?
o Is the plan currently being updated?
o What are the land uses, densities, and intensities allowed?
o Are there policies about mixed-use and/or redevelopment?
o Are there policies about jobs-housing balance?
o Are there policies about infrastructure provision?
o Are there agricultural preservation policies?

•

Major job centers in or near the jurisdiction (existing or proposed)

•

Strength of the current residential market in the jurisdiction’s market area

•

Strength of the commercial, office and industrial markets in the jurisdiction’s market area

•

Major infrastructure or natural resource constraints to building (such as water/sewer
capacity, flooding, habitat issues, etc.)

•

The level of transit service today and planned in the last MTP/SCS

c. Combining base line and historic data with policy, regulatory and market factors to
create a preliminary jurisdiction growth estimate.
The jurisdiction-level base line and historic data are used to estimate a jurisdiction’s overall housing
and employment growth. The policy, regulatory and market factors are evaluated to assess which
subareas and projects within a jurisdiction are more likely and less likely to build during the course
of the plan update, and how much of their capacity might be absorbed. Using all of the data and
information above, SACOG creates a preliminary draft allocation of housing and employment
growth for each jurisdiction.
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d. Adjusting the preliminary jurisdiction growth estimates to achieve the regional
projections for housing and employment growth.
The process described in steps 1a through 1c and resulting preliminary draft growth estimate
consider each jurisdiction individually. However, the MTP/SCS growth projections are created for
the region, so each jurisdiction must also be considered as a share of the regional economy. The
MTP/SCS land use forecast is bounded by SACOG’s regional growth forecast. For the 2016
MTP/SCS, this equates to 287,000 new homes and 479,000 new jobs between 2012 and 2036.
These regional housing and employment growth projections are further divided into projections by
housing type and employment sector. Therefore, the preliminary jurisdiction growth estimate is
analyzed and adjusted to achieve the regional projections for housing and employment growth, by
considering the following:
•

The jurisdiction’s share of regional housing and employment today compared to what it will
be in the future, and the basis for the changes;

•

How quickly or slowly the jurisdiction has grown in the past relative to the regional average
growth rate and relative to other jurisdictions in the same market area and/or of a similar
size;

•

How adopted and proposed plans might change the jurisdiction’s growth rate from past
trends;

•

The amount of growth assumed in the larger sub-regional market area;

•

The jobs/housing ratio today compared to the jobs/housing ratio for the estimated growth.

Creating jurisdictional growth estimates that match the region’s growth forecast is an iterative
process involving the above steps 1a through 1d. Once preliminary housing and employment
growth “targets” are set for all jurisdictions, they are then modeled in a GIS.
2. Modeling the Preliminary Draft Growth Estimates
The primary reasons for modeling the preliminary allocation are to 1) be able to account spatially for
the estimated growth, which makes it possible to make further refinements if needed and, 2) to
provide the ability to vet all preliminary assumptions with local jurisdictions in an easily
understandable format.
Land use scenario software tools are used for developing and comparing land use scenarios; by
themselves, they are not projections or forecasting tools. SACOG formerly used I-PLACE3S and is
currently transitioning to an open source software called UrbanFootprint. In either case, the
software tool is used to spatially allocate development to jurisdictions by subareas (which are defined
by local planning areas) to reach the jurisdictional estimates developed according to the land use
allocation process described above. If the resulting modeled land use allocation does not match the
jurisdiction target of housing and employment growth, both sets of numbers are then analyzed to
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determine whether one, or both, should be adjusted. The allocation process is thus an iterative
process to achieve a land use scenario that reflects the regional growth forecast.
Once the scenario is modeled, it can be visually displayed in a number of ways and can also be
tallied and summarized by different geographies. For the 2012 MTP/SCS land use forecast and
accompanying scenarios, SACOG primarily summarized and displayed the dataset using the
MTP/SCS Community Types.
3. Vetting Draft Land Use Scenarios
Regional land use scenarios and the draft preferred scenario are vetted through planning staff at
each SACOG member jurisdiction. To support local staff’s review, SACOG provides jurisdictionlevel tabular summaries showing housing and employment estimates for 2012, 2036, and build out
capacity at the Community Type level, as well as a corresponding Community Type map. If other
summaries, maps, or individual data files are requested, SACOG also provides these. After receiving
comments and feedback from the jurisdictions, SACOG uses the new information provided as well
as all the data and considerations outlined earlier in this document, to determine if proposed
refinements should be made to a scenario. A change in one jurisdiction can affect growth
assumptions elsewhere in the region, so when refinements are proposed, all jurisdictions are reanalyzed to determine whether or not the refinements should be made and where other refinements
may be required in order to maintain the regional housing and employee growth totals. The revised
information is again circulated to local jurisdiction planning staff for review.
Throughout the 2016 MTP/SCS process, SACOG will conduct four review periods directed to local
planning staff at various stages of the plan update, with many additional opportunities for review
and comment through the regularly scheduled Planners Committee and Regional Planning
Partnership meetings and individual meetings or phone calls as requested by jurisdiction staff. The
various review periods are summarized below. The first vetting of information occurred in summer
2013, with local staff review of the 2012 existing conditions land uses. The next period of review
occurred in winter 2014 with local staff review of the modeled inventory of adopted and proposed
local land use plans. The regional scenarios will be vetted through local staffs in July 2014 before
travel model runs and analyses are conducted to prepare for October public workshops. After the
Board directs the development of a draft preferred scenario at the end of 2014, SACOG staff will
develop a preliminary draft preferred scenario for vetting again through local planning and public
works staff, with reasonable opportunity for local elected bodies to provide input on the
assumptions in early 2015, if they so choose. These review periods are anticipated to occur in
February and April of 2015.
4. Creating Interim Year Land Use Forecasts
For the 2012 MTP/SCS, one interim year (2020) was developed using the above-described growth
allocation process. The starting point of the 2020 MTP/SCS land use forecast was the 2035
MTP/SCS land use forecast, including all of the assumptions that SACOG developed in
coordination with local agency planning staff and the SACOG Board endorsed for use in the 2012
plan update. For the 2016 plan update, interim year forecasts will be developed for the years 2020
and 2035 to satisfy SB 375 requirements, and likely another interim year of 2025 or 2027, in order to
support the Board in its exploration of investment timing and strategies.
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Most jurisdictions do not grow at a constant rate over time, so each jurisdiction’s unique planning
and development circumstance must be considered to determine whether its growth is likely to
happen faster or slower (e.g., more of its growth between 2012 and 2020 or more of it between 2020
and 2036). The iterative process described earlier in this memo will be used to create jurisdiction
level growth estimates for each of the interim periods of the plan. In addition, the process for
creating an interim year growth forecast is defined by the longer term 2036 growth rate; in other
words, an interim year growth forecast for a jurisdiction, and the region as a whole, must be
consistent with the location and rate of growth defined in the horizon year (2036) forecast.
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Transportation Committee

Item #14-10-6B
Information

September 25, 2014

2016 MTP/SCS Update: Land Use Forecast Methodology
Issue: How is the land use forecast methodology applied in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) Update?

Recommendation: None. This item will be presented to all three Board committees for information and discussion.
Discussion: A major component of the MTP/SCS is a forecasted land use pattern based on a regional projection of
population, employment and housing growth. This is not only a statutory requirement for the plan, but also an important
step in developing the revenue-constrained transportation plan. In order to allocate the transportation budget effectively,
it is important to know where housing and employment growth is most likely to occur during the planning period.
In support of the SACOG Board’s policy discussions on the update of the plan, and in response to its requests for more
transparency in the land use forecast of the MTP/SCS, staff brought a series of land use-related items to the Board
committees through the spring and summer. An inventory was discussed of all adopted and proposed local land use plans
that comprise the universe of potential development opportunities during the planning period, 2012-2036. Briefings were
provided on factors that influence the timing, location, or shape of development: the status of federal entitlements and
habitat conversation planning efforts, levee and flood plain mapping status, water infrastructure, airport land use
compatibility constraints, and trends in demographics and housing demand.
This item is a follow-up on the question of how all of these and other factors may be applied in an update of the land use
forecast of the MTP/SCS. Attachment A describes the factors and range of conditions staff has observed around the
region in updating the inventory of local plans. This table was presented to the cross-stakeholder sounding board,
Regional Planning Partnership, and Planners Committee for information and discussion. Staff asked for input on the
usefulness and clarity of the table and received generally positive and appreciative feedback on it.
SACOG considers these factors about each potential growth area in relative terms; that is, for any given development
factor, all projects and growth areas, whether infill or greenfield, are evaluated relative to each other. The regulatory,
policy and market factors noted in Attachment A will be used to identify what adjustments might be made to the land use
forecast to reflect the continuation of demographic and economic trends at play four years ago while addressing the
passage of time and available new information.
Staff seeks committee members’ questions and comments on Attachment A. This is being brought to the committees for
information in advance of a Preferred Scenario Framework, which will include recommendations on how the land use
forecast of the current MTP/SCS should be updated.
Approved by:

Mike McKeever
Chief Executive Officer
MM:KT:gg
Attachment
Key Staff:

Matt Carpenter, Director of Transportation Services, (916) 340-6276
Sharon Sprowls, Senior Program Specialist, (916) 340-6235
Kacey Lizon, MTP/SCS Manager, (916) 340-6265
Jennifer Hargrove, MTP/SCS Project Coordinator, (916) 340-6216
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Attachment A
DISCUSSION DRAFT
Attachment A: Factors Considered in Updating the MTP/SCS Land Use Forecast

MARKET

POLICY

REGULATORY

Description of projects assumed to have
Regulatory/Policy the highest likelihood to build within 20
and Market Factors
years

Middle range of conditions

Description of projects assumed to have
the lowest likelihood to build within 20
years

Local Entitlements

Specific Plan approved, Annexation
complete (if required), Tentative Map(s)
in process

Range of conditions includes: projects that are approved but still need annexation; projects
approved but no tentative maps submitted; projects approved but have unsettled lawsuit;
projects currently in process; projects in pre‐application

No current entitlement activity;
identified by general plan or SOI as
future growth area

State/Federal
Entitlements

Approved

Range of conditions includes: projects that are not yet approved but in process; projects
participating in an HCP or NCCP; projects with no significant resource issues

Significant, unresolved resource issues

Air Quality

In SCS with lower VMT than average for
Developing Communities

Range of conditions includes: projects that are in the SCS with average VMT; projects in the SCS
with higher than average VMT; projects not in the SCS with lower than average VMT; projects
not in the SCS with average VMT

Not in SCS with above average VMT for
Developing Communites

Regional Plans and
Policies

Consistent with 2012 MTP/SCS and
Blueprint

Range of conditions includes: projects in MTP/SCS and partially consistent with Blueprint;
projects in MTP/SCS and not consistent with Blueprint; projects consistent with Blueprint and
not MTP/SCS; projects partially consistent with Blueprint and not in MTP/SCS

Not consistent with 2012 MTP/SCS or
Blueprint

Proximity to Job
Centers

Close proximity to a regional jobs center

Range of conditions includes: projects partially within 4 miles of a regional job center; projects
within 4 miles of a secondary job center; partially within 4 miles of a secondary job center

Significant distance from any job
center(s)

Housing Mix

Mix of housing types including mostly
small‐lot and attached

Range of conditions includes: projects that have a mix of housing types including small‐lot and
attached housing at varying amounts; projects that are primarily large‐lot residential because
they are in more rural areas

All large‐lot single‐family where higher
densities could be supported (i.e more
urban or suburban locations)

Market Area
Saturation

Range of conditions includes: projects in areas with high market demand and high number of
Historically high market demand and
approved or pending projects in market area; projects in areas with average market demand and
limited number of approved or pending
a high number of approved or pending projects in market area; projects in area with lower
projects in market area
market demand and a high number of approved or pending projects in market area, but have a
unique factor that could significantly change the market demand for the area

Historically low market demand and a
high number of approved or pending
projects in market area

Adjacency

Adjacent to existing urban development
or has significant borders with a city
Range of conditions includes: projects that are adjacent to existing development at varying rates
boundary or areas designated for future
urban development

Less than 10% adjacent with existing
urban development,a city boundary or
areas designated for future urban
development

Developer Activity

Transportation
Infrastructure

Other Infrastructure
(sewer, water, flood
control, etc)

Range of conditions includes: very active to active, single or multiple ownerships with no
development history; single or mulitple ownerships with varying levels of activity and some
projects completed in the region; single or mulitple ownerships with varying levels of activity
and no history of completed projects in or outside the region

Not active, single or multiple ownership,
no completed projects in the region

No major or regional infrastructure
needed or infrastructure is fully funded

Range of conditions includes: projects that have some infrastructure, but need more; projects
that can build some before significant infrastructure investment is needed; projects that need
significant infrastructure and have funding

Significant infrastructure needed and
not funded or not yet defined

No major or regional infrastructure
needed of infrastructure is fully funded

Range of conditions includes: projects that have some infrastructure, but need more; projects
that can build some before significant infrastructure investment is needed; projects that need
significant infrastructure and have funding

Significant infrastructure needed and
not funded or not yet defined

Very active, single ownership or
experienced ownership partnerships,
multiple completed projects in region
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Trends in the Housing Market: An Update on Changing Demographics and Consumer
Preferences
Sacramento Area Council of Governments
August 28, 2014
Note: This paper is an update to a version that was released in February 2011. The purpose of
this paper is to examine factors affecting the housing market as SACOG prepares the 2016
Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) Update.
Introduction
The U.S. housing market in the coming decades will differ significantly from recent decades.
The new housing stock that is produced will need to change, too. Evolving demographics and
preferences held by specific demographic groups, or generational cohorts, are driving the
change. On the housing demand side, the aging of the large baby boomer generation, the
preferences of the even larger Generation Y cohort (those born between 1981 and 19991) as well
as continued immigration will have a major impact on demand. On the supply side, the type and
location of new housing construction over the past few decades may not match anticipated future
demand according to many researchers. This poses both constraints and opportunities for future
development, redevelopment and reuse in the Sacramento region. This updated paper reviews
new information and further explores national housing market trends that have emerged since the
original paper was published in 2011. As SACOG updates the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, it will consider what these national trends may mean to
the SACOG region.
Housing Choices of Generational Cohorts and Immigrants
Baby boomers and Generation Y will drive much of the change
While numerous demographic factors have been shifting over time, the change in the distribution
of age cohorts is probably the most profound. Waves of Americans in different age categories,
each having their own identity, lifestyles and preferences for housing types, are increasingly
impacting how the U.S. grows.
A lot of attention has been paid to the baby boomer generation, those born between 1946 and
1964. This large group of Americans currently totals 77 million or 25 percent of the U.S.
1

Demographers use different year ranges to define Gen Y, Gen X, baby boomer and others. This paper uses 1981
to 1999 for Gen Y because this range falls in the middle of the different timeframes, and data are more readily
available for these years.
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population.2 As they age, their changing housing demands and choices will create changes in
housing markets.
Following them is Generation X (Gen X), often referred to as the baby bust generation, because
of the significant drop-off in births. This generation, born between 1965 and 1980, currently total
66 million people or 21 percent of the U.S..2 Over time, this generation’s smaller size may bring
a drop-off in overall housing demand.
The next wave of Americans is called Generation Y (Gen Y), millenials, or echo boomers for
primarily being the offspring of the baby boomers. This generation, born between 1981 and
1999, is the largest cohort. They currently number 85 million or 28 percent of the U.S.
population and will have a profound impact on the U.S. housing market for decades ahead.2
In addition to the baby boom and millennial generations, a third group that cuts across
generations will also have a large impact on housing demand: immigrants and their offspring.
National immigration policy, however, will ultimately determine the growth of this group.
Each of these groups and their near and long-term housing demands are examined below.
Baby boomers’ housing trends and choices
Starting in 2011, the oldest baby boomers (boomers) turned 65, with a huge wave of retirees
expected over the next two decades. Because this generation is so large, the impact on the built
environment has been, and will continue to be, equally large. Immediately after World War II, a
huge increase in the national birth rate resulted in enormous demand for consumer goods. As
boomers became adults, their demands for housing, cars, college educations and other goods and
services continued to grow. By middle age, as they were raising children, they increasingly
demanded single-family homes and associated roadway expansions to get them to their jobs.
Now, according to researcher Richard Florida, nationally 10,000 boomers will turn 65 every day
from 2011 through 2029. This quantity of older adults is unprecedented. According to the U.S.
Census Bureau, 10.4 million boomers are between the ages of 55 and 64, a 43 percent increase
over the past decade (compared to overall population growth of nine percent). As a result, certain
housing trends have emerged:
Community Preferences
Of the many studies of baby boomer housing preferences, there are different findings about the
percentage of older adults who say they would like to stay in their family home if possible versus
2

According to the 2010 U.S. Census, the national proportions of baby boomers, Generation X and Generation Y
cohorts are very similar in the SACOG region, at 24 percent, 21 percent and 29 percent of the region’s population,
respectively.
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moving to a new home. Regardless of the total number of seniors who eventually move,
research indicates that a high percentage of those who are moving are interested in alternative
housing products, such as smaller homes or amenity-rich communities. In real estate expert
RCLCO’s national survey of boomer preferences for amenities, 83% ranked walking, 67%
nearby shopping, and 51% bicycling as top priorities. Employment proximity is also becoming
increasingly important, as the number of workers 75 or older has risen by 77 percent in the past
two decades according to AARP’s Public Policy Institute. A scientific poll of people age 45 and
older by AARP in 2010 found that that having the following amenities close by were also
particularly important to older adults: bus stop (50%), grocery store (47%), park (42%) and
pharmacy/drug store (42%).
RCLCO has found that as leading-edge baby boomers begin to demand senior-oriented housing,
forward-looking developers are responding creatively to their lifestyles and preferences. Two
notable trends are towards development of intergenerational housing projects and age-restricted
housing projects that are closely integrated into an intergenerational neighborhood. As general
trends in development focus on infill building, walkability, and creating lively and active
neighborhoods, RCLCO notes that,
[I]ntegrating seniors into the larger community provides housing for communityminded seniors; stability for transient communities; arts and wellness programs
for a town; and intergenerational relationships for children, families, and aging
seniors. In fact, better integrating seniors housing into the fabric of the
community, and creating innovative and architecturally interesting projects, helps
reduce any stigma of seniors housing and encourages earlier consideration of this
lifestyle alternative.
Housing Preferences and Downsizing
While many older adults would like to stay where they are, many also appear ready to downsize
and/or seek more service-rich environments, whether in their own community or elsewhere. A
New York Times feature entitled “Baby Boomers’ Second Act” evidenced an interest among
some boomers in downsizing, noting that boomers are opting towards condos and smaller, lower
maintenance homes in order to have more time to pursue their own interests.
A Baby Boomer Survey by Del Webb, the leading builder of retirement communities, found that
55 percent of boomers plan to move to a new home at some point in the future, and nearly 28
percent plan to downsize on their next home purchase. The findings from the Del Webb survey
are consistent with the findings from a housing preferences survey conducted 10 years earlier in
the Sacramento region by Robert Charles Lessor Company (now RCLCO). That housing
preference survey found that almost two-thirds of boomer respondents wanted their next home to
be either a single family home with a small yard, an attached townhouse or a condomium unit.
SACOG 2014 White Paper
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For the boomers who do choose to move, many are not purchasing homes. According to the
Harvard University Joint Center for Housing Studies in 2013, between 2002-2012 the number of
renter householders aged 55-64 grew by 80 percent, disproportionate to the 50 percent growth
rate for the total age cohort.
However, depending on when and how much home prices rise in the Sacramento region,
boomers who may want to downsize may be unable or unwilling to sell their homes if their
homes are worth less than what they still owe in mortgage debt; values have fallen below what
they are willing to sell them for as part of retirement planning; and/or the cost of a new home
would absorb most or all of their current home equity.
Another disincentive for seniors to sell may include the property tax situation in California. In
general, California’s Proposition 13 requires that when a home is sold it is reassessed to market
value for property tax purposes. Voter-approved Proposition 60 in 1986 provided an age-related
exception, allowing anyone over 55 to maintain their property tax base assessment if they move
within the same county. Proposition 90, approved by voters in 1988, then allowed counties to
decide whether to accept property tax rates of those over 55 moving in from another county. As
of September 2013, El Dorado County was the only county in the SACOG region to participate
in this local option; thus, only intracounty moves or intercounty moves by older adults to El
Dorado County receive the property tax benefit.
Assisted Living
An important subset of housing demand among older adults is for assisted living options.
According to a 2012 AARP report, the population age 85 and over – the most likely to need
long-term care – will increase by 78% by 2032 and 270 percent by 2050, much faster than the
U.S. average. According to AARP, between 2004/05 and 2010, nursing homes and beds in
California decreased but assisted living options increased significantly to begin meeting that
demand, as shown in the following table:
California
# of nursing facilities
# of nursing facility beds
# of assisted living & residential care facilities
# of assisted living and residential care units

2004/2005

2007

2010

Change

1,325

1,283

1,257

‐5%

125,354

123,228

122,233

‐2%

6,543

7,471

7,471

14%

154,830

161,586

211,402

37%

Source: AARP, Across the States: Profiles of Long‐Term Care and Independent Living, California, 2006, 2009, 2012

A United States of Aging survey of 3,000 people age 60 and over found that while 77 percent
said they intend to continue living in their current homes for the rest of their lives, the following
were options they would consider if they found they were unable to care for themselves: 48
percent said they would move to an assisted living community; 40 percent would seek help from
SACOG 2014 White Paper
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community programs; 36 percent would move in with a family member or friend; 32 percent
would hire a paid caregiver; and 20 percent said they would live in a nursing home.
According to the California HealthCare Foundation, with changes in consumer preferences, the
nursing home industry has been undergoing a culture shift to models that provide a more
neighborhood or smaller home-like atmosphere for elders requiring greater levels of care.
However, these models require physical changes that may conflict with current state/local
regulations and building codes.
Generation Y housing trends and choices
Delayed Household Formation
The recent recession disproportionately affected the millennial generation and their housing
choices. Increasingly, young adults have been living at home with their parents and waiting to
rent or purchase their own homes. According to the Pew Research Center, a record total of 21.6
million or 36 percent of the nation’s millenials were living in their parents’ home in 2012, up
from 18.5 million of their same aged counterparts in 2007, prior to the recession. This is the
highest share of young adults living at home in the last 40 years.
This move to live at home has been driven by numerous factors, including declining employment
rates, rising college enrollment and subsequent college debt, as well as delayed and declining
marriage rates. Generation Y, currently aged 15 to 33 years old, is 85 million strong and growing
due to immigration; however, according to a 2012 poll by the American Planning Association
(APA), millenials have a poverty rate two times higher than Gen Xers and baby boomers.
Unemployment was especially high in the Sacramento area. Compared to the national rate of 14
percent, almost 20 percent of millenials in the Sacramento region were unemployed in 2012. Gen
Xers and Baby Boomers were better off when they were the same age: Sacramento region Gen
Xers faced an eight percent unemployment rate in 1990, and for young adult boomers, the
unemployment rate was about nine percent in 1970 (Reese, 2014).
The Federal Reserve Bank tracks consumer debt, including student loans. Their data show that
outstanding student loans increased nationally from $836 billion in 2009 to $1.2 trillion in 2013.
In 2010, while the overall homeownership rate in California was 56 percent, only 28 percent of
those aged 25-34 owned homes, down from 31 percent in 2000 and 35 percent in 1990 (Myers
2013).
However, as the economy and job growth recovers, Gen Ys are expected to respond by forming
more of their own households, according to the Harvard Joint Center for Housing Studies. This
will create a bigger demand for multifamily housing in particular, as discussed below.
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Housing and Location Preferences
Polling research by real estate consulting firm Robert Charles Lessor and Company (RCLCO)
between the years 2007 and 2013 indicates that Gen Y is split roughly equally between wanting
to live in urban environments, suburban communities or small communities/rural areas. Their
most recent polling (2013) indicates that Gen Y respondents wanting to live in urban
environments rose to 39 percent from 31 percent in 2011, while those wanting to live in
suburban communities dipped from 42 percent to 29 percent. When asked in 2013 where they
want to work, 63 percent said either downtown or an older suburb. Thirty-seven percent said
they wanted to work in an outlying or rural area. The Urban Land Institute’s America in 2013
survey found that 40 percent of millenials prefer medium- or big-city living.
Polling research by RCLCO identified that certain housing trends are important to Gen Y:
design, sustainability, tech savvy, low maintenance, and flexible storage space were all found to
be more important characteristics than dwelling size. RCLCO concludes that many younger
renters want to live in urban areas and are willing to live in smaller units and trade features and
in-home amenities for location. Additionally, the APA found that millennials possess a growing
interest in communities with “sharing economy” amenities, such as tools, homes, bicycles, rides,
automobiles, etc. Nearly three-quarters of millenials find the sharing economy to be “somewhat
to extremely important” (APA, 2014).
RCLCO indicates that the most vital or important part of a community for millenials is
“walkability” and proximity to amenities.. ULI’s 2013 survey found that 62 percent of millenials
prefer neighborhoods that are close to a mix of shops, restaurants and offices. In 2014, the APA
found that 81 percent of millenials – and 77 percent of boomers – feel that affordable and
convenient transportation alternatives play a role in deciding where to live. A 2014 study by the
Rockefeller Foundation and Transportation for America reinforced this finding, with two-thirds
of millenials saying that access to high quality public transportation is one of the top three
criteria they consider when deciding where to live.

The effects of immigration
As mentioned earlier, U.S. immigration policy will be the major driver of the future size of this
group. The Census Bureau’s middle series national population projection from 2012 assumes an
annual national addition of 850,000 residents from net foreign immigration from 2015 through
2020, which is about one-third of total growth. Even if all immigration ceased, past inflows and
higher fertility rates ensure that immigrant households will increasingly drive growth in housing
demand because immigrant households have continued to grow at a faster pace than native-born
households.
As documented in a 2013 report by Dowell Myers and Michael Pitkin for the Research Institute
for Housing America and Mortgage Bankers Association, between 2000 and 2010, immigrants
SACOG 2014 White Paper
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accounted for 82 percent of the growth in homeownership in California, and are anticipated to
continue to be a vital part of market demand. The following table projects homeownership
growth of native born and foreign born households in California between 2010 and 2020.
CA Homeowners
Native Born
Foreign Born
Hispanic
Native Born
Foreign Born
Non‐Hispanic
Native Born
Foreign Born

Total in 2010
4,064,000
935,000

Projected Total, 2020 Projected Increase
4,525,000
11.3%
1,277,000
36.6%

270,000
455,000

436,000
660,000

61.5%
45.1%

3,794,000
480,000

4,089,000
617,000

7.8%
28.5%

Source: Immigrant Contributions to Housing Demand, 2013

As shown, the highest growth rate for homeownership is expected among native-born Hispanics.
Significant growth is also projected for foreign-born households, whether Hispanic or nonHispanic. Foreign-born households are also expected to comprise over one third of rental growth
in California.
In 2010 projections used for developing the 2012 MTP/SCS, the Center for Continuing Study of
the California Economy projected the greatest household growth among Asian and Hispanic
households, but noted that these households have tended to have lower household formation
rates, due to more intergenerational households, as described below.
While immigrants have historically had a higher likelihood of living in attached housing
products and in urban areas, this trend has been changing. As city centers seem to be more
desirable for baby boomers and those in Generation Y, and the urban cores have gentrified and
pushed housing prices up, immigrants, members of both generational cohorts, are increasingly
moving to first-ring suburbs. As immigrants move further toward outer-ring suburbs, higher
percentages of them than in the past are increasingly looking for larger units with three or more
bedrooms and child-friendly configurations according to researchers John Pitkin and Dowell
Myers. That said, immigrants, like their native-born counterparts, are a diverse group and as such
will seek a variety of housing product types and sizes in both urban and non-urban areas.
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Other Factors in Household Demand
Changes in the rental market – strong demand for multifamily housing
The traditional prime renter age in the U.S. is between 20 and 34, which almost matches the Gen
Y age group. By 2015, the U.S. will have substantially more 20 to 34 year olds than 35 to 49
year olds, according to the Harvard Joint Center for Housing Studies. Corresponding to this
trend, the number of households headed by persons under 35—the prime rental group—will
grow faster than the overall population.
According to the Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City, the national outlook through the end of
the decade is especially positive for multi-family construction, reflecting pent-up demand for
housing. The slowdown in housing production during the Great Recession affected housing
products at different rates. The gap between household growth and multi-family housing
production was twice as large as the gap for single-family production. The Federal Reserve
concludes that multifamily housing supply was already less than demand before the housing
crisis; this scarcity of supply compounded by increasing demand for the product presents a
strong outlook for multifamily construction in the future.
Over the next 30 years, the Census Bureau predicts that the total U.S. population will increase by
68 million over the next 30 years, or approximately 2.3 million people annually. This will boost
overall demand for various housing types, help in the absorption of any excess housing
inventory, and propel greater demand for apartments. Due to the demographic shifts described
above, and the corresponding shifts in housing preferences due to the aging of the baby boomers
and the entry of Gen Y into the housing market, researchers such as Dowell Myers and Arthur
Nelson conclude that there will be a greater demand for higher density housing with more
amenities in urban areas than in the past.
Changing rates of marriage and births
Americans, especially those in Generation Y, are taking longer to settle down, if they settle down
at all. The median age of first marriage is increasing. In 1970, the median age for a man was 23
and 21 for a woman. In 2011, the median age at first marriage was 29 for men and about 27 for
women. According to the Council on Contemporary Families, a Chicago-based research firm, for
the first time in more than a century, more than half of those aged 25 to 34 have never been
married.
Birthrates have also declined, and women are delaying having children. Per the Council, in 2010,
one in four births was to a woman over 30. One in 12 births was to a mother age 35 or over,
compared with 1 in 100 in 1970. As prolonged “emerging adulthood” means putting off getting
married and having children, this likely increases the potential pool of renters.
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Multi-generational household growth
According to the Pew Research Center, in 1980, 28 million Americans (12 percent) lived in a
family with at least two adult generations (i.e., a grandparent and at least one other generation).
By 2012, the percentages of the population living in multigenerational households included:






24 percent of adults ages 25-34, up from 11 percent in 1980;
23 percent of adults ages 85 and older;
About one-in-four Hispanics and blacks.
27 percent of Asian Americans;
14 percent of non-Hispanic whites.

Changes in household size and composition
There is a persistent perception that the typical household is a married couple with children, but
that has not been true for some time. According to the US Census Bureau in 2012, in 1970, the
share of US households that were married couples with children 18 and under was 40 percent; in
2012 it dropped to 20 percent. The average U.S. household size has declined from 3.1 persons in
1970 to 2.6 persons; 61 percent of all households have only one or two persons living in them.
Another change is that parents are continuing to live in large homes long after their children have
left. According to an August 2014 Sacramento Bee article entitled Too much room: Growing
number of Sacramento “empty nesters” living in big houses,
Roughly 530,000 of the region's residents, usually married couples, live in twoperson households, according to the latest census figures. More than one in five,
or 117,000, of those residents live in homes with four or more bedrooms. The
proportion of two-person households living in large homes has doubled since
1990…. The aging of baby boomers has left a growing number of “empty
nesters” in homes large enough to accommodate children.
Single-person households have also been on the rise. According to the Pew Center, in 1900, just
1.1% of Americans lived in such a household, compared with 10.3% in 2008. In terms of age
cohorts, 4.6 percent of those 18-24 lived alone in 2008, down from 5.7 percent in 1980. For those
65 and older, in 1900 only 5.9 percent lived alone, compared with 28.8 percent in 1990 and 27.4
percent in 2008.
Researcher Dowell Myers notes that the rapid rise in one-person households will likely continue
for the next several decades. A study by Y. Zeng, et al (2006), concluded that single-person
households may grow to 34 percent of all households by 2030, and up to 37 percent by 2050.
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According the Myers, Zeng’s study is the most thorough demographic analysis to date using
macro-simulation modeling with a variety of demographic factors.
Changes in Retirement Outlook
As the boomer generation approaches retirement, a portion may be in worse financial shape than
previous generations. The Employee Benefit Research Institute (EBRI) utilizes a Retirement
Security Projection Model® to simulate lifepaths of those born between 1948 and 1974 to assess
whether they are likely to have adequate retirement income to support retirement living expenses
and health care costs. According to EBRI’s 2012 simulation, 44 percent of those in this age
group are at risk of lacking sufficient retirement income, with the aggregate deficit estimated at
$4.3 billion nationally. Figure 2 below illustrates EBRI’s findings for Early Baby Boomers (born
1948-54), Late Baby Boomers (1955-1964) and Gen Xers (1965-74).
Additionally, since 2000, typical expenses for older adults have risen by 88 percent while the
Social Security COLA has increased average benefits by only 24 percent. Even putting aside
uncertainties concerning the future solvency of the Social Security program, these financial
pressures will affect some boomers’ ability to afford retirement expenses—including housing
costs. More affordable senior housing options will likely be needed for this group.
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Prediction for New Housing Growth
The national trends described above likely apply for the most part to what is happening here in
the Sacramento region: the demographic changes and consumer preferences described above all
point to the housing market of the past no longer meeting the challenges of the market ahead.
How do all three indicators and trends tie in together and what do they tell us? Two influential
researchers, Arthur Nelson and Dowell Myers, have offered their interpretations.
New housing only serves one to two percent of all households
Demographer Dowell Myers holds that new construction does not respond to average growth in
demand. Rather, he argues, that only one to two percent of all households each year lives in
newly constructed units, and it is this small minority that is served by developers of new housing.
Myers suggests that this segment is not representative of the population as a whole and is drawn
disproportionately from population groups that are growing faster than the supply that they
prefer. He concludes by stating that demographic change has the potential to drive major shifts in
development patterns if the growing demographic categories in one generation (e.g., Gen Y)
have very different preferences in product types than those of a prior one, (e.g., baby boomers).
The Sacramento region’s faster than average growth puts it slightly above the 1 to 2 percent rate,
but does not change the implications for the region.
Housing preferences of Generation Y may not match available stock
In another article along similar lines, Myers and SungHo Ryu argue that the future population
and age structure will lead to differences between age and home buying and selling. The aging,
retirement and lifestyle patterns of the 77 million baby boomers will likely shape U.S. housing
markets and trends for decades ahead. They conclude that there will be an oversupply of homes
offered for sale by aging baby boomers – many of which may not be the housing type that young
buyers want. Although many seniors will age in place, other older adult households will move.
The researchers raise the idea that where decline once occurred as housing demand moved from
the central city to the suburbs, the decline may now be reversed as the suburbs will see surpluses
of large-lot single-family housing.
New direction for California
Planning researcher Arthur C. Nelson, writes extensively about the aforementioned trends and
how they will affect future land use. His seminal work for the Urban Land Institute’s publication
“The New California Dream: How Demographic and Economic Trends May Shape the Housing
Market” elaborates on many of the above-mentioned demographic and housing market themes.
Nelson’s work cites different data and resources and is based primarily attitudinal research, but
identifies similar trends: there are demographic and market shifts that will change the nature of
how we develop land use and housing in California.
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Nelson’s conclusions are that California will need to re-align its public policy and regulations to
better reflect the needs and consumer preferences of baby boomers, Generations X and Y,
immigrants and others who prefer urban environments that offer neighborhood walkability and
transit access. He writes that the state’s demographic composition tends to favor more central
locations – including centrally positioned suburban locations- for their access to transit and
services. His primary research shows that more than half of the Gen Y cohort have expressed
interest in mixed-use development with transit options. The combined impact of energy costs
and automobile ownership costs is likely to influence changing market patterns, probably in
favor of more compact land uses over the long term.
In addition, his analysis shows that demand for new rental housing will be roughly equal to the
demand for new owner-occupied housing if the 2010 homeownership rate holds steady (it has
declined since 2010). For the regions covered by the state’s four biggest Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (SCAG in Southern California, ABAG/MTC in the Bay Area, SANDAG in San
Diego and SACOG in the Sacramento area), he calculates that new rental housing demand will
represent about 75 percent of total new housing demand. In his market preference research, he
shows that between 2010 and 2035, the demand for townhouse and small-lot homes will more
than double, while demand for multifamily units will increase by as much as 50 percent in some
areas. On the other hand, the demand for conventional homes (e.g., large lots) will fall by more
than a third, and, more importantly, the current excess supply of housing for conventional homes
may keep the market from meeting future demand for small-lot or attached products.
Some of Nelson’s overarching conclusions are that preferences related to location and type of
development or community should be key considerations in planning for the future. He
concludes that adding to the current inventory of large-lot homes contributes to the excess of
existing supply and could lead to the further erosion of housing values in overbuilt markets.
However, he notes exceptions to this, including where large-lot homes are part of a mixed-use
planned community. He also concludes that all new residential development could be absorbed
in areas that support and are supported by transit. These areas are within a 10-minute walk of a
transit station and often have a well-established network of pedestrian pathways and
infrastructure, including sheltered waiting areas, street furniture, low scale lighting, shade, bike
racks, and retail service uses tailored towards pedestrian traffic. Finally, it’s important to note
that Nelson’s conclusions are based on his analysis of the areas covered by the four largest
MPO’s (including SACOG) but that he notes that more research is necessary to fully explore the
relationship between market trends, regulatory barriers, and infrastructure needs.

Conclusions
The above-described preference, demographic and other housing-related trends will continue to
help inform the 2016 MTP/SCS update. However, trends are largely continuing from those
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described in SACOG’s 2011 white paper, and therefore do not indicate a need for major changes
from the current plan in terms of the region’s housing mix or growth pattern.
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Item #14-6-6B
Information

Transportation Committee
May 29, 2014
Habitat Conservation Plans/Natural Communities Conservation Plans Development

Issue: What is the status of the current Habitat Conservation Plans/Natural Communities Conservation Plans and how
do they relate to the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy?
Recommendation: None, this item is for information and discussion.
Discussion: The Blueprint and the SCS growth patterns both rely on significant amounts of infill growth but also
growth in new master planned communities largely at the existing urban edges of the region. Many of those master
planned communities, especially in southwest Placer County and southwest Sacramento County, are on land that has
significant natural resource issues regulated by the federal Clean Water Act, Endangered Species Act, or both. Resource
agencies, developers and environmentalists alike mostly agree that the preferred way to serve the twin goals of resource
protection and urban development is at a large scale rather than on a project by project basis.
The most commonly used term for large-scale plans to protect resources as well as enable development is a Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP), which is a planning and regulatory document associated with the Endangered Species Act
(ESA) and administered by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USWFS). Many of the prospective developments in the
Sacramento region, however, also must address impacts on waters of the United States through the Clean Water Act
(CWA), a statute administered largely by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in coordination with the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The goal for most of the resource planning efforts in our region is to address
the requirements of the ESA and the CWA. It is also the goal of the HCPs in the region to address state endangered
species requirements via either California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) Natural Community Conservation
Plan (NCCP) or via a programmatic permit with the CDFW. Additionally, all HCPs will be seeking programmatic State
401 Water Quality Certification which is administered by the Regional Water Quality Control Boards. (These various
efforts are further defined in the appendix to this document.)
The SACOG region is home to one implemented HCP—the Natomas Habitat Conservation Plan—and has four additional
Plans underway—the Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP), the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan
(SSHCP), the Yolo Natural Heritage Program, and The Yuba-Sutter HCP.
The unique challenge in our region is the scale of the resources (larger than nearly anywhere else in the U.S.) and the fact
that no national examples exist of similarly scaled plans that cover both ESA and CWA impacts. The complexities
explain, in part, why the current projects have taken so long to get to this point and all have significant milestones still to
achieve before they are completed and implementation can begin.
Stacey McKinley, consultant to SACOG, has been specifically engaged with the Placer County Conservation Plan both
via SACOG and via engagement directly with Placer County. McKinley also worked on behalf of Sacramento County
for a period of roughly two years on the SSHCP.
In the pursuit of hoping to better inform the MTP/SCS process, McKinley, along with SACOG staff, interviewed the
following Federal Resource Agency and Plan Partner staff/consultants to better understand the current status of
HCP/NCCP efforts in the SACOG Region.
•
•
•

USEPA, Paul Jones
USACE, Michael Jewell and Kate Dadey
South Sacramento HCP : Bill Ziebron and Richard Radmacher
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•
•
•
•

Placer County Conservation Plan : Loren Clark
Yolo Natural Heritage Program: Petrea Marchand
Yuba/Sutter Conservation Plan: Danelle Stylos and Joyce Hunting
The Natomas Basin Conservancy: Danelle Stylos

*Several attempts have been made to meet with USFWS and CDFWS and will continue to pursue meetings with these
two resource agencies.
Meetings with HCP/NCCP Managers:
Managers were afforded time to give a general overview and were then asked a set of questions (below). Attachment A is
a summary of that feedback followed by a “notes” section. At the time of this writing, follow-up with Plan
Managers/staff/consultants remains underway, and any edits to the attached will be shared and discussed in the
Committee setting.
Of particular interest to SACOG staff was the issue of timing of these efforts. It should be noted that the timelines in the
attached summary reflect feedback from the Plan Managers themselves.
In general, all Plans must still answer the following key questions:
•
•

What is the cost of implementation and what are the corresponding benefits?
How much additional project-level review will be required once these Plans are implemented?

Lack of certainty on those key points, amongst others, is noteworthy, and its impact is evidenced by the individual pursuit
of CWA 404/401 and USFWS/CFWS permits by project proponents who are also coordinating with the HCP/NCCP
efforts. Questions asked to all:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Explain your preserve design. Is it hard lined?
Will impacts beyond those in your plan positively or negatively impact your preserve design?
Are all transportation impacts covered in your plan?
Will your plan call for advanced or phased mitigation?
Explain (if applicable) how you are using growth projections to influence your permit term, other factors?
Do you have any SCS/TPA’s within your Plan area?
Are you considering water availability/climate change in your Plan?
How current is your data? Is it open source? How complete is your species occurance data?
How frequently will you need to update your data to meet assurances with agencies?
Is there anything we might do which might harm of help your Plan?
Estimated year of completion?
What is your relationship with neighboring/other HCP’s?
What Ag centric issues are you dealing with?
Any exploration of mitigation to support ag practices?
Will your Plan have a 404 component?
What regulatory challenges are you facing?
What fiscal challenges are you facing?
Do you have any critical habitat within your Plan area?

Approved by:

Mike McKeever
Chief Executive Officer
MM:SM:gg

Appendix E-3 8/25 Page 84

Attachment A

PLAN:

South Sacramento
HCP

Placer County
HCP/NCCP

Yolo Natural Heritage
HCP/NCCP

Yuba Sutter
HCP/ NCCP

Start Date

2000

-2000
Implementation of
Placer Legacy
-2008 Initiate
Preparation of
HCP/NCCP

2002

2001

x

x

x

-Late summer 2014 for
release of the Draft HCP
and accompanying
Aquatic Resources
Program.
- Currently working on
locking down 2-3
important components of
the Plan to be able to
complete EIS/EIR
-General timeline of Final
HCP/EIR/EISin 2015 with
Implementation and
permit issuance to follow

-Plan document late
spring 2014
-EIR/EIS
2016/2017.hence

-Expectation of 2nd Admin
Draft Feb, 2015
-Expectation of DEIS/DEIR
and Public Review Draft June
27, 2016
-Expectation of Final Draft
Nov. 15, 2016
-Expectation of permit
issuance April, 2017

Essential Milestones Met:
Admin Draft (may be
more than one)
o Draft
HCP/NCCP/EIR/EIS
o Final HCP/NCCP/EIR/EIS
o Aquatic Resources
Program Agreed to
o Implementation of
HCP/NCCP
o Permits issued
Plan Managers Estimated
Calendar of Milestones
o

Natomas
HCP/NCCP

x

-First Admin Draft by
end of 2015/Early
2006

Adopted in 1997
and revised in
2003
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PLAN:

South Sacramento
HCP

Placer County
HCP/NCCP

Yolo Natural Heritage
HCP/NCCP

Yuba Sutter
HCP/ NCCP

Natomas
HCP/NCCP

Seeking ESA/2081

x

x

x

x

x

Seeking 404CWA/401

x

x

x

No

NCCP
Requested Term of Permits
Planning Area

no
50 year
374,000 acres initially but
recently decreased by the
City of Elk Grove’s
requested action to be
removed from the Plan.

x
50 years
201,000 acres

x
50 years
All of Yolo County (653,817
acres) with coverage for all
of the Cities within the
County and the
unincorporated County. Of
the 650,000 acres, there is
an expectation of roughly
18,000 acres of impacts, but
it should be noted that that
number may slightly vary
pending new effects analysis
to be released as part of the
February 2015, Admin Draft.
-Very limited development in
relation to overall Plan area
-Overlap with Bay Delta
Conservation Plan

Minimal effects
coverage sought
x
50 years
All of Sutter County
(with the exception
of the Sutter Buttes
and the area
covered by the
Natomas HCP) as
well as a portion of
Yuba County

The Plan covers the City of
Rancho Cordova and the
City of Galt, the Southeast
Connector project and a
portion of unincorporated
Sacramento County.
Unique features

-Interactions with Bay
Delta Conservation Plan
-5 key development
projects of which most are
in pursuit of individual
permits while in parallel in
support and pursuit of the
HCP

-Use of growth
projections
-Importance of
potential
jurisdiction of rice
-Good crossjurisdictional
relationship with
Sutter County

No
35 years
53,341 acres
interior of the
Natomas Basin
located in
Northern
Sacramento
County and
Southern Sutter
County

-The Plan area is
100% dependent
upon groundwater.

-Need for HCP or
something similar to
address the Biological
Opinion for the Freeport
Water Facility
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PLAN:

South Sacramento
HCP

Placer County
HCP/NCCP

Yolo Natural Heritage
HCP/NCCP

Yuba Sutter
HCP/ NCCP

Natomas
HCP/NCCP

Current Key Issues

- Five major projects
located within the
proposed HCP boundary.
Due to
outstanding issues with
the HCP each project has
decided to also
simultaneously pursue
Individual Permits and
Section 7 consultation
with the Federal agencies.

-Pricing issues –
costs to end users

-Row crop and orchard
conversion
-Cost share demand and
funding source assurance on
the part of USFWS

-Levy improvements
and the associated
proposed buffers
which may
significantly erode
agricultural lands
-Ag conversion and
neighboring flood
management
activities of
potential concern.

Escalation in costs
1997 - $2240.00
(per acre)3

-Treatment of onsite
avoidance of impacts to
waters.

Glossary of acronyms used:

-Coordination with
mitigation banks
-Integration and
assurances of 404
Clean Water Act
coverage for all
projects
-Negotiations with
Resource Agencies
re: “right land in the
right places”

-Lack of appreciation on
Wildlife Agency part re: the
habitat value of full suite of
Ag cover types
-Ability to successfully
negotiate full or partial
credit for lands which have
been conserved with
permanent easements of
which the County has
approximately 70,000 acres
within the area proposed for
preservation of HCP/NCCP
impacts.

2014$32,259
(per acre)3
$21,009
(per acre)3 with
land dedication

-Approval by State Fish and
Wildlife for an innovative
easement template
(approved 5.27.14 by
USFWS) which recognizes
cultivated lands.

USACE: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
USEPA: U.E. Environmental Protection Agency
USFWS: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
CDFW: California Department of Fish and Wildlife
HCP: Habitat Conservation Plan
NCCP: Natural Communities Conservation Plan
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Notes:
-The HCP and NCCP efforts which are in pursuit of 404 Clean Water Act and 401 Water Quality Certification are doing so in a regulatory and policy environment
which has not been tested at a scale relevant to the needs of the SSHCP and the PCCP. The only example of 404/401 integration nationally has been done
subsequent to the adoption of the East Contra Costa Habitat Conservation Plan. It should be noted, however, that the acreage threshold for the 404 permit for
the ECCHCP is limited to the loss of waters of the U.S., including wetlands, resulting from a single and complete project, would be proposed to not exceed a total
of 1.5 acres. In addition, a project could not
permanently affect more than 300 linear feet of perennial, intermittent or third or higher order ephemeral streams, unless this linear limit is waived in writing by
the Corps. Proposed projects that do not meet the eligibility requirements of the RGP would require
authorization by a standard permit, letter of permission or Nationwide permit. the translation of that being a permit which will have utility for actions such as
culverts, boat docks, etc. The 401 Water Quality Certification for the ECCHCP has not yet been secured. As Plans in our region are maturing toward further
investment in environmental documents, etc., time is of the essence for the Corps in particular to make assurances to the Plan partners that the 404 Clean
Water Act integration will be designed to cover all projects which can demonstrate consistency with the HCP and will not be limited to an acreage threshold. If a
threshold similar to that offered to the ECCHCP is to be the outcome for the HCP’s in our region, arguably most or all of the projects considered in our Plans
would be forced to pursue Individual Permits.
-In regard to timing of a “typical” HCP process, and specifically aligned with where our Regional Plans generally are at in their own processes, the best and most
recent example may be the East Contra Costa HCP which issued its draft HCP/NCCP in 2004 with the HCP implemented in 2008. Subsequent to the
implementation of the draft HCP, the Plan Partners pursued 404 and 401 certifications. In February of 2011, the Corps issued a public notice for their proposed
engagement (as outlined above), and presently the Plan remains in pursuit of a 401/State Water Quality Certification.
-While some plans called out financing as a timely issue all will face the need to produce cost/benefit analysis in rather short order (relative to the staff’s
projected timelines) as conservation predominantly occurs via development and if the benefits to development (certainty, streamlining, etc.) are not made clear
and binding at this point in the market, the most-likely funders of the Plans may not see utility in permitting through them.
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Attachment B
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Habitat Conservation Plans
Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act

What is a Habitat Conservation Plan and
Incidental Take Permit?
An incidental take permit is required when
non-Federal activities will result in “take” of
threatened or endangered wildlife. A habitat
conservation plan (HCP) must accompany
an application for an incidental take permit.
The purpose of the habitat conservation
planning process associated with the permit
is to ensure there is adequate minimizing
and mitigating of the effects of the
authorized incidental take. The purpose of
the incidental take permit is to authorize the
incidental take of a listed species, not to
authorize the activities that result in take.

What is take?
“Take” is defined in the Endangered Species
Act (ESA) as harass, harm, pursue, hunt,
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect
any threatened or endangered species.
Harm may include significant habitat
modification where it actually kills or injures
a listed species through impairment of
essential behavior (e.g., nesting or
reproduction).

How many HCPs have been developed
and what size areas do they cover?
Both the number of HCPs and the size and
complexity of the areas they cover have
increased. More than 430 HCPs have been
approved, with many more in the planning
stage. Most of the earlier HCPs approved
were for planning areas of less than 1,000
acres; now 10 exceed 500,000 acres, with
several larger than 1,000,000 acres. In some
cases, there are more than one incidental
take permit associated with a HCP. For
example, the Central Coastal Orange
County HCP was developed as an overall
plan under which each individual
participating entity received a separate
incidental take permit. This suggests that
HCPs are evolving from a process adopted
primarily to address single projects to
broad-based, landscape-level planning,
utilized to achieve long-term biological and
regulatory goals.

The Wisconsin Statewide HCP was developed for the conservation of the endangered
Karner blue butterfly. Photo by Joel Trick.

Who needs an incidental take permit?
Anyone who believes that their otherwiselawful activities will result in the “incidental
take” of a listed wildlife species needs a
permit. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) can help you determine whether your
proposed project or action is likely to result
in “take” and whether a HCP is an option to
consider. FWS personnel can also provide
technical assistance to help you design your
project so as to avoid take. For example, the
project could be designed with seasonal
restrictions on construction to minimize
disturbance during nesting.

What is the benefit of an incidental take
permit and Habitat Conservation Plan to
a private landowner?
The permit allows a landowner to legally
proceed with an activity that would
otherwise result in the illegal take of a listed
species. The FWS also developed a
regulation to address the problem of
maintaining regulatory assurances and

providing certainty to landowners through
the HCP process, called the “No Surprises”
regulation.

What are No Surprises assurances?
No Surprises assurances are provided by
the government through the section
10(a)(1)(B) process to non-Federal
landowners. Essentially, private landowners
are assured that if “unforeseen
circumstances” arise, the FWS will not
require the commitment of additional land,
water, or financial compensation or
additional restrictions on the use of land,
water, or other natural resources beyond the
level otherwise agreed to in the HCP
without the consent of the permittee. The
government will honor these assurances as
long as a permittee is implementing the
terms and conditions of the HCP, permit,
and other associated documents in good
faith. In effect, this regulation states that the
government will honor its commitment as
long as the HCP permittees honor theirs.
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Are incidental take permits needed for
listed plants?

document, and the target permit processing
time is 3 months.

There are no Federal prohibitions under the
ESA for the take of listed plants on nonFederal lands, unless taking of those plants
is in violation of State law. However, before
the FWS issues a permit, the effects of the
permit on listed plants must be analyzed
because section 7 of the ESA requires that
issuance of a HCP permit must not
jeopardize any listed species, including
plants.

HCPs that do not fall into the “Low Effect”
category require either an EA or an EIS,
depending on their complexity. For those
requiring an EA as part of the permit
application, the target permit processing
time is 4 to 6 months. For those requiring an
EIS, the target permit processing time may
be up to 12 months.

What is the process for getting an
incidental take permit?
The applicant is in charge of deciding
whether to pursue an incidental take permit.
While FWS personnel provide detailed
guidance and technical assistance
throughout the process, the development of a
HCP is driven by the applicant. The
applicant is responsible for submitting a
completed permit application. The necessary
components of a completed permit
application are a standard application form,
a HCP, an Implementation Agreement (if
required), and, if appropriate, a draft
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
analysis.
While processing the permit application, the
FWS will prepare the incidental take permit,
write a biological opinion under section 7 of
the ESA, and finalize the NEPA analysis
documents. Consequently, incidental take
permits have a number of associated
documents besides the HCP.

How long will it take to process our
application?
The length of time to complete the
permitting process depends on the
complexity of issues involved (e.g., the
number of species) and the completeness of
the documents submitted by the applicant.
The FWS will work to complete all steps,
such as the public comment process, as
expeditiously as possible. The most variable
factor in permit processing requirements is
the level of analysis required for the
proposed HCP under NEPA, in other
words, whether an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS), Environmental
Assessment (EA), or a categorical exclusion
is required. Other factors such as public
controversy can also affect permit
processing times.
“Low Effect” HCPs are those involving
minor effects on federally listed, proposed,
or candidate species and their habitats
covered under the HCP and minor effects on
other environmental values or resources.
These HCPs do not require a NEPA

can be in perpetuity in certain cases.
Violation of the terms of an incidental take
permit would result in illegal take under
section 9 of the ESA. If the violation is
deemed technical or inadvertent in nature,
the FWS may send the permittee a notice of
noncompliance by certified mail or may
recommend alternative actions to the
permittee so that they may regain
compliance with the terms of the permit.

Who approves a HCP?
How do we know if we have listed
species on our project site?
Check with the appropriate State fish and
wildlife agency, the nearest FWS field office,
or the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) – Fisheries (for
anadromous fish). You can arrange for a
biologist from one of these agencies to visit
your property to determine whether a listed
species may be on your project site.

What needs to be in a HCP?
The contents of a HCP are defined in section
10 of the ESA and its implementing
regulations. They include:
■ an assessment of impacts likely to result
from the proposed taking of one or more
federally listed species.
■ measures the permit applicant will
undertake to monitor, minimize, and mitigate
for such impacts; the funding that will be
made available to implement such measures;
and the procedures to deal with unforeseen
or extraordinary circumstances.
■ alternative actions to the taking that the
applicant analyzed, and the reasons why the
applicant did not adopt such alternatives.
■ additional measures that the FWS may
require as necessary or appropriate.

The FWS Regional Director decides
whether to issue a HCP permit based on
findings that:
■ the taking will be incidental to an
otherwise lawful activity;
■ the impacts will be minimized, and
mitigated to the maximum extent
practicable;
■ adequate funding will be provided;
■ the taking will not appreciably reduce the
likelihood of the survival and recovery of the
species; and
■ any other necessary measures are met.
If the HCP addresses all of these
requirements and those of other applicable
laws, the permit is issued.
What other laws besides the Endangered
Species Act are involved?
In issuing an incidental take permit, the
FWS must comply with the NEPA and all
other statutory and regulatory
requirements, including any State or local
environmental/planning laws. HCPs may be
categorically excluded from NEPA or may
require either an EA or, rarely, an EIS.

What kind of actions are considered
mitigation?

Who is responsible for NEPA compliance
during the HCP process?

Mitigation measures are actions that reduce
or address potential adverse effects of a
proposed activity on species covered by a
HCP. They should address specific needs of
the species involved and be manageable and
enforceable. Mitigation measures may take
many forms, such as preservation (via
acquisition or conservation easement) of
existing habitat; enhancement or restoration
of degraded or a former habitat; creation of
new habitats; establishment of buffer areas
around existing habitats; modifications of
land use practices, and restrictions on
access.

The FWS is responsible for ensuring NEPA
compliance during the HCP process.
However, if the Service does not have
sufficient staff resources to prepare the
appropriate NEPA analysis in a timely
fashion, an applicant may, within certain
limitations, prepare draft Environmental
Assessment analyses. This can benefit the
applicant and the government by expediting
the application process and issuance of the
permit. When this is done, the FWS will
provide the preparer with appropriate
guidance concerning document preparation;
and review the document within 30 days and
take responsibility ultimately for its scope,
adequacy, and content.

What is the legal commitment of a HCP?
The elements of a HCP are made binding
through the incidental take permit. While
incidental take permits contain an expiration
date, the mitigation identified in the HCP
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Does the public get to comment on our
HCP? How do public comments affect our
HCP?

Are efforts made to accommodate the
needs of HCP participants who are not
professionally involved in the issues?

The ESA requires a 30-day period for public
comment on the application for an incidental
take permit. However, we have recognized
the concerns of the public regarding
inadequate time for the public comment
period, and have extended the minimum
comment period to 60 days. Additionally,
NEPA requires public comment on certain
NEPA documents, and the FWS runs these
two comment periods concurrently.
Therefore, public comments must be
considered in the permit decision.

Because development of a HCP is done by
the applicant, it is considered a private
action and, therefore, not subject to public
participation or review until the FWS
receives an official application. The FWS is
committed to working with HCP applicants
and providing technical assistance as
required throughout the HCP development
process to accommodate their needs. The
FWS believes that HCPs under development
are restricted by privacy regulations unless
waived by the applicant. However, the FWS
does encourage the applicant to involve all
appropriate parties. This is especially true
for complex and controversial projects, and
applicants for most large-scale, regional
HCP efforts choose to provide extensive
opportunities for public involvement during
the planning process. The issuance of a
permit is, however, a Federal action that is
subject to public review and comment.
There is time for public review during the
period when the FWS reviews the
information and decides to grant or deny a
permit based on the completed HCP. A 30
day public comment period is required for
all completed HCP applications. During this
period, any member of the public may
review and comment on the HCP and the
accompanying NEPA document (if
applicable). Additionally, the FWS solicits
public involvement and review, as well as
requests for additional information during
the scoping process for an EIS.

What kind of monitoring is required for a
HCP and who performs it?
The ESA or any party we designate as
responsible (e.g., State wildlife agency, local
government) in the HCP will monitor the
project for compliance with the terms of the
incidental take permit or HCP. If another
party is responsible for monitoring
compliance with the permit, the FWS will
require periodic reporting from such party
in order to maintain overall oversight
responsibility for the implementation of the
HCP’s terms and conditions. For regional
and other large-scale or long-term HCPs,
monitoring programs must provide longterm assurances that the HCP will be
implemented correctly, that actions will be
monitored, and that such actions will work
as expected. This should include periodic
accountings of take, surveys to determine
species status in project areas or mitigation
habitats, and progress reports on fulfillment
of mitigation requirements (e.g., habitat
acres acquired). Monitoring plans for HCPs
should establish target milestones, to the
extent practicable, or reporting
requirements throughout the life of the HCP
and should address actions to be taken in
case of unforeseen or extraordinary
circumstances.
The FWS must monitor the applicant’s
implementation of the HCP and the permit
terms and conditions. In addition to
compliance monitoring, the biological
conditions associated with the HCP should
be monitored to determine if the species
needs are being met. This includes
determining if the biological goals that are
expected as part of the HCP mitigation and
minimization strategy are being met. The
effectiveness monitoring will help the FWS
determine if the conservation strategy is
functioning as intended and the anticipated
benefits to the species are being realized.

Are the views of independent scientists
used or sought, before and during
development of a HCP?

provisions allow FWS and NOAA–Fisheries
to work with the landowner to reach mutual
agreement upon changes in the mitigation
strategies within the HCP area, if new
information about the species indicates this
is needed. Any changes in strategy that may
occur are discussed up front with the
landowner during the development of the
HCP. In this manner, the permittees are
fully aware of any future uncertainty in the
management strategies, and have concurred
with the adaptive approaches outlined in the
HCP.

What will the FWS do in the event of
unforeseen circumstances that may
jeopardize the species?
The FWS will use its authority to manage
any unforeseen circumstances that may
arise to ensure that species are not
jeopardized as a result of approved HCPs.
The FWS will work with all other Federal
and State agencies to help ensure the
continued survival and recovery of the
species in the wild.

How can I obtain information on numbers
and types of HCPs?
Our national HCP database displaying basic
statistics on HCPs is available online from
our Habitat Conservation Planning page at
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/hcp/. The
contact information regarding an individual
HCP that is available for public comment is
listed in the notice of availability for that
HCP, published in the Federal Register by
the appropriate Regional office. Regional
office contact information can be found at
http://www.fws.gov.

The views of independent scientists are
important in the development of mitigation
and minimization measures in nearly all
HCPs. In many cases, these individuals are
contacted by the applicant and are directly
involved in discussions on the adequacy of
possible mitigation and minimization
measures. In other cases, the views of
independent scientists are incorporated
indirectly through their participation in
other documents, such as listing documents,
recovery plans, and conservation
agreements, that are referenced by
applicants as they develop their HCP.

How does the FWS ensure that species
are adequately covered in HCPs?
The FWS has strengthened the HCP
process by incorporating adaptive
management into the plans when there are
species covered for which additional
scientific information may be useful during
the implementation of the HCP. These

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Endangered Species Program
4401 N. Fairfax Drive, Room 420
Arlington, VA 22203
703/358-2106
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/hcp/
December 2005
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Attachment C
Appendix :
What is an HCP?
Via the introduction to the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act), Congress said that the purposes of
the Act are "…to provide a means whereby the ecosystems upon which endangered species and
threatened species depend may be conserved [and] to provide a program for the conservation of such …
species…" Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) under section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Act provide for
partnerships with non-Federal parties to conserve the ecosystems upon which listed species depend,
ultimately contributing to their recovery.
HCPs are planning documents required as part of an application for an incidental take permit. They
describe the anticipated effects of the proposed taking; how those impacts will be minimized, or
mitigated; and how the HCP is to be funded. HCPs can apply to both listed and nonlisted species,
including those that are candidates or have been proposed for listing. Conserving species before they
are in danger of extinction or are likely to become so can also provide early benefits and prevent the
need for listing. (Additional information on HCP’s attached).
What is an NCCP?
Three of the four Plans underway are NCCP’s (SSHCP is the exception). CDFW's Natural Community
Conservation Planning (NCCP) program is an unprecedented effort by the State of California, and
numerous private and public partners, that takes a broad-based ecosystem approach to planning for the
protection and perpetuation of biological diversity. An NCCP identifies and provides for the regional or
areawide protection of plants, animals, and their habitats, while allowing compatible and appropriate
economic activity.The primary objective of the NCCP program is to conserve natural communities at the
ecosystem level while accommodating compatible land use. The program seeks to anticipate and
prevent the controversies and gridlock caused by species' listings by focusing on the long-term stability
of wildlife and plant communities and including key interests in the process.
Working with landowners, environmental organizations, and other interested parties, a local agency
oversees the numerous activities that compose the development of a conservation plan. CDFW and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service provide the necessary support, direction, and guidance to NCCP
participants
What is the 404 Clean Water Act?
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes a program to regulate the discharge of dredged or
fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands. Activities in waters of the United States
regulated under this program include fill for development, water resource projects (such as dams and
levees), infrastructure development (such as highways and airports) and mining projects. Section 404
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requires a permit before dredged or fill material may be discharged into waters of the United States,
unless the activity is exempt from Section 404 regulation (e.g. certain farming and forestry activities).

What is the State 401 Water Quality Certification?
This program regulates discharges of fill and dredged material under Clean Water Act Section 401 and
the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.
This program protects all waters in its regulatory scope, but has special responsibility for wetlands,
riparian areas, and headwaters because these waterbodies have high resource value, are vulnerable to
filling, and are not systematically protected by other programs. We are involved with protection of
special-status species and regulation of hydromodification impacts. The Program encourages basin-level
analysis and protection, because some functions of wetlands, riparian areas, and headwater streams including pollutant removal, flood water retention, and habitat connectivity - are expressed at the basin
or landscape level.
Most projects are regulated by the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Regional Boards). The State
Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) directly regulates multi-regional projects and
supports and coordinates the Program statewide.
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Transportation Committee

Item #14-6-6C
Information

May 29, 2014

Floodplains and Levee Improvements Update
Issue: What are the regulatory constraints regarding future land development in levee-protected areas in
the six-county region?

Recommendation: This is for information only.
Discussion: SACOG staff is reviewing regulatory constraints that may impact future development
within the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) update.
This item addresses the status of flood protection and local governments’ abilities to meet federal and
state requirements before development may occur. The Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) requires that urban areas must have flood protection levels to withstand a 100-year flood level.
California’s SB 5 requires 200-year flood protection for urban areas and 100-year flood protection for
rural areas.
SACOG contacted each local jurisdiction subject to these FEMA and SB 5 requirements and asked if and
when they estimate their jurisdictions would be able to meet the requirements. Every jurisdiction has a
plan in place or is part of a regional plan to identify where their levees need improvements. Some have
secured funding to construct the improvements and others are in construction or have completed
construction. Currently, Congress is reviewing the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA). If
enacted, WRDA would provide funding for the completion of levee improvements in the Natomas Basis,
and would ultimately remove the current de facto building moratorium in that basin for Sutter County,
Yolo County and Sacramento County, City of Sacramento. In terms of impact to the 2016 MTP/SCS
update, the timing for funding and construction of levee improvements is one of the factors that would
influence the timing of development within floodplain areas in the short to mid term.
Approved by:

Mike McKeever
Chief Executive Officer
MM:GC:ts
Attachment
Key Staff:

Sharon Sprowls, Senior Program Specialist
Kacey Lizon, Acting Planning Manager, (916) 340-6265
Gregory Chew, Senior Planner (916) 340-6227
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Attachment
Sacramento Region Floodplain Status Report
(May 27, 2014)

BACKGROUND
Since the 2008 MTP/SCS, SACOG has included a floodplain status report for the land use plan that
underpins each MTP/SCS. This is an update to the most recent report, which was developed in 2010 for
the 2012 MTP/SCS.
Since the 2010 update, the most significant development is the adoption of the Central Valley Flood
Protection Plan (CVFPP) by the Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFP Board). The CVFPP fulfills
the requirements of the Central Valley Flood Protection Act of 2008 (Senate Bill 5, 2007). The California
Water Code also requires updates to the CVFPP every five years beginning in 2017.
In addition, Senate Bill 5 and subsequent legislation (Senate Bill 1278, 2012) require cities and counties
in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Valley to have a 200-year level of flood protection for urban areas and a
100-year level of protection in rural areas. These laws also require the California Department of Water
Resources (DWR) to produce floodplain maps, which cities and counties must use in making their
findings. Flood protection plans and general plans must be consistent with the CVFPP, and flood
protection improvement milestones must be met in order for development to occur. Those milestones
include: a general plan amendment by July 2015 to include data and analysis contained in the CVFPP;
locations of flood hazards; goals, policies and objectives for the protection of lives and property that will
reduce the risk of flood damage; and feasible implementation measures. Within 12 months after the
amendment of its general plan, each city and county is to amend its zoning ordinance.
Some local governments do not feel adequately prepared to comply with these laws because
preliminary mapping from DWR, which serves as the basis for each city and county to make findings
about their ability to meet the requisite flood protection levels, is incomplete. Pending legislation, AB
2108 (Eggman) would allow cities and counties to issue permits in areas that do not meet the required
200-year level of flood protection as long as the new structure or remodel does not increase occupancy
by more than 50 percent. AB 2108 would also allow cities and counties that are making adequate
progress in pre-construction planning and designing of flood system improvements to continue issuing
development agreements, permits, and tentative maps if the city or county has demonstrated to the
satisfaction of the CVFP Board that it is on its way to constructing improvements that will meet the 200year level of flood protection for the areas where the new construction would occur.
From a funding standpoint, there is some uncertainty about the timing and frequency of additional
reauthorizations of the federal Water Resources Development Act (WRDA). Since the 2012 MTP/SCS was
adopted, Congress instituted a moratorium on earmarks, which essentially forestalled the passage of a
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WRDA reauthorization, the federal funding mechanism for levees and other flood protection projects.
Both houses of Congress have passed a WRDA reauthorization that is pending as of this writing. If
enacted, reauthorization would provide $689 million for the Sutter Basin and $1 billion for Natomas
levee projects and studies. Regular reauthorizations of WRDA would help continue to ensure that the
region meets its flood protection requirements. At the state level, there is some funding available from
prior bond measures, but regions must put together investment plans in order to access those funds.
Investment plans are currently under development.
The passage of H.R. 3370 (Homeowners Flood Insurance Affordability Act of 2014) protects property
owners from skyrocketing flood insurance rate increases. H.R. 3370 provides a four-year reprieve to
dramatic increases in insurance rates for property owners. It also reinstates a grandfathering process for
existing property owners who are mapped into risk areas, which helps cap how much insurance
premiums can increase in a year.
Looking ahead to the period between now and the 2036 horizon year of the 2016 MTP/SCS, several
factors may impact floodplains. First, recalculation of flood events (i.e., the likelihood of a flood
occurring in any given year) may change, and FEMA may remap floodplain areas. This may help or harm
jurisdictions, depending on the local conditions. Second, National Flood Insurance Program changes may
increase the costs of development indirectly. Federal law enacted in 2012 required a phase-out of
subsidized flood insurance, but the President enacted legislation to delay implementation in early 2014.
Third, changes in hydrology will impact floodplain management, as many flood management systems,
such as Folsom Dam, are also operated for water supply.
As discussed below, many jurisdictions continue to plan and construct levees and other improvements
to meet state and federal requirements. In many cases, jurisdictions believe that their floodplain
management efforts and improvement schedules will result in very little or no effect on growth
forecasts and development in the floodplain as envisioned by the 2016 MTP/SCS, notwithstanding
recent declines in the building industry. Some jurisdictions are more challenged to meet federal and
state requirements due to levee conditions, hydrology, or funding shortfalls. Specific status reports,
written with the help of local jurisdictions, are provided below.

SACRAMENTO COUNTY
Levee Status
The Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) is managing the levee construction and certification
project in the Natomas Basin for Sacramento County, the City of Sacramento, and Sutter County. The
Natomas Basin levees are undergoing a major upgrade and are currently halfway complete.
The levees along both the Sacramento River and the American River were de-certified by FEMA in 2013.
Re-certification of the American River levees will depend on programs associated with the Folsom Dam
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Joint Federal Project and various levee improvements. The Folsom Dam Joint Federal Project (JFP) is
currently under construction and completion is estimated for 2020. The Folsom Dam JFP will allow more
efficient operation of the dam and allow the operators to manage larger flood events downstream so
that levees downstream are not overwhelmed.
State and Federal Compliance Status
The Natomas area continues to be at risk of 100-year flooding and does not meet the 200-year flood
protection requirements of California’s DWR.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
Development in the Natomas Basin depends on passage of WRDA, subsequent appropriations for levee
improvements, and completion of the associated levee improvements. Once adequate progress is
demonstrated, FEMA may change the flood designation from Zone “AE” to the less restrictive Zone
“A99” designation. The current “AE” designation has caused a de facto building moratorium in Natomas
given the restriction that structures must be elevated or flood-proof to a base elevation of 33 feet.

City of Sacramento
Levee Status
The City of Sacramento’s levees along the Natomas Basin are under improvement and are about halfway
completed. Federal funding for completing the levee work and compliance with FEMA’s 100-year flood
requirements and DWR, is dependent on enactment of a WRDA reauthorization, subsequent
appropriations for levee improvements, and completion of the associated levee improvements. Once
adequate progress is demonstrated, FEMA may change the area’s flood zone designation.
In 2012 and 2013, the USACE levee certification expired along the Sacramento River, American River and
North Streams. In order to re-certify, improvements to the levees are expected to take between 5-7
years, including those to the Natomas Basin described above.
The Folsom Dam Joint Federal Project (JFP) is currently under construction and completion is estimated
for 2020. The Folsom Dam JFP will allow more efficient operation of the dam and allow the operators to
manager larger flood events downstream so that levees downstream are not overwhelmed.
Because of many flood control projects in the South Sacramento Streams Groups (Morrison Creek area),
over 3,000 structures were removed from the A99 zone as of May 12, 2014. This means that flood
insurance will no longer be required and will be available at a lower rate. A widening and detention
basis project along Florin Creek will be constructed in 2015, which will remove an additional 500
structures from the A99 zone.
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State and Federal Compliance Status
Once these levee improvements are made, the City should be able to demonstrate compliance with
state and federal requirements. The remainder of the City of Sacramento is designated Zone “X”,
meaning there are no building restrictions except for some floodplains created by Magpie Creek/Dry
Creek (designated Zone “AE”), Arcade Creek (designated Zone “AE” and “AH”), and Florin Creek,
designated Zone “AH”.
SB 5/SB 1278 require the city to have 200-year level of protection by July 2016 in order to allow
development. However, having a plan in place to reach the 200-year level of protection by July 2016 will
delay the 200-year level requirement until 2025 if the city can show annual progress. The city is in the
process of developing a plan.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
Almost all of the Delta Shores project area is located in Zone “X”, which means that the area is protected
by levees. The portions of the project currently located in Zone “AE” will likely be redesignated to Zone
“X” once the development’s infrastructure has been planned.
City of Isleton
Levee Status
The city has levees along Georgina Slough and along the Sacramento River that will need to be improved
to meet 100-year FEMA flood level requirements for participation in the National Flood Insurance
Program. The ground elevation of Isleton ranges from approximately 0 feet, or sea level, up to 4 feet
above sea level. The FEMA base elevation is 9 feet. New development in the city is required to be built
at base level elevations. However, the city is not subject to SB 5 requirements because it has fewer than
10,000 residents.
State and Federal Compliance Status
As part of the Delta area, the city is included in the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (CVFPP). The
CVFPP is a comprehensive framework for systemwide flood management and flood risk reduction in the
Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins. The adoption of the CVFPP provides conceptual guidance to
reduce the risk of flooding for about one million people and $70 billion in infrastructure, homes and
businesses, with a goal of providing 200-year protection to urban areas, and reducing flood risks to small
communities and rural agricultural lands.
The city, as part of the CVFPP, continues to participate in the improvement of its levees. However, there
is no clear schedule that indicates when the CVFPP will be implemented that will meet the requirements
placed on the city.
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MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
Any new development in the city must be built at base level elevations, which would effectively require
new residential units to have a second floor main entrance. Some housing units were built this way in
the prior decade, but there is no clear indication additional units will be built this way in the future.

SUTTER COUNTY
The levees in Sutter County have not been certified as providing a 100-year level of protection due to
underseepage issues along the Sacramento River, Feather River Sutter Bypass, Natomas Cross Canal,
East Main Drain, Bear River and Yankee Slough. Levees along the west bank of the Feather River have
been studied extensively, as has the south bank of the Natomas Cross Canal.
The Feather River Levee Improvement Project managed by the Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency is
constructing 44 miles of levee improvements from Thermalito Bay to the Sutter Bypass along the
Feather River. The improvements are scheduled to be completed in 2015. These levee improvements
are being paid for by a combination of a voter-approved special assessment through a Proposition 218
process and resources from DWR and the USACE.
All of the lands within the city limits of Yuba City and within the city of Live Oak and its Sphere of
Influence are protected by these improvements. The only urban area not covered is a portion of Yuba
City’s Sphere of Influence, discussed in the Yuba City section below.
The areas south of Yuba City in the Yuba City/Live Oak Basin, and most of the area within the Nicolaus
Sub-basin fall into Special Flood Hazard Area Zone A (including zones AO and AH). In addition, lands
within the Meridian and Robbins Basins are likely to be remapped by FEMA from Zone X currently to
Zone A. Sutter County is required to enforce minimum National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP)
standards, such as mandating that the first floor of new or substantially improved buildings be at or
above base flood elevations.
The Natomas Basin Area within Sutter County is also located in Zone AE, and new buildings must be at or
above base flood elevations. As discussed in the City of Sacramento section below, substantial
improvements have been made and, if the Water Resources Development Act is passed at the federal
level and funding for the remaining improvements are secured, it is expected that this designation will
be removed with remapping and development will continue once again.
State and Federal Compliance Status
For the existing county urbanized areas surrounding the cities of Live Oak and Yuba County, FEMA
requirements have been met and SB 5 200-year requirements are very likely to have been met with the
improvements along the west bank of the Feather River. The county’s portion of the Natomas Basin will
likely meet FEMA and SB 5 requirements upon the approval of WRDA.
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The non-urbanized areas in the Meridian Basin, Robbins Basin, Nicolaus Basin and south half of the Yuba
City/Live Oak Basins will not be compliant with FEMA or SB 5 requirements. Until significant levee
improvements are made to the Sutter Bypass, which have neither been analyzed nor engineered, these
areas will continue to remain in some version of Zone A.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
Sutter Pointe Specific Plan in the Natomas Basin is the only long-term residential urban development
planned in the unincorporated county. The other affected projects are likely to be agricultural-related
developments such as farm product processing units and silos and will have to be built at base flood
elevations that are likely infeasible in many parts of the county.

City of Live Oak
Levee Status
Only a small portion of the city’s downtown is within a flood zone. Live Oak is part of a group of
jurisdictions for the Feather River Levee Improvement Project, managed by the Sutter Butte Flood
Control Agency, which is constructing 44 miles of levee improvements from Thermalito Bay to the Sutter
Bypass along the Feather River. The improvements are scheduled to be completed in 2015.
Because plans for the improvements are in place and funding has been secured, FEMA’s map
designation officially changed effective May 13, 2014 and now all lands within the city will be outside of
a flood zone.
Federal and State Compliance
The improvements along the Feather River that are being constructed have met FEMA’s requirements,
and is expected to meet the State’s 200-year level requirements as well.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
FEMA and State flood protection requirements are not an obstacle to any future development within
the city.
The City of Yuba City
Levee Status
DWR shows most of the city’s lands within a floodplain and if FEMA were to remap the city, it would
likely have lands within floodplains. However, like the city of Live Oak, Yuba City is part of the Feather
River Levee Improvement Project managed by the Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency. This project is
constructing 44 miles of levee improvements from Thermalito Bay to the Sutter Bypass along the west
bank of the Feather River.
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State and Federal Compliance Status
The city is expected to meet FEMA requirements for 100-year flood protection and SB 5 compliance for
200-year requirements, due to the completion of the Feather River West Levee Improvement Project.
The one exception is the southwest portion of the city’s Sphere of Influence near Bogue Road and
Township Road. The city will re-examine how to address this area after the Feather River Levee
Improvements project is completed.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
With the exception of the southwest portion of the city’s Sphere of Influence (SOI), the lands within the
city’s boundaries and SOI will have no flood impediments to development.

YOLO COUNTY
Unincorporated areas of Knights Landing, Clarksburg and Yolo
Levee status
Over the last decade, FEMA has made changes to re-define regional flood hazard areas. The Cache Creek
levees were de-certified in 2002, placing portions of the City of Woodland in the 100-year floodplain.
Similarly, the levees protecting the unincorporated towns of Knights Landing, Yolo and Clarksburg were
de-certified in 2010, and all three towns were remapped into the 100-year floodplain. Yolo County is
requesting that the Clarksburg community receive a changed classification to FEMA Zone “D”, which is
for unstudied areas where flood hazards are possible but undetermined. Communities with Zone “D”
designation are free from mandatory flood insurance purchase requirements.
The Lower Sacramento and Delta North Regional Flood Management Plan is identifying regional flood
management solutions. Part of this work includes researching alternatives for providing 100-year flood
protection for Knights Landing and the town of Yolo. Alternatives include strengthening existing levees
in place or a smaller ring levee system. The management plan has also spurred coordination between
local agencies regarding the Yolo Bypass and Fremont Weir Wildlife Area. There is consensus for the
development of a Yolo Bypass/Cache Slough Integrated Water Management Plan, but funding has not
yet been secured.
State and Federal Compliance Status
As mentioned above, the unincorporated towns of Knights Landing, Yolo and Clarksburg are subject to
FEMA’s 100-year flood level requirements but are not subject to California’s SB 5 requirements because
they are communities under 10,000 residents. To meet the FEMA requirements, these communities are
participating in the Lower Sacramento and Delta North Regional Flood Management Plan, which is the
regional plan to address flood management solutions for the area that includes these Yolo County
communities.
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Knights Landing needs a funding solution to finish repairs for the Mid-Valley Area Levee Reconstruction
Project. The project has an estimated total cost of $7 million (85% federal/15% local split), but the
benefit-cost ratio is being recalculated. The levees around Clarksburg last failed in 1918, but the system
is incomplete. There are not secured funds identified for these improvements. Levee improvements
needed to protect the community of Yolo have also not been secured. The management plan does not
have funding for full implementation, and Yolo County is seeking ways to fund the improvements
needed for its communities.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
The three unincorporated communities within the 100-year floodplain have very limited projected
growth potential. Floodplain regulations will likely affect agricultural operations and facilities more than
residential development.
City of Woodland
Levee status
The Cache Creek levees were designed to provide the City of Woodland with a 10-year level of
protection, but don’t generally overtop until a 25-year or greater event occurs. There are currently no
improvements in place to upgrade the levees above a 10-30 year level.
The Cache Creek Settling Basin and Yolo Bypass levees were de-certified by FEMA in 2009. This makes
Interstate 5 on the south bank of Cache Creek vulnerable. It is estimated that the interstate would be
shut down for one to three months east of Woodland and twenty hours north of Woodland if a 25-year
or larger flood hits the area. The City, DWR, and USACE are exploring infrastructure and legislative
solutions to interstate flooding issues.
State and Federal Compliance Status
The 100-year floodplain covers almost a third of the city of Woodland. Flood depths from a 100-year
event are generally expected to be between 2-3 feet, but may reach up to 12 feet in some areas. The
City is currently subject to FEMA’s Zone “AE” designation and will be until the levees meet new 100-year
level of protection criteria.
A unique issue for Woodland is that all of the levees that affect the city’s flood problem are outside the
city’s jurisdiction. The city can only work with agencies with actual jurisdiction towards a solution. How
this will affect the mandates required by state law remains to be determined.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
None of the City’s planned new residential areas within city limits and the Sphere of Influence are within
the 100-year floodplain. However, the City is planning for infill projects and new industrial development
areas in the floodplain. For industrial development areas, elevated docking stations provide flood
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protection and comply with FEMA’s Zone “AE” designation, which requires new development to be built
at base flood elevation.
City of West Sacramento
Levee Status
West Sacramento has FEMA 100-year certification and an aggressive levee improvement program. The
city has completed levee evaluations using current levee design guidelines and has identified
deficiencies based on federal standards. The city’s levee improvement program is designed ultimately
to provide a 200-year level of protection. A six-mile improvement project along the Sacramento River
will begin construction in 2016 and be finished by 2017. The project currently has EIR certification and is
90 percent complete with the design. The city estimates that the total cost to construct all needed levee
improvements is between $500 million and $600 million.
State and Federal Compliance Status
Currently, the city projects meeting the 200-year level of protection by 2020. If FEMA were to remap
this area it is anticipated that it would designate multiple flood zones within the city due to the
complexities of the city’s geography and hydrology. However, there are no signs that FEMA will remap
the area in the near future. West Sacramento is leading a regional and even national effort to revise
FEMA’s flood zone designation criteria to more accurately reflect current conditions. Proposed
regulatory changes to flood zone designations may help the city qualify for AR and/or A99 zones and
further levee improvements.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
Almost all of the land within current city limits is designated as Zone “ X”, which allows development to
occur because of its levee protection. However, greenfield development in the Southport area could
face flood-related regulatory obstacles if the area is remapped. Although the city maintains an
aggressive levee improvement program and responsible land use policies, current federal regulatory
conditions could delay growth allocations in the MTP/SCS update. Given current FEMA policies, final
maps with an AE designation for the city could create a de facto building moratorium. With the
evaluation of the levees for a 200-year event, and assuming that an improvement plan is completed by
2020 and continued progress is made on proposed regulatory changes to federal flood zone
designations, the city believes that flood concerns could have variable but limited effect on the MTP/SCS
allocations.
City of Winters
Levee Status
The FEMA FIRM shows the majority of the northeast area of town is within the 100-year flood plain,
with a portion within the city limits and within its Sphere of Influence. This area is within the Moody
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Slough sub-basin, and drainage facilities identified in the Moody Slough Sub-Basin Drainage would be
implemented for the area to develop. The drainage facilities include a series of proposed canals, and
levees, pipes, open channels, and detention ponds.
State and Federal Compliance Status
The city is not subject to State SB 5 requirements because it does not meet the definition of an urban
area that exceeds 10,000 residents.
The portion of the city within the FEMA floodplain would be subject to FEMA 100-year floodplain. The
city has proposed a series of canals, levees and other facilities to address this.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
A portion of land affected by 100-year flood levels is within the city limits and within the urban limit line.
At this time, the city nor the property owners have plans to annex additional land into the city limits in
the foreseeable future and therefore it should not be assumed as part of the city’s growth within the
MTP/SCS.

YUBA COUNTY
Plumas Lakes, Linda, Olivehurst and Magnolia
Levee Status
The South Yuba County Basin (Reclamation District 784) consists of 29 miles of levees along the Yuba
River, Feather River, Bear River, and the Western Pacific Interceptor Canal. The last four miles of levee
construction along the Yuba River were completed in 2012.
In 2010, the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers conducted a feasibility study that looked specifically at the
Yuba River’s Goldfields area. The study found that these embankments—which had been realigned to
prevent clogging and sediment deposits from mining practices during the 1900s—had eroded and would
be breached by a 200-year storm.
The Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority (TRLIA) and local mining companies are working to find a
solution to the 200-year storm potential breach. They are currently considering four projects, three
within the Goldfields and one that would expand the levee system south of the mining area. Levee
improvements for the 200-year storm level are estimated to cost around $50 million. This funding has
not yet been secured.
As a result, TRLIA is moving forward with an interim fix that is estimated to cost between $500,000 and
$1 million. This interim project will help Yuba County retain its 100-year accreditation. To date, the
Goldfields Interim Fix Study has achieved CEQA compliance. Construction is set to begin in 2015.
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State and Federal Compliance Status
South Yuba County has received FEMA 100-year Accreditation. Excluding the Goldfields area, RD 784 is
essentially in compliance with the state’s 200-year protection requirement. TRLIA will be making some
additional 200-year improvements to the Western Pacific Interceptor Canal West Levee in 2015 due to
DWR’s Urban Levee Program results.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
Given RD 784’s levee accreditation by FEMA, flood issues are not an impediment to development in this
area. Development applications in portions of Plumas Lakes are currently proceeding without building
elevation or flood insurance requirements.
The Goldfields area east of Marysville does not have any proposed urban development. Flooding in this
area will have the largest impact on development for agricultural uses, including processing facilities
such as silos and dryers.
The City is not planning for any major new residential development projects. All of its growth will come
from infill and potential annexation.
City of Marysville
Levee Status:
The current Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for the City reflects 100-year protection under a
Provisionally Accredited Levee (PAL) Agreement. That Agreement expired in June 2010, but the FIRM
has not been updated. As a result, they are not currently certified as having 100-year protection.
Additionally, the DWR and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) have identified deficient areas in
the levee system along the Feather and Yuba Rivers. The USACE has recently completed the first phase
of a four-stage program to address these deficiencies and is in design on the other three stages.
Levees within the City’s southern Sphere of Influence are within the jurisdiction of Reclamation District
784 and are certified as providing 200-year protection. The northern Sphere of Influence was deleted by
recent LAFCO action.
State and Federal Compliance Status
The City is expected to meet the 2015 requirement for creating a floodplain management plan. When
the USACE completes the final phase of the Marysville Ring Levee project, the city will have
approximately a 285-year level of protection. Unless the City is remapped into a floodplain by FEMA,
there are no state or federal requirements that impede infill development.
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MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
The City is not planning for any major new residential development projects within its city limits. All of
its growth will come from infill and potential annexation.
City of Wheatland
Levee Status
The levee along the north side of Bear River achieved certification by FEMA in 2011 for a 100-year storm
event. Development interests funded the necessary levee improvements, and an assessment district
was approved by land owners to provide for long-term levee maintenance. These levee improvements
have changed FEMA’s floodplain mapping and much of the area north of the improved levee has been
revised from “Zone A” designations to “Zone X”.
Levees along Dry Creek are not FEMA-certified and require evaluation and a plan for improvement. The
evaluation, design and construction of the improvements needed to achieve FEMA certification is
estimated to range between $7-$16 million.
FEMA and SB 5 Status
The Bear River levees are considered to be compliant with FEMA. Further study of the Dry Creek levees
is needed to assess whether Wheatland will be complaint with SB 5. Reclamation District 2103 received
almost a half million dollars and a commitment from the state for geotechnical work along this creek to
conduct an evaluation of the levee and determine the scope of necessary improvements.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
Given the levee improvements along the Bear River and re-designation of the southern floodplain,
development may occur in the southern portion of Wheatland. This includes the Heritage Oaks Estates,
Roddan Ranch and Jones Ranch development projects. The latter two are mostly protected by the Bear
River levees, but some fill is needed along the southerly edges of these developments to raise the
ground above the 100-year flood elevation. Development in the north is moving more slowly due to
needed levee improvements along Dry Creek. The Johnson Rancho Specific Plan is located mostly
outside the floodplain, but some areas are within the Dry Creek floodplain that will need improvements
before development would be allowed in those areas.
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Transportation Committee

Item #14-6-6D
Information

May 29, 2014

Research of Factors Influencing Development Pattern (Water)
Issue: How is staff researching the influence of water on future development patterns in the context of
the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) update?

Recommendation: None. This item is for information only.
Discussion: Water supply is among the many regulatory, policy, and market factors that can influence the
timing and shape of future development. In the last year, the Board directed staff to look at how water
supply in future years may affect the development pattern projected in the MTP/SCS. This staff report
provides the status of that research.
Staff has reached out to the Regional Water Authority, Placer County Water Agency, and local
government planning staffs to assess the types of water supply factors that should be considered in
different parts of the region. Based on these discussions, research efforts are focused on understanding the
amount of development that can occur in new growth areas before new large infrastructure investments
are needed and on the timing of financing and constructing new treatment, storage and conveyance
facilities for new development areas. Much of staff’s research on water supply comes from specific plans
or environmental impact reports for new growth areas, general plans, and urban water management plans
(UWMPs). The UWMPs are prepared by urban water suppliers to project demand in their service area and
identify strategies for water source reliability. Combined, these planning documents suggest that the longterm (20-year) water supply is not likely to be a limiter of growth in the region, though they do not
provide a clear answer about the timing or phasing of development. Staff will continue to meet with
water experts, local government staff and water agencies to best determine how the timing of investments
in water infrastructure fit within the context of the MTP/SCS update.
Approved by:

Mike McKeever
Chief Executive Officer
MM:KL:ts
Key Staff:

Sharon Sprowls, Senior Program Specialist, (916) 340-6235
Kacey Lizon, MTP/SCS Manager, (916) 340-6265
Deborah Schrimmer, Planner I, (916) 340-6223
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Revised Item #14-6-2E
Transportation Committee

Information

June 4, 2014

Airport Constraints Analysis
Issue: What are the regulatory constraints regarding future land development surrounding airports in the
six-county region?

Recommendation: This is for information only.
Discussion: SACOG staff is reviewing regulatory constraints that may impact future development within
the 2016 MTP/SCS Update. In December 2013, the Board requested that staff analyze how much land is
affected by airport regulatory constraints. This item addresses what impact airport-related operations have on
development potential of lands outside of airport properties for all public use and public-serving airports in
the six-county region. There are 20 22 airports that fall under the definition of public use or public-serving
airports in the region.
The State’s Aeronautic Act, codified under Public Utilities Section 21001 et seq., requires that SACOG, in
its role as Airport Land Use Commission for Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba Counties, and Placer
County Transportation Planning Commission for Placer County, and El Dorado County Transportation
Commission for El Dorado County, develop plans for each airport that address land use compatibility. The
State provides guidelines based on the type of airport, operational factors, and the types of land use that are
compatible, conditionally compatible and incompatible depending on the location of the site to the airport.
The compatibility plans must consider noise contours of the aircraft, safety zone restrictions and height.
In the attachment, SACOG’s analysis of these factors in existing compatibility plans for these airports shows
how many acres of land fall with the 65-70 CNEL noise contours (Community Noise Equivalent Level),
which is often used as the noise-related demarcation between allowable and not allowable residential
development, . The 60-65 CNEL noise contour is used for the newer compatibility plans for Sacramento
International Airport, Yuba County Airport and Beale Air Force Base. As such, SACOG identified ten
development planeight communities areas that are affected by these contours as shown in the attached map.
In most or all cases, the developers are very aware of airport related restrictions and work with the local
ALUCs to design their communities accordingly. Safety and height-related compatibility are also evaluated
on a more case-by-case basis and are not part of this analysis.
Approved by:

Mike McKeever
Chief Executive Officer
MM:GC:ts
Attachments
Key Staff:

Kacey Lizon, Acting Planning Manager, (916) 340-6265
Gregory Chew, Senior Planner (916) 340-6227
Alexandra Holmqvist, Planner II, (916) 340-6244
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Acres of Land Constrained by Airport Noise Contours (by Jurisdiction, by Airport)
1

Jurisdiction and Applicable Airport

El Dorado County
Placerville
Placerville Airport
Unincorporated El Dorado County
Placerville Airport
Placer County
Lincoln
Lincoln Regional Airport
Unincorporated Placer County
Lincoln Regional Airport
Sacramento County
Rancho Cordova
Mather Airport
City of Sacramento
Sacramento Executive Airport
McClellan Air Force Base
Rio Linda Airport
Sacramento International Airport
Unincorporated Sacramento County
Franklin Field
Mather Airport
McClellan Air Force Base
Rio Linda Airport
Sacramento International Airport
Sutter County
Unincorporated Sutter County
Sacramento International Airport
Yolo County
Unincorporated Yolo County
Sacramento International Airport
Yuba County
Unincorporated Yuba County
Beale Air Force Base
Yuba County Airport
REGION TOTAL (Sum of All Affected Acres in All Jurisdictions)

60-65 CNEL
45

Acres of Land within Noise Contours:
65-70 CNEL 70-75 CNEL 75-80 CNEL 75-80 CNEL
9
-

1

-

44
212

9
76

115

76

97
4,404

3,860

-

-

159

-

313
291
286
5

159
4,245

4,245
1,489

3,256
43
1,037
483
4
1,688
347

1,489
1,686

347
154 -

1,686
2,734

154
695

2,721
14
10,571

693
2
5,140

TOTAL
54

-

-

-

1

-

-

-

53
288

-

191

-

97
9,222

-

454
450

-

-

-

-

821

137

124

17

-

-

-

697

-

298
64

120
17
1

-

335
1 1

102

-

168

8

168

8
-

990

-

1,837
1,840

-

1,840
3,605

-

3,590
16
16,847

-

-

286
5
159
8,318
43
1,353
549
4
6,370
1,837

-

-

-

145

1

Auburn Municipal Airport, Blue Canyon Airport, Borges-Clarksburg Airport, Brownsville Airport, Cameron Park Airport, Elk Grove Airport, Georgetown Airport, Rancho Murieta Airport, South Lake Tahoe
Airport, Sunset Skyranch Airport, Sutter County Airport, Watts-Woodland Airport, and Yolo County Aiport are not included in this analysis because their noise contours do not extend, or minimally
extend, beyond airport boundaries.
60 to 65 CNEL or 65-70 CNEL: Residential Uses Restricted or prohibited: Single family, multifamily, group homes, and mobile homes
70-75 CNEL: 70 CNEL uses plus schools, universities, libraries, child care, nursing facilities, and art galleries restricted
75-80 CNEL: 70-75 CNEL uses plus retail trade of lumber, building materials and nurseries; hospitals; parks; riding stables; theme parks; amusement parks; theaters; auditoriums; sports center; and
livestock/poultry restricted
80-85 CNEL: 70-80 CNEL uses plus passenger transportation, retail trade, business/professional services, shopping districts, public/quasi public, and all parks and recreation (except open space)
restricted
Source: California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics, California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, October 2011; El Dorado County Transportation Commission, Placerville Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan, June 2012; Placer County Transportation Planning Agency, Lincoln Regional Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, February 2014; SACOG, Beale Air Force Base Land Use
Compatibility Plan, March 2011; SACOG, Franklin Field Comprehensive Land Use Plan, December 1992; SACOG, Mather Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan, 1997; SACOG, McClellan Air Force Base
Comprehensive Land Use Plan, December 1992; SACOG, Rio Linda Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan, December 1992; SACOG, Sacramento Executive Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan, May
1999; SACOG, Sacramento International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, December 2013; SACOG, Yuba County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, March 2011.
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Sacramento Region Airports

Attachment B

Legend
o

Airports with Noise Contours that Remain within the Airport
Property
Highways

Airport Noise Countours 60 to 65 CNEL or 65 to 70 CNEL
Depending on the Threshold for Prohibiting Residential
Development in a Specific ALUCP
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Source: California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics, California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, October 2011; El Dorado County Transportation Commission, Placerville Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plan, June 2012; Placer County Transportation Planning Agency, Lincoln Regional Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, February 2014; SACOG, Beale Air Force Base Land Use Compatibility
Plan, March 2011; SACOG, Franklin Field Comprehensive Land Use Plan, December 1992; SACOG, Mather Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan, 1997; SACOG, McClellan Air Force Base Comprehensive
Land Use Plan, December 1992; SACOG, Rio Linda Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan, December 1992; SACOG, Sacramento Executive Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan, May 1999; SACOG,
Sacramento International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, December 2013; SACOG, Yuba County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, March 2011.
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Jurisdiction Review of the Land Use Forecast
Collaboration between SACOG and local agencies began in late 2013. This effort included work on the
land use assumptions, the call for transportation projects, and development of regional-scale land use
and transportation scenarios. The following partner and member agency collaboration has occurred to
date:
•
•
•
•

•
•

•
•

The first vetting of the plan update assumptions occurred in Summer 2013, with local staff
review of the 2012 existing conditions land uses.
In Fall 2013, local staff provided input on the proposed scope, cost, and timing of transportation
investments for consideration in the plan update.
The next period of land use review occurred in Winter 2013 with local staff review of the
modeled inventory of adopted and proposed local land use plans.
In 2014, staff hosted two open workshops for Board members and stakeholders on the travel
demand model that is used in the MTP/SCS. The meetings were a way to share the data inputs
and assumptions, model development and maintenance program, comparison to other models,
local and regional applications, and state and federal oversight of the model.
In July 2014, both transportation and land use assumptions of the regional scenarios were
vetted through local staffs in preparation for the October public workshops and information to
the SACOG Board.
For each of the aforementioned milestones, staff has also been coordinating with partner
agency staff at the El Dorado County Transportation Commission (EDCTC) and Placer County
Transportation Planning Agency (PCTPA). The objective has been to align planning assumptions
as each of these agencies concurrently update their long-range transportation plans.
In Winter 2015, the Discussion Draft Preferred Scenario, which consists of a land use forecast
and transportation project list, was vetted through local agencies for a six-week period to allow
for adequate local review.
In February 2015, during the six-week vetting of the Discussion Draft Preferred Scenario, SACOG
held six elected official information meetings (one in each county in the region) to present the
Discussion Draft and solicit questions and comments on it.

Additionally, most of the research and discussion items presented to the SACOG Board throughout the
year have also been shared with the SACOG staff advisory committees, including the Regional Planning
Partnership, the Transit Coordinating Committee, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee and
the Planners Committee.
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Regional Growth Pattern
As part of the MTP/SCS, SACOG develops a growth forecast, estimating new population,
employment, and housing for the region, and a land use forecast, which is the distribution of this
growth around the region. The purpose of this document is to describe the general use, density and
intensity of the land use forecast for each jurisdiction.
Growth rates and patterns within an area are influenced by various local, regional, and national
forces that reflect ongoing social, economic, and technological changes. Ultimately, the amount and
location of population growth and economic development that occurs within a specific area is
regulated by city and county governments through zoning, land use plans and policies, and decisions
regarding development applications. Local government and other regional, state, and federal
agencies also make decisions regarding the provision of infrastructure (e.g., transportation facilities,
water facilities, sewage facilities) and protection of natural resources that may influence growth rates
and the location of future development.
At any point in time, the 28 jurisdictions in the Sacramento Region are at various stages of
updating or augmenting their local land use plans. Since the adoption of the Blueprint Vision by the
SACOG Board of Directors in December 2004, a number of jurisdictions in the region have been
voluntarily implementing the Blueprint smart growth principles into their planning processes. The
general plan and specific plan development activities occurring in the region by the local
jurisdictions are reflected in the 2036 land use forecast that accompany the population, housing and
employment forecasts for the MTP/SCS 2036. These plans fall within one of four categories:
•

General plans adopted since adoption of the Blueprint Vision in 2004 (with dates for
those recently adopted in the last eight years): City of Citrus Heights (2011), El Dorado
County, City of Galt (2009), City of Lincoln (2008), City of Live Oak (2009), Placer
County (2013), City of Rancho Cordova, City of Rocklin (2012), City of Roseville (2010),
City of Sacramento (2015), Sutter County (2010), City of Wheatland, Yolo County, the
City of Yuba City, and Yuba County (2011). Undergoing general plan updates (as of
2015): City of Folsom, , City of West Sacramento, and the City of Woodland. El Dorado
County is also undergoing a Land Use Policy Programmatic Update and the Sacramento
County General Plan has been amended to include changes up to 2012.

•

Developing or recently adopted area-specific land use plans (since 2012): City of Davis,
El Dorado County, City of Lincoln, City of Colfax, City of Elk Grove, City of Roseville,
Placer County, City of Placerville, City of Rancho Cordova, City of Roseville, City of
Sacramento, Sacramento County, City of Wheatland, Yolo County, and Yuba County.

•

Not currently updating general plans or community-level land use plans: City of Auburn,
City of Isleton, Town of Loomis, City of Marysville, and City of Winters.

In developing the MTP/SCS 2036 land use forecast, SACOG worked with each of the local
jurisdictions to develop a growth forecast and accompanying land use allocation that reflects each of
their Blueprint implementation efforts. At the same time, the MTP/SCS 2036 land use assumptions
must reflect the growth pattern that is most likely to occur, based on the best information available
(93 C.F.R. § 93.122). The resulting growth patterns are a combination of local policies, many of
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which reflect or are influenced by Blueprint principles, and market forces leavened by issues such as
flooding and habitat conservation.
Definitions for Frequently Utilized Terms
The following terms are used throughout this document to describe the characteristics of the land
uses identified in the MTP/SCS.
General Plan- California law requires each jurisdiction in the state to develop and adopt a general
plan, a long-term plan for the physical development of the city or county. It must contain seven
mandated elements, including: Land Use, Open Space, Conservation, Housing, Noise, Circulation,
and Safety.
Specific Plan- Sometimes referred to as a master plan, community plan, or planned unit
development, this is a tool many cities and counties use to implement the general plan in new
growth areas. It effectively establishes a link between implementing the policies of the general plan
and the development proposal of a specific area.
Sphere of Influence (SOI)- A sphere of influence refers to a plan for the probable ultimate
physical boundary and service area of a city, as determined by the Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCo). LAFCos are state-mandated, quasi-judicial countywide commissions whose
function is to oversee boundary changes of cities and special districts, the formation of new
agencies, including the incorporation of new cities or districts, and the consolidation of special
districts and cities.
Density- Housing units divided by net residential acres (land on which housing is built, exclusive of
public rights-of-ways, parks, schools and public areas). All densities discussed in this section of the
MTP/SCS refer to net density.
Rural Residential- Single-family housing that is typically one to two stories, built at a density less
than or equal to one unit per acre.
Very Low Density Residential- Single-family housing that is typically one to two stories, built at a
density between two and four units per acre.
Low Density Residential- Single-family housing that is typically one to two stories, built at a
density between four and eight units per acre.
Medium Density Residential- Single-family or multi-family (attached) housing that is typically
built at a density between 9 and 12 units per acre. Typical building heights are one to two stories.
Medium-High Density Residential- Single-family or multi-family (attached) housing that is
typically built at a density between 13 and 25 units per acre. Typical building heights are one to
three stories.
High Density Residential- Multi-family (attached) housing that is typically built at a density greater
than 25 units per acre. Typical building heights are between two and six stories, with taller buildings
in the more urban areas.
Commercial- Commercial uses include retail and combined retail and office uses ranging from
neighborhood scale to regional scale, generally one to two stories. Up to three stories is allowed
when mixed with residential in a vertical mixed-use format. Floor Area Ratios (FAR) generally range
from 0.2 to 0.6; however, FAR can be up to 2.0 in mixed use buildings.
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Office- Office uses include a range of office buildings from single, small office uses (e.g., generally
not including office parks or complexes) that range from one to three stories to multi-story towers
(20 or more stories). The minimum FAR is generally 0.8.
Industrial- Industrial uses range from light industrial-office to heavy industrial. This includes
business park complexes, warehouses, manufacturing and processing facilities, and other industrial
uses generally ranging from one to two stories. FAR are typically 0.3 or less.
Public- Public uses include schools, hospitals, fire stations, airports, military facilities, libraries,
community centers, zoos, public pools, etc. FAR are generally about 0.2 to 0.3; however, because of
the wide range of public uses, this range can be much larger. For example, universities and hospitals
will often have FAR greater than 1.0 and airports, by contrast, are usually very low, at less than 0.05.
Rural Residential Community- This refers to one of the Community Types identified in the
MTP/SCS (see Chapter 3- Land Use Forecast for a full description and map of the Community
Types). Residential development forecasted in these areas in the MTP/SCS does not exceed the
maximum density of one unit per acre, as defined by general plans. Employment development is
generally based on 80 percent of the allowed intensity of the land use designations in adopted
general plans.
Center and Corridor Community- This refers to one of the Community Types identified in the
MTP/SCS (see Chapter 3- Land Use Forecast for a full description and map of the Community
Types). Unless otherwise noted, development forecasted in these areas in the MTP/SCS is generally
based on 80 percent of the allowed density or intensity of the land use designations in adopted
general plans.
Established Community- This refers to one of the Community Types identified in the MTP/SCS
(see Chapter 3- Land Use Forecast for a full description and map of the Community Types). Unless
otherwise noted, development forecasted in these areas in the MTP/SCS is generally based on 80
percent of the allowed density or intensity of the land use designations in adopted general plans.
Developing Community- This refers to one of the Community Types identified in the MTP/SCS
(see Chapter 3- Land Use Forecast for a full description and map of the Community Types). These
areas were modeled according to the density and intensity assumed in the adopted and proposed
specific plans, master plans, and special plans discussed throughout this document.

O V E R V I E W O F DRAFT PREFERRED S C E N A R I O L A N D U S E
FORECAST
The land use forecast was developed within the same basic policy framework as the
transportation system. The Board has directed that the emphasis of this particular four‐
year plan update shall be on improving implementation of an existing high performing
plan and examining a short list of policy issues, such as the timing of transportation
investments and whether more funds should be spent on transportation maintenance
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needs. 1 Nevertheless, during each update cycle SACOG updates its empirical data and
future‐predicting analytical tools, and this new knowledge informs changes to the
existing plan. The changes included in this draft land use forecast can accurately be
described as refinements to the current plan.
The most important elements of the land use forecast include the Board’s decisions to:
•
•

Use the same regional economic growth forecast through 2036 (the end of
year of this plan) as the forecast through 2035 in the current plan; and
Strive for similar shares of future growth in the four Community Types
(Centers and Corridors, Established, Developing and Rural Residential
Communities) and in housing types (attached, small‐lot single‐family and
large‐lot single‐family) as in the current plan. 2 The third major land use
issue is jobs‐housing balance within commuting sheds of the region’s largest
employment centers. These three key land use components all relate
strongly to the challenges the region faces in meeting federal and state clean
air targets. To meet the air quality standards, increases from current
conditions are essential in the shares of future growth in infill areas, medium
and higher density housing products, and jobs‐housing balance around the
region’s employment centers. The Board’s decisions on how to focus
transportation investments can help to support the needed land use changes.
Highlighted below are some of the refinements from the current plan
included in this draft land use forecast, first at the regional scale. Keep in
mind that all of these changes are of a relatively small scale and within the
context of the policy framework of not altering the current plan unless there
is clearly an information‐based reason to do so.

REGIONAL‐SCALE R E F I N E M E N T S
The dominant overarching consideration, by far, has been that the economy has
been recovering more slowly than expected, with the housing market in particular being
stalled at about a 3,000‐unit‐per‐year production level. This is well below the current
Plan’s forecasted annual rate through 2035 of over 11,000 units per year, and even
further below the peak of the market in 2005, when over 17,000 new units were built.
1

SACOG, Policy Framework for MTP/SCS Update Process, December 12, 2013.
http://www.sacog.org/calendar/2013/12/board/pdf/12B‐Framework.pdf.

2

SACOG, Framework for Draft Preferred Scenario, December 18, 2014.
http://www.sacog.org/calendar/2014/12/board/pdf/10‐MTP%20Framework.pdf
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While there are some changes to market conditions in both the infill and greenfield
areas, the big‐picture story is that the economics of significantly increasing housing
construction of any type and in virtually any location remain very challenged.

Infill and Greenfield Development
Consumer preference and demographic studies, as well as market performance around the
state and nation, continue to indicate that it will take more growth in infill areas and in attached
and small‐lot single‐family products to satisfy the future demand that will come from the
millennial generation and the fast‐growing senior population. The main differences in 2015
compared to 2011, when the current plan was written, are summarized below.

For infill development, there are somewhat improved regulatory and financial conditions.

Two more changes to CEQA have been signed into law (SB226 and SB743), both designed to
reduce barriers to infill development. Although neither has been fully implemented, both show
promise of making a difference. In the fall of 2014, Governor Brown signed Infrastructure
Financing District legislation to restore a portion of the tax increment financing capacity lost when
redevelopment authority was eliminated, although it is not yet clear whether this new law will yield
big change or small change. A state law also was passed directing a very substantial portion of Cap
and Trade funding to infill areas for transportation, housing and other greenhouse gas‐reducing
development projects. Local governments continue to revise their codes to ease the barriers to
infill, such as the City of Sacramento’s major changes to its zoning code and parking regulations,
both of which quickly helped to increase infill development. While it would be very unwise to
understate the continued hurdles to large‐scale infill, the situation for this sector is decidedly better
than four years ago.

For greenfield development, on balance conditions are about the same as four years ago.

There has not been a large master planned community that has broken ground in this region in
approximately the last decade. Recent good news from the federal government regarding levee
work and flood designation issues in the North Natomas Basin means that construction of new
homes is likely to re‐start in that area, enabling the build‐out of the current North Natomas
Community Plan (approximately 3,000 new homes). 3 While that supply of available lots will not last
long, this is an important step in the right direction. One of the new trends in the last four years is
an uptick in construction in approved projects that lend themselves to being built in small pieces or
phases.

3

SACOG, Floodplains and Levee Improvements Update, June 5, 2014.
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All of the natural resource conservation planning efforts throughout the region have made
progress in the last four years, but all are at the minimum a few years from being completed to the
point that construction using those plans can begin. 4 While there is hope for eventual success of all
of these initiatives, big challenges remain. It is difficult to confidently project a firm
completion/implementation date for any of them, especially because all of them except Yolo
County have made it a priority to address the impacts regulated by all three relevant federal agencies
(Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Environmental Protection Agency).
While this comprehensive coverage is essential in order to truly achieve the clarity and certainty
both development and environmental interests are seeking, it is a feat that has never been
accomplished in prior plans. An HCP is a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service instrument to help
implement the U.S. Endangered Species Act, but the Army Corps of Engineers and Environmental
Protection Agency have responsibilities under the U.S. Clean Water Act that must be addressed as
well. All three federal agencies believe that in Placer and Sacramento Counties, absent an HCP with
this type of expanded coverage, there is a substantial chance that limited available resource lands for
protection and mitigation will make it impossible for all of the developments being planned in those
areas to occur.
Some of them suggest that even with such an HCP, it may not be possible to provide for all of
the planned development. Regardless of how many projects are ultimately covered, the specific
costs and regulatory streamlining that the HCPs will provide for any development project are not
yet clear. On balance, the input SACOG received from the three federal agencies is that the Placer
County Conservation Plan at this moment appears to be on a somewhat faster track to completion
than the South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan. The large majority of new greenfield growth
projected for the region is affected by these t w o plans. Nearly all developments affected by these
plans are also pursuing individual federal permits, as an insurance policy in case the HCP efforts
stall or are terminated. But the mitigation requirements for individual permits are typically higher
than for projects covered by an adopted HCP and, due to labor shortages, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service is currently focusing its staff time on the HCPs rather than processing individual
permits.
A final big trend in the greenfield sector this plan cycle is the very large oversupply of housing
and employment capacity in Developing Communities that are already entitled or very far along in
the entitlement process. 5 There are sites for about three new homes being planned for every one
home of market demand through 2036 and sites for seven new employees for every projected new
employee that the economy is likely to produce. Some have argued that this oversupply is good and
necessary because, for a variety of reasons, not all of the projects will be built, and the market needs
some flexibility to operate efficiently. Both the current plan and this draft land use forecast, in fact,
provide slightly more than twice the capacity for growth within included Developing Communities
as the projected amount to be actually built by 2035 or 2036, providing for a very substantial
amount of extra capacity and market flexibility.
4
5

SACOG, Habitat Conservation Plans/Natural Communities Conservation Plans Development, June 5, 2014.
SACOG, Inventory of Adopted and Proposed Land Use Plans, April 3, 2014.
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Southwest Placer County, especially in and around the city of Roseville, is projected to be a
particularly strong performer in the Developing Community sector, and is projected in the draft
land use forecast to see somewhat higher amounts of growth than in the current plan.

Housing Product Types
Development conditions have been so unusual over the last few years that it is very difficult, and
maybe dangerous, to interpret any empirical evidence as setting a trendline in one direction or
another for anything. With that important qualifier, here are a few observations:
1. Traditional single‐family homes continue to have a fairly high market share in

a very depressed homebuilding market.
2. Small‐lot and attached homes are being built, but mainly in the areas of the region

with the highest property values in infill areas.
3. There has been a significant rise in demand for, and construction of, rental multi‐

family projects. The evidence indicates that construction is not nearly as great as the
current market demand, with rising rents and very low vacancy rates being the clearest
proof of this. The depth of the long‐term market demand for rental products is a
matter of debate throughout the country, but there seems little doubt that it will be
greater than we have seen in this region in the past. There may be uncertainty about
how long millenials’ current overwhelming pattern of renting instead of buying will
last, and whether the future will bring better or worse conditions for home mortgages,
but it seems very clear that to meet market demand, this region is going to have to be
able to build a significantly greater amount of rental housing than it has in the past. 6
The abundance of development capacity in the entitled and planned Developing Communities
creates a special challenge for predicting the “most likely” development pattern to be built by
2036. We have found virtually no disagreement with the regional growth forecast that SACOG is
using for this plan update. But few, if any, of the development teams or local government staff
we interviewed are conducting market studies that estimate what portion of the regional or
subregional market an individual development is likely to realize in the next few decades. As
people review the details of this draft land use forecast, we strongly encourage you to keep in
mind this basic dynamic of the large difference between projected regional market demand for
housing and jobs and the sum of housing and employment capacity in these Developing
Community plans.

6

SACOG, Trends in Demographics and Housing Demand, August 28, 2014.
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Employment Sectors
As the regional economy recovers from the recession, much of the employment growth
will refill existing vacant buildings and sites where there is and will continue to be significant
capacity to absorb new employment. In the near term the recovery among the commercial markets
(industrial, office and retail) is varied, with some sectors seeing less vacancy than others. Heavy
industrial and light industrial sites are doing very well and light industrial is doing the best in terms
of low vacancy rates and high demand. Industry experts expect these spaces to continue to do well
in the region. On the other hand, research and development flex sites have high vacancy rates
given the large amounts of vacant suburban office space that is available and competing with these
sites. The office sector in general has a high vacancy rate, meaning that in the near term there will
likely be very little new construction until these vacancy rates significantly decrease. The size of
offices demanded by business is also changing.
Except for large employers (e.g., the health care industry), few office users need or want
100,000 square feet or larger buildings. Most of the office demand is for 50,000 to 100,000 square
feet. As employers tr y to attract millennial workers, there is evidence that some are moving from
suburban to urban locations where many of these workers prefer to live and work. In the retail
sector, businesses are continuing to locate in existing vacant retail buildings built in the last several
years. Some new retail buildings are being constructed but it is questionable how much more of
the traditional retail format is needed.
Although there is a large supply of existing and planned employment capacity in the region,
predicting the most likely development pattern is somewhat less challenging than predicting the
residential development pattern because employment tends to agglomerate in existing employment
centers, and employment projects tend to build in much smaller increments than the large master
planned residential communities. The largest of these centers are Downtown Sacramento, Rancho
Cordova and Roseville and the latter two are faster growing. Several secondary (smaller) job
centers and aspiring job centers are located throughout the region. The majority of the job growth
projected occurs in all three of these employment centers, and among them the growth rate varies
depending on how strong the current and historic job market has been in each center. Some
aspiring centers, located in historically housing‐rich areas of the region, are forecast to see some
uptick in their job growth compared to the current plan, although the changes are modest
compared to the vision in their plans. Future plans may forecast greater amounts of employment
growth in these aspiring centers if market performance warrants.
DRAFT PLAN SCENARIO PERFORMANCE ON
REGULATED AIR EMISSIONS
SACOG is required to meet Federal Clean Air Act standards as a condition of receiving
transportation funding from the Federal Government and must also meet performance targets for
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reducing greenhouse gas emissions from cars and light duty trucks set by the California Air
Resources Board, if feasible. 7 Current computer modeling indicates that, like the adopted plan,
this Draft Preferred Scenario just meets the state’s greenhouse gas emission targets for the
Sacramento region in 2035.
The modeling to establish Federal Clean Air Act compliance is much more complex and will
not be completed until later in the spring. Total regional air emissions of all types correlate very
closely with basic building blocks of the land use pattern, including the percentage of total growth
projected in the “infill” areas (Centers/Corridors and Established Communities) compared to
the sum of growth in Developing Communities and Rural Residential areas; the amount of
housing growth in the sum of small‐lot single‐family and attached products versus large‐lot
single‐family; and the balance of jobs and homes around the major employment centers in the
region.

7

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, Regional Air Quality Planning Update, August 28,
2014. http://www.sacog.org/calendar/2014/08/transportation28/pdf/AQ%20Presentation%20HANDOUT.pdf
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SUMMARY BY JURISDICTION
EL DORADO COUNTY

Placerville
Land development in the City of Placerville is significantly limited by topography, as the city is
located in a narrow valley surrounded by steep hills. In the past several years, new development has
occurred on individual infill sites, resulting in a slow growth rate for the city. As the county seat and
a major stop along the tourist routes into the Sierra Nevada foothills and mountains, Placerville has
also maintained a relatively strong jobs base in the county. Today the city is more than almost 80
percent built out and is primarily characterized as an Established Community in the MTP/SCS. The
MTP/SCS also designates a Center and Corridor Community along Placerville Drive and Highway
50 within the city limits. This is consistent with the Placerville Drive Multi-Modal Corridor Mobility
Study and the Placerville Drive Development and Implementation Plan, which include land use and
transportation concepts for the area
Growth projections through 2036 reflect continued infill of the city’s vacant and underutilized
parcels. Approximately 927 new housing units and 2,208 new jobs are projected by 2036 in
Established Communities and Center and Corridor Communities, building out about 82 percent of
the remaining capacity. New housing units range from low to medium-high density and new jobs
are primarily commercial in the Center and Corridor Community, with new commercial, office,
industrial and public uses in Established Communities. The city’s strong jobs/housing ratio of 2.1
currently is expected to stay the same by 2036. Moderate growth in both jobs and housing will
occur through the time period, with 2020 growth that is on par with the regional average for housing
growth and lower than the regional average for employment growth. The build out estimate for the
city provides an additional 488 new employees and 196 new homes post 2036.
Trends that will be tracked through the regional monitoring program that could influence future
land use forecasts in Placerville include future implementation of the Multi-Modal Corridor Mobility
Study, the Placerville Drive Development and Implementation Plan, and higher density rezoning
required as part of the Housing Element Update.

El Dorado (Unincorporated County)
Residential development is concentrated in the western half of the county and historically has
been rural in nature. Commercial development is generally located along Highway 50 and State
Routes 49 and 193. In the last decade, robust suburban residential and employment growth has
occurred at the county’s western edge, in the communities of El Dorado Hills and Cameron Park.
Due to the fact that these areas have a significant amount of existing homes and employment areas,
Cameron Park, the portion of El Dorado Hills that is west of El Dorado Hills Boulevard, the areas
immediately adjacent to Placerville, and the Diamond Springs area are designated as Established
Communities in the MTP/SCS. Today, these areas are primarily made up of low density housing
and supporting commercial and public uses, as well as light industrial uses. The remaining portion
of El Dorado Hills, along with the adopted specific plans of Carson Creek, Bass Lake Hills, Valley
View, Missouri Flats, and Marble Valley make up the Developing Communities in El Dorado. The
El Dorado Hills Business Park south of Highway 50 and just east of the El Dorado-Sacramento
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County border has begun generating some job growth outside of the traditional jobs center in the
city of Placerville. This area is one of two Center and Corridor Communities in the county. The
other is located in the Diamond Springs area, along Pleasant Valley Road, between Missouri Flat
Road and Highway 49. The county general plan designates “agricultural districts” with the purpose
to conserve, protect, and maintain agriculture use in areas throughout the eastern portion of the
county. Within these districts, there are stronger policies related to non-agricultural development,
including providing a 10 acre buffer between agricultural-related and non-agricultural uses. These
areas, along with the eastern half of the county, which is primarily forest and publicly-owned lands,
are designated as lands not identified for development in the MTP/SCS planning period, meaning
no non-agricultural related development is projected within these areas. The remaining county areas
are considered Rural Residential Communities in the MTP/SCS, consistent with the county general
plan. Although the general plan includes substantial theoretical opportunities for rural residential
construction in these areas, market forces, county policies to protect and promote agricultural uses,
and wildfire risk issues are expected to significantly limit the amount of actual rural residential
development.
The MTP/SCS forecasts 10,984 new housing units and 18,706 new employees in the
unincorporated portion of El Dorado County by 2036. Although the Center and Corridor
Communities are expected to experience growth almost to capacity, the majority of growth by 2036,
5,691 housing units and 15,168 employees, is located within Established Communities. New
housing growth ranges from very low density to medium-high density, the majority of which is
continued build out of existing plans. New employment is a mix of neighborhood-supportive
commercial and public uses, as well as filling in and expanding existing industrial/office parks along
Latrobe Rd., and in various locations along Highway 50.
Developing Communities in the MTP/SCS make up 3,827 of the new housing units and 1,335
new jobs. The portion of El Dorado Hills that is a Developing Community has approximately 3,558
homes and 1,435 jobs today. The MTP/SCS forecast includes an additional 1,002 new homes and
600 new jobs in this area by 2036; however, planned capacity for this area includes an additional
1,333 employees and 1,602 housing units. The growth in this area is primarily very low density
residential, averaging two units per acre with smaller-scale neighborhood-supporting commercial
and new public uses. Bass Lake Hills, immediately adjacent to El Dorado Hills is planned almost
entirely for residential uses, has 798 new housing units and 66 new employees by 2036. Similar to El
Dorado Hills, this area is primarily very low density residential, averaging two units per acre, and
neighborhood-supporting public uses. Planned capacity for this area includes an additional 505
units of capacity. The Valley View specific plan area, located just south of Highway 50 from El
Dorado Hills has a planned capacity for 2,839 housing units and 156 employees. Housing has
recently started building in this area, resulting in the construction of approximately 746 homes and
134 employees as of 2012. The MTP/SCS forecast assumes construction of another 885 homes and
27 new jobs by 2036. Similar to its surroundings, this area has an average density of three housing
units per acre and commercial and public employment uses. Carson Creek is a Developing
Community located just south of Highway 50 on the Sacramento-El Dorado border which began
construction during the past decade. This area is projected to add 702 new housing units in the
MTP/SCS planning period, averaging about six units per acre. Planned capacity for this area
includes an additional 538 housing units at build out. New commercial, office, industrial, and public
uses have the potential to generate 3,716 new employees at build out. Of this employment growth,
63 new employees are forecast in the MTP/SCS during the 2036 planning period. Missouri Flats, a
Developing Community just outside of Placerville, has plans to more than double the current 3,129
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employees, reaching a potential 6,497 employees at capacity. This area is unique because it is
currently more like an Established Community; however, the county has adopted design guidelines
for the area to encourage revitalization and improve the quality and character of the area. For this
reason it is included as a Developing Community. The MTP/SCS assumes only a small amount of
housing and more substantial employment growth in this area, with 580 new employees and 44 new
housing units by 2036. Revitalization of an existing community often happens slower than new
growth due to its location within the region. It is likely that this area will take time beyond the
current planning period to realize its full capacity. The final Developing Community is Marble
Valley, which is expected to provide the full capacity of 398 new homes at an average density of one
dwelling unit per five acres. El Dorado County is currently processing an application for the
proposed Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan, which includes capacity for 3,236 housing units and
almost 2,000 jobs. If adopted, this Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan would supersede the
currently approved Marble Valley Specific Plan, but would not change the MTP/SCS forecast.
Rural Residential Communities in El Dorado County are expected to experience lower amounts
of growth, approximately 1,202 new housing units and 284 new jobs by 2036. The MTP/SCS
forecast assumes relatively small amounts of new rural residential homes and small-scale
community-supportive commercial and public uses to be constructed in the region by 2036. This is
in part due to changing demographics which suggest a higher percent of the population will choose
to live on smaller lots or in attached homes near existing jobs, services, and with more
transportation choices.
Unincorporated El Dorado County as a whole is forecasted to grow in pace with the regional
average. This means it will experience slower growth rates between now and 2020 as the region
comes out of the current recession. Regionally, 33 percent of the 2036 employment growth is
forecasted to occur by 2020 and 17 percent of the housing growth forecasted by 2036. El Dorado
County is projected to build 32 percent of its 2036 employment and 18 percent of the housing by
2020. The jobs/housing ratio in 2036 is forecasted to improve slightly to 0.7, from 0.6 today.
Trends that will be tracked through the regional monitoring program that could influence future
land use forecasts in El Dorado County include the rate of increased job growth in the foothills, the
degree to which the County’s priority of protecting and growing its agricultural activities succeeds,
and the pace of rural residential construction. Implementation of the Land Use Policy Programmatic
Update to the General Plan, for which the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is estimated
for release in summer 2015, will also influence future land use forecasts in El Dorado County.
Additionally, the county faces development constraints from surrounding oak woodlands and from
Measure Y.
PLACER COUNTY

Auburn
Auburn has generally experienced a slow pace of growth over the past 20 years. Development
opportunities within the city are limited to a single greenfield site south of Interstate 80, and
scattered infill and redevelopment parcels. Though it covers a large area, Auburn’s sphere of
influence (SOI) similarly has few large development parcels outside of the redevelopment potential
along the Highway 49 corridor (north of the city limits). Given the nature of existing development
in the Auburn area, large capacity-adding annexations are not projected to occur. For this reason,
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most of the city and the SOI are designated as Established Communities in the MTP/SCS. The
half-mile radius around the existing Amtrak station is identified as a Center and Corridor
Community. The greenfield site south of Interstate 80 which has an adopted Specific Plan known as
Baltimore Ravine, is characterized as a Developing Community in the MTP/SCS. Auburn has
historically maintained a strong balance of jobs to housing, due in part to its role as the county seat,
a shopping and service destination for the surrounding rural areas, and as a stop along heavilytraveled tourist routes to the Sierra Nevada foothills and mountains.
Auburn’s Established Communities are primarily built out today in terms of new residential and
employment capacity. These areas have capacity to add approximately 1,721 new housing units;
however, this is all through individual infill opportunities at maximum allowed densities and would
take significant time to achieve. Given the historic nature of residential growth in Auburn, the
MTP/SCS forecast is for 280 new homes in Established Communities by 2036. Similarly these areas
have capacity for about 3,658 new employees, but the MTP/SCS forecast is for 1,433 new
employees by 2036. About 640 new employees and 267 new housing units are expected to be added
to the Center and Corridor Community around the train station in the MTP/SCS planning period.
Growth within the Established and Center and Corridor Communities ranges from rural to
medium-high density residential uses and includes community-supporting commercial, industrial,
and office employment uses. The remaining growth in the MTP/SCS, 718 new housing units and
226 new employees, is in the Developing Community of Baltimore Ravine. This plan is approved
and expected to total 725 housing units with an average density of 10 units per acre and supporting
commercial and public uses, generating potentially 226 employees at build out.
The jobs/housing ratio is expected to remain jobs-heavy, increasing slightly from 1.3 to 1.4 in
2036. A greater share of the housing growth will occur in the later years of the planning period, as it
is expected that the housing units in Baltimore Ravine will likely not begin construction right away.
Similar to many Developing Communities around the region, it is expected to start building after
2020. The employment forecast in the MTP/SCS for Auburn is similar to the majority of the region
in that it will take time for the job market to recover and so slower job growth is expected in the
early years.
Among the factors that will be tracked through the regional monitoring program is the possible
interplay between growth on the county’s valley floor and growth rates in Auburn. If the expected
success of the on-going effort to adopt a habitat conservation plan in this area stalls or fails it is
possible that growth pressures may shift up into the foothills and change the projected pace of
growth in Auburn. Another factor that could increase Auburn growth rates would be the provision
of additional commuter rail service to the city.

Colfax
Colfax is a relatively small city that has experienced historically slow growth. Though the city is
not built out, much of the current development has been there for a long time and the city does not
have any large new growth areas. For this reason, most of the city is considered an Established
Community in the MTP/SCS. The city is currently working on a Highway Corridor Revitalization
Plan for the area along Interstate 80 to encourage economic development of the area. Most recently,
the city identified the planning area boundary and targeted opportunity sites for redevelopment.
This portion of the city is designated as a Center and Corridor Community in the MTP/SCS.
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Through 2036, Colfax is anticipated to grow slowly, adding 683 new jobs and 105 new housing
units. New development is likely to be small-scale and a significant amount of it concentrated in and
around the Interstate 80 and Highway 174 corridors. New residential uses range from very low
density to high density within the highway corridor and new employment uses include commercial,
office, industrial, and public development. The increase in anticipated employment development
within the corridor is likely to shift the balanced jobs/housing ratio in the city from 0.9 today to a
jobs-heavy ratio of 1.5 by 2036.
Issues that will be tracked through the regional monitoring program include whether there are
any unexpected market dynamics that increase growth rates substantially. Additionally, we will track
the development and implementation of the Highway Corridor Revitalization Plan for the area along
Interstate 80, which has resurfaced as a priority now that the city's wastewater treatment issues have
been resolved.

Lincoln
The City of Lincoln has been one of the fastest growing cities in the Sacramento region for much
of the last decade, nearly doubling its population during the past 10 years. The majority of growth
has been residential development within the city limits, though commercial development accelerated
during the three to four years preceding the Great Recession. As a result of this growth, the
residential capacity within the city limits is over 80 percent built out today. For this reason, the entire
city limits, with the exception of the downtown area, is identified as an Established Community in
the MTP/SCS. The downtown area, because of its location along Lincoln Boulevard and its history
as being the town center, is distinguished as a Center and Corridor Community in the MTP/SCS.
The Lincoln Boulevard and East Joiner Parkway are also part of the Center and Corridor
Community. The city’s 2050 General Plan accommodates a major expansion of the population and
city limits. The Plan was developed at approximately the same time as the Blueprint and the two
documents are essentially consistent with each other. The general plan organizes new growth into
“villages.” There are seven villages and three special use districts, each containing a mixture of land
uses and densities designed to implement smart growth principles and to recognize the
environmental and physical constraints of each village area. Large commercial and industrial uses are
planned for the areas along the Highway 65 Bypass. All seven villages are within the city’s SOI.
Village 1 and Village 7 have adopted specific plans. Specific plans for Village 5/Special Use District
B and Special Use District B-Northeast Quadrant are currently in process. Throughout the
expansion areas of the city (east and west), a minimum of 40 percent of the gross land area will be
dedicated open space and parklands. As a participant in the Placer County Conservation Plan,
Lincoln is working with Placer County and federal and state resource agencies over those lands that
will be preserved and developed within its future city limits. It is most likely that Village 1, Village
Village 5/Special Use District B and Special Use District B-Northeast Quadrant, and Village 7 will
begin construction within the current MTP/SCS planning period and they are, therefore, designated
as Developing Communities. A portion of the current SOI, outside of the Villages, along Highway
65 is designated by the general plan for employment uses, including a medical center and light
industrial uses. This area is also identified as a Developing Community in the MTP/SCS.
The MTP/SCS forecasts 10,841 new housing units and 10,927 new employees in Lincoln by
2036. About 3,583 of the new housing units are in the Center and Corridor Community and
Established Communities. This growth ranges from very low density to high density and comes
close to building out the residential capacity of the current city limits (1,154 units of capacity
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remaining). Employment growth in Established Communities accounts for 2,999 of the new
employees, which includes commercial, office, industrial, and public land uses. Within the
Established Communities there still exists additional land capacity for another 12,210 employees.
Employment growth in the Center and Corridor Community accounts for 3,648 of new employees
of the same uses, plus mixed use, with additional capacity for 2,600 employees at build out.
The Developing Community that is located along Highway 65 and Industrial Avenue, includes
3,199 new employees by 2036 in the MTP/SCS forecast. This area is designated by the general plan
for employment only and, therefore, no housing growth is assumed for this area in the MTP/SCS.
This area has capacity beyond the MTP/SCS forecast for an additional 5,545 new jobs. Village 7 is
the first of the Villages assumed to begin construction. As a result, the MTP/SCS forecasts this
specific plan area will likely build out its 3,285 housing units and 397 employees by 2036, with
remaining capacity for 100 employees. This village includes an average residential density of 10 units
per acre with neighborhood-serving commercial and public uses. Villages 1 and Village 5/Special
Use District B and Special Use District B-Northeast Quadrant make up the remaining growth for
the city. Village 1 has a capacity of 5,640 housing units and 677 employees. The MTP/SCS forecasts
2,007 new housing units and 500 employees by 2036. The average residential density is six units per
acre and the plan includes neighborhood-serving commercial and public uses. The Developing
Community of Village 5/Special Use District B and Special Use District B-Northeast Quadrant
include a total of 1,999 new units and 285 new employees in the MTP/SCS. However, this village
area is planned for a capacity of 8,318 housing units and 11,402 employees. Similar to the other
villages, the Developing Community of Village 5 and Special Use District B includes neighborhoodserving commercial and public uses plus some office uses, and has an average residential density of
five units per acre.
While Lincoln experienced rapid growth before the onset of the Great Recession, the effects of
the recession coupled with high foreclosure rates contributed to a slower housing growth rate more
recently. Changing demographics within the city are likely to continue this trend, resulting in housing
growth that is generally on par with the regional average. Slightly above the regional average of 17
percent, the MTP/SCS forecast assumes 20 percent of the 2036 housing growth will occur by 2020.
Much of this growth by 2020 is expected to occur in the existing city limits, in Established
Communities, with the build out of currently developing subdivisions. Lincoln is also projected to
experience increased job growth into the future, as it merges with the growing southwest Placer job
center along the Highway 65 corridor. By 2020, the MTP/SCS forecasts approximately 27 percent of
the 2036 jobs will be realized, compared to the regional average of 33 percent. This growth forecast
works to improve the city’s jobs/housing ratio from 0.5 today to 0.7 by 2036.
There are several key variables to monitor carefully that may influence the timing and nature of
growth in Lincoln in future MTP/SCS updates. First, the Lincoln Bypass, completed in 2012, has
already reduced traffic and increased business in the downtown area. Additionally, we will be
watching the rate of residential permitting activity post-recession. Also important is the timing of
completion of the Placer County Conservation Plan, which currently appears to be on a positive
trajectory headed towards resolution. However, challenging issues remain, including some involving
lands within the Lincoln SOI. Any one of these three variables could alter market conditions enough
to warrant changes in future MTP/SCS’s.
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Loomis
The Town of Loomis is a small, rural community that has experienced very little growth in the
past 10 years despite its location in the fast-growing southwestern region of Placer County. Loomis’
general plan aims to maintain the town’s rural character overall, while the Town Center Master Plan
supports some infill and redevelopment in the downtown area. Because of this, the Town Center
area is designated as a Center and Corridor Community in the MTP/SCS, while the housing and
industrial employment areas bordering it are characterized as an Established Community and the
remaining portions of the city are identified as a Rural Residential Community.
Loomis’ projected MTP/SCS growth of 1,629 new employees and 779 new housing units by
2036 is expected to happen slowly over the planning period and primarily within the Center and
Corridor Community and Established Community. This growth is consistent with the uses included
in the general plan and current project applications, ranging from rural residential to mixed use
development with neighborhood-supporting commercial, office, and industrial employment. With
no plans for expansion, the town’s residential growth is limited to development of the remaining
vacant rural residential lands, and minimal development in its downtown. Employment growth will
be concentrated along the Interstate 80 corridor and in the downtown. Residential growth will be
slow, with the town only likely to see 8 percent of its 2036 housing growth by 2020.
The regional monitoring program will include tracking infill development such as envisioned in
the town’s core area by the Downtown Master Plan currently in progress, and the potential impact
any additional commuter train service in Placer County might have on growth rates and patterns in
and around Loomis.

Rocklin
The City of Rocklin is surrounded by the cities of Lincoln, Roseville, and the Town of Loomis.
The city experienced significant residential growth prior to the Great Recession and, as a result,
today the city is about 70 percent built out in its housing capacity. The city’s recently adopted
general plan (2012) assumes build out of city residential uses by 2035 using the general plan’s midrange growth projections. The general plan allows for higher densities and mixed use in the
downtown area, which provides significant capacity for residential and employment growth in that
area. The downtown area is located within the half-mile radius of the existing Amtrak station and is
designated as a Center and Corridor Community in the MTP/SCS. There are also four new growth
areas within the city: two residential-focused and two employment-focused. These areas are
identified as Developing Communities in the MTP/SCS, while the remainder of the city is
considered an Established Community.
Over the last few years, the city has experienced an increase in applications for more infillfocused residential development on vacant commercial or other non-residential land. This trend,
combined with the recently adopted housing element that identified rezoning of some nonresidential land to residential land, has resulted in an increase in housing capacity in the city beyond
what the current general plan estimates. Based on these trends and the information gathered to date,
SACOG estimates build out of the city could reach approximately 31,789 housing units and 52,287
employees. Similar to the general plan update projections, the MTP/SCS forecast for Rocklin is that
most of the city’s residential capacity will be built out by 2036. The city’s employment centers are
expected to grow significantly by 2036, but will not likely reach capacity for some time beyond the
MTP/SCS planning period. By 2036, the MTP/SCS forecast for the city includes 6,989 new
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housing units and 10,554 new jobs. Just over half of this housing growth will occur in existing
subdivisions and infill in the Established and Center and Corridor Communities. In Established
Communities, new residential growth ranges from rural residential to high density land uses and new
employment growth includes primarily commercial, research and development/tech and public uses.
The MTP/SCS forecasts this area will grow by 3,272 new housing units and 3,089 employees. The
Center and Corridor Community is expected to grow by 320 housing units and 334 employees. This
residential growth is expected to be higher density residential and commercial employment that will
be added through small-scale infill and redevelopment and, therefore, is expected to be absorbed
slowly over the MTP/SCS planning period.
The remaining growth is in the four Developing Communities. Sunset Ranchos is an adopted
specific plan area that is currently under construction. At build out the plan will include a total of
approximately 4,358 housing units and 1,436 jobs. The MTP/SCS forecasts that Sunset Ranchos
will be nearly built out by 2036, with only capacity for 191 employees remaining. With an average
residential density of eight units per acre, this area is primarily low and medium density uses,
including some neighborhood-supporting commercial and public uses. Directly west of Sunset
Ranchos along Highway 65 is the city’s newest planned employment center. Though building
activity in this area has only occurred recently, this area could accommodate up to 10,041 employees
at build out and is primarily made up of commercial, office, and research and development/tech
uses. The MTP/SCS projects that this area will reach about 40 percent of its employment capacity
by 2036. Additionally, the Highway 65 Corridor area is expected to build out its capacity for 370
new medium to high density residential units. The second employment-focused Developing
Community in Rocklin is along Interstate 80. At build out, this area could potentially add 2,936 new
employees to the city. Since 2012, this area has experienced significant commercial construction and
continues to grow. The MTP/SCS projects that this area will add 2,471 new employees from 2012
to 2036. Additionally, this Developing Community is expected to add 195 medium to high density
residential units by 2036 out of a capacity for 300. The fourth and final Developing Community in
Rocklin is the Clover Valley Specific Plan area. Clover Valley is planned for 561 low density units,
averaging four units per acre and includes some small-scale commercial and public uses. The
MTP/SCS projects that roughly the first phase of this development, about 25 percent of the planned
housing units, will be built by 2036.
In addition to having historically high growth rates, Rocklin, along with the rest of southwest
Placer County, is an area in the region demonstrating strong post-recession residential and
employment growth. As a result, Rocklin’s job and housing growth is expected to outpace the
regional average. The MTP/SCS forecasts 40 percent of Rocklin’s 2036 employment growth by
2020, compared to the regional average of 33 percent of the 2036 employment growth by 2020.
Similarly, the MTP/SCS forecasts 37 percent of the 2036 housing growth forecast by 2020 will
occur in Rocklin, compared to the regional average of only 18 percent of the 2036 housing growth
by 2020.
The regional monitoring program will include continued tracking of market trends around the
type and location of housing development as the region continues to come out of the recession and
many of the planned developments in the southwest Placer area begin to build.

Roseville
Roseville sits at the heart of the southwest Placer employment center. For more than a decade,
the city has experienced significant housing growth. However housing growth has been outpaced by
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employment growth in the city. Employment uses have been concentrated in the areas around
Interstate 80 and Highway 65. While residential uses surround these areas, the majority of the city’s
housing is located west of the Interstate 80 and Highway 65 corridors. The city recently annexed the
lands in the western portion of the city, including the specific plan areas of Sierra Vista and
Creekview. These two areas along with the currently building West Roseville Specific Plan area and
the in-process Amoruso Ranch Specific Plan area are characterized in the MTP/SCS as Developing
Communities. Roseville also has three areas identified as Center and Corridor Communities. The
first includes the half-mile radius around the existing Amtrak station, including the Downtown
Specific Plan and Riverside Gateway areas. The second two are centered on the Sunrise Boulevard
and Douglas Boulevard intersection, and correspond with two of the city’s primary future target
infill and revitalization areas. The balance of city is largely built out today and is therefore designated
as an Established Community in the MTP/SCS.
With 33,624 new jobs and 18,896 new housing units, job growth is expected to outpace
housing growth through 2036 in Roseville. About 23,000 employees or 68 percent of the job growth
is forecasted to occur in Established Communities by in-filling of existing employment areas,
including regional retail centers, office parks/light industrial complexes, and industrial parks. These
Established Communities have additional land capacity for an additional 9,163 new employees at
build out. Residential growth capacity in these Established Communities is much lower and would
occur primarily through infill development. The MTP/SCS forecasts 2,989 new housing units in
these areas by 2036, building out remaining residential capacity. Redevelopment and infill, both
mixed use and residential, in the Center and Corridor Communities are forecasted to be slow and
steady throughout the planning period. These Center and Corridor Communities are forecast for
1,100 new housing units and 4,061 new employees within the MTP/SCS planning period. Build out
potential in these areas is significant, at 7,112 additional employees and 469 additional housing units.
With other large established employment centers in the city, it is unlikely that these areas will reach
their employment capacity for some time, well beyond the current MTP/SCS planning period. Both
Established and Center and Corridor Communities include residential development at a range of
densities from low to high and a variety of employment uses including commercial, office, industrial,
public, and mixed-use.
The majority of the new housing growth is projected to take place in Developing
Communities. Unlike Established Communities, which experience high employment growth relative
to housing growth, Developing Communities experience high housing growth relative to
employment growth. This is due to two factors: (1) most of the residential growth in Developing
Communities is not expected to fully build out by the horizon year of the MTP/SCS and, therefore,
a critical mass of housing is not present to support planned employment growth; and (2) most
Developing Communities are located around existing regional jobs centers in southwest Placer
County, southeastern Sacramento County, and urbanized Yolo County and are intended to provide
nearby housing for those jobs centers.
The West Roseville area is assumed to come close to building out its planned 10,478 housing
units, adding 6,502 housing units to the roughly 2,926 that exist today, at an average of seven units
per acre by 2036. This area also has plans for new commercial, office, and public uses which could
result in 2,768 new employees at build out. The MTP/SCS forecasts 2,500 of these new employees
by 2036. Sierra Vista is also projected to experience substantial growth by 2036. The MTP/SCS
forecast for Sierra Vista includes 6,098 new housing units and 3,500 new jobs by 2036. The plan’s
build out capacity includes 8,679 homes and 9,003 jobs. Housing growth in this area will range from
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low to high density, with an average density of 10 units per acre. Employment uses include
commercial and neighborhood-supporting public uses. Another Developing Community,
Creekview, is forecasted to build about 60 percent of its 2,011 housing unit capacity by 2036. This
area is mostly medium density residential, with an average density of 11 units per acre. It includes
some neighborhood-supportive commercial and public uses, building out the capacity for 418 new
employees in the MTP/SCS. The final Developing Community, Amoruso Ranch, is projected to add
1,001 new homes and 145 new jobs by 2036. Housing growth in Amoruso Ranch will occur at an
average of seven units per acre and employment growth will generally include neighborhoodsupporting commercial uses.
Job growth in Roseville is somewhat slower in the early years of the plan compared to historic
trends, but is expected to keep pace with residential development. With approximately 10,091 new
employees and 5,257 new housing units by 2020, the city is forecasted to get 30 percent of its 2036
job growth and 28 percent of its 2036 housing growth by 2020. Almost 80 percent of this job
growth is expected to occur within existing job centers in Established Communities. Most of the
housing growth in the early years, which outpaces regional housing growth by 2020, is expected to
occur mostly within Established Communities and West Roseville.
There are several on-going planning initiatives which may influence the growth projected for
Roseville in future amendments to the MTP/SCS, including the pace and location of new housing
and employment growth as the region continues to recover from the recession. Additionally, there
are two universities currently proposed in southwest Placer County. It will be important to monitor
the progress of these proposals and surrounding developments as this is an important factor that
could influence the timing and pace of development in southwest Placer County, including
Roseville. Although the city is not participating in the Placer County Conservation Plan, the timing
of PCCP adoption will be an important issue tracked through regional monitoring that might also
influence Placer County growth patterns in future MTP/SCS updates.

Placer (Unincorporated County)
Historically, development in unincorporated Placer County has been concentrated in rural
communities, the majority of which are clustered along the Interstate 80 corridor. The MTP/SCS
describes these areas as Rural Residential Communities. Clusters of more concentrated housing and
employment are located near the more urban areas of the county. The areas immediately
surrounding the cities of Auburn and Colfax, as well as Granite Bay, and the Sunset Industrial area
are all examples of this. These areas are characterized as Established Communities in the
MTP/SCS. In the past several years, however, Placer County has adopted an updated General Plan
to incorporate amendments through 2013 and approved a number of new specific plans, which will
allow significant new residential and employment growth in the county. Because these are new
development areas, they are characterized as Developing Communities in the MTP/SCS. These
Developing Communities include the specific plans for Placer Vineyards, Regional University, Riolo
Vineyards, Bickford Ranch, Placer Ranch, and Squaw Village. The county’s long-term vision for
growth includes an additional new growth area, Curry Creek, located just north of Baseline Road
and the Placer Vineyards plan area. This area has been identified for future growth in the general
plan and, while the county’s work plan includes development of a community plan for this area, this
project is not currently moving forward. Therefore, Curry Creek and the remaining portions of the
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unincorporated county outside of the Established and Developing Communities described above,
are not identified for development in the current MTP/SCS planning period.
Because of the amount of development planned in the southwest portion of the county, Placer
County, in partnership with South Placer Regional Transportation Authority, Placer County Water
Agency, the City of Lincoln, CA Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
National Marine Fisheries Service, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board are developing the
Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP). The proposed PCCP is a Habitat Conservation Plan
(HCP) under the Federal Endangered Species Act and a Natural Community Conservation Plan
(NCCP) under the California Natural Community Conservation Planning Act. When adopted, the
plan would allow local entities to issue state and federal permits, streamlining a currently very
lengthy process.
Placer Vineyards is the largest Developing Community in Placer County, located on the
Sacramento-Placer county line. At build out this plan will accommodate land for about 9,037
employees and 14,132 housing units. Employment uses are mostly neighborhood serving and
include commercial, office, industrial, and public uses. Residential uses range from low density to
high density, including mixed use, with an average density of seven units per acre. Regional
University, located adjacent to the Roseville city limits, is planned for 4,387 new housing units and
about 1,875 new jobs at build out. This plan includes land for a new university campus, which is
where the majority of the jobs are expected to come from, along with some neighborhood-serving
retail and commercial uses. Because the plan includes a major university campus and it is adjacent to
a more urban part of the county, Roseville, the residential densities planned for this area will average
13 units per acre, not including the on-campus housing. Placer Ranch is located at the Roseville city
boundary just north of West Roseville and east of Amoruso Ranch. At build out this plan will
accommodate 5,376 homes and 20,155 jobs. Similar to Regional University, most of the projected
employment growth will come from the new university campus, along with some additional
commercial mixed use, industrial, and public uses. The residential densities planned for this area will
average eight units per acre. These plans represent a shift in the traditional type of development
Placer County has done historically.
Riolo Vineyards is a Developing Community located between Placer Vineyards and the existing
rural community located around PFE Road and Walerga Road. This plan, at build out will include
938 housing units, at an average density of four units per acre and about 166 jobs, mostly
neighborhood service commercial and public uses. The Developing Community, Bickford Ranch, is
located in a primarily rural residential area, east of Lincoln. This plan has capacity for 1,890 homes,
averaging three units per acre, and about 312 employees that are mostly neighborhood-supporting
commercial and public uses. The Developing Community, Squaw Village, is located west of River
Road in the Sierra Nevada Mountains near Lake Tahoe. At build out, this plan includes 850 housing
units at a density of 22 units per acre and 574 commercial employees.
Capacity in Established Communities and Developing Communities is estimated at 34,946 new
homes and 85,276 new jobs. Established Communities, if built out, would add 53,512 new jobs,
most of which are in the Sunset Industrial Community Plan area and Auburn Sphere of Influence
area. Established Communities, also if built out, would add 7,621 new housing units. Rural
Residential Communities have a large amount of capacity and if built out could add 23,605 new rural
residential homes and 19,668 new jobs. The remaining capacity comes from Developing
Communities, as described above.
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In total, the MTP/SCS forecast for unincorporated Placer County includes 15,668 new housing
units and 21,412 new jobs by 2036. Of this, the majority of new jobs, or 16,550, are within
Established Communities, primarily located in the Sunset Industrial Community Plan area and the
area around Auburn. These jobs are primarily industrial and light industrial, but include a variety of
other uses including office, retail, and public uses. Established Communities also account for 1,604
of the new housing units, which range from rural residential to medium-high density. Rural
Residential Communities in Placer County are expected to experience low amounts of growth,
approximately 2,499 new housing units and 804 new jobs by 2036. The MTP/SCS forecast assumes
relatively small amounts of new rural residential homes and neighborhood-supporting commercial
and public uses to be constructed in the region by 2036, as compared to the build out capacity. This
is in part due to historical building rates combined with changing demographics, which suggest a
higher percent of the population will choose to live on smaller lots or in attached homes near
existing jobs, services, and with more transportation choices. In Placer County, this is also in part
due to potential wildfire risks in these areas.
The majority of the new homes (74 percent) are located within the southwest Placer Developing
Communities by 2036. Placer Vineyards, the largest of the plans is projected to construct 4,524 new
housing units and 1,499 new employees in the MTP/SCS by 2036. By 2036, the MTP/SCS projects
that Placer Ranch will include 2,900 new housing units and 2,003 employees. Regional University
includes 1,448 new housing units and 381 new jobs. The MTP/SCS forecast for both Placer Ranch
and Regional University includes some portion of university development by 2036. The MTP/SCS
forecast includes 922 new housing units and 84 new employees in Riolo Vineyards, building out
residential capacity and building close to employment capacity for the area. By 2036, the MTP/SCS
projects growth of 1,427 new homes and 92 employees in Bickford Ranch. Squaw Village, the
smallest of the plans, is projected to construct 345 new housing units in the MTP/SCS by 2036.
The MTP/SCS forecast assumes 12 percent of the 2036 housing growth and 27 percent of the
2036 job growth will likely occur by 2020. In the early years, housing and job growth are slower
than the regional average of 17 percent and 33 percent respectively, primarily because so much of
the new housing growth is in Developing Communities that have not yet begun building. Most of
the growth in Developing Communities is expected to happen in the latter half of the planning
period.
The timing of PCCP adoption will be the dominant issue tracked through regional monitoring
that might influence Placer County growth patterns in future MTP/SCS updates.
SACRAMENTO COUNTY

Citrus Heights
Citrus Heights has limited growth opportunities in the near term as the city is nearly built out,
with 70 percent of its employment growth capacity and 86 percent of its housing growth capacity
built today. For this reason, much of the city is characterized as Established Community in the
MTP/SCS. The city has one large remaining infill opportunity in the Established Community area
and that is the golf course located near Greenback Lane and Sunrise Boulevard. The city has also
identified two corridors in the city for targeted redevelopment and revitalization. These areas, the
Auburn Boulevard corridor and the Greenback Lane corridor, make up the Center and Corridor
Communities in the MTP/SCS within the city. The city will use the approved Auburn Boulevard
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Specific Plan and the completed Sunrise Market Visioning Project to encourage redevelopment and
infill in these Center and Corridor Communities.
The MTP/SCS forecast for Citrus Heights is 2,581 new housing units and 5,871 new employees
by 2036. Of this, 60 percent of the new jobs and 40 percent of the new housing units are expected
to occur in Center and Corridor Communities, with the remaining 40 percent of new jobs and 60
percent of now housing units in Established Communities, including development of the golf course
property noted above. Generally, new growth in the city includes a range of residential development
from very low to medium-high density, mixed use development, and commercial, office, and public
uses. Most development is expected to occur in the latter half of the planning period, since market
forces are still weak in the near-term to support significant infill growth in Citrus Heights. About 30
percent of the city’s 2036 employment growth is expected to occur by 2020 and nine percent of the
city’s housing growth is expected to occur during the same period. This growth rate is close to the
regional average of 33 percent of 2036 job growth by 2020, but is lower than the regional average of
17 percent of 2036 housing growth by 2020. The smaller scale infill nature of the residential growth
contributes to a slower growth rate in the city in the near term. Because employment in the city is
projected to grow slightly faster than residential development, the city’s jobs/housing balance will
improve slightly from 0.5 today to 0.6 in 2036.
Regional monitoring will focus on whether the recent increase in planning applications in the
city continues and whether planned projects within the corridor areas continue to progress which
could influence the pace of growth in Citrus Heights in the future.

Elk Grove
Over the last decade Elk Grove has experienced significant residential growth. While much of
this development is newer, particularly west of Highway 99, it has happened so rapidly that the city
is almost 76 percent built out in terms of residential uses and 43 percent built out in employment
uses. For this reason, much of the city is considered an Established Community in the MTP/SCS,
with the exception of the rural residential areas, historic Elk Grove, and the newest and not yet built
planning areas. The northeast corner of Elk Grove has historically consisted of rural residential uses
and is intended for continued rural residential use in the city’s general plan. As a result, this area is
characterized as a Rural Residential Community in the MTP/SCS. Old Town Elk Grove is
identified as a Center and Corridor Community in the MTP/SCS, consistent with the city’s
revitalization effort in its Old Town Elk Grove Special Planning Area. The latest specific plan in the
city to start building in recent years is Laguna Ridge. Laguna Ridge is designated as a Developing
Community in the MTP/SCS and has built out 20 percent of its housing capacity and 30 percent of
its employment capacity as of 2012. A second Developing Community, as designated in the
MTP/SCS, is known as the Triangle Special Planning Area. Similar to Laguna Ridge, this plan area
has also started building and is just under 40 percent built out today. Three other new growth areas
in the city, all located within the southern portion of the city adjacent to Laguna Ridge, represent the
next increment of new growth for the city. These Developing Communities in the MTP/SCS
include the adopted Lent Ranch Marketplace Special Planning Area, the adopted Southeast Policy
Area Community Plan, and the Sterling Meadows policy area. In 2010, Elk Grove completed a
market study to identify economic development opportunities and land use needs for the city. The
study supports the city’s strong desire to add more jobs in order to help balance the currently
housing-concentrated character of the city. Employment growth has been a strong focus for Elk
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Grove, which completed an evaluation of their progress in implementing the recommendations of
the market study in 2014.
By 2036, the MTP/SCS forecast for Elk Grove adds 13,909 new housing units and 19,863 new
employees to the city. Approximately 18 percent of these housing units and 41 percent of the
employees are building out the city’s Established Communities and Rural Residential Communities
in a range of residential densities from very low to medium-high and employment uses including
commercial, office, industrial, and public development. The majority of the new growth,
approximately 82 percent of the housing growth and 57 percent of the employment growth, will
occur in the city’s Developing Communities. The Laguna Ridge Specific Plan is approved to build
7,826 housing units; however, based on development activity, the city has estimated the plan will
likely build out at a number lower than the approved 7,826 units. The MTP/SCS forecast is for a
total of 7,586 housing units built by 2036 in this area, with an average density of eight units per acre.
This area is also planned for employment uses including retail, office, and a civic center and medical
facility that, together, will generate 4,400 employees in total by 2036. The Lent Ranch Special
Planning Area is primarily a plan for new commercial and office employment uses that could
accommodate 4,400 employees and 280 new multi-family units at build out. The MTP/SCS forecast
for this Developing Community is for 3,222 new employees and to build out the 280 unit
multifamily housing capacity at an average density of 24 units per acre. The Southeast Planning
Area plan includes capacity for 4,790 homes at an average of nine units per acre and 24,720
commercial, office, industrial, and neighborhood-supporting public jobs. The MTP/SCS forecasts
4,023 new homes and 5,000 new jobs in this area by 2036. Sterling Meadows, a Developing
Community situated in between Southeast Planning Area and Lent Ranch, is a residential-only
community planned for 980 new units at a density of eight units per acre. The MTP/SCS forecast
assumes most of this, 950 units, will develop by 2036. The remaining 119 new housing units in the
MTP/SCS forecast for Elk Grove come from the Triangle area. This Developing Community at
build out includes 701 housing units averaging one unit per acre and includes capacity for 343
neighborhood-supporting jobs.
While much of the recent development in Elk Grove has been residential in nature, the city is
projected to capture a greater share of the region’s employment over the MTP/SCS planning period.
About five percent of the regional employment growth is forecasted in Elk Grove. This is
supported by the city’s effort to attract more jobs and by the fact that it has begun to see some of
this employment growth in the recent arrivals and expansions of a number of medical facilities and
state jobs. The MTP/SCS forecast provides a jobs/housing ratio of 1.4 for the growth in the city.
This will help improve the city’s jobs/housing balance from 0.6 today to 0.8 in 2036. It will,
however, take time for the city to establish this employment growth. Because much of the
employment growth is expected to occur in Developing Communities, it is expected to occur during
the latter half of the planning period. Conversely, residential growth is expected to grow faster in the
early years of the plan as compared to the rest of the region, as housing development continues in
Established and Developing Communities that are already building today. Approximately 32
percent of the city’s 2036 employment growth is forecast to occur by 2020 and approximately 31
percent of the city’s 2036 housing growth is forecasted by 2020. Much of this housing is the
continued build out of Laguna Ridge, which is under construction today.
Key issues that may influence the trajectory of growth in Elk Grove that will be tracked through
the regional monitoring program include, the pace of success of the city’s substantial initiatives to
promote jobs growth, whether the city starts to experience any of the types of redevelopment
activity in existing areas that are part of the typical evolution of urban areas, and the outcome of the
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current sphere of influence amendment application. Any or all of these factors could lead to a
changed land use forecast for the city in future MTP/SCS update cycles.

Folsom
Folsom’s rapid growth in the last several years has been a balance of employment and housing.
The city is home to several major employers and, along with the rest of the region, experienced
robust residential growth in the decade prior to the recession. Today, about 65 percent of the city’s
housing capacity and 64 percent of the employment capacity is built out. Therefore, much of the
existing city north of Highway 50 is characterized as an Established Community in the MTP/SCS.
The city’s historic downtown and three light rail station areas (within a half mile boundary of each)
are identified as Center and Corridor Communities in the MTP/SCS. In 2011, the city completed its
Historic Sutter Street Revitalization Project, which included streetscape and building façade
improvements and a new public plaza. This area also includes future plans for mixed use
commercial and residential projects. The city adopted a specific plan for the area just south of
Highway 50 in 2011, and annexed the area, in 2012. This Folsom Plan Area is designated as a
Developing Community in the MTP/SCS. The specific plan includes a mix of housing and
employment that, at build out, would include 10,210 new housing units and 13,619 new employees.
Employment uses include commercial, office, light industrial, and public. The average residential
density for this plan is nine units per acre.
Capacity within the city is estimated at 14,352 new housing units and 20,118 new jobs.
Established Communities, if built out, would add 3,756 new jobs and 3,279 new housing units.
Build out capacity in Center and Corridor Communities would add 863 new housing units and 2,743
new employees. The remaining capacity comes from the Folsom Plan Area Developing Community
as described above.
In total, the MTP/SCS forecast for Folsom includes 12,625 new housing units and 13,693 new
jobs by 2036. Of this, 3,756 new jobs are in Established Communities. The majority of the new
jobs are commercial, office, light industrial and public uses filling in the existing employment centers
along Highway 50 and East Bidwell Street. Established Communities also add 3,278 new housing
units. These are primarily filling in the newer subdivisions in the eastern portion of the city. New
development in Center and Corridor Communities includes 2,743 new jobs and 681 new housing
units. Almost all of the available new housing and employment capacity in both Established and
Center and Corridor Communities are included in the MTP/SCS because much of it is either under
construction or proposed today. The majority of the new jobs in Center and Corridor Communities
come from larger commercial, office, and industrial infill opportunities around some of the light rail
stations. A smaller number of employees in these areas are from new public uses and mixed-use
developments. The Folsom Plan Area south of Highway 50 includes 8,665 new housing units and
7,194 new employees in the MTP/SCS forecast. Because Folsom is a growing community and is
nearly built out today in residential capacity, this Developing Community is where much of the
future housing growth is projected to occur. The MTP/SCS forecast also includes 7,194 new
employees in this Developing Community by 2036. The city as a whole includes a regional job
center, good transit access, and as a result the city is expected to grow faster than the regional
average of 17 percent of new 2036 housing growth occurring by 2020 and 33 percent of 2036 new
jobs by 2020. The MTP/SCS forecast assumes 19 percent of the 2036 housing growth will occur by
2020 and approximately 46 percent of the 2036 jobs will occur by 2020.
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Issues that will be tracked through the regional monitoring program include the type, location,
timing and pace of development south of Highway 50 and the update of the city’s general plan.
The city is conducting a comprehensive update of the 1988 general plan for the first time, and will
focus on Folsom as an urbanizing city that faces the challenge of balancing growth between infill
development and a new plan area.

Galt
The City of Galt is centered on Highway 99 at the southern edge of Sacramento County. In the
past decade, the city has experienced moderate housing and employment growth. Today about 79
percent of the city’s residential capacity is built out. For this reason, most of the area within the
existing city limits is characterized as an Established Community in the MTP/SCS. These
Established Communities have the capacity to add 1,993 new housing units, primarily through build
out of existing subdivisions and some infill, and 6,425 new jobs. The majority of potential new jobs
are industrial uses in the existing industrial complexes located north of Elm Avenue and new
commercial uses along Highway 99. The city’s historic downtown and the adjacent Lincoln Way
and C Street corridors are identified as Center and Corridor Communities in the MTP/SCS, as is
part of the Twin Cities Road area. These Center and Corridor Communities have the capacity to
add about 140 new housing units and 2,000 new jobs. With the exception of the small rural
residential community just north of the Twin Cities Road, most of the city’s Sphere of Influence
(SOI) is characterized as a Developing Community in the MTP/SCS. Though there is no specific
plan for the SOI area, the general plan designated land uses include residential growth that would
average five units per acre that could result in a total of 7,577 housing units and 24,180 employees at
build out. Much of the new employment concentrated along Highway 99 is a targeted effort by the
city to provide economic development opportunities in the city that will help improve the city’s
currently low jobs/housing ratio. There is currently discussion of a proposed American Indian
casino in the area.
In total, the MTP/SCS forecast for Galt includes 2,883 new housing units and 3,607 new jobs by
2036. Of this, 1,858 new housing units and 2,155 new employees are in Established Communities;
135 new housing units and 1,009 new employees are in Center and Corridor Communities. Both
Established and Center and Corridor Communities are expected to build most of their residential
capacity by 2036. Finally, the MTP/SCS forecast includes 890 new housing units and 443 new
employees are in the SOI Developing Community. The MTP/SCS forecast assumes 28 percent of
2036 employment growth and only 3 percent of 2036 housing growth will occur by 2020. All of the
2020 growth is projected to occur in the current city limits within the Established and Center and
Corridor Communities, where the housing market is still recovering and doesn’t support significant
residential infill growth in the near-term in this area.
Like many other jurisdictions throughout the region and in Sacramento County especially, future
growth patterns in Galt could be influenced by the timing of implementation of the South
Sacramento HCP, which includes Galt. Additionally it will be important for the regional monitoring
program to track the pace of residential activity and the progress of the casino proposal. Future
transit connections both north to Elk Grove and Sacramento and south to Lodi and Stockton could
also influence growth patterns in Galt.

Appendix E-3 8/25 Page 136

Isleton
The city of Isleton is located in the southernmost portion of Sacramento County in the
Sacramento River Delta. Capacity in Isleton is estimated at 810 housing units and 192 jobs. With
almost 50 percent of its housing capacity and about 75 percent of its employment capacity built out
today, the city is characterized as an Established Community in the MTP/SCS. The one exception
is the Villages on the Delta project located in the eastern portion of the city at 6th street and H
Street, which is identified as a Developing Community in the MTP/SCS and will include 300
housing units at build out.
In total, the MTP/SCS forecast for the city includes 59 new low to medium density housing
units and 16 new neighborhood-supporting commercial and public jobs by 2036. Of this growth, 28
new housing units are projected for Villages on the Delta.
Isleton growth patterns are strongly influenced by its location in the Delta, and the progress of
implementing new state legislation affecting all aspects of the future of the Delta will be tracked for
its potential influence on Isleton and other portions of the region.

Rancho Cordova
Rancho Cordova has emerged as a regional job center over the past twenty years, with a high
jobs/housing ratio. During that time, housing development did not keep up with employment
growth. The city’s general plan, adopted in 2006, places heavy emphasis on improving jobs/housing
balance. In support of this goal, several adopted and proposed specific plans include the goal of
providing housing for existing and future workers in Rancho Cordova. These adopted and
proposed specific plans are characterized as Developing Communities in the MTP/SCS and include
the following plan areas: Sunridge, Ranch at Sunridge, Suncreek, Arboretum, Rio Del Oro, and
Westborough. Additionally, the city has four light rail stops within the city limits that, along with
the entire Folsom Blvd corridor, are part of the city’s adopted Folsom Boulevard Specific Plan. The
Folsom Boulevard Specific Plan supports high density and mixed use development and
redevelopment along the corridor, which is identified as a Center and Corridor Community in the
MTP/SCS. The remaining land within the city is characterized as an Established Community in the
MTP/SCS.
At build out, the city has the capacity for a total of 134,459 jobs and 62,840 housing units.
Established Communities have the capacity to add 34,582 new jobs and 1,659 new housing units.
These new commercial, office, and industrial jobs are primarily located in existing office park and
industrial complexes.. New housing capacity in the Established Community comes from building
out newer subdivisions and more traditional infill. The Folsom Boulevard Specific Plan, due to its
higher densities and office and commercial mixed use land designations, has the potential to add
24,566 new jobs and 2,240 new housing units. This housing capacity estimate is lower than the city’s
original planned build out estimate for the corridor, which was recently reduced to adjust for current
market and economic factors. The remaining 31 percent of the new employment capacity and 90
percent of the new housing capacity is in the Developing Communities.
Sunridge is the only Developing Community in the city that has started building. At build out
this area will include 8,763 housing units and 3,563 jobs, including new commercial and public uses
and a range of new housing types, averaging eight units per acre. In the middle of the Sunridge
Specific Plan area is another Developing Community, the Ranch at Sunridge. Though this plan is
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not yet adopted, it proposes to add 1,610 new homes and about 358 new jobs. This plan includes
mostly residential uses, averaging seven units per acre, with some supporting commercial and public
uses. Directly south of Sunridge and the Ranch at Sunridge is Suncreek. This recently adopted
specific plan has capacity for 4,893 homes and 1,408 jobs. Similar to its surroundings, this plan is
mostly residential, with an average density of eight units per acre, and includes some neighborhoodserving commercial and public employment uses as well. South of Suncreek, reaching the
southernmost portion of the city is the proposed Arboretum development. This proposed plan,
with an average density of 11 units per acre and supporting commercial and public uses, could add
4,742 new housing units and 3,488 new jobs. Heading back north, just above Douglas Road, is the
proposed Rio Del Oro Specific Plan. This is the largest Developing Community in the city.
Located adjacent to the eastern edge of the city’s existing industrial complex areas, this plan is
proposed to expand those employment uses and add significant housing. In total, this proposed
plan would add 12,558 new jobs and 12,189 new housing units. The western portion of the plan
includes all types of employment uses, primarily office and light industrial. New housing growth
also includes a wide range of housing types, which have an average density of six units per acre.
Directly north is Westborough. An initial proposed plan for this Developing Community includes
4,200 homes and 5,447 jobs. This plan would include primarily commercial and public uses and
would average eight units per acre.
The MTP/SCS forecast for the city includes a total of 32,567 new jobs and 19,814 new housing
units by 2036. Rancho Cordova is expected to increase its share of both the region’s housing and
employment by 2036, also slightly improving its high jobs/housing ratio from 1.9 today to 1.8 in
2036. The majority of new housing growth, 16,143 units, is in Developing Communities. However,
these areas account for significantly less of the city’s MTP/SCS employment forecast. Only about
14 percent of new jobs, or 4,707 jobs, in the city will be in Developing Communities. Because many
of the plans in these areas are housing-focused, it is likely that the housing units will begin building
before the employment uses. Additionally, the city has existing employment centers that will capture
much of the estimated employment growth. Established Communities make up 68 percent of new
employment growth, or 22,044 employees, and 7 percent of new housing growth, or 1,484 units.
The Center and Corridor Community includes the remaining 5,816 new jobs and 2,188 new housing
units within the city’s MTP/SCS forecast by 2036. Infill and redevelopment along the Folsom
Boulevard corridor is largely expected during the latter portion of the planning period. In this
Center and Corridor Community, only 14 percent of the housing growth and 29 percent of the
employment growth expected by 2036 is assumed to occur by 2020. Similarly, the Developing
Communities also have the majority of growth happening during the latter half of the planning
period. Because many of these plans are not yet approved, but are currently in process, it is likely
that not all of them will begin to build by 2020 and some will have just begun construction at that
time. Because of slower growth anticipated in the early years of the plan in these two community
types, the city as a whole is expected to grow slightly slower than the regional average during the
first eight years of the plan.
Issues to track through the regional monitoring program include the final resolution of the
South Sacramento HCP the timing and pace of development in the greenfield areas, and the slowerto-recover infill and redevelopment market in the Folsom Boulevard area. All of these are factors
that could ultimately affect growth patterns in the city.
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Sacramento
The City of Sacramento is centrally-located within Sacramento County and is the largest city in
the SACOG region, with 29 percent of the region’s jobs and 21 percent of the region’s housing units
currently. The city recently completed an update to its general plan, as required every five years by
city policy, which was adopted in March 2015 and extends the document’s planning horizon to
2035. Like the 2009 plan, the 2015 plan aims to accommodate substantial population growth, largely
through infill, reuse, and redevelopment strategies. The general plan identifies opportunity areas
throughout the city for significant changes in land use and increased densities. New housing and
jobs will be distributed among activity centers of various sizes (neighborhood, sub-regional, and
regional), transportation corridors, and new growth areas. The activity centers identified in the city’s
general plan generally correspond with the MTP/SCS community types. In the past decade, the
majority of the city’s employment and residential growth occurred in the North Natomas
community and, as a result, residential uses in this area are largely built today. For this reason,
North Natomas is included along with the communities of South Natomas, North Sacramento,
Land Park, Pocket, South Sacramento, and Fruitridge/Broadway as having most of their land area in
Established Communities in the MTP/SCS. The city has two new growth areas within the current
city limits. These areas include the approved Greenbriar Specific Plan and the Delta Shores Specific
Plan. Delta Shores is identified in the MTP/SCS as a Developing Community. However, because
of the planned light rail extension, the Greenbriar Specific Plan is considered a Center and Corridor
Community in the MTP/SCS. The city’s general plan also identifies two other new growth areas
outside the current city limits. One, known as the Camino Norte, is located adjacent to the
southwest corner of North Natomas and the other is located adjacent to the northeast corner of
North Natomas, called the Panhandle area. These two areas are not identified for growth in the
current MTP/SCS planning period, primarily due to their unincorporated status, infrastructure need,
and potential flood and habitat issues. While most jurisdictions in the region are described as having
Established Communities and Developing Communities as their primary community types and
growth areas, the City of Sacramento is unique in that Center and Corridor Communities cover
much of the city and are the locations where most new growth is concentrated. Consistent with the
city’s infill-focused general plan, over the past several years the downtown area and surrounding
neighborhoods have also seen significant revitalization in the form of infill and redevelopment,
much of it in mixed use format. South and east of downtown, infill development has also occurred,
albeit on a smaller scale. The entire central city area, along with areas covered by a half-mile buffer
around existing and proposed light rail stations, generally make up the designated Center and
Corridor Communities in Sacramento. For discussion purposes these Center and Corridor
Communities are grouped into the following six subareas: (1) the central city, covering the area from
Broadway to the American River and from the Sacramento River to Alhambra Boulevard., (2) the
existing south-line light rail stations, (3) the proposed south-line light rail extension stations, (4) the
Folsom-line light rail stations, (5), the northeast line light rail stations, and (6) the proposed north
airport-line light rail stations.
The central city Center and Corridor Community is the urban center of the region,
encompassing downtown Sacramento and including the State Capitol. This area includes many of
the identified city opportunity areas, including the central business district, R street, Broadway, and
the 12th, 16th, 19th, and 21st Street corridors. As noted above, these areas have seen an influx of high
density residential and mixed use projects in recent years, and many of these types of projects are
currently in progress, including redevelopment of the former mall for the Entertainment and Sports
Center. This area also includes the city’s largest redevelopment opportunity, the Railyards project,
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where a specific plan has been approved and Phase Two of development to renovate the historic
depot is currently in progress. Located directly north of the Railyards is the River District area
which is also planned for significant growth and revitalization that began with the completion of the
new Greyhound Bus terminal and construction of Township 9 and continues with the Twin Rivers
Housing Project. Unlike anywhere else in the region, the central city has capacity for and plans to
build new office, residential and mixed use buildings that are likely to exceed three and four stories.
In the downtown area, it is possible that new mixed use and high density housing projects could
range from four to 25 stories. Most new office buildings are also likely to build in that same range;
however, there is no height limit on new office buildings in the downtown area. Collectively, this
Center and Corridor Community has the potential capacity to add 74,769 new jobs and 27,640 new
homes. This would more than double the amount of existing housing units in the central city today.
The existing south-line light rail stations span from Broadway to Meadowview and include
portions of Florin Road just outside the half-mile station area. The proposed south-line extension
will expand from the existing line at Meadowview down to Consumnes River College. The Folsomline includes station areas from 4th Street to College Greens within the city limits. The northeastline includes stations from the American River to Watt Avenue in the city limits. The proposed
airport-line will include a number of stations beginning near West El Camino Avenue and extending
to Greenbriar in the city limits. Similar to the central city Center and Corridor Community, these
communities overlap with a number of the city’s opportunity areas. The city also has a number of
approved plans for various areas within these Center and Corridor Communities, including: Curtis
Park Railyards, Florin Road Corridor Plan, 65th Street Transit Village, Northeast Line Area Plan, and
Swanston Transit Village. The city’s general plan and infill programs further support development
in these areas. Together, these Center and Corridor Communities have the potential to add about
34,812 new employees and 29,650 new jobs.
In total, the MTP/SCS forecast includes 72,269 new housing units and 103,218 new employees
by 2036 in the City of Sacramento. Approximately 64,520 new employees and 44,063 new housing
units are in Center and Corridor Communities, much of it in the central city area. Adding significant
new housing to the central city area will provide a better jobs/housing ratio and will help in reducing
regional VMT. About 35 percent of the city’s MTP/SCS employment growth and 32 percent of the
housing growth is in Established Communities. Much of this housing growth is the continued build
out of North Natomas. However, it does include some infill in other existing communities, as well
as development of some larger proposed housing projects. Most of the employment growth is
either neighborhood-serving commercial, office, and public uses, hospital and college expansions, as
well as new industrial/office uses that are mostly concentrated in the existing industrial center in the
northeast and southeast portions of the city. The Delta Shores Developing Community plans for
5,115 housing units at an average density of 16 units per acre. The plan has a significant amount of
land planned for commercial development that could provide up to 6,660 new employees at build
out. The MTP/SCS assumes 5,077 new housing units and 2,223 new jobs in this Developing
Community by 2036.
Sacramento is anticipated to maintain a large share of the population, housing, and employment
in the SACOG region through 2036. In the early years of the plan, the MTP/SCS forecast assumes
the city experiences new employment growth that is somewhat higher than the regional average of
33 percent of new 2036 jobs occurring by 2020 and housing growth that is somewhat slower than
the regional average of 17 percent of new 2036 homes occurring by 2020. This is primarily due to
the time needed to recover from the recent recession and see some significant new job growth in the
region. Most of new growth during the first half of the MTP/SCS planning period will occur
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through development within the city’s Center and Corridor Communities. The MTP/SCS does
forecast an increase in new housing construction in the North Natomas area prior to 2020 as flood
related building restrictions were lifted in June 2015.
There are many issues to track through the regional monitoring program that may influence
growth rates in the city of Sacramento. Implementation of the general plan and comprehensive
zoning update, which streamline the process for infill development; the ability of the region and the
commitment of the city to build major infrastructure projects (three new bridges, a streetcar system,
extend light rail to the airport); the success of the city in achieving the downtown housing goal; and
ultimately the amount of market demand for the urban housing projects envisioned by the general
plan all could influence future growth patterns in the city.

Sacramento (Unincorporated County)
Unincorporated Sacramento County is the most urbanized of the unincorporated counties in
the Sacramento region, with 24 percent of the region’s existing housing and 20 percent of the
region’s existing employment. The majority of its population resides in the Urban Policy Area
(UPA), which lies within the Urban Services Boundary (USB) or the ultimate boundary for
urbanization in the unincorporated county. Sacramento County completed a general plan update in
2011 that facilitates infill and revitalization in targeted commercial corridors within the existing UPA
and employs a smart growth management framework in considering proposed UPA expansions.
Under the county’s general plan, the UPA may be expanded if proposed development projects are
consistent with a new growth management framework, which is built upon the relationship between
land use and transportation to achieve goals and requirements relative to air quality, transportation,
land use, infrastructure, and GHG emissions.
Today, most of the communities within the UPA are identified in the MTP/SCS as
Established Communities. Most of these are residential in character (e.g., Arden Arcade, Carmichael,
Cordova, Fair Oaks, North Highlands, Orangevale, Rancho Murieta, and South Sacramento) and are
projected to receive relatively small amounts of future growth consistent with existing plans that aim
to retain the character of the neighborhoods. Others are important and growing employment centers
(e.g., Sacramento International Airport, Metro Air Park, Aerojet, McClellan, and Mather). Together,
these Established Communities contain 78 percent of existing housing and 53 percent of existing
jobs in the unincorporated county today.
Running between and through these communities are miles of major roadways bordered
primarily by commercial land uses. The county’s general plan update identifies 13 commercial
corridors for varying levels of additional commercial and residential development through
reinvestment and redevelopment. Given the county’s planning efforts underway to allow for
additional growth in these corridors, they are identified in the MTP/SCS as Center and Corridor
Communities. The corridors include Auburn Boulevard, Fair Oaks Boulevard in Arden Arcade, Fair
Oaks Boulevard in Carmichael, Fair Oaks Boulevard in Fair Oaks, Greenback Lane in Orangevale,
Watt Avenue and Fulton Avenue in Arden Arcade, North Watt Avenue and West of Watt in North
Highlands, Florin Road and Stockton Boulevard in South Sacramento, and the unincorporated
portions of Folsom Boulevard, where the four light rails stations offer significant opportunity for
transit-oriented and mixed use development. The county has either completed or initiated planning
processes for all of these corridors, with the goal of promoting economic revitalization within the
corridors themselves, as well as for the surrounding communities and for the county as a whole.
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Outside of the USB, land uses are primarily agricultural or agricultural-residential. The latter land
use is clustered in the communities of Orangevale in the north county, and Alta Mesa, Clay,
Franklin, Herald, Sloughhouse, and Wilton in the south county. These communities are identified in
the MTP/SCS as Rural Residential Communities. The county’s draft general plan contains policies
to preserve these historic communities without encouraging excessive growth due to the high cost
of providing services to these remote locations.
Outside of Established Communities and Center and Corridor Communities, new growth areas
in unincorporated Sacramento County are mostly south of Highway 50 and west of Interstate 80.
Most of these areas are identified in the MTP/SCS as Developing Communities. These Developing
Communities include the following adopted plans: Elverta Specific Plan in northern Sacramento
County, the Glenborough at Easton Specific Plan in eastern Sacramento County, the Florin
Vineyards Specific Plan, North Vineyard Station Specific Plan, Vineyard Springs Comprehensive
Plan, and Vineyards Community Plan in central Sacramento County. The MTP/SCS also identifies
two of the county’s currently in process specific plans as Developing Communities. The proposed
Mather South Specific plan and the West Jackson Specific Plan are located adjacent to the Rancho
Cordova and Sacramento city limits, respectively.
The county’s long-term vision includes additional new development along Jackson
Highway/State Route 16. In this area, the Cordova Hills Master Plan was recently approved and the
area amended into the UPA. Outside the current UPA, but within the current USB, the county is
currently processing two applications for the proposed Newbridge and Jackson Township master
planned communities. Outside of the current UPA and USB, in the northwestern portion of the
county, the county is also currently processing an application for a project identified as the
Northwest Master Plan. These areas outside the UPA and the remaining areas of the
unincorporated county not described as Established, Developing, or Rural Residential Communities
are not identified for development within the current MTP/SCS planning period.
In addition to the general plan update, the county is in the midst of preparing the South
Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan (SSHCP). The SSHCP will consolidate environmental efforts
to protect and enhance wetlands (primarily vernal pools) and upland habitats to provide ecologically
viable conservation areas. It will also minimize regulatory hurdles and streamline the permitting
process for development projects. Sacramento County is partnering with the incorporated cities of
Rancho Cordova, and Galt, as well as the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District,
Sacramento County Connector JPA, and Sacramento County Water Agency, to further advance the
regional planning goals of the SSHCP. The Study Area excludes the City of Sacramento, the City of
Folsom, the City of Elk Grove, the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, and the communities of Rancho
Murieta and Wilton. At this time, it is not clear when this process is likely to conclude, though the
county and other parties have placed a high priority on successfully completing it as soon as
possible.
By 2036, the MTP/SCS forecasts that unincorporated Sacramento County will continue to be
the most urbanized county in the region. The MTP/SCS forecasts 48,381 new housing units and
79,312 new employees by 2036 in areas of the unincorporated County that have potential build out
capacity for 107,938 new housing units and 226,974 new employees. Within the existing urban core,
most new growth will occur through limited infill and redevelopment in Center and Corridor
Communities, including 37 percent of housing growth and 48 percent of employment growth. By
2036, the MTP/SCS forecasts 18,747 new housing units and 37,931 new employees within Center
and Corridor Communities out of a potential build out capacity of 36,967 new housing units and
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70,160 new employees. This new growth will take the form of commercial, office, and industrial
employment uses and new housing growth will be predominantly medium-high to high density
and/or mixed-use. Of this new development, only 10 percent of the housing growth, and 34 percent
of the employment growth, is expected to occur by 2020. The majority of this new development is
expected to occur after 2020.
The vast majority, 85 percent, of the housing growth in Centers and Corridors is projected
for three general areas: light rail stops, the area west of the northern Watt Avenue surrounding the
McClellan employment center, and transportation corridors (Stockton, Franklin, Florin) in southern
Sacramento County. The remaining 15 percent of the forecasted housing (2,878 units) is in relatively
small amounts along seven other corridor segments throughout the county. In the county’s
Established Communities, the MTP/SCS forecasts 11,065 new housing units and 34,410 new
employees by 2036 out of a total build out capacity of 17,506 new housing units and 108,182 new
employees. Residential growth in Established Communities is expected to occur mostly through
small-scale infill of existing low density residential lots, in line with the county’s existing zoning and
general plan. Employment growth in Established Communities is expected to occur through a
combination of new construction and intensification of commercial, industrial, and public uses in
existing employment areas, including the recent expansion of Sacramento International Airport,
Metro Air Park, and McClellan Park.
In the Developing Communities of the unincorporated county, the MTP/SCS forecasts
17,981 new housing units and 4,994 new employees by 2036 out of a total build out capacity of
48,823 new housing units and 43,575 new employees. Elverta, the only Developing Community in
the north, is forecast to add 1,432 new housing units and 312 new employees by 2036 out of a total
planned capacity of 5,922 new housing units and 357 new employees. This community is planned
for an average residential density of five units per acre with neighborhood-supporting commercial
and public uses. The other Developing Communities identified in the MTP/SCS are all located
south of Highway 50. Of these, four are located south of State Route 16 in the Vineyard
Community. North Vineyard Station, which recently began construction, is projected to receive
3,052 new housing units and 285 new employees by 2036, out of a planned capacity of 6,062
housing units and 563 employees. Growth in this Developing Community is predominantly
residential, at an average density of seven units per acre, supported by neighborhood commercial
and public uses. The Vineyard Springs Comprehensive Plan began building in the early 2000’s and is
projected to receive 1,420 new dwelling units and 395 new employees by 2036, out of a total
planned capacity of 5,943 housing units and 764 employees. The average residential density is four
units per acre and the plan includes neighborhood-serving commercial and public uses. The Florin
Vineyard Community Plan, which has not yet begun construction, fills in the “gap” between a
number of specific plans in the Vineyard area. This area, planned for a capacity of 9,917 housing
units and 6,243 employees, is expected to grow by 2,018 housing units and 209 employees during
the MTP/SCS planning period. Uses in the Florin Vineyard Community Plan range from residential
development at an average density of six units per acre to neighborhood serving-commercial and
public uses to office and industrial uses. The remaining area covered by the Vineyard Community
plan began construction in the early 2000’s and is projected to receive 762 new housing units and
390 new employees by 2036, building out employment capacity in the area and with 1,257 housing
units of residential capacity remaining. Just north of the Vineyard Developing Communities, the
proposed West Jackson Specific Plan area is identified as a Developing Community because of its
adjacency to urban infrastructure on the west and north, the absence of sensitive natural resources
and other natural constraints, and efforts by the landowner to begin converting the site, indicate that
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the area will see some amount of urban development by 2036. The MTP/SCS forecasts 4,996 new
housing units and 1,859 new employees for West Jackson, out of a potential total capacity of 15,658
housing units and 32,839 employees. General uses in this Developing Community include residential
uses at an average density of seven units per acre, various commercial, office, and industrial uses,
and community-supporting public uses. East along the Jackson Corridor, the Mather South Specific
Plan, located north of Jackson Highway and west of Sunrise Boulevard, is a proposed amendment to
an adopted reuse plan for the former Mather Air Force Base. The county-initiated Mather South
plan contemplates a mixed use community that would accommodate a total capacity of 3,529
housing units and 5,027 employees. Of this, the MTP/SCS forecasts construction of 1,030 new
housing units and 217 new employees by 2036. The plan is focused on attracting a university or
other large employer and thus includes mixed use commercial uses in addition to supporting public
uses. Residential densities average 10 units per acre. Northeast of Mather South, the MTP/SCS also
forecasts growth within the Glenborough at Easton Specific Plan. This Developing Community is a
reuse of the eastern portion of the Aerojet campus along Highway 50, east of the city of Rancho
Cordova and southwest of the city of Folsom. The portion of the project known as Easton covers
the half-mile area around the Hazel light rail station and is therefore identified in the MTP/SCS as
part of the county’s Center and Corridor Communities. The Glenborough Specific Plan was adopted
by the county as a mixed use residential community planned for a total of 3,239 housing units and
1,796 employees (excluding the Easton transit-oriented development). Due to its prime location
along Highway 50 and Folsom Boulevard, its proximity to several light rail stations, and its location
between major employment centers in Rancho Cordova and Folsom (and Aerojet itself),
Glenborough is forecasted in the MTP/SCS to build 3,271 new housing units and 1,327 new jobs –
virtually all of its capacity – by 2036. Residential densities of this Developing Community average
eight units per acre and employment land uses include commercial, office, and neighborhoodsupporting public uses.
Rural Residential Communities in unincorporated Sacramento County are expected to
experience low amounts of growth, approximately 588 new housing units and 1,977 new jobs by
2036. The MTP/SCS forecast assumes relatively small amounts of new rural residential homes to be
constructed in the region by 2036. This is in part due to the current recession combined with
changing demographics, which suggest a higher percent of the population will want and need to live
on smaller lots or in attached homes near existing jobs, services, and with more transportation
choices.
Sacramento County’s general plan includes provisions that require projects in new developing
communities outside of the UPA to meet criteria that are generally consistent with the principles of
the Blueprint and this MTP/SCS. These criteria provide the county and the region additional
flexibility as the MTP/SCS is updated and amended, since they help ensure that new growth
included in the MTP/SCS performs well in terms of vehicle miles traveled, greenhouse gas and
other air emissions, transit ridership, and bicycle and pedestrian trips. SACOG’s regional monitoring
program will pay particular attention to many outstanding growth issues in Sacramento County,
including proposed revisions to the current UPA and USB; progress in preparing the SSHCP;
completion of levee improvements; the rate at which development occurs in Centers and Corridors,
Established Communities, and the many Developing Communities; the economic factors that will
influence the rate of growth in these different community types; and how those growth rates may
affect the economic condition of surrounding neighborhoods.
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SUTTER COUNTY

Live Oak
Development in Live Oak is primarily suburban and rural-style housing with small-scale
employment and commercial uses along Highway 99. The city’s general plan aims to maintain the
small-town character of Live Oak, promote a balance of jobs, housing and services, and revitalize
the existing downtown area. Most of the developed areas of the city are characterized as an
Established Community in the MTP/SCS, with the exception of the Highway 99 corridor which is
designated as a Center and Corridor Community. Within these two communities, the city has an
estimated capacity for an additional 3,574 new employees and 2,125 new housing units.
Additionally, the general plan includes a significant amount of new housing and employment
capacity in the city’s Sphere of Influence (SOI). In 2011, the city annexed a few larger land areas
north and south of the previous city limits. These recent annexation areas and the remaining SOI
are not identified for development within the current MTP/SCS planning period.
In total, the MTP/SCS forecast for Live Oak includes 1,063 new employees and 1,222 new
housing units. Just over half of this new employment growth is in Center and Corridor
Communities. This Center and Corridor growth of 37 new housing units and 560 new employees
consists of primarily low and medium density housing and commercial and office uses. The
remaining housing and employment growth comes from Established Communities. Most of this is
in the form of new neighborhood-supporting retail, commercial, and office uses as well as new
public uses. The majority of the housing growth, 97 percent, is in Established Communities and is
largely a result of building out many of the newer existing subdivisions. While Live Oak is expected
to grow at a rate similar to the regional average by 2020, employment growth overall by 2036 is
projected to improve the city’s jobs/housing ratio from 0.3 to 0.5.
Issues to track through the regional monitoring program include whether regional market
pressures for more housing in Live Oak return as the economy continues to grow and whether the
planned improvements to the levee system are constructed, as expected, by the end of 2015.

Yuba City
As the county seat, Yuba City functions as the trading and service center for the surrounding
agricultural area and maintains a balanced jobs/housing ratio. Today the city is about 56 percent
built out in its employment capacity and 69 percent built out in its housing capacity. As such, most
of the city is designated as an Established Community in the MTP/SCS. The exception is the city’s
downtown area and the commercial area centered on Highway 20 and Highway 99, which is
characterized as a Center and Corridor Community in the MTP/SCS. Most of the additional
capacity in the existing city limits is within the Established Community areas, where 12,743 new jobs
and 5,184 new housing units could be accommodated. The majority of this employment capacity is
in commercial and industrial uses, while the housing growth is largely building out newer low and
medium density existing subdivisions. Just outside the city limits, along the east side of Highway 99,
some established low density residential development exists. This area is considered an Established
Community in the MTP/SCS forecast for Yuba City as the area is supported by city services even
though it has not been annexed into the city. The Center and Corridor Community area has
capacity for an additional 393 new homes and 2,814 new jobs to be added to the city at build out.
These jobs are also mainly commercial, office, and industrial uses and the housing is mostly
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medium-high density. Directly adjacent on the west side of Highway 99, just outside of the city
limits, new housing and employment uses are planned. This area is identified as a Developing
Community in the MTP/SCS. Employment uses will include commercial, office, and industrial uses
while the residential uses planned are low and medium density, averaging eight units per acre. At
build out the Highway 99 corridor area could include a total of 1,826 jobs and 723 housing units.
The city’s general plan acknowledges and plans for future growth to occur primarily through villagestyle development in its sphere of influence (SOI). As part of general plan implementation, the city
developed a new specific plan for the portion of the SOI located near the southwest corner of the
existing city limits. This adopted specific plan, Lincoln East, is the second Developing Community
in Yuba City included in the MTP/SCS. This plan is for a new mixed use community which would
include a total of 4,868 housing units averaging eight units per acre and new neighborhood serving
commercial and public facilities for a total of 1,570 employees. The remaining SOI area has an
additional housing and employment capacity; however, these areas are not identified for
development within this MTP/SCS planning period.
Moderate, balanced growth is anticipated for Yuba City through 2036. The city is expected to
maintain its share of the regional housing and employment and its well-balanced jobs/housing ratio
through 2036. The MTP/SCS forecast for Yuba City includes 10,984 new jobs and 6,409 new
housing units. The majority of this growth, about 69 percent of employment and 81 percent of
housing, is within Established Communities. As noted above, this employment growth is primarily
commercial and industrial uses and the residential growth which consists primarily of building out
newer low and medium density existing subdivisions. The Center and Corridor Community includes
2,768 new jobs and 226 new housing units within the MTP/SCS planning period. Most of this
growth is planned for infill development; however, a small percentage of redevelopment is assumed
in this area by 2036. The remaining growth comes from Developing Communities in the Sphere of
Influence (SOI). The area around Highway 99 includes 194 new units and 397 new jobs in the
MTP/SCS. Lincoln East includes 791 new housing units and 222 new jobs by 2036. Primarily due
to market, infrastructure, and potential flood constraints, these Developing Communities are not
likely to begin building until the later years of the plan post 2020. The MTP/SCS forecast includes
only six percent of its 2036 housing growth and 30 percent of its 2036 employment growth by 2020.
This housing growth rate in the early portion of the plan is lower than the regional average of 17
percent of new 2036 housing units by 2020, primarily due to market factors and infrastructure
constraints for new residential development. Similarly, the 28 percent employment growth by 2020
is somewhat slower than the regional average in part due to high vacancy rates in commercial and
industrial uses regionally.
Issues to track through the regional monitoring program include progress on planned levee
improvements, the first phase of which is expected to be complete by 2016, and whether the return
of a strong regional economy leads to more market pressures for housing growth in the city. This
dynamic may also be affected by planned development in southern Sutter County.

Sutter (Unincorporated County)
Development activity in unincorporated Sutter County has historically been focused within the
spheres of influence of Live Oak and Yuba City and, to a lesser extent, in a number of smaller rural
towns throughout the unincorporated area. These towns, Sutter, Meridian, Robbins, Tudor,
Nicolas, East Nicolas, and Rio Oso make up the Established Communities in unincorporated Sutter
County. The county has one large new growth area, located on the Sacramento-Sutter County line
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along Highway 99, with an adopted specific plan. The Sutter Pointe Specific Plan area is designated
as a Developing Community in the MTP/SCS. The county’s general plan, adopted in 2011, directs
most new growth to this area and aims to preserve much of the county in agricultural uses. The
county general plan does identify two new commercial/industrial employment areas in the county,
one north of Yuba City and one south. These areas, and the remaining areas within the
unincorporated county, are not identified for development in the MTP/SCS. However, agriculturalrelated housing and employment is likely to occur in these areas and is supported by the MTP/SCS
environmental sustainability policies.
The Sutter Pointe Developing Community represents almost all of the employment and housing
capacity in the county. At build out, this plan includes 17,500 housing units and 55,045 employees.
The majority of these employment uses are industrial, though the plan does also include commercial
and public uses. The average residential density planned is eight units per acre. While the
MTP/SCS forecast includes 94 percent of the county’s new employment and 89 percent of new
housing to occur within this Developing Community by 2036, that growth represents only a small
portion of the build out capacity in the specific plan. The MTP/SCS forecast includes 2,232 new
employees and 3,398 new housing units in unincorporated Sutter County by 2036. Of this, 2,108
employees and 3,010 housing units are in Sutter Pointe. The remaining 124 jobs and 389 housing
units in the MTP/SCS forecast are located in Established Communities, where continued low
density development and neighborhood-serving commercial and public uses are planned.
Development in Sutter Pointe is most likely to occur during the latter portion of the planning
period. Because the Sutter Pointe Specific Plan area is not likely to begin building until sometime
after 2020, and because the MTP/SCS does not forecast new agricultural employment, the
MTP/SCS forecast includes only 1 percent of 2036 employment growth and 2 percent of 2036
housing growth by 2020.
The regional monitoring program will track the extent to which infrastructure cost challenges are
resolved for Sutter Pointe, as well as the timing of construction of other developments in the north
part of the region that might compete with Sutter Pointe for market share. These issues could affect
the pace of growth in Sutter Pointe, either increasing or decreasing it compared to projections in this
MTP/SCS plan cycle.
YOLO COUNTY

Davis
The City of Davis is largely built out, as per the city’s general plan adopted in 2001. Most of the
city is characterized as an Established Community in the MTP/SCS, with the exception of the area
within a half-mile of the existing Amtrak station, which is characterized as a Center and Corridor
Community. The downtown area is also included in this Center and Corridor Community, for
which the city has a Core Area Strategy and Specific Plan that promote economic development.
Similarly, the Center and Corridor Community includes a portion of the city’s SOI, the 44 acre Nishi
property, which is envisioned by the City as a potential mixed use development with high density
housing and light-industrial and office uses. However, as this site is designated with an agricultural
land use in the current general plan, it does require voter approval to change the land use
designation, which is currently proposed as part of the annexation application in progress. Measure
R requires voter approval for proposed changes to agricultural land use designations.

Appendix E-3 8/25 Page 147

In total, the city has capacity to add 7,227 new jobs and 3,137 new housing units at build out. In
addition to the Nishi site noted above, the city has a Sphere of Influence (SOI) that includes areas to
the north and south of the existing city limits. To the north, the SOI includes two areas along
Highway 113, one area between County Road 101A and County Road 102, one area northeast of
County Roads 105/30 (which consists of the Yolo County landfill and the City of Davis sewage
treatment plan), and a fourth area just south of County Road 30B on the Mace curve. These areas
consist of residential development in unincorporated Yolo County (Royal Oak, Willowbank, and El
Macero). The city is currently processing two applications for employment centers in the SOI area.
To the south, the SOI includes three areas south of Interstate 80 and the UC Davis campus area.
With the exception of the UC Davis campus, the MTP/SCS does not identify development within
these SOI areas by 2036.
By 2036, the MTP/SCS forecast for Davis includes 4,911 new employees and 2,888 new housing
units. The majority of this growth, 58 percent of the employment and 65 percent of the housing, is
in Established Communities. Employment growth consists of commercial, office, and industrial
uses primarily located along Highway 80. New housing growth, ranging from low to high density, is
a result of small-scale infill throughout the city and one remaining large infill opportunity in the city
at the Cannery site located along East Covell Boulevard and F Street. The remaining 2,067 new
employees and 1,016 new housing units in the MTP/SCS forecast for Davis are within the Center
and Corridor Community, which includes expansion of existing commercial and office uses and
redevelopment as well as some new high density residential and employment development.
Davis will generally maintain its jobs/housing ratio, which improves slightly from today.
However, these figures do not include the dynamic of planned growth at the adjacent UC Davis
campus because that growth is in unincorporated Yolo County and is therefore part of the
MTP/SCS forecast for the unincorporated County, not Davis. By 2020, 36 percent of 2036
employment growth and 19 percent of 2036 housing growth is forecast to occur. This is higher than
the regional average based on a strong housing market, the recent construction occurring in the
Cannery, and redevelopment opportunities available in the Center and Corridor Communities.
Issues to track through the regional monitoring program include the success of the city in
developing its remaining infill sites, the progress of planning for development at the Nishi property,
and the success of the University in pursuing ambitious expansion plans and how that might affect
the housing market in the area.

West Sacramento
West Sacramento’s heavy employment base has shifted toward a more balanced mix of
employment and housing in the past decade as residential development has continued to pick up
pace in recent years. With the exception of the riverfront area, much of the northern half of the city
is developed. This portion of the city is characterized as an Established Community in the
MTP/SCS. The city’s recent development focus has been mixed use higher density projects along
the riverfront, including the recently adopted Bridge District plan, the proposed Stone Lock District,
and revitalization of the Washington Specific Plan area. These areas are characterized as Center and
Corridor Communities in the MTP/SCS. The city has also made a concerted effort to begin
redevelopment and revitalization of the historic West Capitol Avenue corridor. With recent
streetscape improvements, construction of a transit hub and new civic center, and adopted design
guidelines, this area is also identified as a Center and Corridor Community in the MTP/SCS.
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The city’s Southport community began development in 2001, but only a small portion of the
development potential in this area exists today. The majority of the built area in Southport is
considered part of the Established Community in the MTP/SCS. However, the remaining
undeveloped areas of Southport, described as villages by the city are included in the MTP/SCS as
either Developing Communities or areas not identified for growth by 2036. A portion of the
Northeast Village, which is directly adjacent to existing development and the Southport Industrial
Park are characterized as Developing Communities in the MTP/SCS. The portion of the Northeast
Village that is a Developing Community includes capacity for 1,900 homes, with an average density
of six units per acre, and neighborhood supporting employment uses. The Southport Industrial
Park area has slowly begun developing commercial and industrial uses, which at build out could
include 5,010 jobs and 1,383 higher density housing units. The two remaining villages known as the
Southeast Village and a portion of the Southwest Village are not identified for development by 2036
in the MTP/SCS. While development is planned for these areas eventually, the City has made a
conscious effort to promote infill and redevelopment in the near-term. The city’s long term vision
for development also includes the areas directly north and south of the existing city limits; however,
these areas are also not identified for development in the current MTP/SCS planning period.
The MTP/SCS forecast for West Sacramento includes 29,500 new employees and 16,054 new
housing units by 2036. The majority of this development, 46 percent of the employment and 71
percent of the housing units, is in infill and redevelopment opportunities within the Center and
Corridor Communities. Due to its location directly across the Sacramento River from downtown
Sacramento, and the type of development planned, this area of West Sacramento will become part
of the urban core of the region in the future. This results in a 1 percent increase in the city’s share
of the regional housing and employment by 2036. Significant infrastructure exists or is currently
under construction for this area. Together these Center and Corridor areas, all planned for a mix of
high density housing and new commercial, office, industrial, and public uses, have the capacity to
add 64,391 new jobs and 18,761 new housing units to the city at build out.
Established Communities include 12,164 new employees and 4,014 new housing units. Many of
these new employees are in existing commercial and industrial centers and most of the new housing
is filling in existing subdivisions with some small amounts of infill. The remaining growth is in the
Developing Communities. The MTP/SCS forecast for the Northwest Village Developing
Community includes 513 new housing units and 89 new jobs. The Southport Industrial Park is
expected to grow by 3,754 employees and 200 housing units by 2036. Though this employment
growth is only 13 percent of the city’s total employment growth forecasted by 2036, it is building out
the employment capacity estimated for the area.
The city, as a whole, is expected to grow faster than the regional average for employment by
2020 and grow slower than the regional average for housing by 2020. Although the City has made
significant infrastructure investments in many of the Center and Corridor Communities, there is still
some planning and infrastructure needs in others. This combined with the slower pace of smaller
infill and redevelopment projects in the older Center and Corridor Communities of West Capital
and Washington contribute to the slower housing growth rate in the near term.
Issues to track through the regional monitoring program include: the pace at which the city
continues to build out the riverfront area; the timing and impact of the planned streetcar; and the
timing and substance of the general plan update Any of these factors could affect the land use
forecast for West Sacramento in the next MTP/SCS.
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Winters
Winters is a small city surrounded by agricultural uses. The city has deep historic roots as a
community and is therefore is primarily characterized as an Established Community in the
MTP/SCS. This includes the city’s gateway, which has undergone recent planning efforts. The
Established Community has the potential capacity to add 3,163 new jobs and 1,921 new housing
units at build out. The city’s Downtown Plan is a form-based code approach to guiding infill and
redevelopment opportunities in the historic downtown area, which is designated as a Center and
Corridor Community in the MTP/SCS. Because growth in this area is likely to happen primarily
through redevelopment, it is difficult to estimate the capacity for new housing and jobs. Even with
several redevelopment opportunities the net gain of housing units and employees could be small.
The estimated capacity for this area could add 55 new jobs and 16 new housing units. The city also
has a sphere of influence that is north of the existing city limits. Due to current economic
conditions and the remaining capacity within the city today, this area is not identified for
development in the MTP/SCS.
The MTP/SCS forecast includes 1,198 new employees and 970 new housing units in Winters by
2036. All of this housing is planned for Established Communities, likely in the northern portion of
the city where the newer residential growth has been concentrating. New residential growth is
primarily low density, but ranges from very low density to high density uses. A small amount of
employment development is assumed in the Center and Corridor Community, adding 29 new
employees. The remaining employment growth is in Established Communities, including mainly
commercial and industrial uses at the gateway and along East Grant and Grant Avenue. The
MTP/SCS forecast assumes that Winters is likely to see most of this growth during the latter half of
the planning period, likely with housing growing significantly slower than the regional average, but
employment growing on pace with the regional average.
Issues to track the regional monitoring program include whether the city’s successful downtown
revitalization at some point will result in a significantly higher growth rate for the city. Winters’
position on the edge of the region and proximity to the Bay Area creates the potential for unique
growth dynamics in this city.

Woodland
Due to its role as the county seat, and its location along Interstate 5, Woodland has maintained a
balanced jobs/housing ratio. With about 71 percent of its housing capacity built today, most of the
city is characterized as an Established Community in the MTP/SCS. Most of the new housing
construction is within the Spring Lake Master Plan area, which is characterized as a Developing
Community in the MTP/SCS. Woodland also has two areas designated as Center and Corridor
Communities in the MTP/SCS. Woodland’s adopted East Street Specific Plan and downtown
redevelopment plan are intended to guide and encourage revitalization and development in the older
parts of the city, which make up these Center and Corridor Communities. The city is currently
updating its general plan and is considering planning for new growth areas just outside the city
limits. However, with the exception of the Spring Lake Master Plan area (which extends just outside
the current city limits), these areas are not identified for development by 2036 in the MTP/SCS.
By 2036, the MTP/SCS forecast includes 11,680 new jobs and 4,127 new housing units in
Woodland. Established Communities include 10,474 of the new jobs and 668 of the new housing
units. Because residential land in the Established areas of the city are largely built out today, most of
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this housing growth is in scattered infill throughout the city, building out the remaining 668 units of
potential capacity. The city’s Established Communities also include several existing job centers
where industrial and commercial uses are concentrated. These areas have the potential to add
25,221 new jobs at build out. The MTP/SCS assumes almost 42 percent of this capacity is likely to
be built by 2036, which is a significant amount of employment that accounts for 90 percent of the
city’s total employment growth in the MTP/SCS. Center and Corridor Communities also build out
a significant amount of their capacity for new housing in the MTP/SCS. The MTP/SCS forecast
includes 623 new housing units in this area, with capacity estimated at 824 new housing units. These
Center and Corridor Communities also add 533 new jobs by 2036 with a potential build out of 1,892
jobs. Development in these areas in the MTP/SCS consists of primarily residential and commercial
mixed use with medium to high density housing. Consistent with the city’s plans and recent trends,
the MTP/SCS includes some redevelopment in this area, which may contribute to the net
employment gain being less than the housing growth for the area. Most of the new residential
growth is in Spring Lake, which is currently building today and is estimated to include 2,836 new
housing units and 672 new employees by 2036. At build out, this Developing Community has
capacity for 7,954 housing units and 1,242 employees. It includes new neighborhood-serving
commercial and public uses and a variety of new housing, with an average density of eight units per
acre. Woodland is expected to grow on pace with the regional average in the early years of the
MTP/SCS, with 18 percent of its 2036 housing growth and 30 percent of its 2036 employment
growth forecast by 2020. This is largely due to the expected continuation of commercial and
industrial growth along Interstate 5 and the residential building in Spring Lake.
Issues to track through the regional monitoring program include the potential impacts of
commercial development on Interstate 5 on planned development rates in the downtown.
Woodland is also currently in the process of updating its general plan, which could include changes
to land uses and the location of growth in and around the city. Any of these factors could affect the
land use forecast in the next MTP/SCS.

Yolo (Unincorporated County)
Yolo County is the western edge of the Sacramento region, and an important part of the
Interstate 80 corridor linking Sacramento to the Bay Area. The county has remained largely an
agricultural resource area with most growth occurring in its incorporated cities and unincorporated
towns. This commitment to agriculture and preserving the county’s rural character has been
reinforced by the county’s general plan adopted in 2009. The general plan directs all residential
growth to designated areas within cities and growth boundaries of existing unincorporated
communities (with the exception of farm dwellings). Development pressures on prime farmland
between Davis and Woodland have led these two cities and the county to enter into an agreement to
preserve the land for agricultural use. This is further supported by the urban growth boundaries in
both cities. Growth in unincorporated Yolo County is directed to the existing unincorporated
towns of Capay, Clarksburg, Dunnigan, Esparto, Knights Landing, Madison, Monument Hills, Yolo,
and Zamora. These communities are characterized as Established Communities in the MTP/SCS.
The towns of Dunnigan, Esparto, Knights Landing, and Madison have the majority of the new
housing potential. Specifically, Dunnigan has a proposed specific plan that includes capacity for up
to 9,230 new housing units at build out. This proposed specific plan is not yet adopted and is
currently on hold by the county, and is therefore not identified for development in the current
MTP/SCS planning period. The remaining agricultural and natural resource areas of the county are
also not identified for development in the MTP/SCS. However, agricultural-related housing and
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employment is likely to occur in these areas and is supported by the MTP/SCS environmental
sustainability policies. UC Davis is located in the county, just south of Davis, and is characterized as
a Center and Corridor Community in the MTP/SCS.
The MTP/SCS forecast for unincorporated Yolo County includes 5,509 new jobs and 3,178 new
housing units. Of this growth, 2,513 new jobs and 2,666 new housing units are at the UC Davis
campus, building out past the current Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the University.
The remaining 2,996 new jobs and 512 new homes are in Established Communities, building out 52
percent of the remaining employment growth capacity and 45 percent of the remaining housing
growth capacity. These new housing units are largely low and medium density; however, a range of
densities from very low to high density are planned. New jobs come primarily from new
commercial, industrial, and public uses. The MTP/SCS does not forecast new agricultural
employment or farm dwellings, both of which are likely to continue to grow in Yolo County. By
2020, the MTP forecast includes 51 percent of the unincorporated county’s 2036 employment
growth and 56 percent of the 2036 housing growth to occur. Employment and housing growth is
expected to happen faster than the regional averages of 33 percent and 17 percent, respectively, by
2020 due to growth on the University campus.
Issues to track through the regional monitoring program include UC Davis’s growth plans,
including the LRDP update, and how the county and the city of Davis may respond. The University
is emerging as an even more major player in the region’s economic development future.
YUBA COUNTY

Marysville
The City of Marysville has historically maintained a compact footprint due in large part to
significant flood constraints. Today, Marysville is substantially built out within its existing city limits,
with limited opportunities for growth through infill and redevelopment. Marysville adopted a
Downtown Strategic Plan in 2004 to facilitate this type of development. More recently, postrecession, the City has initiated a Bounce Back Vision and Implementation Plan, a strategic plan for
economic development in this area. This area of the city is characterized as a Center and Corridor
Community, while the remaining city is considered an Established Community.
The MTP/SCS 2036 growth forecast for Marysville projects that the city builds out almost all of
its housing and employment capacity. By 2036, the MTP/SCS forecast includes 1,118 new
employees and 365 new housing units. Beyond this, general plan capacity could add an additional 77
housing units. The majority of this growth, 69 percent of the new employment and 73 percent of
the new housing, is expected to occur in Established Communities through infill development
including low to high density residential, mixed use, and commercial and office employment. The
remaining growth, 26 percent of jobs and 8 percent of housing, is expected to occur in the Center
and Corridor Community area through infill and small amounts of redevelopment. The city is
expected to grow significantly slower than the regional average during the first half of the planning
period. This is primarily due to flood constraints and the general job market weakness in the region
currently.
Issues that will be tracked through the regional monitoring program that may influence future
land use projections for Marysville include the success of the city’s infill and commercial
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redevelopment efforts, as well as the amount of growth that occurs in unincorporated Yuba County
immediately to the city’s south. Planned infrastructure upgrades,; construction of major
transportation projects such as the improved bridge access to Yuba City, and construction of the
Goldfields Parkway bypass around the City, may also influence future growth in the city.

Wheatland
Wheatland is a small city along Highway 65 that in the early 2000s experienced accelerated
housing growth as workers in Placer County moved north along the Highway 65 corridor to find
housing. The northern and eastern portion of the city, where most of the newer residential activity
has happened in the last decade, is considered an Established Community in the MTP/SCS. The
city’s existing downtown area is characterized as a Center and Corridor Community. The
easternmost and southernmost portions of the city that cover the approved Jones Ranch and
Heritage Oaks are characterized as a Developing Community in the MTP/SCS. The remaining city
limits is made of the recently annexed large area covering the Johnson Rancho/Hop Farm project
area. This area and the city’s remaining Sphere of Influence (SOI), including the approved Nichols
Grove project area, are not identified for development within the MTP/SCS planning period.
The MTP/SCS forecast for Wheatland includes 1,026 new employees and 1,087 new housing
units by 2036. Of this growth, 532 employees and 346 housing units are within Established
Communities, primarily building out existing newer subdivisions and new neighborhood-serving
commercial and public uses. Just over half of the employment growth is also within these areas. At
build out, these Established Communities have the potential to add an additional 101 housing units.
Most of the new housing growth (68 percent) in the city is in Developing Communities. Jones
Ranch and Heritage Oaks, the approved Developing Community in the existing city limits, accounts
for 493 new employees and 739 new housing units. These employees are primarily from commercial
and public uses and the housing growth is expected to continue the trend for low density units,
averaging about six units per acre. Building out capacity of this area could add an additional 802
employees and 572 housing units beyond the MTP/SCS forecast. About 25 percent of the city’s
2036 employment growth and 17 percent of the city’s 2036 housing growth is anticipated by 2020.
This is because much of the employment growth is new neighborhood-serving commercial and
public uses and much of the housing growth is expected to occur within the Developing
Community, which is likely to develop during the latter portion of the planning period.
Issues to track through the regional monitoring program include the potential effect of flood
protection issues in the city’s northwest quadrant and the extent to which residential pressures from
the Placer County employment center to the south return as the economy continues to recover.

Yuba (Unincorporated County)
While historically a rural agricultural county, unincorporated Yuba County approved several
specific plans in the 1990s that have been developing during the last 10 years. The county also
adopted its general plan in 2011. The general plan categorizes housing development in the county
into two main categories: Valley Neighborhood and Rural Community. Rural Communities include
the communities of Hallwood, Browns Valley, Loma Rica, Oregon House, Dobbins, Rackerby,
Brownsville, Challenge, Log Cabin, Camptonville, Strawberry Valley, Smartsville, and Camp Far
West. General plan policies support the continued rural character of these communities and,
therefore, they are characterized in the MTP/SCS as Rural Residential Communities. The Valley
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Neighborhood areas include the existing communities of Linda and Olivehurst, as well as the newer
growth areas of Plumas Lake, East Linda, and the North Arboga Study Area. Linda and Olivehurst
are characterized as Established Communities in the MTP/SCS. Beale Air Force Base, the only
active military base in the region and the largest employer in the Yuba-Sutter sub-region, is also
designated as an Established Community in the MTP/SCS. The majority of housing development
in recent years has occurred within three newer growth areas in the unincorporated county. These
growth areas, Plumas Lake, North Arboga and East Linda, are designated Developing Communities
in the MTP/SCS. The county’s general plan also establishes a Valley Growth Boundary as a focus
for economic development, demonstrating the county’s commitment to providing more job
opportunities for residents who would otherwise likely be commuting to Placer or Sacramento for
work. As such, the general plan identifies a new employment center along Highway 65, which is also
identified as a Developing Community in the MTP/SCS. The general plan identifies mixed use
corridors along North Beale Road and Olivehurst Avenue as areas where the county envisions
infrastructure improvements to encourage development and redevelopment. Such land uses would
include commercial, public, and medium to high density housing, including mixed use. These areas
are identified as Center and Corridor Communities in the MTP/SCS. The remaining areas in the
county are identified as planning reserve or natural resources in the general plan and are not
identified for development in the MTP/SCS planning period.
In total, for all community types taken together, the county has capacity for 23,672 new housing
units and 53,170 new employees. Developing Communities represent the largest amount of housing
and employment capacity in the unincorporated county. Around 77 percent of that housing and 68
percent of that employment capacity is within Developing Communities. Plumas Lake, the
Developing Community located along Highway 70, started building in 2004 and has the capacity for
18,130 homes and 16,176 jobs at build out. This community includes a mix of housing and
employment uses with housing densities averaging five units per acre and employment uses
including commercial, office, light industrial, and public. Adjacent to the northern border of Plumas
Lake is the North Arboga plan area which is also currently under construction. This plan has
capacity to add an additional 1,357 new housing units and 2,387 new jobs at build out. It includes
commercial, industrial, and public uses and an average residential density of four units per acre. East
Linda, located adjacent to the existing town of Linda, also began developing around the same time
as Plumas Lakes and North Arboga. This area, at build out, could add commercial, industrial and
public uses generating a total of 4,426 employees and 6,009 housing units, averaging six units per
acre, to what exists today. The Highway 65 Employment Area has capacity for 23,730 employees at
build out, including a wide variety of employment uses, including regional commercial, light and
heavy industrial, agricultural processing, office, and public uses. The federal government also
approved an American Indian tribe’s plan to build a casino in this area. Predominately an
employment-only Developing Community, the MTP/SCS does not forecast residential development
in this area. However, the general plan does allow for up to 4,000 new housing units in this area, if
such uses contribute to, or construct infrastructure needed to serve the primary employmentgenerating uses; the county is currently processing an application in this area for the Magnolia Ranch
Specific Plan, which includes about 3,300 homes and 3,400 jobs. Established Communities have
capacity to add 3,560 new housing units and 2,854 employees at build out. The potential build out
employment capacity for Beale AFB is currently unknown. Having recently opened a new training
facility and currently constructing more office facilities, the MTP/SCS assumes Beale AFB could
add 2,000 employees and 109 new homes at build out. Center and Corridor Communities have a
build out potential that could add 313 new homes and 993 new jobs.
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The total MTP/SCS forecast for unincorporated Yuba County includes 6,220 new housing units
and 9,948 new jobs by 2036. The majority of this new growth is expected to occur in Developing
Communities with 2,280 new housing units and 2,361 new employees in Plumas Lake, 2,231 new
housing units and 1,489 new employees in East Linda, 269 new housing units and 374 new
employees in North Arboga, and 2,513 new employees in the new Highway 65 Employment Center.
The remaining 32 percent of employee growth and 23 percent of housing growth in the MTP/SCS
is within Established Communities, Center and Corridor Communities, and Rural Residential
Communities. Established Communities include 2,435 new employees and 1,291 new housing units.
The majority of these new jobs are likely to be located at Beale AFB, while the remaining
commercial and industrial uses are located within the Linda and Olivehurst area, primarily along
Highway 65. The MTP/SCS assumes some mixed use development, including a very small number
of redevelopment sites in Center and Corridor Communities. This development adds 756 new
employees and 92 new housing units by 2036. Rural Residential Communities in unincorporated
Yuba County are expected to experience low amounts of growth, with only approximately 57 new
housing units and 20 new jobs by 2036. The MTP/SCS forecast assumes relatively small amounts of
new rural residential homes to be constructed in the region by 2036. This is in part due to the recent
recession combined with changing demographics, which suggest a higher percent of the population
will choose to live on smaller lots or in attached homes near existing jobs and services with more
transportation choices. This is also supportive of the county’s Valley Growth Boundary, which aims
to guide the majority of the county’s long term growth into the Center and Corridor, Established,
and Developing communities.
By 2036, the county’s share of regional employment growth increases from today and their share
of the regional housing market remain constant. The county’s share of regional employment is
expected to increase from 1.4 percent today, to about 2.2 percent in 2036, increasing the
jobs/housing ratio from 0.4 to 0.7. However, because much of this employment growth is
dependent on development of the Highway 65 Employment Area, which has infrastructure
challenges to address, most of this employment is expected to occur later in the planning period.
The regional monitoring program will track the level to which the county succeeds in its desire
to have jobs rather than housing lead its future growth. The success of establishing the Highway 65
area as an employment center, together with the future of Beale, will be the primary drivers of future
employment growth and are top local priorities.
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2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy Update

Existing Conditions

2016 MTP/SCS

2016 MTP/SCS

Build Out Estimate

Draft Preferred Scenario - April 16, 2015

Total in Year 2012

Total in Year 2020

Total in Year 2036

Total at Build Out

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Jobs

Jobs

Placerville
Center and Corridor Communites
Established Communitites
Jurisdiction Total
El Dorado County Unincorporated
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Rural Residential Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)

Bass Lake Hills
Carson Creek
El Dorado Hills
Marble Valley 1
Missouri Flats
Valley View
Jurisdiction Total
EL DORADO COUNTY TOTAL
1

Housing Units

Housing
Units

Jobs
4,243
7,304
11,546

Housing Units
235
5,221
5,456

Jobs

Housing Units

2,976
6,362
9,338

172
4,357
4,529

3,311
6,574
9,884

182
4,514
4,696

4,939
7,096
12,034

316
5,336
5,652

2,081
17,469
9,356

104
29,458
24,940

2,985
21,881
9,430

353
30,361
25,187

3,999
32,638
9,640

368
35,149
26,142

4,479
49,287
13,931

370
50,525
28,827

59
163
1,435

155
460
3,558

76
180
1,910

166
578
3,801

125
226
2,035

953
1,162
4,560

109
3,879
3,368

1,458
1,700
6,162

0
3,129
134
33,826
43,164

1
408
746
59,829
64,358

0
3,212
134
39,808
49,692

17
419
895
61,777
66,473

0
3,709
161
52,532
64,079

398
452
1,630
70,813
76,269

0
6,497
156
81,705
93,739

398
853
2,839
93,132
98,784

The Build Out Estimate shown reflects adopted planning documents. However, the county is processing an application for this area that could result in a change to these estimates.
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2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy Update

Existing Conditions

2016 MTP/SCS

2016 MTP/SCS

Build Out Estimate

Draft Preferred Scenario - April 16, 2015

Total in Year 2012

Total in Year 2020

Total in Year 2036

Total at Build Out

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Jobs

Jobs

Auburn
Center and Corridor Communities

Housing Units

Housing
Units

Jobs

Housing Units

Jobs

Housing Units

2,304
5,456

482
5,631

2,507
5,903

483
5,785

2,944
6,889

749
5,910

3,811
9,114

856
7,352

1
7,761

12
6,124

1
8,410

12
6,279

227
10,060

729
7,389

226
13,151

725
8,932

522
293
815

205
706
911

693
314
1,007

215
715
929

1,128
370
1,498

258
758
1,016

2,380
899
3,279

263
1,073
1,336

2,598
3,470

292
17,739

3,604
4,388

516
18,921

6,246
6,469

1,042
20,572

8,846
17,679

1,117
21,651

Jurisdiction Total

2,263
13
76
0
8,420

0
34
148
33
18,246

3,263
13
76
0
11,343

0
203
148
585
20,373

5,463
513
361
296
19,347

0
2,041
2,147
3,286
29,087

11,007
677
11,402
397
50,008

0
5,640
8,318
3,285
40,011

Loomis
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Rural Residential Communities
Jurisdiction Total

200
2,336
747
3,282

148
1,473
848
2,469

255
2,454
747
3,455

148
1,495
885
2,529

801
3,253
856
4,911

552
1,752
944
3,248

1,288
4,039
784
6,112

688
1,947
1,319
3,954

Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)

Baltimore Ravine
Jurisdiction Total
Colfax
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Jurisdiction Total
Lincoln
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)

Hwy 65 area
Village 1
Village 5/SUD B
Village 7
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2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy Update

Existing Conditions

2016 MTP/SCS

2016 MTP/SCS

Build Out Estimate

Draft Preferred Scenario - April 16, 2015

Total in Year 2012

Total in Year 2020

Total in Year 2036

Total at Build Out

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Jobs

Jobs

Rocklin
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)

Clover Valley
Highway 65 Corridor
I-80 Commercial
Sunset Ranchos
Jurisdiction Total
Roseville
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)

Creekview
Sierra Vista
West Roseville
Amoruso Ranch
Jurisdiction Total

Housing Units

Housing
Units

Jobs

Housing Units

Jobs

Housing Units

984
16,226

1,000
19,609

1,036
17,369

1,078
21,059

1,318
19,315

1,319
22,881

1,987
35,759

1,960
24,235

0
429
85
160
17,884

2
0
4
1,665
22,280

0
1,893
1,487
354
22,138

2
146
198
2,379
24,862

0
4,004
2,555
1,245
28,438

142
370
199
4,358
29,269

128
10,041
2,936
1,436
52,287

561
370
304
4,358
31,789

5,034
59,122

2,124
44,177

6,323
67,193

2,175
46,129

9,094
82,123

3,224
47,166

16,206
91,285

3,693
47,168

3
0
483
0
64,642

2
18
2,926
0
49,247

3
0
1,214
0
74,733

102
469
5,629
0
54,504

421
3,500
2,983
145
98,266

1,207
6,116
9,428
1,001
68,143

418
9,003
3,251
1,463
121,627

2,011
8,679
10,478
3,011
75,040
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2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy Update

Existing Conditions

2016 MTP/SCS

2016 MTP/SCS

Build Out Estimate

Draft Preferred Scenario - April 16, 2015

Total in Year 2012

Total in Year 2020

Total in Year 2036

Total at Build Out

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Jobs

Jobs

Placer County Unincorporated
Established Communities
Rural Residential Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)

Bickford Ranch
Placer Vineyards
Regional University
Riolo Vineyards
Placer Ranch
Squaw Village
Jurisdiction Total
PLACER COUNTY TOTAL

Housing Units

Housing
Units

Jobs

Housing Units

Jobs

Housing Units

18,228
7,527

16,143
26,922

23,729
7,740

16,772
27,884

34,778
8,330

17,746
29,421

71,738
27,195

23,764
50,527

108
0
0
66
0
180
26,108

6
213
0
17
0
6
43,307

108
0
0
66
0
180
31,823

247
213
0
71
0
64
45,251

200
1,499
381
150
2,003
180
47,520

1,433
4,737
1,448
939
2,900
351
58,975

312
9,037
1,875
166
20,155
574
131,052

1,890
14,132
4,387
932
5,376
850
101,858

377,516

262,920

128,912

142,583

152,910

154,726

210,040

197,127
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2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy Update

Existing Conditions

2016 MTP/SCS

2016 MTP/SCS

Build Out Estimate

Draft Preferred Scenario - April 16, 2015

Total in Year 2012

Total in Year 2020

Total in Year 2036

Total at Build Out

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Jobs

Jobs

Citrus Heights
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Jurisdiction Total

6,824
11,115
17,939

Elk Grove
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Rural Residential Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)

Laguna Ridge
Lent Ranch
Southeast Planning Area
Sterling Meadows
Triangle Special Plan
Jurisdiction Total
Folsom
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)

Folsom South Area
Jurisdiction Total
Galt
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)

SOI
Jurisdiction Total

Housing Units
1,713
33,764
35,477

7,872
11,815
19,686

Housing
Units
1,755
33,955
35,709

Jobs
10,354
13,456
23,810

Housing Units
2,757
35,302
38,059

Jobs
12,147
13,456
25,603

Housing Units
4,094
36,991
41,085

541
27,286
1,712

53
45,476
3,982

647
29,659
1,712

53
45,948
4,106

947
35,421
1,777

53
47,268
4,683

1,043
35,518
1,800

71
47,296
5,876

1,336
0
4
0
123
31,001

1,541
1
38
0
282
51,372

2,221
2,439
565
0
123
37,365

4,910
30
295
90
301
55,733

4,371
3,222
5,004
0
123
50,865

7,586
280
4,061
950
401
65,282

4,400
4,400
24,720
0
343
72,225

7,826
280
4,790
980
701
67,820

7,109
28,739

1,330
24,895

9,323
32,242

1,440
25,980

9,852
32,495

2,011
28,174

9,852
32,495

2,192
28,174

0
35,848

0
26,225

621
42,186

1,182
28,602

7,194
49,541

8,665
38,850

13,619
55,966

10,210
40,576

1,299
2,805

470
7,338

1,598
3,509

477
7,431

2,308
4,960

605
9,195

3,299
9,230

610
9,331

460
4,565

199
8,007

460
5,567

200
8,108

904
8,172

1,090
10,890

24,180
36,709

7,212
17,153
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2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy Update

Existing Conditions

2016 MTP/SCS

2016 MTP/SCS

Build Out Estimate

Draft Preferred Scenario - April 16, 2015

Total in Year 2012

Total in Year 2020

Total in Year 2036

Total at Build Out

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Jobs

Jobs

Isleton
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)

Villages on the Delta
Jurisdiction Total
Rancho Cordova
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)

Arboretum
Ranch at Sunridge
Rio Del Oro
Suncreek
Sunridge
Westborough
Jurisdiction Total
Sacramento
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)

Delta Shores
Jurisdiction Total

Housing Units

Housing
Units

Jobs

Housing Units

Jobs

Housing Units

123

388

125

394

139

419

171

510

21
144

12
400

21
146

12
406

21
160

40
459

21
192

300
810

16,192
32,296

5,988
16,556

17,895
38,694

6,286
16,998

22,008
54,340

8,176
18,039

40,758
66,878

8,228
18,215

0
0
0
0
114
32
48,634

0
0
0
21
3,054
0
25,619

0
0
0
0
718
32
57,340

0
0
827
21
4,504
0
28,637

115
98
2,090
226
2,170
155
81,201

1,525
711
5,119
3,391
7,707
765
45,433

3,488
358
12,558
1,408
3,563
5,447
134,459

4,742
1,610
12,189
4,893
8,763
4,200
62,840

146,107
111,260

59,363
132,386

174,298
121,959

65,965
135,386

210,627
147,734

103,426
155,515

255,689
194,590

116,653
156,139

0
257,367

0
191,749

795
297,053

460
201,811

2,223
360,585

5,077
264,018

6,660
456,939

5,115
277,908
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2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy Update

Existing Conditions

2016 MTP/SCS

2016 MTP/SCS

Build Out Estimate

Draft Preferred Scenario - April 16, 2015

Total in Year 2012

Total in Year 2020

Total in Year 2036

Total at Build Out

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Jobs

Jobs

Sacramento County Unincorporated
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Rural Residential
Developing Communities (listed below)

Housing Units

Housing
Units

Jobs

Housing Units

Jobs

Housing Units

67,142
94,239
10,480

26,472
171,653
13,726

80,069
102,880
11,056

28,363
173,758
13,867

105,073
128,649
12,458

45,219
182,718
14,314

137,302
202,421
15,537

63,439
189,159
18,369

Jurisdiction Total

47
1,319
453
2,169
93
48
369
1,156
177,516

78
557
0
145
363
0
2,400
4,591
219,986

47
1,389
453
2,169
158
48
611
1,240
200,119

325
894
560
145
1,261
0
2,634
4,714
226,522

358
1,528
1,780
4,028
379
265
764
1,546
256,828

1,510
2,575
3,271
5,141
3,415
1,030
3,820
5,353
268,366

404
6,243
1,796
32,839
563
5,075
764
1,546
404,490

6,000
9,917
3,239
15,658
6,062
3,529
5,943
6,610
327,924

SACRAMENTO COUNTY TOTAL

573,014

558,836

659,462

585,527

831,161

731,357

Elverta
Florin Vineyard
Glenborough at Easton
West Jackson
North Vineyard Station
Mather South
Vineyard Springs
Vineyard

1,186,582

836,116
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2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy Update

Existing Conditions

2016 MTP/SCS

2016 MTP/SCS

Build Out Estimate

Draft Preferred Scenario - April 16, 2015

Total in Year 2012

Total in Year 2020

Total in Year 2036

Total at Build Out

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Jobs

Jobs

Live Oak
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Jurisdiction Total
Yuba City
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)

Lincoln East (SOI)
South SOI/Hwy 99 Corridor
Jurisdiction Total
Sutter County Unincorporated
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)

Sutter Pointe
Jurisdiction Total
SUTTER COUNTY TOTAL

Housing Units

Housing
Units

Jobs

Housing Units

Jobs

Housing Units

296
548
844

53
2,498
2,551

461
695
1,155

53
2,704
2,757

856
1,051
1,907

91
3,682
3,773

1,972
2,446
4,418

336
4,339
4,676

7,222
16,467

1,683
22,864

8,073
18,677

1,691
23,212

9,990
24,065

1,908
28,062

10,036
29,210

2,076
28,048

116
15
23,820

183
36
24,766

116
15
26,881

183
36
25,122

338
412
34,804

975
230
31,175

1,570
1,826
42,642

4,868
723
35,715

3,974

6,456

3,990

6,521

4,098

6,845

13,787

7,374

887
4,861

18
6,474

887
4,877

18
6,539

2,995
7,093

3,027
9,872

55,045
68,832

17,500
24,874

29,525

33,790

32,913

34,418

43,804

44,820

115,892

65,264
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2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy Update

Existing Conditions

2016 MTP/SCS

2016 MTP/SCS

Build Out Estimate

Draft Preferred Scenario - April 16, 2015

Total in Year 2012

Total in Year 2020

Total in Year 2036

Total at Build Out

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Jobs

Jobs

Davis
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Jurisdiction Total

4,531
10,899
15,430

1,829
24,611
26,440

5,344
11,844
17,188

1,862
25,130
26,992

6,598
13,743
20,341

2,845
26,483
29,329

8,404
14,253
22,657

3,045
26,533
29,578

5,244
19,355

1,983
16,650

8,113
28,358

3,221
17,553

18,737
31,518

13,310
20,663

69,636
38,436

20,744
20,639

6
1,255
25,860

18
228
18,879

6
2,716
39,193

18
228
21,020

95
5,010
55,360

532
428
34,933

4
5,010
113,086

1,900
1,383
44,667

147
1,774
1,921

39
2,333
2,372

155
2,135
2,290

39
2,425
2,465

176
2,942
3,119

40
3,303
3,343

203
4,937
5,140

56
4,254
4,310

West Sacramento
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)

NE Village of Southport (Liberty only)
Southport Industrial Park
Jurisdiction Total
Winters
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Jurisdiction Total

Housing Units

Housing
Units

Jobs

Housing Units

Jobs

Housing Units
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2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy Update

Existing Conditions

2016 MTP/SCS

2016 MTP/SCS

Build Out Estimate

Draft Preferred Scenario - April 16, 2015

Total in Year 2012

Total in Year 2020

Total in Year 2036

Total at Build Out

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Jobs

Jobs

Woodland
Center and Corridor Communities

Housing Units

Housing
Units

Jobs

Housing Units

Jobs

Housing Units

2,852
17,923

726
18,111

3,012
20,977

753
18,301

3,385
28,397

1,349
18,779

4,744
43,144

1,550
18,779

572
21,347

1,217
20,054

826
24,815

1,741
20,796

1,244
33,027

4,053
24,181

1,242
49,130

7,954
28,283

Jurisdiction Total

21,700
6,684
28,384

717
7,090
7,807

23,644
7,560
31,204

2,410
7,178
9,587

24,213
9,680
33,893

3,383
7,602
10,985

29,134
12,500
41,634

2,648
8,220
10,868

YOLO COUNTY TOTAL

92,943

75,553

114,690

80,859

145,739

102,771

231,647

117,705

Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)

Spring Lake Master Plan
Jurisdiction Total
Yolo County Unincorporated
Center and Corridor Communities (UC Davis)
Established Communities
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2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy Update

Existing Conditions

2016 MTP/SCS

2016 MTP/SCS

Build Out Estimate

Draft Preferred Scenario - April 16, 2015

Total in Year 2012

Total in Year 2020

Total in Year 2036

Total at Build Out

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Jobs

Jobs

Marysville
Center and Corridor Communities

Housing Units

Housing
Units

Jobs

Housing Units

Jobs

Housing Units

2,950
5,523
8,473

325
5,025
5,349

3,043
5,723
8,766

332
5,047
5,379

3,297
6,294
9,591

422
5,293
5,714

3,344
6,197
9,541

435
5,356
5,791

63
368

102
1,220

63
523

102
1,233

64
901

105
1,566

55
761

113
1,667

431

15
1,337

122
708

184
1,519

493
1,458

754
2,425

1,295
2,110

1,326
3,106

735
3,204
3,551

346
6,962
509

952
3,961
4,079

346
7,058
509

1,491
4,640
4,550

438
8,143
618

1,728
6,058
5,551

659
10,522
618

Rural Residential Communities
Jurisdiction Total

76
177
195
206
3,360
11,503

2,213
1,147
2,613
36
7,819
21,644

510
192
894
206
3,360
14,154

2,624
1,262
2,918
36
7,841
22,593

1,565
551
2,556
2,719
3,380
21,451

4,444
1,416
4,894
36
7,875
27,864

4,426
2,564
16,176
23,730
5,094
65,328

6,009
2,504
18,130
12,884
51,325

YUBA COUNTY TOTAL

20,408

28,331

23,629

29,491

32,500

36,003

76,979

60,221

Established Communities
Jurisdiction Total
Wheatland
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Developing Communities (listed below)

Jones Ranch and Heritage Oaks
Jurisdiction Total
Yuba County Unincorporated
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Established Communities-Beale AFB
Developing Communities (listed below)

East Linda
North Arboga Study Area
Plumas Lake
Highway 65 Employment Center
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2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable
Communities Strategy Update

Existing Conditions

2016 MTP/SCS

2016 MTP/SCS

Build Out Estimate

Draft Preferred Scenario - April 16, 2015

Total in Year 2012

Total in Year 2020

Total in Year 2036

Total at Build Out

Jurisdiction/Community Type

Jobs

Jobs

Region Total
Center and Corridor Communities
Established Communities
Developing Communities
Rural Residential Communities

887,965
307,652
527,095
20,037
33,181

Housing Units
903,451
107,718
686,075
31,422
78,237

1,033,297
365,274
599,208
34,770
34,045

Housing
Units
951,495
120,297
702,471
48,958
79,770

Jobs
1,327,323
459,750
742,211
88,922
36,441

Housing Units
1,188,347
193,885
764,825
146,258
83,380

Jobs
2,082,355
633,282
1,018,936
365,796
64,341

Housing Units
1,441,011
236,212
805,215
281,782
117,802
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